
1951 
Eric W. Rood, A0752907. 
David w. Saxton, A0866101. 
Jack C. Schwab, A0773829. 
James G. Silliman, A0792353. 
Lloyd D. Smith, A0590459. 
Richard W. Smith, A0590144. 
Andrew W. Smoak, A0800062. 
Orrin W. Snyder III, A0938421. 
William G. Solomon, A0766106. 
William N. Steele, A02059858. 
Walter T. Steves, Jr., A0570399. 
Douglas D. Stewart, A0933521. 
James L. Stewart, A02066061. 
Jimmie Taylor, A0465462. 
Reginald F. Thibodeau, A0828351. 
Howard N. Tomehak, A0707751. 
Armand L. Tremblay, A0756127. 
Leslie B. Van Hoy, A0793868. 
Charles D. Vollmer, A077+591. 
William H. Walding, A0722402. 
Joseph B. Warren, A0668675. 
Audrey H. Watkins, A0823180. 
William F. Welsh, A0881067. 
Fielding F. West, A0734286. 
Raymond E. White, A0818059. 
James M. Whitler, A01701035. 
Morris F. Williams, A0772627. 
Willie G. Williamson, A02068148. 
Richard C. Wilson, A0671324. 
William W. Wilson, A0448075. 
Thomas B. Wood, A02034653. 
William A. Wood, A0693443. 
Clyde w. Younger, Jr., A0711056 

To be second lieutenants 
LeDewey E. Allen, Jr., A0942534. 
Paul C. Arndt, A0877345. 
Jacob C. Baird, A02098450. 
John C. Ball, A0693249. 
James W. Barkwill, A02058394. 
Donald E. Beebe, A0812918. 
Jack R. Benson, A02020704. 
Robert J . Bissell, A0709267. 
Kenneth R. Bland, A02076513. 
Eugene L. Brady, A02066793. 
Albert W. Buesking, A02101606. 
Stuart R. Childs, A0667942. 
Robert W. Clark, Jr., A02076549. 
George D. Cooksey, Jr., A0761041. 
Arthur S. Cooper, A0785761. 
Roderick W. Coward, A08070424. 
Darrell S . Cramer, A0730390. 
Wallace L. Criswell, A0556380. 
Clarence G. Curry, Jr., A0590504. 
Robert W. Daniels, A0663869. 
Samuel A. Darby, Jr., A0772031. 
John Deas, A0834617. 
John F. Disharoon, Jr., A0840356. 
William Djinis, A0873732. 
Walter L. Doerty, Jr., A01908527. 
Joe B. Dougherty, A02017030. 
Henry J. Dunn, Jr., A0841177. 
Nathan B. Durham, Jr., A02093327. 
Burns R. Eastman, A0769405. 
John J. Eddington, A0727704. 
James I. Eden, A0587724. 
James B. F'1gan, A0714685. 
Walter B. Favorite, A0758973. 
Thomas J. Flake, Jr., A0791808. 
Donald S. Floyd, A0827413. 
Albert D. Fowler, A0568180. 
Elwood S. Fraser, Jr., A0707255. 
John T . Gaffey, A0739764. 
Kenneth H. Gallagher, A0756214. 
Robert J. Goebel, A0681645. 
Edmond D. Gray, A0833086. 
Robert G. Hageman, A0691748. 
Ermine L. Hales, A0689045. 
Grover L. Heater, Jr., A01848508. 
Clarence L. Hewitt, III, A0706390. 
John K. Higdon, A01847085. 
William M. Higgins, A0821012. 
Joseph W. Hinerman, A0825170. 
John P. Honaker, Jr., A0802115. 
Anderson B. Honts, Jr., A0817679. 
Gene Hopkins, A'.02080701. 
Alden F. Hughes, Jr., A0190868l. 
Milo F. Hunter, Jr., 02208626. 
Kenneth D. Hurley, A02078997. 
Thomas J. Hutchison, A0859622. 
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Paul G. Jameson. A0729344. 
Dale S. Jeffers, A0809812. 
Marvin W. Johnson, A0685233. 
Melvin E. Johnson, Jr., A02080603. 
Dale N. Jones, A0827212. 
Ralph F. Jones, A0424965. 
Richard W. Jones, A0721007. 
Charles Kaiser, Jr., A0711418. 
William C. Kaufman, A02092289. 
Bertram Kemp, A02057943. 
Eugene C. Kiger, Jr., A0565848. 
Iven C. Kincheloe, Jr ., A01904137. 
Edward E. Lane, A0773165. 
Arthur M. Lilley, A0481919. 
John L. Mansfield, A0842228. 
Reese S. Martin, A0834845. 
Ralph S. Matsen, A02093375. 
Joseph J. McCabe, A0794268. 
Charles G. McCarthy, A0930112. 
Richard M. McClure, A01846838. 
Carlton H. McConnell, A0729772. 
Eugene P. McGlauflin, A0820530. 
Thomas B. Meeker, A0664217. 
Norman F. Merritt, Jr., A0649092. 
William S. Miller, A0799224. 
Joseph P. Minton, A0710999. 
Theodore E. Mock, A02087681. 
Walter S. Moe, Jr., A0777212. 
Wilner P. Moon, A0772222. 
William J. Mulcahy, A0731323. 
David J. Murphy, A0725631. 
Naaman L. Myers, A0789587. 
George H. Normand, A0927371. 
James R. Norris, A0429971. 
Clyde A. Northcott, Jr., A0930213. 
Timothy G. O'Shea, A01559737. 
Henry G. Parrish, Jr., A0670227. 
Floyd A. Peede, Jr., A0820906. 
Jack I. Posner, A0834881. 
Jack B. Price, A0669923. 
George Rhodes, A0581130. 
Paul B. Rice, A0840855. 
Robert 0. Rollman, A0561937. 
Marvin O. Rowland, A01848730. 
Donald F. Rudolph, A0728739. 
Marvin W. Russell, Jr., A0779228. 
Gilmore L. Sanders, A02057418. 
Julius F. Sanks, A02071713. 
Floyd E. Saunders, A0591048. 
George H. Saylor, A0713969. 
Robert E. Schellhous, A0769954. 
Earl C. Schmeling, A0733735. 
Willis G. Shaneyfelt, A01849148. 
John L. Sherburne, A0808748. 
Clayton C. Sherman, A02093788. 
Robert W. Smothers, A0927836. 
Richard H. Spooner, A0701695. 
Ellis E. Stanley, A01846851. 
Philip Steiner, A01854146. 
Wesley T. Stewart, A0715635. 
John H. Strand, Jr., A0730988. 
Carl R. Swartz, A0738498. 
Milton G. Swearengin, A0861727. 
Ralph J. Swofford, A0688982. 
Harry W. Taylor, Jr., A01850152. 
Harvey J. Taylor, A02030078. 
Charles E. Teague, A02059374. 
Hal M. Terry, Jr., A0800968. 
William G. Thomas, A0439742. 
James W. Thompson, Jr., A0427791. 
James E. Tidwell, A02076041. 
Artyv T. Tisdail, A0778618. 
George E. Tormoen, A0743218. 
Joseph M. Tyndall, A0874094. 
John J. Voll, A0705511. 
Ernie A. Walker, A0835728. 
Ivan Ware, A01848706. 
Thomas W. Whitlock, A01908785. 
Johnny T. Williams, A01905387. 
Marshall G. Williams, A0719524. 
Alvin L. Wimer, A0785038. 
Voy A. Winders, A0797756. 
Francis L. Wright, A02093266. 
Henry C. Yawn III, A02068328. 
William H. Young, A0833454. 
The following-named persons for appoint• 

ment in the United States Air Force, in the 
grade indicated, with dates of rank to be 
determined by the Secretary of the Air Force 

under the provisions of section 506, Public 
Law 381, Eightieth Congress (Officer Per
sonnel Act of 1947), and section 301, Public 
Law 625, Eightieth Congress (Women's Armed 
Services Integration Act of 1948) : 

To be second lieutenants 
Marguerite Butler, AL1908804. 
Dolores J. Cleary, AL1908805. 
Marjorie L. Riepma, AL1904020. 
Mary B. Wilkinson, AL1853888. 

The following-named distinguished avia
tion cadets for appointment in the United 
States Air Force, in the grade indicated, with 
dates of rank to be determined by the Sec
retary of the Air Force under the provisions 
of section 506, Public Law 381, Eightieth 
Congress (Officer Personnel Act of 1947): 

To be second lieutenants 
William T. Capers III Otto K. Lahlum 
Robert J. Ford Donald E. Leiffert 
Gene R . Johnson Eugene C. Wicker 

Subject to physical qualification and sub
ject to designation as distinguished mili· 
tary graduates, the following-named dis
tinguished military students of the Senior 
Division, Reserve Officers' Training Corps, 
for appointment in the United States Air 
Force, in the grade of second lieutenant, with 
dates of rank to be determined by the Secre
tary of the Air Force under the provisions of 
section 506, Public Law 381, Eightieth Con
gress {Officer Personnel Act of 1947): 
Earl J. Collins Thomas C. Pinckney. 
David P. Frizell Jr. 
Edwin E . Lee, Jr. 

CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate May 29 <legislative day of 
May 17), 1951: 

UNITED STATES ATrORNEY 

Noel Malone, of Mississippi, to be United 
States attorney for the northern district of 
Mississippi. 

POSTMASTER 

ARKANSAS-TEXAS 

Arthur L. Jennings, Texarkana. 

SENATE 
THURSDAY, MAY 31, 1951 

<Legislative day of Thursday, May 17. 
1951) 

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

Dr. Clarence W. Cranford, Calvary 
Baptist Church, Washington, D. C., 
offered the following prayer: · 

We thank Thee, O God, for the dream 
that has made America great-the 
dream that on these shores men would 
find a sanctuary of freedom in which 
they could breathe the invigorating air 
of liberty. We thank Thee that here 
we believe m~n is a child of God, and 
not just a creature of the state; that 
here we believe it is the truth that sets 
men free, and therefore men must be 
free to seek the truth. We thank Thee 
for our freedom to acknowledge Thee 
according to the dictates of our con
science. Help us to use this freedom, 
not as a privilege to be abused but as 
a heritage to be preserved and to ·be 
shared with all. We pray in Jesus' 
name. Amen. 
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on request of Mr. McFARLAND, and by 
'unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Tues
day. May 29, 1951, was dispensed with. 

LEAVES OF ABSENCE 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I regret 
that a commitment, which has been 
standing for some time, will necessitate 
my absence from the Senate to speak at 
a meeting of the Association of Unem
ployment Compensation Officials of the 
several states, meeting in my State next 
week. Therefore, I ask unanimous con
sent that I may be excused from at
tendance upon the sessions of the Senate 
next week. 

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

On his own request, and by unam
mous consent, Mr. F'uLBRIGHT was ex
cused from attendance on the sessions of 
the Senate next week, beginning Mon
day. 
COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING SENATE 
SESSIC{~~THE MACARTHUR HEAR· 
INGS 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Arizona yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 
Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Committees 
on Armed Services and Foreign Rela
tions meeting jointly, be permitted to 
conti~ue their meetings during the ses
sion today. 

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

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
wilt the Sena tor from Arizona yield to 
me so I may ask the Senator.from Con
necticut a question? · 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield .. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator 

from Connecticut has just asked unani
mous consent, which was granted, that 
the Committees on Armed Services and 
Foreign Relations may meet during the 
session of the Senate today. It is my 
understanding that the chairman of the 
Committee on Armed Services, the Sen
ator from Georgia. [Mr. RussELL], in
tends to bring up this afternoon the con
ference report ·on the selective service 
bill. I make my remarks in the form 
of a question, and also in somewhat the 
form of a statement. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, I will 
say in reply to the Senator that the 
committees will probably remain in ses
sion until about 1 o'clock today. 

Mr. President, I might say that we 
shall have to make some kind of ar
rangement with respect to those com
mittees. There are 26 members of the 
two committees. There is other busi
ness which must be done in the Senate 
besides working over a subject which has 
been pretty well covered already. That 
does not mean that I am against pursu
ing the subject with some other wit
nesses, but I call attention to the fact 
that there is some extremely important 
atomic business pending in the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy, and I 
have not been able to hold a meeting in 3 
weeks. We shall have to work this con
flict out somehow. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
am glad the Senator from Connecticut 
has made this statement. I am one who 
wants the hearings before the Commit
tees on Foreign Relations and Armed 
Services to · be full and complete. I do 
not want anything that should be pre
sented not presented. On the other 
hand, I have noticed, from reading the 
record, that a good portion of the time of 
the committees is taken up by speeches 
made hy Senators who are members of 
the committee, and by repetition of ques
tions. When almost one-third of the 
membership of the Senate is taken away 
from the Senate for the purpose of con
ducting these hearings it makes it very 
difficult to transact business on the :floor 
of the Senate. But when the member
ship of the two full committees, repre
senting nearly one-third of the Senate, is 
occupied in the hearings, thus taking 
them away from hearings that should be 
had by other committees, it results in 
slowing down the worlt: of all the com
mittees of the Senate. I desire to ask 
the distinguished Senator from Con
necticut if the committees meeting joint
ly cannot find some way of expediting 
the hearings; so there will be fewer 
speeches made by Senators, and more 
testimony given by the witnesses, with 
less repetition of questions. 

Mr. McMAHON. I will say to the 
Senator that we have adopted a time
limitation rule on examination which I 
think will facilitate the investigation. 
The committees have now voted to hear 
Mr. Acheson, Mr. Harriman, and I be
lieve General Wedemeyer and ex-Secre
tary of Defense Johnson. At the end of 
this series of ·.vitnesses I think it will be 
necessary to take a very careful look, not 
at closing, off the hearings but rather to 
see how we are going to integrate this 
business with the work of the committee. 

As the Senator knows, we have the ap
propriation bills to consider, we have the 
economic aid program and the arms im
plementation program to consider, and 
we also have the matter of the extension 
of ·the National Production Defense Act 
to consider. We must consider other 
matters of prime importance. Members 
of these two committees, incidentally. 
will have to sit on much of this impor
tant legislation. 

I make these observations for the 
RECORD to show that, however necessary 
this investigation may be, it is delaying 
the action of the Congress on extremely 
important legislation. 

Much good has come out of these hear
ings. I do not want to be understood as 
saying th.at I am ready to close them. 
I am not. But I think the country should 
know that almost one-third of the Mem .. 
bership of the Senate is engaged in these 
hearings, and that is why we are not go
ing ahead as we should be with the pro
gram which must be accelerated if we 
are to do a good job. 

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

Mr. ~cFARLAND. Yes. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I do not desire 

to prolong the discussion now, I.Jut I think 
it is only fair to say that I have attended 
most of the hearings of the comlnittees 
sitting jointly, and I believe the ques-

tions -asked by members of the commit
tees on both sides of the aisle have been 
very sincere and tend to bring out all 
factual information that is possible. 
While the questions have sometimes been 
long, and the hearings have been long, I 
feel that every member of the committee 
is making an effort to try to get to the 
bottom of the situation, for a better 
understanding by the Members of the 
Senate and the Congress and the p~ople 
of the country as a whole. Does not the 
Senator from Connecticut agree with 
me about that? 

Mr. McMAHON. Yes, I would say 
that I agree, but I would like to point 
out to the Senator from Massachnsetts 
that the committees have never defined 
exactly the objectives of the investiga
tion. Primarily I assume it is to weigh 
the advisability and the wisdom of cer
tain proposals which were made to us 
by · a five-star general now recalled. I 
must say that there has been a tendency 
to reexamine the past actions of the 
Government over a period of a good 
many years. That . causes me no em
barrassment whatsoever. Howev.er, it 
is lengthening the investigation. Pri .. 
marily, as I see it, the job given the com
mittee was to weigh the recommenda .. 
tions which were made by General Mac
Arthur to see whether or not it was 
advisable to adopt them, and that I think 
could be done in a fairly short time; in 
fact I think the record now is complete 
enough to come to an adjudication of 
that issue. Although, lest somebody 
should say that the Senator from Con
necticut ·wants to end the hearings, I 
hasten to add that I will sit there as long 
as a majority of the committee wants 
to keep examining into affairs past, pres
e:1t, and to try to peer into the futur.e. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. I have heard most 

of what the Senator from Connecticut 
has had to say. I believe that no one 
wishes ·unnecessarily to delay the hear
ings. However, they deal with as impor
tant a subject as has ever confronted the 
American people. They deal with the 
matter of the war in Korea, this Nation 
being engaged in the fourth largest war 
in its history, without a declaration of 
war by the Congress. They deal with 
a situation in which already we have 
suffered more than 70,000 military 
casualties, plus ·a number almost that 
great incapacitated by other than mili
tary means. 

I believe that the hearings are develop
ing a great deal · of information of im
portance not only to the Congress, but to 
the American people. I think we have 
not yet explored the things which need 
to be explored by the committee. If the 
time of almost a third of the Members 
of the Senate is required properly to jo 
this job, I think the time is well spent. 

It may be that with respect to some 
important legislation the committees, 
sitting jointly, may have to meet in the 
mornings and evenings, the Senate con
tinuing to meet in the afternoons. Per
sonally I would have no objection to that 
procedure. 
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However, ·a great deal of misinforma

tion has been put out from tinie to time. 
For example, on the 20th of April, about 
9 days after General MacArthur's sum
mary removal-and he first heard of his 
removal through his wife and aide hear
ing it 'over the radio in Toky~a state
ment was issued by some unnamed Pen
tagon spokesman to the effect that it had 
been done upon the unanimous recom
mendation of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

The record is clear that at no time did 
any individual member of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, nor the Joint Chiefs as 
a whole, ever initiate a recommendation 
fo1 General MacArthur's removal. They 
did concur in the removal after they had 
been advised that that was the desire of 
the President of the United States. 

There are other matters with respect 
to which I feel there has not been an 
accurate presentation ot the facts to the 
American people. I think these hearings 
will clear them up. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Arizona yield to me to 
make reply? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 
Mr. McMAHON. The Joint Chiefs of 

Sta.ff have now been heard. There c_an 
be no doubt in the RECORD that they fully 
supported the action of their Com
mander in Chief, and believe that he did 
the right thing in the action he took in 
regard to General MacArthur. They 
have supported that decision with what 
I consider to be valid reasons and good 
common sense. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Connecticut yield? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Arizona [Mr. McFARLAND] has 
the :ff.oor. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield to the Sen
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. HUNT. I should like to clear up 
one point. I believe the Senator from 
California-certainly not with any in
tent to mislead or to leave an erroneous 
impression-has left a wrong impression. 
As I have heard the testimony by the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, they were called 
and told of the contemplated action, 
and were asked for their advice and re
action. They were unanimous in · feel
ing that General MacArthur should be 
removed. I think that is just a little 
different interpretation from that of the 
Senator from California. 

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

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. The record, I be

lieve, is very clear. I certainly would 
not make a misstatement to the Senate 
or to the country. My statement was 
that at no time did the Joint Chiefs, as a 
body, or as individual members of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff representing either 
the Navy, the Army, or the Air Force, or 
the nonvoting chairman, General Brad
ley, initiate a recommendation for the 
removal of General MacArthur. The 
first they even heard or contemplated 
that such a thing would take place was 
when General Bradley received a tele
phone call from someone-he cannot 
remember just who it was-on the 5th of · 
April-indicating that the White House 
had that action under consideration. 

I quite agree with the Senator from upon, and that is that no one could be 
Connecticut that when they learned that doing a better job. I believe that it is 
the President of the United States was for us to think a little more as to how 
going to remove General MacArthur, and we can strengthen them and help them, 
their opinion was asked from a military rather than to live altogether in the 
point of view, as to whether the job past. I am willing to go into these mat
should be done, they concurred in the ters of the past in detail, but I do not 
determination of the Commander-in- think we ought .to neglect the future. 
Chief, the President of the United States, That is the important thing. 
to appoint a new commander. At this time I wish to say that per-

So far as I know, no one in the Senate sonally I feel that General Ridgway and 
or in the country has questioned the General Van Fleet should be highly com
constitutional right or the power of the mended for the wonderful job they are 
President of the United States to remove doing in Korea. 
any commander whom he desires to re- Mr. SALTONSTALL and Mr. KNOW-
move. I am merely saying that I believe LAND addressed the Chair. 
it was not a fair representation to the The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
American people for an unnamed Pen- Senator from Arizona yield, and if so to 
tagon spokesman, on the 20th of April, whom? 
to say that it was done upon the unani- Mr. McFARLAND. I yield to the Sen-
mous recommendation of the Joint ator from Massachusetts. 
Chiefs of Staff. I believe that the rec- Mr. SALTONSTALL. Let me say to 
ord and the hearings have cleared up the senator from Arizona that, of course, 
that phase of the situation. I agree the.t General Ridgway and Gen-

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, will the eral van Fleet are doing a good job now. 
Senator from Arizona yield to me? The basis of the inquiry by the Armed 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. Services Committee and the Foreign Re-
Mr. HUNT. I should like to say to the lations Committee was, as I understand, 

distinguished Senator from California - to consider, first, the broad general ques
that it was done upon the recommenda- tions of policy in the future, which must 
tion of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the be based upon the experience of the 
Secretary of Defense. The action was past; and second, the justification and 
not taken until they were invited into the wisdom of the dismissal of General 
conference and asked for their sugges- MacArthur, and the manner in which he 
tions and opinions. They all agreed was dismissed. 
that General MacArthur should be re- I think we all agree that the President 
moved. · had the right to dismiss him. I think 

Mr. KNOWLAND. They concurred. the Joint Chiefs of Staff, when their 
They did not recommend the decision. opinion was asked, concurred. But they 

Mr. HUNT. The action was not did not all agree as to the manner in 
taken until after they concurred and which General MacArthur was dis
went along with the proposal of the missed, even though, in broad terms, 
President of the United States that he they concurred in the wisdom of the dis-
should be removed. missal. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will I think that needs to be made clear, 
the Senator from Arizona yield for an in answer to the Senator from Connecti-
observation? cut and the Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr: McFARLAND. I yield. TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 
Mr. McMAHON. The Joint Chiefs of 

Staff and the Secretary of Defense, who Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
are che.rged with a review of our policy, the Senator yield? 
having in consideration global strategy, Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
also have been shown in these hearings do not wish to be in the position of farm
to be adamantly opposed, in all particu- -ing out time. Several Senators desire to 
lars, to certain military adventµres, con- tr_ansact routine business. If Senators 
trary to the stories which have been . _w1s~ to do so, t?ey ~ay speak. on the 
coming from various sources and which -" subJect ~nder d1sc~ss1on ~ollowmg the 
have been printed in various columns, ·,~ tr1;msact1on of routme busmess. 
to the effect that there was secret sym- ::;h~: The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the 
pathy on the part of some members of '.' '-'_ rule, with which all Senators are famil
the Joint Chiefs of Staff with such ad- iar, the Senator who has the floor can 
ventures. It has now been demon- yield only for a question, except by 
strated -beyond peradventure in the rec- unanimous· consent. 
ord that they have adamantly opposed Mr. McFARLAND. Yes. I do not 
the position which was taken by Gen- wish to violate the rule by farming out 
eral of the Armies Douglas MacArthur. time. Therefore, Mr. President, I ask 

Mr. KNOWLAND and ~r. SALTON- unanimous consent that senators may 
STALL addressed the Chair. . transact routine matters for the REc-

Mr.1';1cFARLAND. Mr. President, be- ORD, without debate. 
f?re I yield to any other sei:iator, I should The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
llke to ~ake one. observat10n.. . jection? The Chair hears none, and it 

There is one thmg upon "'.hICh I thmk . rdered The Chair will enforce 
we can all agree, and that is that Gen- is so 0 • . 
eral Ridgway and General Van Fleet are the part of . the un~mmous-cons~nt 
doing a wonderful job in Korea. agreement which provides f?r routme 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Pres- business to be transa~ted without de-
ldent- bate. Senators who wish to speak for. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I think there is mally on any subject must do so in their 
another thing that we can a.11 agree own time. 
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the following letters, which were 
ref erred as indicated: 
REPORT ON ADMINISTRATION OF REGISTRATION 

PROVISIONS OF SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES CON• 
TROL ACT 
A letter from the Attorney General, trans

mitting, pursuant to law, a report on the 
administration and enforcement of the reg
istration provisions of the Subversive Activi
ties Control Act, for the period from Sep
tember 23, 1950, to May 31, 1951 (with an 
accompanyfog report) ; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE PAPERS 
A letter from the Archivist of the United 

States, transmitting, pursuant to law, a list 
of papers and documents on the files of 
several departments and agencies of the 
Government which are not needed in the 
conduct of business and have no permanent 
value or historical interest, and requesting 
action looking to their disposition (with ac
companying papers); to a Joint Select Com
mittee on the Disposition of Papers in the 
Executive Departments. 

The VICE PRESIDENT appointed Mr. 
JOHNSTON of South Carolina fl.nd Mr. 
LANGER members of the committee on the 
part of the Senate. 
REPORT OF THE PUBLIC UTILITIES CoMMISSION 

OF. THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
A letter from the Chairman of the Public 

Utilities Commission of the District of Co
lumbia, transmitting, pul:suant to law, a 
report of its official proceedings for the year 
ended December 31, 1950 (with an accom
panying report); to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

U. S. COMMERCIAL COMPANY-AMEND· 
MENT ADOPTED BY RECONSTRUCTION 
FINANCE CORPORATION 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the following letter from the Sec
retary of the Senate, which was read and 
ordered to lie on the table: 

- UNITED STATES SENATE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 

May 31, 1951. 
The PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE: 

I am in receipt of a letter from the Secre
tary of the Reconstruction Finance Corpora
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, two cer
tified copies of an amendment adopted on 
May 21, 1951, to paragraph 9 of the U. s. 
Commercial Company, which have been 
placed in the files of the Senate. 

Respectfully, · 
LESLIE L. BIFFLE, 

Secretary. 

PETITIONS 

Petitions were laid before the ·senate 
and referred as indicated: 

By the VICE PRESIDENT: 
The petition of Earl N. Bathrick, of Sara

toga Springs, N. Y., praying for the enact
ment of legislation providing assistance to 
the Institute for Neurological Diseases; to 
the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

A resolution adopted by the Flushing 
(N. Y.) Council of Women's Organizations, 
Inc., favoring the enactment of legislation 
providing for adequate appropriation for the 
expansion of personnel to guard all ports of 
entry, etc., relating to' the illegal importation 
of narcotics (with an accompanying paper); 
to the Committee on Finance. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and by unanimous consent, the sec
ond time, and referred as fopows: 

By Mr. MAGNUSON: 
S. 1565. A bill for the relief of Andy 

Duzsik; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. McMAHON: 

S. 1566. A bill for the relief of Constantin 
Alexander Solomonides; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. O'MAHONEY (for Mr. MURRAY): 
S. 1567. A bill authorizing the issuance of 

a patent in fee to Mrs. Ursula Rutherford 
Ollinger; and 

S. 1568. A bill authorizing the issuance of a 
patent in fee to Mrs. Mary Rutherford Spear
son; to the Committee on Interior and Insu
lar Affairs. 

By Mr. WILEY: 
S. 1569. A bill for the relief of Dr. Klaus 

C. Karde and Ingeborg Karde; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. McCARRAN: 
S. 1570. A bill to amend the immunity pro

vision relating to testimony given by wit
nesses before either House of Congress or 
their committees; and 

S. 1571. A bill to amend chapter 19, title 5, 
of the United States Code, entitled "Admin
istrative Procedure Act," so as to prohibit the 
employment by any person of any member, 
official, attorney, or employee of a Govern
ment agency except under certain conditions; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

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

S. 1572: A bill to authorize the presentation 
of claims of the Coos (or Kowes) Bay, Lower 
Umpqua (or Kalawatset), and Siuslaw Tribes 
of Indians to the Indian Claims Commission; 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

By Mr. HUMPHREY: 
S. 1573. A bill for the relief of Adone Loren.• 

zetti; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. O'CONOR (for himself, Mr. 

BREWSTER, Mr. BRICKER, Mr. BRIDGES, 
Mr. BUTLER of Maryland, Mr. DUFF, 
Mr. GREEN, Mr. IVES, Mr. MARTIN, Mr. 
PASTORE, Mr. SALTONSTALL, Mr. WIL• 
LIAMS, and Mr. TOBEY) : 

S. 1574. A bill to provide geographical 
equality for appointments to the Interstate 
Commerce Commission; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

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

By Mr. HUMPHREY: 
S. 1575. A bill relating to the survival of 

civil actions by or against public officers when 
such officers die, resign, or otherwise cease to 
901d office during the pendency of such ac
tions; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

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

By Mr. KEFAUVER: 
S. 1576. A bill to clarify the status of apple 

cider under the laws relating to alcoholic 
beverages and under the Federal Alcohol Ad
ministration Act; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

S.1577. A bill for the relief of Constan
tinous Tzortzis; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 1578. A blll to amend section 9 of the 
Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, 
so as to give credit in accordance with such 
section for service rendered by offiers and 
employees of a Federal home-loan bank for 
service for which through inadvertence no 
deductions from salary were made; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. BENTON (for himself, Mr. 
HUNT, Mr. BRICKER, and Mr. SALTON• 
STALL): 

S. 1579. A bill to establish a National Citi
zens Advisory Board on Radio and Television; 

to the Committee on Interstat.e ~nd Foreign 
Commerce. 

GEOGRAPHICAL APPOINTMENT OF MEM
BERS OF INTERSTATE COMMERCE 
COMMISSION 

Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, on be
half of myself, the Senator from Maine 
[Mr. BREWSTER], the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. BRICKER], the senior Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES], my col
league, the junior Senator from Mary
land [Mr. BUTLER], the junior Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. DUFF], the 
senior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
GREEN], the Senator from New York 
[Mr. IvEs], the senior Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. MARTIN], the junior 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. PAS
TORE], the Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. SALTONSTALL], the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS], and th~ junior 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
TOBEY] I introduce for appropriate ref
erence a bill to provide geographical 
equality for appointments to the Inter ... 
state Commerce Commission, and I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill, to
gether with a statement by me, be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred, and, without objection, the bill 
and statement will be printed in the 
RECORD. The Chair hears no objection. 

The bill <S. 1574) to provide geograpi
cal equality for appointments to the In
terstate Commerce Commission, intro
duced by Mr. O'CoNoR <for himself and 
other Senators), was received, read 
twice by its title, referred to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce, and ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That so much of sec
tion 24 of the Interstate Commerce Act as 
reads "Not more than six commissioners 
shall be appointed from the same political 
party" (49 U. S. C., sec. 11), is amended by 
striking out the period at the end thereof 
and inserting in lieu thereof " , nor shall 
more than four be appointed from the same 
geographical area. As used in this section 
tLe term "geographical area" shall mean any 
one of the following areas: (1) All States 
(excluding Wisconsin) which lie wholly ea.st 
of the Mississippi River and north of the 
line formed by the Ohio River and 'the 
southern boundaries of West Virginia and 
Maryland, (2) all States which lie wholly east 
of the Mississippi River and south of the 
line formed by the Ohio River and the south
ern boundaries of West Virginia and Mary
land, and (3) all States which lie wholly 
went of the Mississippi River, including Min
nesota, Wisconsin, and Louisiana." 

SEc. 2. This act shall be effective as of 
July 1, 1951. Commissioners serving under 
appointments made prior to that. datie shall 
not be required to be removed, D\lt all ap
pointments and reappointments made after 
that date shall be valid only if made in ac
cordance with the provisions _of this act. 

The statement presented by Mr, 
O'CoNOR is as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR O'CONOR 
I have introduced in the Senate for myself 

and a group of other Senators a bil1 to make 
possible equal representation of the various 
sections of the country in the membership of 
the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

For transportation purposes the United 
States is divided into three territories-the 

· .eastern territory. which generally is that 
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group of States situated east of the Mis
sissippi and north of the Ohio and Potomac 
Rivers; the southern territory, comprised of 
those States east of the Mississippi and south 
of the Ohio and Potomac Rivers; and the 
western territory, which comprises the States 
lying west of the Mississippi River. 

The following approximate percentage of 
the total United States population is located 
in the territories shown: 
Eastern _____________________________ 47.25 

Western----------·------------------ 34.25 
Southern---------·------------------ 18.0 

The percentage of the total freight trans
portation originated in the three territories 
is approximately the same as percentage in 
population located in each territory. On the 
basis of ton-miles of transportation per
formed, we find the east performing about 
42 percent, the west about 43 percent, and 
the south about 15 percent. From the stand
point of passenger traffic, the division of 
passenger-miles handled is about the same 
as the percantage of population. 

The Interstate Commerce Commission is 
composed of 11 members presently made up 
of 6 or 7 from the west, 3 from the south
eastern territory, and 1 from the eastern 
territory. Thus a great preponderance of 
this membership is located in the western 
territory while the southeastern territory 
seems to have a little more than its per
centage of population and transportation 
service performed would call for. The east 
with only one member, who is from the 
westernmost State (Illinois) in the eastern 
territory, is not adequately represented. 

The Interstate Commerce Commission reg
ulates transportation on a national basis but 
must constantly be aware of how its regula
tions will affect each separate section of the 
country. The members naturally 'draw on 
their personal experience for some of their 
knowledge about transportation. Thus when 
the collective experience of the membership 
barely touches on the territory comprising 
almost half of the population and performing 
almost hall of the transportation service of 
the country, it might well be that the inter
ests of · this group are not properly repre
sented in the deliberations of the Commis
sion. 

The purpose of the bill is to provide that 
not more than 4 members of the Commis
sion should come from one of three areas de
scribed in the bill. 

These areas are: (1) Eastern States, (2) 
Western States, (3) Southern states. 

SURVIVAL OF CIVIL ACTIONS BY OR 
AGAINST CERTAIN PUBLIC OFFICERS 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
introduce for appropriate reference a bill 
relating to the survival of civil actions 
by or against public officers when such 
officers die, resign, or otherwise cease to 
hold office during the pendency of such 
actions, and I ask unanimous consent 
that a statement by me be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be received and appropriately referred, 
and, without objection, the statement 
will be printed in the RECORD. The Chair 
hears no objection. 

The bill <S. 1575) relating to the sur
vival of civil actions by or against public 
officers when such officers die, resign, or 
otherwise cease to hold office during the 
pendency of such actions, introduced by 
Mr. HUMPHREY, was received, read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

The statement presented by Mr. HUM· 
PHREY is as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HUMPHREY 
Some months ago I was disturbed by a 

decision of the Supreme Court ruling that 

because of a legal technicality, the widow of 
a Navy petty offi-ce:- was required to start all 
over again in her once successful effort to 
win _a $1,365 lawsuit against the Navy. That 
legal technicality came about through no 
fault of her own but was related to the fact 
that the Navy had appointed a new Pay
master General and her court papers had 
failed to name that new appointee. 

The Supreme Court, of course, undoubted
ly ruled in accordance with the proper in
terpretation of the law. It is not for me to 
take issue with that. It does appear to me, 
however, that it would be most unfair to 
allow a statute to exist on the books which 
would interfere with the application of 
justice. A person who deserves a judgment 
on the basis o.:'. the merits of the case should 
not be prevented from receiving judgment 
simply because the holder of the office who 
is nominally being sued as a representative 
of the Government has been succeeded by 
another official. 

The bill, which I introduced today, is de
signed to correct that inequity by amending 
the United States Code to provide that when 
a Government officer dies or otherwise ceases 
to hold office and is a party to legal action, 
he shall be deemed to have been substituted 
by his successor. 

THE CENTRAL ARIZONA PROJECT
AMENDMENT 

Mr. KNOWLAND (for himself and Mr. 
NrxoN) sub.mitted an amendment in
tended to be proposed by them, jointly, 
to the bill <S. 75) authorizing the con
. struction, operation, and maintenance 
of a dam and incidental works in the 
main stream of the Colorado River at 
Bridge Canyon, together with certain 
appurtenant dams and canals, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table and to be printed. 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE APPRO-

PRIATIONS, 1952-AMENDMENTS 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina 
submitted amendments intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill <H. R. 3973) 
making appropriations for the Depart
ment of Agriculture for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1952, and for other pur
poses, which were referred to the Com
mittee on Appropriations and ordered to 
be printed. 
AMENDMENT OF IMMUNITY PROVISION 

RELATING TO TESTIMONY BY CERTAIN 
WITNESSES BEFORE CONGRESS- . 
AMENDMENT 

Mr. FERGUSON submitted an amend
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill <S. 1570) to amend the immunity 
provision relating to testimony given by 
witnesses before either House of Con
gress or their committees, which was re
ferred to the Committee . on the Judici
ary, and ordered to be printed. 
AMENDMENT OF DEFENSE PRODUCTION 

ACT OF 1950-AMENDMENT RELATING 
TO TAX AMORTIZATION CERTIFICATES 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I sub-
mit for appropriate reference an amend
ment intended to be proposed by me to 
the bill (S.1397) to amend the Defense 
Production Act of 1950, and for other 
purposes, relating to tax amortization 
certificates, and I ask unanimous con
sent that an explanatory statement of 
the amendment by me be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend· 
ment will be received, and printed, and 

will lie on the table; and, without objec
tion the statement will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The statement presented by Mr. MAY· 
BANK is as follows: 
STATEMENT BY SENATOR MAYBANK TO ACCOM• 

PANY PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO S. 1397 
RELATING TO TAX AMORTIZATION CERTIFI• 

· . CATES 
This amendment does three things: 
1. It requires DPA to process pending ap

plications on a product classification basis 
before it can process a second application 
by a manufacturer who has previously been 
granted a tax amortization certificate for the 
same product. 

2. After the pending backlog is cleared up, 
those applying for a second approval must 
await their turn until applications filed for 
the first time on that product during the 
same month have been processed. 

3. The date by which facilities must have 
been completed to qualify for tax amortiza
tion is changed from December 31, 1949, to 
July 1, 1950, a date shortly after the out
break of the Korean affair. Outstanding 
amortization certificates for facilities com
pleted between those dates are allowed to 
remain in effect only for 12 months instead 
of 60 months. 

If adopted, these amendments should have 
the desirable effect of requiring more orderly 
processing of applications for tax amortiza
tion certificates. In a recent appearance 
before the Joint Committee on Defense Pro
duction, Mr. Harrison, who was then De
fense Production Administrator, testified 
there were too many pending applications 
which had not been processed. Neverthe
less, in several instances larger corporations 
seem to have obtained rapid approval of 
their applications for a particular product. 
It is hoped that these amendments will 
accomplish a more equitable processing of 
tax amortization applications, especially 
those filed by independent small business. 

The amendment also attempts to relate 
the granting of amortization certificates to 
facilities contributing to the defense emer
gency brought on by the outbreak of the 
Korean affair. On that theory the proposed 
date, July 1, 1950, seems very liberal .from 
the standpoint of the industry. For those 
who have amortization certificates on facili
ties completed between December 31, 1949, 
and July 1, 1950, the certificates are allowed 
to remain valid for a consecutive 12-month 
period. After that the facility must be de
preciated for Federal income ta'~ purposes at 
normal rates. 

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, ETC., 
PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX 

On request, and by unanimous con
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, and · 
so forth, were ordered to be printed in 
the Appendix, as follows: 

By Mr. WILEY: 
Memorial Day address delivered by him at 

a Memorial Day celebration in West Allis, 
Wis., May 30, 1951. 

By Mr. LODGE: 
Memorial Day address delivered by him at 

Mount Wollaston Cemetery, Quincy, Mass., 
May 30, 1951. 

By Mr. LEHMAN: 
Memorial Day address delivered by Sena

tor McMAHON at Memorial · Day services, 
Hyde Park, N. Y., May 30, 1951. 

Article entitled "Americans Still Don't Un
derstand · It," regarding the war in Korea, 
written by Marquis Childs and published in 
the Washington Post of May 30, 1951. 

By Mr. BENTON: 
Address by Senator LEHMAN at the Sidney 

Hillman Foundation dinner, Commodore 
Hotel, N. Y., May 25, 1951, on the occasion 
of the presentation to · him of the Sidney 
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Hillman award of $1,000 for meritorious pub
lic service. 

Two articles by Anne O'Hare McCormick, 
the first entitled "The Iran Crisis as It 
Touches Point 4," published in the New York 
Times of May 23, 1951, the second entitled 
"Italy Wins a Second Battle With the Com
munists," published in the New York Times 
of May 30, 1951. . 

A statement made by him before a sub
committee of the Senate Committee on In
terstate and Foreign Commerce on Senate 
Resolution 127, providing for an investiga
tion of television programing trends and 
policies with respect to public service and 
educational programs. 

Editorial entitled "Voice of America," pub
lished in the New York Times of May 31, 
1951. 

By Mr. McMAHON: 
Address by Jacob Potofsky, president of 

the Sidney Hillman Foundation, on the pre
sentation of the $1,000 award for meritorious 
public service to Senator LEHMAN by the 
Sidney Hillman Foundation, at the Hotel 
Commodore New York City, May 25, 1951, to
gether with the text of the citation. 

Article entitled "The JCS Verdict on Mac
Arthur," written by Ernest K. Lindley, and 
published in National Affairs. 

Article regarding the dismissal of General 
MacArthur entitled "General Vandenberg 
Speaks," written by Walter Lippmann. 

Article entitled "American Might Ver
sus Soviet .Massed Manpower," containing an 
interview with Senator McMAHON by Ernest 
K. Lindley on the significance of the recent 
atomic tests in Nevada and at Eniwetok. 

By Mr. McFARLAND: 
Address entitled "The Big Truth Versus 

the Big Doubt,'' delivered by the Secretary 
of Agriculture, at the Democratic National 
Committee Midwest and Western States Con
ference, in Denver, Colo., dealing with the 
policies of the Democratic Party and world . 
conditions. 

By Mr. HUMPHREY: 
Address on the subject The Racketeers of 

Inflation, delivered by James B. Carey, at an 
anti-inflation conference in Washington, 
D. C., on May 18, 1951. 

By Mr. MUNDT.: 
Editorial entitled "Faith Shows the Way," 

from the Rapid City (S. D.) Journal. 
By Mr. MAYBANK: 

Articles from the New York Times and the 
New York Herald Tribune, and a letter from 
Gen. Claire L. Chennault, dealing with the 
award of transport planes to Chinese Com
munists. 

By Mr. SCHOEPPEL: 
Statement regarding the price of beef, by 

A. G. Pickett, secretary of the Kansas Live
stock Association. 

Article entitled "Untruth Takes Time to 
Expose,'' written by David Lawrence, and 

• published in the Washington Evening Star 
of May 30, 1951, dealing with the MacArthur 
controversy. 

By Mr. PASTORE: 
Article entitled "We Need More Doctors," 

written by Dr. Franklin D. Murphy, dean 
of the Kansas Medical School, and published 
in the Saturday Evening Post of May 26, 
1951, dealing with proposed grants and 
scholarships for medical education. 

By Mr. WELKER: 
Article entitled "McCARTHY in '52," written 

by Jim Dan Hill, Ph. D., president, Superior 
State College, Wisconsin. 

By Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska: 
Editorial entitled "The Governors' Trip,'' 

published in the Daily Alaska Empire of 
Juneau, Alaska, relating to the visit to 
Alaska of Governor Warren, of California. 

By Mr. KEFAUVER: 
Letter from Dean Alfange, published in 

the New York Times of Sunday, May 27, 
1951, dealing with the necessity and desir
ab1Uty for a code of conduct for the guid
ance and direction of congressional inves-
tigating committees. · 

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING SENATE 

On request of Mr. LEHMAN, and by 
unanimous consent, the Subcommittee on 
Labor-Management Relations of the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare 
was authorized to m~et during the ses
sion of the Senate today. 
AMERICANS FOR DEMOCRATIC ACTION

STATEMENT BY ~ENATOR HUMPHREY 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous copsent to have printed 
in the RECORD a ·very brief statement 
which I have prepared with reference to 
Americans for Democratic Action. 

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HUMPHREY 

I was not on the floor of the Senate on 
Tuesday when the junior Senator from 
Wisconsin made some remarks about Ameri
cans for Democratic Action and about its two 
top officers, former Attorney General Francis 
Biddle and Joseph L. Rauh, Jr. 

To be perfectly frank, it required rather 
close and careful scrutiny of the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD to discover those remarks. I 
was quite surprised when I came across them 
in the CONGI:ESSIONAL RECORD. I think that 
most Members of this body can recall the 
day when similar statements by my colleague 
from Wisconsin were easy to find on the front 
pages of most newspapers. They were em
blazoned in black bold-face type. 

I have no intention of making any lengthy 
comments on the remarks made last Tuesday 
by the gentleman from Wisconsin. There is 
obviously no necessity for my doing so. 

But for the benefit of those select few who, 
like myself, are close students of the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECOB.D, I want to make clear-as 
I have many _times in the past-that I am 
proud of my association with Americans for 
Democratic Action. I am now a vice chair
man of that organization. My colleague the 
junior Senator from New York [Senator 
LEHMAN] is also a vice chairman of Ameri
cans for Democratic Action. I know that he 
too is proud of his affiliation with this group. 

Americans for Democratic Action, under 
the leadership of men like Francis Biddle, 
Joseph Rauh, and many other distinguished 
citizens has, from its very inception fought 
vigorously and effectively against commu
nism. It has fought just as courageously in 
defense of the rights and liberties of indi
viduals. 

I know there are some people who appear 
to believe that these two fights cannot be 
waged at the same time. If the majority of 
the American people agreed with them, then 
we would not only lose the battle against 
Communist totalitarianism, we would lose 
our own freedom in the bargain. 

I can sympathize most deeply with the 
junior Senator from Wisconsin because his 
remarks of last Tuesday received so little 
publicity. But I am confident that he will 
not misunderstand me :when I say that I 
personally do not think his remarks were 
very newsworthy. 
' In my opinion there are very few people in 

this country who would put any stock in a 
story that insinuated that men like Francis 
Biddle and Joseph RaUh or an organization 
like Americans for Democratic Action are 
guilty of disloyalty simply because they have 

· the courage and determination to defend the 
rights and liberties of their fellow men. 

THE CENTRAL ARIZONA PROJECT 

The Senate resumed the considera
tion of the bill <S. 75) authorizing the 
construction, operation, and mafnte
nance of a dam and incidental works in 
the main stream of the Colorado River 
at Bridge Canyon, together with certain _. 

appurtenant dams and canals, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. HAYDEN obtained the :floor. 
Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 

my colleague yield for the purpose of my 
suggesting the absence of a quorum? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield for that pur
pose. 

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

The VICE PRESIDENT. The S~cre
tary will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that further pro
ceedings incident to the call of the 
roll may be suspended, and that the or
der for the call of the roll may be re
scinded. 

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

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, the bill 
which is now before the Senate, author
izing the construction of the central Ari
zona project, has several important fea
tures which I wish to call to the atten
tion of Senators and to discuss. 

My colleague and I have, by letter ad
dressed to Senators, set forth the need 
for the project in two respects. Accord
ing to the Bureau of Reclamation, more 
than 200,000 acres of land now under 
cultivation in Arizona will revert to the 
desert unless additional water is made 
available. This project is needed to sus
tain the existing agricultural economy of 
the whole of central Arizona, and the 
only adequate source of supply of sup
plemental water is the Colorado River. 

The Bureau of Reclamation a:=id the 
Federal Power Commission have esti
mated that the electrical energy require
ments of the area to be served· will be 
doubled within the next 7 to 15 years, 
which fully justifies the power features of 
this project. 

The bill contains, in section 12, a pro
vision for a Supreme Court determina
tion of the water rights involved. This 
provision is the same as the amendment 
which was adopted last year when this 
matter was before the Senate for con
sideration. The provision in question 
was drafted by two able lawyers, 
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O'MAHONEY] and the Senator from Col
orado [Mr. MILLIKIN]; and I am confi
dent that the other able lawyers in this 
body will listen to their explanations of 
what they intended to accomplish. To 
me, as a layman, Mr. President, it ap
pears. certain that this provision will 
bring Caif ornia up to the snubbing post 
where that State must promptly par
ticipate in an action before the Supreme 
Court to have the disputed water rights 
determined. 

I know the Californians do not like this 
provision. What they want is delay and 
more delay-delay for many years to 
come-in the hope that in the mean
time more people will go to southern 
California and that thereby a greater 
need for the water may be built up. The 
efiect of this provision is to withhold 
any appropriation for the purpose of 
construction of any irrigation works in
tended to bring Colorado River water 
into central Arizona, until the Suprem~ 
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Court decides that there is a supply of 
water in the Colorado River for the cen
tral Arizona project. As a consequence. 
at this time the total authorization in 
the bill is reduced in the amount of 
$267,000,000, at 1947 prices; but it is 
made clear that if the Supreme Court in 
due course of time decides that Ari
zona has a right to what she claims, 
then construction of the irrigation fea
tures provided for in the bill may pro
ceed. 

The provision is designed to make 
certain that there will be what the law
yers call a justiciable issue. After twice 
success! ully urging the Supreme Court 
to find that there was no such issue, the 
Californians now say that one exists, 
despite the fact that there has been no 
change iri the situation and will be none 
for years to come unless Congress au
thorizes the construction of the central 
Arizona project or some similar devel
opment. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator permit a question at that 
point which may be helpful? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Certainly. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Is the amendment 

relative to the suit the same as the pro
vision which appeared in the bill last 
year? 

Mr. HAYDEN. It is. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. I should like to 

ask the Senator for his interpretation of 
this language. I am not a lawyer; I am 
a newspaper man. The Senator from 
Arizona may be a lawyer. The amend
ment intended to be proposed by the 
Senators from Arizona reads in part as 

·follows: "Provided further, That during 
the period of 6 months after the enact
ment of this act and during"-and I 
emphasize these words-''the pendency 
of any suit or suits in which the United 
States shall be joined as a party under 
and by virtue of the consent granted in 
section 12 of this act, no construction of 
works which are required solely for the 
purpose of diverting, transporting, and 
delivering water from the main stream 
of the Colorado River for beneficial con
sumptive use in Arizona authorized by 
this act shall be undertaken and no con
tract for such construction shall be en
tered into and no moneys shall be ap
propriated for such construction. The 
pendency of a motion for leave to fl.le a 
bill of complaint shall be considered 
pendency of a suit or suits for the' pur
poses of this act." 

My question is this: As a layman, as 
I read this language and try to under
stand it, it seems to me that so long as a 
suit is pending or is on file in the Su
preme Court of the United States, these 
certain things cannot be done. But as
sume that the Supreme Court decided 
adversely to Arizona: As I read the lan
guage of the amendment, and as I know 
that the bill itself authorizes this pro
vision, it seems to me that, in that event, 
he might have an adverse decision of the 
Supreme Court and yet have an author
ized project. Will the Senator please 
clarify that? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I am no more a law
yer than is the distinguished senior Sen
a tor from California, but he also is a 
member of the Senate Committee on Ap-

propriations, as I am. I should like to 
ask him what he believes would be the 
chance of ·obtaining money ·from the 
Treasury of the United States with which 
to build a reclamation project, after the 
Supreme Court had decided that there 
was no water for it. 

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

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. My observation 

has been that, once the camel gets his 
nose under the tent with an authoriza
tion, and considering the persuasive 
abilities of the Senator from Arizona, it 
is entirely possible that the political sit
uation might be so ripe that its advo
cates would have an authorized project. 
They could start by getting small driblets 
and then a major avalanche of funds. 
So it would seem to me that if the Sena
tor really were trying through this 
amendment to do what should be done, 
it should be made very clear that, in 
the event . of an adverse Supreme Court 
decision, or until an amrmat1ve decision 
with respect to Arizona's use of the 
water is obtained, a prohibition should 
be contained in the bill :i,gainst any con
struction. 

I may say to the Senator from Arizona 
that I have offered such an amendment 
today, which I think is very clear. If 
the Senator will permit, it says: 

SEc. 13. No monies shall be appropriated 
or expended for construction of works pro
vided for herein for the diversion or trans
portation of water from the main streams 
of the Colorado River for consumptive use 
ln Arizona unless and until the Supreme 
Court of the United States shall have held 
that water is available therefor in the 
amount of substantially l,200,000 acre-feet 
per annum. 

It would seem to me that, if the Sena
tors from Arizona would accept that 
amendment, it would clarify the situa
tion. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Not being a lawyer, 
and knowing that this provision in the 
bill was drafted by able lawyers, I am 
not competent to pass upon the language 
which the Senator from California 
suggests. But let me say how it would 
work. Suppose a suit were filed in the 
Supreme Court of the United States, and 
that the Court decided there was no 
justiciable issue, so that the question 
could not be tried in that Court; then, 
as I read the Senator's amendment, it 
would forever bar the enactment of ad
ditional legislation whereby the State of 
Arizona could obtain water from the 
Colorado River. 

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

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. I may say that 

both the Senator and I are now discus
sing legai points, though we are not 
lawyers. I admit there is an honest dif
ference of opinion on this point, but I 
would say that we have been advised by 
competent counsel that there is a justi
ciable issue in this matter, without the 
authorization or construction of this pro
ject. Even assuming for the moment-
which I do not assume, because we have 
competent legal advice to the contrary
that it would be necessary to authorize 
a project. our contention is that it is 

not necessary to authorize a project, of 
which the construction cost alone is in 
excess of $788,000,000, and the over-all 
cost, including the interest lost to the 
Government, runs well over $2,000,000,-
000. So it seems to me that is an ex
pensive way of determining the existence 
of a justiciable issue in a matter which 
concerns not merely the State of Cali
fornia alone, but also Nevada, which 
happens to see eye to eye with California 
in this matter. 

Mr. McFARLAND rose. 
Mr. HAYDEN. Before I yield to my 

colleague, permit me to say that I seri
ously object to the Senator from Cali
forr..ia's padding my speech with his :fig
ures. I yield to my colleague. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I merely wanted 
to point out one thing to my colleague, 
and then to ask a question based upon 
my statement. I should like to say that 
this very amendment was considered by 
the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs, when this bjll was be
fore it. It was the opinion of the Sena
tor from Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEYJ, 
and the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
MILLIKIN], who drafted this amend
ment, which has become a part of 
the bill, that, in effect it would be 
asking the Supreme Court for a declara
tory judgment; and, inasmuch as the 
filing of a suit then would prevent any 
possibility of ever getting an appropria
tion, it would not be a threat of an in
jury, and, therefore, the Supreme Court 
might not take jurisdiction. All these 
matters were most carefully considered 
by the committee. Leaving out my. own 
opinion and that of the lawyers from 
Arizona, it was the opinion, let me say 
to my colleague, of all of the lawyers 
who testified before the committee, ex
cept those from California, that the 
present language, as incorporated in the 
bill, was necessary in order to make a 
justiciable issue. 

Let me ask my colleague this question: 
What would anyone want with a project. 
or want to get money for on:-, if the 
courts were to hold that there was no 
water for it? To me it is simply ridiculous 
to suggest such a thing. Who would 
want to build a project where there wa.s 
no water? There is simply nothing to 
the argument. It ought again to go out 
the window, where it was thrown by the 
committee. 

Mr. HAYDEN. That was the sug
gestion I made to the Senator from Cali
fornia, namely, that as a practical mat
ter, he and I both being members of the 
Senate Committee on Appropriations, we 
have yet to appropriate any money for 
any irrigation project which does not 
have a water supply. The provision in 
the bill we have been discussing is de
signed to make certain that there will be 
what the lawyers call a justiciable issue. 
After twice successfully urging the Su
preme Court to find that there was no 
such issue, the Californians now say 
that an issue exists. The fact is that 
there has been no change in the situa
tion, and there will be none for years to 
come, unless the Congress authorizes the 
construction of the central Arizona 
project or some similar development. 

I never was a law student, but in my 
early thirties, I served for 5 years a$ the 
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'sheriff of my county which gave me an 
opportunity to listen to legal arguments 

'. in the courtroom. It was firmly im-
; pressed upon my mind at that time that 
[in any civil action one could not stay 
I long in court unless he could show that 

"" . ~.... .1 
· acres were irrigated and over 1,000 acres in .,i · by twice the capacity of these great surface 

this valley were waterlogged and out of reservoirs, or by nearly 7,000,000 acre feet. 1 
production. In some places water was This heavy pumping has lowered ground
standing on the surface. The water table water tables by from 70 to 200 feet in Mari-· 
at that time varied from 1 foot to 20 feet copa, Pinal, and Pima counties which to- · 
below the surface with an average of 16.5 gether represent some 785,000 acres of irri
feet, and had been slowly building up for gated farm land. 

: something was actually being done or 
' quite certain to be done which was to his 
' distinct disadvantage. 

About 20 years ago, the pe0ple of my 
State became convinced that there were 
powerful interests in California which 
desired to secure an unfair and undue 
share of the water of the Colorado River 

' and thereby seriously injure Arizona. 
On three dit!erent occasions, in 1930 (283 
U. S. 423), 1933 (292 U. S. 341), and 
1935 (298 U. S. 558), the State of Ari-

, zona filed suits in the United States 
Supreme Court against the State of Cali
fornia in the hope that the Court might 
be willing to determine what would be 
Arizona's equitable share of the 8,500,000 
acre-feet of water apportioned by the 
Colorado River compact to the States 
of the lower basin of which Arizona and 
California are a part. 

Able lawyers were employed by Ari
zona, but in all three instances, the Su
preme Court declined to entertain a suit, 
and in its first decision stated that "the 
contentions are based not upon any ac
tual or threatened impairment of Ari- ·.; 
zona's rights but upon assumed poten
tial invasions" <283 U.S. 425). 

After three times resisting an Arizona 
et!ort to have the Supreme Court divide 
the waters of the Colorado River in the 
lower basin, the Californians have now . 
executed an about-face and say they 
want the Court to do that very thing. 
We in.Arizona have a good reason to sus
pect that this is just another scheme 
to postpone action. They say they want 
such a lawsuit, but they do not say when. 

T.he record is very full and complete 
as to the need of this water in central 
Arizona. Our reservoirs are now prac
tically dry and our farmers have· avail
able only a fraction of the water that is 
needed to raise a crop. One of the most 
distressing situations is in Pinal County, 
where there are 100,000 acres that should 
be .receiving water from the Coolidge 
Dam on the Gila River, and there is no 
water behind that dam, and never has 
been an adequate supply since it was 
constructed. Fifty thousand acres of 
this land are owned by whites and fifty 
thousand by the Indians, and they are 
all in really bad shape. This year there 
will be less than one-eighth water sup
ply for this land. 

I made a request of Dr. Paul S. Bur
gess, dean and director of the college of 
agriculture of the University of Arizona, 
to give me the facts, based upon his own 
knowledge, as to why Arizona needs wa
ter and why America needs Arizona's 
products. Dr. Burgess is a member of 
the President's Water Resources Policy 
Commission which recently submitted a 
rP-port to Congress in respect to water 
problems throughout the United States. 
This is what Dr. Burgess has written 
under date of March 6, 1951, and there is 
no one better qualified to state the facts: 

When I came to Arizona 27 years ago, less 
than 450,000 :-.cres were under irrigation 1n 
the entire State. In the Salt River Valley 
(Maricopa County) approximately 300,000 

many years. On the Salt River project no Stating it another way we might say that 
pump water was then being used for irriga- the replenishment of water in the three 
tion. About this time (1924) 99 large wells counties in the 9-year period was adequate 
were drilled and pumps installed for drain- to irrigate but about one-half of the land 
age purposes. As time passed, more wells actually irrigated during that period. Should 
were put down so that, at the present time, the rep~enishment of water in the future be 
approximately 1,375 pumps are in almost at the same rate as occurred in the 9-year 
continuous operation (500 district wells and period just passed, then there must be an 
875 privately owned wells). ,t\t first, drain- -agricultural abandonment in these three 
age was the objective but in later years sup- counties of about 400,000 acres, not counting 
plemental water for irrigation has been the such acreage as will be abandoned because of 
only reason for more and more pump instal- the increased city residential and industrial 
lations. Today groundwater is 75 to 150 requirements for water. The industrial de
.feet down and being lowered each year. centr.alization of American industry and of 

Even worse conditions exist in the Casa American population has been a factor in 
Grande Valley (San Carlos project), and in bringing about a great growth of Arizona's 
the adjacent areas, as well as in the upper industries and cities. The population of 
Gila River valley around Safford. There these three counties of central Arizona
are also some five or six smaller irrigated Maricopa, Pinal, and Pima-increased 78 per
areas in southern Arizona, each comprising cent from 1940 to 1950 according to the 
five to ten thousand acres, where the water Federal census. Residential areas, indus
table likewise is receding below economic trial areas, war plants, and air fields have 
pumping levels. been built and are using much water which 

The reservoirs behind the Roosevelt Dam formerly supported agriculture. 
and lower dams on the Salt River furnish This water famine might not be considered 
the irrigation water supply for the Salt River so serious were there any possibility of re
Valley. They have a combined capacity of charge from natural rainfall, but, as stated 
approximately 2,000,000 acre-feet, but they above, this is impossible. For years we have 
haven't been full for 10 years and during the been pumping at a rate many times greater 
past 9 years of below-normal rainfall they than possible recharge from a 10-inch to 
have been drawn down until, at present, only 20-inch average rainfall over the area. The 
280,000 acre-feet remain for use. water at present pumping levels is old, geo

The reservoir behind the Coolidge Dam logical water that has been slowly accumu
on the Gila River furnishes water for the lating at these lower depths for thousands of 
Casa Grande Valley which includes the San years and probably never can be replaced. 
Carlos Project. It has a capacity of about With an adequate water supply, Arizona's 
1,200,000 acre-feet, but at present contains soils are among the richest in the world. She 
but 836 acre-feet. In the last 20 years more has attained the distinction of leading all 
than 9QO wells have been put down in the other States in the Union for 2 years in 
Casa Grande Valley, including the Coolidge, succession in the amount of cotton produced 
Eloy, and Stanfield areas, to supplement wa- per acre. A yield in 1950 of approximately 
ter from the reservoir behind the Coolidge 890 pounds of high-grade Upland cotton per 
Dam on the Gila River. The groundwater ta- ~acre on 231,000 acres compared with an ap
ble in this region has been reduced by from proximate yield of 770 pounds per acre in 
80 to 125 feet during this period, and the California and a United States average of 265 
lift in some areas at present exceeds 220 pounds. Arizona also ranked seventh among 
feet. the States in the amount of cottonproduced 

The Safford Valley now depends largely on in 1950. Similar high yields might be cited 
pumped water and the use of a part of the for long-staple cotton, small grains, alfalfa, 
surplus flow of the Gila River. The-water ta- flax, winter vegetables, and citrus. 
ble here has been rapidly receding in recent our country at present is in a real emer
yea.rs so that many wells can only be used gency. In order to survive as a nation we 
a part of the time to irrigate a limited must prepare for any eventuality. One of the 
acreage. important products needed for defense is a 

In 1948 the Arizona Legislature passed the good supl'Jly of long-staple American-Egyp
Underground Water Code which now prevents tian cotton. The Sacaton field station of the 
all well drilling in critical areas where the United states Department of Agriculture 
water table is receding, but this came too has developed the two best varieties of this 
late to improve the present critical situation. commodity for production in this country
However, it will prevent future expansion the Amsak and the Pima-32. 
where sutflcient water is not available. Throughout the years, Arizona has grown 

Only along the western border of Arizona most of the long-staple cotton produced in 
where about 100,000 ac.res are irrigated in the United States due to its favorable climate 
the Yuma and Parker districts from the 
Colorado River has an adequate water supply for this crop which requires a long-growin-g 

season and plenty of water. In 1942 when 
in recent years been available. During the water was available, Arizona grew long-staple 
past year more than 70 percent of all water cotton on 129,700 acres from which it pro
used in the State was pumped. Farmers 
spent more than $15,000,000 for their 1950 duced over 52,000 bales or about 75 percent of 
supply of irrigation water. this cotton grown in the United States that 

year, and it can do it again with adequate 
I might say, in passing, that this situa- irrigation water. A price support of $1.04 

tion is an exact duplicate of what hap- per pound recently announced should again 
pened in the San Joaquin Valley in Cal- assure adequate production this year 1f water 
ifornia. There was in the beginning an is available. 
ample supply of surface water. Then Just last week, Secretary of Agriculture 
they had to drill wells. Then the water Brannan announced that, "The ccc will de-
tabl t d velop a program to purchase up to 5,000 tons 

e wen own, and it was necessary to qf registered and certified cotton seed of the 
bring water from another watershed, just 1951 crop of Amsak and Pima-32 varieties of 
as is proposed in the pending bill. American-Egyptian cotton. This program is 

The year 1951 opens with central Arizona being undertaken in accordance with a re
reservoirs almost.empty and with groundwa- quest of the Munitions Board to assure pra
ter supplies decreased during the past 9 years ductlon of sufficient extra long-staple cot-
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ton in an emergency to fill military and 
essential civilian requirements." Arizona is 
the only place where the bulk of this order 
can be filled . 

During 1950 the cash value of all products 
sold from the farms and ranches of Arizona 
amounted to over $273,000,000. Besides cot
ton lint and seed which amounted to about 
$118,000,000 meat animals (cattle and 
sheep) also are important to our defense 
e1Iort. These :sold for approximately 
$59,000,000. Lettuce, melons, and fresh 
winter vegetables brought $42,000,000, and 
feed grains and baled alfalfa hay shipped 
chiefly to Los Angeles markets for dairy pro
duction in that area sold for $20,000,000. 

A 16,000,000-bale cotton crop has been re
quested by tae Federal Government for 1951 
to meet defense needs. About 400,000 acres 
will be planted to cotton in Arizona this year 
if water is available. Such an acreage should 
yield at least 600,000 bales. 

Meats and dairy products are also re
quested in large amount. This is another 
place where this State can play an important 
role if water is sufficient for adequate feed 
production. 

Arizona has millions of acres of deep, fertile 
soils. All that is needed to make it produce 
abundantly is water. It is now putting to 
beneficial u se all the water that is presently 
available wit hin its borders, and in many 
cases reusing it through pumping. In fact, 
it is consuming its principal as well as the 
interest and, at present rates of use, will soon 
be bankrupt unless another source is made 
available. The only new source is the Colo
rado River from which it is entitled to re
ceive more than 1,000,000 additional acre
feet. Even with this welcome addition which 
will but firm up present acreage needs, only 
about 1,000,000 acres, or less than 2 percent, 
of the State's total area can ever be tilled. 

Mr. President, in this connection I 
desire to clear up one other matter. It 
has been repeatedly stated by the oppo
nents of this bill that the water which 
Arizona proposes to take out of the Colo
rado River would benefit comparatively 
few people. As a matter of fact, we 
have in central Arizona approximately 
725,000 acres of excellent land all of 
which has been under irrigation and all 
of which would be under irrigation now 
if there were a water supply for it. As 
has happened in other ·states, as in Cali
fornia, we have exhausted the water sup
ply in our streams by overexpansion of 
irrigation and we have exhausted the 
underground water. Our case is almost 
identical to that of the Central Valley 
project in California. Congress saved 
the economy am~ civilization of that 
highly productive section of California, 
and we ask Congress to save a similar 
civilization and economy in ·central Ari
zona. Every precedent which has been 
established in connection with the cen
tral California project applies with equal 
force to the central Arizona project. 

What we propose to do by authoriza
tion of the central Arizona project is 
to bring approximately 1,000,000 acre
f eet of water from the Colorado River to 
central Arizona. The farmers will be 
required to pay for that water at the 
rate of $4.75 an acre-foot. That is a 
rather high rate for irrigation water 
which bars the cultivation of new land, 
but this water is not intended for new 
land. On the other hand, it is intended 
as a supplemental supply for lands here
tofore irrigated. Just as is the case in 
California, and just as it was in the case 

of the eastern slope in Colorado, where 
water is brought through the Big 
Thompson Tunnel for supplemental irri
gation of lands out on the plains, the 
final acre-foot of water is the one on 
which profit or loss depends and for that 
reason the farmers can afford a substan
tial price for that final acre-foot. 

The productivity of the irrigated land 
in central Arizona is great, among the 
highest in the United States, and for 
that additional acre-foot of water the 
farmers can bear the charge without 
any ditficulty at all. It is not intended 
that a contract will be made with indi
vidual landowners but contracts for this 
water will be made with organized water 
users associations or irrigation districts 
which are in effect municipal corpora
tons with the power to tax. They have 
another power which is even more ef
fective and that is to withhold water if 
an assessment is not paid. That is the 
most effective way of obtaining payment 
for water anywhere in the desert region. 
The contracts for this water will re
quire the contracting organizations to 
pay for it whether they use it or not. 
If it happened to be a wet year they 
may not use it, but must still pay as 
an insurance against the dry years. 

In connection with the central Arizona 
project, there has been considerable 
propaganda as to the benefits that would 
be derived by a few land owners with 
large holdings. I wish to make the sit
uation perfectly clear by saying that on 
the 725,000 acres of land that will be 
benefited by the central Arizona proj-

. ect, there are approximately_ 30,000 
farmers who live on that land and this 
does not include the Indians on the San 
Carlos project in Pinal County, Ariz. 

There is a further matter that I would 
like to mention in the southern Cali
fornia propaganda against the central 
Arizona project. A statement is repeat
edly made that Colorado River water is 
required to supply the needs of five mil
lion. What 5,000,000 people, Mr. Presi
dent? Not the people who presently live 
in southern California, because only a 
small fraction of the water used by those 
people now comes from the Colorado 
River. I wish to submit a table of fig
ures from the United States Geological 
Survey showing actual diversions from 
the Colorado River through the metro
politan district aqueduct beginning from 
the year 1941 to the year 1949, inclu
sive: 
Year: Acre-feet 
. I 1941------------•••··-···•••••••• 30, .700 

1942____________________________ 31, 140 1943 ____________________________ 34,630 
1944 ____________________________ 51,633 
1945 ____________________________ 5~350 

1946 ____________________________ 80,395 
1947 ____________________________ 85,356 
1948 ____________________ , ________ 194,245 
1949 ____________________________ 178,597 

Ever since that aqueduct was com-
pleted, approximately 8,000,000 acre-feet 
of water have gone to waste out of that 
river into the Gulf of California each 
year. The water was there but it was 
not taken by the metropolitan water 
district because it was not needed. It is 
perfectly evident from these facts that 
all this talk about 5,000,000 people who 
need the water has no legitimate rela:: 

tion to those who now live in southern 
California but is just camouftage which 
is being used so that another 5,000,000 
people can be told that if they come to 
southern California there will be ample 
water for them. This is just another 
means of delaying until more people can 
be induced to move to southern Cali
fornia and thereby a claim be filed for 
additional need for water. 

It should be borne in mind that the 
Colorado River water originates largely 
in the States of Colorado, Wyoming, and 
Utah with a sizable contribution made 
by the States of New Mexico and Ari
zona and no contribution by California. 
Yet, in effect, California says to the peo
ple of Wyoming, Utah, New Mexico, 
Colorado, and Arizona: You cannot take 
any of that water even though you have 
good use for it in your particular State 
because California might need it for some 
5,000,000 people who in the future may 
move to southern California. 

While all this great interest is being 
shown by our sister State of California 
in our central Awzona project and those 
from southern California are developing 
a sad "last water hole',. philosophy about 
Colorado River waters, I want to direct 
your attention to a much more progres
sive approach being made by A. D. Ed
monston, the State engineer of Califor
nia. Mr. Edmonston knows something 
of what he is talking about, does not let 
emotion overcome vision, has a responsi
bility for seeing that southern California 
gets some water. Therefore, he avoids 
the error so many of our southern Cali
fornia friends are falling into. He does 
not start looking for water where there 
is not water, but starts by looking for 
water where there is water-water wast
ing to the sea-and he has found a lot 
of it right in California for California's 
own use. 

Mr. President, I have in my hand a 
statement by Mr. Edmonston, delivered 
by him at a meeting of the American 

. Geophysical Union, section of hydrology 
and meteorology, Fresno, Calif., on Feb
ruary 9, 1951. In this report Mr. Ed
monston lays to rest considerable mis
apprehension that might be raised by 
misinformation spread by some of our 
friends from California to the effect that 
the Los Angeles area in California south 
of the Tehachapis might at some future 
date be without water when the central 
Arizona project is completed. Mr. Ed
monston points out that this will not be 
the case, that California has a lot of 
water of its own that it can develop with
out taking any other State's water, that 
the sensible thing to do is for California 
to get busy and develop its own water 
for its own use. I like that philosophy. 
I always have liked that philosophy from 
any State in the Union. That is just 

. what we have done in Arizona, and dur
. ing my years in the Senate I have had 
· opportunity to help other States do like

wise with real and tangible results. I 
intend to try to assist California's State 
engineer, Mr. A. D. Edmonston, to carry 
out his program, for it is just plain com
mon sense to go get water where there is 
water and not try to get water where 
there is not water. In Mr. Edmonston's 
presentation to his constituents he~ 
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showed that there were millions of acre
f eet of water wasting unused to the ocean 
from California's streams north of San 
Francisco while all this clamor went on 
over the waters of the Colorado. He 
went on to point out that, "On the basis 
of the inventory of the wa-ter resources 
and estimates of the ultimate water re
quirements so far made, adequate water 
supplies can be developed and regulated 
from California's water resources," and 
continued to state just how this could be 
done. 

In his report Mr. Edmonston states 
that the board of which he is the chair
man was created by act of the California 
Legislature passed in 1945, and directed 
to make an investigation of the water 
resources of the state on a State-wide 
basis. The data which he accumulated 
show a seasonal run-off in acre-feet in 
California amounting to 70,794,000 acre
feet. The principal sources of that run
off are the north coastal area, where 28,-
000,000 acre-feet is the seasonal average, 
and the Central Valley, where 33,000,000 
acre-feet is the seasonal average. The 
tabulation in the report shows that di-
vision. -~··-

Mr. Edmonston states: 
Comparing the ultimate water require

ments of the several areas with the available 
water supplies therein, it is found that the 
north-coast and central-coast areas and the 
Sacramento River Basin have available water 
supplies in excess of their ultimate needs. 
On the other hand, the San Francisco Bay 
area, the San Joaquin River Basin-includ
ing the Tulare Lake Basin-and the South 
Pacific coast, Lahontan, and Colorado desert 
areas have ultimate water requirements far 
in excess of their available local water 
supplies. 

It is quite evident, therefore, that in any 
plan for the ultimate development and 
utilization of the water resources of the 
State, water must be transferred from the 
areas of surplus water supply to areas of 
deficiency. The areas from which these sur
pluses must come are the Sacramento River 
Basin and the north coast. 

Anotqer paragraph reads as follows:· 
On the basis of the inventory of the water 

resources and estimates of the ultimate wa
ter requirements so far made, adequate wa• 
ter supplies can be developed and regulated 
from California's water resources, including 
California's rights in and to the waters of the 
Colorado River, in available surface reservoir 
sites and ground water basins to meet the 
probable ultimate water requirements in the 
State without importing water from a source 
outside of the State of California, such as 
the Columbia River in the Pacific North
west. 

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

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Earlier in his re

marks the Senator mentioned some of 
the amounts of water which are running 
down the Colorado into the sea. Is it 
not a fact that under the Colorado River 
agreements the water was divided be
tween the upper basin States and the 
lower basin States, and that the upper 
basin States have a clear allocation o! 
7,500,000 acre-feet. They have not yet 
had the opportunity to develop all their 
projects. So it is entirely possible that 
a large part of the water which is tlow
ing into the sea at the moment happens 
to be water which, under the allocations, 

will go to the upper basin States. Is not 
that correct? 

Mr. HAYDEN. The point I am making 
is that the metropolitan water acque
duct was never filled, and was never used 
to its capacity at any time when water 
was in the Colorado River that could 
have been taken over the mountains into 
southern California. 

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

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator does 

not deny, does he, that the State of 
California has firm contracts with the 
Federal Government for 5,362,000 acre
feet? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I do deny that. I deny 
the validity of the second contract. 
There is no doubt about the right of the 
State of California to use 4,400,000 acre
feet of water, which amount of water the 
State pledged itself to take out of the 
Colorado. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That is the so
called 3 <a) water? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. That is the 
7,500,000 acre-feet of water allocated by 
the compact to the lower basin. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Then they were to 
get one-half of the so-called surplus 
water. 

Mr. HAYDEN. But the unfortunate 
thing is that California interests first 
got a contract for apportioned water 
and then they discovered that the 
amount of surplus water might not be 
available. My opinion is that what they 
are trying to do is to validate a con
tract for water which may not be in the 
river for them; and the only way to do 
it is to take that water away from the 
State of Arizona. 

To continue with Mr. Edmonston's 
report, which is most interesting, he 
states: 

The advantages of the proposed plan for 
furnishing a supplemental water supply to 
the western slope of the San Joaquin Valley, 
and the south coast and Lahontan areas 
are that the conduit would traverse in large 
part terrain underdeveloped, would not in· 
terfere with the operation of existing water 
supply systems, would not involve any ex
change of waters, would be so located to 
furnish by gravity from the conduit addi
tional water supplies to existing systems and 
to new areas capable of development and 
in need of water. It is feasible of construc
tion from both engineering and geological 
standpoints, and it. is believed would have 
a first cost less than any other plan and 
would be capable of serving a complete 
supplemental water supply for the full de
velopment of the south coast area and the 
desert area in Los Angeles, San Bernardino, 
and Riverside Counties. 

The estimated annual supplemental water 
that would be diverted from the delta in ac
cord with this plan are 2,000,000 acre-feet 
f-0r about 1,000,000 acres on the west and 
south sides of the San Joaquin Valley, 2,500,-
000 acre-feet for the south coast area, and 
2,500,000 acre-feet for the desert area, or a 
total of 7,000,000 acre-feet. 

In other words, by merely going to the 
wasting waters of California to the 
North, Mr. Edmonston sets forth that it 
would be possible to bring this water 
southwanl to irrigate great areas of Cali. 
fornia north of the Tehachapis which 
are now without water supply, and then 
continue onward by tunneling through 

the Tehachapi Mountains to reach the 
San Diego, Los Angeles, and Riverside 
County areas with new good sweet water, 
and plenty of it-in fact, millions of 
acre-feet of higher quality water, more 
than any Californian has ever said Cali
fornia had a right to from the Colorado 
Basin. 

This does not take water away from 
anyone. It is new water, over and above 
future needs for anyone else, water that 
is now wasting from California into the 
Pacific Ocean. 

That is 7,000,000 acre-feet of water 
which California can get, its own water, 
water from the State of California. 
That is almost 2,000,000 acre-feet more 
than the total amount of Colorado River 
water that anyone in California ever said 
California was entitled to. 

I like Mr. Edmonston's idea. He has 
not fallen into this narrow-vision de• , 
f eatist philosophy that the Colorado is 
southern California's last water hole 
and that the only way southern Cali-· 
fornia can prosper is to take neighbor-· 
ing States' water from the Colorado. He 
starts to solve his problem by the more 
sensible method of looking for water for 
California where there is water in Cali
fornia, and to me that makes a great 
deal more sense than telling neighboring 
States they must not develop their water 
because California might want it some 
t ime. I am going to help him, and I am 
delighted to see that California's own 
State engineer takes such a long-visioned 
approach. I stand with him on a phi
losophy of plenty instead of a philosophy 
of scarcity. 

Mr. Edmonston stated in his report 
that he has the wholehearted coopera
tion of Federal agencies in conducting 
his studies. The reclamation law, in 
which I have long been interested, and 
under which California has received 
many benefits, both in the Central Val-. 
ley and in southern Calif omia, requires 
that the Secretary of the Interior inves .. i 
tigate and report to the Congress on pos-: 
sibilities of irrigating arid land. I hap. 
pen to know that for several years the 
United States Bureau of Reclamation 
has been conducting even more exten-.l 
sive studies along the same lines as are 
outlined by Mr. Edmonston. Those 
studies were undertaken by the Bureau 
of Reclamation, not only because of the 
general requirement in reclamation law 
on the Secretary of the Interior but also 
at the specific instruction of the Con-. 
gress in a resolution introduced by an
other Californian of great vision, the 
late Representative Richard Welch, of 
San Francisco. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD as an 
exhibit at the conclusion of my re
marks the entire statement made by 
Mr. Edmonston to which I have referred. 

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

<See exhibit U 
Mr. HAYDEN. Back in the Eightieth 

Congress, Dick Welch, a Republican, who 
served as chairman of the House Publio 
Lands Committee, brought before his 
committee a resolution, which was passed 
by the committee, authorizing and di-i 
recting the Secretary of the Interior to 
investigate and report upon the long~ 
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distance diversion of water from the Pa
cific Northwest, including northern Cali-· 
fornia, to the southward to meet the re
quirements of southern California and 
Arizona. ' That investigation has gone 
forward and a report will be made to 
the Congress upon the results of such 
studies, which will be, I hope, even more 
complete than Mr. Edmonston's able 
work. 

Here we have a most responsible Cali
fornia public official abandoning the 
philosophy of scarcity and laying down 
the thesis that California has water of 
its own to meet its own requirements 
without taking any neighbor's water 
from outside its own confines. I am 
sure that he knows what he is talking 
about, which is, that California can 
achieve its destiny with its own water 
supplies. 

I understand that the Reclamation 
Bureau repcrt, which I mentioned pre
viously, is practically complete. In fact, 
I have seen newspaper reports to the 
effect that it is at the insistence of cer
tain California Representatives that the 
report has not been made public up to 
this time. Perhaps they think the in
formation it contains might be of inter
est to the Senate in connection with the 
passage of the pending bill. Be that as 
it may, I now insist that the Reclama
tion Bureau make its report public at 
the earli-3st possible date, because when 
the _pending bill reaches the House of 
Representatives the information con
tained in the report will be of the great
est interest to the Members of that body. 

There is another question which I 
should like to ask. Why is it that the 
Californians seek delay? No substan
tial irrigation or power development can 
take place on the Colorado River or its 
tributaric3 without aid from the Federal 
Treasury. That aid cannot be obtained 
except by votes in Congress and the ap
proval of the President. The 1940 cen
sus found approximately 7,000,000 peo
ple in that State and therefore it has 
now 23 Representatives in Congress. 
The latest census shows a population of 
10,586,223 which means that in 1952 
there will be at least 30 California Con
gresllnen and the State will have 32 
electoral votes. As it ·now stands, Cali
fornia has a great advantage, but if any 
additional use of Colorado River water 
can be postponed until 1952, the prob
ability of blocking further development 
anywhere in the basin except California 
will be materially enhanced. 

If the central Arizona project and 
other projects in other States can be 
stalled off for another 10 years and the 
hoped-for 5,000,000 additional people 
come to southern California, the polit
ical power of that State will be further 
enhanced. In the meantime, the under
ground water upon which the people in 
Arizona are now relying will be ex
hausted and these people will be com
pelled to leave Arizona and will not be 
counted when the census taker makes his 
rounds. 

The people who speak for New Mex
ico, Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming, after 
making many contacts and holding 
fruitless conferences with the Califor
nians, know just what they have in 

mind. That is why the accredited rep
resentatives of these four States have 
on various occasions approved resolU
tions supporting the central Arizona 
project. I read into the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD on February 8, 1950, such a res
olution. I call attention to a similar 
resolution recently passed by the Upper 
Colorado River -Commission: 

Whereas, in their comments on the central 
Arizona project at the time the report on 
such project was submitted for comments 
pursuant to provisions of se<:tion 1 of the 
Flood Control Act of 1944, the States rep
resented on the Upper Colorado River Com
mission either endorsed the authorization 
of such project or offered no objections to 
such authorization; and 

on at Glen Canyon to locate a satisfactory 
location. 

Power dams at Bridge Canyon and Glen 
Canyon, neither of which involve withdrawal 
of water from the river, and which were in
cluded in the original plans for the develop
ment of the Colorado, are needed to supply 
the constantly expanding markets created by 

· the population and industrial growth of all 
three lower-basin States. The combined 
projects, which can duplicate the contribu
tion of Hoover Dam to the economy of the 
Southwest, without cost to the Government, 
will provide 1,535,000 kilowatts of generat
ing capacity and utiuz·e water power equiva
lent to consumption of 15,000,000 barrels of 
fuel oil annually-energy that will fl.ow on, 
forever wasted, until harnessed for the pro
duction of electricity. 

Whereas, having once more considered the The people who live in southern Cali-
question of the feasibility of the project, f ornia need power much more than they 
the Upper Colorado River Commission deems need water, and complete proof of that 
that the central Arizona project is feasible; is that up until now much less than the 
and .. ~ 4,400,000 acre-feet of water which Ari-

Whereas the Upper Colorado River Com- · zona concedes to California has been put 
mission recognizes the extreme need for the to beneficial consumptive use. Let us 
project to prevent the collapse of the econ-
omy of a sovereign State: Now, therefore, put this matter in another way. If there 
be it was no proposed irrigation development 

Resolved, That the Upper Colorado River which required pumping, if only gravity 
Commission does hereby endorse authoriza- .. ~ water was taken from the Colorado 
tion of the central Arizona project in ac- f River, then none of the Bridge Canyon 
cordance with ~he terms of s. 75 and H. R. E power would be used for pumping, and if 
1500 now pending in the Congress. ~ there were no irrigation subsidy in con-

The southern Californians base their ; nection with the Bridge Canyon power, 
claim to a greater share of their water · such power would be much cheaper. If 
from the Colorado River upon the needs · southern California could get this 
of an ever-increasing population. The : cheaper power without any irrigation
number of people in the southern half of subsidy burde~, ~hey would b_e ?appy. 
that State has jumped from 2 932 795 in · I say the prmc1ple of an Irrigation 
1930 to 3 541 603 in 1940 and' to 5 436 _ · subsidy from power is exactly the 
025 in 1950. ' With true' Californi~ op- ~ sa~e .at Bridge Canyon in Ariz?na ~s 
timism, they confidently expect an- it I~ m. the Centr_al Va.lley ~roJect ~n 
other 5,000,000 in the next 10 years. . Callforma, .the ~1ssoun Basm, or m 
They therefore demand that congress th~ <?olum~1a Basm, or an~where else. 
deny Arizona's claim to its share of Col- It is 1~p_oss1~le to proceed with any fur
orado River water, or at least indefinite- ther irnga~10n ~evelopme:its through
ly delay any recognition of that claim out tJ:e _entire and 'Yest without a sub
until they will be in a better position to sta:nt1al pow~r subsidy, and .as far as 
get it. Arizona I~ concerne~. ~he Bridge Can-

Today there is an acute shortage of yon Da~ I~ wholly w1thm our State and 
power in southern California, just as we are w~llmg to con.tract for t~a~ po'Yer 
there is in Arizona. Arizona has indi- at a price that w~l~ repay 1rngat1on 
cated her willingness to contract for all costs beyond the ability of the farmers 
of the commercial power that can be to repay. . . . 
produced at Bridge canyon Dam. Power On numerous oc?as1ons the Callforma 
from Davis Dam, which has just come op?onents of the bill have tak~n t~e p~
on the line, was greatly oversubscribed. s1t10n tJ:at t!1e proposed leg1slat10n IS 
~his power shortage is serious even with- in conflict wi~h a repor~ ~f the Water 
out the demands that will undoubtedly Re~our?es Polle~ Comm1ss1on. An e~
be made for defense purposes. amn~at1on of this report reveals that It 

If southern California could be as- consists of 3. volumes. 
sured of control over all of Bridge can- Volu~~ I IS the actual report of the 
yon power without any aid for irriga- Comm1ss1on and represents the ~es.ult 
tion in Arizona, they" would be enthusi- of the s~udy mad~ by the Comm1ss1on 
astically supporting authorizations and and the1~. conclus1oi:is. I do not want 
appropriations for the immediate con- to be cr1t1?al of this r~p?r~. but I do 
struction of that dam, silt or no silt. In want .to pomt o~t that if it is carefully 
proof of what I am saying, I quote from exammed, there are a number of. state
an annual report of the metropolitan ments made that .may be su~cept1ble ~f 
water district of Los Angeles: more .than one mterpretat1on. Until 

The department has m,aintained the po
sition that no further Colorado River proj
ects involving withdrawal of water from the 
lower basin should be authoriZed until the 
decision of the Nation's highest Court has 
finally determined the rights of the States. 

In the meantime, department engineers are 
continuing cooperation with the Bureau of 
Reclamation in exploring dam sites, and in 
urging authorization by the Congress of de· 
velopment of hydroelectric power. A suit
able site already has been determined at 
Bridge Canyon, and drilling is being carried 

there Is presented to Congress for con
sideration, legislation to implement and 
put into effect the recommendations and 
conclusions contained in the report, 
there is no ground for any deliberate 
consideration of the report, and of 
course, until Congress does enact some 
law as a result of the report, the report 
can be considered nothing more than 
advice and recommendations to Con
gress. Congress, after all, has to decide 
the questions involved. 
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sion, exactly what we .always have had 
in mind. 

I understand that a bill is being 
drafted by the members of the Commis
sion, and undoubtedly will be submitted 
to Congress, to carry out the recom
mendations of the Commission. The 
quotation which I note on the billboard 
behind me is not a quotation from the 
report of the Commission; it is a quota
tion from information gathered by a 
task force. 

Volume II of the report is in effect 
not a report of the Commission at all. 
This volume is entitled "The Ten Rivers 
in America's Future," and in the cover
ing letter the Commission expressly 
points out that this volume consists of 
studies prepared as a background to 
assist the Commission in workin,g out the 
policy recommendations in volume I, 
and the statement is made that "al
though the material contained in the 
studies has been available to assist the 
members of the Commission in thefr 
work, this volume has not been reviewed 
in detail by all the Commissioners." So 
this volume is in effect a compilation of 
data submitted by the experts or staff 
members who worked for and with the 
Commission, and it is from this particu
lar volume that quotations have been 
made from time to time by opponents of 
the bill now before us-quotations which 
these opponents contend indicate a con
flict between the provisions of the pend
ing bill and the President's Water Re
sources Policy Commission. This is not 
true. The conflict, if any, is between 
certain of the staff members and the bill, 
and not between the bill and the Presi
dent's Water Resources Policy Commis
sion. 

There is one final matter that I would 
like to discuss briefly, namely, that in 
the propaganda that has been used by 
California opponents of the bill in their 
effort to block its enactment, every at
tempt has been made to convey the im
pression that a very large sum of money 
is to be taken out of the Federal Treasury 
at a time when there is a great demand 
for economy in operation of the Govern
ment and a still greater demand for de
fense purposes. 

The size of the sum of money men
tioned in connection with this project 
. has been violently exaggerated, and the 
thought is conveyed that the whole 
amount is to be expended in this critical 
time when the national debt is being in
creased for defense purposes. 

Beyond doubt, $708,780,000 is a sizable 
sum of money to be made available by 
Congress for any purpose if it were to 
be used in any 1-year or 2-year period. 
However, despite the propaganda to the 
contrary, such is not the fact because 
the bill delays any appropriation for 
irrigation works, estimated to cost $267, .. 
000,000, until after the Supreme Court 
of the United States haJ hac! an oppor
tunity to pass up0n the question of the 
availability of the Colorado River water 
for the project. There may be eight 
parties to that lawsuit-the United 
States and the seven St::-.tes of the Colo
rado River Basin. Ho one knows how 
long it will take all of these interested 
parties to prep:? ··e for and argue the 
case, and how long thereafter it will 
take the Supreme Court to decide it. 

There are included in the bill a num
ber of features on which construction 
will not be commenced for a number of 
years. When the bill becomes a law 
and when Congress sees fit to make ap
propriations for the project, common 
sense and orderly procedure would indi
cate, first, the construction of the 
Bridge Canyon Dam. It will take, ac
cording to the engineers' estimates, 
from 5 to 10 years to build that great 
dam. It is necessary to have the dam 
well on the way before any other works 
are undertaken. There must first be the 
power from the dam to lift the water 
into the aqueduct. 

When construction of the Bridge 
Canyon dam is almost complete, the 
necessary power features will have to be 
installed, and all of this w.ill take con
siderable time. 

After all of this is done and after · 
power is actually available, if Arizona 
then has· been successful in the Supreme 
Court on the water question, the main 
aqueduct from Havasu Lake to Mc
Dowell Reservoir in central Arizona can 
be undertaken. It cannot be under
taken at an earlier date. Then, and 
only then, can some of the other works 
provided for in the bill be undertaken. 

Many of the different features which 
are very necessary to the full develop
ment of the project will, as a matter of 
common sense, not be undertaken for 
several years. It has been estimated 
that completion of all of the features of 
this project may require as much as 15 
or 20 ye~rs after work has first begun. 

I should now like to take time to dis
cuss in some detail tne reason for and 
the effect of the amendment that my 
colleague, the junior Senator from Ari
zona [Mr. McFARLAND], mentioned in his 
opening statement. I have joined him 
in submitting the amendment. It will 
take the place of the present section 15 
of the bill. We thought that by section 
15 we had provided in no uncertain terms 
that no construction of any portion of 
the project would be commenced while 
materials and manpower were needed 
for the national defense. This was al
ways our intention, and this was what 
we thought section 15 provided for . 
However, opponents of the bill have on 
numerous occasions attempted to say 
that authorization of the project at this 
time would be in conflict with the na
tional defense effort. In order that 
this matter may be definitely settled, in 

·order that there can be no misunder
standing, in order that once and for all 
we can make it crystal clear that we are 
not seeking authorization for appropri
ations that will in any way interfere 
with the national defense effort, we have 
prepared and as my colleague, the junior 
Senator from Arizona, has pointed out, 
we are offering an amendment that will 
definitely accomplish that result. 

The amendment provides that no ap
propriation for any portion of the proj
ect is authorized and no construction of 
any portion of the project can be com
menced during the period of the present 
national emergency when manpower and 
materials are needed for the defense ef
fort. This is a simple, clear-cut provi-

In the first place, we do not want to 
build the project or any portion of it 
with the present prevailing high prices 
of manpower and materials. We know 
that the time will come when manpower 
and materials will not be so critically 
needed for national defense and when 
the cost of construction of the project 
will be decreased. These conditions 
may be expected on the basis of the situ
ation that existed a little over a year ago. 
Construction costs reached a peak dur
ing the years 1947 and 1948, and then 
began to decline. Contracts were being 
let for less than the estimated costs 
based on the 1947 prices. When it be
came necessary for us to send troops to 
Korea and to manufacture munitions 
for them and to supply them with food 
and clothing, prices naturally increased. 
It is only reasonable to expect that costs 
will go down when the demand for war 
materials and supplies for the armed 
services drops off. 

But more important still, under no 
circumstances would we have the peo
ple of the United States, and particu
larly Members of Congress, think that 
we want to build all or any portion of 
this project while manpower and neces
sary materials are needed in the na
tional defense effort. Such was never 
our intention, and by this amendment 
we make it certain, once and for all, that 
not one dime can be appropriated or 
spent on any portion of this project until 
the materials and manpower necessary 
to build the project can be used without 
confticting with the national defense ef
fort, and, of course, until the Congress 
believes that in the interest of the na .. 
tional economy, appropriations for con
struction of the project are justified. 
Any propaganda about a raid on the 
Federal Treasury at this particular time 
is just another example of the mislead
ing and delaying tactics that have been 
employed either to deefat or postpone 
action on this bill. 

Again I emphasize that what we are 
trying to do by means of this bill is to 
secure an authorization that will enable 
us without further delay to have the 
Supreme Court of the United States take 
jurisdiction over the water-rights dis
pute that has been so long drawn out, 
and to get that disput.e settled beyond 
any future question. If, as we confi
dently expect, the Court decides that 
Arizona is entitled to the water necessary 
for this project, and if the needs of the 
national defense effort are such that 
manpower and materials can be released, 
and if the national economy justifies the 
making of the necessary appropriations, 
then, as I have heretofore pointed out, 
we can proceed in an orderly fashion, 
over a period of years, to build the cen
tral Arizona project, which is of vital 
importance to my State, and certainly is 
in the national interest. 

In conclusion, I emphasize: First, that 
this is not a new reclamation project; 
second, that it is a rescue project; third, 
that the benefits, direct or indirect, par
ticularly the Federal taxes that will be 
saved and paid as a result of the author
ization of the project, will greatly exceed 
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the cost of the project; fourth, that the 
Uliited states as a whole will benefit ma
terially from this development; and fifth, 
that in the interest of the economy and . 
welfare of the United States, Congress 
must approve this project. 

ExHIBIT 1 
STATEMENT OF A. D. EDMONSTON, STATE EN• 

GINEER, AT MEETING OF AMERICAN GEO• 
PHYSICAL UNION, SECTION OF HYDROLOGY 
AND METEOROLOGY, FRESNO, C.U.IF., FEBRU• 

ARY 9, 1951 
Mr. Chairman, members of the section of 

hydrology and meteorology, American Geo
physical Union, and friends, I wish to ex
press my appreciation at this time for the 
opportunity to appear at this meeting of 
your organization and present a paper on 
the water resources of California. It is a 
privilege and an honor. 

The setting is significant. For it is here 
in the Kings River delta that you have one 
of the earliest and now probably the most 
extensive and comprehensive use of water for 
irrigation than in any place in the United 
States. It is reported that the first water 
was turned out of the Kings River in 1867 to 
irrigate a small acreage. Now nearly l,000,-
000 acres are under intensive cultivation 
producing crops having an unprocessed value 
of nearly $200,000,000 annually. Also, only 
2 months ago, a flood of previously unrecord
ed proportions, 80,000 second-feet, coursed 
down the Kings River, causing destruction in 
its path. This situation however is to be 
corrected in the near future by the Pine Flat 
Dam now under construction with Federal 
funds, by the Corps of Engineers, United 
States Army. 

In presenting or discussing the subject, 
Water Resources of California, I believe it is 
of interest to mention that California. was 
admitted to the Union of States in 1850, 100 
years ago. The area of the State, then and 
now is 100,000,000 acres. The stream sys
tem~ are the same and topographic conditions 
have not changed to any material extent. 
The population, on the other hand, has in
creased in these 100 years from 92,600 to 
10,600,000. This tremendous increase in 
population has resulted in widespread devel
opment and utilization of water for domestic, 
irrigation, and industrial purposes to the ex
tent that now the use of water in California 
aggregates 20,000,000 acre-feet annually, sub
stantially greater than the use in any other 
State in the Union and approximating the 
domestic use in the entire United States. 
Approximately one-half of the water so used 
in California comes from surface streams and 
reservoirs, and one-half from ground water 
basins. 

The purpose of this paper is not to review 
or discuss the history of this past develop
ment and the legal, engineering, and admin
istrative problems that it generated, but to 
present information on a study of the water 
resources of the State being conducted by 
the State division of water resources under 
the direction of the State water resources 
board, looking to the future needs of the 
people of the State. This board, created by 
chapter 1514, Statutes of 1945, was directed 
by chapter 1541, Statutes of 1947, to make an 
investigation of the water resources of the 
State on a State-wide basis. The adopted 
investigational prograll). has for its objective 
the preparation of a plan for the full prac
ticable conservation, control, and utilization 
of the State's water resources, both surface 

, and underground, to meet present and fu
ture water needs for all beneficial purposes in 
all areas of the State. This plan has been 
designated "The California Water Plan." 

It is planne_d to submit the results of this 
investigation in four printed bulletins. Bul
letin No. 1 is now in the process of being 
printed. It contains a State-wide inventory 
of water resources, including tabulations of 
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precipitation, runoff, flood frequencies, and 
quality of surface and ground waters. Bul
letin No. 2 will set forth information on 
present water utilization and .water require• 
ments, including data on land use, consump
tive use of water, and water available under 
existing rights and development for present 
and potential water service areas through
out the State. Bulletin No. 3 will present 
the California water plan for the conserva
tion, control, protection, and utilization of 
the waters of the State. Bulletin No. 4 will 
summarize in concise form, the data con
tained in1 the first three bulletins. 

Field and office work has been carried on 
concurrently on all phases of the investiga
tions in preparation for the foregoing bulle
tins. Excellent cooperation has been re
ceived from Federal and State agencies and 
others having an interest in the study and 
the prospective plan. 

The data in Bulletin No. 1 relating to run
off of the stream systems in California may · 
be summarized by the seven major geo
graphical areas as follows: 

Krea 

North coastal__---------------San Francisco Bay ___________ _ 
Central coastal__ _____________ _ 
South coastaL _______________ _ 
Central Valley _______________ _ 
Lahontan ____ ___ _____________ _ 
Colorado Desert __ ------------

TotaL __________ --------

Seasonal runo:ti in 
acre-feet 

Average Percent of 
season total 

28, 886,000 
1, 240, 000 
2, 448, 000 
1, '}f},7,000 

33, 637, 000 
3, 177, 000 

179,000 

70, 794,000 

40.8 
1.8 
3.4 
1. 7 

47. 5 
4. 5 
.3 

100.0 

The foregoing tabulation does not include 
the seasonal runoff of the Colorado River, 
estimated at about 18,000,000 acre-feet per 
year at Yuma, under natural conditions and 
in which California has rights in the amount 
of 5,3e2,000 acre-feet annually. 

The studies with reference to water utili
zation and water requirements have not 
progressed sufficiently so far as to present 
figures for the entire State. However, ap
proximate preliminary estimates are avail
able for some of the areas. 

In all of the studies leading to the formu
lation of the plans for the development and 
utilization of the water resources in any 
particular area, first and prime consideration 
is given to the requirements, both present 
and ultimate, for all uses in the local area, 
before a determination is made of the 
amounts of surplus waters that may be avail
able for exportation to areas of deficient 
supply. For example, in the north coast 
area prevision is being made not only for 
domestic, municipal, irrigation and indus
trial uses, but also for recreational needs, 
and for development of hydroelectric power. 

Comparing the ultimate water require
ments of the several areas with the avail
able water supplies therein, it is found that 
the north coast and central coast areas and 
the Sacramento River Basin have available 
water supplies in excess of their ultimate 
needs. On the other hand, the San Fran
cisco Bay area, the San Joaquin River Basin 
(including the Tulare Lake Basin) and the 
South Pacific coast, Lahontan and Colorado 
Desert areas have ultimate water require
ments far in excess of their available local 
water supplies. · 

It is quite evident, therefore, that in any 
plan for the ultimate development and 
utilization of the water resources of the 
State, water must be transferred from the 
areas of surplus water supply to areas of 
deficiency. The areas from which these sur
pluses must come are the Sacramento River 
Basin and the north coast. The central 
coast surplus exists only in the narrow coast 
line southerly from the Monterey Peninsula 

and is relatively small in total quantity and 
the area is lacking in suitable reservoir sites 
for the regulation and control of such sur
plus waters. On the other hand, r_1any 
reservoir sites feasible of development from 
engineering and geologic standpoints exist 
in the north coast area and the Sacrame!lto 
River Basin. In the north coast area, more 
than 50 dam and reservoir sites have been 
found physically feasible of development to 
an aggregate reservoir capacity of 16,000,000 
acre-feet and capable of being utilized to 
produce more than 2,000,000 kilowatts of 
electric power, an amount almost equal to all 
the present hydroelectric power installations 
in California. In the Sacramento River 
Basin, reservoir sites in excess of 40 in num
ber and capable of storing more than 15,-
000,000 acre-feet of water are also feasible 
of development. With these installations, 
the ultimate requirements of those two areas 
can be met and, in addition, provide surplus 
waters to areas of deficient water supply. 

On the basis of the inventory of the water 
resources and estimates of the ultimate water 
requirements so far made, adequate water 
supplies can be developed and regulated from 
California's water resources, including Call
fornia's rights in and to the waters of the 
Colorado River, in available surface reservoir 
sites and ground water basins to meet the 
probable ultimate water requirements in the 
State without importing water from a source 
outside of the State of California, such as 
the Columbia River in the Pacific North· 
west. 

The general plan proposed for the develop
ment of the water resources of the north 
coastal area calls for the construction of a 
series of multipurpose reservoirs of rela
tively large capacity on the major stream 
systems which have relatively low gradients 
and widely varying seasonal flow. A hydro
electric power plant would be located at each 
dam. The reservoirs would be operated for 
water conservation, flood control, power gen
eration, maintenance of s_tream flows 
throughout the year for propagation and 
maintenance of fish life and recreational 
purposes, and providing surplus waters for 
exportation when µeeded to the areas of de
ficient supply. In the Sacramento River 
Basin, the reservoirs would be operated for 
domestic, municipal, irrigation, and naviga
tion purposes, flood control, electric· power 
generation, recreation, and propagation and 
maintenance of fish life. 

The plan presently contemplated for serv
ing the areas of deficiency heretofore men
tioned would divert water from the Sacra
mento-San Joaquin Delta, the central source 
of supply, at sea level. For the San Fran
cisco Bay area, the point of diversion would 
be on Italian slough at the Alameda-Contra 
Costa County line. The water would be 
lifted by pumping to an elevation of 700 
feet, whence it would be conveyed through 
a tunnel some 8,000 feet in length to an 
available regulatory storage site on the 
north side of Livermore Valley. Releases 
from this storage would be conveyed through 
two branch conduits. One branch would 
bear southerly, serving the south bay shore 
of Alameda County and the east side of the . 
Santa Clara Valley, with terminal storage in 
a reservoir to be constructed to elevation 
about 500 feet on Silver Creek near Ever
green 7 miles east of San Jose. The other 
branch would bear westerly to a reservoir 
in Crow Canyon capable of development to 
80,000 acre-feet to serve supplementary 
water to the central bay shore area of Ala
meda County. It would also be physically 
possible to supply additional water to upper 
San Leandro and San Pablo Reservoirs of 
the East Bay Municipal Utility District and 
to areas in Contra Costa County through 
extensions of this branch. Supplementary 
water could be made available from the con
veyance system to Livermore Valley and the 
Niles Cone. The distances from the intak~ 
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at Italian slough are approximately 52 miles 
to the Silver Creek reservoir site and ap
~roximately 26 miles to the Crow Canyon 
site. 

The conduit to serve the west side of the 
San Joaquin Valley and southern California 
which has been studied preliminarily would 
'divert from Old River in the San Joaquin 
Delta about 5 miles northwest of Tracy. 
The water would be lifted through four 
pumping plants to a canal at elevation 225 
feet and would parallel the Delta-Mendota 

' canal from one-quarter to one-half mile 
to the west for 85 miles to a point near 
the south line of Merced County, where a 
pumping plant would lift the water to ele
vation 400 feet. The canal would then fol
low approximately on grade contour along 
the west side of the San Joaquin Valley 
passing west of Huron and Kettleman Cit y, 
to the Buena Vista Hills, a distance of about 
250 miles from the point of diversion where 
another pumping plant would lift the water 
to elevation 550 feet. The canal would then 
extend southerly 5 miles east of Taft and 

. thence easterly about 25 miles due south 
·of Bakersfield. At this point a pump lift 
; would raise the water to elevation 900 feet, 
land within 3 miles through another pump 
: lift to elevation 1,300 feet to Pastoria Creek. 
; Five pump lifts located along that creek 
would lift the water to elevation 3,300 feet 
to 6.5 mile tunnel which would convey the 

. water through the Tehachapi Mountains to 
: the divide between the Santa Clara River 
Basin and the desert, 310 miles distant from 

. the point of diversion in the San Joaquin 
Delta. The canal would then follow east
erly along the desert side of the mountains 
toward Fairmont Reservoir of the city of 
Los Angeles, passing that reservoir about 
one-half mile to the west and 250 feet above 
the water level of the Los Angeles aqueduct; 
then would follow above and south of the 
Antelope Valley to mile 340 where a tunnel 
through Portal Ridge would emerge into 
· Amargosa Creek. The canal would follow 
the south side of Amargosa Creek Basin to 
a point south of the Palmdale Reservoir 
about 450 feet above that reservoir. The di
rection would then be south across Soledad 
Pass, along the south side of Antelope Val
ley, crossing Little Rock Creek below the 
Little Rock-Palmdale Dam. The course 
would then be easterly across the Mojave 
Desert above· the town of Hesperia, thence 
southerly to a crossing of the Mojave River, 
and to the east portal of a 4-mile tunnel 
at elevation 3,250 feet, into Devils Canyon, 
a tributary to the Santa Ana River. The 
route of this conduit would then follow 
easterly along the south slope of the moun
tains about 7 miles north of San Bernardino 
and Redlands; thence south about 10 miles 
east of Redlands; then easterly to a point 
3 miles northeast of Beaumont into a siphon 
at elevation 3,200 feet to a low of 2,525 feet 
elevation across the San Gorgonio Pass be
tween Beaumont and Banning. The conduit 
would then extend southerly along the 
mountains east of the San Jacinto Valley, 
crossing the Riverside-San Diego County 
line and then toward Lake Henshaw, pass
ing above that reservoir. From that point 
the route would be southerly to a crossing 
of headwaters of the San Diego and Sweet
water Rivers and to a terminus at a tribu
tary of Tia Juana River at an elevation of 
3,150 feet, for a total length of canal of 675 
miles from the point of diversion in the San 
Joaquin Delta. 

A conduit route that would serve Santa 
Barbara and Ventura Counties also has been 
studied. It would divert at elevation 550 
feet from the conduit about 270 miles from 
the point of diversion in the San Joaquin 
Delta. Here a pumping plant would lift the 
water to elevation 1,000 feet, then a series of 
250-foot lifts with short lengths of canal 
between the lifts would raise the water to 
elevation 3,500 feet. A 5.5-mile tunnel at 
the intake on Santiago Creek would dis-

charge into Quatal Canyon which drains into 
the Cuyama River, with additional conduits, 
water could be delivered from this point to 
the headwaters of the Sisquoc, Santa Ynez, 
and Ventura Rivers. 

The advantages of the proposed plan for 
furnishing a supplemental water supply to 
the western slope of the San Joaquin Valley 
and the south coast and Lahontan areas 
are that the conduit would traverse in large 
part terrain undeveloped, would not inter
fere with the operation of existing water 
supply systems, would not involve any ex
change of waters, would be so located to fur
nish by gravity from the conduit additional 
water supplies to existing systems and to 
new areas capable of development and in 
need of water. It is feasible of construction 
from both engineering and geological stand
points and it is believed would have a first 
cost less than any other plan and would be 
capable of serving a complete supplemental 
water supply for the full development of the 
south coast area and the desert areas in Los 
Angeles, San Bernardino, and Riverside 
Counties. 

The estimated annual supplemental water 
that would be diverted from the delta in 
accord with this plan are 2,000,000 acre-feet 
for about 1,000,000 acres on the w:ist and 
south sides of the San Joaquin Valley, 2,500,-
000 acre-feet for the south coast area, and 
2,500,0C'IO acre-feet for the desert area, or a 
total of 7,000,000 acre-feet. 

A study of the available water supply in 
the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta over the 
past 10 years shows that a demand of 600,000 
acre-feet per month could have been met 
over and above the demands of salinity con
trol, delta consumptive use, irrigation of 
delta uplands, and full continuous operation 
of the Delta-Mendota canal ( 4,600 second
feet) and Contra Costa canal (325 second• 
feet) for a minimum period of 5 months to 
a maximum of 8 months in any one year. 
To furnish a demand of 600,000 acre-feet per 
month throughout the year would require 
supplemental storage in the Sacramento 
River Basin or in the north coast area. 

Analyses of the water available in the delta 
show that its chemical quality is class· I for 
irrigation and that it falls well within ac
cepted standards for drinking water. For 
domestic and municipal uses, however, the 
water would require bacteriological treat .. 
ment as do practically all raw waters. 

The plan of utilizing the Sacramento.:san 
Joaquin Delta as the source of supply and 
point of diversion has many practical ad
vantages. The point of diversion is below 
all riparian owners and users of water in 
the basin above the delta and, therefore, is 
not subject to objection by such owners. 
The delta channels are recipient of all the 
fiood flows and return waters from an area 
of about 50,000 square miles. The supply 
to the delta, therefore, is not dependent 
on the vagaries of a single stream. Water 
developed in any part of the Sacramento or 
San Joaquin River Basins could find its way 
by gravity to the delta, and the same is true 
of surplus water that would be transferred 
from the north coastal area to the Sacra
mento River Basin. 

In this State-wide investigation and study, 
being conducted by the division of water 
resources under the direction of the State 
water resources board, wholehearted coopera
tion is being received from Federal and State 
agencies and departments, private companies, 
and individuals. It is only through such 
cooperation that it will be possible to formu
late a sound feasible plan for the future 
development and utilization of the waters 
of this State. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
CLEMENTS in the chair). The clerk will 
call the roll. 1 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for a quorum call be rescinded and that 
further proceedings under the call be 
suspended. 

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

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
desire to take a few minutes to clear up 
some of the points raised by the senior 
Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN]. 

In the first place, he has left the im
pression, perhaps, in the minds of some 
of his listeners that it is a matter which 
would concern only a fraction of the 
population of California, in the southern 
section of that State. · I would say that 
it is a very substantial fraction which is 
involved, and I wish to make the record 
perfectly clear that it concerns not only 
the southern area of California, but is of 
concern to the entire State. 

I should like to read at this time Joint 
Resolution No. 1,-... .passed by the Legisla
ture of California in January of this 
year. On January 12 it was passed by 
the State senate, and on January 16 it 
was passed by the assembly. It reads as 
follows: 

Whereas there is pending before the Con
gress of the United St ates a bill which would 
authorize construction of the central Ari· 
zona reclamation project; and 

Whereas no provision is made for payment 
by the project of any part of the interest on 
the national debt, which would be incurred 
to ..:onstruct the project; and 

Whereas the Secretary of the Interior has 
reported that he estimates the cost of the 
project at $708,000,000 and the time for the 
recovery of the principal at 75 years and, 
therefore, that the project would cost the 
taxpayers of the United States for interest 
alone, at 2Y2 percent per annum, in excess 
of $2,000,000,000; and 

Whereas the taxpayers of California would 
be required to pay in excess of $172,000,000 of 
such interest; and 

Whereas the central Arizona project is de
signed to provide irrigation at exorbitant cost 
to grow common field crops, with the result 
that additional taxes would be required to 
pay Government subsidies on such crops and 
such project would not, therefore, enhance 
the national welfare; and 

Whereas the central Arizona project would 
require the use of 1,500,000,000 kilowatt· 
hours of hydroelectric power annually (the 
equivalent to the use of 2,500,000 barrels of 
fuel oil) to pump irrigation water to a height 
of 1,000 feet, and such use would be an eco
nomic waste of an urgently needed public 
resource; and 

Whereas the construction cost of the irri
gation features of the project alone would 
be many times the value of the land, when 
irrigated and the irrigators would not repay 
any part of such construction cost; and 

Whereas such central Arizona project is, 
therefore, economically unsound; and 

Whereas sufficient water for such central 
Arizona project could be secured only by 
diverting to that project water now needed 
to serve authorized and existing projects 
in the lower basin of the Colorado River; 
and 

Whereas the diversion of water from such 
existing projects would jeopardize the water 
supply of over 4,000,000 residents of Cali
fornia, who, in reliance on their contracts 
for water executed by the United States 
Government, have invested more than $500,-
000,000 to provide facilities to enable them 
to use their share of water and power from 
the Colorado River; and 
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Whereas the rights of California to the use 
of Colorado River water have l;>een estab-

. lished by prior appropriations and by con
tracts with the Secretary of the Interior 
under the Boulder Canyon Project Act, and 
the Secretary of the Interior has declared 
that "If the contentions of California are 
correct, there will be no dependable water 
supply available from the Colorado Ri'Ver 
for this diversion": Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of 
the State of California (jointly), That the 

· Congress of the United States be memorial
ized to· refuse passage of any bHl authoriz
ing the Central Arizona project as proposed; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That the Congress of the United 
States be memorialized to adopt legislation 
consenting to the joinder of the United 
States in an interstate suit in the Supreme 
Court for the determination of the water 
rights of the States of the lower basin of 
the Colorado River; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Colorado River Board 
of California and all other agen~ies and 
officers CJf the State of California are directed 
to use all means within their power to carry 
out the objectives of this resol·1tion; and 
be it further 

Resolv_ed, That the secretary of the senate 
be directed to transmit copies of this reso
lution to the President, to the · President of 
th3 Senate, and Speaker of the House of 
Repre~entatives of the Congress of the 
United States, to the chairman of appro
priate congressional committees, and to each 
Senator and Representative from California 
in the Congress of the United States. 

I merely wanted the record to be clear 
that tLe viewpoint which we have ex
pres£ed is the viewpoint 'of the entire 
State c.f California and not the viewpoint 
of simply one segment of the State. 

Mr. President, I think the Senate might 
be interested in a resolution which was 
adopted at the sixty-ninth annual con
vention of the American Federation of 
Labor, which met in Houston, Tex., on 
September 18, 1950. I read from page 
31 of the official proceedings of that con
vention: 

CENTRAL ARIZONA PROJECT 

Resolution 29, by Delegate W. J. Bassett, 
Central Labor Council, Los Angeles, Calif.: 

"Whereas a bill which provides for the pro
posed central Arizona project is now before 
Congress; and 

"Whereas the central Arizona project, un· 
der the guise of reclamation is designed to 
provide irrigation at exorbitant cost for a 
relatively small acreage of land to grow com
mon field crops; and 

"Whereas data supplied by Secretary of the 
Interior, Oscar L. Chapman, reveals that· the 
Arizona project will cost-American taxpayers 
$2,075,729,000 for interest alone; and 

"Whereas to supply irrigation through the 
central Arizona project would require 1,500,
ooo.ooo kilowatt-hours of hydroelectric 
power annually to lift irrigation water to a 
height of 1,000 feet and carry it over 300 
miles in an expensive canal; and 

"Whereas construction cost for irrigation 
features alone is estimated to be over $1,800 
an acre; and 

"Whereas the field crops anticipated 
through irrigation provided by the central 
Arizona project are the same crops which are 
now in surplus and are being subsidized by 
the United States Government; and 

"Whereas the exorbitant cost of construc
tion and operation of the central Arizona 
project will not add to the national welfare, 
but will create additional taxes through an 
increase in surplu3 crops which must be sub
sidized by the United States Government: 
Therefore be it 

"Resolved, That the sixty-ninth conven
tion of the American Federation of Labor 

· convening on the 18th of September 1950, 
in Houston, Tex.. instruct the officers to op
pose the adoption of this legislation which 
would create an unjusti.fiable heavy tax bur
den for a project that will not enhance the 

· Nation's economy." 
Referred to committee on resolutions. 

It is shown on page 31 that the reso
lution was referred to the committee on 
resolutions. What I have just read 
was from the report of the Monday 
morning session; the session of the first 
day. 

Then, in the report of the proceedings 
of the fifth day, the Friday morning 
session, on page 475, the following com
ment appears: 

Resolution 29, by DeleJate W. J. Bassett, 
Central Labor Council, Los Angeles, Calif., 
and Resolution 39, by Delegate C. J. Hag
gerty, California State Federation of Labor. 

Resolutions 29 and 39 deal with the same 
subject matter. They are identical. Your 
committee recommends the adoption of Res
olution 29. No action is necessary on Reso
lution 39. Committee Secretary Soderstrom 
moved the adoption of the committee's re
port. The motion was seconded and carried. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD im
mediately following the point at which 
I read the resolution by the American 
Federation of Labor opposing the central 
Arizona project, a resolution which was 
adopted by the National Grange at its 
eighty-fourth annual session, in Min
neapolis, Minn., November 15-25, 1950, 
in opposition to the central Arizona. 
project. 

There being no objection, the resolu- · 
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
RESOLUTION OF THE NATIONAL GRANGE OP• · 

POSING ARIZONA PROJECT BILL 

Whereas a bill is now. before the Congress : 
which, if passed, wm · authorize the central , 
Arizona project; and ; 

Whereas the proponents of the bill admit · 
that it is designed to rescue about 226,000 ' 
acres of land where the underground supply 
of water is being or bas been voluntarily 
overdrawn; and 

Whereas the construction costs of the ir
rigation features designed to serve the 
"rescued" land will amount to more than 
$1,800 per acre, with little, if any, of the 
cost being repaid by the landowners; and 

Whereas Oscar L. Chapman, Secretary of 
the Interior, bas officially stated to Con- · 
gress that the central Arizona project wm · 
cost the American taxpayers over $2,000,000,- : 
000 for interest alone, which will not be 
repaid, and 

Whereas the central Arizona project can 
be built and operated only if the established · 
principles of economic feasibility as set 
forth in the national reclamation laws are 
grossly violated: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the National Grange does 
hereby oppose the passage of this legisla
tion and urges its defeat. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I ' 
should now like to call attention to a 
number of other factors that have been 
raised during the course of the discus- · 
sion. It has been stated that the central ' 
Arizona project is comparable if not : 
identical with the Central Valley project. ' 

In 1947 the Secretary of the Interior 
transmitted to the Speaker of the House · 
of Representatives a report of the Bu
reau of Reclamation on engine~ring f ea • . 
sibility, the total estimated capital costs, 
and the allocation and probable repay-

·ment of these costs of the Central Valley 
Project of California-House Document 
146, Eightieth Congress, first session. 

This report represented a payment 
analysis which included a proposal to 
use the interest component of power 
revenues for repayment of irrigation 
construction costs, just as is now pro
posed to be done for the central Arizona 
project. 

But the fact is that the Congress has 
never acted upon or approved the cost 
allocation and repayment program for 
the Central Valley project of California 
as set forth in that report of the Secre
tary of the Interior. 

Furthermore, the State of California 
officially neither requested such a pay. 
out plan involving such proposed use of 
the interest component, nor h as it ap
proved the Bureau's report above re
ferred to. Furthermore, reports issued 
by the State of California on propos2d 
projects in California have never ad
vocated use of the interest component as 
proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

We are convinced that the Central 
Valley project is financially sound. and 
·that it can pay out in a period of 50 to 60 
years with reasonable rates for water 

·and power without resort to the use of 
the interest component, as proposed by 
the Bureau. i 

This proposal to use the interest com
ponent for repayment of irrigation con- 1 

struction costs, which the Bureau of 
Reclamation seeks to establish, based 
upon an opinion issued by the Solicitor 

1 

of the D~partment of the Interior in 
1944, has never been approved by the 
Congress. 

The effect of adopting such a prin· 
ciple of financing for multiple purpose 
·reclamation projects, coupled with the 
;proposed extension of the repayment pe. 
·riod to 75 years or more, is clearly re
vealed by the report of the Secretary oj 
the Interior that the cost to the Nation's 
taxpayers of the central Arizona project 
would be over $2,000,000,000. This would 
be the real cost to the Nation for a proj .. 
ect with an estimated original construe• 
tion cost of about $780,000,000, even if 
the reimbursable cost were paid back. 

Extend this same principle to the bil .. 
lions of dollars of other projects being 
planned and the result would be such an 
unbearable and unjustified burden on 
'the taxpayers that it is. likely to sto:i; 
further reclamation development in the · 
West. 

I pointed out in my remarks made to 
the Senate on Monday, May 28, and again ' 
on Tuesday, May 29, some of the factors 
that go into making the central Arizona 
project, as proposed, an unsound one. I 
repeat that I believe an argument per
haps can be made for changing the exist
ing reclamation laws so that instead of 
a 40-year period to repay, with a 10-year 
development period, or making a total of 
50 years, the Congress of . the United 
States, in its wisdom, because of changed 
economic factors, might feel that under 
such circumstances the reclamation law 
itself should be changed to extend that 
period, we will say to 55 years, and there 
could be no objection from a policy point 
of view if the congress, after proper 
hearings, reached that determination. 
But my point is that if Congress should 
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extend the period from 50 to 55 years, zona recognizes the right of the United all projects in the upper basin states. 
the same yardstick should apply to every . ", States and agencies of the State of Cali- My answer is: 
project in the Nation, and that every : fornia to contract" for Colorado River ~. First, the best test of California's fu
project in the Nation which comes under . water provided such contracts "shall not · ture conduct is her conduct in the past. 
the reclamation law should known in exceed the limitation of such uses" pro- California has to this date opposed no 
advance what the standards are under vided in the Limitation Act. upper-basin project. On the other hand, 
which it is eligible to receive Federal aid. ~ ~ The assertion is made that California California has affirmatively supported 
If Congress, in its wisdom, after hear- . contributes no water to the Colorado " the Paonia project, Colorado; the Man
ings before the proper legislative com- River, yet she claims the lion's share of cos project, Colorado, and the Eden proj
mittee, wanted to extend the period to ·the river. My answer to that is that ect, Wyoming, which are the only proj-
60 years, there could be no objection to ·anyone who knows the water law of the ects in the upper basin that have come 
that change being made, but if the Con- Western States as well as do the Senators before Congress in recent years. 
gress of the United States warited to from Arizona must be aware: Moreover, California has not opposed 
change the reclamation law and make First, that the foundation of that law the following legislation for projects in 
the period 60 years, then I say that that is the doctrine of appropriation; that is, the upper basin States, but not in the 
yardstick should apply to every project "first in time is first in right." basin: 
in the Nation which comes under the second, that under that doctrine, the (a) Provo-Deer Creek project, Utah. 
reclamation law. one who first uses his energy, money, (b) Weber Basin project, Utah. 

, As one who has supported reclamation labor, -skill, and vision to divert water (c) Fort Sumner project, New Mexico. 
in the West, and supported other proj- for a beneficial use and continues to do °(d) Vermejo project, New Mexico. 
ects such as the Tennessee Valley Au- so with due diligence is rewarded by title · Ce) Big Thompson project recreation, 
thority, my objection to this project is to a water right. Colorado. 
that if the yardstick is destroyed, then • Third, that whether an area originates (f) Upper basin compact. 
there is no basis upon which to turn th t · tt 1 · t · 1 I f t Mr. President, as a Senator from Cali-
down future Unsound ProJ·ects. It 1·s· my e wa er is u er y imma eria. n ac , 

typically the area on which the water is fcrnia and as a member of the Appro-
judgment that if the Congress takes this ·used is not the area of its origin, and priations Committee, on numerous occa
path, those who advocate such unso\lnd may be even hundreds of miles removed. sions I have supported, and expect to 
prqjects will ultimately so disgust the Fourth, that beginning as far back as support in the future, sound reclama
Members of Congress, and, more impor- 1s77, California pioneers appropriated, tion projects in the upper basin as well 

. tant, the American people who are al- before the other Stat~s did, large quan- as in the lower basin, ~nd public works 
' ready overburdened with taxes, that projects in other sections of the Nation. 
there will be a revulsion of feeling t~t~sdof tColorado River water, and have I have made it a point since coming to 
against the whole project for reclama- -· r~s e hei: su}:lstanc~ and stren~t.h the Senate to visit many areas of the 
tion and other public developments. I smce tha~ tu~e m contmuous and dill- country, including ·the Tennessee Valley. 
believe those who represent the reclama- · ~ ge~t appllcation of the wa~er to ben~- I have taken a personal interest in the 
tion States should be the first to insist ficia~ use. Her pr.esent cla:ims are pr:- development of other areas. I have 
that we establish sound standards, that manl~. based on rights which vested m been in the State of Missouri to look 
those standards be honest standards of her citizens 1?ng .before 1900· at some of the flood-control problems. 
feasibility, that we should be prepared to _The assertion is made t~at 8,000,000 During the time I have been in the 
support those of our projects which can or ~O,OO~,OOO acre-feet are a~nua~ly Senate and on the Committee on Appro
measure up to such sound and honest wastmg m~o th~ Gulf of. Callforma. priations I have diligently supported 
standards of feasibility, and when they That asse~tion was made this. afternoon such projects, regardless of the particu
cannot measure up to those standards of by the semor Senator .fron_i Arizona [Mr. lar area of the country in which they 
feasibility, we in the West should be the HAYDEN] .. The question .1s asked, W~y may have been located. 
first to turn down those projects, be- should Arizon: not be entitled to use this However, I oppose the central Arizona 
cause otherwise the confidence of the wasted water· project because I think it is fundamen-
country will be destroyed in the whole . My answer is, first, the cor~ect figure tally unsound. I think it would be de
theory of reclamation. is 7,000,000 acre-feet, acco~dmg to the structive of sound public works projects 

Mr President the assertion has been statement of Bureau Engmeer E. G. all over the country, and I believe that 
made. that-- ' Nielsen before the House committee on it would undermine the confidence of 

The California contracts exceed the quan- February 27, 1951. the Nation in our reclamation laws. 
tity of water permitted California by her Second, 5,000,000 acre-feet of this is That is why I am opposing the project. 
Limitation Act; California seeks to violate the unused right of the Upper Basin, Furthermore, I believe there is an 
that act. which is now using not more than 2,500,- honest difference of opinion between the 

My answer to that is: 
First. These statements rest in pure 

assertion. They cannot be proved until 
the Court decides the controversy. They 
assume that' Arizona is right, and Cali
fornia is wrong, on all contentions in the 
controversy. 

Second. Since the Limitation Act was 
adopted, California's spokesmen have 
without exception stated, in public and 
in private, that California intends to 
honor and abide by its provisions. 

Third. In the last case in the Supreme 
Court between Arizona and California
Two Hundred and Ninety-eighth United 
States Reports, page 558-the Court said, 
as to the California Limitation Act: 

000 of the 7,500,000 acre-feet perpetually State of Arizona on one side, and the 
allotted to it by article III (a) of the States of Nevada and California on the 
Colorado River compact. No lower other side, as to the availability of water 
basin project, be it in Arizona, Cali- fn the lower reaches of the Colorado 
fornia, or Nevada, can be premised on River. 
the use of that water, which does not It is unfortunate that the question of 
belong to them. It belongs to the upper the large State versus the small State 
basin States, and no one is challenging should be raised. I am under no illu
their right to that water. sions as to why that issue is raised in 

Third, the remaining 2,000,000 acre- the Senate. Under our constitutional 
feet will be required to serve projects in system each State is represented in this 
the lower basin when fully developed. body by two Senators, whether it be a 
Such projects are either ncf\v · con- smaller State such as Nevada, or the 
structed, now authorized and under con- largest State, New York. I believe in 
struction, or they are projects for which our constitutional system. I believe 
commitments have been made by com- that the framers of the Constitution of 
pact or contract. In fact, there is a the United States were wise when they 
deficiency to meet those needs. Com- made one House of Congress based upon 

By its provisions thP. use of the water by ments of State of Nevada, House Docu- population and the other on the prin-
C'alifornia is restricted to 5,484,500 acre-feet ment 136, page 97; letter from Commis- ciple of equal representation of sover-
annually. sioner of Reclamation to Senator Mc- eign States. 

The California contracts aggregate 
5,362,000 acre-feet annually. 

Fourth. By article 7 (h) of Arizona's 
water contract with the Secretary of the 
Interior, dated February 9, 1944, "Ari-

CARRAN, Senate Document 39, page 8; I happen to represent in part one of 
hearings S. 75, Senate committee, page the largest States of the Union. We 
265. must come here and present our case. 

The assertion is made that California We nrust present the facts. We recog
will, in the future, as in the past, oppose . nize the fact that on some issues we may 
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win, and on others we may lose. But 
I submit that if we win or lose, we should 
win or lose on the merits of the case, 
and not on the basis of an appeal to 
prejudice in the Senate, arousing the 
smaller States, of which there are many, 
against the larger States. 

I say, with all the conviction I possess, 
that the people of California have con
tributed mightily to the national effort 
in peace and war. They have contrib
uted their sons in two World Wars, and 
in the war now going on in Korea. They 
do so on the same basis of the popula
tion which entitles them to representa
tion in the Congress of the United States. 

They contribute more than $3,000,000,-
000 to the Federal Treasury through 
taxes. I say that we should not allow 
in this body an appeal to prejudice, 
which would aline the smaller States 
against the larger States, merely be
cause California happens to be a larger 
State, because we are honestly and sin
cerely presenting a point of view which 
we think the Senate and the country 
are entitled to have. 

Do Senators want us to remain silent 
when we believe that there is involved a 
project which would undermine the 
reclamc.tion law, a project whicr. we be
lieve is economi~ally unsound, and 
which we believe would do a great injus
tice not only to the large State of Cali
fornia, with her ten and a half million 
people, but to the small State of Nevada, 
with her 165,000 people? 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Sena tor yield? · 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 
Mr. :;.:. WORSHAK. Can the Senator 

advise us whether S. 75 would serve 
merely to send this water controversy 
into the courts for adjudication relative 
to the specific ri~hts of Arizona and Cali
fornia, or whether the so-called Bridge 
Canyon project would be authorized for 
construction? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Bridge Can
yon project would be authorized for 
construction, at a cost of some $788,-
000,000, and at a cost to the Federal tax
payers running well over $2,000,000,000. 
It is my interpretation-although I am 
not an attorney, but a newspaperman
that the provision in the bill to send the 
question to the Supreme Court is not a 
fair method of doing so, because if there 
were an adverse decision in the Supreme 
Court, under the wording of the amend
ment, ~:1 my judgment the project would 
still be authorized. 

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

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 
Mr. 1.::cFARLAND. Who would want 

the project authorized or built if the 
decision in the Supreme Court were ad
verse, and if there were no water for 
the project? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Those who advo
cate this project, unsound as it is, might 
advocate that it be built, even though 
the Supreme Court had decided against 
it. 

Mr. McI"ARLAND. There is about as 
much rea:mn in what the Senator has 
said as there is in the rest of his argu
ment. 

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

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield to my col
league. 

Mr. NIXON. So far as that is con
cerned, if that is not the intention of 
the particular provision of the bill, I 
raise the question as to why the pro
ponents of the bill do not change the 
section to say something else, if they 
mean something else. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I quite agree with 
my colleague. As he knows, he and I 
jointly have offered substitute language 
which would make it clear that the proj
ect would not be built until the Su
preme Court had affirmatively decided 
that the State of Arizona had the right 
to the use of the water which it claims. 

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

Mr. KNOWLAND. I am glad to yield 
to my good friend from Arizona. 

:i:\1r. McFARLAND. I would say fur
ther that it would, in the judgment of 
the :::lenator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O'MAHONEYJ, the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. MILLIIO:N], and many other law
yers, except those from Cali'fornia, be 
asking the Supreme Court for a declara
tory judgment. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I -think the only 
way the question can be answered is to 
let the Supreme Court decide it. In 
that way able lawyers from Arizona 
would have an opportunity to argue the 
point, and I assume th~t California 
would have able lawyers to argue the 
point. It is our opinion that the ques
tion can go to the Supreme Court as 
a judiciable is.sue without the passage 
of the pending pill. In any event, even 
if the Senator were correct-which I 
do not concede-it would be necessary 
to tax the taxpayers of this Nation, all 
150,000,000 of them, more than $2,000,-
000,000. It would be possible_ to get a 
much smaller project, costing much less, 
to raise the issu'J, if it were necessary 
to do so. 

Second. California has many times 
officially recorded her desire that the 
entire Colorado River Basin proceed as 
early as" possible to the fullest practi
cable development. 

Third. California expects to examine 
future upper basin projects on their 
merits and act accordingly. 

The assertion has been made in the 
past that Imperial Valley, Calif., is wast
ing 1,000,000 acre-feet of water a year 
into Salton Sea. My answers are: 

First. Except for occasional flood 
flows from storms, this flow is drainage 
water necessary to maintain "salt bal
ance" just as in cent•:al Arizona. It is, 
therefore, not waste, but an operational 
loss-hearings on H. R. 934 before House 
Committee on Public Lands, Eighty-first 
Congress, first session, page 879. 

Second. It is not excessive compared 
with other projects, for example, it is on 
an acreage basis, only a little more than 
half the return flow per acre from the 
Yuma project, Arizona-idem. 

Third. The water is too salty to be 
used for irrigation-idem. _ 

Fourth. At the present time, with 7,
ooo,ooo acre-feet annually flowing into 
the Gulf of California, the point is ut
terly immaterial. The amount flowing 

in Salton Sea has no bearing on whether 
Arizona has a water right for the central 
Arizona project. 

The assertion is made that Arizona 
has applied for all Bridge Canyon power, 
and will be able to consume it when 
available. 

My answers are: 
First. Arizona's present annual power 

consumption is on the order of 2,000,-
000,000 kilowatt-hours-statement of 
K. S. Wingfield before House committee, 
March 15, 1951. ·Bridge Canyon power 
available for commercial sale will be 
about 3,200,000,000 kilowatt-hours per 
year. In addition, Arizona has had 
available to her since 1937, and has not 
used, but is now getting ready to use, 18 
percent of Hoover Dam firm _power, re
S3rved for her under the Boulder Canyon 
Project Act-House Document No. 717, 
Eightieth Congress, second session, page 
A240. Arizona has also been allocated, 
but has not us~. half the power to be 
produced at . Davis Dam. 'J.~e sum of 
Arizona's Hoover and Davis power is 
1,200,000,000 kilowatt-hours-statement 
of State engineer of Nevada before House 
committee March 16, 1951. That plus 
Bridge, 3,200,000,000, makes 4,400,000,-
000 . . 

Second. That Arizona can, within, say 
10 years, increase her power use from 
2,000,000,000 to 6,400,000,000 kilowatt
hours a year is considered by responsible 
engineers as open to question. 

Third. If Arizona's power consump
tion is tr~bled, it could only be as the 
result of a tremendous industrial expan
sion which would so enhance Arizona's 

· economy that the loss of irrigation of 
150,000 acres of land would be trivial to 
her. · 

The assertion has .been made that the 
project will liquidate itself in 75 years 
from revenues for power and water. My 
answer is: 

First. Cost: The cost to be liquidated 
is $788,000,000. 

I wish to call attention to the testi
mony of Mr. Nielsen before the House 
committee, as follows: 

As of January 1, 1951, we estimated the 
cost to be $788,000,0~0. 

I may say that the $788,000,000 is $80,-
000,000 more than the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs of the Senate 
reported the testimony shows the proj
ect would cost. I wish to call attention 
to the fact that this vast project, which 
would cost the taxpayers of this country 
in excess of $2,000,000,000, was reported 
by the Senate Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs within approximately 2 
or 3 weeks after it was introduced in the 
Senate, and without any hearings being 
held on it whatever. 

Second. Power repayment: Power rev
enues would pay over 99 percent of the 
$788,000,000. The power rate necessary 
to make the project feasible is ''5.1715 
mills per kilowatt-hour of firm energy"
Nielsen, galley CC90. 

The initial production of power at 
Bridge Canyon was stated in the Secre
tary's. report of 1947-House Document 
136, page 176-at 4,675,000,000 kilowatt
hours per year, reducing gradually to 
4,114,000,000 kilowatt-hours under ulti
mate conditions. Witness Coe in a table 



5986 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE MAY .31 

presented to the House committee March 
1. 1951-galley CC31-still assumes the 
same power production. 

The Secretary's report was written 
when Bluff Dam, which is in the upper 
basin, was a part of the project. The 
Watkins amendment of 1950 to section 
1 of the bill-page 3, line 22-reads: 

Provided, That this authorization shall not 
include (a) any works, dam, or reservoir at 
t h e Glen Canyon site or any other site in 
the u pper Colorado River Basin, or (b) any 
dam in the lower Colorado River Basin which 
would flood the Glen Canyon site. 

The Secretary's answer to question No. 
13 on June 28, 1950, was: 

Question. Without construction of up
stream stor age, what would be the annual 
firm-power production of Bridge Canyon 
power plant? 

Answer. • • • On the basis of these 
operation studies, it is est imated by the De
partment that the annual firm power pro
duction of the Bridge Canyon power plant 
would be 3,500,000,000 kilowatt-hours under 
initial conditions of operation. As outlined 
in the answer to question 12, which is b ased 
upon the premise that neither Bluff Dam 
nor Glen Canyon would be in operation, 
Bridge Canyon Reservoir would be substanti
ally filled with silt within 35 to 45 years. 

In other words, here is a project which 
its proponents estimate will be repaid in 
75 years. The official testimony of Gov
ernment witnesses indicates that without 
the construction of the upper dams it 
will fill with silt in half that time. 

The Secretary's answer continues: 
Bridge Canyon power plant would of 

necassity be operated thereafter as a run-of
the-river plant. So operated the firm output 
is estimated to be about 3,000,000,000 kilo
watt-hours annually. 

The project report and present Bureau 
testimony are based on the assumption 
that Glen Canyon Dam will be built in 
15 years. 

Mr. President, I understand that the 
chairman of the Committee on Armed 
Services is eager to bring up the confer
ence report on the so-called manpower 
bill. ·I have no desire to delay the Sen
ate's consideration of that important 
legislation. Therefore I now ask unani
mous consent that the remainder of my 
remarks, which I had intended to ·make 
on the pending bill, be printed as a state
ment at this point. 

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

The remainder of Mr. KNOWLAND's re
marks are as follows: 

Bureau Engineer E. G. Nielsen testified 
(galley CC38) : · 

"Mr. ENGLE. Just taking this bill by its four 
corners, if Bluff Canyon is stricken from the 
project and Glen Canyon is prohibited, I ask 
you whether this project is feasible, within 
the four corners of this bill, without any 
assumptions. Can you answer that 'Yes' or 
'No.' 

"Mr. NIELSEN. No, I can't." 

• • 
"Mr. ENGLE. Do you admlt also that in your 

testimony last year that you stated your 
report was predicated upon the assumption 
that Glen Canyon would be built in 15 years. 

"Mr. NIELSEN. Yes; and this testimony 1s 
still predicated upon that." 

• 
"Mr. ENGLE. Then you concluded the power 

revenues would be a certain figure; and if 

those assumptions no longer hold the power 
revenues would be less than those stated 
here? 

"Mr. NIELSEN, Yes." (Nielsen, galley 
CC85.) 

"Based upon the specified premise that 
neither Glen Canyon nor Bluff Dani would 
be in operation during the first 75 years of 
Bridge banyon operation, ·and assuming no 
other regulatory facilities provided in the 
upper basin during the same period, initial 
generation at Bridge Canyon would be 3,500,-
000,000 kilowatt-hours per annum. That 
generation would taper off to 3,000,000,000 
kilowatt-hours at the end of 35 to 45 years, 
according to the Secretary's answer to ques
tion 13. Mr. ENGLE was willing, I believe, 
that we bring in a response based upon the 
median estimate of 40 years. 

• 
"Analyzing the matter first on the basis of 

a 40-year life, in 75 years there would be 
available for sale 116,000,000,000 kilowatt
hours over a 75-year period. A power rate of 
8 .86 mills would be necessar y to liquidate 
.project costs on this premise." (Galley 
CC86.) 

"Mr. ENGLE. • • I see you fixed the 
power rate at 8.86 mills. Do you regard that 
as a commercial rate? 

"Mr. NIELSEN. I don't . think that would be 
a competitive rate; no, sir. 

"Mr. ENGLE. In other words, you couldn't 
sell the power? 

"Mr. NIELSEN. No. 
"Mr. ENGLE. And that means, in other 

words, the project is infeasible. 
"Mr. NIELSEN. Infeasible under the prem

ise that Glen Canyon not be built within a 
75-year period following construction of 
Bridge Canyon Dam." 

"Mr. ENGLE. • • . • in other words, if we 
are to be perfectly honest with the Congress 
and Members of the House who are not fa
miliar with this legislation we would have 
to tell them, would we not, that if we pass 
this bill it is absolutely necessary in order 
to insure the feasibility of the project to 
build some up-stream projects, which will 
give the sediment control and the river reg
ulation necessary to make the power features 
pan out? 

"Mr. NIELSEN. Those up-stream features 
are necessary to the success of this project; 
yes, sir." (Galley 12AN.) 

"Mr. NIELSEN. • • • we would start out 
initially under present-day conditions with a 
firm output of about 3,500,000,000 kilowatt
hours without Glen Canyon. 

"Mr. YORTY. Now your estimate of revenue 
that you gave us to make the project feasible, 
was that based upon 3,500,000,000 or 4,500,-
000,000?" (Galley 13AN.) 

"Mr. NIELSEN. Our estimate of the proj
ect's repayability is based upon 4,600,000,000 
kilowatt-hours. 

"Mr. YORTY. Isn't that just what I said, 
that there is 1,100,000,000 annually differ
ence between the Bridge Canyon output with 
Glen Canyon in operation, and without it? 

"Mr. NIELSEN. Yes." 

• • • 
"Mr. YORTY. Now you have assumed that 

Glen Canyon would be built in 15 years. 
"Mr. NIELSEN. Yes, sir. 
"Mr. YoRTY. And have you then shown in 

your table that during the first 15 years at 
least the power output would be 3,500,000,-
000 instead of 4,600,000,000? 

"Mr. NIELSEN. our analysis of repayment 
ability is based upon initial production of 
4,675,000,000 kilowatt-hours." 

• • • 
"Mr. YORTY. Well now what I want to know 

1s, if you are assuming that Glen Canyon 
will be built in 15 years, • • • I cannot 
understand how you assume the full output 
of Bridge Canyon from the very start when 
you told Mr. ENGLE that you would have to 

reduce it by 1.1 billion kilowatt-hours per 
year if Glen Canyon were not in operation. 

"Mr. NIELSEN. Frankly, I can't either. 
"Mr. YORTY. In other words, then during at 

least the 15 years, and I say at least, because 
this bill prohibits Glen Canyon, and cer
tainly there is nothing in this bill that I 
ca·n see to cause the assumption that it will 
operate in 15 years; in other words, then, I 
think the committee would be very inter
ested in that, in just assuming that it takes 
15 years to get Glen Canyon in operation, 
1.1 billion kilowatt-hours times 5.171 mills 
per kilowatt-hour, which is the estimate the 
Bureau gave us, equals $5,665,000 per year 
and they assume that Glen Canyon will be 
built in 15 years, and on that basis, they are 
in error $85,321,500 in their cost repayment 
period for the operation and construction 
of this project . 

"Mr. NIELSEN. Well, I will try to find out 
if there is an error there or if I can explain 
it, or rather, if Mr. Coe can explain it to 
you." 

The exact computation on Mr. YoaTY'S 
point is: 

Four billion six hundred and seventy-five 
million kilowatt-hours per year minus 
3,500,000,000 kilowatt-hours per year equals 
1,175,000,000 kilowatt-hours per year times 
$0.005171 per kilowatt-hour equals $6,075,-
925 shortage per year. 

Six million seventy-five thousand nine 
hundred and twenty-five dollars per year 
times 15 years equals $91,138,875 shortage in 
15 years. 

So, with respect to power revenues alone, 
the project wil fail to liquidate itself in 
accordance with the Bureau's financial plan 
by over $90 million. 

Mr. Coe, on March 13, 1951, filed a memo
randum to the effect that it "is conceivable" 
that Glen Canyon "may be" into operation 
before Bridge Canyon, instead of 15 years 
after Bridge Canyon and that if it com
menced only 1 year after Bridge Canyon, the 
project would pay out as planned. Never
theless, he still says that the 15-year assump
tion is "logical." 

Such an evasive "explanatfon" of an ob
vious error in the financial plan of the proj
ect does not carry conviction. Mr. Coe's 
memorandum is as follows: 

Mr. YORTY asked a question on March 7. 
We have not yet replied to that question 
because we understood from the chairman's 
statement that it would be satisfactory if we 
lumped all the remaining questions pro
pounded by committee members and the 
answers together and supplied the mo.terial 
for the record. We assume that the chulr
man's instructions in this regard now apply 
to all questions except Mr. YoRTY's. 

Mr. YoRTY's question is to the effect as to 
why there is a difference in the contem
plated power output of Bridge Canyon Dam 
between the 3,500,000,000 kilowatt-h01.u·s 
shown in the answer to question No. 13 of 
the Secretary's letter to Mr. Peterson, chair
man of this committee during the Eighty
first Congress, and our present estimate of 
4,675,000,000 kilowatt-hours under initial 
conditions if Glen Canyon is not built for 
15 years. I point out, first, that our as
sumption has been that Glen Canyon Dam 
would be built within 15 years. That this 
is a logical assumption is borne out by the 
fact that the Congress will have before it 
yet this session a report recommending the 
authorization of Glen Canyon Dam. It Is 
conceivable, therefore, that Glen Canyon may 
be authorized and constructed prior to simi
lar steps for Bridge Canyon. With Glen 
Canyon, the annual production of Bridge 
Canyon will be 4,675,000,000. However, being 
as responsive as I can to the question, I state 
that if Glen Canyon came into operation 
1 year after Bridge Canyon, there would 
then be 1 year during which Bridge Canyon 
would produce only 3,500,000,000 kilowatt
hours, providing there occurred during that 
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year the same water-flow conditions assumed oped that the Bureau has just issued to the 
for the derivation of that figure, namely, the States in the Colorado River Basin for com
year 1934. The effect of 1 year's operation ment a proposed report on the upper basin 
at this reduced output upon the pay-out storage project. In that report (USBR 
analysis of the project would be negligible. Project Planning Report No. 4-Ba-81-0, p. 
It follows, however, that every year for which 56), a new estimate of the amount of the 
there is a lag the efilect becomes more pro- :flow of the Colorado River into the lower 
nounced, still assuming that through each of basin at Lee Ferry appears. This' figure, 
those years of lag there again was maintained 15,590,000 acre-feet ts 680,000 acre-feet less 
the minimum :flow shown for the year 1934. than the comparable figure 16,270,000 acre
We feel that this is not a good nor proper feet (galley CC27; H. Doc. 136, p. 150), 
assumption. which is the starting point of the calculation 

a. :RRIGATION REPAYMENT Of water supply for the Central Arizone proj-
ect set out in the project report and the 

A. The irrigators would repay only $1,700,- Bureau testimony (galley CC33). 
ooo of the construction cost in 75 years, or The upper basin report was prepared by 
two-tenths of 1 percent (galley 6AN) · region IV of the Bureau, and the central 

"Mr. POULSON. W111 the irrigators pay any Arizona report by region III . . 
part of this . construction cost? The result of this discrepancy is, that on 

"Mr. NIELSEN. A small part-very small. the Bureau's own method of calculation, 
"Mr. POULSON. What part? starting with region IV's figure at Lee Ferry, 
"Mr. NIELSEN. The irrigators will pay on instead of region Ill's, the quantity avail-

the total construction cost allocated to irri..; able for central Arizona. project becomes 
gation approximately $1,700,000 throughout 920,000 instead of 1,200,000 acre-feet, or a 
the 75-year period." And this is a. figure shortage of nearly 25 percent (table, galley 
within the limits of error or accuracy of the CC37). 
estimates. The Commissioner of Reclama.- · So, with 25 percent less water to deliver, 
tion remarked of a deficiency of $5,000,000 the project would collect 25 percent lers 
resulting from an irrigation rate of $4.50 per revenues for irrigation water. Irrigation 
acre-foot (H. Doc. 136, P· 111): revenues would fall short by $740,000 a year, 

"In view of the magnitude and complexity or $55,500,000 in 75 years. Instead of irriga
of the proposed project and of the long- tion revenues paying $1,700,000 of capital cost 
range cost-index projection involved, this in 75 years, they would fail by over $53,000,-
2-percent differential is considered to be well coo to cover operation, maintenance, and 
within the limits of accuracy of estimating replacement costs and even these charges 
operation, maintenance, and replacement would have to be subsidized, or would not 
costs, and payment by irrigators." be paid. 

The amount of water delivered by the prcj- No reclamation project ts conceivable, in 
ect to district headgates ts estimated to be which the farmers cannot pay for the opera-
1,082,000 acre-feet a year (H. Doc. No. 136, tion and maintenance of the works. 
p. 155). This is subject to losses between Although it ts the more recent, it is not 
district headgate and farmer's headgate of intended to accept region !V's report as cor-
30 percent (H. Doc. No. 136, p. 156), making rect, rather than region Ill's. Both may be 
the net delivery to the farmer 675,400 acre- wrong. The fact"is, however, that the Bureau 
feet. The farmer pays only for the water 1s supporting the central Arizona. project 
delivered to his headgate (H. Doc. 136, p. 111). when its la.st report shows that the financial 

Bureau Engineer Coe testified on March 1, plan will not work out. 
1951, before the House committee (galley 4. OPERA.TI.ON AND MAINTENANCE COSTS 
CC31): 

"The estimated average annual returns The two subjects just examined relate to 
from these items would be (1) from irriga- obvious and serious errors of the Bureau of 
tion water, $3,173,500; • • • ." Reclamation in estimating revenues of the. 

This sum, divided by $4.75, gives a result project. As serious and obvious an error 
of 668,105, which would represent the nulll- exists with respect to the Bureau's latest
ber of acre-feet paid for. This figure is so showing of an important factor of cost. 
close (1 percent) to the theoretical 675,400 The project report, which is based on 
acre-feet,· supposed to be delivered to farm- prices as of July 1, 1£47, shows the total cost 
ers' headgates, as to be open to serious ques- of the project, after eliminating Bluff Dam, 
tion. It assumes throughout 75 years: to be $708,780,000 (H. Doc. No. 136, p. 200). 

(a) Perfection in the present estimate of • The Bureau's present est_imate of total cost, 
the quantity of water physically available based on January 1, 1951, prices 1s $788,265,· 
for delivery to the project, i. e., that the boo, showing an increase of 11 percent. 
river will never fall short; (Table I, statement of Bureau Engineer Coe 

(b) Ideal operation and maintenance of a before House committee March 1, 1951.) 
most complex system of delivery works The project report, after eliminating the 
which spreads across Arizona from the river item for Blu1f Dam, shows annual operation 
to New Mextco, including a power plant, and maintenance costs as $4,610,000 (H. Doc. 
transmission lines, several pumping plants,: 136, p. 209). The present · estimate of the 
315 miles of main canal and thousands of same cost is exactly the same figure, $4,610,
miles of laterals, 1. e., that through mechan- 000 (table II, Coe statement). 
ical failure, act of God, or human error no The error is plain. It is common knowl
part of the works will ever fail to deliver edge that costs of labor and material used 
the full quantity of water now estimated; in operation and maintenance 9f such proj
responslble engineers estimate that a deduc- ects has substantially increased since July 
tlon of 200,000 acre-feet should be allowed 1, 1947. Data recently submitted to the 
for this factor (statement of M. J. Dowd be- House committee show that on large water 
fore House committee, March 15, 1951); and power operations of a character similar 

(c} Unceasing demand for the water for in many respects to the centra~ Arizona proj
irriga.tlon, 1. e., that the farmers will, in ect, such as those of Imperial irrigation dis· 
wet cycles, never fail to order their full trlct, metropolitan water district and the 
allotment, although history shows that in water and power departments of city of Los · 
the 1920's their lands were oversupplied and Angeles, labor anq material costs for opera
waterlogged by the local Gila-Salt River sup- tion and maintenance have increased since 
plies; also that the farmers will never, in July l, 1947, at various rates running from 
depressions fail to have the money to pay, _17¥2 to 25 percent. 
alth1.,ugh history shows a uniform condition, Assuming that the proper rate for the 
in times of stress, of reclamation project central Arizona project should be only 15 
write-offs, moratoria, and compromises. ·· percent of the Bureau's estimated $4,610,-

, B; There is another and more tangible rea- 000 a year, the Bureau has underestimated 
son for challenging the Bureau's estimate operation and maintenance costs by $691,500 
of irrigation repayments. Early in the cur- a year, or $51,862,500 in 75 years. The project 
rent House hearings (March l, 1951}"1t devel· revenues will fall to pay out in 75 years bY, 

that amo'!lnt. By the same token, irriga
tion revenues will fail to cover irrigation op
eration, maintenance and replacement re
serve by $330,200 a year, or over 10 percent. 

Three 'major errors have been shown in the 
Bureau's estimates. The project costs will 
not be liquidated from project revenues in 75 
years by the following amounts: 

(a) Error in Bridge. Canyon power pro
duction, $91,138,875. 

(b) Error in water deliveries and payments 
for water, $53,000,000. 

(c) Error in operation and maintenance 
costs, $51,8'82,500. Someone other than the 
irrigators must help pay, annually, irrigation 
operation, maintenance and replacement re
serve. 

Total errors: $196,001,375. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
merely wish to say in conclusion that 
this is not a controversy between Cali
fornia and Arizona in connection with 
which there is any unfriendliness; at 
least, there is no unfriendliness on our 
part. This is a conflict between three 
of the lower-basin States; at least, the 
bulk of their area lies entirely within 
the lower basin. They are the States 
of Arizona, Nevada, and -California. 
Two of those States-Nevada and Cali
fornia-see eye to eye on the situation. 
The State of Arizona has a different 
point of view. I am not quarreling be
cause of the fact that Arizona has a dif
ferent point of view. I would expect 
Arizona to hold out for its rights if it 
honestly believed it had such rights, and 
I attribute to Arizona that honest dif
ference of opinion. On the other side 
of the controversy, the States of Nevada 
and California should· at least be ac- · 
corded the same recognition of having 
.an honest difference of opinion. 

This is a very basic matter; it is one 
which deeply concerns the people of all 
three of these States. Nevada and Cali
fornia have tried to negotiate this mat
ter, but the State of Arizona has refused. 
Nevada and California have offered to 
arbitrate, but the State of Arizona has . 
refused. 

When there is a difference of opinion 
and . a difference between sovereign 
States of the Union, the only way by 
which the matter can be settled is to 
have it passed upon by ·a court of compe
tent jurisdiction, which in this .case is 
the Supreme Court of the United States. · 

Since 1947, to my own personal knowl
edge since I have been a Member 
of the Senate, we have offered several 
resolutions which would have brought 
this matter before the Supreme Court. 
We were willing to agree to a time limi
tation in that connection, namely, that 
we would do so within 6 months. Had 
Arizona not obstructed those resolutions, 
which were presented by California and · 
Nevada, we would by this time have had 
either (a) an adjudication of this great 
question before the Supreme Court of · 
the United States, or (b) a definite de_; 
termination that it was not a justiciable 
issue unless certain things were done. 
I submit that by now we would be far 
along with this matter if it had not been 
for the stand taken by the State of Ari
zona on this point. 

Mr. President, we respect Arizona and 
her needs. I have been in Arizona, and 
I admire her people. I recognize that 
_Arizona has· a tremendous problem, as 
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to all the other Western States, for 
water is their lifeblood. 

Mr. President, in the 6 years that I 
have been in the Senate I have tried 
to approach all questions on a construc
tive basis. I say to my colleague, the 
Senator from Arizona, that I would be 
much happier if on the floor of the Sen
ate today I could be supporting the 
e:fiorts of Arizona and could be helping 
her get the things she needs, as I have 
supported time and time again, in the 
Appropriations Committee, the needs of 
Arizona and the needs of other States 
of the Union. However, I cannot do so 
on the basis of the pending bill, because, 
I say again-and the RECORD amply 
demonstrates it-this is not a sound or 
an economic project, and in connection 
with this project it is proposed to take 
water which is in dispute between three 
sovereign States of this Union. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, the 
remarks of the distinguished Senator 

· from California are rather amusing to 
me, for he has stated that Arizona has 
attempted to block something, whereas, 
as a matter of fact, we have tried three 
times to have this question settled in 
cour.t. I w:sh the people of California 
had been as earnest in attempting to 
have it settled as the Senator from Cali
fornia has suggested they have been. 

Mr. President, I now suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HEN
NINGS in the chair). The cler~c will call 
the roll. 

The legislativ.e clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 
Anderson 
Bennett 
Benton. 
Brewster 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Butler, Md. 
Butler, Nebr. 
Byrd 
Caln 
Case 
Chavez 
Clements 
Connally 
Cordon 
Dirksen 
Douglas 
Duff 
Dworshak 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Frear 
Fulbright 
George 
Gillette 
Green 

Hayden McKellar 
l{endrickson McMahon 
Hennings Millikin 
Hickenlooper Moody 
Hill Morse 
Holland Mundt 
Humphrey Nixon 
Hunt O'Conor 
Ives O'Mahoney 
Jenner Pastore 
Johnson, Colo. Robertson 
Johnson, Tex. Russell 
Johnston, S. C. Saltonstall 
Kefauver Schoeppel 
Kem Smith, N. J. 
Kerr Smith, N. C. 
Kilgore Sparkman 
Know land Stennis 
Lehman Taft 
Lodge Tobey 
Magnuson Watkins 
Malone Welker 
Maybank Wherry 
McCarran Wiley 
McCarthy Young 
McFarland 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
EASTLAND], the Senator from North Caro
lina [Mr. HOEY], the Senator from Loui
siana [Mr. LONG], the Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. MoNRONEY], the Senator 
from West Virginia [Mr. NEELY], the 
Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS], 
and the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
UNDERWOOD] are absent on official 
business. 

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
McCLELLAN] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from Montana CMr. 
MURRAY] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business, having been appoint
ed a representative of our Government 
to atten'.i the International Labor Con-

ference to be held in Geneva, Switzer
land, beginning June 6. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN], 
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON], 
the Senator from Montana [Mr. ECTON], 
the Senator from North Dakota · [Mr. 
LANGER], the Senator from Maine [Mrs. 
SMITHJ, the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. THYE], and the Senator from Dela
ware [Mr. WILLIAMS] are absent on om:. 
cial business. 

The Senator from Indiana [Mi'~ CAPE
HART], the Senator from' Vermorit [Mr. 
FLANDERS], and the Senator from Penn
sylvania [Mr. MARTIN] are necessarily 
absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo
rum is present. 
UNIVERSAL MILITARY TRAINING AND 

SERVICE ACT-CONFERENCE REPORT 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk the report of the conference 
committee on S. l, the military man
power bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the report. 

The legislative clerk read the report. 
<For conference report, see proceed

ings of the House of Representatives, 
June 7, pp, 6244-6252.) 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con
sideration of the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
any objection?· 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, reserving 
tJie right to object, I have in my hand 
what I am told is the only copy of the 
report which is available on the minority 
side. Looking at it very quickly, I see 
that it contains 15 pages of italics which 
purportedly constitute the new man
power draft bill or universal military 
training bill. 

In the introduction which the clerk 
has read, there is no statement which 
permits of a comparison between the 
bill which was passed by the House and 
that which was passed by the Senate. I 
recognize the fact that the distinguished 
chairman of the Armed Services Com
mittee and the members of that com
mittee can, undoubtedly, answer ques
tions which any Member of the Senate 
might be disposed to ask this afternoon 
with reference to the report, but I do 
not know how any Member of the Senate 
can intelligently ask questions as to the 
contents of the report or the changes 
which have been made in the version 
passed by either the House or the Senate, 
without having some opportunity to see 
it in print or to have a specific compari., 
son between the provisions of the bill as 
passed and the report which is here pre
sented in the nature of a substitute. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I am very 
reluctant to agree that the report may 
be taken up at this time. 

I recognize that a new Member of the 
Senate raising an objection at this time 
and under these circumstances is not re~ 
garded as conforming to the customary 
procedure, but I submit, Mr. President, 
that the report deals with a bill which 
purports to establish the standards for 
the extension of the Selective Service 
Act and another bill to establish some 
sort of ~ program of universal military _ 

training. The latter is a measm::e w.hich 
is a great departure from past history 
and past traditions, and it seems to me 
that the Members of the Senate, if they 
·want to justify the reputation of the 
Senate as being the last stronghold of 
democracy and as being a great deliber
ative body, should have an opportunity 
to see the report in print and to know 
what it involves. 
· Therefore, Mr. President, unless some 

persuasive reason can be given for pro
ceeding with the report at this time, and 
not-. waiting until tOmorrow, when 
printed copies of the report will be avail
able, I shall feel constrained to object. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I can 
well understand how the distinguished 
Senator from South Dakota feels. I 
have always endeavored to uphold the 
deliberative characteristics of this body. 
In my opinion, that is one of the dis
tinguishing marks of the Senate which 
sets it apart from any other parlia
mentary · body in th~ world of which I 
have any knowledge. 

I should like to say to the distinguished 
Senator that there is no rule of the 
Senate which requires that any report 
be made as to the comparable language 
of various bills. The House of Repre
sentatives has such a rule, but the senate 
does not, and I have never seen in the 
Senate any conference report which en
deavored to do that. The conference re
port does not contain any feature which 
was not in either the House or the 
Senate bill, but it Joes represent a com
promise. 

If the Senator from South Dakota de
sires to insist on his objection, I shall 
not move the consideration of the re
port. The Senator knows, of course, 
that in the Senate a motion to proceed 
to the consideration of a conference re
port is not debatable. I would not have 
one Member of this body denied the 
privilege of insisting upon his right to 
.see a printed copy of the report. If the 
. Senator desires that consideration of the 
report go over until tomorrow, I shall 
certainly be happy to agree to that. 

I should like to say to the Senator that 
the reason why there are no printed 
copies of the report available is that yes
terday was a holiday, and the Govern
ment Printing omce was not in opera
tion last evening as it is on every other 
week night wben there is no holiday. 

I have been rather occupied with some 
other matters in the past few days. I 
have felt like a juggler who stands on a 
0:1e-wheeled bicycle with ~. ball in one 
hand, a hoop in the other hand, and an
other hoop on his foot. I have not been 
able to keep up with all the details, and 
I did not know until today that copies 
of the · report were not available. I do 
not think the report does violence to 
any provision of the Senate bill, although 
the Senate conferees were compelled to 
yield a great deal more of the provisions 
of the Senate bill than the.Senator from 
Georgia liked to surrender. 

If the Senator objects, I shall not 
move to proceed to the consideration 
of the report at this time, but will let 
it go over until tomorrow, and ask the 
distinguished majority leader to hold 
a session tomorrow afternoon. I had 
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hoped that we might proceed to the 
consideration of the report this after
noon, because certain hearings are in 
progress. I had hoped that we would 
have all day tomorrow to proceed with 
the hearings, whi~h have been running 
along for several weeks, . and from all 
indications, will continue for .some time 
in the future. There are two rather im
portant committees.of the Senate which 
are thus unable to deal with legislative 
matters, and I was anxious to save 
every possible minute. But we can let 
the consideration of the report go over 
until tomorrow. I should pref er to do 
that rather than have any Senator feel 
that he has not had an ample opportu
nity to see the report in printed form 
and to read it. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I have at
tended some of the _hearings presided 
over by the distinguishe~ Senator from 
Georgia, and he is doing a fine .job. His 
conduct of the hearings reflects credit 
on him and adds to the reputation of 
the Congress. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I thank the Senator; 
Mr. CASE. At the same time, how

ever, it has seemed to me that in view of 
the ·rar-reaching scope of the report, the 
Senator from Georgia and the Senate it
self would be happier if the considera
tion of the report were to go over until 
tomorrow. "The Senator from South 
Dakota does not like to put himself in 
the position of actually objecting. He 
would much rather have the distin~ 
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Armed Services defer consideration of 
the report in view of what he himself 
has said, that he did not know until a 
few moments ago that copies of the re
port were not available to Members of 
the Senate. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I am sorry, but I did 
not make that statement. I said I did 
not know until this morning that printed 
copies were not available. I learned that 
fact about 8:45 or 9 o'clock this morn
ing. But inasmuch as the report as 
now presented contains such slight mod
ifications of the bill which the Senate 
had passed by an overwhelming vote, 
I did feel that the Senate might be will
ing to conclude consideration of it today. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I commend 
the Senator from Georgia for being will
ing to postpone consideration of the 
conference report. It is true there is no 
rule requiring a printed report. It is 
also true that the Senate itself has 
adopted a rule, which has not been 
agreed to by the House of Representa
tives, requiring the submission of a joint 
statement by the conferees to accom
pany a conference report, signed by the 
managers on the part of the Senate as 
well as by the managers on the part of 
the House. The Senate has thus indi
cated its view, I think, that there should 
be such a statement submitted before 
action on a conference report is con .. 
sidered. I understand that the House of 
Representatives is not going to meet se
riously until the 6th or 7th of June 
any way, so there will be no real delay 
occasioned by the Senate's postponing 
consideration of the conference repo~t. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I am not at" all per
suaded, Mr. President, by the- statement 
of the Senator from -Ohio that because 
the Senate has adopted a rule which 
has not. been considered in the House, 
we should adopt the volicy he has indi
cated of filing a statement to accompany 
the report. That is not ~ersuasive to 
me. But if any Senator wants the re
port to go over until tomorrow, on the 
ground that he has not had an oppor .. 
tunity to read . the bill as reported by 
the confer~es, that is persuasive. In 
view of the statement which has been 
made, I shall be happy to yield the :floor, 
with the report pending, and tomorrow, 
as soon as I can obtain the :floor, I shall 
proceed to discuss the report. · 

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

Mr: RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. I had hoped that the 

Senator from Georgia would not yield 
the :floor. I can well understand the 
view of the Senator from South Da
·kota [Mr. CASE] ; in fact, I am inclined 
to share that view. I think it would 
be wise for the Members of the Senate 
to liave before them printed copies be
fore they come .to vote on the confer
ence report. I do not think the Senator 
from South Dakota should have enter
tained the least bit of hesitancy in rais-
ing the point he has raised. . 

I should like to make a suggestion to 
my friend from Georgia, but .before 
doing so I wish to say that in my opin
ion the greatest service rendered in th~ 
senate of the United st~tes at this ses
sion has been that of the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. RussELLl and the Senator 
from Texas [Mr. JoHNSO!iJ] in th.e great 
leadership they have demonstrated in 
carrying the military manpower bill 
through the Senate and through confer
ence. 

Mr. President, I happen to be one who 
believes that this bill deals with the most 
important .question before the country 
at the present time, and there should 
be the earliest and most expeditious con
sideration of the conference report. I 
say ·that as one who did not agree with 
the Senator from Georgia and the Sen• 
ator from Texas in regard to various 
features of the bill. I am very happy to 
find that in conference they came near~r 
to agreeing with me than they did on 
the floor of the Senate. That, however, 
is beside the point. 

What I desired to say was that they 
have done a great job for the Senate. 
I think we should take early action on 
the report. I think it would help the 
Senate if the Senator from Georgia. 
would take advantage of the opportunity 
this afternoon, even though we are not 
going to vote on the conference report, 
to give the Senate an explanation of 
it, so that it can be printed in the CON· · 
GRESSIONAL RECORD tonight and be avail- . 
able to the Members of the Senate to- : 
morrow for their study of the bill along 
with the report before we come to the 
:floor of the Senate. I think it would · 
be very helpful to us if the Senator 
would proceed at this time to make the · 
explanation of the report he was plan
ning to make so it will be in the RECORD : 
when we come to vote tomorrow. · · · 

Mr. McFARLAND. ·Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. McFARLAND. I have been asked 

at what time we would take up the con·
ference report tomorrow. Regardless of 
whether the distinguished Senator from 
Georgia makes his explanation this 
afternoon or tomorrow, it is my hope we 
can take up the conference report im
mediately after the Senate convenes 
tomorrow at 12 o'clock noon. I make 
that announcement now so that Sen- · 
ators will know at what time to be on 
the floor for the conference report. 

Mr. CASE. Mr.- President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. CASE. I wish to say in conclu

sion that I deeply appreciate the cour
tesy shown by the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. RUSSELL]. I think it re:fiects credit 
on him ·and on the Members of thiS 
body. · 

I may suggest that it might be help:. 
ful if unanimous consent were obtained, 
if it is necessary that such consent be 
obtained, to have the report appear in 
the RECORD at this point. . 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I wa~ 
just prepared to make such a request 
when :i:' def erred to Senators who asked 
me to yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised that the report will ap
pear in the RECORD as a matter of course: 

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. MALONE. I, too, want to join 

with the distinguished Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. CASE] in thanking 
the chairman of the Armed Services 
Committee: the Senator from Georgia. 
[Mr. RussELL], for his courtesy and con
sideration in deferring consideration of 
the conference report for two reasons: 
First, the bill as it was originally intro- · 
duced, as S. 1, by special consideration of 
Members of the Senate, was never con
sidered by the committee. 

A substitute for that bill was consid
ered. The substitute was submitted by 
Mrs. Rosenberg and General Marshall. 

The bill was of an entirely different 
character from the Russell-Malone S. l, 
but the S. 1 was attached to it. When 
the junior Senator from Nevada found 
that the latter bill had been substituted 
for the original Russell-Malone S. l, he 
immediately appeared before the com
mittee and called attention to that situa
tion, and that he disagreed with its pro
visions. 

The universal military training pro
visions of the Russell-Malone S. 1 were 
a definite part of the bill and which was 
joined in by other Senators. 

· That is now the reason why I consider 
it very appropriate that consideration of 
'the matter be put over until tomorrow, 
until all Senators may understand that 
the universal military training feature 
has been entirely separated from the bill 
itself, and that it is no longer a part of 
the legislation. 

- Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to insert in the RECORD at this point 
~s a part of my remarks my statement 
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before the Senate Armed Services Sub
committee. 

There being no objections, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the 

·RECORD, as follows: 
r STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE W. MALONE, 
, UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE STATE 

OF NEVADA , 
Senator MALONE. Universal military train

~ng versus universal military service: Mr. 
Chairman, I would like to say, since the hear
ings are closing today, that I am disturbed 
py the change in the principle between the 
priginal Russell-Malone bill introduced as S. 
1 and the Marshall-Rosenberg substitute. 
~r. Chairman, since I was one of the spon
sors of the universal military training bill. 
·and since the substitute known as the uni
·versal military service bill, that has not even 
a remote resemblance to the original bill, I 
am compelled to appear in opposition to it. 
" Changes trained citizens' reserve to a pro
fessional army: The substitute completely 
phanges the principle of the proposed mili
tary training from a trained citizens' reserve 
'fl'rmy under the UMT to a professional army 
under a universal military service bill. 
\ The Defense Department conscription plan 
~hanges a civilian Reserve training policy of 
4 to 6 months, or whatever the committee 
may have finally established, providing for 
~lternate educational programs in colleges, 
academies, or officer training school, or what-
1ever scientific training might have been 
phosen or to be selected, to a 27 months' 
pontinuous active service followed by 69 
fuonths Inactive Reserve dut y or a total of 
~years' obligation for the entire service. The 
~arshall-Rosenberg substitute for the Rus
sell-Malone bill apparently has the blessing 
of the State Department. 
\ May train army in any nation any place: 
';l'he Marshall-Rosenberg substitute provides 
for 27 months' continuous service, and that 
;the President may send them anywhere to 
1 ~ny nation outside of the United States for 
jiraining or fighting at his discretion without 
consulting Congress further. 

~ 1 Senator JOHNSON. Training in the United 
States, but service can be anywhere. 

: 1 Senator MALONE. I understand that noth
ing in the bill prohibits the President from 
sending the inducted troops to train or fight 

• anywhere at any time without further ap-
proval of Congress. 
, Destroys civilian training units: Then 

automatically he enters the Reserves for ap
proximately 6 years, after his 27 months' 
service. The changes destroy the National 
Guard and class A Organized Reserves; ·cer
tainly it would tend to destroy the National 
Guard. The original bill would have pre
served the civilian training units. 
' No recruits will be available to National 
Guard and Organized Reserves for 27 months. 
The civilian components will shrink to al
most nothing in that time. 

Practically all Reserves except Army Re
serves and one-third of the National Guard 
have already been called to duty. 

We will have a regular armed force of 3 Yz 
millions with no Organized Reserves from 
June 30, 1952, and thereafter. This big pro
fession.nl army will be too small to scare or 
fight Russia but it will denude our labor 
market and our colleges and cost billions we 
do not have. 

The Marshall-Rosenberg substitute profes
sional defense force will contain an esti
mated 1,400,000 ground troops. These cost 
$5,000 per year per man. 

Present cost of National Guardsmen and 
class A Reserves is $601 per year per man. 

~ The trained civilian army method: If all 
eligibles are inducted for Army training as 
proposfld by the Defense Department bill and 
on completion of training one-half are chos
. en by lot or selection board for duty in the 

' 
National Guard and Organized Reserves, the Not in accord with the substitute: Mr. 
following results will obtain: Chairman, I considered it important to 

June ao, 1952 . ...iarify the matter from my own personal 
--... ..... _.. ...... ..,...,,_,,,....... _____ ___,,.....;...;...;.;...;;.;,,;;;;.;. " standpoint, and to say that I am not in 

1 
accord with the bill upon which hearings 

... ,· Regular Army Oivilian com• are now being held. 
. . .. . _ . -· infantry ponents The committee of course may, if it so 

desires, revert to the original Russell-Malone 
Number________________ 1, 000, 000 400, 000 universal military training bill, which the 
CosL----------·······-- $5, 000, 000, ooo $2401 ooo, ooo veterans of this Nation have supported in 

Saving $1,760,00Q,OOO over cost of 1,400,000 
regulars. 

Four hundred thousand mep. would have 
been sent home to families, jobs, and schools 
and for duty in the Organized Reserves. 

This process can be continued until the 
Reserve force in being is one, two, or three 
million, whatever Congress thinks the threat 
requires. 

These men will be stationed all over the 
United States where they will be immediately 
available in the event of air-borne raid or 
atom bombing. 

Thus, we can build more long-range de
fensive strength against communism for less 
money and we can keep a large proportion of 
young Americans at ho~. on the job, and 
in school. · 

The people confused. The country is en
tirely confused about the Marshall-Rosen
berg substitute while still retaining S. 1. My 
recent mail indicates the people believe that 
the substitute upon which the hearings have 
been held is the original Russell-Malone 
American Legion or veterans' bill, which sev
eral of us joined in introducing. 
· This is the third time I have joined in the 
introduction of the universal military train
ing bill, but I find now the hearings are not 
being held on the UMT bill that was orig· 
inally introduced at all. The hearings are 
being held on the substitute UMS bill which, 
while retaining the S. 1 designation, changes 
the entire policy and procedure and character 
of the Army. 

'I'he completely different principle estab
lished by the substitute UMS bill can be 
changed by this committee following the 
hearings and, of course, they can report the 
original bill to the Senate floor if they so 
desire, and I am hopeful that they will do 
just that. 

Senator JOHNSON. The Chair would like to 
interject that any misapprehension the peo
ple have been laboring under is not due to 
anything the committee did or failed to do, 
We had 10 days of hearings before we had a 
hearing on any bill. We had hearings on 
the general manpower problem. At the end 
of that 10-day period the Department of De
fense finally, at the urging of the chairman 
of this committee, brought forth a bill, at 
which time it was announced on the floor 
of. the Senate, and in the committee, that 
this bill would be introduced by request. We 
have taken testimony on that bill, introduced 
by request, since that time. 

It is true that the American Legion and the 
veterans' organizations have come here and 
testified on this bill, introduced as an amend
ment by request, and have embraced it and 
endorsed it, but we have never left the 
impression or never intended to or. never 
wanted to convey the information to the 
country that we were holding hearings on 
the original S. 1. 

Senator MALONE. Mr. Chairman, I am sure 
that you, the chairman, had never had any 
idea o! any misrepresentation; but I will call 
to the attention of the chairman that the 
Russell-Malone universal military training 
bill was introduced on the first day bills were 
accepted on the Senate floor, and was before 
this committee from the beginning before 
any hearings were started, but the Marshall
Rosenberg bill was immediately substituted 
and no hearings were ever held on the Rus
sell-Malone bill. 

principle for 25 years. 
Mr. Chairman, since the principle of S. 1, 

which I joined in introducing, has been 
changed from a trained citizens' reserve army 
to a professional army status, and that 18-
year-old boys are to be inducted for 27 
months' actual service plus 69 months' Re
serve status, instead of a 4 to 6 months' 
training period, and then left at home until 
actually needed, I felt constrained to appear 
in opposition to it. 

The bill under consideration by the sub· 
committee is not the Russell-Malone uni
versal military training bill represented in 
S. 1, but it is the Marshall-Rosenberg bill 
supported by the State Department. 

Senator JOHNSON. Thank you a lot, sir. 
~ Senator MALONE. Thank you very much. 

Senator JOHNSON. The next witness is Mr. 
· David Whatley, an attorney of Bethesda, 
Md. The committee will be glad to hear 
from you. Afterward we expect to go into 
executive session. ... ,..... #:.,·1,t. •J • .. f ·~· :/ 

Mr. MALONE. Under the bill ap
proved by the conference report a com
mittee is to be appointed by the Presi
dent to further consider universal mili
tary training at a later date. 

So it is entirely different than the 
Russell-Malone bill introduced in the 
first instance, which was the legislation 
sponsored by the veterans' organiza
tions for 25 years; and although certain 
provisions they favored such as an ef
fective National Guard and Reserve have 
been put back in the bill in a left-handed 
way, well, sort of like stuffing rags be
tween the dry staves of a rain barrel, 
they are not very effective, arid could 
be disregarded. 

So, Mr. President, I join with the dis
tinguished Senator from South Dakota 
in the request which was made for 1 
day's delay of the report, and to which 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Georgia has agreed. 

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. WHERRY. I wish to take a min

ute to make an observation respecting 
the point just raised as to whether there 
is a rule which requires a conference re
port to be accompanied by a statement 
to be signed jointly by the managers on 
the part of the House and the managers 
on the part of the Senate. The Senate 
adopted a concurrent resolution, pro
viding for such a rule on April 11; I be
lieve ttiat was the date. I took deep in
terest in that concurrent resolution. I 
agree with the distinguished Senator 
from Georgia that it is not an effective 
rule by reason of the fact that the House 
has not adopted it. Yet I feel that I 
should not let this opportunity pass 
without calling attention to the impor .. 
tance of the House agreeing to the con
current resolution. I am not speaking 
of its importance particularly with re
spect to this particular bill . 
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was handed me, and I was agreeable to 
vote on it this afternoon, because, as 
the report will reveal, I am satisfied now 
that the bill is a much ·better bill than 
it was when it left the Senate. So I am 
not complaining about the bill itself or 
about the action of the conferees. 

In view of the stellar work done by 
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Rus
SELLl and the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
JOHNSON], as was pointed out by the 
Senator from Oregon, I should like to 
call their attention-and when I refer 
to the Senators in this manner, I am 
not needling them, I am telling them 
the truth-to the fact that they can be 
helpful in bringing about action on the 
part of the House on the concurrent res
olution. It is a pretty good thing to 
have the conference reports as they are 
brought accompanied by statements 
jointly signed by the conferees on the 
part of both Houses. I am fully in ac
cord with the point raised by the dis
tinguished Senator from South Dakota. 
[Mr. CASE] on that point. When we 
have conference reports submitted in 
that manner, especfally reports dealing 
with bills covering such extensive sub
jects, there can be no doubt what is in 
minds of the conferees. Then we can 
use our own interpretation respecting 
the signed report on the part of the 
mangers of both the Senate and the 
House on a bill. The concurrent reso
lution is a valuable one. I hope the 
House can be persuaded to adopt it 
so that we may have a rule in ·both 
Houses which will give us the benefit of 
the interpretation on the part of the 
managers of both the House and the 
Senate respecting such important pieces 
of legislation. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I re .. 
gret that my friend from Nebraska is 
slightly contradictory in his tW'o state
ments. He first stated that we had been 
so successful in conference that the bill 
~as much more to his liking; and he 
asked us to use the same persuasive 
powers which proved ineffective in the 
conference, in securing the adoption of 
the concurrent resolution by the · House 
of Representatives. 

Mr. WHERRY. I do not believe that 
the Senator has been defeated. I think 
he has been success! ul in securing 
a worthwhile bill. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I am afraid my friend 
was a bit sarcastic when he' asked us to 
use the same powers which had been so 
ineffectual in preserving all of the Sen
ate bill, although I can assure him that 
the Senate conferees strove valiantly to 
do so. : I am afraid we would not get 
very far with the concurrent resolution. 
So I suggest to my friend that he ap .. 
proach someone who has more influence 
with the House, and in that way bring 
about adoption of the concurrent reso· 
Iution which, I may say, incidentally is 
very desirable. ' 

Mr. WHERRY. The last statement 
really counteracts everything the Sena·. 
tor has said. I still wish to let my state
ment stand. I know the Senator. As a 
conferee he suits me. I think he could 
get the resolution adopted in the House 
if he applied a little heat. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that immediately following my re .. 
marks Senate Concurrent Resolution 1 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the concur
rent resolution <S. Con. Res. 1) was or
dered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of 
Repr~sentatives concurring), That there shall 
accompany every report of a committee of 
conference a statement, in writing and signed 
by at least a majority of the managers on 
the part of each House, explaining the effect 
of the action agreed on by the committee. 

SEc. 2. The foregoing section shall be a 
rule of each House, respectively, and shall 
supersede any other rule thereof but only 
to the extent that it is inconsistent with 
such other rule. 

between the two bodies were more ap
parent than real. Basically the bills 
sought the same objective, even though 
we undertook to travel different routes 
to arrive at that objective. 

There were approximately 20 points 
of difference between the two bills at 
the outset. Some were very important. 
Others were relatively trivial. I shall 
discuss very briefly what we regard as 
the more important differences. 

CONTINUED LIABILITY FOR THOSE DEFERRED 

There was an issue on the continued 
liability for induction of persons who 
had been def erred from service or train..; 
ing. The provision in the House sub
stitute provided that an individual who 
had been deferred for occupational rea
sons should retain his liability for serv-

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I wish ice until he attained the age of 35 years. 
to express my deep appreciation to .The Senate bill contained no such pro
the Senator from Oregon and other vision, but it appeared to us that the 
Senators for the very complimentary House amendment was obviously reason
remarks which they have made with able in principle, and therefore it was 
respect to the efforts of the Senator from adopted by the conferees. 
Texas [Mr. JOHNSON], chairman of the The House version of the bill con
subcomimttee which condu.cted the hear- tained a provision on the cutting back 
ings and wrote the bill, apd to me as of the physical and mental standards 
chairman of the Committee on Armed of acceptability. Under the terms of 
Services, to obtain" a truly effective mill- this item the physical and mental stand
tary manpower bill. We have striven ards of acceptability for persons in
earnestly in our efforts to obtain such ducted through selective service would 
a bill. · be cut back to the standards which pre-

In my opinion the Senate bill was the vailed in 1945. The Senate bill con
farthest step forward that had ever tained no comparable provision, it being 
been taken by either branch of the Con· the feeling of the Senate conferees that 
gress in the establishment of a depend· such a cut-back should not be under
able, long-range military program for taken until all services were meeting 
this Nation. their personnel requirements through 

It provided for the needs of the hour selective service rather than the present 
in continuing the operation of the Se· system of selective service for the Army 
lective Service Act. and enlistment in other components. A 

It provided for the long-range defense satisfactory compromise was reached by 
plans of the Nation, through a univer- requiring physical standards to be cut 
sal military training program. back to the 1945 level. Indeed, that pro-

The conference agreement on this vision has been in effect for some time. 
bill, the UniversaJ Military Training and We reduced the mental requirements 
Service Act, is a significant advance in from a classification cut-off score of 70 
our long search for a program for a. to the equivalent of 65. The House pro
permanent and economical utilization vision would have reduced it to 60. 
of the manpower of the United States. With reference to conscientious ob-
I believe that this report is basically jectors--
sound and merits the complete endorse.. Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
ment of both :ij.ouses of Congress. Senator yield before he proceeds to a 

The Senate collferees were not able new topic? 
to sustain all of the more desirable fea- Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 

. tures of the Senate bill. We were com- - · Mr. CASE. Since the Senator from 
pelled to agree to a · compromise which Georgia has mentioned the physical and 
omits som~ features of the bill as it mental standards, I am wondering if he 
originally passed the Senate on March can tell us whether the conference 
9. However, in my judgment the con· : agreement does anything to freeze into 
ference agreement which bas been re- .:it law the practice or policy announced by 
ported today retains the major features · the Director of Selective Service, Gen
o! the Senate bill without receding on · eral Hershey, of instituting examinations 
any points which are of vital importance whereby young men who attain a certain 
to the operation of a military manpower mark may be assured of deferment. 
act. r.I'hose who have written me on that sub-

There were a number of points of ject feel that that is an unfortunate step. 
difference between the Senate bill and Mr. RUSSELL. I may say to the Sen
the House amendment by way of a sub- ator that there is a considerable depth 
stitute. They proved rather difficult to '. of feeling on that subject, as reflected in 
resolve. We met in conference on a i my own mail. There is nothing in this 
number of occasions. I would not under· ! bill which makes such educational de
take to estimate the number of hours · .ferments mandatory. In fact, the bill 
devoted to the conference, but we had ,very carefully leaves with the local draft 
co~plete a~d full discussion of all the : boards the decision as to deferment; andl 
pomts or disagreement. , the examinations to which the Senator 

I must say in passing that I believe the has ref erred are in no wise mandatory 
difficulties in re~olving the differences~ upon local draft boards. 
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Mr. CASE. So the report, if adopted for determination to each draft board, 

and finally enacted into law, will not how is a draft board going to arrive at 
fasten upon the country the discrimina- deferments? 
tion which many people feel is implicit Mr. RUSSELL. It would be left to 
in saying, "If you pass a special mental each individual draft board. The prob
test with a score of 70 you can have your lems in the various jurisdictions are 
service deferred.,, different. 

Mr. RUSSELL. The test to which I Mr. WHERRY. Does not the Senator 
referred has nothing whatever to do with think it would be much more difficult to 
the so-called college examinations to administer? 
which the senator refers. I was refer- Mr. RUSSELL. I have never favored 
ring merely to the minimum standard having any kind of mass examinations 
of mental acceptability which applies to held throughout the country and making 
·those who are drafted, without regard to the results of the examinations binding 
any deferment for purpose of college at- on local draft boards. I am very strong
tendance. ly opposed to it. I believe that in the 

Mr. CASE. They are the basic mini- last analysis we must depend on the 
mum mental qualifications? local draft boards to deal with the prob-
, Mr. RUSSELL. Yes. lem. Of course, there will be some errors 
· Mr. CASE. Does the bill do anything committed in some jurisdictions, but in 
with reference to freezing into practice the last analysis that is the best way 
·or law the policy of granting deferments to do it. 
'to students? Mr. WHERRY. Where are such ex
~ Mr. RUSSELL. No; it does not. I ·aminations given now? Are they given 
understood the Senator's question was at the local level? 
~not directed to the provision which I Mr~ RUSSELL. I cannot answer the 
~as discussing. · . question. There has been no specific act 
. Mr. CASE. That is correct. passed authorizing· such examinations. 

·. Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will Mr. WHERRY ..... I notice that young 
rthe Senator yield? students are ta~ing examinations. Will 
· Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. "'such examinations be given at the grass 

Mr. WHERRY. With reference to the 'roots, or will the students be brought to 
'observation made by the distinguished some place to take the examinations? 
'Senator from south Dakota, does the Does the Senator have any inform.ation 
'chairman of the Committee on Armed on that point? 
·services have any information as to how Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, if it is 
·the local draft boards would administer agreeable I should like to yield to the 
the proposed provision with reference to Senator from Texas [Mr. JOHNSON], who 
·the deferment of college students? I ca::.1 supply the information on that 
have had a great many letters from draft point. · 
boards asking whether there will be a Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. If the Sen
)neasuring stick used throughout the ator will -permit me, the Director of 
country, or whether the local draft Selective Service has announced, as the 
'boards would be permitted to make their Senator from Nebr~ska will recall, that 
'own rulings. Selective Service System would give 
' Mr. RUSSELL. The findings of the such tests. That announcement was 
~ational Selective Service System based made while the bill was pending. Rep

~on such examinations are in no way resentative KILDAY, of Texas, offered an 
binding on local draft boards. They amendment to the bill when it was being 
);erve merely for informational purposes. considered in the House, which was 
tThe local draft boards in the last analysis adopted. I know it will interest the 
,will still have to pass on the question of Senator from Nebraska, in the light of 
'deferment. what he has said, and if the chairman 
" Mr. WHERRY. Will the national se- will permit me to do so, I shall read the 
:iective-service board have some sort of amendment: 
measuring stock for its use? · No local board, appeal board, or other 

Mr. RUSSELL. There is no such thing agency of appeal of the Selective Service 
as the national selective-service board. ·System shall be required to postpone or defer · 

Mr. WHERRY. I mean the admin- any person by reason of his activity in 
istration. study, research-

Mr. RUSSELL. The Selective Service l~- I skip a little-
System is going ahead with the examina- ·solely on the basis of any test, examination, . 
tions. However, the pending bill would ·selection system, class standing, or any other 
make it perfectly clear that any report ,, 'means conducted, sponsored, administered, 
which might be made as the result of or prepared by any agency or department 
'such examinations would be merely in- of the Federal Government or any private 
·formative to the draft board, and would institution, corporation, association, partner
in no way be binding or conclusive on ship, or individual employed by an agency 
any local boards. or department of the Federal Government. 
r • Mr. WHERRY. I believe the admin
istration of the Selective Service Act by 
·local draft boards is the proper way of 
handling it. · 
' Mr. RUSSELL. So do I. . · 
} Mr. WHERRY. I believe such deter .. 

~minations should be made on the local 
level. 
" Mr. RUSSELL. I agree with the 
Senator. 

Mr. WHERRY. How .would it operate 
at the local level? If the question is left 

. The purpose of the amendment was to 
make it abundantly clear that Congress 
did not intend to have the local draft 
board guided by any of the tests on a 
mandatory basis. If a local draft board 
decides that it wants to take the results 
into consideration in making various 
evaluations, it can of course voluntarily. 
do so,., , :• 

Mr. WHERRY. It may use the infor• 
mation. 

Mr. JOHN~Q~ of l'exas .• _ ,¥es. 

Mr. RUSSELL. We have gone as far 
as we can go to protect the local draft 
boards in the administration of the law. 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Senator. 
I believe it is a good provision. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes. 
Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Is the 

Senator from Maryland correct in un
derstanding that the limitation on the 
number of persons to be def erred by rea
son of being in college has been elimi
nated? 

Mr. RUSSELL. If the Senator will in
dulge me, I should like to read further. 
In doing so I shall touch on the point he 
has brought up. I will deal with it in 
a moment, if the Senator will be so kind 
as to indulge me. 

CONSCIENTIOUS OBJECTORS 

'. The Senate bill provided that consci
entious objectors who are opposed to 
military service in any ~orm should be 
required to do work of na.tional impor
tance under civilian control. · In other 

··-words. Mr. President; the Senate bill 
contained the same provision which was 
-in effect for conscientious objectors.dur
ing World War ll. 

The House amendment continued the 
procedure provided in the existing !aw
l ref er to the 1948 act, which has been 
once extended-that is, that conscien
tious objectors simply would be def erred. 
Both Houses receded from their original 
positions and adopted a plan whereby 
conscientious objectors who are opposed 
to military service in i;tny form may be 
required by their local boards to perform 
for a period equal to the presctibed pe
riod of induction such civilian work 
contributing to the national health, safe
ty, or interest, as the local board may 
deem to be appropriate. In the event 
the individual fails to comply, he is sub
ject to prosecution under the penalty 
section of the act. ' . { 

ENLISTMENT OF ALIENS 

The Senate bill amended the Lodge Act 
so as to increase the number of aliens ) 
who may be enlisted in the Regular Army 
from a total of 2,500 to a figure of 25,000 
per annum for 5 years. In other words. 
it would have been possible to enlist a 

.. total of 125,000 aliens, who of necessity 
would have been screened by the proc·
esses provided in the Lodge bill. 

The House amendment contained no 
provision for the enlistment of aliens in 
our armed services. 

-· The conference agreement authorizes 
the enlistment of not to exceed 12,500 
aliens by June 30, 1955. The provisions 

, of the existing law requiring concurrence 
·by the Secretary of State and the Bureau 
of Immigration in the screening of these 
individuals remains in effect. These 

: provisions are not disturbed by the con
ference agreement. 

WOMEN IN THE ARMED FORCES 

The Senate bill suspended until July 
·31, 1954, the existing 2-percent limita- · 
tion on women in the Regular compo
·nents of the Armed Forces. The House 
'amendment contained no similar p:Dovi-
sion. The conference agreement adopts 
"the Senate language in the form in which 
~was passed by this body on Maroh 9 .. 
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In other words, we suspend until 1954 any 
limitation on the enlistment of women 
in the Regular components of the armed 
services. 

PERIOD OF INACTION 

As to the period of induction, the Sen
ate version of the bill provided for an 
induction period of 24 months. The 
House amendment specified a period of 
26 months. Here, again, the House re
ceded, . and the conference agreement 
adopts the Senate version, namely. 24 
months. 

MANPOWER CEILING 

nevertheless it is a check, and it estab} 
lishes in the history of our military 
legislation the very important point that, 
after all, the military must look to the 
Congress for checks upon the size of the 
military; and when they need more men 
they have an obligation to come to Con
gress and show the need. 
· · Let me say in passing that, in my 
opinion, it also demonstrates that the 

· argument of one of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, made by means of a letter which 

· was read on the floor of the Senate dur
·~i:-: ing the closing hours of the debate, as 

As to the ceiling strength of the time has gone by has proved not to be a 
Armed Forces, the senate version of the very important argument, as I contended 
bill contained a provision which im- ·at the time. I refer, of course, to Gen
posed a ceiling of 4,000,000 on the aggre- . ·eral Collins• argument in his letter of 
gate active-duty strength of the Armed March 7 • when he said: 
Forces, such ceiUng to remain in effect In the sho1·t range, the Army would be 
only during the period during which the adversely affected as to combat effectiveness 
authorized strength of the Armed and morale. 
Forces is suspended. The House sub- He was speaking against a statutory 
stitute contained no comparable provi- ceiling. 1 Then he said: 
sion; in the bill as passed by the House For want of authority to go overstrength 
there was no manpower ceiling what- from time to time-a condition which can
ever. This point proved to be a very ·not be accurately predicted because of battle 
difficult one upon which to reach an conditions in Korea and fluctuations in cur
agreement. However, the conferees on rent international tensions, our present plans 
the part of the House have accepted the for rotation of personnel in Korea might be 
principle of a manpower ceiling, and the completely upset. 
conference report establishes the figure As the Senator from Georgia knows, I 
at 5,000,000, instead of the :figure con- did not support that argument at the 
tained in the bill as passed by the Sen- time. As a member of the Armed Serv
ate. ices Committee, I knew that General 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the Collins had already testified before the 
Senat"Or yield? committee as to their plans for rotation 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. under a military manpower proposal of 
MoonY in the chair). Does the senator 3,462,000, which they themselves were 
from Georgia yield to tr.'3 senator from requesting, whereas all we were asking 
Oregon? ,,__ . . for was a ceiling of 4,000,000, :finally; and 

Mr. RUSSELL. . I yield.' they have gone ahead with their rotation 
Mr. MORSE. I wish to say to the · program with an armed forces strength 

Senator from Georgia that I am particu- which today has reached only 2,600,00C>. 
larly pleased that the principle of a ceil- So I am glad time has proved what I 
ing, which was adopted by the Senate, thought was the obvious fallacy of the 
has been retained in the conference re- argument of General Collins, as set forth 
port. Needless to say, I would have pre- . in his letter; and I hope this experience 
ferred a lower ceiling; but I wish to say will teach the Joint Chiefs of Staff that 
that I think the Senator from Geo:i.·gia, when they throw into the debate on the 
CMr. RussELLJ, the senator from Texas fioor of the Senate, in the eleventh hour, 
CMr. JOHNSON], and all the other Senate letters which they hope will influence the 
conferees are entitled to a word of com- vote on the issue then pending, they 
mendation on this point, because in the must be a little more accurate than Gen
debate on the fioor of the Senate the eral Collins was in his letter. 
Senators who subsequently were ap- ·.' Again I wish to say that I thank the 
pointed to be the Senate conferees were Senator from Georgia and the Senator 
not in favor of a ceiling; and the fact from Texas for making the :fight for the 
that the bill as passed by the House did Senate in the conference committee, and 
not contain provision for a ceiling would seeing to it that the principle of a ceil- . 
have made it very easy, as I think tl:os.e ing is maintained in the conference re
of us who have been on conference com- port. 
mittees know very well, for the conferees Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, at this 
on the part of the Senate to have com- time I shall not debate the merits.of the 
promised on that particular point. ~eiling in the manpower bill. When the 

When conferees do what the conferees amendment offered by the Senator from 
on the part of the Senate have done in Oregon was pending, I stated that I 
this respect, in placing in the conference thought it would be most unfortunate to 
report a provision embodying a principle have a ceiling provided in the manpower _ 
which has been adopted by the Senate, bill. That was my thought at the time 
even though as individual Senators on when I made the statement, and I be
the floor of the Senate they did not vote lieve it to be accurate now. I did not be
for it, certainly they are entitled to have lieve it was wise to insert provision for a 
favorable note taken of their action on · ceiling, and thus serve notice to the en
the floor of the Senate; and I do so now. tire world as to how far we were going. 

Mr. President, I wish to say that r: ~· Four of the :five conferees on the part 
consider it to be particularly good for '. of the Senate-the Senator from Georgia, 
the country that this check is being ' CMr. RussELL], the Senator from Texas 
maintained by Congress on the military. ·. [Mr. JOHNSON], the Senator from Massa
Even though the ceiling is 5,000,000, chusetts CMr. SALTONSTALL]~ and th~ 

f 

Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
BRIDGEsJ-voted against the ceiling, and 
I think three of us spoke against it on 
the floor of the Senate. However, Mr .. 
President, I have always tried to be very 
careful in handling in conference an is-
· sue on which I have been defeated in a 
fight on the floor of the Senate; under 
such .circumstances I always fight just a 
little harder in the committee of confer
ence because I realize that at that junc-· 
ture I am an agent and a representative 
of the Senate itself, and I feel bound to 
insist upon the positi.on taken by a ma
jority of my colleagues in the Senate, 
even though it does not represent my 
own view. 

Of course, this was an issue which re
quired considerable debate in the com
mittee of conference, where is was dis
cussed at great length. The House did 
not desire to have provision made for . 
any ceiling. Four of the five conferees 
on the part of the Senate did not desire 
to have provision made for a ceiling, but 
they pressed as hard as they knew how 
for a ceiling because they were the 
agents of the Senate. That issue cer
tainly had been debated thoroughly and 
voted on in four or :five different ways in 
the Senate. There could be no doubt 
about the position of the Senate on it. 

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I am glad to yield to 
the junior Senator from Wyoming, who 
is a member of the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

Mr. HUNT. As I interpret the con
ference report, I am led to believe that, 
regardless of the fact that the President 
may authorize the deferment of 75,000 
students who are engaged in the study 

· of medicine, dentistry, or any of the allied 
specialties, if the local draft boards do 
not see fit to def er such students, they 
will not be deferred. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I think 
the Senator from Wyoming is undoubt
edly correct; that is what the law pro
vides at the present time. That is my 
understanding of this measure-namely, 
that we must depend upon the judgment 
and the patriotism of the members of the · 
local draft boards. 
Mr~ President, if I had an opportunity 

to do so, I should like to pay tribute to 
those who serve on the local boards. If 
there is any thank.less job in any com
munity, it is the job of serving on the 
local selective-service board. Those who 
serve on those boards realize that there is 
no way on earth by which they can en
force the law with any degree of satis
faction to all of their neighbors. No 
compensation is paid to the members of 
the local draft boards. They do not even 
receive commissions which they can 
frame and hang on their walls. Although 
at times the members of the draft boards 
make errors, I think they are, in the 
main, distinguished citizrns who are try
ing to serve their country. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask the chairman of the commit
tee whether he feels it is simply impos
sible for every local draft board through
out the United States to keep itself well 
informed on the medical, dental, and 
other scientific needs of the Nation? I 
am of .the opinion that in delet_ing from_ 
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.the bill the requirement that 75,000 of 
such students shall be deferred, we shall 
be seriously injuring-perhaps indirect
.Iy-the health of the Nation, and as a 
result we may find ourselves in the same 
·situation in which we were following 
.World War II, and in which we are now, 
·namely, we shall be faced with a tremen
dous shortage of physicians and dentists. 
. Mr. RUSSELL. Of course, that is en
tirely possible. I think the members of 
the local draft boards are kept fairly 

·well informed by the various instructions 
and advice which come to them from the 
.national headquarters. The e enator 
from Wyoming may know of instances 
where the local draft boards have not 
.been kept well informed regarding defer
ment criteria. However, so far as I am 
advised as to conditions within my own 
State, I do not believe that is the case. 
The shortage to which the Senator from 
·Wyoming refers is not, in my judgment. 
brought about by drafting the men into 
.the service; it has been due to the lack 
of sufficient faci]jties for the education 
of dentists· and physicians. 
.. 1 Mr. HUNT. That was not SO, Mr. 
}>resident, immediately following World 
1War II, when we were graduating only 
~00 or 300 from our schools, within the 
first few years following the war, simply 
because the pre-medic and pre-dental 
~tudent had been inducted into the serv-
1ce instead of being allowed to complete 
his education. We are today suffering 
lrom that procedure, and in case of a 
major war, if we followed the same pro
.Cedure again the situation would be even 
worse, following a third world war, than 
it is at the present time, following World 
Y-/ar II. 
.' Mr. RUSSELL. That could be, Mr. 
President. It is a matter on which the 
Senator from Wyoming is perhaps as 
well informed as any man in Washing
ton, D. C., certainly as well informed as 
any Member of the Senate. and I would 
def er to his judgment. 
~ The Senate conferees argued vigor
'ously in behalf of the 75,000 provision, 
of course, but the House conferees simply 
would not agree to any such project. If 
I recall correctly, they would not even · 
discuss it with us after the first 5 or 10 
·minutes. We were left to talk it out on 
our own. · 
·. Mr. HUNT. I appreciate th~ position 
taken by the Senate conferees. I am 
'greatly disappointed that they were not 
'successful in their effort. I shall not 
'attempt to have the Senate disapprove 
the conference report on this point, but 
.,: reiterate that I think we are making a 
. very bad mistake. 
~ Mr. RUSSELL. As I stated before, I 
attach great weight to the comment and 
opinions of the Senator from Wyoming 
on this issue. I do so on any issue, but 
particularly on this one, because he has 
·made quite an intensive study of it. I 
hope that what he apprehends will not 
,come to pass. But I am sure that no one 
desires that there shall be a dearth of 
'physicians and dentists, and if it appears 
'that the bill as now presented does not 
~work satisfactorily or is likely to prove 
crippling in supplying physicians, den
tists, and other scientific specialists who 
are essential to the maintenance of the 

American people and of the national in- · 
terests, we can introduce a separate bill. 

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield .to the Senator 
from Oregon. 
· Mr. MORSE. I hope the Senator from 
Georgia will not take offense at my in:. 
terruption. 
· Mr. RUSSELL. Not at all. The Sen
ator from Oregon has made a great con
tribution in shaping the bill. A number 
of his views which did not prevail in the 
committee or on the floor of the Senate 
were supported so vigorously by the con
ferees on the part of the House that they 
appear in the final report, even though 
they.were not adopted by the Senate. 

Mr. MORSE. I appreciate the Sena
tor's statement. I should be less than 
human if I did not say that I am very 
much pleased to note that the confer
ence report comes nearer to carrying out 
the so-called Morse amendments to the 
bill than was the case when the bill 
passed the Senate. I am glad that in 
several particulars the principles of my 
amendments are now a part of the bill. 

· What I rose to say was that the one 
thing I seek to do is to be helpful in de
veloping the legislative history of the bill 
for future reference. Consideration of 
the handling of the specialist students, 
or the need of specialists in the Military 
Establishment, ref erred to by the Sena·
to-r from Wyoming, causes n,.e to ask the 
chairman of the committee whether it is 
not true that there is nothing in the bill 
as now presented which would prevent 
the Military Establishment working out 
with the colleges a special training course 
for military draftees along the lines of 
the V-12 program of World War II and 
other similar programs, if the military 
·should want to do it. In other words, 
there is nothing in this bill which says 
that there cannot be established a special 
service for the training of specialists who 
may be needed by the military estab
lishments in cooperation with the col
leges, if the colleges and the military can 
only get together. Is that not true? 

Mr. RUSSELL. There is nothing 
whatever in the bill which would prevent 
any such action on the part of the mili
tary, if they had the authority. 

Mr. MORSE. I may say, then, for 
future reference, and in the interest of 
the legislative history, that when the 
so-called deferment program for the 
75,000 students was before the Armed 
Services Committee, there were a .great 
many reservations in the minds of some 
of us as to whether that was the appro
priate way to handle it. Some of us felt 
that it would be better to work out what 
we referred to as a program resulting in 
a marriage between the colleges and the . 
military for special courses which would 
give tlie needed training while the young 
men were in uniform. I have been 
thinking over the problem in the months 
which have passed slnce the committee 
hearings, and I say now that I am not 
at all disturbed by the fact that the con- · 
f erence report does not carry the pro- · 
visions of the Senate bill in this regard. ; 
To the contrary, the conference bill pre
sents to the Military Establishment and 
'to the colleges a great opportunity to 

come forward with a joint training pro
gram for the training of · specialists, 
whether they be physicians, dentists, 
physicists, biQ(ihemists, engineers, or 
whatnot, whe.reby young men will re
ceive training, in accordance with their 
merits, while in uniform, and will then 
give their military service over and 
above that. What the bill offers now is 
an opportunity, when the Military Es
tablishment and the colleges get to
gether on this subject for future legisla~ 
tion, which I think will really strengthen 
our whole military manpower program. 

In · closing, I desire to say that I hope 
the college presidents will face this ques
tion a little more realistically than they 
have done to date, because as I have 
come to study the attitude and the pro
posals of the college presidents, I have 
reached the conclusion that, by and 
large, they have missed the boat on the 
whole matter of special training for the 
specialists needed in the Military Estab- · 
lishment. It seems to me they have been 
too anxious to develop a program which 
did not require what I have called the 
direct marriage relationship between 
the colleges and the Military Establish
ment. I think they will have to come 
to it now, and I hope they will now get 
their heads together, and bring forth a 
program which will meet that which the 
Senator from Wyoming has in mind. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I thank the Senator 
from Oregon for his contribution. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL and Mr. CASE 
addressed the Chair . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Georgia yield, and if so, 
to whom? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield first . to the 
Senator from Massachusetts, a member 
of the conference committee. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. In furtherance 
of what the Senator from Wyoming has 
said, am I not correct in saying that the 
so-called Holloway plan, as concerns the 
Navy, is still in existence, and is not 
affected by this bill in any way? The 
Army has named a certain number of 
colleges, I do not know, how many, as 
officers' training schools, and they are 
not in any way affected by the bill so 
far as concerns specialist training in 
medicine, biology, chemistry, and so on. 
Those programs are not programs of the 
military so much as they are programs 
which will be carried forward by the 
scientific groups where they are needed. 
They are not specifically military pro
grams, and the young men will not be in 
uniform. Am I not correct in that? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I do not know of any 
plan at this time to establish any V-12 
·Classes in medical training, but there is 
nothing in this bill to prevent its being 
done. Such a provision was not in con
ference between the two Houses. I 
think it would be fair to say that the 
basic assumption of the bill is that there 
will be deferments by local draft boards 
of a sufficient number of men to fill the 
requirements of the civilian population 
in the sciences. 

Mr. HOLLAND and Mr. CASE ad
. dressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
.the Senator from Georgia yield, and if 
so, to whom? 
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Mr. RUSSELL. I yield first to the schools or dental schools in which they 

Senator from Florida [Mr. HOLLAND] have had applications pending and for 
after which I shall yield to the Senator which they have perfected their prelim-
from South Dakota [Mr. CASE]. inary work? 

Mr. HOLLAND. As a predicate to my Mr. RUSSELL. The bill in nowise af-
questions, I should. like to say to the Sen- · f ects the regulations under which the 
a tor from Georgia that I compliment discharges ref erred to by the Senator are 
him and his associates warmly upon made. . 
their work in connection with this diffi.- Mr. HOLLAND. If the Senator will 
cult conference. · ,- allow me to make one more observation, 

Mr. RUSSELL. I thank the Senator. the Senator frow. Florida feels that this 
Mr. HOLLAND. I may say likewise will allow in a perfect way the contin

that on this particular feature, it seems -- uation of a cooperative and understand
to ~e that the conference report is an ·. ing handling of individual cases between 
improvement over the Senate version. the armed services and the faculties of 

The senator will recall that when the various institutions of learning who have 
bill was debated on the floor of the Sen- heretofore worked together congenially 
ate the Senator from Florida had grave in this fieid. I feel that with the very 
do~bts as to the wisdom of the provision large number of students who have com. 
in the senate bill which would have re- pleted their premedical and predental 
quired not for deferment before induc- work, amounting, as the Senator knows, 
tion but for the giving of opportunities to many more than the number who 
to not more than 75,000 of the men of could be admitted in any o~e year or in 
each year's selection, after they had several year~. there is a tr~men?ous pool 
completed their basic training, and upon to draw from under which either the 
their having subjected themselves to a local boards or the faculties of the 
uniform examination to be chosen by a schools, in conjunction with the com
national commission to become students manders in the;; Armed Forces, will find 
in schools which turn out physicians, a way to give opportunities to the best 
dentists, scientists, engineers, or even to prepared young men, wh~ther whi~ or 
become students in those various courses Negro, to take the professional or sc1en
which r..re called the humanities. The tific training which they are ambitious 
Senator from Florida felt that program· to receive. . 
was exceedingly objectionable from sev- • I co!llmend ~he Senator from Georgia 
eral points of view. Is it now correct to . and his c<;>mm1ttee upon the program as 
say that the local boards are continued ~ reported in the conference report. 
in the full jurisdiction which they had ... Mr. B?TLER of Maryl~nq. Mr~ Presi· 
during World War II to defer before in- dent, will the Senat~r yield? 
duction young men of pre~dical or pre- Mr. RUSSELL. I yield first to the Sen
dental training or of aptituaes in various ator from South Dakota, and then to the 
iniportant scientific fields so that they Senator from Maryland. . 
secure college training in those particu· Mr. CASE. If t~e results of the tests 
lar specialized fields? . are not to be obllgatory or mandatory 

Mr. RUSSELL. I well remember the upo~ the local boards, why should they 
fears expressed by the Senator from be given at the expense of the Govern
Florida when the bill was under consid- ment? 
eration. In answer to his question, I Mr. RUSSELL. I am sorry, but I did 
wish to say that, in my opinion, the con- not hear the Senator's question. 
ference bill if anything strengthens the Mr. CASE. If the results of the tests 
power of the local draft' boards to decide which prospective inductees were taking, 
upon the deferments to which the Sena- and which more are soon to take, are not 
tor refers. It contains language cover- to be mandatory upon the local boards, 
ing the authority of the local draft so far as deferment is concerned, why 
boards which was not contained in · the should they be given? 
law in effect during the war period. · . Mr. RUSSELL. I cannot answer that 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator. · question with authority. I assume the 
If I may be permitted to observe, I think local boards might use the information 
that system will much more nearly as· as a guide, even though it does not con
sure fair geographic distribution of the stitute a directive. There is absolutely 
students and also fair racial distribution nothing in the bill which would enable 
of the students; it being my observation the Selective Service to make its accept. 
that particularly with reference to stu- ance compulsory on the local boards. 
dents of the Negrq race, unless they are · The Senator knows that long before this 
allowed to compete with members of · - bill was passed, while the bill was on the 
their own race alone, they are very apt Senate floor, in March, it was ann<;mnced 
to be denied, in many cases, the oppor- ~ that the tests wer.e not to be given under 
tunity to go to either medical or dental any provision contained in the bill. They 
schools. The Senator will recall the in- are being given under general authority 
terestillg figures upon that subject which of the Selective Service Director to pro. 
were developed by the Library of Con- vide deferments deemed essential to the 
gress sometime ago. national health, safety, or interest. The 

Mr. President I have one more ques- Senator from Georgia µiust absolve him
tion. Is there ~nything in this measure self o~ _any pa~ticipation in the giving of 
which will in any way prohibit the armed tests. I did not have anything whatever 
services from proceeding with the pro- to do with the giving of the test to which 
gram under which they now ve-,:y fre- .the Senator has referred. 
quently discharge inductees who have al- Mr. CASE. It occurs to me that some-
ready received basic military training or thing should be done to correct the im·
who have gone beyond that stage, at the pression given to people generally ... that 

. time when they are admitted to medical the tests ·a~e- going to result in defer-

'ments of the prospective inductees who 
are taking the tests. My correspondence 
indicates that many take the tests with 
the expectation that if they reach a made 
of-87, or whatever the figure may be, they 
will be deferred. Furthermore, colleges 
have been making plans to receive stu
dents on the basis of the prospective en
rollees they may have as a result of the 
tests. If there is any way to clarify that 
situation, I think the press and the 
country generally should be advised that 
the tests are not obligatory· upon the 
local boards. 

Mr. RUSSELL. They are not obliga
tory upon the local boards. I would not 
have my statement understood as say
ing that the local boards cannot app),y 
them. I think a great many boards will 
be glad to get the information afforded 
by the tests, and will undoubtedly use it 
in arriving at deferments, whether they 
use it in exactly the order in which the 
Selective Service intends or not. Per
haps some of the local boards will follow 
it down to the last suggestion of the 
Selective Service System. But there is 
nothing in the bill which makes the ac
ceptance of information gleaned from 
the requirements or tests which the Se
lective SerVice System may offer obliga
tory upon the local boards. On the con
trary, there is a provision which protects 
the jurisdiction of local boards. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, with fur
ther reference to educational def er
ments, in the galley-proof print of the 
conference report which I have before 
me it appears, at the bottom of page 11 
and top of page 12, that there will be 
a deferment for prospective inductees 
who are in high school if they are main
taining a satisfactory course, until the 
time of their graduation, or until they 
reach the twentieth anniversary of their 
birth. Is that correct? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I did not know that 
any point had been raised about high 
school students. · The Senate bill con
tained a provision which mandatorily 
def erred all high school students until 
they had graduated or had reached the 
age of 19· years. The House version of 
the bill contained a provision which de
ferred them until they were graduated 
or had attained the age of 20 years. 
Some figures were introduced which 

:· showed that only a small percentage 
- failed to graduate by the time they were 

19 years of age. We accepted the House 
provision of 20 years, which is the same 
as the present law. · · 

: Mr. CASE. The next paragraph deals 
with deferments at a college, university, 
·or similar institution, and a hurried 
reading of the paragraph suggests to 
·me that the result of the action of the 
·conferees is to say to a person who is in 
college at the time he receives his call 
·for induction and upon the presentation 
of those facts to the local board, that 
he will be def erred until the end of the 

. particular academic year in which the 
·call occurs, but no longer, unless he be 
def erred l'y reason of the application of 
·regulations promulgated by the Presi- ' 
. dent under the section relating to the 
·National · Security Training Corps. Is 
.that correct? 
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Mr. RUSSELL. If he is in college 

when he receives his orders, he is de
f erred until the end of the academic year. 

Mr . . CASE. .But no longer. 
Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator is cor

rect; but no longer. 
Mr. CASE. Unless he comes in the 

scientific group. 
Mr. RUSSELL. Yes, or unless he is 

deferred by the action of the local board. 
Mr. CASE. On the basis of some other 

qualification? 
Mr. RUSSELL. Yes, sectiop 6 (h) of 

the present law. 
Mr. CASE. But he has no mandatory 

. deferment? . · 
Mr. RUSSELL. He has no mandatory 

deferment other than for the scholastic 
year in which he is engaged at the time 
he receives his notice. 

Mr. CASE. I thank the Senator from 
Georgia. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I apologize to . the 
· Senator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER]. 
· I shall now be glad to deal with the mat-
ter he raised. . 

Mr. BUTLER of . Maryland. Mr. 
President, I am ~:ery reluctant to inter
rupt the Senator from Georgia because 

. I know he would like to proceed . with 
his explanation of the measure .. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I am happy to be in
terrupted by the Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. I raised 
the point because the Senator· from 

. Georgia and the Senator from Florida 
raised the question in my mind. We 
have the question of a man who has 

. completed his premedical college educa
tion. He has matriculated and been 
accepted in a medical school. He is also 
a member of the Active Reserve, and has 
gotten his orders to report for active 
duty. Is there anything that would de-

. fer that man from active duty in the 
Army? 

-Mr. RUSSELL. There is nothing that 
would make it mandatory that he.be de
feJ;red, but I should think that a showing 

· that he would be admitted to a recog
nized medical school, and was qualified 
for admission, would certainly be most 
persuasive in securing a delay in his call 
to active duty. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. The case I 
have cited is an actual one. I feel there 
should be some provision in the bill to 
def er a man under such circumstances, 
and make it mandatory that he be de-

. :ferred. 
Mr. RUSSELL. Will the Senator 

again state the conditions? 
Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. The man 

has completed his academic education. ~ 
He has matriculated and been accepted · 
in an accredited medical school. He is ' 
also a member of the Organized Reserve, 
and as such has been alerted and has . 
now received his orders for active duty. · 
His draft board has def erred him, but ' 
he is now on the other horn of the di
lemma. He is in the Active Reserve and 
has been called to duty. Should he not 
be exempted under this measure? 
• Mr. RUSSELL. I certainly think he 
should be deferred. I do not know 
whether he should be exempted, but cer
tainly he should be def erred. I do not 
believe, I may say, that that is some
thing which properly belongs in this bill. 
,A bill will come to the Senate within a 

few days dealing with the Reserves. The 
pending bill concerns itself with the Se

. lective Service System and the universal 
military training program. We will later 

· have before us legislation dealing with 
the Reserve components. We hope, if 
the committee can get down to work on 
it, that we can present the matter to the 
Senate at an early date. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. This man 
went through the ROTC in his college, 
and was then certified to his unit after 
graduation, and a month or so ago was 

. alerted, and now he has his actual or
ders. Meantime he has been matricu
lated and accepted in an accredited med
ical school. . 

Mr. RUSSELL. If .he has been ac- · 
cepted in an accredited medical school 
I think the Army in which he is-it is 

. the Third Army in my State-should 
have deferred the man and enabled him 
to go to school, but I know of no law 
which would give him deferment. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. I thank 
the Senator. 

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield . 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Is it not true 

that when a man takes an ROTC 
training in a college he takes it at the 

. expense of the Government, and he 
agrees to give at least 3 years of service? 

· Mr. RUSSELL. It depends on the 
type .of ROTC training. Under the 
Holloway Act, trainees receive; I believe, 
$50 a month and uniform. In the 
ROTC units in the Army, in the Air · 
Force and the regular ·Naval ROTC 
they receive ·considerably less. 

There is no question about his legal 
obligation to serve. He has such an ob
l~gation. I have known: of cases of men 
who were in the Army, who had enlisted 

· in the Army voluntarily, and were mem
bers of a regular component-of-the Army, 
but when they were accepted in an ·ac
credited medical school, the Army would 
discharge them and permit them to go 

. to schcol. That is the reason why I 
said I thought under the facts stated 
it would have been the part of better 
judgment to have deferred the individ
ual to whom the Senator from Maryland 
r efers. 

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

Mr. RUSSELL. . I yield . 
Mr. WHERRY. There. is no manda

tory provision in any law that provides 
for what the distinguished Senator from 
Maryland wants done? 

Mr. RUSSELL. None so far as I know. 
Mr. WHERRY. It is a question of 

whether or not the military authorities 
will defer such a man as a medical stu
dent, n .. ther than to permit the military 
to take him as an active officer. An
swering the Senator's question, there is 
not any mandatory provision that gives 
the relief the premedical student would 
like to have at this time. 

Mr. RUSSELL. No; there is abso
lutely no mandatory law that requires 
such action to be taken. . But I niay say 

·to the Senator from Nebraska that I 
. am quite sure such action has been 
taken. Deferments have been granted 
1in some cases. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. I do not 
want the Senator from Georgia to get 
the impression that the Army has turned 
down this particular man. It has not. 

·His case is now pending. I wondered if 
t:1ere was anything in the· proposed 
legislation that would protect him in this 
situation. 

Mr. RUSSELL. There is nothing 
whatever in the proposed legislation that 

· would affect him in the slightest degree. 
But if the man's record is as the Senator 
has stated, my judgment is that the 
Army will def er him. ' ' 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for one further questio:.1? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. -
Mr. WHERRY. I do not wish to labor 

the point respecting the deferment of 
college students or those who are to be 
given technical training. When the con
ference report is taken up tomorrow we 
will thoroughly discuss that question, I 

· imagine. I should like to· say to the dis
tinguished Senator from Georgia that, 
for the life of me, I cannot see why the 
Select ive Service requires the examina-

. tion to which reference has been made, 
· or gives it, if it is unnecessary or will not 

be made use of by the draft boards. I 
cannot understand yet why that is done. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I stated 
on the floor of the Senate that there is 
nothing obligatory or mandatory on the 
local draft boards with respect to the 
examinations referred to. But the draft 
boards may, if they wish, use the infor
mation thereby obt-ained, as a basis for 
deferment. 

Mr. WHERRY. Have the local draft 
boards asked that these examinations be 
given? Why does the Selective Service 
take the initiative and give the examina
tions without any request on the part of 
the draft boards? Of course, I can see 
how it would be informative to a draft 
board that wants to defer a student, 

· possibly, on application. I wondered if 
the Senator could help me by having 
that point clarified either today or to
morrow. I do not understand why the 
examination should be given. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I assume it is be
cause the Director of Selective Service 
thought that the information thus ob
tained would be helpful to the draft 
boards. He might have thought that 
this bill would emerge from Congress in 
such form that it would be mandatory 
upon the draft boards to accept these 
findings. The regulation was issued by 
the Director of Selective Service, as I 
recall, while this bill was pending in the 
Senate. When it went to the House, in 
order to prevent these tests from being 
obligatory on the local draft boards the 
amendment was adopted on the fioor of 
the House in the language read by the 
Senator from Texas [Mr. JOHNSON] to 
protect the draft boards from compul
sory regulation that they abide by the 
examination results. 

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. WHERRY. Where did the Direc

tor of Selective Service get the idea that 
it become obligatory? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I am sorry I cannot 
answer that question. . I do not know 
whether he thinks it might become ob• .. 
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Ugatory. I .was giving wbat I thought 
might be a reasori. I do 'i:)ot know what 
prompted the Director of Selective Serv
ice to issue the call for the examination. 
I have not seen him since he appeared as 
a witness before tlie Johnson subcom
mittee, which was s~veral weeks· before 
the examination order was issued. I am 
quite sure that the Senator from Ne
braska, if he were to call the Director of 
Selective Service, would be given-some of 
the reasons which prompted him to take 
such action. · · 

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
. Mr. FERGUSON. Is there anything 
in the' conference bill w:Qich permits the 
giving of. these exa:rµinations and pro
vides exemptions for certain individuals 
who pass the examinations? 
\ Mr. RU.SSELL. No; I read the provi
sion which prevents the Director of 
Selective Service from making it manda
tory on the .iocal boards. I will read it 
ag::i.in. . . 

Mr. FERGUSON. No; it will not be 
i;iecesiSary for the Se.nator to do that. 
I should like to know whether it is. dis
cretionary, not whether it is mandatory: 

. whether the Director. can give the exam
inations and then say that those in the 
µpper grad~s shail be exempt and go to 
college, or that those b~low a certain 

-mark shall go into the Army? . 
Mr. RUSSELL. I do not think there 

is anything iri the bill which would pro
hibit an examination from being held, 
but there is a provision ~hich prevents 
the Director of Selective Ser-vice from re
quiring that the draft boards accept the 
results of such examinations. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Then one draft 
board may accept them and another 
draft board may reject them? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Of course, that is so. 
We have that situation today. Some 
draft boards are more generous with edu
cational deferments to college men than 
others. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Is there now in the 
bill anything which permits the giving 
of the examination? 

Mr. RUSSELL. There is nothing in 
the bill which would either permit or 
prohibit the giving of the examination. 
It does not concern itself with the giving 
of these examinations. It merely deals 
with the effect which such examinations 
might have on the local draft board. 

Let me again read the language: 
Notwithstanding any provisions of this 

act, no local board, appeal board, or other 
agency of appeal of the Selective Service-Sys
tem shall be required to postpone or defer 
any person by reason of his activity in study, 
research-

And so forth. 
Mr. FERGUSON. Does not the Sena

tor feel that if we shall adopt the con
ference report, in the light of the knowl
_edge we have as· to the examinations 
being given and the intention of the 
administration to exempt from military 
service those attaining the upper grades, 
we will approve such a system, and that 
it will be carried· into effect? 

Mr. RUSSELL . . Not only does the 
Senator from Gzorgia not feel that way, 
but he thinks that wouJd be a most far- . 
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fetched construction. This provision 
was . written into the bill on the fioor of 
the House, and the argument was used 
that it was to p:revent the very thing to 
which the Senator from Michigan refers. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I know that the 
opinion of the Senat9r fi:om Ge.orgia will 
be given great w.eight in interpreting 
what may be an ambiguity in the· bill. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I do not consider it 
to be ambiguous . . I think it is about as 
specific as it could be made, that no per
son shall be postponed or deferred by 
reason of his activity, study, or research. 
I continue quoting where I left off a mo
ment ago-
solely on the basis of any test, examl..1ation, 
selection system, class standing, or any other 
means conducted, sponso'red, administered, 
or prepared by any agency or department of 
the Federal Government or any private in
stitution, corporation, association, partner
ship, or individual employed by an agency or 
department of the Federal Government. 

This amendment was written to pre
vent these examinations from being 
obligatory on the local board; and I 
think it does so as clearly as the· English 
language could. do. 

Mr. FERG.USON. Then does the Sen
. a tor feel that the adoption of the confer
ence report would not be a confirmation 
of the proposed plan? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I am confident it 
would not. · 

Mr. FERGUSON. I appreciate having 
the Senator's remarks in the RECORD. 

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield: 
Mr. HOLLAND. Is it not the case 

that one of the arguments for the pro
vision written in in the House and con
firmed by the conference committee is 
that the problems of the Selective Serv
ice boards vary so greatly from one com
munity to another that in one com
munity they might have need for every 
man of a certain age and of good physi
cal qualifications to meet their quota, 
while in another community-even in 
the adjoining county · or area-there 
might be-a completely different problem, 
requiring the local draft boards to exer
cise a different descretion, depending on 
the specific.nature of the problem which 
they had to meet? 

Mr. RUSSELL. That could have been 
the reason, because that condition cer
tain!~' prevails. There are great varia
tions among the different draft boards. 

Moreover, I think there was a feeling 
that, after all, the people who live in a 
man's home community, who associate 
with him every day and who know him. 
are much better qualified to pass upon 
the question o.f his deferment than some
one who arrives at the result by a test 
given on a national basis. 

The Senator from Florida and I are 
adherents of a group which has been 
threatened with extinction, namely, the 
Jeffersonian Democrats. Of course, we 
believe in the largest possible measure of 
loc~J home rule and self-government in 
the local communities of the Nation. 

Mr. HOLLAND. And the program in
corporated in the conference report guar
antees just that. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Exactly. 
Mr. HOI.LAND. I thank the Senator •. 

AGE OF INDUCTION 

Mr. RUSSELL. As to the induction 
age, · the age of induction for service 
in the Armed Forces and for training 
in the National Security Training 
Corps was one of the major points 
at issue. The Senate bill had an induc
tion age of 18 years, with, of course, the 1 

provision ·with which all Senators are 
fan1iliar, that it would be necessary to 
exhaust the pool of those above 19 be
fore coming down to 18 years 9 months, 
18 years 6 months, and so forth. The 
House amendment placed the age at 18% 
years. The compromise agreement au
thorizes induction for service in the 
Armed Forces to begin at 18%, and in
duction for . training in · the National 
Security Training Corps-the so-called 
UMT-at the age of 18. 

RESERVE SER'TICE -

As to the total period of service lia
bility, under the Senate bill an individual 
was liabie for an aggregate of 8 years 
of service. This aggregate· included both 
active duty service of 24 months and time 
spent as a member of a Reserve 
compon¢nt. 
', Under the House amendment the ag
gregate period was 6 years. The House 
receded on this point,·and the conference 
agreement establishes the· aggregate 
service period-that is, active duty plus 
~eserye service-at 8 years. 
AUTHORIZED PERIOD OF ACTIVE DUTY FOR RESERVE 

COMPONENTS 

As to .the active duty of reservists, the 
Senate bill authorized the call to active 
duty of reservists for the normal induc
tion period of 24- months. The House 
amendment provided that such individ
uals could be ordered to active duty for 
not to exceed 21 months, regardless of 
the normal induction period imposed 
upon all other individuals. The House· 
receded on this point, and the confer
ence agreement authorizes members of 
the Reserve components to be ordered to 
active duty for a period of not to exceed 
24 months. The authority to .order the 
Reserve components to active duty ter
minates· July 1, 1953. 

As to the cut-off date on selective serv
ice--

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. . 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Would the Sen

ator be willing to bring out at this time, 
in connection with the point with re
gard to the Reserves, the question of call
ing up Reserves who have had more than 
a year's service in World War II, or 
would he prefer not to discuss it at this 
time? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I shall be very glad 
to discuss it. 

Mr .. SALTONSTALL. Does that sub
ject come at a later point in the Sen
ator's statement? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I had intended to 
deal with it. at a later point; but I shall 
be glad to deal with it now. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Whatever the 
Senator desires. 

Mr. TAFT. I should like to ask the 
same question. What the Senator has· 
been referring to is the Reserve unit it-'. 
self, as a unit. , 
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Mr. RUS!SELL. In effect, yes; not the Mr. FERGUSON. Then he may be. 

volunteer or the inactive Reserves. taken back as a reservist? 
Mr. TAFT. The inactive reserves are Mr. RUSSELL. Yes; but only in the 

different. Can the Senator tell us exactly event his recall is authorized by Con
the line between the active and inactive gress. 
Reserves? Mr. SALTONSTALL. A man who en-

Mr. RUSSELL. I shall be happy to listed for a 3-year period prior to a 
undertake to do so now. certain date-I forget the exact date--

There is a very substantial difference Mr. RUSSELL. Prior to the passage 
between inactive or volunteer reservists of this act. · 
and the active· reservists, who are nor- Mr. SALTONSTALL. Prior to the 
mally assigned to units. The great dif- passage of this act. If my memory 
ference is that. the inactive or volunteer serves me correctly, when he comes out 
reservists receive no compensation what- he is free from any reserve duty, is he 
ever. The active reservists normally re- not? 
ceive compensation based upon their at- Mr. RUSSELL. Yes. 
tending training for a certain number of Mr. FERGUSON. He is free? 
hours each month. I may say that in Mr. RUSSELL. He has no further 
some cases the training is · frequently obligation. 
book work. ·In additio:;.1, they receive Mr. FERGUSON. Does that apply to 
certain credits toward retirement, all grades? 
whereas the inactive reservist does not Mr. RUSSELL. Yes. 
normally receive the same credit .toward Mr. FERGUSON. To officers, as well 
retirement unless associated with a vol- as to enlisted men? 
unteer unit. The difference is that the Mr. RUSSELL. Yes; it applies to all 
inactive reservists normally get no pay grades and ranks. 

",and no credit toward retirement. The Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
active reservists receive some compensa- Senator yield? 
tion and credit toward retirement. That Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
is the difference between them. Mr. CASE. As the Senator is aware, 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will · when the Korean War broke out, there 
the Senator yield on that point? was considerable difficulty caused by the 
, Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. calling up of reservists who were on the 
;. Mr. FERGUSON. Does a man who inactive list before calling up those who 
enlists become an inactive reservist, or were on the active list or members of 
is he in a different category? organized units. 
' Mr. RUSSELL. His enlistment would Mr. RUSSELL, Yes. 
have nothing whatever to do with it. Mr. CASE. Does the bill establish any 
As a matter of fact, most ·of the men priority of cal~ in such situations which 
entered the Reserves when .they came may arise hereafter? 
out of the service, at the time they were Mr. RUSSELL. No; it does not. 
released from active duty. Many of the 'I'here are separate bills pending in the 
services urged that the men go into two committees which deal with the es- · 
the inactive Reserves, and. thousands of tablishment of a permanent Reserve 
them did so. . ,-. system, which contain priorities. The 

Mr. FERGUSON. A reservist is en.. only priorities which the pending bill 
tirely different from a man who volun- establishes is with reference to the re
tarily enlists and does not go through ~. lease of inactive or voluntary reservists 
Selective Service. ,'. who are on active duty ·'today. It would 

Mr. RUSSELL. A person could well give them prior release from duty. I 
become a volunteer reservist without can turn to that provision now if the 
first being inducted through selective Senator would prefer me to do so. I 
service. If he is in any branch of the have not yet reached it in order. 
service, whether he is a volunteer or Mr. CASE. · I would prefer to have 
comes in through selective service, he the Senator from Georgia proceed in his 
may later become an inactive or volun- own way. , 
teer reservist when released from active Mr. RUSSELL. The final major point 
'duty. of disagreement, or at least one of the 
f Mr. FERGUSON. When the Senator major points of disagreement-and per
answers those questions, will he include haps the word "conflict" is a better word 
in the answer a statement as to whether · to use-between the two versions was 
or not a person who has enlisted and has the House provision for arbitrarily re
been in the service, let us say for a period turning members of the inactive or vol
of 3 years, will be able voluntarily · untary Reserve who qualify as World 
to leave the Army? ,War II veterans under the 1948 act to 

Mr. RUSSELL. ·Does the Senator their homes at the completion of 12 
mean to sever his connection with the months of service. 
Reserve unit? The Senate, and more particularly the 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes, after 3 years. Senate conferees, recognized that many 
Let us say that his term of 3 years ex- injustices have been done to thousands 
pires in July of this year, and that he of our reservists, who saw long tours of 
went in voluntarily. would this bill duty during World War II since the re
keep him in longer, or could he volun- call program began in July 1950. 
tarily withdraw? The Senate Committee on Armed 

Mr. RUSSELL. Under the terms of Services has repeatedly insisted to the 
this bill when a person who has served Chiefs of Staff and to the .secretaries of 
3 years under a volUntary enlistment the several services, as well as to the Sec
comes out of the active service he is auto- retary of Defense, that the services 
matically placed in a reserve status for should formulate a program for the re
.a period of 5 years. lease of these inactive reservists which 

would alleviate such inequities at the 
earliest possible moment. Each of the 
services formulated a program for the 
release of such reservists. The pro
grams went into effect within the past 
30 days, I believe. The particulars of 
the program have been released to the 
public. The great bulk of the voluntary 
or inactive enlisted .reservists who saw 
duty during World War II. who desire 
to return to civilian life will be returned 
to their homes or will be released accord
ing to a definite and clear-cut return 
program. 

I think I should interpolate at this 
point that there are some small groups 
of men who are in critical specialties· 
who are not being released under this 
program . . However, they are relatively 
few in number. 

Insofar as the Army and Air Force 
are concerned, the returns will be com
pleted within a year after entry on ac
tive duty. Those two great branches of 
service, that is, the enlisted inactive and 
volunteer reserves will be released with
in 12 months. The Navy will release its 
inactive volunteer reservists as soon 
after 12 months as trained replacements 
are available. 

Mr. TAFT. Is that 12 months after 
· the passage of the act? 

Mr. RUSSELL. It fs 12 months from 
the time they were called to duty after 
June 25, 1950. None of the reservists 
was called back until late "in July. As 
a practical matter, it would run from 
some time in late July. 

Under the conference agreement a 
limit or deadline of 17 months is estab
lished. After the passage· of that time 
all inactive or voluntary reservists must 
be returned to their homes. Of course, 
we make it perfectly clear by the lan
guage of this bill that this 17-month 
maximum period is not intended to be 
used as an excuse for retaining the men, 
but that it is to apply to those who have 
not yet been returned in accordance witn 
this program, which, as ~ have said,_ is 
12 months in the case of the Army and 
Air Force, and as soon after 12 months 
as the replacement is provided in the case 
of the Navy: · 

Mr. FERGUSON. The 17-month pe
. , riod applies to the few specialists to 

which the Senator has ref erred? 
Mr. RUSSELL. No. If the Secretary 

of one of the armed services finds that 
any individual-I can conceive of a man 
who is an interpreter, for example-is 

· essential to the maintenance of the com
bat effectiveness of the serviCe to which 
the iqdividual belongs, he could hold him: 

Mr. FERGUSON. For how long a 
period? 

Mr. RUSSELL. For a period of up to 
21 months. · 

Mr. FERGUSON. So there is, first, 
. the 12 months, then the 17 months, and 
then the 21 months for the specialists 
who are retained by orders of the Secre"." 
tary of Defense? 

Mr. RUSSELL. If a finding is made 
· that such a man is essential to the main
tenance of the combat effectiveness of 
the Army, Air Force, or Navy. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That would be up 
to 21 months, then? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes. 
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Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Perhaps the 

Senator has made his point clear, but 
I am not certain he has done so. There. 
fore, I should like to ask him whether 
it is not correct to say that there is 
nothing in the bill which deals with the 
programs of the Army and the Navy with 
respect to the 12-month period. It is 
a program. The conference report only 
refers to the 17 months, although there 
is a program with respect to enlistees 
under which they would be released after 
a year. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I tried to make it 
clear that a program had been formu
lated in the Department of Defense, 
which was due to the insistence of t he 
Committee on Armed Services as much 
as to any other individual factor. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Sena tor yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
· Mr. TAFT. Does the 12-month provi
sion apply only to enlistees, and not to 
officers? 
· Mr. RUSSELL. It applies only to en
listees. The 17-month period applies to 
all. Take, for example, the Air Force. 
They had to call up many pilots who 
were reservists. They had specialized 
training in the :flying of airplines. If 
they had to release those officer pilots, 
it would have been disastrous. The Air 
Force was trying to increase its strength 
from 500 ,000 men to more than a million. 
It is essential that the Air Force has 
. trained pilots. However, within 17 
months they must release the officers. 
The 12 months applies to enlistees in the 
Air Force. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Could it be possible 
that it would be 24 months, instead of 
21 months, for the so-called specialists? 

Mr. RUSSELL. It would be 24 months 
for those who would be called up here
after. Under the existfng law, it is 21 
months. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Those who came 
in afterward would have to serve 24 
months? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes; they could be 
kept in serve for 24 months if they were 
essential to the maintenance of-the com
bat effectiveness of the service, whether 
it be the Army, the Navy, or the Air 
Force. It is a drastic finding, I may say. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Secretary of 
Defense would have to make such a 
finding? 

Mr. RUSSELL. No; the Secretary of 
each component service. It would be 
the Secretary of the Army, the Secre
tary of the Navy, or the Secretary of the 
Air Force. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I understand. I 
thank the Senator. 

CUT-OFF DATE FOR SELECTIVE SERVICE 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, as to 
the cut-off date on selective service, the 
bill as passed by the Senate contained no 
expiration date for selective service, 
whereas the House amendment provided 
that inductions into the Armed Forces 
through selective service could not be 
made after July 1, 1954. This issue 
proved to be a rather controversial one; 

it was the subject of long discussion. 
Finally the conferees agreed to the 
House amendment, so as to cut off in
ductions under the Selective Service Act 
on July 1, 1955, rather than July 1, 1954, 
as provided in the original House sub
stitute. 

PROGRAM FOR TRAINING 75,000 STUDENTS 
ANNUALLY FOR 3 YEARS 

As to the provision for the deferment 
of 75,000 students, the bill as passed by 
the Senate contained a provision for 
selecting from among persons who had 
completed their basic training, 75,000 
students during the next 3 years, and 
these students were to have the re
mainder of their military service obli
gation suspended until they had com
pleted their studies or research. The 
House substitute did not contain a .simi
lar provision. The conferees on the 
part of the Senate were unable to secure 
any form of compromise on this pro
gram, and the conference report entirely 
eliminates the provision. 
PROVISIONS FOR UNIVERSAL MILITARY TRAINING 

Although the bill as passed by the 
Senate and the bill as passed by the 
House are in complete agreement on the 
desirability of accepting a . permanent 
program of universal military training, 
yet the measures for the implementation 
of such a program varied considerably as 
between the House and the Senate ver
sions of the bill. The basic difference lay 
in the fact that the bill as passed by the 
Senate gave universal military training 
an unqualified green light as of the date 
of the enactment of the bill. Although 
the Senate was clearly aware of the fact 
that some implementing legislation 
would be necessary. the bill as passed by 
the Senate did not prohibit the program 
from getting under way until such pro
vision had in fact been enacted. 

On the other hand, the House amend
ment, although solidly supporting the 
philosophy of universal military train
ing, required that a second look be taken 
at the proposition by the Congress before 
any inductions could be made into the 
National Security Training Corps. 

This basic point of disagreement be
tween the Senate provision, which· 
adopted universal military training now, 
and the House provision, which required 
that a second look be taken, was the rock 
upon which the conferees almost suf
fered a catastrophe; we nearly foundered 
on that rock. 

As chairman of the committee of con
ferep.ce, it therefore gives me great 
pleasure to report that this issue has . 
finally been resolved. The conference 
report in no way withdraws congres
sional endorsement of universal military 
training; however, it does recognize what 
we have always clearly understood, 
namely, that some additional imple~ 
menting legislation will be necessary 
before the program can actually begin. 
Some of this legislation must be put on 
the statute books before any inductions 
are made into the National Security 
Training Corps, to receive this training, 

The conference agreement provides for 
establishment of the National Security 
Training Commission and · outlines its 
responsibilities and duties; · Particular 

care has been taken to assure that the 
Commission, although establishing the 
policies and standards which govern the 
National Security Training Corps, does 
not write the detailed military program. 
The military program is made the re
sponsibility of those who are best quali
fied to prepare it, namely, the Depart
ment of Defense and the three · military 
services. 

The agreement provides that within 4 
months after the Commission has been 
conftrliled by the Senate, the Commis
sion must submit to the Congress its leg
islative recommendations which will 
govern the policies, standards, code of 
conduct, death and disability benefits, 
and other essential elements of such a 
program. These legislative recommen
dations must be acted upon by the re
spective committees within 45 days and 
must be reported to the two Houses. 
After they are reported, they go on the 
calendar as measures of the highest priv
ilege which may be called up at any time 
on the motion of any single Member of 
either House. 

The conference agreement does not 
prohibit the universal military training 
program from getting under way until 
all of these legislative recommendations 
shall have been enacted. It does pro
vide that it cannot get under way until 
two of the recommendations-the code 
of conduct and measures outlining 
death and disability benefits for train
ees-are adopted by the Congress. In
ductions cannot be made until these 
measures, and any portion of the other 
measures, have been enacted into law . 

A final condition precedent to the 
making of inductions would be the find
ing that the period of service for persons 
under age 19 could be either reduced or 
eliminated. Of course, it would be nec
essary that this be done before the pro
gram could be eff eptive. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
if the Senator from Georgia has finished 
discussing the universal-military-train
ing item, I should like to ask a question 
of him, if he will yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CLEMENTS in the chair). Does the Sen
ator from Georgia yield to the Senator 
from Massachusetts? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Perhaps the 

Senator· from Georgia would wish.to dis
cuss this matter more in detail. Is it not 
true that in connection with the legisla
tive requirements of the code of conduct, 
the safety measures, and other measures, 
a concept of the entire policy and plan 
is that the· military training in and of 
itself will not necessarily be subject to 
legislative recommendations. Do I 
make my point clear? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I do not think it is 
essential that the training program be 
made · the subject of legislative recom
mendations. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. No; just the 
opposite is the case. 

Mr. RUSSELL. That is correct. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. The theory 1s 

that under the broad outline which the 
Commission will have to submit within 
4 months of its appointment, t~e mili
tary part of the program will be under 
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the military, and, we hope, will not be 
subjected to specific congressional 
recommendations. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Of course, the intent 
of the committee of conference-and I 
may say· I do not think the Senate was 
alone in that respect, although we dif
fered as to the kind of language neces
sary to secure the desired result-was 
that the civilian commission should have 
broad, overall supervision of the national 
training program, but that the military 
aspects of the program should be under 
the military. That was what we sought 
to achieve by the language adopted in 
the conference report. 

In other words, this is a program of 
military training, and we do not desire to 
see it become, some kind of indoctrina
tion center for certain ideas or philoso
phies or a natural-education program or 
something in the nature of a great 
works-projects program. We wish to 
see to it that the military features of 
this training are military and are under 
the control of the military, without in
terfering with the general over-all super
vision by the civilian commission. 

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. It is the concept 

of the Senator from Georgia, is it not-
as it is mfo.e-tnat the legislative recom
mendations and the legislative acts com
ing from them should not, we hope, pre
scribe and define the military training? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I should think it 
would be most unfortunate for .the Con
gress to undertake to write military 
training details. We have neither the 
background nor the knowledge which 
would enable us to prescribe for military 
training. In the past Congress has never 
sought to write out a course of mm .. · 
tary training for the Air Corps, the Ma
rine Corps, or any other branch of the 
armed services; and I see no reason why 
we should depart from the precedents 
in that respect. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The theory of 
having the Commission set forth the 
broad outline is to have it inform Con .. 
gress as to what is planned in the form 
of training, so that it can establish a. 
legal code of conduct and can provide 
various safety measures and all the other 
protective features which go with estab .. 
lishing a new corps. Is not that correct? 

Mr. RUSSELL. The language is "a 
broad outline for a program deemed by 
the Commission, and approved by the 
Secretary of Defense, to be appropriate 
to assure that the training carried out 
under the provisions of this act shall be 
of a military nature; but nothing in this 
paragraph shall be construed to grant to 
the Commission the authority to pre .. 
scribe the basic type or types of military 
training to be given members of the Na
tional Security Training Corps." I 
think that makes ·it very clear what 
our purpose was. Of course, we cannot 
bind this Congress, not to speak of any 
subsequent Congresses. If they were to 
undertake to enter the field of writing a. 
military program, I assume that they 
could do it, but in my opinion it would 
be a very foolish step. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. What I was 
trying to bring out in conjunction with 
the Senator from Georgia was the fact 
that we hoped the military would care 
for the military training, and that it 
would not be inter! ered with· by the 
civilian members, nor by the Congress. 

Mr. RUSSELL. If I got the sense of 
the conference, it was that each member 
of the conference, from both Houses, was 
of opinion that the military should have 
control of the military training aspects 
of this program. 

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield to the Senator 
from Michigan. 

Mr. FERGUSO~T. Then, will the Com
mission, which is to be ·composed in part 
of military members and in part of 
civilians, have the right to determine the 
length of period of training? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Of course not. It is 
written out in the law. It is 6months. 

Mr. FERGUSON. It is prescribed in 
the law, is it? 

Mr. RUSSELL. It is, and it is 6 
months. 

Mr. FERGUSON. So the Commission 
will not have either the time or the 
actual mode of training under their ju
risdiction. Is that correct? 

Mr. RUSSELL. They will not have, as 
to the military details. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Am I correct in un
derstanding the Senator to say it must 
all be military training, not civilian? 

Mr. RUSE:ELL. I do not know that it 
goes quite that far, but I certainly gave 
it that construction. It does not say 
there cannot be any civilian training, be
cause there is a rather thin line of de
marcation there. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I appreciate that. 
Mr. RUSSELL. That is, if it is desired 

to train a man how to string a telephone 
wire for the Signal Corps, for example, 
or to give a young man training so he 
will be a valuable reservist in communi
cations in the event of the outbreak of 
war, that would be civilian training; 
but the bill makes it perfectly clear that 
the training shall be basic military train
ing in its nature. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Therefore the mili
tary alone would determine what the 
training should be, would it not? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes, as to the military 
training. 

Mr. FERGUSON. If there were to be 
other kinds of training, could the Com
mission as well as the military determine 
what the other kind of training would 
be? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Let me read the lan
guage to the Senator. I shall read the 
language to the Senator _from Michigan: 

The Commission shall, subject to the di
rection of the President, exercise general 
supervision over the training of the National 
Security Training Corps, which training shall 
be basic military training. The Com.mission 
flhall establish such policies and standards 
with respect to the conduct of the training 
of the members of the National Security 
Training Corps as are necessary to carry out 
the purposes of this act. The Commission 
shall make adequate provisions for the moral 
and spiritual welfare of members of the Na
tional Security Training Corps. The Secre,. 

tary of Defense shall designate the military 
departments to carry out such training. 
Each military department so designated shall 
carry out such military training in accord
ance with the policies and standards of the 
Com.mission. 

Here is the important sentence: 
The military department or departments 

so designated to carry out such mi11tary 
training shall, subject to the approval of the 
Secretary of Defense, and subject to the pol
icies and standards established by the Com
mission, determine the type or types of basic 
military training to be given to members of 
the National Security Training Corps. 

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield to the Senator 
from South Dakota. 

Mr. CASE. Will the status of privilege 
which the Senator has said this bill pro
vides for the recommendations of the 
Armed Services Committee prevent the 
consideration of amendments at that 
time? 

Mr. RUSSELL. No. As a matter of 
fact, the bill specifically authorizes 
amendments to any part of it. 

Mr. CASE. Could the a.ffirmative ac
tion be in the nature of a concurrent 
resolution, or would it require a regular 
bill to be passed by both Houses and 
signed by the President? 

Mr. RUSSELL. It would be in tbe 
nature of a law or an act. 

Mr. President, the conferees feel that 
the adoption of this report by both 
Houses and its approval by the Presi
dent of the United States will not only 
provide for our temporary needs through. 
the selective service, for a training and 
service program, but it will make it 
possible for the armed services to initiate 
their long-range planning for universal 
military training, and to begin develop
ing immediately the detailed techniques 
which it will require. 

We have provided a system for an 
orderly phasing in of universal military 
training rather than for an arbitrary 
initiation of the program at some future 
time after a oomplete demobilization of 
our present active-duty forces. 

Additionally, the features most essen
tial to the successful operation of the 
program-a sound code of conduct and 
equitable death and disability benefits-
must be enacted by the Congress before 
inductions may commence. 

Mr. President, in presenting this re
port in behalf of the Senate conferees 
and the Senate Committee on Armed 
Services, I wish to submit that this pro
gram will enable us not only to meet the 
present requirements of a large active
duty force but to build an adequate and 
well-trained reserve over the· coming 
years. For events have all too clearly 
reemphasized, since the onset of the Ko
rean episode, that our military security 
is irrevocably meshed with a program 
for the systematic building of a reserve 
of trained manpower. 

At the present time, while we have 
several million reservists, we have no real 
Reserve program; and the lack of such a 
program has resulted in the hardships 
of which we have heard so frequently. 
Here were the services, looking for re-
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S'::rvists; they would reach into some 
community, where there might be two 
reservists living across the street from 
each other. One might have a wife and 
two children; the other might be un
married. The Departments did not even 
have sufficient information to tell where 
the greater hardship lay, and, from the 
cases which have been brought to my 
attention, it seemed that their capacity 
for selectina the worst hardship cases 
was considerable, to say the least. We 
must establish in this country a real Re
serve program. We must do it for the 
reason that a real and complete Reserve 
program will enable us in time of emer
gency to avoid multiplication of 'the 
hardship cases of those called to service. 
We must do it, Mr. President, if we 
would not disrupt the civilian economy 
of the United States. 
1 This Nation cannot indefinitely carry 
the burden of maintaining an armed 
force of 4,000,000 or 5,000,000 men on 
active duty, with all the costs thus in
curred. We cannot do it by resorting to a large short-term civilian establish
ment having a rapid rotation, or by un
dertaking to create a large permanent 
professional army the members of which 
will follow the science of warfare as life 
careers. We must follow the thought 
which was in the contemplation of the 
first President of the United States, 
George Washington, who envisioned a 
system of trained Reserves rather than 
the maintenance at all times of a large 
Regular Military Establishment. 

1 ' . The plan which we have offered is not 
as direct and positive a solution of the 
problem as was the original Senate bill, 
or as I should like to see it, but I believe, 
Mr. President, that the plan we have 
suggested is sound and workable. It 
affords Congress an opportunity to see 
the nature of the code of conduct which 
will be put into effect, and provision will 
be made for benefits for men in the 
universal military training before any 
inductions are made. 
·T Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? , 

1 
• Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. i 

f..: Mr. HOLLAND. -Mr. President, I 
share the regret of the Senator from 
Georgia that the program as reported 
by the conference for universal military 
training is not as direct, definite, and 
certain as was provided for in the Senate 
bill, but if I correctly understand, the 
conference measure does definitely lay 
a predicate for a universal military train
ing program, and with that convictiort 
underlying, I should like to ask this 
question of the distinguished chairman 
of the Armed Services Committee: 

! , Is it correct to say that, under the 
conference report, whenever the state of 
our national preparedness is such in re
lation to our international situation 
that the selectees, when called to serv
ice, will not be needed more than 6 
months, then universal military train
ing shall come into existence under this 
program which is established under the 
conference report? 
' Mr. RUSSELL. That is generally a 
fair statement of the effect of the con
ference report. 

Mr. HOLLl\ND. Is it further correct 
to say that the time limitation upon the 
machinery which was described so ably 
by the Senator and which is included in 
the conference report with the purpose 
of bringing back to the Congress specific 
measures on the code of conduct and 
with respect to death and disability ben
efits, is such that that machinery will 
certainly function so quickly as to have 
ready a completed program for universal 
military training before the time will be 
reached when the selectees need not 
serve more than 6 months? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I certainly think 
that is the case. If we have any degree 
of good luck at all there is no reason 
why much of the machinery for this 
system should not be well along before 
the end of this session of the Congress. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I greatly appreciate 
that expression on the part of the dis
tinguished Senator, and I should like to 
ask one more question on an unrelated 
portion of the military-manpower pro
gram. Perhaps I missed it, but I did 
not hear the Senator comment on that 
part of the Senate bill which related to 
the National Guard of the several States. 
Are we to understand that there is no 
change in the conference report from 
the provisions of the Senate bill relat
ing to the National Guard? 

Mr. RUSSELL. None whatever. Every 
protection thrown around the National 
Guard by the original Senate bill is re
tained in the conference report. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. FERGUSON. Does the confer-

ence report establish an age limit? 
Mr. RUSSELL. Yes. 
Mr. FERGUSON. Is it 18 years? 
Mr. RUSSELL. That is correct. 
Mr. FERGUSON. Suppose a young 

man has not finished high school at that 
age; does he wait until he finishes high 
school? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes. He is deferred. 
Mr. FERGUSON. Until he finishes 

high school? 
Mr. RUSSELL. Yes, or until he 

reaches the age of 20 years. 
Mr. FERGUSON. So he cannot re

main in high school longer than age 20 
years? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I think most boys 
ought to be able to finish high school by 
that time. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes. I wondered 
if there was a loophole there. 

Mr. RUSSELL. We give them every 
opportunity to finish high school before 
they are called into service. 

Mr. President, I hope that on tomor
row the report will be agreed to by the 
Senate and that it will then meet with 
;favorable action on the part of the 
House of Representatives. I think, as 
i have stated, that it provides not only 
for the present emergency, but for a 
long-range military program. It will 
save money; but, more than that, in my 
opinion, it will save the lives of Ameri
can youth. It will avoid again placing 
them in a position where it will be neces
sary to induct men immediately, taking 

them from their homes without proper 
training, and exposing them to enemy 
fire on some far-flung battlefront. It 
will put us in a posture of defense so 
that the whole world will know that 
we have a reserve program that will 
enable us within a few days-not a few 
months or a few years-to assemble 
an armed force able to function effi
ciently for the protection of our liberties 
and the discharge· of our obligations as 
free people. 

It has been said by many distinguished 
Americans, one of the most recent being 
Gen. Douglas MacArthur, that if we had 
had universal military training in this 
. country it is altogether possible that 
World War I and World War II might 
have been avoided. We offer the re
port, Mr. President, in the hope that 
its adoption will avoid world warm or 
any other great catastrophe that might 
cause the whole world to be again on 
fire; but should these disasters come 
upon us, we feel that because of this 
program we will be better prepared to 
cope with them. It will save not only 
money, but American lives, will impose 
on us only a burden we are able to bear, 
and will contribute to the day of perma
nent a.nd lasting peace on earth. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President 
will the Senator yield? ' 

Mr. RUSSELL. I was about to yield 
the floor. I yield to the Senator from 
Massachusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Is there not one 
more thing? If the universal military 
training measure becomes effective, will 
it avoid the sending back into service 
of men who served in a previous ~ar, 
thus taking them away from their fam
ilies because we do not have sufficient 
number of trained youth? 

Mr. RUSSELL. It would unless we 
were engaged in a world war of such 
proportions that it would be necessary 
to summon every bit of our manpower. 
It would certainly prevent it in such 
a situation as we have today. 

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. FERGYSON. It would depend 

upon the size of the military force, would 
it not? 

Mr. RUSSELL. That is what I have 
said, that we must have a force necessary 
to assure us victory. 

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. McFARLAND. I desire to com

pliment the Senator from Georgia upon 
his excellent explanation of the confer
ence report, and I particularly commend 
him for what he has had to say about 
universal military training. I think it 
is time the people of the United States 
;realize that if we are going to have a 
lasting peace, we must have proper pre- • 
paredness, with conditions as they are 
today. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I thank the Senator, 
and I associate myself completely with 
his statement. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
conference report will lie on the table. 
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DEDUCTIONS TO BE DRAWN FROM HEAR- agreement in any major .field by the 

INGS ON THE REPLACEMENT OF GEN- Joint Chiefs of Staff with their superior, 
ERAL MAcARTHUR the · Chairman, or with their superior, 
Mr. mCKENLOOPER. Mr. President, the Secretary of Defense, and I thought 

in view of the fact that the matter of that re!)etitious testimony by the three 
hearings before the Foreign Relations Joint Chiefs of Staff, merely going over 
Committee and the Armed Services Com- and restating what their superiors had 
mittee which are currently under way already laid down as a line of testimony, 
has been discussed on the floor by a few would be a waste of the committee's time 
Senators, I feel compelled to give certain and of the Senate's time, and that we 
views of my own, in brief summary, as to might well canvass it by trying to ascer
the correctness and reasonableness of tain where their disagreement occurred, 
deductions that can be drawn from the and questioning them on that point. 
hearings to date. I do so at this time My motion was voted down by. the 
because apparently at least one phase of committee, but I submit to any candid 
the hearings has been substantially con- observer that the record of the past week 
eluded, namely, the military position and and a half sustains my position. I be
the military explanation of the admin- lieve that the Joint Chiefs, by their own 
istration in connection with the relief of statements and definitions as to the cir
Gen. Douglas MacArthur. I think the cumstances surrounding this affair, have 
record in broad measure should be been placed in an untenable position. I 
brought up to date. I shall not attempt believe their testimony has been con
to document each and every occurrence fused and confusing. 
by quotations from the record. That It is my conviction that wt.en the 
would necessitate the presentation of an Secretary of State takes the stand to
interminable instrument. But I shall morrow, as I understand he will, we shall 
attempt to review what in my judgment begin to get at the heart of the matter, 
has happened up to this time, and what and at the political maneuvers surround
the reasonable conclusions from the evi- ing Asiatic policy. 
dence should be. Lest we allow the testimony of the past 

Mr. President, for the past 5 weeks I 20 days, however, through sheer weight 
have devoted most of my time in attend- to becloud the issue, I believe it essen- · 
ance at all the hearings of the Armed tial at this time concisely to state those 
Services and Foreign Relations Commit- things which have been proved thus far. 
tees, sitting jointly, relative to the sum- First. The question: Why was Gen
mary recall of Gen. Douglas MacArtnur eral MacArthur recalled, or as some say, 
and the foreign policy of the United Why was he fired? 
States in Korea and the Far East. I was (A) According to the official military 
tremendously impressed by General Mac- testimony, after the President had indi
Arthur's addr.ess to the joint meeting of cated an intent to relieve MacArthur, the 
the two Houses of Congress. My opin- Joint Chiefs of Staff concluded that 
ion as to the soundness of the general's General MacArthur was not jn sympathy 
views was further strengthened by his with the decisions to try to limit the con-
3 days of testimony before the commit.:. ftict in Korea. This would make it diffi
tee. The record clearly shows that cult for him to carry out the Joint Chiefs 
General MacArthur testified without any of Staff's objectives. It was necessary 
rancor toward anyone; that he was fully to have a commander more responsive 
responsiv.e to all questions; that he sepa- to control from Washington. 
rated fact from opinion, and that he It is to be noted, significantly, that the 
presented professional military views for Joint Chiefs of Staff had not concluded 
attaining sound objectives in Korea in this manner prior to the time they 
whicn inspire me with confidence. learned that the President desired to 

Senators from both sides of the aisle relieve General MacArthur, and prior to 
had unlimited opportunit to interrogate April 5, 1951. 
General MacArthur. · In no instance Apparently, then, MacArthur had 
was ther.e any confusion in the informa- violated something, some military in
tion received as a result of such inter- struction, directive or policy, but the 
rogation. There was no "policy vacuum'' Joint Chiefs ·have never been able in 
in General ·MacArthur's testimony. their testimony to agree fully as to just 

Since the testimony of General Mac- what, if any, violations clearly war
Arthur the administration has produced· ranted the recall of MacArthur. 
its official family of military stars-- Moreover, someone unknown had to 
General Marshall, Secretary of Defense; point out the military significance of this 
General Bradley, Chairman of the Joint violation to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
Chiefs of Staff; and the Joint Chiefs of because before April 5 the Joint Chiefs, 
Staff themselves, General Collins, Chief by their universal testimony, never con
of Staff of the Army; General Vanden- sidered that there had been violations of 
berg, Chief of Staff of the Air Force: any significance by General MacArthur 
and Admiral Sherman, Chief of Naval which would warrant a consideration of 
Operations. And unless other reasons his dismissal. 
develop, .it appears as though the mili- = -· They have also universally testified 
tary testimony of the administration is that after the 5th of April General Mac
at an end. - Arthur committed no acts which in their 

I desire to recall for the RECORD that I _ opinion, would warrant his dismissal 
moved, at the close of General Bradley's from a military standpoint. As I have 
testimony, that the Joint Chiefs of Staff tried to point out, and as others have 
be requested to indicate in writing where tried to point out in the hearings if their 
tl_ley might disagree with the evidence - position is tenable or supportable, then 
given by their superiors. I anticipated they might well be accused of not per
that there would be no substantial dis- forming their full function if conditions 

existed before the 5th of April which, in 
their opinion, would have warranted his 
relief, and they did not so recommend 
before the 5th of April. They all testi
fied that they never considered the 
matter of his relief prior to the 5th of 
April. They made no recommendations 
prior to the 5th of April. They only 
concurred after the political heads of 
the Government had determined that 
MacArthur's political head was coming 
off as well as his military head. 

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

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 
Mr. BREWSTER. Was it ever pos

sible to determine where the original 
suggestion came from that the Joint 
Chiefs should"consider this matter? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. No. That is 
-One of the mysteries which often occurs. 
Men in important positions quite often 
can remember everything that seems to 
sustain their position, but often they are 
unable to remember matters which 
might not contribute to sustaining their 
position. In this case his memory failed 
General Bradley as to who made the 
very important telephone call to him 
on the 5th of April that General Mac
Arthur was going to be relieved. It oc
curred to me that the proposed recall of 
General MacArthur would be a very im
portant thing in our whole international 
and global policy. I presume that in 
the press of other business it slipped the 
witness' mind as to who had made this 
mysterious call. Perhaps it is explain
able. Nevertheless, he is unable to re
call who put in the call on this very im
portant matter. 

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

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 
Mr. FERGUSON. Was it shown 

what department called General 
Bradley? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. No. The gen
eral cannot even remember what depart
ment called him; whether it came from 
the White House, from the Chief of Staff 
of the Army, or other source. He said 
the other day it might have come over 
the ticker. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Will the Senator 
explain what is meant by "the ticker'' 
so the RECORD will be clear? The Sen
ator does not mean the UP, the AP, or 
the International News Service, does he? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I do not 
know. The record is silent on that point. 
The record shows that it might have 
come over the ticker. Perhaps the com
mittee was a little careless in not asking 
what kind of a ticker it was, but that is 
the way the record stands. I do not 
know whether it was a commercial news
paper teletype machine or otherwise. 
But the general's memory is faulty on 
that point. 

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

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Does the Sen
ator have a further question? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I have a further 
question along that line. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield to the 
Senator from Michigan. _ 

Mr. FERGUSON. I am wondering 
why the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
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of staff would take it up with the re· Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I believe he with .his testimony or half through, but 
spective members of the Chiefs of Staff was asked if it was the White House or he had a previous engagement on a day 
organization if such a message came over the President, and I believe he said that which had been set aside to honor him 
a news ticker. How would that put in he could not recall. at VMI. He will be back. 
motion the stating of the proposal to the Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will Mr. BREWSTER. And it will be pos-
Joint Chiefs of Staff? the Senator yield at that point? sible to inquire of Secretary Acheson 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I will say to Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield for a and Ambassador Harriman as to whether 
the Senator that it is mysterious to me. question. I have a tentative understand.. or not they are familiar with the call. 
I shall have to confess that perhaps ing with the majority leader that I will Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes. I hope 
there was some dereliction in not pur.. not delay the recess of the Senate for a that before the conclusion of the hear
suing that question to its ultimate. long time. ings we shall be able to find that memo
However, we did pursue it with the gen- Mr. KNOWLAND. I do not expect to ries have been stimulated or records will 
eral to the point of fatigue, I should say, detain the Senator. I merely wish to become available so that we can get at 
in attempting to stimulate his memory clarify the record. the facts. 

, by asking if it were this person or that Does not the record clearly show .that Returning to the line of thought which 
person. The general could not remem· after General Bradley testified on the I was developing, it became apparent 
ber. He could not remember whether first day when the question was taken from the testimony that in the opinion 
it came from this department or that; up that he had received a telephone call of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, as they 
and the record is left that he has an ab- but he did not remember who had called stated, General MacArthur had failed to 
sence of memory as to that particular him, either that afternoon or the follow- comply with some Presidential directive 
occasion. ing day the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs to clear statements on policy before 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will .of Staff was closely questioned as to making statements public. As the testi-
the Senator yield? , whether or not it was a fact that a log many reflects, this is obviously a politi-
, Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. was kept of all telephone calls into the cal matter and a political field. In my 

Mr. BREWSTER. At the time he orig.:. Office of the Chairman of the Joint view the Joint Chiefs of Staff, individ
inally brought up this question, in reply Chiefs of Staff, and he stated, "That is ually and collectively, went out of their 
to a question as to when he first heard . correct, with the exception of the tele- military field in attempting to justify 
the suggestion as to the possible relief phone calls which come from the White their position in this matter "from a mil
of General MacArthur, he stated that it House. Of those no records are kept." itary point of view." It is to be re
came by telephone ·call. Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Senator called that the testimony is clear. They 
' Mr. HICKENLOOPER. It came from is correct, according to my memory. were not asked to testify as to political 

someone-someone he could not remem- However, as to ·the statement that no justification for this act. That is, they 
ber-over the telephone. That was his logs of calls were kept with respect to the were not asked to concur from a political 
best memory at first. Later he said it calls which come from the White House, standpoint. They were asked to concur 
might have come over the ticker. I should want to check the record to be solely from a military standpoint. When 

Mr. BREWSTER. '!'hat was the next sure whether or not General Bradley in- they went afield and went into political 
day, I think. ,, eluded in the same category calls from considerations, I believe that was out-

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I am a little : his superior, the Secretary of Defense. side their strictly military responsibili· 
confused on the matter myself. ' My memory is not clear on that point. ties. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I believe that the ·1 remember the statement about the As a corollary to the second reason, 
mention of the ticker was the next day, White House. In that respect, the Sen- the Joint Chiefs of Staff stated that Gen
Does it seem probable that General a tor from California is correct. In all eral MacArthur had also taken independ ... 
Bradley would have summoned the Joint other cases a log is kept of the calls, ent action "in proposing to negotiate di .. 
Chiefs of Staff into conference immedi... showing from whom they come. rectly with the enemy field commander 
ately, as he did, within 1 hour after the Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will for an armistice and had made that 
telephone call, or whatever it was which the Senator yield? statement public despite the fact that he 
brought it to his attention, to consider Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. knew the President had such a proposal 
whether or not they would concur in the ···· Mr. FERGUSON. Was the log for the under consideration from a governmen
relief of MacArthur, unless the call had particular day produced in the record, tal level." 
come from a highly responsible author· so that the facts could be boiled down so In the testimony the Joint Chiefs of 
ity? Is it conceivable that General as to determine that the call came either Staff and the military men all agreed 
Bradley would have plucked it out of the from the Secretary of Defense, accord.. that in the past, in the history of wars 
air, either from the ticker or from a ing to the Senator's memory of the tes.. and battles, it has been customary from 
casual telephone call? Is it conceivable timony, or from the White House, ac- time to time for field commanders to call 
that he would have called the Joint cording to the memory of the Senator directly upon the enemy in the field in 
Chiefs of Staff together unless the call from California? an effort to secure a surrender. Twice 
were from a highly responsible author· Mr. HICEENLOOPER. No. That log before MacArthur had done so. On one 
ity, presumably superior to him in the has not been requested as yet. occasion he had been directed to do so, 
Government? Mr. FERGUSON. So the record is not and at another time it had been sug ... 

Mr. HICKE.NLOOPER. Of course, it complete upon that point. gested that he call upon the Red Chinese 
is inconceivable that General Bradley Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The record is for a surrender in the field. It was shown 
would have acted on an _ unsupported inadequate, I may say to the Senator by the evidence that we were scattering 
rumor reported by some person down- from Michigan. millions of pamphlets almost daily over 
town in a casual telephone call to the Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will the line demanding the surrender. Yet, 
Office of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. the Senator yield for a question? because MacArthur again called upon the 

Mr. BREWSTER. That is inconceiv... Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield to the Red Chinese to surrender or to discuss 
able, is it not? . Senator from Maine. the terms of surrender, his head came 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I think rea- "·' Mr. BREWSTER. Is it not a fact that off, for the reason apparently that some 
son would dictate-although I cannot · Secretary of Defense Marshall had al- political maneuver had been violated. 
state what the fact is, except that there ready testified when this question came There is no military violation in call
is a lack of memory-that the Chairman up, so that it was not possible to inquire ing upon the enemy to surrender. Any 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff would not of him as to whether or not he had made commander who does not do that · when 
call the Joint Chiefs of Staff together on the call? ·· he thinks the enemy should surrender · 
the basis of an unsupported telephone Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Secretary and when he has the power or threat of 
call, the origin of which he cannot now Marshall was not fully interrogated. power to compel his surrender, is derelict, 
remember, 2 or 3 months later. The Senator will recall-- in my judgment, and subjects his own 

Mr. BREWSTER. If it had been the Mr. BREWSTER. He is to return men to unnecessary sacrifice, death, and 
President of the United States who had later. destruction. 
called him, does the Senator think there Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Secre- Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
would have been any question that he tary of Defense took·the stand. I do not the Senator yield? 
would have recalled it? know whether he was a third through .- Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 
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Mr. BREWSTER. Has not General Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I am not dis-

Ridgway been distributing similar' pam- cussing the terms of the proposal. 
phlets since taking over-? :,·; Mr. FERGUSON. I am not asking 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I cannot r~- about the terms of it. I am asking 
call any direct testimony bearing on that where it came from. 
question. I assume he has, because ~t Mr. HICKENLOOPER. According to 
has been customary to do so since the the testimony this morning, the Joint 
action has been going on. Chiefs of Staff had it. 

It was further made clear by the tes- Mr. FERGUSON. Does the testimony 
timony that if the President had made now indicate that the document which · 
up his mind about any proposals to be went to General MacArthur on the 20th 
made to the Chinese, the text of the pro- of March was made up from this docu
posals was entirely unknown to the Joint ment? 
Chiefs of Staff or to General MacArthur. Mr. HICKENLOOPER. No; not nec
This morning further confusion arose essarily. I may have inadvertently 
because, as I recall the testimony, the stated that. However,. the notification 
other Joint Chiefs of Staff said they knew to General MacArthur was made under 
nothing about the text of the proposals, the -knowledge on the part of the Joint 
and that all they knew was that the State Chiefs of staff of this document. I think 
Department was proposing a statement the evidence is clear that the document 
which the President might make. How- was known to them. As I shall show a. 
ever, it is significant that this morning little later, the terms of the proposed 
Admiral Sherman said, in effect, "Sure, document were never sent to· General 
it is right here. The message to Mac- MacArthur. All that he was told was 
Arthur was written with this in mind." that the State Department was prepar-
It is very confusing. · · ing a proposed announcement. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Could the Senator Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
make it clear? th s t · Id f th ? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. As i . recall e ena or y1e ur er 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes. ' 

the testimony of the other members of Mr. FERGUSON. Is there anything 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, they said they in the public record to indicate why the 
had no knowledge of what the text of document itself was · not sent to General 
the so-called proposed statement was MacArthur in the field? 
which the President was to make at the Mr. HICKENWOPER. No; not that 
suggestion of the State Department. In I recall. The point is that he had no 
other words, they did not know what the knowledge of its terms. I do not know 
te:i,~~RGUSON. That is, the Presi- whether he has any knowledge of its 

. terms today. dent's proclamation? . 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. It is all very Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 

mysterious. There was supposed to be President, will the Senator yield for an 
observation? 

a statement, proposed by the State De- Mr. filCKENLOOPER. Yes. 
partment, to be issued by the President, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. As I re·-
which was to be eventually approved by call the testimony, the document was 
certain nations, calling upon the Red being considered by Admiral Sherman 
Chinese to surrender and to talk peace. and by · other members of the Joint 

As the Senator will recall, a message 
was sent to General MacArthur by the C:Q.iefs of Staff, as well as by other per-

sons who were present, perhaps, on the 
Joint Cpiefs of Staff, saying that the question of what should be contained in 
State Department proposed that the 
President issue a statement looking to- the suggestions to be made to the 13 or 
ward peace negotiations. 14 other nations involved in the Korean 

As I recall, at least two members of situation. It was never sent to MacAr
the Joint Chiefs of Staff testified that thur. Some of them thought it had 
they had no knowledge of the text of been. In earlier testimony they implied 
that proposed statement which the State that MacArthur had received· a copy 
Department was getting up for the Pres- of the negotiation terms. We estab
ident to issue. They said they knew lished definitely today and yesterday in 
nothing about it. However, the testi- the testimony that MacArthur never had 
mony this morning of another member a copy of the negotiation terms, as Ad
o! the Joint Chiefs of staff, Admiral miral Sherman indfcated. The only 
Sherman, made the contrary clear. He document MacArthur received was the 
did not hedge. He said, "Yes. I have cablegram which said that the State De-
·t · ht h It t t partment was planning a Presidential 1 ng ere. was in he Depar - announcement to the e:fiect that the U. N. ment. The message to MacArthur was 
based on this statement." were considering negotiations for a 

Mr. FERGUSON. The admiral of the cease-fire order in Korea at the time, or 
Navy, who was a member of the Joint something to that effect. 
Chiefs of Staff, produced the document? Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I thank the 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. Yes. Senator. I believe he has substantially 
Mr. FERGUSON. Is it a part of the stated the facts. 

public record? Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I do not think the Senator yield further? 

it is a part of the public record. Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes. 
Mr. FERGUSON. It is a part of the Mr. FERGUSON. Is there any testi-

secret record? mony which shows that the Joint Chiefs 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I do not think of Staff were consulted as to the terms 

it js a part of the public record. How- ,. of the document which was produced by 
ever, the document is in existence. ... Admiral Sherman this mornin_g, and 

Mr. FERGUSON. So it is in the whether they were asked for advice or 
censored record. consulted about it? 

.. : Mr. mcKENLOOPER. I cannot_ re
call any evidence on that point. I 
would hesitate to answer yes or no. It 
is my opinion that the document was in 
the possession of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. I think the evidence shows that 
much. Whether they were asked for ad
vice or counsel, I do not know. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. ·President, I 
think the record is clear to this extent, 
that on the 20th of March they had sent 
to the Supreme Commander in the Far 
East a message which stated in effect 
that the State Department was prepar
ing a Presidential announcement. I be
lieve the record is clear to that effect. 
It is- based on the fact that on the 19th 
of March_ they bad before them an in
strument which apparently had come 
from the State Department, about which 
they were consulted. The document 
which Admiral Sherman presented to 
the committee yesterday was n9t made 
public, arid I think properly so, at the 
moment. At"least it would not have been 
presented to the committee without that 
understanding, I will say in fairness 
that the seni.or Senator from California 
agreed that it should be made a part of 
the official committee hearings. _He felt 
it would not be presented unless that 
kind of agreement was attached to it. 
It is a part of the record now. I think 
it is fair to say, however, that the record 
is not clear that the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
at the particular meeting at which they 
decided to send the message to General 
MacArthur the following day were dis
cussing anything other than the Presi
dential pronouncement. A Presidential 
pronouncement is far diJf erent from 
terms of negotiation. I think it is im
portant to keep the difference in mind. 
. Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield furtper? 

Mr. mcKENLOOPER. I thank the 
Senator from California. He has been 
very much interested in the details. I 
wish to join him at this time in saying 
that keeping the document thoroughly 
confidential or secret was agreeable to 
me at the moment. 

I now yield to the Senator from Mich
igan. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from 
Michigan has not been attempting by any 
of his questions to get at the terms of 
the document. The Senator from Michi
gan would like to know whether or not 
there is any evidence which shows that 
the Joint Chiefs of . Staff, after they re
ceived the document from the State De
partment, rendered an opinion or gave 
advice regarding that document, which 
opinion or advice could be used by the 
State Department and by the President, 
in getting in touch with the other na
tions who are our allies, so that the Presi
dent and the State Department might 
be better able to determine what the 
military aspects of the negotiations were, 
and so that they could use such military 
advice in their contacts with the mili
tary and political heads of the Allied 
Nations. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. In the light 
of the testimony of the other members 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, it may be· 
said that the effect of their testimo!ly 

_was that they did not know what the 
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contents of this document were; and, 
of course, it is obvious that if they did 
not know what the contents were, they 
coul!f not render any opinion on it. 

However, in the light of the testimony 
which has been received today from 
one member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
namely, Admiral Sherman, who testi
fied that that document was before 
them, it remains unclear whether they 
actually rendered a report on that 
matter. 

There is testimony to the effect that 
General MacArthur's off er of a surrender 
or an armistice vitiated the whole busi
ness, and the document was withdrawn. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senato:r yield for another question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Moonv in the chair) , Does the Senator 
from Iowa yield to the Senator from 
Michigan? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 
Mr. FERGUSON. Is there any testi

mony in the committee record to date 
which shows that either our Secretary 
of Defense or the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, or both, or the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff themselves, ever were in 
conference with the military heads or . 
any person in connection with the mili
tary establishments of the foreign pow
ers which are allied with us in the strug
gle in Korea, so that they might formu
late a policy on the war in Korea? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. It is my recol
lection that from the military stand
point there is at least no substantial evi
dence along that line. It may be possi
ble that there has been some suggestion 
that in regard to certain details of oper
ations, some military person from our 
country talked to some others. How
ever, so far as that point is concerned, 
the Senator from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER], 
the Senator from California [Mr. 
KNOWLANDJ, and the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. SMITHJ, who now are in the 
Chamber, are members of the commit
tee; and if they have a distinct recollec
tion that there is some evidence of that 
sort, I should like to know it. I think 
there may have been some casual con
versations on that subject. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, if 
the Senator will permit, let me say that 
Admiral Sherman testified this morning 
that he did communicate, apparently 
with his opposite number, some military 
aide, about what he did not think was 
necessary. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I think there 
are isolated instances at a lower echelon, 
rather than at the policy-making level. 
In that respect, there are indications of 
some conferences in regard to military 
operations. 

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

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Is not the record 

clear and, in fact, in that part undis
puted, that when the United Nations 
adopted the resolution and asked the 
President of the United States to ap
point a supreme commander, whom he 
did appoint shortly thereafter, when he 
first appointed General MacArthur, the 
United States was designated in fact as 
the operating agency for the United Na-

tions, and that_ therefore the responsi
bility for the military operations :flows 
through the United States high com-· 
mand-the Joint Chiefs-through Gen
eral Collins, the Chief of Staff of the 
Army, out to the supreme commander 
in the Far East, so that in effect we 
are the operating agents from a mili
tary point of view? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes; that is 
correct. 

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

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 
Mr. FERGUSON. Since we do direct 

the military forces in Korea, of course 
we direct the military operations there. 

We are being told, as shown in the 
committee record, that from time to time 

· things which we should like to do are 
not done because our Allies will not go 
along with us on the political · or the 
military level in regard to certain things 
which, under the original appointment, 
we would have the power to do. Is tliere 
any evidence that there has been 
around-the-table discussion of the vari
ous things in which it is supposed that 
our Allies do not join us, either from a 
political or from a military aspect? 
That is why I inquired about the con
sultation, through the United Nations, 
between the top military omcials for the 
United States and the top military om- . 
cials for our Allies. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, if 
the Senator from Iowa will permit, let 
me say that I agree with him. I think 
there is no substantial evidence on that 
score in the committee record to date. 
As I have said, I think the record is clear 
that we were to pe the operating agent. 

I agree with the first part of the Sen
ator's statement, whe:1 he said that cer
tain recommendations which we had 
made ·were, in effect, vetoed at Lake 
Success. I assume that was done at 
Lake Success by the political representa
tives of the 13 or 14 nations which are 
associated with us, rather than by what 
we might call an international high 
command. There is no evidence that 
the top military commanders of the 14 
nations which are involved were the 
ones who made the decisions to which 
the Senator has referred, but those de
cisions were made on a political basis, 
perhaps after consultations with the 
home governments. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Is it not possible 
that tomorrow, when the Secretary of 
State, who is the head of the United 
States political agency which is doing the 
negotiating, will appear, he will be able 
to explain what has actually been done 
along that line with the United Nations 
and with our allies? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Whether he can 
explain what was done, I do not know, 
but I think it is clear that the Secretary 
of State undoubtedly will be asked for 
the information because on quite a num
ber of occasions when the members of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff have testified 
or when General Marshall has testified 
it has been pointed out that those deci
sions dealt with the political or the for
eign-relations end of such matters, and 
that therefore the military witnesses 
were not the most competent witnesses 
in regard to them. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I thank the Sen
ator. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
earlier in my remarks today I pointed 
out that the military phase of the ad
ministration's testimony has come at 
least to a temporary close, and that the 
Secretary of State will follow, and there
! ore we may look forward to obtaining 
some view of the political manipulations 
which have occurred in connection with . 
our oriental policy. So I think at least 
we shall be able to inquire about that. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, does 
it not seem that matters of such great 
importance would have been submitted 
in writing by the political head, the Sec
retary of Stat.e, to the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff for their analysis and advice in 
writing upon these important subjects? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I would think 
so. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator 
now say that as the record now shows, 
after the investigation into the military 
aspects, those points were not submitted 
in \\iriting, and replies or advice in reply 
were not received in writing? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The answer to 
the question as to whether they were 
advised in writing is made uncertain by 
the testimony given today by Admiral 
Sherman, who says that the proposed 
document was in the hands of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. Certainly I know of no 
evidence that they did give their advice 
in writing. That point is not clear. 

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

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 
Mr. BREWSTER. Is it not clear that 

one point-a matter which I did not 
realize before-has been brought out, 
namely, that the United States was 
appointed as the agent for those opera
tions? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is cor
rect. 

Mr. · BREWSTER. What limitations 
were imposed in regard to our respon
sibility have not been made clear, so far 
as I know; but is it not clear that at 
one point all the authorities in the 
United States Government-the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Secretary of 
State, the Secretary of Defense, and the 
President-were agreed in regard to the 
hot pursuit of Communist jet planes 
which were coming over the border and 
were attacking our forces? Is it not 
clear that they were in agreement that 
our planes should be permitted to engage 
iri hot pursuit of "those Communist jet 
planes, which had come over the border 
and already had shot down five of our 
B-29's, but that that decision was vetoed 
at the United Nations by five unknown, 
anonymous diplomats there, who said 
they did not approve? Is not that cor
rect? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I do not have 
the public record before me; I do not 
know what was deleted from or what was 
put into the public record. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Is that a matter 
which has been censored? I thought it 
had been widely discussed. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes; it has 
been widely discussed. 
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Mr. BREWSTER. If I have trespassed 

upon the province-
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I simply do 

not know about the particulars. I do 
know the answer to the Senator's last 
question. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I had read so much 
about it in the press that I thought I was 
more informed outside the record than I 
was in it. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I know the 
answer to the Senator's question. There 
are deletions in some sections. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I read this from 
the record. Then I shall take another 
point to inquire about. 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. If the Sena
tor is positive in his own mind that this 
part of the matter was released for pub-
lication-- · 

Mr. BREWSTER. I should like to re
serve to myself an opportunity of ex
amining it, and I should like to examine 
it. I shall ask that the record her.e be 
suspended until I can verify that. 

Mr. ffiCKENLOOPER subsequently 
said: I may say to the Senator from 
Maine that I have received reliable in
formation that the question of hot pur
suit has been released in the public hear
ings, and that the position taken by the 
Senator in his question about all our 
military and political people in this 
country agreeing that hot pursuit should 
be put into effect, and that it was stopped 
by the failure of other nations to con
sent, is correct. The Senator's assump-
tion is correct# · 

Mr. BREWSTER. I ask unanimous 
consent that this statement by the Sena
tor be placed immediately at the con
clusion of the earlier discussion of this 
matter, so it will be clear in the RECORD 
that there was no trespass upon the re
stricted matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objectim;i, it is ~o ordered. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I will ask whether 
Admiral Sherman has not stated that 
he has been consistently urging for 6 
months that we adopt far sterner meas
ures of control in the economic field, in 
regard to Chinese Communist shipments 
of war material, and that the Allies have 
declined thus far to approve. I know 
that is in the released record, because I 
have just read it there, myself. 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. Yes; that is 
correct. 

Mr. BREWSTER. So that, in this in
stance, apparently, while we are the 
agent to conduct this operation, we have 
to submit many of our proposed meas
ures to the United Nations for consid
eration. · 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes. I think 
it is abundantly clear that in our mili
tary activities in Korea we are under 
the constant restraint of being required 
to get the approval of other nations re
garding any major step which we may 
take there. But so far as the privilege 
of having American mothers' son8 die 
in Korea for the nations of Europe and 
for other nations of ·the world, we do 
not have to· get their approval. We are 
privileged to do that, without any let 
or restraint by the other nations of the 
world; but to establish a program which 
will end this war, at least the only sen
sible and sound program which has been 

proposed to end the fighting in Korea, 
we must follow the dictates of our allies, 
who are in token support of the physical 
sacrifice America is making. 

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

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield to the 
Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Is there anything 
in the record-and I am always ref erring 
to the public record-which indicates 
why we have not set up a body of Joint 
Chiefs of Staff with our allies, as we are 
proposing to do, and as we are doing at 
the present time with General Eisen
hower in cooperation with the other na
tions in Europe, where we do not have 
a war? We have a war in Korea, to
gether with other nations of the United 
Nations. There is no body of Joint 
Chiefs of Staff in Korea, where yve ac
tually have war. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is true. 
Mr. FERGUSON. But we have Joint 

Chiefs of Staff in Europe, where we do 
not have any war. Has an explanation 
of that been furnished for the RECORD? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That subject 
has not been explored, I may say to the 
Senator. 

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

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. I yield to the 
Sena tor from Tennessee. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator from 
Tennessee asked Admiral Sherman about 
that very point this morning. I believe 
the Senator from Iowa was not. present 
at the time. He ref erred to the Joint 
Chiefs set up by virtue of the North 
Atlantic Pact, particularly under the pro
vision for a defense council, and he ex
plained that it would be very difficult to 
set up a similar arrangement under the 
military command of the United Na
tions because of hostility to the opera
tion on the part of one of the nations 
having a right of veto in the Security 
Council. But Admiral Sherman testi
fied that it would of course be a more 
satisfactory operation if a joint-chiefs 
arrangement between us and our allies 
could be established. That was in the 
report of his testimony this afternoon. 

. Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Iowa yield in order 
that I may ask the Senator from Tennes
see a question on that point? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I ask unarii
mous consent that I may yield to the 
Senator from Michigan for that purpose 
without losing the floor. 

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

Mr. FERGUSON. Is there anything 
to indicate that this could not be done 
voluntarily among the nations who are 
fighting in Korea, that is to say, that we 
have Joint Chiefs of Staff, and that we 
have military advice upon important 
questions, so that we .would not be find
ing continually that the political situ
ation would not allow a certain volun
tary military action to be taken, such as 
the matter of hot pursuit~ which has 
been described in the record? · 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That matter has 
not been fully explored, so far as I know. 
Admiral Sherman said this morning 
that in connection with the naval opera
t~ons of the campaign he had _£.Onf er-

ences with the naval personnel of other 
nations. But I should think it would be 
very difficult to set up, on a voluntary 
basis, an arrangement of that sort which 
had no political or legal" backing. Al
though there has been very little testi
mony on the subject, I should think that, 
in order that we and the friends with 
whom we are associated in the struggle 
could have an over-all body of joint 
chiefs of staff, certain rules of the game 
would have to be laid down by law or by 

· appropriate actions on the part of the· 
governments of the various nations, be
fore any decision they made could be 
very binding. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator permit me to ask him a 
question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Certainly. 
Mr. FERGUSON. If the Senator will 

check the Pearl Harbor hearings, he will 
find that, prior to the attack on Pearl 
Harbor, we had voluntary agreements 
with Britain, Holland, and, I believe, 
France, under which plans were drawn 
up for the Pacific area; and they were 
all made under voluntary agreements. 
The several Chiefs of Staff were working 
together voluntarily, laying out the 
plans, which are a part of the official 
record. I am wondering why that could 
not be done now, when we are at war, 
much easier than when we were merely 
preparing for war, as we· are doing in 
connection with the integration of an 
international army in Europe under 
General Eisenhower. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. If I may intrude 
further upon the time of the Senator 
from Iowa, my impression from the tes
timony is that, to some extent, anyWay, 
the military plans in Korea have been 
devised through joint ·consultation with 
some of the military personnel of our 
allies. Certainly that is true with regard 
to naval operations. I should think it 
would be difficult, in the absence of a 
treaty or other formal arrangement lay
ing down the rules of the game, to con
duct joint military operations under 
decisions of a joint -group which would be binding upon the United States and 
upon all the other participating nations. 
But the Senator has another idea about 
it, and he may be right. 

Mr. HICKENLoOPER. I thank the 
Senator from Tennessee. I was away 
from the hearings for about half an hour 
this morning, and I did not recall any 
questions having been asked by the Sen
ator from Tennessee, so I apparently 
was away at the time he was interrogat
ing the witnesses and I thank him for 
calling attention to the fact that he had 
explored at least a portion of that testi
mony, which I have not yet reacl. 

Now, the third reason advanced by the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff was that-

They· • • ·· • have felt and feel now 
that the military must be controlled by 
civilian authority in this country. They 
have . always adhered to this principle and 
have felt that General MacArthur's actions 
were continuing to jeopardize the civilian 
control over tlie ·military authorities. 

As a matter .of .fact, the record is 
replete with. teStimony indicating that 
the reverse. is true, and that General 

. MacArthur, beyond a shadow of doubt,. 
·Lin his every act, was subservient and 
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obedient to orders from civilian author-

. ities of this Government. This reason 
advanced by the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
is not only completely unmilitary, but 
it is sheer fantasy, so far as any 
evidence or proof in the record is con
cerned. 

The Joint Chiefs' military case against 
MacArthur fails utterly, in my judg
ment, when we realize that the record 
reveals that at no time and in no way 
did the Joint Chiefs of Staff or any other 
member of the military or civilian branch 
of this Government communicate with 
General MacArthur criticizing specifi
cally or generally his conduct of mili- · 
tary or administrative matters in the 
far eastern command. To the contrary, 
the record is crammed with lauda
tory messages from both the President 
and the Chiefs of Staff addressed to Gen
eral MacArthur commending his conduct 

. as a military leader and as the admin
istrative head of the Japanese Islands. 

General MacArthur, in addressing the 
Congress, stated that basically his mili
tary views were held by most military 
men, including the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
Those were certain views which he de
lineated and announced. There is no 
doubt, from reading the record, that this 
point is completely and utterly sustained. 
There was discussion between General 
MacArthur and the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
from time to time as to whether to move 
up to the Yalu River. as there was on 
other military questions, but in no in
stance did the Joint Chiefs disagree with 
G ~neral MacArthur to the extent of is
suing a directive or instructions, as it 
was within their authority to do, asking 
him to perform an action with which he 
was in disagreement. I say again that 
there is no evidence in the record that 
that ever occurred. 

I might say that the four major rec
ommendations to which General Mac
Arthur referred in his address at the 
joint meeting of the Congress were the 
same as were contained in a more exten
sive study and series of proposals sub
mitted to him by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, dated January 12, and read to him 
by General Collins in Tokyo, in the com
pany of General Vandenberg, I believe, 
on the 15th of January 1951. They 
were read to General MacArthur as a 
tentative ~Jrogram. The doc~ment pro
vided that "the following steps are to be 
taken to implement this program." 
The report of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
said that General MacArthur concurred 
in these proposals. So we have the 
Joint Chiefs proposing and General 
MacArthur concurring. 

The evidence is clear, affirmative, and 
undisputed that at no time did the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff notify General MacAr
thur that these proposals had been 
changed, altered, or withdrawn. There
fore, when he said before the Congress, 
as he did, that he had reason to believe 
that the Joint Chiefs of Staff concurred 
in the proposals which he set out, the 
record is clear that he had every reason 
to conclude that they did concur, because 
they had been in agreement on the 15th 
of January as to these proposals, and he 
had received no word or intimation that 
they had ever been in disagreement from 

that time until the time he appeared be
fore the Congress of the United States. 

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

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield for a 
question. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Is it not true that 
Admiral Sherman testified this morning 
that 13 of the 16 points had already been 
carried out? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is cor
rect; he so testified, as did General Mar
shall and as did General Bradley and 
other witnesses. The overwhelming ma
jority of the points contained in· the rec
ommendation of January 12 to which 
General Marshall was referring when he 
said he was in concurrence with the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff have been carried out. 
There is no question about their concur
rence. 

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

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. I yield. 
Mr. WHERRY. Does the Senator 

know whether the present military 
leadership is bombing bases in North 
Korea? 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. There is no 
question that they are bombing certain 
installations in North Korea. The Sen
ator used the term "bases." I assume 
they are bombing marshaling points 
north of the thirty-eighth parallel. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I think they are 
doing that today. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. There is one 
place which, for some mysterious reason, 
has not been bombed, except once, and 
then the orders were withdrawn. I have 
not received an adequate reason for 
that. 

In summary of point 2, Mr. President, 
the question of why General MacArthur 
was fired remains a mystery. The testi
mony of the military leaders, after 5,000 
pages of testimony, has proven that it 
was not because· of any views w.ithin our 
Military Department, since they did not 
initiate the request for his removal, and 
because, obviously, as the testimony has 
revealed, the heavy hand of the State 
Department has made itself apparent. 

On the subject of why MacArthur was 
removed, the words of General Collins 
seem to sum up the military position: 

General MacArthur's relief . was not caused 
by any irritation between the Chiefs of 
Staff and General MacArthur. 

That, among other things, completely 
sustains the position that the cause was 
not the result of a military situation, 
but that the dismissal was completely a 
political head rolling. 

Mr. President, who initiated the rec
ommendation that General MacArthur 
be fired? After 5,000 pages of testimony 
from our military leaders, it is incon
testable that in the opinion of our mili
tary men General MacArthur is one of 
the most brilliant military geniuses this 
country has produced. None of our mili- . 
tary men had any part in initiating the 
recommendation that MacArthur be re
moved. Obviously, the action which they 
took was merely to justify, from a mili
tary standpoint, the preconceived action 
of the administration. 

As yet it is impossible to determine who · 
initiated the recommendation that Gen-

eral MacArthur be fired, but at least the 
testimony to this date has settled once 
and for all the question of who did not 
initiate it. That is just as clear as the 
record can be. The military did not 
initiate, instigate, or recommend it in 
advance of the decision that General 
MacArthur should be relieved. That 
much is clear, Mr. President. It is clear 
as to who did not initiate it in that par
ticular segment of our Government. 

How was he fired? The testimony has 
borne out the conclusion of the Amer
ican people that MacArthur has been 
shabbily treated. Far from confusing 
this issue, the testimony has merely 
strengthened that conclusion. Every 
officer who has testified thus far has 
stated that in his opinion the procedure 
followed in the summary removal and 
dismissal of General MacArthur was re
grettable. That is very formal military 
talk, in my opinion, for what some of us 
in Middle West would call a very "bum 
deal." 

It is personally regrettable to me that 
again we are faced with "forgetful'' 
generals. I regret that in many in
stances, when important questions were 
asked, our high ranking military lead
ers were either evasive or forgetful. I 
have come away from these hearings 
with the conviction that at least up to 
the time the President decided he was 
going to "sack" MacArthur, as the Brit- . 
ish so gleefully announced almost with
in minutes after the American people 
knew about it, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
did not believe Ma·cArthur's "transgres
sions" were of any such nature as to 
jeopardize the security of our forces in 
Korea, or to embarrass our over-all ob
jectives or to warrant his recall or re
placement, evidenced by the fact that 
they did not on their own initiative, at 
any time, individually or collectively, 
recommend to the Secretary of Defense 
or to the President that he be removed. 

This leads to the indisputable con
clusion that our military leaders felt 
compelled to concur in a political de
cision after it had been made. In my 
opinion this action and .this procedure is 
most unfortunate. 

Fourth. What differences existed be
tween MacArthur and the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff? 

After 5,000 pages of testimony it 
has been disclosed that on some points 
of strategy there are some hindsight 
differences of opinion between the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, or some of them, and 
General MacArthur. Every one of the 
Joint Chiefs testified, however, that in 
the matters referred to, where tempo
rary differences, or discussions, or dis
putes might have occurred, in such situa
tions a :fleld commander must have the 
greatest leeway and latitude, because he 
is on the ground; and MacArthur was 
8,000 miles away from the Joint Chiefs · 
of Staff in Washington. 

Furthermore, in no instance did the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff consider these dif
ferences to be of such a nature-and this 
is important--as to necessitate a direc
tive or even a suggestion to MacArthur 
that other action be taken by him. It . 
has been shown that many of the differ
ences between the Joint Chiefs of Staff ' 
and General MacArthur-the differences . 

. I 

•. 
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produced by the Joints Chiefs of Staff in 
justification of their "concurrence" in 
his removal or relief-related to political 
considerations which were restraining 
MacArthur's utilization of the potential 
forces at his disposal. Being in Wash
ington, apparently the political consid
eration and the proximity of the State 
Department exerted much greater in
fluence on the Chiefs of Staff than they 
did on MacArthur and his political re
spansibilities and problems 8,000 miles 
away. 

Fifth. What differences existed be
tween MacArthur and the administra
tion? 

The hearings have disclosed that there 
1s a great difference between Mac
Arthur's objectives in Korea and the ad
ministration's position. Acting under 

;· the United Nations instruction, we 
cleared North Korea of the North Ko
rean aggressors, and achieved a victory 
under the objectives and the policies an
nounced, and that war was brought to 
a close. The war of aggression of the 
North Koreans was brought to a suc
cessful close with the defeat and the 
routing and the disruption of the North 
Korean Army. So that portion of the 
mission was successfully carried out, and 
completed. But then a new element en
tered into the situation, namely, the in
vasion across the border by the Red 
Chinese. That was a new war. It was 
the entry of a new group of antagonists. 
From that time there has been a dispute. 
Up to that time there was no dispute of 
any substantial degree at all between 
MacArthur and anybody, political or 
otherwise, so far as I know, but from 
that time on, from the time of the entry 
of the Communist Chinese and the re
verses which we suffered, there has been 
a substantial dispute between General 
MacArthur on the one hand and the ad
ministration on the other, as to imple
menting policies for the ending of the 
war and the defeat of the Red Chinese, 
and the destruction of their ability and 

· will to continue aggression. 
MacArthur has advocated a clear pol

icy of destruction of the will to continue 
· aggression by the Red Chinese. The 

administration to date has announced, 
and the United Nations has announced, 
no understandable policy for the bring
ing of this war to a · successful end, with 
the destruction of the will further to 
commit aggression on the part of the 
Communist Chinese, and to unify and 
pacify and restore self-government to all 
of Korea. In that there is a difference 
between General MacArthur's program 
to end the war and save American lives, 
and the lack of policy, the lack of direc
tive, the lack of objective which exists in 
the diplomatic huddles of those who call 
themselves our allies. 

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

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes. 
Mr. FERGUSON. How many of the 

nations who have troops or ambulance 
corps in Korea, who recognize the war in 
Korea, at the present time have diplo
matic relations with Red China and rep
resentatives in Peiping? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Oh, I think 
our allies, the British, who have troops 
being killed by the Red Chinese in Korea, 

recognized the Red Chinese a long time 
ago. The unfortunate part of the situ
ation respecting the British is that the 
Red Chinese have not even seen fit to 
recognize Great Britain. 

Mr. FERGUSON. India has recog
nized the Red Chinese, has she not? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. India has rec
ognized the Red Chinese, and India par
ticipates to the extent of an ambulance, 
or something, in Korea. Perhaps they 
call it a corps. I do not know. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Have any of the 
other nations recognized Red China? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I cannot recite 
the number of European nations that 
have recognized the Red Chinese, but of 
those who are participating with us, or 
claim that they are participating with 
us, I believe India and Great Britain are 
the only two who have recognized the 
Red Chinese. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator 
know of any other nations in history 
who have been at war, as nations are 
now at war in Korea against the Red 
Chinese Government, who have carried 
on normal, regular diplomatic relations 
with nations with which they were at 
war, and with representatives of those 
nations in their countries? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I cannot think 
of any at the moment. If there have 
been, I do not recall them. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Could that be one 
of the causes for the disputes and the 
troubles that have arisen since the Red 
Chinese came into the war-although it 
is not recognized by our allies as a war? 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. I think prob
ably some of the most potent objectors 
to our bombing of military installations 
in Manchuria, where the Reds can go 
back and rearm and return over the 
Yalu, are the British. I think the British 
have raised the greate_st objection to 
that course of action. The British are 
referred to by many people as our prin
cipal ally. I have noticed that the very 
profitable trade carried on by the Brit
ish with Red China through Hong Kong 
has been stepped up during the war. It 
may be that the British fear that they 
will lose some trade with Red China. 
They do not have very many men in the 
arduous fighting on the peninsula. It is 
rather confusing and difficult to ration
alize, but that is the situation as it exists. 

The administration policy, as enun
ciated by all the military leaders testi
fying for the administration, is "to kill 
as many Chinese Communists as pos
sible while containing the war in Korea." 
Or it is to bring peace to Korea through 
a war of indeterminate conclusion. 

We are all for peace in Korea. We 
are for a free Korea. If one wishes to 
ask, Is that the policy? The answer is, 
''Yes; that is the policy." But how are . 
we going to bring the war to a conclu
sion? What is the program to stop it? 
What is the program to destroy the will 
of the aggressors to :fight? Those are 
the things which we have never had 
laid out. Those are the things on which 
the United Nations cannot agree. Those 
are the things which make this war, in 
the words of General MacArthur, an 
"'accordion war." Those are the things 
which make the tragic situation in Ko
rea a great deal like a football game in 

which we can advance the ball up to the 
50- or 60-yard line, but when we get 

. there we cannot take it any farther 
toward the goal to make a touchdown. 
That is against the rules of the game, 
rules made while the _game is being 
played. That kind of game we can never 
end. 

I submit that this indicates a lack of 
Policy. The idea is that we are only 
punishing people, without definable con
clusions, or methods to reach such de
finable conclusions. That is not an un
derstandable policy. It is bound to feed 
the grist mill of propaganda. 

I am reluctant to see the United States 
announce such a policy. I am reluctant' 
to see us have no other policy than the 
policy of indeterminate punishment 
without conclusion. And I am reluctant 
to accept a philosophy of that kind when 
there does not exist at the same time a 
clear, sound, military plan for termi
nating the war. 

Mr. President, where has our money 
g_one? Every responsible military leader 
has stated that certain military: actions 
cannot be taken for fear of starting 
world war III, and that we are not fully 
prepared, or· that we are ill-prepared, or 
something of that sort. The continued 
repetition of the statement, "We are not 
prepared" causes me to call to the atten
tion of the Congress the fact that in the 
:fiscal years 1946 through 1950 we spent 
approximately $85,000,000,000 on the 
Armed Forces of this country. Where 
has this money gone, if we are "not pre
pared," if we are weak, or if we are su
pine from a military standpcint? In the 
fiscal years 1951 and 1952 the American 
taxpayer is going to be called upon to 
appropriate and spend a total of at least 
$62,000,000,000 additionally on the 
Armed·Forces. I wonder if we have any 
right to expect that it will be handled 
any more wisely than have the vast 
funds previously appropriated and 
spent. 

Last, but almost vitally important, 
what is our policy in Korea? I have 
asked that question_ of every witness. 
What is our policy in Korea? Where do 
we go? What is our end objective? 
What is our purpose? 

I get the answer, "Our purpose is 
peace." Certainly we are all against sin, 
but how do we go about combating sin. 
That is the important thing. We are 
all for peace, but how do we get peace? 
Up to date we have got increasing war, 
increasing sacrifice, and increasing de
struction of · American life. I ask the 
question, What is our policy? How do 
we implement the objectives of peace? 
I have not received an answer from a 
single witness whom the administration 
has sent here. I have received a plausi
ble, and what seems to me to be a sound 
and optimistic, program from General 
MacArthur; but from no one else. 

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

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 
Mr. FERGUSON. Is it not the task 

of the committee to ascertain the very 
thing which the Senator has now asked, 
namely, What is the policy in Korea? 
I understand that the testimony of the 
military authorities has been completed. 
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Does the Senator indicate that he can
not answer that question? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I have just 
indicated that I cannot answer that 
question. I admit that it should be the 
job of the committee to find out what 
our policy is. However, as I have stated, 
I have asked every administration wit
ness, What is our policy in Korea? How 
do we implement the objectives of peace? 
What do we do? How far do we go? 
Not one of them can give an answer 
which is understandable or objective, 
except to say, "Our policy is to pacify 
Korea and stop aggresssion. We want a 
peaceful Korea. We want peace, and we 
want to discourage aggressors." 

But how are they going to bring it 
about? What situations will bring about 
the determination of a peace satisfac
tory in our opinion? I have been unable 
to get any understandable or satisfactory 
answer from any administration witness. 

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

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 
Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from 

Michigan has a high regard for the mili
tary officials of our Government. Could 
it be that the reason why they cannot 
answer the Senator's question, and the 
question which the committee is investi
gating, is that they have never been told 
what the policy is, and how they were 
expected to implement any policy in 
Korea? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. l think that is 
a very possible explanation. However, I 
call the Senator's attention to the most 
hospeful thing which I have obtained 
from the testimony. I refer to the defi
nite testimony from members of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff that they are asking, 
and that there is in process, a study as to 
what our policy is. So it has never been 
announced. They do not .know. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Does not that indi
cate that after more than 11 months the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff and the military 
authorities are trying to seek out what 
our policy is, and how it is to be imple
mented? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Let me make 
this clear. I think we had a policy which 
was understandable and practical, up 
until about October of last year, when 
the Red Chinese came across the Yalu. 
I think that policy was understandable 
and announced. We were going to dis
rupt and destroy the Red :Northern 
Koreans' army of aggression, to unify 
Korea, and to establish peace in the pen
insula. At that time the battle, at least 
technically, was between the North Ko
reans and South Koreans-all Korean 
nationals. We understood what we were 
going to do. Whc!n we got to the Yalu, 
when we destroyed the North Korean 
army of aggression and when we had oc
cupied all of Korea, that was the suc
cessful end of that policy. 
. Then people from across the border, 

armies not under the control of North 
Koreans, a new army and a new people, 
began a new aggression. From that time 
on we have had no policy as to what the 
program for ending this aggression and 
setting up our objectives should be. 
l'hat is the point I wish to try to make. 

! I submit that the record thus far 
, shows that we are in a policy vacuum 

in Korea. The military witnesses who 
support the administration's action, 
though repeatedly asked, have not told 
the committee or the American people 
to this very hour what our military pur
poses are so far as concluding the affair 
are concerned, and what our plans are 
for attaining our objective in the present 
conflict, in which we have suffered a total 
of 70,000 battle casualties, and in excess 
of 142,000 military and nonmilitary 
casualties. I invite the attention of 
Senators to the fact that General 
Walker is not counted as a military 
casualty. 

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

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 
Mr. BREWSTER. Is it not a fact that 

General Moore also was not counted as a 
battle casualty, because he was killed in 
an accident. while riding in a helicopter, 
and not through enemy action? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. As I under
stand, the helicopter in which the gen
eral was riding was ftying ahead of the 
front lines, where the shooting was very 
intense. However, he did not get hit by 
a bullet. Therefore he is not counted as 
a battle casualty. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The helicopter ran 
into a wire on the river. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes. The ap
pointed military leaders, reluctant, per
haps, to give testimony critical of their 
Commander in Chief, have nevertheless 
indicated the difficulties of conducting 
military operations in such a political 
vacuum. 

We are entitled to know why we are 
fighting in Korea, what we hope to 
achieve, and how we are to achieve it. 
I shall. to the fullest extent of whatever 
ability I may have, endeavor to s.ecure 
the answers to those questions from suc
ceeding witnesses. 

I invite attention to the fact that I 
have not attempted to go through the 
5,000 pages of testimony and to cite a 
great number of quotations from the 
testimony. I have merely attempted to 
summarize the general impressions from 
the standpoint of the military phase of 
the matter, which has at least tem
porarily been concluded today. Tomor
row we go into the political phases of 
the matter with the Secretary of State. 
I hope. that through his testimony and 
the questions that will be asked of him 
and of other persons in the diplomatic 
field, we can find out what we and the 
United Nations intend to do, from a prac
tical, physical, and common sense stand
point, to defeat the aggressor and destroy 
his will to fight, toward the establish
ment of a reasonable peace in Korea, as a 
free nation, and to stop the loss of Amer
ican lives and treasure in a war which 
has already been so costly and disas
trous in terms of human suffering, doubt, 
and confusion so far as America and the 
world are concerned. 
AMENDMENT OF ROBINSON-PATMAN ACT 

RELATING TO PRICE DISCRIMINA
TIONS-CONCURRENCE OF SENATOR 
:&ANGER IN MINORITY VIEWS (PT. 2 OF 
REPT. NO. 293) 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, on 
May 10, on behalf of the Senator from 
Washington [Mr', MAGNUSON] and my-

self, I submitted minority views on S. 719, 
the price discrimination bill. Those 
views are printed as part 2 of Senate 
Report No. 293. The Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. LANGER], ·who is a 
member of the Judiciary Committee, is 
desirous of joining in these minority 
views and I should like to have the 
RECORD show that the Senator from 
North Dakota concurs in the minority 
views which have been filed. 

EXECUTIVE SESSJON 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration of 
executive business. 
EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A COMMITTEE 

The following favorable report of a 
nomination was submitted: 

By Mr. GEORGE, from the Committee on 
Finance: 

William J. Storen, of Charleston, S. C., to 
be collector of customs for customs collec
tior.. district No. 16, with headquarters 
at Charleston, S. C. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Moo DY in the chair) . If there be no 
further reports of committees, the nomi
nations on the Executive Calendar will 
be stated. 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

The legislative clerk read the nomi
nation of Henry DeWolf Smyth, of New 
Jersey, to be a member of the Atomic 
Energy Commission. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I 
wonder whether the nomination is 
unanimously reported. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I do not know. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi

dent, I am a member of the Joint Com
mittee on Atomic Energy, and the Sen
ate members of the joint committee con
stitute a committee for the considera
tion of nominations. I am sure the 
majority leader has consulted the chair
man of the committee, the Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. McMAHON]. 

Mr. McFARLAND. No; I have not 
done so. I have consulted with tre mi
nority leader. I have not heard an!r ob
jection raised to the nomination. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. So far as I 
know, no objection has.been made to the 
confirmation of the nomination of Dr. 
Smyth. 

Mr. BREWSTER. It is a reappoint
ment, is it not? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. It is a reap
pointment. I do not presume to speak 
for the committee, but I have no objec
tion, and I have heard no objection. 

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

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Presi
dent be notified immediately of the con
firmation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the President will be notified 
forthwith. 

RECESS 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, as 
in legislative session,· I move that the 
Senate do now recess until tomorrow at 
12 o'clock. · 
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The motion was agreed to; and <at 6 
o'clock and 27 minut.es p. m.) , the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Friday, 
June 1, 1951, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

CONFffiMATION 

Executive nomination confirmed by 
the Senate May 31 <legislative day of 
May 17), 1951: 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

Henry DeWolf Smyth, of New Jersey, to be 
a member of the Atomic Energy Commission 
for a term of 5 years expiring June 30, 
1956. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
THURSDAY, MAY 31, 1951 

The House met at 12 o'clock.noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras

kamp, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 

O Thou Lord God Omnipotent, in 
whose hands are the issues of history 
and the destinies of men and nations, 
may we daily avail ourselves of Thy 
divine wisdom and power. 

Grant that our minds may be God
conscious and responsive to Thy lead
ing as we strive to find the way of the 
fuller and more abundant life for all 
mankind. 

Knowing our own limitations and 
shor :comings, make us teachable and 
trustful. However dark and threaten
ing the scenes of national and inter
national life may ite, give us a faith that 
is never eclipsed by despair. 

We pray that our hearts may be kept 
free from the poison of pessimism and 
cymc1sm. May we be confident that 
Thou wilt not allow our souls to be 
mocked and betrayed by our noblest 
principles and loftiest aspirations. 

Help us to live expectantly and hope
fully. Inspire us with the vision and 
insight to see the foregleams and signs of 
a bet ter day, despite many dismal trag. 
edies and predictions, where men every
where shall live together as brothers and . 
friends. 

Hear us i.n the name of the Prince of 
Peace. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of 
Monday, May 28, 1'951, was read and ap
proved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Woodruff, its enrolling clerk, announced 
that the Senate insists upon its amend
ment to the bill <H.R. 1424) entitled "An 
act for the relief of T. L. Morrow"; dis
agreed to by the House; agrees to the 
conference asked by the House on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and appoints Mr. KILGORE, Mr. 
MAGNUSON, and Mr. WILEY to be the con
ferees on the part of the Senate. 

The messag~ also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendment to the 
bill <H. R. 1822) entitled "An act for the 
relief of Harry C. Goakes"; disagreed to 
by the House; agrees to the conference 
asked by the House on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon, and ap-

points Mr. O'CONOR; Mr. KEFA11VER, and 
Mr. JENNER to be the conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate disagrees to the amendment of 
the House to the 'bill (8. 872) entitled 
"An act to furni5b emergency food aid 
to India''; requests a conference with the 
House on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. GIL
LETTE, Mr. McMAHON, Mr. FULBRIGHT, Mr. 
WILEY, and Mr. SMITH of New Jersey to 
be the conferees on the part of the 
Senabe. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the ,com
mittee of conference on the disagrseing 
votes of the two Houres on the amend
ments of the Senate to the bill <H. R. 
1612) entitled "An act to extend the au
thority of the President to enter into 
trade agreements under section 350 .of 
the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, and 
for other purposes.'' 

E!\TROLLED BILL SIGNED 

Mr. STANLEY, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that that 
corr.mittee had examined and found truly 
enrolled a bill of the House of the follow- . 
ing title: 

H. R. 3842. An act making supplemental 
appropriations for the fiscal year ending .June 
30, 1951, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to 
announce that pursuant to the authority 
granted bim on Monday, May 28, 1951, 
he did on Tuesday, May 29, 1951, sign the 
following enrolled bill: 

H . R. 3842. An act making supplemental 
appropriations for the fiscal year ending Juae 
30, 1951, and t:or .other purposes. 

OOMMITTEE TO ATTEND AUSTRALIAN 
OOMMONWEALTH JUBILEE CELEBRA
TION 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro
visions of House Resolution 294, Eighty
second Congress, the Chair appoints as 
meml;>ers of the committee to attend the 
Australian Commonwealth jubUee cele
bration to be held at Canberra, Aus
tralia, during May 1951, the following 
Members of the ·House: Mr. CARNAHAN, 
Missouri, chairm~n; Mr. FLOOD, Pennsyl
vania; Mr. LECOMPTE, Iowa; Mr. MER
ROW, New Hampshire. 
EXT&.~SION OF RECIPROCAL TRADE 

AGREEMENTS ACT 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that t:ne managers 
on the part of the House may have until 
midnight tonight to file a conference.re
port on the bin <H. R. 1612) to extend 
the authority of the President to enter 
into trade agreements under section 350 
o~ the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, 
and for other purposes. 

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

There was no objection. 
EXTENSION OF DRAFT AND UNIVERSAL 

MILITARY TRAINING 

Mr. VINSON, from the Committee on 
Armed Services, submitted a conference 
report on the bill <S. 1) to provide for 
the common defense and security <>f the 

United States and to permit the more 
effective utilization of manpower re
sources· of the United States by authoriz
ing universal military training and 
service, and fol' other purposes, for 
printing under the rule. 

.ADJOURNMENT OVER 

Mr. MANSF'IELD~ Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous ·consent that when the House 
adjourns today it adjourn to meet on 
Monday next. 

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

There was no objection. 

PRICE STABILIZATION 

Mr. GO.ssETr . . 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 
Texas'? 

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

shocked and amazed to see that Price 
Stabilizer DiSal1e, perhaps with admin
istration support, is a~vocating that all 
businesses in America he licensed. It 
would be interesting to know who 
thought up this scheme and tD know 
what use would be made of such un
precedented plenary power of life and 
death over American business. Through 
the Defense Production Act, Congress 
has sought to restrain iilJ.4.ation. Ap
parently- the Dejeme Mobilization or
ganization is trying to control every
thing but infiation. 

Economic Stabilizer Eric Johnston and 
Price Stabilizer DiSalle would control all 
segments of American economy except · 
organized labor. They would place a 
bridle on all bosses except the labor 
bosses. Ninety percent of the cost of 
most of the things we buy is labor cost. 
Obviously, there is no such thing as con
trolling inflation and holding down 
prices by restraints on the 10 percent 
and no restraints placed on the '90 per
cent. 

Mr. Speaker, unless tbe Office of De
fense Mobilization is going to do an hon
est, fair, across-the-board job of re
straining price and wage increases, then 
we ought to abolish the whole outfit and 
let nature take its course. 

IMPORTATION OF MEXICAN LABOR 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for l minute and to revise and ex
tend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is ihere objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis
souri? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 

I w.ant to call attention at this time to a 
problem involving a shortage of agricul
tural labor that will be facing the cotton 
producers of this Nation, particularly 
those in the area in which I reside, unless 
this Congress takes some action on a bill 
introduced and approved by the House 
Committee on Agriculture which will fa-. 
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cilitate the procurement of . Mexican 
labor. At the time this bill was intro
duced it was estimated that in Missouri 
alone we would need some five to six 
thousand Mexican laborers to supple- · 
ment the domestic labor available to help 
harvest our cotton crop. 

Our people in that section of the coun
try have met the request of the Depart
ment of Agriculture by planting suffi
cient acreage to meet the production 
goals set by Secretary Brannan. In the 
past we have relied upon this Mexican 
labor. We had hoped we would have the 
opportunity to get this labor next fall. 

I am particularly familiar with the sit
uation in the Tenth Missouri District 
which in the past has produced cotton 
crops exceeding a half million bales, and 
in the adjoining First District of Arkan
sas, which is so ably represented by my 
good friend the Hon. E. C. "TOOK" 
GATHINGS, who has been one of the lead
ers in sponsoring and supporting this 
legislation. 

I have a report in the form of a letter 
from the division of employment, State 
of Missouri, which has conducted a sur
vey. They say that in my district alone 
we will need approximately 10,000 Mexi
can laborers if we are to harvest the 
cotton crop which has been planted. We 
are facing a serious problem there and I 
certainly hope that the Committee on 
Rules will grant a rule on this bill very 
shortly. 
LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR NEXT WEEK 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. 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 Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 

may I inquire of the acting majority 
leader what the program will be for the 
coming week? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Speaker, the 
program for the week of June 4 will be 
as follows: 

On Monday bills on the Consent Cal
endar will be called and House Concur
rent Resolution 57, a resolution express
ing friendship of the American people 
for the people of the world, will be 
brought up under suspension of the 
rules. 

On that day also, which is District of 
Columbia day, the bill H. R. 4141, the 
District of Columbia crime bill, will be 
brought up for consideration. 

On Tuesday, bills on the Private Cal
endar will be called and also the bill H. 
R. 314, the Booker T. Washington Vet
erans' Hospital bill, will be called up for 
consideration. 

On Wednesday the House will consid
er the District of Columbia appropria
tion bill of 1952. 

On Thursday the conference report on 
S. 1, the UMT bill, and H. R. 1179, au
thorizing research facilities, National 
Advisory Committee for Aeronautics. 

Friday is undetermined, and any oth
er program will be announced later. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Will the gen• 
tleman advise whether or not it is the 
intent or purpose to bring up any other 

conference report next week, such as re
ciprocal trade, or the India wheat bill, 
if the conf eees come to an agreement? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The House will be 
given due notice as to when additional 
conference reports will be brought up. 

TAXATION 

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Mr. Speak
er, 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 Ne
braska? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Mr. Speak

er, the House will soon have presented to 
it a tax bill for about $7,000,000,000 of 
additional revenue. About that same 
time the President will present a request 
for further spending in loans and grants 
to foreign countries for about eight 
and one-half to nine billion dollars. 
I rise· to ask the question, How in 
the world can the Congress im
pose taxes as fast as the Administration 
can spend? In my insertions in the 
RECORD today I commend to you an edi
torial appearing in the Omaha World
Herald and an article from Newsweek 
by Raymond Moley. It is doubtful if 
either this tax bill or this alleged aid bill 
are in the interest of liberty and free
dom, in the light of their effect on our 
domestic economy. 

INADEQUACY OF INFORMATION ON 
PRICE-SUPPORT PROGRAM 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, I 'ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks and include an exchange of 
correspondence with the Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

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

There was no objection. 
.Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, Secre

tary of Agriculture Brannan has no idea 
how many farmers or producers actually 
received payments from the Federal 
Government under the price-support 
program covering potatoes, eggs, butter, 
dried beans, and rice. As a result, he is, 
of course, not able to say whether most 
of the funds were paid out to a few large 
producers or whether they were widely 
distributed among many small pro
ducers. He apparently has no classifica
tion to show a breakdown of the number 
who received, for instance, over $100,000, 
the number between fifty and one hun
dred thousand dollars, or the number 
under $350. 

Yet, the realized losses, suffered by the 
taxpayers and wage earners of this coun
try, under the price-support program 
for the last two fiscal years and the first 
9 months of the present fiscal year, 
amount to-
Potatoes _____________________ $32L360,270 

Eggs __ ~---------------------- 102,951,079 Butter_______________________ 44,449,535 
Dried beans------------------ 9, 715, 897 
Rice------------------------- L15~506 

This amounts to a total on these five 
commodities of the staggering sum of 
,$479,634,287. 

This inadequacy of information was 
revealed through a recent exchange of 
correspondence with the Secretary. At
tached hereto is a copy of my letter and 
the reply from Under Secretary Mc
Cormick. 

With the huge statistical staff main
tained in the Agriculture Department, it 
amazes me that the basic information 
which I requested cannot be made avail
able. I can think of nothing more im
portant both for legislators and the gen
eral public to know about the price-sup
port program than the number of those 
who are receiving benefits and how wide
ly spread those benefits are. 

I hope that other Members of Congres 
will join with me in urging that appro
priate steps be taken to make available 
this essential information about where 
and to whom these large sums are paid, 
which have to be extracted from pay en
velopes, Federal sales taxes, and other 
sources of revenue. This is fundamen
tal information which we should cer
tainly have before us when we contem
plate further action to impose still great
er tax burdens on our people. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, D. C., Api l 30, 1951. 
The Honorable CHARLES F. BRANNAN, 

The Secretary of Agriculture, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: It would be appre
ciated if you would furnish me a t abulation 
showing the information listed below with 
reference to the following 10 commodities: 
(1) Oranges, (~ prunes, (3) soybeans, (4) 
dried beans, (5) green beans, (6) rice, (7) 
eggs, (8) Irish potatoes, (9) sweetpotatoes, 
(10) butterfat. 

How much money was spent to support 
the price of each of the above in 1949? In 
1950? Either fiscal or calendar year would 
be satisfactory, whichever way your records 
are kept. 

How many farmers or producers actually 
received payments for each of the above com
modities under the price-support program? 

I am not familiar with the manner in 
which you keep your records indicating how 
many of the producers of each of the above 
items received sums of varying amounts. 
In whatever manner would be most con
venient, I would like to be furnished with 
the information as to how many of these 
producers of each item fall into the various 
classifications which you maintain showing 
the size of the payments. 

I would be grateful if I might have this in
formation at your earliest convenience. 

Very sincerely yours, 
KENNETH B. KEATING. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, May 14, 1951. 

Hon. KENNETH B. KEATING, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR MR. KEATING: This refers to your let
ter of April 30, 1951, in which you request 
information concerning the amounts of 
money which have been spent in supporting 
the price of certain commodities during 1949 
and 1950. In this regard, we offer the fol
lowing explanation of the material herewith 
enclosed. 

The price-support operations of the Com
modity Credit Corporation are conducted by 
means of loans on, the negotiation of agree
ments for the purchase of, or the direct pur
chase of · agricultural commodities at an-

·nounced support levels. The amount loaned 
or the price paid in purchasing the com
modities represents an investment which is 
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subsequently reduced by loan repayment or 
sale of the commodities which are acquired. 

Consequently, the cost of the price-support 
programs can be measured only by the gains 
or losses realized on the disposition of such 
commodities. The enclosed tabulation, "Re
alized Program Results-Selected Price-Sup
port Commodities," supplies information 
with respect to the gains or losses which 
have been sustained by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation on the items listed for 
the fiscal years 1949 and 1950 and for the 
9-month period ended March 31, 1951. 

Other programs of the United States De
partment of Agriculture which have a price
supporting effect are: (a) The operations 
under section 32 of Public Law 320, Seventy
fourth Congress, and (b) expenditures un
der section 6 of the National School Lunch 
Act, Public Law 396, Seventy-ninth Con
gress. Expenditures of funds provided under 
these programs for the program years 1949, 
1950, and 1951 through March 31, 1951, are 
stated for each of the commodities you have 
selected in the enclosed tabulation, "Ex
penditures of Section 32 Funds and of Sec
tion 6 (School Lunch) Funds." 

With regard to the two tabulations en
closed, the Commodity Credit Corporation 
did not conduct price-support operations tn 
oranges or green beans and there were no 
expenditures of section 32 or section 6 funds 
for soybeans or rice. 

As indicated above, the various price-sup
porting programs of the United States De
partment of Agriculture do not involve pay
ments to the producer.· In Commodity Credit 
Corporation programs, eggs were supported 
by means of purchases of egg powder from 
driers who certified that they had paid pro
ducers support prices for the shell eggs which 
were processed; butter is supported through 
purchase of the commodit~in carlots from 
manufacturers and handlers; support for 
prunes was through purchase from packers 
and processors as well as from producers; and, 
potatoes were supported by purchase from 
both growers and dealers. Section 32 and 
section 6 purchases are made largely at the 
dealer or processor level while section 32 
export payments were made •to private ex
porters 'or to the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion in reimbursement for sales at less than 
cost under section 112 ( e) of the Foreign 
Assistance Acts of 1948, 1949, and 1950. 

Based on Commodity Credit Corporation 
loan and purchase agreement operations in 
1949 crop programs, it is estimated that there 
were approximately 40,900 participating pro
ducers of dry edible beans, 34,800 in soy
beans, and 3,200 in rice. However, it is our 
opinion that all cooperating producers ben
efited directly or ir..directly from our price
support operations which resulted in im· 
proved markets through regular commercial 
channels. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. J. McCORMICK, 

Under Secretary. 

Realized program results-Selected price
support commodities, fiscal years 1949 and 
1950 and through Mar. 31, 1951 

· Fiscal year 

Commodity 1951 
1949 1950 through 

Mar. 31 

Prunes __ --------- 1 259, 236 1238, 192 1 56, 876 Soybeans _________ 126, 054 11, 754, 206 151, 633 Dried beans ______ 13,988 880,329 8, 839, 556 Rice ______________ 11, 786 1, 293, 779 1134, 487 
E ggs_------------ 773, 476 41, 622, 784 60, 554, 819 
Irish potatoes _____ 203, 886, 603 75, 090, 315 42, 383, 352 
Sweetpotatoes ____ 11, 985 11, 453 773 Butter ____________ ------------ 4, 111, 861 40, 337, 674 

1 Denotes gain. 

Expenditures of sec. 32 funds and of sec. 6 (school lunch) funds, selected commodities. 
program years 1949, 1950, and 1951 through Mar. 31, 1951 

Program year and commodity 

1949: 

Purchase and 
donations 

Sec. 32 funds 

Sec. 6funds 
Diversion Export Total 

t~J~~~===·:::::::::::::::::::::::: -----$733:487- ============== 3~~ m 4~~: ~~ ____ !=~~~~:: 
Green beans ___________________________ -------i5;004- :::::::::::::: :::::::::::::: -------i5;oo4- :::::::::::::: 
Eggs_--------------------------------- 8, 816, 755 -------------- 5, 036, 707 13, 853, 462 --------------

~~~~fp°:;:;is_~::::::::::::::::::::::: 10, ~k ~g :::::::::::::: :::::::::::::: 10, ~~: m :::::::::::::: 
Butter __ ------------------------------ --------------1950: -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------

t~~~~~=~~~~~:~~=~~~~~~=~~~~~~~~ ---]m- ::~i~:~~~~ ::Y~:~: }, ~ ~ ====::=iii~: 
Insb potatoes __ ------- ---- ------------ 4, 841, 786 :::::::::::::: ----~·-~~~~~~- : ; ~i; ~~ :::::::::::::: 

1951~~i~:r_t~~~~========================= .12, g~ ~~ ==== ===== ===== ============== 12, ~~~ ~ ============== 

lt;~~'.'.;~;~;;;;;~~l'.lll:;;l;~~ ;;;;;;,~.~; :~;;;::;;;;'.;; \:_-
1

\~'..:- -:_=]·~~~-;;;;;'~;:\~ 
DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT 

Mr. PHILLIPS. 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 Cali
fornia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PIITLLIPS. Mr. Speaker, two 

committees of the Congress are holding 
public hearings, on Truman administra:. 
tion proposals, for amending and extend
ing the life of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950, which otherwise will expire 
at the end of June. 

It is possible that time and energy 
are being wasted, in an effort to frame 
new legislation, which is certain to be
come worthless bef o!'e ever it can be 
put on the statute books. 

I make this statement, Mr. Speaker, 
in the light of several considerations. 
They are considerations which appear to 
ha.ve been overlooked by those in the 
administration and in the Congress, who 
are apparently bent on strait-jacketing 
business, and regimenting American 
people, all in the name of mobilization 
for national defense. 

Such a mobilization, let me point out, 
will take no more thr !.1 15 percen'~ of our 
gross national product this year, accord
ing to announced plans, and no more 
than 20 percent at next year's war pro
duction peak. 

These are the figures, set forth by 
those who support the imposition, at 
once, of drastic wage and price con
trols; far more drastic than those now 
authorized under the Defense Production 
Act of 1950. 

So, Mr. Speaker, here are some ftgures, 
which wage and price control adllerents 
thus far have failed to mention: 

In the decade between 1940 and 1950, 
the population of the United States in
creased by a little more than 15 percent. 
Our national productivity has increased 
by 33 % percent since 1946, and by ap-

proximately 75 percent since 1939. These 
increases, with respect to goods of all 
kinds, have been in terms of physical 
production, and not in terms of infla
tionary dollars. That point is import
ant. 

Therefore it follows, that even when 
20 percent of our gross national produc
tion of goods is taken for war purposes, 
the American people will still be better 
off than they were in 1946; and better 
off by far than in 1939. Per capital avail
ability, of both goods and services, will 
continue to be far in excess of those 
earlier years. 

Admittedly the American people are 
buying more goods and services today 
than they did in 1939 or 1946, but any 
housewife, or the man in the street 
will tell you that prices restrain the~ 
from buying much in excess of those 
years, even though goods of all kinds 
are plentiful. 

Therefore it follows again, that prices 
are high and going higher, not because 
of shortages, but because of the deliber
ately inftationary policy pursued by the 
Truman administration. Government 
squandermania, and failure to apply 
adequately the so-called orthodox curbs 
on needless credit expansion, are the real 
causes. 

This easy money policy has boosted 
prices, in spite of the fact that consumer 
goods pipelines are full; so full that 
difficulty now is being encountered in 
liquidating at a normal rate the huge 
inventories held by manufacturers and 
merchants alike. Advertising schedules 
are being expanded, and price wars are 
reported iii the papers. 

More food than ever is available to the 
American people, and more is being pro
duced. Goods manufactured from raw 
materials required for war production 
are in plentiful supply. Even when pro
duction of these articles of common use 
is cut back 20 percent, the per capita 
supply will continue to exceed that of 
1939, or of 1946. 
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In the light of these facts, the answer 

to ever-increasing prices over the past 
few years-the answer which I already 
have given you-becomes obvious. Price 
wars, as a result of elimination by the 
United States Supreme Court of a New 
Deal-spawned price-fixing law, still fur
ther support the validity of that answer. 

Why, then, should not the new legis
lation take the form of a law specifically 
requiring adequate use of the orthodox 
curbs on credit expansion, and hence 
on the money supply, through the Fed
eral R eserve Board? . That Board is 
directly responsible to the Congress. 

Why should not the new legislation, 
in view <>f th e war emergency, provide 
in addition a simplified system of allo
cations, to channel raw materials into 
war production as required? 

Why not these things, and nothing 
more? 

As matters stand, it seems that Con
gress will be unable to get final acti<>n 
on any legislation, either to amend or 
replace the Defense Production Act of 
1950, before the June 30 deadline. It 
may be necessary that war material al
location powers be preserved. 

It has been suggested that the p1·es
ent law could be extended, without 
change. briefly. When Congress returns 
next fall, the proper committees can 
make their proposals, in the light of fur
ther experience during the change-over 
period to peak war production. 

Those committees,are in a position to 
discover what is necessary in the pub
lic interest. By then, Congress will un
doubtedly see the common sense, the 
wisdom of letting the Defense Produc
tion Act, as it now stands, die a quiet 
death and receive a decent burial in the 
heavy tomes of the United States Code. 
There is no evidence at this moment 
sufficient to support a request for any 
longer extension of the Defense Produc
tion Act of 1950. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 

Mr. WERDEL asked a'nd was given 
permission to address the House for 30 
.minutes on Monday next, following the 
legislative program and any special or
ders hereto! ore entered. 

MIGRATORY LABOR 

Mr. JOHNSON. 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 Cali
fornia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr . ."OHNSON. Mr. Speaker, I wish 

to aline myself with the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. JONES] regarding the need 
for a migratory labor bill. The only 
workable bill I have seen is . the Poage 
bill. I hope the Poage bill will come to 
the fioor of the House and become the 
law of the land. 

As everyone knows, many of the farm
ers in the Middle West, and a large num
ber of them in the Pacific Coast States 
in particular, rely f-0r the harvesting of 
the fabulous perishable crops they raise 
out there on migratory labor. One bill 
that has been presented and passed in 
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the Chamber on the other side of the 
Capitol, in my opinion, is unworkable. 
It contains provisions with which a 
farmer simply cannot comply. At his 
peril he employs a wetback-an illegal 
entrant. He may use every precaution, 
and yet later find that one of his em
ployees came into the United States 
illegally. If he is the victim of such cir
cumstances it makes him subject to very 
severe penalties, because the bill pr :lVides 
that he would then be guilty of a felony. 
In addition to this, the bill t hat has 
passed the S enate requires every em
ployer of farm labor to becomz an in
former which makes him guilty of felony 
if he suspects the worker is illegally in 
the country and does not report his 
suspicions to the Immigration and Nat
uralization Service. This is a throw
back to the days of Hitler. 

To indicate how enormous the inflow 
of migrant foreign labor is, I need but tell 
you that it is estimated that between 
75,000 and 80,-000 such migrants come 
into California each month during the 
fruit and vegetable season, which is from 
late April into the autumn when . the 
grapes are harvested. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I earnestly 
hope that the Poage bill will find its way 
to the floor of the House soon and finally 
become the law of the land without crip
pling amendments. 
UNIFORM CODE OF MILITARY JUSTICE 

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

The SPEAKER. Is t1:ere objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, last year 

this Congress passed the bill entitled "A 
Uniform Code of Military Justice" and 
today this law takes e.ffect throughout 
the armed services. It is a monumental 
piece of legislation and is intended to 
correct the inequalitie.3, inefficiencies and 
injustices of the old archaic system-or 
lack of system I should say-prevailing 
in the armed services . 

The subcommittee of which I was 
chairman worked for 4 months almost 
daily, including many Saturdays. on this 
piece of legislation. We reviewed every 
article in the Uniform Code of Military 
Justice carefully, made many changes 
and made rewrites of it. When this bill 
left us in the House, I felt that it was as 
perfect as we could write such a measure 
at that time. I am grateful . to the 
members of the subcommittee for having 
applied themselves most diligently and 
tirelessly, without fanfare or publicity 
whatsoever, to the extremely ill)portant 
job of guaranteeing justice to be done 
within the uniformed services. 

Mr. Speaker, the public has not had 
confidence in justice as administered in 
the armed services. RightfuUy or 
wrongfully comparisons, to the hurt of 
military justice, have been made with 
our civllian system of justice and in-

·variably military justice has come out 
the loser. I believe the new Uniform 
Code of Military Justice will go far to
ward bringing the faith., confidence and 
esteem in our military courts to the level 

of that of civilian courts. Certainly fair, · 
conscientious and wholehearted support 
of this program will go far toward elimi
nating the evils of the past. 
ATTACK ON SIXTEENTH AMENDMENT TO 

UNITED STATES OONSTITUTION 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker. I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD and 
include certain statements and excerpts. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr . PATMAN. M r . Speaker. many 

t imes before on the fioor of the House 
I have called attention to the efforts of 
the Fascist-minded groups to secure the 
repeal of the sixteenth amendment to 
the Constitution and supplant in it s place 
the proposed amendment limiting taxes 
under our Federal laws to 25 percent on 
incomes, gifts. and inheritances. 

At my request, the Legislative Refer
ence Service of the Library of Congress 
prepared a statement on this proposed 
amendment, which I am inserting in the 
R ECORD at this time. It is as follows: 
PROPO::ED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT LIMIT• 

1NG FEDERAL INCOME, EsTATE, AND G.IFT 
TAXES TO A MAxI:MUM: OF 25 P ERCENT 

The proposed amendment, once popularly 
called the twenty-second amendment, orig
inated in 1938 with the American Taxpayers 
Association, Inc. , Washingro.n, D. C. It was 
introduced in Congress by Representative 
EMANUEL CELLER (by request}, on Jun e 10; 
1938 (H. J. Res. '722~. but the House Judi
ciary Committee failed to take any action. 

The next year Congress received the first 
petition from a State legislature requesting 
that a constitutional convention be called 
to propose an amendment to the Constitu
tion which would limit the Federal taxing 
power. This method of proposing an amend
ment ro the Constitution has never been 
used. The 22 amendments ratified -thus far 
were all proposed by the Congress. Applica
tion to the Congress by State legislatures is 
the second or alternate method oi ,amend
.mg the Constitution, set out in article V of 
the Constitut ion, which reads: 

' 'The Congress, whenever two-thirds of both 
Houses shall deem it necessary, shall pro
pose amendments t.o this Constitution, or, 
on the application of the legislatures of two
thirds of the several States, shall call a con
vention for proposing amendments, which, 
in either case, shall be valid • • • as 
part of this Constitution, when ratified by 
the legislatures of three-fourths of the Sta tes, 
or by conventions 1n three-fourths thereof." 

The resolutions adopted by the States 
which have petitioned Congress on th1s 
amendment are in form similar to the fol
lowing: 

"Resolved by the senate and house of 
representatives of the State oj --, That 
application be and it hereby is made to the 
Congress of the United States of America to 
call a convention for the purpose of propos
ing the following article as an amendment 
to the Constitution of the United 'States: 

" ' ARTICLE -

" 'SECTION 1. The sixteenth at'ticle o! 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States is hereby repealed. 

" 'SEC. 2. The Congress shall have power 
to lay and eollect taxes on incomes, from 
'Whatever source derived., without apportion
ment among the several States, and without 
regard to any cens" ...s or enumeration. The 
maximum aggregate rate of all taxes, duties, 
and excises which the Congress may lay or 
collect on, with respect to, or measured by, 
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Income, however, shall not exceed 25 per
i:ent. In the event that the United States 
~hall be engaged in a war which creates a 
national emergency so grave as to necessi
tate such action to avoid national disaster 
the Congress by a vote of three-fourths of 
~a(!h house may, while the United States is 
so engaged, suspend, for periods not exceed-
1ng 1 year each, such limitation with respect 
to income subsequently accruing or received. 

"'SEC. 3. The maximum aggregate rate of 
'111 taxes, duties, and excises which the Con
gress m ay lay or collect with respect to the 
devolution or transfer of property, or any 
interest therein, upon or in contemplation of 
or int ended to take effect in possession or en
joyment at or after death, or by way of gift 
shall not exceed 25 percent. 

" 'SEC. 4. Sections 1 and 2 shall take effect 
a.t m idnight on the 31st day of December 
following the ratification of this article. 
Nothing contained in this article shall affect 
the power of the United States after said 
d ate to collect any tax on, with respect to, 
'or measured by, income for any period end
ing on or prior to said .31st day of December 
laid in accordance with the terms of any 
law then in effect. 
, " 'SEC. 5. Section 3 shall take effect at mid
·night on the last d ay of the sixth mont h 
following the ratification of this article. 
Nothing contained in this article shall affect 
the power of the United States after said d ate 
to collect any tax with respect to any devo
lution or transfer occurring prior to the tak
!ng effect of section 3, laid in accordance 
~1th the terms of any law then in effect.' 
·, "And be it further 
' "Resolved, That the Congress of the United 
States be, and it hereby is , requested to pro
vide as the mode of ratification that said 
amendment shall be valid to all intent s and 
purposes as part of the Constitution of the 
United States, when ratified by the legisla
tures of three-fourths of the several States; 
and be it further 

"Resolved, That thEI Secretary of State be, 
and he hereby is, directed to send a duly 
certified copy of this resolution to the Senate 
of the United States and one to the House of 
Representatives in the Congress of the United 
States." 

Several problems arise with regard to this 
mode of proposing a constitutional amend
ment, such as the form of application by the 
States, how long such applications shall re
main effective, method of rescinding resolu
tions, and effectiveness in compelling Con
gress to call a constitutional convention. 

Article V of the Constitution refers to ap
plications by the legislatures of two-thirds 
of the States, but it does not state the form 
in which the application must be made. 

The · period of time such a resolution re
mains effective has not been determined; 
however, there is nothing in article V to show 
that the matter of calling a constitutional 
convention should be open for all time (Cole
man v. Miller ( (1939) 307 U. S. 433, 451)). 
In its report to the New York Bar Associa
tion (1930), the Committee To Report on 
Proposals Pending in Congress To Amend 
the Constitution stated that the calling of 
a convention would presumably be in re
sponse to a public demand, and it is not 
probable that the demand would continue 
unabated for an indefinite period. Further, 
with respect to proposed constitutional 
amendments, it has been held the proposals, 
resolution, and ratification should be treated 
as related steps in a single endeavor (Dillon 
v. Glass ((1921) 256 U. S. 368)). 

Rescinding resolutions would be a fair 
indication of a change in public demand 
and are likely to be recognized by Congress 
as such. 

Although the Constitution provides that 
Congress "on application of the legislatures 
of two-thirds of the several States shall call 
a convention for proposing amendments to 
the Constitution," there is no compulsion 

upon Congress to do so. In re Census ( ( 1895) 
62 N. W. 129), Professor Orfield, in The 
Amending of the Federal Constitution, 1942, 
remarks that it must not be assumed that 
Congress is a mere ministerial cog in the call 
of a convention. The convention is not the 
result of the acts of the State legislatures, 
for it is necessary that Congress act upon 
their applications. If Congress, one of three 

coordinate branches of the Government, 
should refuse to act, there is no valid method 
of coercing it to make the call (Dodd, Judi
cially Nonenforcible Provisions of Constitu
tions ((1932) 80 N. Pa. L. Rev. 82)). The 
Court in all probability could treat such an 
issue as a political question and decline to 
intervene (State of Mississippi v. Johnson 
((1866) 4 Wall. 475) ). 

Resolutions petitioning Congress to call a constitutional convention 

State Endorsed (date) Rescinded (date) Remarks 

Alabama__________ H. J. Res. 66, 1943 _____ -- --------- -------------
Arkansas _________ S. Con. Res.10, 1943 ___ H. Con. Res . 4, 1945 __ _ 
Connecticut_ __ __ _ ----------- -- ---- --- ---- ----------------- ------- S. J. Res. 2 (1951) endorsing; pending. 
D elaware________ _ S. Con. Res. 6, 1943 ___ -------- ------ ---- - ---- -
Florida___________ S. Con. Res. 206, 1951-. -~--------------- - ------ See daily Congressional Record, May 10, 1951, 

pages 5155-5156. 
Georgia ________________ ------------ ________________ --------- _____ _ 1951 endorsing; pending, passed Senate. 

1951 endorsing; pending. Idaho _____________________________ ________ ______ __ _________ ______ _ 
Illinois ____________ H.J. Res. 32, 1943 . . .•. H.J. Res. 7, 1945 _____ _ 
Indiana.......... . H . Con. Res. 10, 1943. _ --···- ····---- · ·· · · · -·-· 
Iowa ______________ H. Con. Res.15, 194L. H. Con. Res. 9, 1945 __ _ 

See daily ConJ?ressional Record, Apr. 1~ , 1951. 
pages 3939-3940. 

S. Con. Res. 11, 1951. •. ------------------------
K ansas .__________ 1951.. ____________________________ ------- _____ _ Information from secondary source. 
Kentucky _______ _ H. Res. 79, 1944 ______ _ ------------ ----------- -
Louisiana ..• _----- 1950. ___ ---- __ ------ __ _ _____ ___ _________ _____ _ _ 
M aine.______ ____ _ 194L ______ ___ ______ ___ --- --- _______________ . __ See Congressional Record, Apr. 29, 1949. 
M assachusetts___ _ S. Con. Res. 58, 194L . --------- ----------- --- 
M ichigan_________ S. Con. Res. 20, 1941. •. ------- ---------- --- -- - · 
Minnesota . . _______ ____ ____ ___ __ __ . __ __ . ___ ______ -- -__ -- --- -- __ --- H. R. 998, S. 585 (1951) endorsing; pending; tabled. 

Vetoed, see Congressional Record, Mar.16, 1951. 

Information from secondary source. 

Mississippi_ _____ _ S. Con. Res. 14, 1940 •• --------- -- ---- --- --- ---
M ontana _________ H. Res. 4, 1951. _______ ----- -~ ---- - -- - -- - - - --- -
Nebraska________ _ 1949. ____ -· - __________ _ . ___ __ ______________ ___ _ 
Nevada ____ . __ ____ 195L. ___ _____ ____ ---- - __________________ ___ __ _ 
N ew Hampshire .. Con. Res., 1943 ________ -------- ----------- - --- -
N ew Jersey ______ _ J. Res. 5, 1944 ________ _ --- -------------------- -P ennsylvania____ _ 1943 __ _________________ ____ . ______________ _ .. __ Vetoed. 
Rhode Island .____ S. 80, 1940 ____________ _ ------ -- -------------··-
South Carolina ___ ------ ----- ---- -- ---- --- ----- -- ----------- ---- -- Endorsing (1951); passed Senate, pending. 
T exas ____________ _ S. Con. Res. 64, 1943 ••• ---- --- ------- ------- --- S. Con. Res. 64 adopted by Senate May 1 

1943, but House motion to suspend the rules 
and take it up not passed. H . Con. Res. 37 
adopted .by H ouse Apr. 29, 1943, but recon· 
sidered and withdrawn. 

H. Con. Res. 37, 1943 .•. ------ --- ·- --------- ----

Wisconsin _______ _ J. Res. 75, 1943 . _______ J. Res. HA, 1945 _____ _ 
Wyoming. __ _ • ____ H.J. M. 6, 1939 _____ __ ------- ---------------- -

Mr. Speaker, it is my sincere hope that 
every Member of Congress-House and 
Senate-will carefully read this state
ment, also the speech on the same sub
ject, which I inserted in the RECORD on 
June 8, 1944, which follows: 
MILLIONAmES' AMENDMENT To MAKE THE RICH 

RICHER AND THE POOR PooRER 
Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, during the past 3 

weeks, I have made several speeches calling 
attention to the vicious and un-American 
activities of the Gannett-Pettengill political 
action committee-alias the Committee for 
Constitutional Government, Inc. 

Because our liberties would be almost im
mediately placed in jeopardy by the passage 
of the proposed twenty-second amendment 
which is sponsored by this Fascist group, I 
have had printed a 16-page booklet contain
ing my speeches to date on this subject. The 
booklet is entitled "Most Sinister Lobby Ever 
Organized." I shall be glad to furnish copies 
upon request to interested persons. 

In those speeches, I endeavored to show 
the following facts: 

First. This proposed twenty-second 
amendment is a millionaires' amendment, 
designed to make the rich richer and the 
poor poorer. 

Second. It is sponsored by a Fascist group, 
headed by a convicted German agent, Edward 
A. Rumely; a millionaire published, Frank E. 
Gannett; a former chairman of the Repub
lican National Finance Committee, Samuel 
B. Pettengill; and a Fascist instructor by the 
name of McClure. 

Third. It is designed to impoverish the 
Federal Government and to make impossible 
the payment of the national debt, the vet
erans' benefits, and social security benefits 
to the unemployed, the aged and other de
pendents. 

Fourth. It will wreck small business. 
Fifth. It is being vigorously and openly 

advocated through a national publicity cam
paign, but when placed before the respective 
State legislatures is handled in an under-

cover manner without benefit of public 
hearings before the proper committees of the 
various State legislatures. 

Sixth. It is being offered by means of a 
hitherto unused clause in the Federal con
stitution and has already been adopted by 
the legislatures of 16 States. In one State, 
Pennsylvania, the resolution was vetoed by 
the Governor. 

Seventh. When 32 States have passed such 
a resolution, Congress will have no recourse 
but to call a constitutional convention upon 
this proposed amendment. 

Eighth. This Fascist group is now forming 
its own local political committees in all con
gressional districts and has ample finances 
to carry o;n its campaign of misrepresenta
tion and intimidation. 

Ninth. Attempts were made in 10 other 
States, including my own State of Texas, to 
pass one of these resolutions in the last ses
sion of the State legislature. Texas is also 
among the States where local political com
mittees are being formed by this vicious 
group. 

Tenth. Despite the opposition of responsi
ble small business and labor interests, the 
campaign to put this amendment across is 
making steady progress. We can assume that 
the effort will continue. 

The time has come for us to wake up. We 
must, as Mr. Whitney, president of the 
Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, says, 
"Smoke out the reactionaries that are trying 
to put over this stupid proposal," and, as he 
also so excellently puts it, "In this war 
against world fascism 'battles must be won 
on the home front as well as on the battle 
front." 

TEXARKANA MEETING 

Recently this group, following the same 
procedure as in other congressional districts, 
went to my own congressional district at 
Texarkana to organize a unit of the so-called 
Committee for Constitutional Government. 
On April 19, 1944, a letter was sent out from 
Texarkana in which it was stated: 
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"A limited number of business and pro

fessional leaders whom we know to be in
terest ed in the American way of life, as we 
have known it heretofore, are being invited 
to hear an address by the Honorable Samuel 
B. Pettengill, head of the National Commit
tee for Constitutional Government, at an 
informal dinner meeting, Hotel Grim, in 
Texarkana, at 6:30 p. m., next Wednesday. 
April 26. 

"Mr. Pettengill is an authority on consti
tutional government, and is well informed 
upon what is now being done through Gov
ernment bureaus. He is a forceful spe~er, 
and we are confident that you will find his 
message to be filled with worth-while in
formation. 

"At the conclusion of Mr. Pettengill's ad
dress, consideration will be given to an 
organized effort to promote and maintain 
constitutional government in these United 
States. Methods of financing an educa
tional campaign will be discussed. An op
portunity will be given to our guests to par
ticipate in financing this work if they should 
wish to do so, but no high pressure methods 
of raising money will be used: The primary 
object of the meeting will be to organize the 
First Congression al District of Texas as a 
unit of the Texas division of the Committee 
for Constitutional Government. 

"For your convenience we have enclosed a 
postal card on which you may indicate your 
acceptance or nonacceptance so that the 
hotel may prepare for the number of guests 
expected." 

It will be noticed that only a select group 
was being invited and confined principally 
to those whom th~y hope have been misled 
by such statements that the American way of 
life is being jeopardized. 

It will also be noticed that money was to 
'te raised at the meeting and that the primary 
object of the meeting was to organize the 
First Congressional District of Texas as a 
unit of the Texas division of the Committee 
for Constitutional Government. 

It occurs to me that the intentions of this 
group are very plain. They desire to destroy 
anyone whom they cannot control. 

Mr. Pettengill's speech at that meeting 
was worthy of his tutor, Dr. Rumely. It was 
in the best German propaganda tradition. 
Following the precept of that other master 
propagandist, Herr Goebbels, Pettengill ut
tered several prophetic statements designed 
to throw fear into the hearts of his listeners. 
Pettengill said: 

"Complete control of all important busi
ness in America, the goal sought, would make 
the condition in this country not much dif
ferent from that now existing in Nazi Ger
many." 

Of course, in saying that, Pettengill was 
not talking about the goal sought by the 
Committee for Constitutional Government. 
Or, was he inadvertently pulling back the 
smoke screen his type so expertly uses? Was 
he letting a small group see behind the 
scenes the road which he and Dr. Rumely 
want them to follow? 

Quoting from the newspaper which re
ported Pettengill's speech, it says: 

"Speaking about the possibllities of a fi
nancial crash, Pettengill recalled that, after 
the First World War, United States bonds 
went down to $83, or 17 points. After this 
war, he said, if Government bonds go off 10 
points it would ruin every bank in the coun
try." 

That state -Of affairs which Mr. Petteng111 
spoke of in alarmist fashion is just exactly 
\1-hat would happen if the proposed twenty
second amendment to the Constitution 
rbould become law. I quote no less an au .. 
thorlty than the Division of Tax Research of 
the United States Treasury Department 
which has been making some st,1dy of the 
r..mendment in question and its possible ef• 
fects upon the Nation and its economy. I 

quote from the Treasury Department anal
ysis of this amendment, dated June 6, 1944: 

"The credit of the Federal Government 
rests on its power to levy taxes to discharge 
debts-and on the fact that several times in 
the Nation's history this power has been 
used to bring about a rapid reduction of the 
national debt. Under the proposed 25 per· 
cent limitation • • • the Federal tax 
pcwers would not permit getting revenues. 
much at all above the level of expenditures 
in a year of prospPrity. In fact, the limita
tion would have very much the effect of a 
constitutional prohibition on reducing the 
national debt. For emergencies, unless they 
involved active participation in war (so that 
the limitation would be suspended), there 
would be no tax powers in reserve. In such 
a situation as that of 1940, for example
when rearmament became necessary but we 
were not actively at war-it would be neces
sary to increase 'borrowings without taking 
steps to increase revenue." 

In other words, we would have a perpetual 
debt if Pett engill's and Gannett's amend· 
ment were adopted. 

Now let us see what would happen to the 
market value of Government bonds under 
Pettengill's amendment. The Treasury De
partment report has this additional com
ment to offer in that connection as follows: 

"It is well known that when municipal 
governments operate under tax limitations 
and have no further tax powers in reserve, 
their bonds commonly are regarded as second 
g:--ade or lower, and in such cases emergen
cies may bring a sudden and sharp decline 
in their credit standing. To put hobbles on 
Federal taxing power would likewise weaken 
Federal credit and expose it to shocks. Since 
we have been through two great wars and a 
g . eat depression without Federal credit being 
called in question, it is easy to forget that 
such a thing is possible. But there have 
been times in the past when Federal credit 
deteriorated and if we sacrificed the Federal 
Government's reserve of taxing power it 
might happen again (as in the instance o! 
the 'run' on the Treasury during the silver 
difficulties of the 1890's). 

"If Federal credit suffers, State and local 
credit will suffer with it. Any real shock to 
public faith in Federal securities would un
doubtedly involve State and local securit,i.es 
sympathetically. Furthermore, any such 
shock would weaken the banks and other 
credit institutions and hinder them in as· 
sisting State and local governments. It must 
not be forgotten, either, that the support 
of the Federal Government was very valu
able to State and local governments in the 
depths of the depression of the thirties and 
that Federal credit stood back of State and 
local credit in this emergency. Could a Fed
eral Government with impaired credit have 
rescued mortgage debtors through HOLC and 
FCA in 1933-34, and enable them to pay up 
their back taxes? Could it have rescued the 
shaky bank system through RFC, the mort
gage agencies, and FDIC? Could it have 
:financed needed local public works through 
RFC and PWA? The confidence of investors 
in State and local securities rests partly on 
the knowledge that in a major depression 
emergency Federal credit would always be 
in reserve." 

Note carefully that the Treasury report 
says that it is not what Mr. Pettengill and 
his cohorts allege to fear which will bring 
about a decline in war bond values and 
market but, on the contrary, the very plan 
which these people advocate which would do 
the very thing which they are so piously and 
hypocritically raising as a possible event. 

WAR INTENSIFIES THEIR CAMPAIGN 

You may choose to say that I am possessed 
of an unusual imagination and am seeing 
ghosts instead of real enemies of this Nation, 
but I say to you that it is a very strange 

· circumstance -indeed which prompted this 
propaganda syndicate to allow its scheme to 
lie relatively dormant during peacetime and 
to only commence its aggressive campaign
ing about the time that the war commenced 
in E'urope. 

No one has ever accused those who hold to 
the German viewpoint of not being far
sighted. The planning and the preparat ion 
which went into the German scheme for the 
con quest of Europe in this war admittedly 
was bulletproof except for one thing-the 
failure to believe that this Nation would 
ever enter another European war. Hitler and 
his minions never thought that we would go 
so far. '!'hey never foresaw June 6, 1944. 

When they did :finally realize that this 
Nat ion meant business again in this war, 
they immediately brought up their Quisling 
reserves and issued instructions which cul
minated in the greater activation of their 
plans to sap the power and strength of this 
Government at its tenderest spot, its purse 
strings. 

POLL PARROT PETTENGILL 

When Poll Parrot Pettengill tells us that 
his amendment will raise more, not less, 
funds for the Government, he is once again 
dealing in misinformation and is relying on 
making his argument effective through repe
tition rather than through fact. The cold 
facts on this point are also contained in the 
Treasury Department analysis, above referred 
to. On that point, the report says as follows: 

"Even with a high level of employment, 
income payments after the war will be less 
than under wartime conditions. With lower 
income payments all the tax bases and 
the revenue will be lower. The income pay
ments will necessarily decline as overtime 
work paid at time and a half ceases and the 
highly paid war industries are demobil1zed. 
Inflation would offset the factors making for 
a reduction in income payments, but infia,. 
tion would also push up expenditures. 

"With present prices and assumed income 
payments of $125,000,000,000 to $130,000,-
000,000, the present tax system (with the 
excess-profits tax eliminated and with auto
matic postwar excise-tax rate reductions), 
the $40,000,000,000 wartime revenue figure 
points to postwar revenue somewhere in the 
neighborhood of $25,000,000,000, not includ
ing social-security taxes. 

"On the expenditure side, many items will 
greatly exceed their prewar levels. The cost 
of interest on the public debt, the Military 
Establishment, the veterans, and other war
caused items will be enormously enlarged. 
When allowance is made for the inevitable 
increase in other expenditures of Govern
ment, it is clear that the leeway for tax 
reduction from wartime rates is insufficient 
to permit a 25-percent maximum rate on 
incomes and estates without serious danger 
of continuing deficits. 

"If the proposed limitation were adopted, 
it would mean reducing to a 25-percent level 
the bracket rates that now exceed 25 percent. 
It would mean lowering the 40-percent cor
porate normal and surtax, sharply reducing 
the estate tax, and reducing all individual 
income-tax rates to about the present first
bracket level of 23 percent. If no other 
adjustments were made, such cuts would 
involve revenue losses in the neighborhood 
of $6,000,000,000 a year. This would elimi
nate the prospect of a budget surplus and 
make a deficit probable even in a prosperous 
year." 

Of course, it can be said that this loss 
of revenue might be made up in other 
ways. Let us examine that idea a moment. 
On that point, the Treasury report has thia 
to offer: 

"Part of the revenue loss from rate re
ductions brought about by the (proposed) 
limitation could conceivably be made up by 
measures designed to increase the tax base. 
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In the corporation field, the carry-forward 
and carry-back of losses could be abandoned, 
percentage depletion could be eliminated, 
and deductions for contributions denied, 
along with pension trust and perhaps other 
deductions. 

"In the individual income field, deduc
tions (for State aPd local taxes, contribu
t ions, interest, and similar items) could be 
disallowed; forms of income not now in
cluded as taxable (for example, interest on 
State and local bonds and some forms of 
annuities) could be included in taxable in
come; personal exemptions could be low
ered; and the especially favorable treatment 
of capital gains could be abandoned." 

I cannot imagine that many of us would 
wax enthusiastic over all these proposed 
substitute measures. Nor can I visualize 
the average businessman or consumer wax
ing enthusiastic over the on ly other avail
able substitute measure, the commodity tax. 
Here is what the Treasury report has to say 
briefly on that last resort: 

"It would be possible also to make some 
tax increases outside the restricted field. 
But since the (proposed) restriction covers 
est at es and all kinds of incomes and the 
Constitution already stands in the way of 
Federal propert y taxes, the only major un
restricted field is that of commodity taxes-
1. e., sales taxes and excises. If one dis
regards considerations of equity, the repres
sive effects of commodity t axes on business 
activit y and employment and compet ition 
with State t axes, substantial revenues can 
be r a ised from these sources. · Under war 
conditions, a 5-percen t Federal retail sales 
tax would h ave yielded about $3 ,000,000,000; 
under post-war conditions, with shortages of 
goods relieved, the figure would be somewhat 
higher. But in view of the necessity to avoid 
seriously repressive effects of commodit y 
taxes and of the many ether considerations 
that point toward redu cing war excises below 
the levels provided in the Revenue Act of 
1943, a net gain of more than $1 ,000,000,000 
or so in the commodity t ax field would imply 
drastic use of commodit y taxes. Congress 
might prefer instead to make adjustments 
involving a reduction of revenue in this 
field." 

I confess that the precise and techni9al 
language employed by the analysts of the 
Treasury Depart ment does not necessarily 
high light in one or t wo sentences the dan
gers inherent in this proposed amendment. 
However, just because their language is pre
cise and technical and just because it is the 
considered opinion of experts, made only 
after careful computations leading to these 
conclusions, for those reasons, I place a 
;higher value upon their statements and their 
conclusions than I otherwise would. 
DR. EDWARD A. RUMELY, A CONVICTED CRIMINAL, 

OFFICIAL OF COMMITTEE FOR CONSTITUTIONAL 
GOVERNMENT, INC. 

I have been accused of having said some 
unkind and unwarranted things about this 
political-action commit tee, the Gannett
Rumely-Pettengill-McClure gang-alias the 
Committee for Constitutional Government. 
I have been accused of being a little too 
harsh in my criticism of certain of the in
dividuals who founded and who still run 
this highly efficient and Fascist-inspired 
propaganda machine. 

Today I should like to place in the RECORD 
certain factual information taken from the 
official court records and the final decision 
of the Circuit Court of Appeals, Second Cir
cuit, wherein the conviction of one Edward 
A. Rumely in the lower court was upheld 
and the judgment of the lower court was 
affirmed which sentenced this man to a year 
~nd a day in the Federal penitentiary for 
concealing his connections with the Imperial 
German Government at a time when this 
Nation was at war with Germany. 
i In summarizing the testimony the court 
)>aid attention to Dr. Rumel: 's splendid edu• 

cational background which included study 
at Notre Dame University in this country, 
Oxford University in England, and, later, 
41/:i years at the German universities of 
Heidelberg and Freiburg. The court says: 

"During · his sojourn in Germany he ap
pears to have lived on terms of intimacy 
with some of its lea:ding men. He has been 
a man of affairs. In 1915 he began negotia
tions for the puruchase of the Evening Mail, 
an old and well-established newspaper in 
New York. 

"At the time he purchas0 d the Mail there 
was a feeling on the part of many German
Americans that the news from Europe was 
put over in a one-sided way. As he (Rume
ly) expressed it: 

"'There was a great deal of resentment 
against biased reports that were coming and 
that bias I had recognized was due to the 
absence of a news flow from the Central 
Powers' And the court goes on to say: 
He says that he saw in that 'a very great 
public opportunity. He thought he could get 
strong financial sup~ort for his proposed 
purchase of the Mail, as he intended in that 
paper to fight the British blockade' which 

· he regarded as unwarranted and illegal." 
The court record says: 
"It appears that on March 18, 1915, de

fendant Rumely and Samuel S. McClure ob
tained an option to purchase the New York 
Evening Mail." 

For this record, it should be noted that 
S:lmuel S. McClure is still associated with 
Dr. Rumely in his present work and is still 
listed as a member of the board of advisers 
of the Committee for Constitutional Gov-

. ernment, Inc. 
The court testimony shows that Rumely, 

in his defense, maintained tha'; the funds he 
had used for the purchase of the Evening 
Mail came from two wealthy German-Ameri
cans who were residents in Germany at the 
time of the last war. The prosecution proved, 
to the obvious satisfaction of the court and 
the jury, that this allegation of Rumely's 
was untrue. One of the parties from whom 
Rumely said that he secured this vast sum 
of $1 ,200,000 made deposition that she, at no 
time, furnished to anyone any money, by 
subscription, loan, or otherwise, for the pur
chase of the New York Evening Mail, or any 
interest in it. 

The other party from whom Rumely al
leged he secured these funds for use in buy
ing the newspaper died in Germany while 
we were still at war with that country. His 
widow, who was with him during that time, 
and his partners, who resided in the United 
States, all testified that he, Herman Sieck
len, had never supplied Rumely with any 
funds for any purpose, either directly or 
indirectly. 

To make the prosecution's case complete, 
the Government established through deposi
tion of one Dr. Heinrich Albert, agent for the 
Imperial German Government in this coun
try prior to World War No. l, that Rumely 
had received his funds from Albert from 
funds which were the property of the Im
perial German Government. Albert also tes
tified that he paid an additional $200,000 to 
Rumely for an advertisement which appeared 
in the foreign-language press of the United 
States, which was entitled, "An Appeal to the 
American People." From the testimony of 
Dr. Albert which is quite lengthy, it was ob
vious that the entire deal 

1 
through which 

. Rumely acquired the Evening Mail was cooked 
up during many long conferences which 
Rumely and Alb.ert had in that connection. 
Furthermore, it was his admitted intention 
and purpose in acquiring said paper to use 
it for the avowed purpose of propagandizing 
the American people and "selling" to us the 
cause of Germany and the Central Powers. 

Now, this admitted Goebbels of a genera
tion ago, is here with us again in the midst 
of this great international conflict, brazenly 
grinding out the insidious propaganda and 

pulling th.e strings of one of the most efficient 
and diabolical un-American organizat ions 
which has ever been permitted to remain in 
existence in this country, either in peace or 
in wartime. 

With the greedy Gannett in the back
ground, supplying cash and introductions to 
other men of wealth in the country who may 
be enticed into supporting this foul scheme 
on the grounds that their own pocketbooks 
will grow fatter if this millionaires' amend
ment to the Constitution is permitted to 
pass; with "Poll Parrot" Pettengill preaching 
th~ little hypocritical sermons that Rumely 
grinds out for him and later prints in book 
and pamphlet form for him on the press, 
America's Future, Inc., located in the same 
building from which the committee itself 
operates; with the venerable-appearing Mr. 
McClure to front for him on other occasions 
when Poll Parrot and his other henchmen 
are far afield at their Quislinglike work, 
Rumely sits at the center of the web, playing 
on the weaknesses of the rich and the would
be rich and works toward the day when, 
through the passage of his amendment, he 
will have finished paving the road which can 
only lead to poverty, disaster, and revolution 
in this country. 

That, gentlemen, is Dr. Edward A. Rumely, 
convicted criminal, German-trained, ad
mitted German sympathizer, the great brain 
and r.iaster mind behind the most insidious 
and pro-Nazi scheme yet to be offered to 
the American peop~e. 

I h ave faith in the average American citi
zen and his sound and sane outlook on life 
which will reject any scheme offered to him 
personally which would make the lot of his 
family and his fellow workers a harder one 
in years to come, as would this nefarious 
millionaires' amendment. That average 
American citizen, however, is being given no 
voice and no choice in this particular matter. 
He is not being consulted. 

Instead, only a few of his fellow citizens 
are given any voice in deciding as to the 
wisdom of this revolutionary and feudalistic 
plan. These are his duly elected representa
tives in the various State legislatures of the 
country, men who were not selected so much 
for their knowledge of constitutional law and 
national financial problems as they were to 
do the bidding of their constituents at home 
who entrusted their local problems to them 
for d isposition. 

These legislators are approached quietly 
and through the medium of the wealthier 
citizens in their respective districts who have 
been convinced in all good faith by Dr. 
Rumely's minions that this proposed amend
ment is a stepping stone to more freedom of 
ent erprise and more prosperity for them
selves as individuals, at least. If these local 
legis'lators could only see the dangers truly 
inherent in this wicked scheme and could 
see the pitfall they are automatically digging 
for themselves and their own fellow citizens, 
the average white-collar worker or laboring 
man, I know that they would never cast 
their votes for this Fascist plan. In the ab
sence of information to the contrary, they 
do not see this future d~nger and they cheer -
fully accede to the request or the sugges
tion of their local rich men who have re
ceived the guidance to that end which Dr. 
Rumely has so cleverly provided for them. 

We must wake up and put an end to this 
unholy crusade which has already prevailed 
upon two-thirds of all of the State legisla
tures it has yet invaded to do its will. It 
is not too late yet, but next year it may be 
too late, and then will come the hour of 
triumph for which Rumely and his hidden 
backers are pointing. 

Legal language is dry. People prefer the 
Pollyanna language of change and like to 
read 'the attractive brochures issued by the 
sonorous pamphleteers and look at their 
.pretty pictures of national heroes, patriotic 
shrines, and other Americana they have been 
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taught to love and respect-the kind of at
tractive booklets put out by this Committee 
for Constitutional Government, Inc.-alias 
Fasciism in America. 

Just once, however, I commend for our 
reading the cold, dry language of the circuit 
court of appeals in its final judgment in 
the case of Rumely et al. versus the United 
States. In that plain, factual story of jus
tice wending its slow but steady way lies 
the history of one stage in the career of this 
evil character. It portrays one relatively 
small set-back received by him before he had 
perfected the use of the Goebbels technique 
for wartime use in this country. In our 
failure to ignore its implications, we may 
wen be preparing for a debacle to come. 

Appended herewith are several excerpts 
taken from the official decision of the court 
in that case which temporarily removed from 
public circulation the Dr. Rumely of 25 years 
ago. Has he changed his beliefs? Has he 
joined our ~ide? I, for one, do not believe so. 

"(From Federal Reporter, vol. 293] 
"No. 135--RUMELY ET AL. V. UNITED STATES 

( CmcUIT COURT OF .APPEALS, SECOND CIRCUIT' 
JULY 27, 1923) 

" (Certiorari denied, 44 Sup. Ct. 38, 68 
L. Ed.-) 

"Rogers, circuit judge. The plaintiffs in 
error have been convicted under an indict
ment which charged them with having con
spired to defraud the United States by ob
structing and preventing the United States 
from seizing and administering a certain 
indebtedness of the defendant Rumely to 
the Imperial German Government. It was 
alleged as part of the conspiracy that the 
defendants should conceal the fact of such 
indebtedness to the German Government, 
and should make false and misleading reports 
to the Alien Property Custodian of the United 
States, and so obstruct and prevent the 
transfer and and payment of that indebted
ness to such Custodian. The defendants 
were acquitted on the first three counts, but 
convicted on the fourth and fifth. The jury 
accompanied their verdict with a strong rec
ommendation for mercy. 

• • • • • 
"The trial began on November 3, 1920, and 

occupied 30 court days. During the trial 
166 witnesses were examined, 670 exhibits 
were received in evidence, and the record 
fills 4 volumes, of 2,139 printed pages. There 
are 249 assignments of error, which occupy 
116 printed pages. Of these assignments of 
error, 206 relate to the admission or exclu
sion of evidence, 24 to the charge to the jury, 
7 to the denial of motions to set aside the 
verdict, 8 to the· denial of motions to dis
miss the indictment, and 3 to the denial of 
motions requiring the Government to elect 
on which counts it would go to trial. We 
have on several occasions condemned the 
practice of taking so numerous assignments 
of error-. The practice is not conducive to 
the administration of justice in appellate 
courts. Many such assignments of error are 
inconsequential, and of so little importance 
that the court should not be asked to review 
them. 

•· * * * • 
"It appears that on March 18, 1915, de

fendant Rumely and Samuel S. McClure ob
tained an option to purchase the New York 
Evening Mail, a paper published in the city 
of New York. 

• • • • • 
"The fourth count of the indictment, after 

reciting various matters not necessary now to 
refer to, and that Edward A. Rumely, at the 
times specified, then and there being within 
the United States, was indebted in the sum 
of $1,301,700 to an enemy of the United 
States, the Imperial German Government, 
and that the three defendants, each well 

knowing all the matters and things alleged, 
•unlawfully, willfully, knowingly, feloniously, 
and corruptly did conspire and agree with 
each other, and with divers other persons 
whose names are to the grand jurors un
known, to defraud the United States, by 
obstructing, impeding, hindering, and delay
ing the United States in, and preventing the 
United States from seizing, capturing, receiv
ing, holding, administering, assuming the 
control of and title to said indebtedness of 
the said Edward A. Rumely in the sum of 
$1,301,700 as aforesaid, to the said Imperial 
German Government, an enemy of the 
United States as aforesaid.' 

" 'That is was a part of said conspiracy and 
agreement that the defendants should con
ceal from the Alien Property Custodian the 
fact that the said Edward R. Rumely was 
indebted as aforesaid to said Imperial Ger
man Government; that it was part of said 
conspiracy and agreement that the defend
ant, S. Walter Kaufmann, on behalf of the 
firm of Hays, Kaufmann & Lindheim, should 
make and render to said Alien Property Cus
todian a misleading, false, and fraudulent 
r _port and statement with respect to said 
indebtedness; that it was a part of said con
spiracy and agreement that the defendants, 
Norvin R. Lindheim and Edward A. Rumely. 
should make a misleading, false, and fraud
ulent report and statement to said Alien 
Property Custodian with respect to said in
debtedness; that it was a part of said con
spiracy that the defendants should withhold 
al' i conceal from the United States and from 
the Alien Property Custodian the true facts 
with respect to said indebtedness; and that 
it was further a part of said conspiracy and 
agreement that the defendants should ob
struct, impede, hinder, delay, and prevent 
the transfer, assignment, and payment of 
said indebtedness to the said Alien Property 
Custodian.' 

"The fifth count of the indictment, after 
reciting various matters not necessary now 
to consider, _and that by virtue of the Trading 
With the Enemy Act, passed by Congress and 
approved on October 6, 1917, it became and 
was the duty of every person in the United 
States who was indebted in any way to an 
enemy of the United States to report the 
fact to the official of the Government of 
the United States known as the Alien Prop
erty Custodian, and setting forth the time 
within which such report had to be filed, and 
after stating that at the times specified the 
defendant, Rumely, then and there being 
within the United States, was indebted in 
the sum of $1,451,700 to an enemy of the 
United States, to wit, the Imperial German 
Government, continued as follows: 

" 'That on October 6, 1917, and continu
ously thereafter to and including December 
20, 1917, the said Edward A. Rumely, S. 
Walter Kaufmann, and Norvin R. Lindheim, 
herein indicted and hereinafter called the 
defenda;~ts; and the said S.S. McClure News
paper Corp., which is not herein indicted, 
each well knowing all the matters and things 
hereinabove .alleged, at the southern district 
of l~ew York and within the jurisdiction of 
this court, unlawfully, knowingly, willfully, 
feloniously, and corruptly did conspire and 
agree with each other, ·and with divers other 
persons whose names are to the grand jurors 
unknown, to commit an offense against the 
United States; that is to say, the said per
sons did conspire and agree that the said 
Edward A. Rumely, being indebted as afore
said to the said enemy, should fall, neglect, 
and omit to report to said Allen Property 
Custodian within the period prescribed by 
law as aforesaid, and the extension thereof 
by the President as hereinbefore set forth, 
the fact that he was indebted as aforesaid to 
said enemy.' 

"It becomes necessary, therefore, to con
sider whether the omission to charge that 
the defendants conspired that defendant 
Rumely should willfully fail, neglect, and 

omit to report to the Alie~ Property Cus
todian made the indictments invalid. 

• • • • • 
"4. It is objected that the fifth count 1s 

insufficient, because it failed to allege that 
the debt · due to the enemy of the United 
States, and which it was necessary to report 
to the Alien Property Custodian, had become 
due. It is said that section 7 (a) of the 
Trading 'Vith the Enemy Act did not require 
the report as to a debt until 30 days after 
such debt shall become due. That portion 
of the act herein involved may be found in 
the margin. The allegation in the count is 
that Rumely was indebted in the sum of 
$1,451,700 to an enemy of the United States. 
And the contention ls that the word 'due' 
means 'matured,' and that under the statute 
it WdS not necessary that fixed obligations 
payable in future should be reported. We 
are not able to concur in this view. The 
word 'due' signifies a simple indebtedness, 
without reference to the time of payment. 
This is the primary meaning of the word~ 
and we think that it was used in this sense 
in the section of the act under consideration. 
It appears to us that Congress intended that 
the Alien Property Custodian should be given 
information as to · all debts to alien enemies 
whether they had or had not matured. 
Such a construction of the act promotes 
efficiency in the collection of the debts owing 
to enemies, and the statute must be con
strued with reference to the object which it 
was inteilded to accomplish, and given that 
construction which is best calculated to ad
vance its object. We see no sufficient reason 
for supposing, as the plaintiffs in error con
tend, that it was the intention of Congress 
that an indebtedness neecl not be reported 
until 30 days after its maturity. 

• 
.. It is evident 'due' and 'owed' have been 

used as equivalents. 

"The omission of comment upon all the 
errors assigned must not be construed as due 
to the failure of the court to consider them. 
We have examined this case carefully, the 
indictment, the admission and exclusion of 
evidence, the charge of the court, and what
ever errors have been assigned. We have 
found no sufficient reason, in any of the 
errors assigned, which would justify this 
court in setting the judgment aside. The 
defendants had a fair trial under a valid in
dictment. The jury has found them guilty, 
and we cannot say that there was no evi
dence which could justify the verdict which 
has been rendered. 

"Judgment affirmed." 
QUIETLY AND WITHOUT PUBLICITY 

I should also like to insert in the RECORD 
the following editorials and a letter taken 
from the press of recent weeks. The first 
is a letter from a Delaware taxpayer to the 
editor of the Wilmington, Del., Sunday Star, 
on May 28. It ls obvious that the first news 
that this taxpayer had of this vicious amend
ment was at the time that I first called it to 
the attention of the Congress a few weeks 
ago. You will note that this correspondent 
is even now still unaware that the legisla
ture of his own State, Delaware, has already 
adopted one of these resolutions and that 
his own Governor approved the resolution as 
long ago as April 22, 1943. That is how these 
alleged defenders of the Constitution work
quietly and without publicity. 

The other two inserts are editorials from 
the New Republic of May 1, and the Nation 
of April 8. I commend them to your con-. 
sideration: 
"[From the Wilmington (Del.) Star of 

May 28, 1944} 
"BRAND NEW TAX SAVING SCHEME 

.. EDITOR, SUNDAY STAR: 
"The new tax bill which Congress sent to 

the President, said to be simplified for the 
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taxpayer, may be an improvement over the 
old tax measure, but we may well be suspi
cious of t ax measures that are offered under 
a promise to make taxes easier. 

"If they take the load off in one place they 
are most sure to put it on in another, and 
we may find it harder to meet, as in the final 
analysis the average taxable will pay more 
tax. There must be something slick about 
this one as it slipped through Congress in 
almost no time at all; consequently it must 
surely need watching. 

"Now it seems there is another taxation 
scheme in the making, supported by a pow
erful lobby in Congress, with oodles of money 
backing it. It seems to be of the Gannett. 
and Pettengill type. It is a foregone conclu
sion that anything sponsored by Frank Gan
net and Samuel Pettengill has nothing to 
appeal to. the average American. This 
scheme is a plan to change the Constitution, 
so as to limit the tax that may be placed 
against large incomes with the limit on those 
upper brackets at 35 percent. What this 
would do to the lower-income class need not 
be left to anyone's imagination. This 
scheme, as I understand it, has been aired 
before the Congress but the public pays lit
tle attention to what Congress does until 
it Js sometimes too late. 

"Sixteen States, it is said by Congressman 
PATMAN, of Texas, and SABATH, of Illinois, 
have passed resolutions to have Congress 
submit this proposed amendment to a con
stitutional convention. The campaign has 
been waged on the quiet but with consider
able success as far as funds are concerned, 
as the very wealthy readily come acro:os with 
a few thousands to speculate with some 
ready cash on a prospect of saving many 
thousands for themselves in income taxes, if 
this plan is successful, which, as a matter 
of course, they expect it to ·oe; 

"This time it is the Government that is 
being attacked through the Constitution of 
the United States and the people's interest 
is at stake, to be sacrificed for the benefit of 
a privileged class. It is possible that more 
than one powerful chain of newsp?.pers as 
well as other powerful influences ready to 
be lined up with this sinister movement as 
tA-ey scheme in every possible way to fasten 
their treacherous tentacles on the United . 
States Congress, and then on the lives and 
fortunes of the American people. 

"L. G. 
"MAY 24, 1944." 

·~[From the New Republic of May 1, 1944] 
"A NEW TAX DODGE 

"Would you helieve that during a great 
war a modern democracy would sanction a 
strong movement to end income taxes? 

"There is now an organization bent on this 
purpose called the American Taxpayers As
sociation, supported by the Hearst press. 
Under its infiuence, 14 State legislatures have 
passed a resolution to repeal the sixteenth 
amendment to the Constitution · (which 
grants the Congress the power to levy in
come taxes) and to restrict the taxing power 
of the Federal ·Government to a maximum 
of 25 percent not only on incomes but on 
gifts and inheritances as well. So has the 
New Jersey Senate and the proponents are 
hard at work in many other States. 

"The association in its official bulletin de
plores the fact that in the view of States that 
have turned the plan down 'practical and 
realistic methods' were not employed to 
obtain a favorable vote and believes the re
sults would have been different 'if the pro
gram had been carried on as in t:!:le past in 
a quiet and effective way.' 

"Enactment of the proposed measure would 
mean the virtual end of the progressive tax
ation of incomes or estates which adjusts 
the burden to the capacity to bear it. A 
man with a net income of $5,000, paying a 
25 percent tax, would have $4,000 left, while 
a man with an income of $1,000,000, who 

could not be taxed at a higher rate, would 
have $750,000. 

"Still worse, the measure would prevent 
any substantial curb on the accumulation 
of great wealth passed on from generation 
to generation. In view of the cost of war 
and the size of the national debt after it, 
the gentlemen who are trying to dodge their 
obligations in this way should be made to 
assume public responsibility by a congres
sional investigation of the financing and 
methods of the American Taxpayers Asso
ciation." 

"[From t he Nation of April 8, 1944] 
"A millionaire's lobby is quietly but suc

cessfully peddling to State legislatures a con
stitutional amendment designed to give up
per-bracket taxpayers permanent relief from 
bearing their due share of national taxes. 
Already some 15 States have adopted a reso
lution: asking Congress to summon a con
vention for the purpose of .repealing the six
teenth amendment, which gave the Federal 
Government power to levy progressive in
come taxes. In its place, the resolution calls 
for a constitutional provision limiting in
come- and inheritance-tax rates to a maxi
mum of 25 percent, save in a national emer
gency. 

"This resolution was introduced in the 
New York Assembly in February and was 
narrowly defeated. Now it is before the New 
Jersey Legislature. Among its advocates one 
finds the New York Daily Mirror-the limi
tation would be a godsend to t!le Hearst .fam
ily-which declares: 'There is no conceivable 
crisis in time of peace which would require 
t axing more than 25 percent of the people's 
income.' 

"This is the choice example of the mislead
ing propaganda being used to foster the new 
amendment which is concerned with limit
ing not the proportion of the national in
come taken in taxes but the amount taken 
from and one person's income. If the 
amendment were passed, a Henry Ford, who, 
on an income of $1,000,000 must now pay up
wards of $800,000, would be charged at most 
$250,000. And, with the contribution of the 
Henry Fords limited, it would be necessary to 
jack up that of the John Does who would 
hardly be consoled by a constitutional limi
tation of the tax on $1,000 per year to $250. 

"It is not surprising to find that the Com
mittee for Constitutional Government, head
ed by Frank Gannett, the millionaire pub
lisher, is the organization trying to slip 
over this measure while public attention is 
fixed on the fighting fronts." 
THE RICH WOULD GROW RICHER-NO REDUCTION 

POSSIBLE IN LOWER-CLASS-TAX BRACKET 
The Division of Tax Research of the Treas

ury Department has supplied me with an 
analysis of the effect that this proposed 
amendment would have on persons in the 
various income brackets. 

Under the Gannett tax-limitation amend
ment, the 49,200,000 persons whose net an
nual incomes are now $5,000 or less-persons 
who now pay nearly 25 percent under the 
Individual Income Tax Act of 1944--would 
receive no benefits whatsoever. They would 
be obliged to pay at least their present tax 
bill, and probably more. Even if they did so, 
the over-all revenue from individual income
tax returns, not considering corporate re
turns, would be approximately $3,000,000,000 
less than it is at present. 

The greatest b~nefit, however, would ac
crue to the 38,000 persons whose annual net 
incomes are in excess of $50,000 a year, the 
millionaire class. This class of fortunate 
persons would find themselves only paying an 
average tax under this proposed amendment 
of approximately one-third of their present 
individual tax bill. Under present laws, these 
38,000 persons will pay $2,618,000,000 this year 
in income taxes, whereas, if . the 25-percerit 
limitation is adopted, they will only pay 

$921,000,000, which would save them an aver
age of almost $50,000. 

According to the Treasury Department's 
experts, the 49,200,000 low-income taxpayers 
who now pay 54.15 percent of the present in
dividual-income levy would have to assume 
liability for 65.8 percent of that levy under 
the Gannett plan. 

.Mr. Gannett and his fellow millionaires, 
however, who are even today only held liable 
for 23 percent of that levy, could only be 
held liable for 9 percent of the total individ
ual-income levy under that plan. Small 
wonder that this scheme is characterized by 
some as the millionaires amendment. 

The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ROGERS] is recognized for 30 min
utes. 

THE CATTLE INDUSTRY 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
this Congress will in the near future be 
called upon to determine the advisability 
of extending for a future period some 
of the powers and authorities created 
and granted under the D3fense Produc·
tion Act of 1950. This responsibility has 
caused me grave concern in that the au
thority granted mider that act is in 
fundamental contravention of the free 
economy .and free enterprise syst.em to 
which the free people of this Nation are 
indebted in the great strides that we 
have made in the progress of civilization. 
The exercisP- of the powers granted under 
that act constitutes a procedure con
trary to the basic prin~iples of supply 
and demand, and the result . is a con
trolled economy rather than the free 
economy to which we have always sub
scribed. I malce this predicate for the 
sole purpose of bringing to your atten
tion that the problem posed is whether 
or not this co1 mtry has reached the point 
in its progress when the. system of free 
enterprise and free economy must be 
cast aside and a controlled economy re
sorted to for survival. If such is the 
case, the cause for which all the wars in 
our history were fought, beginning with 
the Revolutionary War and including the 
present conflict in Korea, is lost, and we, 
the Members of this Congress will be 
branded, and appropriately so, by his
torians as the officials who were derelict 
in their duty" and who miserabIY failed 
in their responsibility to upl:lold and per
petuate the precepts of freedom and de
mocracy. Much could be sa~d on the 
subject from the general viewpoint, but 
suffice it to say at the present time that 
we have not reached a point in history 
when it is necessary to blind ourselves 
to the basic principles of free economy 
and free enterprise and permi~ ourselves 
to become the mere pawns of a regi
mented and controlled economy. 

The subject as it affects the entire 
economy is so complex that time would 
not permit an all-enco:npassing treat
:rr.ent were I qualified to engage in such a 
discussion. Therefore, I shall today ad
dress myself to one phase of the problem 
with which I am somewhat familiar. It 
is that phase of our economy that has 
been affected by the regulations issued 
by the Office of Price Stabilization . con
cerning the cattle business and the effect 
that these regulations will have. I say 
that I am somewhat familiar with this 
subject because the raising of cattle and 
the production of beef is one of the lead-
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ing, if not the leading, businesses in my 
district. This district consists of 28 
counties in the great Panhandle plains 
country of the State of Texas. In the 
early days of this country this section 
was inhabited by those great Americans 
of indomitable pioneering spirit who rec
ognized no obstacle as being insurmount
able. It is the blood of those great pa
triots that now courses through the veins 
of those presently engaged in the cattle 
business in that great section of this 
country-truly a race of people whose 
honesty and integrity is daily exempli
fied in their business dealings upon the 
maxim, "A man's worC. is as good as his 
bond," a people who have fairly ap~ 
preciated the trials and tribulations of 
the pursuit in which they engage, and 
from whom, in the ordinary trend of . 
events, there has never been a complaint. 
They have successfully fought the ele
ments, the ravages of cattle disease, and 
have accepted, as part of the game, the 
market trends which ·have many times 
broken them financially, but which have 
failed to dim the pioneering spirit that is 
the moving force upon. which they de
pend. Having won the· battles ·against 
nature and man-made price fluctuations 
and at the same time producing better 
beef animals for the consumption of hu
man beings-and mind you, without 
Government subsidies but solely on a 
free economy and free enterprise sys
tem-they rightfully felt that for these 
achievements they should be entitled to 
proper acclaim for a job well done. Little 
did they know that the battle had just 
begun and that the next onslaught to be 
directed at them would be a regimenta
tion of their business that would do to 
them what the elements, the ravages of 
disease, and the questionable practices of 
market speculators had failed to do, 
namely, put them out of business. This 
is a fight for survival on the part of the 
small cattleman, the feeder, and the 
small packer, and unless it is won, these 
people who have meant so much to the 
economy of this country must seek other 
pursuits in order to provide a livelihood 
for themselves and their families. 

The regulations that have been set up 
by the Office of Price Stabilization are 
fundamentally without logic in coping 
with the problem sought to be solved. 
One of the officials of this agency has 
stated publicly that if the cattle people 
are not satisfied with the regulations, 
they should "squawk" to him. I ref er to 
Mr. Eric Johnston's statement in testify
ing before one of the Committees of this 
Congress. For the informatipn of the 
Office of Price Stabilization and all of 
the o:tncials of that agency, I would say 
that the great majority of the people of 
my district engaged in this business are 
not prepared financially to travel 1,800 
miles to seek out officials of a Washington 
bureau and present their complaints in 
person. I represent .many of those people 
of the Southwest, and I am squawking 
for them, and will continue to so do. 
In all fairness to all concerned, I do not 
base my case upon the complaints of a 
few from whom I have received commu• 
nications. The problem was of sufficient 
concern to me that I returned to my dis
trict ·and sought out the people in this 

business and discussed their problems 
with them on the street corners, in the 
cafes, and at other points, in order to 
obtain the true facts. While there I had 
the opportunity to observe the beginning 
of what will develop into one of the 
greatest beef shortages that this country 
has ever faced, and I bring this inf orma
tion to this Congress in hopes that the 
duly elected representatives of the peo
ple will recognize the plight in which we 
find ourselves and lend their assistance 
to our salvation. 

First, . I want to correct the false im
pression that is so prevalent in many 
parts of the country to the effect that all 
people engaged in.the cattle business are 
wealthy. Nothing could be further from 
the truth. These people are ·no different 
in this respect from the people engaged 
in any other business or pursuit, and for 
every one who is wealthy there are :Qun
dreds who live on credit from season to 
season. There seems to be another im
pression in the minds of many who are 
unfamiliar with the cattle business, and 
that is that the only problem involved in 
the production of beef is for a rancher to 
sit by and wait for calves to be born and 
to fatten on lush grass pastures and then 
sell these animals to the highest bidder. 
That thiS process is a continuing thing 
that goes on from year to year. · 

The Office of Price Stabilizatior. seems 
to feel that because a rancher can 'make 
a few dollars per head on the animals 
that he raises that he is a~ured of a 
profit and cannot be hurt by this roll
back. This theory is as fallacious as the 
theory that r.ll cattle people are rich. 
For instance, in my section of the coun
try grassland sells today for approxi
mately $35 per acre. A yearling steer 
requires 15 acres of grassland. This is 
an investment of. $525. This same steer 
under pres~mt-day prices will cost the 
rancher approximately $200 to $210, 
making an over-all investment. of ap
proximately $735 per head. In order for 
the rancher to realize as much as 5 per
cent on this investment he must make 
a clear profit on each anim~l sold of ap
proximately $30.75 per animal. This 
figure does not include items of expense 
such 1;.,s fence building, treatment of the 
animals, interest on borrowed nwney, 
maintaining windmills and proper water 
supply, and does not include any addi- · 
tional feeding cost. Nor does it include 
any losses involved in connection with 
livestock raising. To go back for a min
ute to the cost of the animal, say $200, I 
want to show you what happens when 
one of these animals dies, and this they 
do in large numbers, especially ir. severe 
weather such as we have in the winter 
and early spring months in the Panhan
dle. Most of the cattle out there can 
stand a dry cold of below zero, but as is 
so many t:mes the case, we will have a 
wet snow along with a severe drop in 
temperature and a high cold wind. 
There is relatively little shelter provided 
by nature in the Plains country, and 
when one of these animals becomes 
soaked from the wet snow, the accom
panying drop in temperature kills them 
in great numbers. At an initial cost of 
$200 per head for these animals, you cari 
readily see that if one dies, it wi~ take 

a profit of $50 per head on four others 
to permit the rancher to break even. 
Now the severe weather is not the only 
cause of death to these animals, but is 
merely used as an example. There are 
many other types of losses that must be 
absorbed by the producer. 

As an illustration of what is happening 
to the producer unJer the ceiling price 
regulations, we can take an average steer 
purchased this spring for spring and 
summer grazing and contracted for Oc
tober delivery to feeders. The spring 
price of $42 per hundredweight on a 500-
pound animal would make the 0riginal 
cost of the animal $210. Expenses in 
handling the animal, including pasture 
$20, interest $5, death loss and miscel
laneous $5, increases the cost to $24!>. 
Under the regulations of the Office of 
Price Stabilization this animal will bring 
$27.30 per hundredweight on the delivery 
date somewhere between October 1 and 
the 15th. Assuming that the animal has 
gained 250 pounds during the summer, 
he will have attained a weight at delivery 
time of 750 pounds. ·By multiplying his 
weight hy $0.2730 we arrive at the price 
the animal will bring, which i.s $204.75. 
Since the animal has cost the producer 
$240 and he can sell it for only ~.204. 75, 
he has suffered a loss of $35.25 per 
animal. You can readily see that any 
rancher handling two or three hundred 
head of cattle can lose lotr: of money fast. 
In fact, he has lost more per animal than 
he is entitled to make 3.S a fair return on 
his investment. The additional roll-back 
effective in October will increase this 
loss. · 

To carry this example further, we must 
remember that the illustration dealt 
with the animal onl~ as a grass-fed ani
mal. It is now time for this animal to 
be sent to the feeder so that he can be 
finished .out and made ready for slaugh
ter. The anir.aal will cost the feeder, 
under the OPS regulations, $204. 75. 
The feeder places this animal in a dry 
feed lot and proc~eds to fatte:1 the ani
rual further for subsequent delivery to 
the slaughterhouse. Under present-day 
market it will cost the feeder approxi
mately 85 cents per day to feed the ani-

. mal. Assuming that be feeds the animal 
for 120 days, as is usually customary in 
such cases, his feeding cost will be $102. 
To this will be added. a freight cost of 
apprmdmately $7.50, and interest charge 
of approximately ~5. and a miscellaneous 
charge of incidental expenses in connec
tion with the maintenance of the animal 
of $5. The over-all cost over a period of 
120 day::; has now increased to $324.25. 
The animal will gain approximately 2 
pounds per day while in the feed lot. If 
he is there 120 days, his total gain will 
be 240 pounds. Since its weight was 
'&50 pounds in the beginning, he has now 

. attained a weight of 990 pounds. This 
animal Would probably dress out be
tween 56 and 5S percent, which means 
that under the provisions of CPR 23, the 
feeder can expect to receive $31.50 per 
hundredweight for the animal. This 
would bring him a return for this animal 
of $306.90, which is $37.35 less than the 
animal cust him. No man cot:.ld stay in 
business loug operating at any such loss 
as that.' 
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In connection with this feeding proc
ess, I want to call your especial at
tention to the per diem cost of feed
ing the animal as compared with the 
actual return under the OPS regulations. 
It will cost 85 cents per day to feed the 
animal, and the animal will put on 2 
pounds per day. For these 2 pounds 
that are produced each day in weight 
gained the feeder can only expect to re
cover 63 cents. In other words, every 
time the feeder puts 2 pounds on the 
animal ·he loses 22 cents. The result of 
this unwarranted situation is going to 
be this: No feeder of cattle is going to 
put the<:e animals in his feed lots and 
spend 85 cents per da} to feed the ani
mal when he can only recover 63 cents 
against this 85 cents cost. What will 
happen? The animals will be fed out on 
grass so far as possible and immediately 
shipped to the slaughterhouses and 
slaughtered. By doing this, there will 
be approximately 240 pounds of beef 
that will be lost to the consuming pub
lic of the United States and the world, 
simply because · it was never produced. 
The additional question comes up con
cerning the use of the cattle feed that 
is never fed to the cattle. This Gov
ern.111ent will find in approximately 1 
year to 18 months that we have a sur-

. plus of cattle feed that represents the 
beef that should have been on the backs 
of the animals that were slaughtered. 
In addition to this, the cattle popula
tion of this country is bound to decrease 
for the simple reason that the people in 
the cattle business are not going to con
tinue in the cattle business unless they 
can make a living at it, and when the 
small operators in this business find 
out that they cannot maintain them
selves and their families on what profits 
they can make from continuing in this 
business, they are going to slaughter the 
animals on hand and seek other means 
of making a living. This means that in 
the final analysis the program of the 
cattle people to increase the cattle popu
lation of this country by 1955 to 95,-
000,000 head will be absolutely sabotaged 
and that by 1955 our cattle population 
will be reduced as far below the present 
84,000,000 head as these people contem-
plated increasing it. · 

And while we are on this subject, I 
want to call to your attention the par
agraph in Ceiling Price Regulation No. 
23, being the first full paragraph in 
column 3 on page 2, and I quote: 

The feed required to make Choice cattle 
into Prime, with the indicated change in 
yield, will be substantially gre~ter than to 
change Good cattle to Choice, or to make 
Commercial cattle into Good. Hence, it is be
lieved that the price ·relationships will not 
encourage producing undue numbers of 
Prime cattle which would be a wasteful 
use of feed resources. They will definitely 
encourage placing cattle that would produce 
Commercial and Good carcasses, but are 
suitable for further finish, into the feed lot 
to be carried to a higher grade, thus add
ing to the beef supply. 

Mr. DiSalle is certainly correct in the 
first two sentences of that paragraph, 
but as definitely incorrect in the last. 
In order to make Prime beef, it is neces
sary to keep the animal in a dry feed lot 
on good cattle feed for not less than 6 
months. Since I proved to you a mo-

ment ago that the animal would lose 
the feeder 22 cents every day that it 
stayed in the feed lot, certainly no feeder 
is going to leave the animal there for 6 
months. The truth is, he is not going 
to put him there in the first place. Yes, 
Mr. DiSalle is certainly right; there will 
not be any Prime beef. But do not mis
understand me. I do not say that you 
will not be paying Prime prices for Com
mercial and Utility beef. As to the last 
sentence in this paragraph, which is to 
the efiect that the producer would be en
couraged to place Commercial and Good 
carcasses into the feed lot to finish them 
out into Choice, there ~s certainly no ba
sis in reason. A true statement would 
have been that if any feeder was caught 
with cattle in the feed lot when this regu
lation was made effective, he would cer
tainly get them out and sell them fast, 
which would, of course, create a tempo
rary supply of beef, but at the same time 
reduce the over-all production of beef as 
it has been practiced in the past. 

Mr. Speaker, I am not talking on this 
subject from a theoretical standpoint. 
As I stated before, I returned to my dis
trict for ·Lhe purpose of getting the true 
facts. While there I hi.d the opportu
nity to observe· a number of feed lots 
that have always been full. I am sorry 
to say that these lot::; looked like ghost 
towns. 'I'.i:l.ere was not one head of 
cattle near them, whereas only a few 
weeks ago they had been full, and would 
have continued to be full had it not been 
for the regulations adopted by the Office 
of Price Stabilization. In addition to 
the damage that will be done to those 
engaged in the raising and producing of 
livestock:, the entire economy of the 
Great Plains country is going to suffer; 
Only yesterday I received a call from a 
friend of mine in Memphis, Tex., calling 
to my attention another faun in these 
regulations. He called me because the 
people there are worried, and plenty 
worried, about wha·i; . is happening to 
their businesses. Many cattle down 
there are sold at auction sales, and in 
the towns of around five to ten thou
sand population they have small slaugh
terhouses where these animals are 
slaughtertd and prepared for market. 
These businesses each have several em
ployees. The same is true of the small 
packing houses in that section of the 
country. These slaughterhouses and 
small packers find themselves in this di
lemma: They undertake to stay in busi
ness by purchasing these animals, dress
ing them out and selling the product to 
the retailers. They now find that their 
strongest competition in obtaining the 
animal.:; is coming from the larger pack-

. ing houses in the larger cities, who have 
representatives at these auction sales to 
buy these animals and transport them 
to the larger cities where they .::.re 
slaughtered. 

The reason that these larger packers 
can buy these animals is that they can 
pay a higher price than the small pack
ers and slaughterhouses in these towns. 
They can pay this higher price because 
they know that they have a Federal meat 
inspector available and that these ani
mals will actually dress out as Good or 
Choice beef; whereas the small packing 
plants and slaughterhouses in the 

·smaller towns do not have available the 
services of these Federal inspectors and 
are forced to grade the animals them
selves. Under regulation 5-G of distri
bution regulation 2, they cannot grade 
the carcass better than Commercial. 
Therefore they cannot meet the ·price 
competition of the larger packers who 
have available these official ·graders. 
Most of these small businesses are oper
ated on a month-to-month basis and do 
not have large capital reserves upon 
which to fall back; hence it will be im
possible for them to stay in business 
until this Government can provide a 
sufficient number of official graders to 
place them on a parity with the large 
packing houses. The result will be that 
these boys will go out of business and 
their employees must find other means 
of livelihood, and the entire cattle busi
ness in this particular respect will be 
channeled into the larger cities and into 
big business. That is not America, and 
never has been America, and regardless 
of the motives of those advocating these 
C•lr..trols, such practices will never be 
American. 

Much has bzen said by the Office of 
Price Stabilization about protecting the 
ultimate consumer and what these price 
regulations ~.re going to do for the ulti
mate consumer. I do not know what 
these controls will do for the ultimate 
consumer a year from now or 2 years 

. from now, but I have a good idea, and 
I do no·t think it is going to be v~ry satis
factory to the consumers. I do know 
what has happened so far under these 
regulations, and I have the right to base 
my opinion as to what will happen in the 
future on the evidence at hand. This 
evidence is factual and not theoretical, 
and if anyone doubts it, he has but to go 
out into the countryside and view the 
matter at first-hand. The first thing 
that happened in my section of the coun
try was that the price to which · the cat
tlemen were entitled was rolled back and 
the price the consumer was paying was 
increased. And the consumers are cer
tainly not very happy about that because 
many qf them in my section of the coun
try depend at least in part on the cattle 
business for their livelihood. With these 
actual facts in mind and without resort
ing to these idealistic theories of city 
boys trying to run country boys' busi
nesses, it seems to me only fair to con
clude that in 1 year or 2 years from nor 
the consumer will probably have one of 
two choices. He can do without meat 
oh his table or he will be forced to trade 
with a gray or black market at a price 
rnuch in "excess of what he has hereto
fore paid. If the cattle population drops, 
as it is bound to under these regulations, 
there will be no alterna.t~ve but ration
ing, and let no or~e ·be fooled about that. 
If we have ratbning, it will be because 
the beef to which we were entitled in this 
country was never produced. And the 
failure to produce that beef will be one 
of the greatest losses that this country 
has ever suffered, because we are going 
into a period immediately when we will 
need more production than we have ever 
heretofore required. 

It is not too late to remedy this situa
tion and to undo a grievous wrong. The 
cattle. people· have never engaged in a 
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strike, and never will, and for any official 
to insinuate that these price regulations 
are necessary because there is some con.:. 
templation · that the cattle producers 
might strike is one of the greatest injuS
tices that has ever been done this great 
segment of American life. If the cattle 
people do not produce the beef that this 
country needs it will be because Govern
ment regulation and Government regi
mentation has put them out of business 
without their consent or approval. The 
only answer to infiatio:Q. is production, 
and if these cattle people are left alone 
and free of Government interference 
t~ey. will produce, .and they will produce 
regardless of what happens to the cattle 
market so long as their operations are 
free and unshackled. The answer to the 
increased price of cattle is not Govern
ment control; it is the action of the con
sumer in the purchases. As recent as 
1948 the housewives of this country de
cided that meat was too high and put on 
a campaign reduJing the weekly con
sumption of meat in their homes. The 
effect of this was immediate, and the cat
tle market responded, just r,s the house
wives knew it would. It dropped sharply 
and leveled off at a point where it should 
be. The same thing could be done again 
today without interference from Cfflvern
ment officials. Controls can never be 
justified in a free economy unless there 
are three elements present: First, ther:e 
must be a necessity created by an emer
gency; second, the controls must be tem'.'" 
p_orary; third, the controls must be fair 
and equitable to all, and especially to 
those people in the particular field that 
is subjected to controls. The absence of 
any or all of these elements will def eat 
the very purpose upon which controls 
are predicated. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. I wonder if the gentle.:. 
man has any idea where the Office of 
Price Stabilization is going to pick up 
600 meat inspectors overnight. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I do not know, 
but I have my fears about. where they 
are coming from. 

Mr. GROSS. . That is right. 
Does the gentleman know where the 

program originated? I do not mean 
exactly where it originated, but does the 
gentleman know how this program origi
nated in the OPS, and who recommended 
it? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Does the 
gentleman mean the origination of the 
program or the mechanics of working 
it out? 

Mr. GROSS. I refer to the price fix
ing and the price roll-backs in feed 
cattle. · 

Mr: ROGERS of Texas; As I am in
formed, and I do not know whether 
this is true or not, the advisory com
mittees were set up concerning the dif
ferent phases of American business. My 
information is that these advisers, or 
the members of these advisory ·com
mittees, came to Washington at their 
own expense and paid their own hotel 
bills and were here in a patriotic atti
tude, at least, and that their advice was 
sought but was not listened to. I am 

sure that that happened_ with reference 
to the cattle roll-back. 

I am advised further-and I have no 
reason to ~doubt it-that in the Con
struction Division of the NPA the same 
thing took place; that these ~ople were 
brought in and were told that the com
mittee was too large and too unwieldy 
because it had 28 members and the 
matfer would have to be dispatched. 

Mr. GROSS. Then the people who 
know cattle raising and the cattle feed
ing business did not support this pro
gram and did not advise that this kind 
of program be put into etiect? That is 
a true statement, is it not? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. As far as I 
know, no one from my · section of the 
country is for this program or knew 
what was in the making when the pro
gram was being formed. 

Mr. GROSS. Does the gentleman 
know of an actual farmer, or a person 
who knows the grass':'roots operation of 
farming, in the OPS? Does he know of 
a single individual like that? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. No, sir; I do 
not. I do know some of these fellows 
who were called in as advisers on this 
Advisory Committee were qualified, and 
their advice should have been taken. · · 

Mr. GROSS. As a matter of fact, 
they are conspicuous by their absence 
throughout the entire defense mobiliza
tion set-up, sof ar ·as farmers are con
cerned, is that not true? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. That appears 
to be the case. - · 

Tbe SPEAKER pro tempare <Mr.· 
DoYLE) . The time of the gentleman 
from Texas has expired. 

COMMITTEE ON THE DISTRICT OF 
. COLUMBIA 

Mr. DAVIS of Geor5ia. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com
mittee on the District of Columbia may 
have until midnight tomorrow night to 
file a report on the bill H. R. 4141. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DOYLE) . Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Georgia? 

There was no objection. . · 
SPECIAL ORDER 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Illinois [Mr. VELDE] is recog
nized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. VELDE. Mr. Speaker, the Len
inist line, or more often referred to as 
the Communist Party line, is a zigzag 
line of advance and retreat and is the 
theoretical basis for the many shifts of 
Communist strategy that have prevailed 
throughout the years since the Russian 
revolution. · 

Immediately 'after the revolution came 
3 years of progress toward communism 
when the party in Russia drove toward 
the left, nationalizing industries, requi
sitioning goods, and drafting manpower. 

Next came the 6 years of the new eco
nomic policy when free enterprise wa.S 
encouraged in order to revive produc
tion and trade from the terrible break:. 
down left after the civil wars. 

Next came the 5-yeatplan. The drive 
to the left in this period brought the 
socialization of agriculture and the 
famine in the Ukraine in 1931. 

Hitler's rise to power in 1933 brought 
another transition, a swing to the right 
in foreign relations. 

In 1935 the new Soviet constitution 
was adopted in a form that appareu~ly 
accepted the familiar standards of 
western democracy. The popular front 
became the announced policy and the 
allegiance of communism was made the 
basis of political tactics in France and 
other countries. Communism in the 
United States became "twentieth cen
tury Americanism,'' the real "friend" of 
democracy, and the "guardian" of every 
tradition of freedom and civil liberty. · 
The Communist Party in the United 
States went to great lengths to advertise 
Soviet Russia in this new "democratic" 
light. Anti-Nazi leagues flourished in 
the United Stat.es and the Communist 
Party was in the forefront as opponents 
of Hitler. The ruthless and barbarous 
persecution of the Jews by Hitler stirred 
up a righteous indignation in the hearts 
of every liberty-loving American citizen. 
Testimony before the House Committee 
on Un-American Activities has brought 
out that it was during this period the 
Communist Party in the United States 
was able to recruit many persons who 
were definitely anti-Nazi but not neces- , 
sarily pro-Communist. -

On August 23, 1939, the Communists 
in the United States received what was 
p_robably the greatest shock of their lives. 
Without advance notice of any kind, they 
were amazed and stunned to learn that 
the Soviet Union had signed a non
aggression pact with Nazi Germany. 

Many of those who had joined the 
Communist Party because of its opposi~ 
tion to fascism simply could not swallow 
this new move and left the party in dis
gust. Collective security went out the 
window. Communists became isolation
ists and the war in Europe was belabored 
as an imperialist war. American Com
munists, once more straightened out as 
to the party line, took up the hue and 
cry that President Roosevelt was a war- : 
monger and coined the phrase "ThEj) 
Yanks are not coming." On Labor Day 
of 1940 the American Peace Mobilization 
was created. They opposed every move 
the United States made in preparation 
for a war that was eventually to involve 
this country, 

Once again the American Communists 
were caught flat-footed. While the 
American Peace Mobilization was picket
ing the White House on June 22, 1941, 
word flashed that Hitler and his hordes 
had attacked the Soviet Union. The 
American Peace Mobilization, after a. 
weak attempt to . change their name 
to American Peoples Mobilization,. van-·j 
ished into thin air. Communist-inspired
strikes in war industries ceased. Over.;. 
night President Roosevelt's status 
changed from that of a warmonger to 
hero and it was quickly decided that the 
Yanks are not coming too late. Unity 
leagues for this and victory committees 
for that mushroomed overnight. 

Earl Browder, who earlier had been 
convicted and sentenced to the peniten.:. 
tiary for passport fraud, was released 
from prison by President Roosevelt on 
May 16, 1942, by commuting the 4-ye9.r 
sentence to 1 year and 2 months. The 
reason given was to promote. national.. 
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unity. It is to be remembered that the pact, a time when Russia was not fully 
Communist Party of the United States, prepared for war, peace movements and 
in their 1940 convention, passed a reso- antiwar propaganda was the order of 
lution "to combat the imperialistic pol- the day. 
icies and acts of the President, the State The party line of today is being ad
Department, and Congress to spread the vanced by a hard core of well-trained 
war and involve the United States in and thoroughly disciplined Communists 
it-oppose all war loans and credits- whose adherence to the dictates of Mos
not a cent, not a gun, not a man for war cow is and has been unfailing. More 
preparations." underground than in the open, they 

But with the head of their party out follow the divide and rule tactics laid 
of jail and the Soviet fatherland being down by Lenin. They hope and patient
overrun by Hitler, the Communist Party, ly wait for a time when the United 
at its convention in May 1944 decided States may be extended by foreign en
not to put candidates for office in the gagements, when the United States is 
coming election. This question was divided in counsel, when the United 
solved by the dissolution of the Com- States may become involved in indus
munist Party and the creation of the trial or financial straits, to achieve the 
Communist Pclitical Association. In overthrow by force and violence of our 
other words, the very existence of the Government. . 
Soviet Union was at stake and the Com- The Communist Party of America is 
munists could and should work with the constantly seeking converts by the ex
capitalists to win the war. tensive use of indoctrination courses and 

With the successful conclusion of the schools. 
war, Browder emerged more or less as We have listened to the testimony of 
a hero to the American Communists. a number of witnesses who testified 
But the true meaning of communism- that their admittance to the Communist 
violent opposition to capitalism-would Party was preceded by attending a 
not permit Browder's policy of friendli- Marxist study group or indoctrination 
ness toward the Government of the course. 
United States to continue. Witnesses appearing before the Un-

The Tehran pact of November 1943 American Activities Committee recent
was an agreement between Stalin, ly in the Hollywood hearings have testi
Churchill, and Roosevelt that there ~ed concerning the Communist Party 
would ~e g.enerations of peace. But lme at the present time. It seems to 
Hitler, the enemy of Soviet Russia, was follow this pattern: 
defeated in May 1945 and the Tehran First. Communists who feel that their 
pact became only a diplomatic gesture. . affiliation with the party is known to the 
The need of the American Communist FBI and other intelligence agencies and 
Party to return to their program of who still remain loyal to the ·Soviet 
revolution was stressed by Jacques Due- claim immunity under the self-incrimi~ 
los, general secretary of the Communist nation clause under the Constitution 
Party of France in April 1915. Recog- and exhibit a false interest in preserving 
nizing this as notice that the party line world peace and freedom of . speech, 
in America was to change again, a con- thought, and other liberties guaranteed 

. vention of the Communist Political Asso- by the Constitution, which they use as 
'ciation was called in May 1945. Again a shield. 
the American Communists bowed to the Second. Communist Party members 
dictates of the leader of world commu- who have never carried cards or attend
'nism. The Communist Political Asso- ed Communist Party meetings and feel 
:ciation faded out of the picture and the that they are not known publicly as 
Communist Party of the United States Communist ~arty members, apparently 
was resurrected. Earl Browder was de- have been mstructed to vociferously 
posed as the titular head by the simple de~y Communist Party membership and 
procedure of branding him as a re- claim now to be anti-Soviet and pro
visionist and selecting William z. Foster American. 
as head of the party. Sacrificing him- Third. Pinkos and Communist sym
self as a well disciplined party member, pathizers still follow the Communist 
Browder, the hero of one ·day became a Party line by claiming they are liberal 
bum the next. Democrats and are interested only in 
· Witnesses before the House Commit- preserving peace and national unity. 
tee on Un-American Activities who ad- Fourth. American Communists ap
mitted their membership in the Com- parently have been instructed to con
munist Party at the time of Browder's tinue the use of new front groups with 
deposal, stated they were unable to fol- high sounding names whose purpose 
low the reasoning offered by the party shall be to encourage financial chaos in 
leaders for such a move. These wit- America under the guise of social prog
nesses stated that it had been drilled into ress. 
them by _party functionaries that Brow- The real hard core of American 
der was the leader and as the leader he communism still exists and is flourish
could do no wrong. Yet these same ing. Adherents to this hard core con
party functionaries hurriedly climbed tinue to flaunt the efforts of all sincere 
aboard the party bandwagon and be- ·anti-Communist groups. They have 
labored Browder because he had not but one purpose in mind: To overthrow 
'continued to follow the party line and ·our form of government and eventually 
failed to anticipate another of the become czars under the regime of Com-
'many changes. ,munist dictatorship. 
: The Communist Party line changes g GENERAL MAcARTHUR 
with conditions in the Soviet Union. Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
During the period of the Soviet-Nazi unanimous consent to address the House 

for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from West Virginia? 

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

respect for the integrity of the gentle
man from South Dakota [Mr. LovREL 
I think he is perfectly honest in his 
statement that he did ·not hear the dis
cussion with General MacArthur as he 
was sitting at the other end of the long 
table in the Embassy at Tokyo. He was 
engaged in conversation with the charm
ing Mrs. MacArthur. I very carefully 
prepared my former statement so that 
it would present the facts. I made notes 
as usual after the meeting and so did 
the gentleman from North Carolina, 
Congressman DEANE. My statement 
stands as presented. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. FOGARTY asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks and 
include two editorials. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks in two instances, in one to in
clu~e a speech of Mr. William Boyle, 
chairman of the Democratic National 
Committee, and in the other an editorial 
by the Lions Club of Denver, Colo. 

Mr. HOWELL <at the request of Mr. 
ASPINALL) was given permission to ex
tend his remarks and include extraneous 
material. 

Mr. RODINO (at the request of Mr. 
ASPINALL) was given permission to ex
tend his remarks and include extraneous 
material. 

Mr. ASPINALL asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks and 
include extraneous material. 

Mr. BLATNIK <at the request of Mr . 
MARSHALL) was given permission to ex
tend his remarks and include newspaper 
editorial material. 

Mr. MARSHALL asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks and 
include certain statements. 
~~·BARING asked and was given per

mission to extend his remarks. 
~~· DOYLE asked and was given per

mission to extend his remarks and in
clude appropriate material. 

Mr. BARTLETT asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks and 
include a Territorial resident's proposal. 
~~· YORTY asked and was given per

mission to extend his remarks in three 
instances and include extraneous matter. 

Mr. McCORMACK <at the request of 
Mr. FOGARTY) was given permission to 
extend his remarks and include an edi
torial. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks in four instances and include ex
traneous matter. 

- Mr. WOOD of Idaho asked and was 
.given permission to extend his remarks 
in two instances and include extraneous 
matter. 

- Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks in two instances and include 
newspaper articles. 

Mr. SCHWABE asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in 
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three instances and include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. PATTERSON (at the request of 
Mr. KEATING) was given permission to 
extend his remarks and include ex
traneous matter. 

Mr. KEATING asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks and in
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. MORTON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks and 
include an edito1·ial from the Louisville 
'Times. 

Mr. ALLEN of California asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks and include extraneous matter. 

Mr. ADAIR asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarbi and in
clude an artici.e from the Hoosier 
Farmer. 

Mr. HUNTER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks and 
include extraneous material. 

Mr. MITCHELL asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks and to 
include extraneous material. 

Mr. FORD asked and was given per
mission to extend his· remarks and in
clude a speech made by him on Memorial 
Day in Grand Rapids, Mich. 

Mr. SHORT asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks and in
clude two. newspaper articles. 

Mr. MULTER <at the r€quest of Mr. 
PRICE) was · given permission to extend 
his remarks in three instances and to 
include in each extraneous matter. 

BILL PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 

Mr. STANLEY, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on May 29, 1951, pre
sent to the President, for his approval, a 
bill of the House of the following title: 

H. R. 3842. An act making supplemental 
appropriations for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1951, and for other purposes. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; according
ly <at 1 o'clock and 6 minutes p. m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad
journed until Monday, June 4, 1951~ at 
12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

474. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting copies of orders of the Commis
sioner of the Immigration and Naturaliza
tion Service grap.ting the application for 
permanent residence filed by the sub]ects of 
such orders, pursuant to ·section 4 of the 
Displaced Persons Act of 1948, as amended; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

475. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting copies of orders of the Com
missioner of the Immigration and Natural
ization Service suspending deportati'On as 
well as a list of the persons involved, pur
suant to the Act of Congress approved July 
l, 1948 (Public Law 863), amending subsec
tion (c) of section 19 of the Immigration 
Act of February 5. 1917, as amended (8 
U. S. C. 155 (c)); to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

476. A lette.r from the Attorney General, 
transmitting a copy of an order of the Acting 
Commissioner of Immigration and Natural-

ization, dated November 16, 1950, authorizing 
the temporary admission into the United 
States of Displaced Persons, who upon ar
rival in possession of appropriate immigra
tion visas, are found to be excludable as per
sons within the cla:sses enumerated in sec
tion 1 (2) of the act of October 16, 1918, as 
amended by section 22 of the Internal Secu
rity Act of 1950; to the Committee on tb.e 
Judiciary. 

477. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting a copy of the order of the Com
missioner of Immigration and Naturalization 
granting the application for permanent resi
dence filed by the .subject af such order, pur
suant to section 4 of the Displaced Persons 
Act of 1948,' as amended; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

478. A letter from the Secretary of Agricul
ture, transmitting a draft of a proposed bill 
entitled "A bill to amend the act of May 29, 
1884, as amended, to permit the interstate 
movement, for immediate slaughter, of 
domestic animals which have reacted to a 
test for paratu'berculosis or which, never 
having been vaccinated for brucellosis, have 
reacted to a test for brucellosis; and for 

. other purposes"; to the Committee on Agri
culture. 

479. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Navy, transmitt ing the names of two educa
tional institutions that have requested 
donations from the Navy Department u n der 
the provisions -of section 2 of Public Law 
649 (79th Cong., 2d sess.) approved August 
7, 1946, namely, University of Miami., Coral 
Gables, Fla., and East Carolina Teachers 
College, Greenville, N. C.; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

480. A communication from the President 
of the Un1ted States, transmitting proposed 
supplemental appropriations for the fiscal 
year 1952 in the amount of $700,580 for the 
legislative branch (H. Doc. No. 1.51 )-·; to the 
Committee on Appropriations and ordered 
to be printed. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
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. GARMATZ: Joint Committee on the 
Disposition of Executive Papers. House Re
port No. 534. Report on the disposition of 
certain papers of sundry executive depart
ments. Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. VINSON: Committee of conference. 
S. 1. An act to provide for the common de
fense and security -of the United States and 
to permit the more effective utilization of 
manpower resources of the United States by 
authorizing universal military training and 
service, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 
535 ~ . Ordered to be printed. 

].':l·. ROGERS of Colorado: Committee on 
the Judiciary. H. R. 4106. A bill to amend 
title 28 of the United States Code entitled 
"Judiciary and Judicial Procedure" by adding 
a. new section thereto known as section 
1732b to permit the photographic reproduc
tion of business records and the introduction 
of the same in evidence; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 536). Referred to the House Cal
endar. 

Mr. COOPER: Committee of conference. 
H. R. 1612. A bill to extend the authority of 
the President to enter into trade agreements 
under section 350 of the Tari.ft Act of 1930, 
as amended, and for other purposes (Rept. 
No. 537). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. DA VIS of Georgia: Committee on the 
District of Columbia. H. R. 4141. A bill to 
provide for the more effective prevention, de
tection, and punishment of crime in the Dis
trict of Columbia; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 538). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and vesolutions wer,e introduced and 
severally ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN! 
H. R. 4297. A bill to continue for a tem

porary period certain powers, authority, and 
discretion for the purpose of exerei-sing, ad
ministering, and enforcing import C'Ontrols 
With respect to fats and oils (including but
ter), and rice and rice products; to the Com-. 
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. FARRINGTON: 
Ji. R. 4298. A bill to confer upon Hawaii 

the status of a State for purposes of the im
migration and naturalization laws, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. FINE: 
H. R. 4299. A bill providing equal pay for 

equal work for wome.n, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. HAVENNER: 
H. R. 4300. A bill relating to the authority 

of the Secretary of Defense to transport pas
sengers and cargo in vessels of the Military 
Sea Transportation Service; to the Commit-
tee on Armed Services. · 

H. R. 4301. A bill to extend to certain indi
viduals serving on active duty in the Armed 
Forces the same protection against bodily 
attack as is now granted to personnel of the 
Coast Guard; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H. R. 4302. A bill to amend the War Con
tractors Relief Act so as to extend relief 
thereunder in C3rtain cases, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HOWELL: 
H . R. 4303. A bill providing equal pay for 

equal work for women, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on .Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. ;JOHNSON: 
H. R. 4304. A bill to amend an act entitled 

"An act to establish a uniform system of 
bankruptcy throughout the United States," 
approved July 1, 1898, and acts amendatory 
thereof alld supplementary thereto; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KILBURN: 
H. R. 4305. A bill to authorize the use of 

the Sackets Harbor Military Cemetery for 
the burial of war and peacetime veterans of 
the Armed Forces of the United States; to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

By Mr. KLEIN: 
H. R. 4.306. A bill providing equal pay for 

equal work for women, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. LYLE: 
H. R. 4.307. A bill to provide that members 

of the bar of the United States district courts 
shall be eligible to practice before all admin
istrative agencies; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. P.,ODINO: 
H. R. 4308. A bill to repeal limitations con

tained in other laws on federally assisted low
rent housing projects authorized by the 
Housing Act of 194'9, as amended; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. ROGERS of Florida: 
H. R. 4309. A bill to amend the Communi

cations Act of 1934, as amended; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials 
were presented and referred as follows: 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis
lature of the State of Alabama relative to 
rf'.tifying the proposed amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States relatini 

/ 
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to the terms of office of the President; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of California, relative to the completion 
of the San Diego Aqueduct; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of New Hampshire, transmitting a copy 
of an act appproving the act of the Governor 
in signing the interstate compact for civil 
defense; to the Committee on Armed 
~ervices. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of Tennessee, relative to ratifying the 
proposed amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States relating to the terms of 
office of the President; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the 
Territory of Hawaii, requesting the Congress 
to defer taking any action to discontinue or 
modify the pay differentials granted to Fed
eral employees in the Territory of Hawaii; to 
the Committee on Appropriations. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the 
Territory of Hawaii, respectfully urging the 
Congress of the United States to support 
House Concurrent Resolution 64; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESV-LuTlOi~S 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introd.uced and 
severally tef erred as follows; 

By Mr. ANDERSON of California: 
H. R. 4310. A bill for the relief of Walter 

Samuel; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. ANFUSO: 

H. R. 4311. A b111 for the relief of Giuseppe 
Caraccia; tp the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 4312. A bill for the relief of Antonio 
Vitiello; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BATTLE: 
H. R. 4313. A bill for the relief of ~velyn 

Wan Hsien Wu, Dorothea Wan Lien Wu, 
Ray Kiu Wu, Christine Wan Ming Wu, and 
Ying Victor Wu; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. HILLINGS (by request): 
H. R. 4314. A bill for the relief of Satsuko 

Uchida; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mrs. KELLY of New York: 

H. R. 4315. A bill for the relief of Hildegard 
Lechner and Ingrid Lechner; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KLEIN: 
H. R . 4316. A bill for the relief of Leonid 

Zankowsky; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

H. R. 4317. A bill for the relief of Gronislav 
Vydaevich; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. McGREGOR: 
H. R. 4318. A bill for the relief of Allen W. 

Spangler and The Great American Indemnity 
Co. of New York; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. WALTER: 
H. Con. Res. 111. Concurrent resolution 

favoring the granting of the status of perma
nent residence to certain aliens; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

300. By Mr. ANDERSON of California: 
Petition of Mrs. Morris E. Lile and 131 others 
protesting high food prices; to the Commit
tee on Banking and Currency. 

301. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Charles 
F. Strohson, clerk, Board of Supervisors, 
Mineola, Nassau C'ounty, N. Y., requesting the 
Congress to enact legislation in aid of the 
financing of the safet~ · program of the Long 
Island Railroad; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

SENATE 
FRIDAY, JUNE 1, 1951 

(Legislative day of Thursday, May 17# 
1951) 

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

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

Our Father God, always Thou art near 
us. In Thee we live, move, and have our 
being; but often our cold and spiritually 
insensitive hearts keep Thee on the out
side of the locked doors of our lives. 
Enmeshed as we are in a multiplicity of 
things, slaves to the tyranny of the tangi
ble, weighted down with the pressing con
cerns of the Nation, with all other voices 
hushed at noontide we come bowing in 
reverence, lifting from this daily altar 
of prayer but one petition: "Nearer, my 
God, to Thee, nearer to Thee." 

In all the perplexities and confusions . 
of these days, with clouds and darkness 
even around Thy throne, we would steel 
our resolution to do what these times 
demand of us by the assurance that Thou 
art behind the shadows and in the 
shadows, keeping watch above Thine 
own. Quicken our hearts that they may 
become responsive to Thy touch. Save 
us from all national and international 
attitudes and actions which have not 
Thee in awe. Lord God of Hosts, be 
with us yet lest we forget to use our 
liberties and privileges, bought with so 
crimson a cost, to promote the common 
good of this stricken earth. We ask it 
in the Redeemer's name. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. McFARLAND, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday, 
May 31, 1951, was dispensed with. 

MEETING OF COMMITTEE DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

On request of Mr. LEHMAN, and by 
unanimous consent, the Subcommittee 
on Labor and Management of the Com
mittee on Labor and PubHc Welfare was 
authorized to meet this afternoon during 
the session of the Senate. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 

By unanimous consent, the following 
routine business was transacted: 
CONTINUATION OF DISTRIBUTIVE EDU

CATION-RESOLUTION OF WISCONSIN 
ASSOCIATION FOR VOCATIONAL AND 
ADULT EDUCATION 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, on many 
occasions I have commented on the Sen
ate floor regarding the deep interest of 
the people of Wisconsin in continued 
adequate appropriations under the 
George-Deen and George-Barden Acts. 
We have always found that vocational 
training very definitely pays off in both 
an economic sense and in many other 
respects. 

I have in my hand a resolution sent to 
me by C. D. Rejahl, secretary-treasurer 
of the Wisconsin Association for Voca
tional and Adult Education, located at 
211 North Carroll Street, Madison, Wis. 

I believe that this resolution urging 
the restoration of funds for continua
tion of distributive education will be of 
interest to my colleagues. 

I ask unanimous consent that the reso
lution be printed in the RECORD, to be 
followed thereafter by a list of the 
names of the officers of the executive 
committee of the association, and I re
quest that the resolution be appropri
ately referred. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was referred to the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare and ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, together 
with the names of the officers of the ex
ecutive committee of the association, as 
follows: 

Whereas the program of distributive edu
cation-merchandising and service occupa
tions-has beeµ effectively initiated through 
Federal aid appropriated under the provi
sions of the George-Deen and George-Barden 
Acts; and .. 

Whereas this program is still in the proc
e~s of development in the meeting of the 
needs of small business in this country; and 

Whereas the problem of effective and eco
nGmical distribution of materials and prod
U< ts to our civilian population will become 
more acute as the demands of increased 
l"'Cbilization restrict full civilian production; 
and 

Whereas the House of Representatives in 
the passage of H. R. 3709 has eliminated all 
Federal aid for distributive education-mer
chandising and service occupations-author
ized under the George-Barden Act: Where
fore be it 

Resolved, That the Wisconsin Association 
for Vocational and Adult Education meet
ing in Milwaukee, Saturday, May 5, 1951, call 
to the attention of Members of Congress from 
Wisconsin, the importance of the program of 
di.>tributive education to our present econ
omy and urge that Federal aid for this activ
ity be restored for the fiscal year beginning 
July 1, 1951; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be 
sent to all Members of Congress from the 
State of Wisconsin. 

E XECUTIVE COMMITl'EE OF THE V\11._c_NSIN 
ASSOCIATION FOR VOCATIONAL AND ADULT 
EDUCATION 

John E. Te Poortan, president, Madison; 
C. D. Rejahl, secretary-treasury, Madison; 
Marie H. Peterson commercial, La Crosse; 
Frank J. Woerdehoff, teacher training, Madi
son; Arthur Larsen, guidance, Sheboygan; 
Lawrence B. Hoyt, coordination, Wausau; Ted 
D. Sather, past president, Kenosha; c. J. 
H .:i.ase, rehabilitation, La C'rosse; John Per
kins, agriculture, Neillsville; Emil J. Schaefer, 
distributive, Madison; Raymond W. Henke, 
trades and industry, Marinette; Calvin Evans, 
general subjects, Milwaukee; Monica M. Die
bold, homemaking, Green Bay; H. L. Sher
man, directors, Menasha. 

BILLS AND A JOINT RESOLUTION 
INTRq_DUCED 

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

By Mr. KNOWLAND: 
S. 1580. A bill for the relief of Alevtina 

Olson and Tatiana Snejina; to the Commit· 
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BRIDGES: 
S. 1581. A bill to provide for recogni

tion of the Cathedral-of-the-Pines, Rindge, 
N. H., as a national shrine; to the Committee 
on Rules and Administration. 
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