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One has only to consider the status of
the plywood industry or the automohile
and hicycle industries, to realize the truth
and foree of this observation. Or, as I
said before, consider the status of the
textiles and ceramics industry, or the
chemical industry or the machine tool
industry. In industry after industry,
the products of well-paid American
labor are being pushed out of the mar-
ket by cheap-labor imports. Our vital
American interests are being under-
mined every day in the name of recipro-
cal trade.

Mr, President, America must remain
strong if she is to.keep her position as a
leading world power. We must be strong
not only spiritually and morally, but also
economically, if we are to be strong mili-
tarily. We serve best the cause of free-
dom and global security by husbanding
our prime industries and by keeping our
people working, A depressed America,
with millions unemployed and depending
upon foreign industry for survival, is a
boon to the Kremlin, We have need to
be vigilant regarding the health of our
business and industrial systems, if we are
to safeguard our agricultural interests,

It was Stalin, himself, who said,

“America would be destroyed from
within.”

The textile industry is an outstanding
example of the injury being done Amer-
ica by so-called reciprocal trade. Since
1950, employment in textile concerns in
the United States has declined by 344,000
jobs. When we consider the loss of jobs
in affiliated and service industries, the
total loss is much greater. For instance,
the cotton industry alone purchased $2
billion worth of materials annually from
the chemical industry. Let one basic
industry get hard hit, and the adverse
effects spread throughout the whole
economy. .

Under existing trade policies, the Japa~
nese cotton industry is able to buy Ameri-
can cotton for 20 percent less than the
price the American textile manufacturer
must pay. In addition, the Japanese
manufacturer has the benefits of modern
machinery which our country helped pay
for and set up, and the Japanese indus=
trialist has the big advantage of labor
that works for one-tenth of the wages
paid in the textile industry in the United
States. } ;

Armed with these advantages, the
Japanese then flood the American mar-
ket with low-priced products which
swamp American-made goods. When
confronted with this kind of inequitable
competition, the American textile firms
naturally feel the pinch. Sales drop off,
production is curtailed, and layoffs are
effected, from the farm to the sales coun-
ters. It is a whole vicious cycle, and all
of it adds up to mass unemployment for
America. Despite all the fancy claims
for it, this is an example of how foreign
trade works under the Eisenhower ad-
ministration; and what is happening in
the textile industry is also happening
in many other basic industries.

We are the victims of a tremendous
plot designed to destroy American in-
dustrial and economic might. 3

While we are discussing this subject,
it is a matter of pertinent interest to
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note that on September 10, 1955, the ad-
ministration reduced the tariff rates on
many cotton products by varying
amounts, in some instances up to 50 per=-
cent. This action inflicted further in-
jury on an industry already battling for
its economie life.

Advocates of reciproeal trade talk glib-
1y of peril points and protective devices
in the legislation; but what meaning do
they have when the White House re-
peatedly and consistently overrules the
decisions of the Tariff Commission, de-
cisions soundly made for the protection
of American industry?

We would do well to keep in mind that
when the late Cordell Hull sponsored the
Reciprocal Trade Act in 1934, his basic
aim was to better America’s export posi-
tion, not to destroy her industries and
jobs. Again I say that, unfortunately,
over the years the fine goal of this great
American has been lost through mal-
administration,

Every time we implement policies that
give advantage to foreign products over
American-made goods, not only are we
drying up jobs and curtailing purchas-
ing power at home, but we are also seri-
ously undercutting the base of our mili-
tary strength.

It is worthy of serious thought that
during World War II the United States
Armed Forces required more than 10,000
different types of textile items. What
happens if the firms that supplied those
items lapse into oblivion because they
cannot compete with cheap foreign la-
bor? Where are our Armed Forces to
turn, in an emergency, if the facilities at
home have gone into the discard? I say
we cannot afford to let our basic indus-
tries lag in the doldrums or languish un-
attended. The mnational interest de-
mands that we repair the damage at the
earliest possible moment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair regrets to inform the Senator
from South Carolina that the time al-
lowed him has expired.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina,
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent,
that I may proceed for 1 additional
minute. ¢

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 'Is there
objection? Without objection, the Sen-
ator from South Carolina may proceed.
- Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina,
Mr. President, we have our heads in the
sand if we go along thinking the oceans
are going to be free for commerce and
supplies in the evert of an emergency.
We saw what the U-boats did to Allied
shipping in World Wars I and II, and we
have a general idea as to the maritime
threat the enemy could mount in the
event of another major war.

Prudence dictates that we have at
hand, in America, productive facilities
and trained working forces for the items
that are indispensable to a healthy na-
tional economy which will be adequate to
emergency demands. So-called recipro-
cal trade, that has virtually bankrupted
a score of American prime industries, is
certainly not promoting the national wel-
fare. On the contrary, it is highly in-
jurious to our Nation and the time has
come to call a halt., !
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Mr. President, the best interests of our
country require official changes in our
trade policy and development of a pro-
gram to revive and protect American in-
dustry and the jobs of American workers,
and to secure the national interest.

The so-called Reciprocal Trade Act
does not do this. To the contrary, it does
the opposite.

Therefore, Mr. President, when the
bill to extend the so-called Reciproecal
Trade Act comes before the Senate, I
hope the Senate will kill it.

SCIENCE AND GOVERNMENT

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, on
May 5, 1958, I had the honor to appear
before the colloquium of the faculty of
students of the Massachusetts Institute
of Technology. I ask unanimous consents
that my address on that occasion be
printed at this point in the REcorbp.

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

SCIENCE AND GOVERNMENT

Chairman Padelford, and his distinguished
friends of the colloquium, your sessions are
dealing with one of the major problems of
our times—the close and vital relationship
of science and government. This is a com-
plicated relationship—it is really a set of
relationships. There are many things I
might discuss and I had to choose among
them. I have decided to divide my remarks
in half so that I may devote my time to two
major areas, each of them geared to my own
recent experiences as chairman of two Senate
subcommittees—the subcommittee on re-
organization and the subcommittee on dis-
armament. Let me approach the problem in
that sequence—the issues of coordination
first and, second, a more intensive glimpse of
the problem of government and science in
operation in the field of government.

Let me briefly review a few of the problems
facing our Government in the vital fields of
science and technology. I would like to come
stralght to the point.

Although we are reported to be the best
organized Nation in the world, enjoying the
highest standards of living and education, our
governmental organization for nonmilitary
scientific activities is a mixed up, uncoordi-
nated maze. It is also true that the small
amount of money which is devoted to the de=
velopment of science and technology, when
considered in relation to the billions of dol-
lars expended annually by the Government,
is positively disgraceful.

As you may know, Government organiza-
tion for scientific activities is extensive and
very complex. Of the approximately 80 de-
partments, agencies, and other bodies which
comprise our executive branch, some 38 are
engaged, to some extent, in scientific activ-
ities. For the most part, these activities re-
sult from their efforts to carry out congres-
sionally assigned functions which may be
specifically scientific in nature or may re-
quire scientific activity incidental to their
performance.

Many of these 38 agencies have established
elaborate organizational structures for the
conduct of their scientific activities. They
may have extremely varied research programs
encompassing numerous fields and disciplines
of science and dealing with fundamental
sclence, basic and/or applied research and
technology. Other activities involve the ad-
fninistration and planning of research, ex-
pansion of research facilities, dissemination
of scientific information, training of scien-
tific manpower, and the collection of general
purpose statistlcs in both the natural and
soclal sciences.
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Thus, at the present time, there is no
single executive branch agency which is re-
sponsible for the planning, coordination, and
centralization of all of the civilian, or non-
military, scientific and technological activi-
ties of the Federal Government. Inde-
pendent agencies, such as the Atomic Energy
Commission, the National Advisory Com-
mittee for Aeronautics, and the National
Science Foundation, are carrying on their
own programs; and numerous components
-of other departments, such as the National
Bureau of Standards, the Office of Technical
Services, and the Patent Office are carrying
on their work within the Department of
Commerce. In addition, the Departments
of Agriculture, Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, and Interior maintain their own pro-
grams, and departments and agencies have
varying programs and responsibilities.

Although efforts at coordination have been
made, from time to time, through the crea-
tion of science advisory groups and inter-
departmental committees, such as the Presi-
dent’s Advisory Committee on Science and
Technology and the Interdepartmental Com-
mittee on Scientific Research and Develop-
ment, there continues to be an urgent need
for better coordination of activities among
these. agencies and the more than 30 other
components of the executive departments
and independent agencies which are engaged
to some extent in scientific activities.

I submit that there is something which
can be done to correct this situation. One
such proposal now under consideration pro-
vides, among other things, for the creation
of a Department of Sclence and Technology.
This approach is incorporated in a bill, S.
3126, which I introduced together with Sena-
tors McCLELLAN and YARBOROUGH, early in
the present session of the Congress as a pro-
posed Sclence and Technology Act of 1958,
The establishment of such a department
would permit a civilian official of Cabinet
rank to bring together all of the major non-
military, governmental science functions
into a single agency. This would enable
each service to be fully utilized in the de-
velopnient of a concerted effort in the form-
ulation of scientific programs, including a
new component for the development of as-
tronautics and outer space exploration and
research, which should be created for that
purpose within the proposed department,
and not just as another independent agency.
It also proposes to coordinate within the
department, the functions of other Federal
agencies engaged in the promotion of secien-
tific programs, and certain fundamental
science functions of other departments.

Now, how is the Congress ifself organized
to meet its obligations in the scientific
and technological fields?

I am sorry to have to report to you that the
same lack of coordinated effort and the same
diversity of responsibility which is found in
the executive branch in the scientific and
technological fields also exists in the legisla-
tive branch.

Thus, according to a recent study by the
staff of the Committee on Government Opera-
tions of the Senate, there are at least six
standing, leglslative committees which deal
with these matters in the Senate, in addi-
tion to the Appropriations Committee. Thus,
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy and
the Committee on Agriculture deal with re-
search and development programs relative to
the Atomiec Energy Commission and the
science programs of the Department of Agri-
culture. The research and development pro-
grams of the armed services are handled by
the Armed Services Committee. Some of the
programs of the National Science Foundation
and the National Advisory Committee on
Aeronautics, as well as those of the Patent
Office and other components of the Depart-
ment of Commerce; are handled by various
committees, such as Interstate and Foreign
Commerce and Labor and Public Welfare.
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There is, however, no single standing, speecial
or joint committee which coordinates and
evaluates the programs, work and needs of all
of the Federal executive agencies and depart-
ments which are carrying on scientific activ-
ities, or the relationship of one such program
to others in the same general fleld. All of
this results in much lost motion, duplication,
overlapping, and the other ills which usually
accompany lack of coordinated effort.

Although there is some evidence of con-
siderable opposition to certain of the pro-
posals set forth in the proposed Science and
Technology Act, I believe that careful con-
sideration should be given to the recom-
mendations of the staff of the Cominittee on
Government Operations.

These recommendations which resulted
from more than 6 months of careful and
conscientious study also propose to estab-
lish in each House of the Congress standing
committees on Science and Technology, ade~
qguately staffed by competent specialists,
vested with the authority to procure the
services of consultants in specialized fields as
required. These committees would be au-
thorized to exercise legislative oversight with
respect to all matters pertaining to non-
military governmental scientific and tech-
nological activities. This specific recom-
mendation was not incorporated in the bill
as introduced for the following reasons: (1)
It was felt that consideration should first be
given to whether or not a Department of
Science and Technology is to be created; (2)
leadership determination should be ascer-
tained in both Houses before definite pro-
posals should be considered, in order to effect
the necessary rules changés governing ma-
jority and minority assignments relative to
the number of committees to which a Mem-
ber may be assigned, and the transfer of the
function of the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy to the standing committee; and (3) a
determination should be made as to whether
such committees should be created to insure
coordination of civilian science functions at
the legislative level, regardless of whether a
new department is established.

We are living in the fastest-moving world
mankind has ever had to live in, If we are
to survive, we must streamline governmental
organization of Federal science activities and
establish the necessary governmental ma-
chinery, both executive and legislative, to
meet the challenge for existence.

The Subcommittee on Reorganization of
the Senate Committee on Government Opera-
tions, of which I am chairman, began hear-
ings last week on certain provisions of the
Science and Technology Act of 1958, and
these hearings will continue tomorrow and
Wednesday.

These hearings will be the first phase of
the committee’s study of necessary reorgani-
zation of science activities in the Federal
Government. The hearings will be limited to
consideration of a program for coordination
of scientific and technical information. The
committee has received various proposals
dealing with the important problem of im-
proving the assembling, translating, abstract-
ing, collating, storage, retrieval, and dissemi-
nation of technical information from both
private and governmental sources, and will
endeavor to formulate a coordinated program
in which ‘all qualified agencies, both inside
and outside of Government, may participate.

While the first objective of these hearings
will be to develop information as to the need
for further legislation to enable the Federal
Government to establish a program to insure
the adequate dissemination of scientific and
technical information, the immediate need is
to provide the Committee on Appropriations
with the necessary data as to the fiscal re-
guirements of the Federal Government to
properly coordinate its activities, and to ef-
fect a cooperative program with private ac-
tivities in this field.
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The bill also contalns a number of other
vital provisions dealing with science activi-
ties, but in view of the fact that most of
these relate to matters which are under con-
sideration by the Committee on Astronautics
and Space, established by the Senate for this
purpose, these matters will be first considered
by that committee, and by the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare., Hearings on these
aspects of the bill will, therefore, he de-
ferred until a coordinated program can be
worked out between these committees and
the Committee on Government Operations
relative to the development of essential in=-
formation required for congressional action,

Now, involved in all this is the issue of ade-
quate financing for our scientific and techno-
logical programs.

During fiscal year 1957, our Government
devoted slightly more than $3 billion for all
research and development activities; the es-
timate for 1968 is $3,427,000,000; and the
President has requested only $3,722,000,000
for such programs for fiscal year 1959.

"I submit that when our national survival is
at stake, certainly the richest nation in the
world can afford to devote a little more of its
great wealth to the basic and applied research
which is not only necessary to our own na-
tional survival, but may well enable us to
benefit all mankind. The history of science
demonstrates that, except for purely military
or defense research and development, scien-
tifie discoveries, and subsequent technologi-
eal developments have contributed wvast
wealth to this Nation and enabled us to aid
the free world. If we are to avoid the same
lag in our natlonal economy, and thus our
ability to aid the free world, as happened in
the astronautical and missile field, we must
provide the necessary funds to permit our
scientists and technologists to retain or re=
gain the world lead in science,

So much for my general view of the organl-
zational and finaneing problems of the Fed-
eral Government in relation to scientific
activities. Let me now turn to a few com-
ments on a specific area of relations between
science and government in which I have
lately bheen continually and directly involved.

hid

Through my work as chairman of the Sub-
committee on Disarmament, I have had occa=-
sion to experience some interesting relation-
ships of science and government, One of
the most significant of these is the detection
of nuclear-weapons testing and whether the
United States should seek an international '
agreement to suspend such tests with an
inspection system.

Science and scientists enter the nuclear«
weapons-test issue because it is science that
must give us most of the information on the
capabilities of any detection and inspection
system, Through no fault of the scientists,
the Disarmament Subcommittee had a great
deal of difficulty in obtaining information
on the nature of an inspection system. We
were first told by some of our political leaders
that such material was highly classified. Mr.
Btassen, when he was the President’s dis-
armament adviser, would give the subcom-
mittee absolutely no information on what
his inspection task forces had concluded
about the requirements of an inspection
system for a suspension of nuclear tests or
the inspection system for any other disarma-
ment proposal.

When administration spokesmen, as well as
some highly placed scientists associated with
the Atomic Energy Commission, began as-
serting quite definitely that nuclear tests
would be conducted secretly, then it became
necessary to pursue the detection problem
with great diligence.

First, the subcommittee needed to find out
what, if anything, the executive branch had
developed in the way of an inspection sys-
tem for the detection of tests. And then the
subcommittee had to seek to have the infor=-
mation on detection released to the public,
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One of the most frustrating experiences a
Member of Congress can have is to receive
information which is essential to discussion
of a public issue, but, at the same time, be
bound not to reveal the information to any-
one outside of a few individuals who have
been cleared to receive such information.
'So we had two problems facing us—to get
the information and then to work for the
release of it.

The subcommittee, after several weeks of
preliminary investigation, learned that some
information regarding an inspection system
had been developed. Upon the decision of
the appropriate political leaders, the scien-
tists were permitted to come before the sub-
committee and present testimony. The testi-
mony was excellent. The scientists had done
a lot of homework and their preparation
showed it.

In general, the testimony revealed that the
detection of tests was not so simple a prob-
lem that we could suspend tests and rely on
our present detection system to assure us
that nobody was trying to cheat. On the
other hand, the testimony also revealed that
our scientific instruments were sufficiently
developed that with an inspection system
inside the Soviet Union the possibility of the
Soviets cheating on a test suspension and
getting away with it would be highly unlikely.

With the completion of this testimony by
reputable scientists the first phase of our
problem had been completed. We had some
concept of the requirements of an inspec-
tion system. The next step was to get the
information made public. As a result of
holding the executive hearings we had some
basis for judging the testimony of other
witnesses, particularly those who testified in
public session. In addition, from the infor-
mation available to us the subcommittee
was able to circulate a questionnaire to some
37 seismologists around the country to obtain
further data on the problem of the detection
of underground nuclear explosions. The an-
swers to this questionnaire are almost all in
and it is my expectation that the sub-
committee will soon have them analyzed,
summarized, and published.

I do not mean to suggest by my comments
that the subcommittee has finished its ex-
amination of the issue of the suspension of
nuclear weapons tests. But I do wish to sug-
gest some significant aspects of the work of
science on this issue.

Sclence plays the essential role in develop-
ing the techniques by which we could in-
spect for a suspension of nuclear weapons
tests. This is a key function and a neces-
sary role. But once the scientists have sub-
mitted their various proposals and have
pointed out their advantages as well as their
weak points, then it is the responsibility of
the political leaders to decide whether to
propose that a suspension of nuclear weapons
tests should take place, whether it should be
unilaterally or multilaterally agreed upon,
under an international agreement.

Sclentists have a right and obligation to
glve their opinions on these matters just as
any citizen has a right and a responsibility
to give his opinions, and these opinions
should be based on as much information as
can be put into their hands. But it is
wrong for the political leaders of government
to leave to scientists political decisions.

Scientists cannot decide by themselves
whether the United States should propose to
the Soviet Union that we should seek an
agreement to suspend nuclear weapons tests.
They cannot decide because this is not their
responsibility or even their capability. They
also cannot decide because even on a matter
as technical as the detection of nuclear weap-
ons tests there are no absolutes. I believe
that when the evidence is in and weighed
carefully, it will reveal that the question of
whether we should seek to end bomb tests
comes down to a choice of risks. In its
unanimous report of last September, the
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Disarmament Subcommittee stated that “it
would be deceiving to the American people
and the people of the world to advertise any
plan as perfect. Examination of numer-
ous disarmament proposals reveals none
that can be said to be absolutely foolproof
against evasion.” The subcommittee went
on to state that “Every proposal entails risks;
risks as to the possibility of clandestine
evasion and as to military security. The
question is not one of finding an ironclad in-
spection formula but of adopting arrange-
ments that will satisfy the defense needs of
the country. In essence, the subcommittee
believes that the basic question is to decide
whether the risks of doing something to
curtail the threat of war by reducing arma-
ments|are less than the risks of doing noth-
ing and allowing the armaments race to con-
tinue indefinitely."”

This conclusion of the subcemm‘ltbee is
especially pertinent to the issue of nuclear
test suspension. My position is based on
welghing the risks as stated in the subcom-
mittee’s report. It is my contention that if
we do not take some action soon to slow
down the armaments race, the world will
eventually become embroiled either in a
catastrophic nuclear war or it will become
bankrupt trying to keep up with the vastly
increasing costs of creating and building
new and more modern weapons of attack and
defense.

I would like to see the United States pro-
pose a suspension of nuclear weapons tests
with inspection because I want to know
whether the Soviets are really as concerned
about the possibility of nuclear war as we
are. I would like to know if their slogans
about peace really mean peace or wWhether
they are merely a guise to force us to let
down our guard and become complacent.
I would like to see whether the Soviet Union
is sufficiently inferested in making a first
step toward halting this terrible arms race
by paying the price of allowing its closed
territory to be opened up just a little to
include an inspection system.

I know that if we .did eventually obtain
a suspension of nuclear weapons tests we
would be sacrificing some important aspects
of our own weapons development. I think
that when we make a decision to suspend
tests or when we as individual citizens, or
as Members of Congress advocate a test sus-
pension we must do so with full knowledge
of the possible consequences. But I submit
that the Soviets would also pay a price in
weapons development if they stopped. The
situation would be, as one of our scientific
witnesses stated, symmetrical. Both sides
would be similarly affected.

I think a test suspension would need to
allow provision for some testing under inter-
national supervision or under international
auspices to see whether the inspection sys-
tem is working. It should also allow de-
velopment and some testing of nuclear ex-
plosives for peaceful purposes.

Since there are risks involved, and since
there are military, scientific, and political
factors that must be weighed, it is the
President and his principal politieal advisers
who must decide whether a test suspension
is in the national interest. And it may
also be the responsibility of the Congress,
and particularly the Senate, to decide at
some time whether a test suspension agree-
ment should be tried. It is my opinion that
a test suspension agreement is in the na-
tional interest, if the Soviet Union will agree
to the necessary inspection system. I do
not understand why the President needs to
delay, because the longer he delays the more
difficult it will be to reach agreement. We

have listened to the scientists and now it

is time for the political leaders to make up
their own minds.

It is unfortunate that the President and
his executive department could not be can-
did with the public and issue the necessary

~and Drug Administration.
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reports and facts concerning the detectlon
problem. But, I am thankful that our Gov-
ernment provides for a separation of powers
so that the legislative branch can attempt
to pry the facts loose.

It is unfortunate that the agencies which
are most against a test suspension proposal
are the ones which have made important
errors of fact or omission regarding your
ability to detect tests. Such errors, al-
though they probably were made inad-
vertently, or at most as a result of negligence
or unconcern, raise a large shadow of doubt
regarding their reliability as transmitters
and reflectors of the truth.

RADIOACTIVE FALLOUT AND NUCLEAR TESTS

Another aspect of the test issue concerns
the matter of radioactive fallout. Many of
our citizens want nuclear tests stopped out
of concern for their health and the health
of their progeny. I share this concern. I
am the father of 4 children and I want to
be as sure as I can be that their health and
their children's health will not be jeopardized
as a result of nuclear weapons tests.

At the same time, I do not wish to act
foolishly and call for the cessation of tests
on grounds of health if the health issue is
not really an issue. In other words, if the
radioactive fallout resulting from nuclear
weapons tests is not today and will not in
the future cause appreciable damage to the
world’s populations, then I do not think
that the fear of fallout should be used as
an argument to end nuclear weapons tests.
The arms race and the threat of nuclear war
are the maln reasons why tests should be
suspended. The danger of fallout may be
another reason for ending tests but I am not
yel convinced that it is. And if it is not,
then I do not think that responsible pedple
should cry wolf and scare the American peo-
ple into thinking that radioactive fallout
from tests is threatening and destroying
lives.

On the other hand there is a great deal
that apparently is still not known about
the problem of radioactive fallout. Infor-
mation regarding the matter has not always
been promptly and thoroughly given to us
by the executive agencles most knowledge-
able on the question. So I would also argue
that in the absence of complete information
responsible officials should not fry to belittle
the problem and say the problem of fallout
is comparable to wearing a wrist wateh. I
would only note here that I can decide for

‘myself whether or not to wear a wrist watch,

I do not have the power to decide whether
the fallout from tests will affect my health
and the health of my children. This decision
is out of my hands and the hands of mil-
lions of people throughout the world. The
wrist watch analogy, therefore, is highly
misleading!

One prinecipal problem regarding the fall-
out issue is that the agency which is con-
ducting the tests is the same agency which
is reporting on the nature of the fallout
hazard. This is making the judge and the
defendant the same person. The Atomic
Energy Commission apparently is deeply
committed to a continuation of testing. The
Commission evidently cannot even conceive
that a time may arrive when tests will no
longer be necessary. If that is the case, then
the Atomic Energy Commission should not be
the agency which is responsible for reporting
on the degree of fallout which results from
tests., This is a case where the scientists of
the AEC should not be put in the position
of defending as well as judging the merits of
a continuation of tests and the nature of the
fallout hazard. A new group of scientists
should have responsibility to study and re-
port on the amount of radicactivity being
thrown into the world’s atmosphere. This
group might originate in the Weather Bu-
reau, the Bublic Health Service, or the Food
But wherever it
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is, it should be independent of the Atomic
Energy Commission. I say this not only be-
cause I believe that then we shall be more
assured that the information given us is
reliable and accurate. I also say it because
I think that in all fairness to the scientists
who are working for Government, that they
should not have to be subjected to conflicting
loyalties, In this way science is protected
and so are the interests of the American
people.

ANNIVERSARY OF THE ADOPTION
OF THE CONSTITUTION OF
SWEDEN
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, to-

day the people of Sweden mark the anni-

versary of the adoption of their liberal
constitution in 1809. I think it is entire-
ly fitting and proper that we in the

United States send our greetings and

congratulations to the  liberty-loving

people of Sweden on this occasion.

The constitution of 1809 gave Sweden
its first formal parliamentary authority
to balance the rights of the people
against the powers of the king. Respect
for constitutional government is deeply
held in Sweden. This is a solid basis for
democracy there, just as it is in our own
country.

We can take great pride in the contri-
butions by Swedes and their descend-
ants to agriculture, business, labor, art,
and literature in the United States. I
am especially proud that the State of
Minnesota has been blessed so gener-
ously with the presence of citizens of
Swedish origin. .

The cultural achievement of August
Strindberg in the foundation of modern
drama in Europe is matched in our own
country by the American poet of the
people, Carl Sandburg, a second gener-
ation Swede. And we cannot forget the
great humanitarian work in the cause of
peace by such devoted men as Count
Folke Bernadotte and Dag Hammar-
skjold, former Secretary-General of the
United Nations.

Mr. President, I think all Americans
will welcome this occasion to honor and
to greet the free and independent people
of Sweden on this anniversary of the
adoption of the first Swedish Constitu-
tion.

ANNIVERSARY OF THE ADOPTION
OF THE CONSTITUTION OF DEN-
MARK

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, it
cives me great pleasure to greet the
people of Denmark who celebrate today
the anniversary of their first constitu-
tion, adopted in 1849.

Inspired by the liberal European spirit
of 1848, the people of Denmark asked
their King for a liberal constitution.
King Frederik VII then voluntarily re-
nounced royal absolutism and promised
his people a constitution.

A national assembly, elected by the
people, drafted a constitution and it was
adopted, with the King’s approval, on
June 5 of the following year. This
peaceful evolution from unchecked royal
power to liberal constitutionalism is a
landmark in the progress of democratic
political institutions.
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The advanced social legislation which
marks the recent history of Denmark
has strengthened freedom and demo-
cratic institutions. In this spirit of free-
dom, Denmark is a strong and reliable
partner in the North Aflantic Treaty
Organization.

Mr. President, the historic friendship
between Denmark and the United States
is based on a mutual belief in freedom
and opportunity for each individual.
The presence of many Danish people
and their descendants in this country
has been a valuable contribution in main-
taining the way of life we cherish in the
United States. I am sure that all of us
join in saluting the heroic people of Den-
mark on this important anniversary.

THE ADMINISTRATION'S MANAGE-
MENT OF THE RURAL ELECTRIFI-
CATION ADMINISTRATION

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, Task
unanimous consent to have printed in the
body of the REcorp a statement I have
prepared concerning Senate bill 2990,
which would amend Reorganization Plan
No. 2 of 1953, as it affects the Rural Elec-
trification Administration; and also an
editorial entitled “Doesn’t Help REA
Cause,” published in the Ohio Farmer
magazine for April 5, 1958. I commend
this editorial to the reading of my col-
leagues. .

There being no objection, the state-
ment and editorial were ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR CAPEHART

On last Wednesday the junior Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. HuMPHREY| made a lengthy
speech with insertions in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp, the purpose of which was to cast
diseredit on this administration in its man-
agement of the Rural Electrification Admin-
istration. He took this method in announc-
ing that public hearings would be held start-
ing on June 5 on a bill, S. 2990, which would
amend Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1853 as
it affects the REA. This bill was introduced
on January 13, 1958. Now hearings are
scheduled in the closing days of this session.
It is evident thdt the party of the junior
Senator from Minnesota has found they can
no longer frighten the farmers of this coun-
try with financial disaster. They are, there=~
fore, seeking new issues that they hope will
be helpful to them in the coming campaign.

It is regrettable that in this effort, they are
making a political football of such a fine in-
stitution as the REA.

The Secretary of Agriculture has been re-
sponsible under a reorganization plan passed
by this Congress in 1953 for-the service this
agency has provided rural Ameriga. Let me
quote the Senator's own words concerning
the way this splendid institution is meeting
its allegations:

“The rural electric systems have a most
enviable repayment record. I submit that
no other lending agency of the Federal Gov-
ernment can claim as good a repayment rec-
ord: and this repayment record was made
despite the fact that many of the loans were
made at a time when the economic condi-
tions were very bad and when the number of
customers in the particular areas was limited.
Overall, the program is one of the most sue-
cessful social and economic programs ever
initiated by the Federal Government.

“In two decades this program has suc-
ceeded in bringing rural America out of dark-
ness. Not only has the farmer benefited
from REA, but his improved standard of
living brought about by REA has been the
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foundation of increased prosperity for the
entire business community of the Nation.
The electrified farm is & consumer farm. It
uses not only electricity but also electrical
appliances, steel, petroleum, and rubber prod-
uets, as well as the many consumer items the
prosperous farm family buys.

“Thus the Nation is receiving tremendous
dividends, social and economic, on a modest
investment.”

Why then will the junior Senator from
Minnesota in the same speech make such
statements as these:

“Meanwhile, his (the Administrator) supe-
riors back in Washington are hatching new
schemes for crippling the REA program.

“To put it bluntly, the Eisenhower-Benson
drive aims to emasculate’ REA—one of the
most successful social and economic pro-
grams ever initiated by the Federal Govern-
ment. ;

“Today we can see that Mr, Benson’s action
in taking over, REA was no haphazard by-
product of the 1953 reorganization. Instead
it is part of a deliberate plan to restrict and
to destroy once and for all this thorn in the
side of the Power Trust.”,

I would remind my listeners that the REA
has been under the guldance of the Secre-
tary of Agriculture, Mr, Benson, since 1953.
We can wholeheartedly concur in the junior
Senator’s glowing description of this agency.
It is regrettable that in the same speech he
had to make the derogatory remarks that
I have gquoted.

The junior Senator makes three charges—
to quote from his statement:

“First, is, as I have said, to dominate the
actual workings of REA as an efficient Gov-
ernment agency.

“SQpecond, is to raise the cost of financing so
that REA borrowers will no longer be a seri-
ous factor in the utility business in rural
areas.

“Third, is to cut off Federal loans and give
private lenders an opportunity to get their
hands on the best of the REA business.”

In view of the seriousness of the charges
that have been made as to the administra-
tion of the REA program it is important that
we should know thetrue facts,

REA was created as an independent agency
of the Government by the Rural Electrifica-
tion Act of 1936 (7 U. 8. C, 901, 914). Sec-
tion 1 of the act provided that all of the
Administration’s powers would be exercised
by an Administrator. However, that section
was substantially modified by section 5 of
President Roosevelt's Reorganization Plan No.
2 of 1939 (56 U. 8. C., p. 125), which trans-
ferred REA and ifts functions and activities
to the Department of Agriculture and pro-
vided that such functions and activities
“shall be administered in that Department
by the Administrator of the Rural Electri-
fication Administration under the general
direction and supervision of the Secretary of
Agriculture.”

I call attention to the fact that it was Presi-
dent Rooszevelt’s Reorganization Plan No. 2
of 1939 that provided that such functions
and activities of the REA shall be adminis-
tered “under the general direction and super=
vision of the Secretary of Agriculture.”

In 1944 a guestion arose about the making
of allotments as required by the act., The
Department took the position, with the full
legal approval of its solicitor, that the See-
retary’s duty to supervise and direct the
activities of REA not only permitted him to
approve the allotments but made it his duty
to do so if desirable for the proper operation
of the program.

This conclusion was based on decisions of
the courts, notably Knight v. Unifed States
Land Association (142 U. S. 161), and the
decision of the Comptroller General (19 C. G
400). In the Knight case the Supreme Court
concluded that the words “direction and
supervision' are synonymous with the word
“control” and import broad powers including
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