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However, those computations which I 
have made indicate the magnitude of 
the profit which Mr. Onassis and the 
Arabians would make. 

But I do say that these estimates are 
not unfounded projections. They are 
written right there in the terms of the 
contract. 

Insofar as the American consumers 
are af!ected, they would end up paying 
the bill for the price increases on per
haps 15 or 20 percent of the Arabian 
oil-that being more or less the propor
tion which comes to the United States. 

But that is only the beginning. If the 
other nations of the free world are 
forced to draw down their scanty foreign 
exchange reserves to pick up the bill for 
the balance of the oil-perhaps 80 or 85 
percent-it will mean that there will be 
less foreign exchange in their cof!ers. 
Hence, requests for increases in the 
grants and loans annually sought from 
the American taxpayer will no doubt ap
pear in due course. 

My conjecture is that, if this agree
ment is permitted to stand, the American 
consumer and/ or the American taxpayer 
will end up paying these gigantic sums 
for the support of Mr. Onassis and for 
the support of this nationalistic Arab 
nation. 
LEGAL STEPS WffiCH THE AMERICAN GOVERNMENT 

CAN TAKE 
After further study of what appears to 

be a serious international conspiracy, I 
have found that two additional agencies 
of the Federal Government-the Depart
ment of Justice and the Federal Mari
time Board-are cha rged with respon
sibility in matters such as this one. This 
agreement appears to be in violation of 
our antitrust and shipping laws. It is, 
therefore, high time that American con
sumers and taxpayers receive affirmative 
assurance by appropriate Government 
officials that their rights are being pro
tected. Their rights must not be abused 
by indecision, ineptness, or unwillingness 
to investigate and prosecute a flagrantly 
unfair and monopolistic trade agree
ment. 

SENATE 
WEDNESDAY, J ULY 14,1954 

I trust that the Department of Justice 
has reviewed or will review promptly 
this Saudi Arabia-Onassis agreement in 
light of the specific wording of our anti
trust laws. 

RESPONSIBILITY OF THE FEDERAL MARITIME 
BOARD 

With reference to the responsibility 
of the Federal Maritime Board, section 
26 of the Shipping Act of 1916 states: 

The Board shall have power, and it shall 
be its duty whenever complaint shall be 
made to it, to invest igate the action of any 
foreign government with respect to the privi
leges afforded and burdens imposed upon 
vessels of the United States engaged in for
eign t rade when ever it shall appear that the 
laws, regulations, or practices of any foreign 
Government operate in such a manner that 
vessels of the United States are not accorded 
equal privileges in foreign t rade wit h vessels 
of such foreign countries or vessels of other 
foreign countries, eit her in trade to or from 
the ports of such foreign count ry or in re
spect of the passage or transport ation 
through such foreign country of passengers 
or goods intended for shipment or t rans
portation in such vessels of the United 
States, eit her to or from ports of such for
eign country or to or from ports of other 
foreign countries. 

While the number of United S t ates
flag vessels enga ged in this trade may 
not be numerous, 40 percent of the oil 
is carried by vessels controlled by 
Aramco companies; and the United 
States Navy .in the M editerranean may 
be dependent upon this oil. 

SUMMARY 
In short, I think that the American 

people should now demand that these 
four agencies of the Federal Govern
ment-the Department of State and the 
Foreign Operations Administration, to 
which I referred previously, and the De
partment of Justice and the Federal 
Maritime Board, which I have mentioned 
herein-report on this trade agreement 
with respect to, first, its monopolistic 
and discriminatory provisions; and, 
second, what steps are being taken, or 
will be taken, to protect American in
terests. 

I repeat once again the need for an 
awareness of the serious aspects of this 
matter. I would again urge the oil com
panies not to compromise in any such 
conspiratorial and probably illegal ar
rangements. I restate my earlier re
mark that this Middle East oil-tanker 
agreement "milit a t es against the best 
interests of our national security, our 
traditions of free trade and fair play, 
and our time-honored guaranties of jus
tice and equit y to friendly countries and 
the American consuming public." 

The Amer ican people are entitled to 
action and to results. 
(From the London Times of July 20, 1954] 

SAUDI ARABIAN OIL-BRITISH CONCERN OVER 
0NASSIS AGREEMENT 

Mr. J ames Hoy (Edinburgh, Leit h , Labor
ite) and Mr. Grimon d (Orkney and Zet land, 
Laborite) asked for a statement on the agree
ment reached between Saudi Arabia and Mr. 
Socrates Onassis. 

"Mr. Doops-PARKER (Under Secretary, For
eign Office (Banbury, Conservative)). The 
Government h ave now studied the agreement 
between the Saudi Arabian Government and 
Mr. Onassis. There is no doubt, in their view, 
that this agreement const itutes flag discrim
ination by seeking to force buyers of oil to 
use tankers of one particular flag. It is 
therefore contrary to accepted maritime 
practice. Her Majesty's Government deplore 
such int erference by a Government with the 
shipper's freedom of choice of vessel, and it 
is clear that British int erests will be ad
versely affected by this agreement. We h ave 
been in t he closest touch with the United 
States Government and with other govern
ments and commercial interests, whose ob
jections to t his agreement are as strong as 
our own. The Foreign Secretary has ex
pressed to the Saudi Arabian Ambassador his 
grave concern at this agreement, and his 
hope that the Saudi Arabian Government 
will think very carefully before pursuing a 
course which seems calculated to lead t hem 
into difficult ies with friendly powers." 

He added that no reply had been received 
yet from Saudi Arabia. 

"Mr. HoY. Is it intended to take this mat
ter before some international organization? 

"Mr. Dooos-PARKER. We hope to reach an 
agreement with the Saudi Arabian Govern
ment, with whom we have friendly rela
tions." 
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S. 3336. An act to promote the apportion

ment of the waters of the Columbia River and 
tributaries for irrigation and other purposes 
by including the States of Nevada and Utah 
among the States a1,1thorized to negotiate a 
compact providing for such apportionment. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

s3ntatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
clerks, announced that the House had 
agreed to the amendment of the Senate 
to each of the following bills of the 
House: 

H. R. 1067. An act to authorize the Su
preme Court of the United States to make 
and publish rules for procedure oiL review 
of decisions of the Tax Court of the United 
States; and 

H. R. 5578. An act for the relief of Hatsuko 
Kuniyoshi Dillon. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill <H. R. 1673) for 
the relief of James I. Smith. 

The message :::urther announced that 
the House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 5731) to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to construct, operate, and 
maintain certain facilities to provide 
water :Zor irrigation and domestic use 
from the Santa Margarita River, Calif., 
and the joint utilization of a <lam and 
reservoir and other waterwork facilities 
by the Department of the Interior and 
the Department of the Navy, and for 
other purposes. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
The message also announced that the 

Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills, and they were 
signed by th-3 Vice President: 

S. 1303. An act to provide for the expedi
tious naturalization of former citizens of the 
United States who have lost United States 
citizenship by voting in a political election 
or plebiscite held in occupied Japan; and 

s. 3480. An act to amend section 24 of the 
Federal Reserve Act, as amended. 

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

On request of Mr. JENNER, and by 
unanimous consent, the Committee on 
Rules and Administration was author
ized to hold hearings this afternoon, 
during the session of the Senate. 

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF ROU
TINE BUSINESS 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that immedi
ately following the quorum call and a 
brief executive session, there may be the 
customary morning hour for the trans
action of routine business, under the 
usual 2-minute limitation on speeches. 

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

Mr. KNOWLAND. I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre
tary will call the roll. 

J'he Chief Clerk proceeded to call -
t~ roll. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, - I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

move that the Senate proceed to consider 
executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration of 
executive business. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 

Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
nominations, and withdrawing the nomi
nations of Sara K. Lea and Mrs. Jessie 
C. Brewer, to be postmasters at Flat 
Rock, Ala., and Higginson, Ark., respec
tively, which nominating messages were 
referred to the appropriate committees. 

<For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.> 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A 
COMMITTEE 

The following favorable reports of 
nominations were submitted: 

By Mr. BRICKER, from the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce: 

James C. Worthy, of Illinois, to be -Assist
ant Secretary of Commerce; and 

John C. Bose, and sundry other persons 
for permanent appointment in the Coast and 
Geodetic Survey. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be 
no further reports of committees, the 
clerk will state the nominations on the 
calendar. 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 
The Chief Clerk read the nomination 

of Walter E. Hoffman, to be United States 
district judge for the eastern district of 
Virginia. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jecti<m, the nomination is confirmed. 

UNITED STATES MARSHAL 
The Chief Clerk read the nomination 

of William A. O'Brien, to be United States 
marshal for the eastern district of PeniP 
sylvania. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the nomination is confirmed. 

Mr. -KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Presi
dent be immediately notified of the con
firmation of these nominations. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the President will be notified 
forthwith. 

NOTICE OF CONSIDERATION OF 
CERTAIN NOMINATIONS 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, the Sen
ate received today the following nomi
nations: 

Francis A. Flood, of Oklahoma, for 
promotion from Foreign Service officer 
of class 2 to class 1. 

William W. Walker, of North Carolina, 
for promotion from Foreign Service 
officer of class 3 to class 2. 

The following-named Foreign Service 
officers for promotion from class 4 to 
class 3: 

Willhtm Barnes, of Massachusetts. 
Findley Burns, Jr., of Minnesota. 
John E. Devine, of Tilinois. 
Harrison Lewis, of California. 
The following-named Foreign Service 

officers for promotion from class 5 to 
class 4 and to be also consuls of the 
United States of America: 

Frank J. Devine, of New York. 
David H. Ernst, of Massachusetts. 
Douglas N. Forman, Jr., of Ohio. 
Harold G. Josif, of Ohio. 
The following-named Foreign Service 

officers for promotion from class 6 to 
class 5: 

Alan G. James, of the District of 
Columbia. 

Abraham K<:ttz, of New York. 
Lawrence C. Mitchell, of California. 
Jacob M. Myerson, of the District of 

Columbia. 
Peter J. Peterson, of California. 
Milton K. Wells, of Oklahoma, now a 

Foreign Service officer of class 2 and a 
secretary in the diplomatic serv.ice, to be 
also a consul general of the United States 
of America. 

The following-named persons, now 
Foreign Service officers of class 3 and 
secretar~es in the diplomatic service, to 

· be also consuls general of the United 
States· of America: 

C. Vaughn Ferguson, Jr., of New York. 
Paul Paddock, of Iowa. 
The following-named persons, now 

Foreign Service officers of class 5 and 
secretaries in the diplomatic service, to 
be also consuls of the United States of 
America: 

Thomas H. Murfin, of Washington. 
Harry F. Pfeiffer, Jr., of Maryland. 
DeWitt L. Stora, of California. 
William 0. Hall, of Oregon, for ap-

pointment as a Foreign Service officer of 
class 1, a consul, and a secretary in the 
diplomatic service of the United states of 
America. 

The following-named persons for ap
pointment as Foreign Service officers of 
class 2, consuls, and secretaries in the 
diplomatic service of the United States 
of America: 

Alexander B. Daspit, of Louisiana. 
Harvey Klemmer, of Maryland. 
The following-named persons for ap

pointment as Foreign Service officers of 
class 4, consuls, and secretaries in the 
diplomatic service of the United States 
of America: 

John M. Bowie, of the District of 
Columbia. 

Miss Edelen Fogarty, of New York. 
Francis J. Galbraith, of South Dakota. 
William F. Gray, of North Carolina. 
Miss Jean M. Milkowski, of Florida. 
The following-named persons for ap-

pointment as Foreign Service officers of 
class 6, vice consuls of career, and secre
taries in the diplomatic service of the 
United States of America: 

Sam G. Armstrong, of Texas. 
Daniel N. Arzac, Jr., of California. 
Robert S. Barrett IV, of Virginia. 
Melvin Croan, of Massachusetts. 
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Walker A. Diamanti, of Utah. 
Richard W. Finch, of Ohio. 
Martin B. Hickman, of Utah. 
Edwin D. Ledbetter, of California. 
S. Douglas Martin, of New York. 
Calvin E. Mehlert, of California. 
John E. Merrian, of California. 
J. Theodore Papendorp, of New Jersey. 
Harry A: Quinn, of California. 
Charles E. Rushing, of Illinois. 
Robert H. Wenzel, of Massachusetts. 
The following-named Foreign Service 

staff officers to be consuls of the United 
States of America: 

John L. Hagan, of Virginia. 
Arthur V. Metcalfe, of California. 
Nestor C. Ortiz, of Virginia. 
Normand W. Redden, of New York. 
The following-named Foreign Service 

reserve officers to be secretaries in the 
diplomatic service of the United States 
of America: 

Lucius D. Battle, of Florida. 
Richard E. Funkhouser, of the District 

of Columbia. 
John T. Hanson, of Maryland. 
Donald D. Kennedy, of Oregon. 
I give notice that these nominations 

will be considered by the Committee on 
Foreign Relations at the expiration of 6 
days in accordance with the committee 
rule. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate resume the con
sideration of legislative business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of leg
islative business. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before 
the Senate the following communica
tions and letters, which were referred as 
indicated: 

PROPOSED SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION, 
TREASURY DEPARTMENT (S. Doc. No. 142 ) 
A communication from the President of 

the United States, transmitting a proposed 
supplemental appropriation for the fiscal 
year 1955, in the amount of $650,000, for the 
Treasury Department (with an accompany
ing paper); to the Committee on Appropri
ations and ordered to be printed. 
PROPOSED SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS, DE• 

PARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE (S. DOC. No. 138) 

A communication from the President of 
the United States, transmitting proposed 
supplemental appropriations for the fiscal 
year 1955, in the amount of $9,532,000, for 
the Department of Agriculture (with an ac
companying paper); to the Committee on 
Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 
PROPOSED SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS, DE• 

PARTMENT OF LABOR (S. Doc. NO. 137) 
A communication from the President of 

the United States, transmitting proposed 
supplemental appropriations for the fiscal 
year 1955, in the amount of $29,081,000, for 
the Department of Labor (with an accom
panying paper); to the Committee on Ap
propriations and ordered to be printed. 
PROPOSED SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS, DE• 

PARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND 
WELFARE (S. Doc. No. 139) 
A communication from the President of 

the United States, transmitting a. proposed 

supplemental appropriation fo.r the fiscal 
year 1955, in the amount of $1,800,000, for 
the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare (with an accompanying paper); to 
the Committee on Appropriations and or
dered to be printed. 
PROPOSED SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS, DE• 

PARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND 
WELFARE (S. Doc. No. 140) 
A communication from the President of 

the United States, transmitting proposed 
supplemental appropriations in the amount 
of $33,556,000, together with a proposed pro
vision and an increase in a trust fund limi
tation for the Department of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare, for the fiscal year 1955 
(with an accompanying paper); to the 
Committee on Appropriations and ordered 
to be printed. 
PROPOSED SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS, 

HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY (S. 
Doc. No. 141) 

A communication from the President of 
the United States, transmitting proposed 
supplemental appropriations for the fiscal 
year 1955, in the amount of $17,610,000, and 
increases in limitations and transfer author
ity, in the amount of $6,400,000, for the 
Housing and Home Finance Agency (wit h 
an accompanying paper); to the Committee 
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 
LAWS ENACTED BY MUNICIPAL COUNCIL OF ST. 

THOMAS AND ST. JOHN, V. I. 
A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 

the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
copies of laws enacted by the Municipal 
Council of St. Thomas and St. John, V. I. 
(with accompanying papers); to the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

REPORT ON BORROWING AUTHORITY 
A letter from the Director, Office of De

fense Mobilization, Executive Office of the 
President, transmitting, pursuant to law, a 
report on borrowing authority, for the quar
ter ended March 31, 1954 (with an accom
panying report); to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

PETITION 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the petition of Daniel B. Maher, 
an attorney at law, and a resident of the 
State of Maryland, on behalf of Clyde 
L. Powell, a resident of the State of Mis
souri, praying for a redress of grievances 
in the case of Mr. Powell, which was re
ferred to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration. 

SEVERANCE OF DIPLOMATIC RELA
'I'IONS WITH IRON CURTAIN GOV
ERNMENTS- RESOLUTIONS OF 
MARYLAND AND MONTANA STATE 
CONVENTIONS OF THE AMERICAN 
LEGION 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I pre
sent for appropriate reference, and ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD, a resolution adopted by the 
Maryland State Convention of the 
American Legion, favoring the adoption 
of Senate Resolution 247, to sever dip
lomatic relations with Iron Curtain gov
ernments. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was referred to the Committee on 

Foreign Relations, and ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
RESOLUTION SUPPORTING OBJECTIVES AND PUR• 

POSES OF SENATE RESOLUTION 247, To SEVER 
DIPLOMATIC RELATIONS WITH IRON CURTAIN 
GOVERNMENTS, ADOPTED BY MARYLAND STATE 
CONVENTION OF THE AMERICAN LEGION, 
BALTIMORE, Mn., JULY 8, 1954 
Whereas the Congress of the United States, 

on September 30, 1950, after years of investi
gation, inquiry and direct observation, legis
latively declared: 

"There exists a world communism move
ment which, in its origins, its development 
and its present practice, is a worldwide 
revolutionary movement whose purpose it is 
to establish a Communist totalitarian dicta
torship in the countries throughout the 
world through the medium of a worldwide 
Communist organization. 

"The Communist organization in the 
United States, pursuing its stated objectives, 
the recent successes of Communist methods 
in other countries, and the nature and con
trol of the world Communist movement it
self, present a clear and present danger to 
the security of the United States and to the 
existence of free American institutions"; and 

Whereas there are an estimated 20 million 
agents of this conspiracy against humanit y 
spread out in a deadly fifth column encom
passing the globe; and 

Whereas hearings currently being held by 
the Internal Security Committee of the 
United States Senate prove conclusively that 
the so-called diplomatic missions of Soviet 
Russia and the alleged governments enslaved 
by Soviet Russia presently recognized by the 
United States and other countries of the 
free world are in fact nests of espionage, 
seditious propaganda, and sabotage; and 

Whereas the conscience of the world de
mands that the United States, as the last 
great bastion of freedom, take the lead in 
expelling from the family of nations the 
tyrants of Moscow; and 

Whereas such action would give notice to 
the enslaved peoples of the world, and those 
who are threatened with enslavement, that 
we will no longer welcome their vile oppres
sors at the council tables of the world to 
spew forth their venom in mockery of men 
of good will; and 

Whereas these dastardly bandits have but 
recently had the temperity to violate the 
sanctity, safety, and welfare of the Western 
Hemisphere by shipping arms to Guatem ala , 
in arrogant defiance of the accepted prin
ciples of the Monroe Doctrin e, for the obviou s 
purpose of widening the Communist breach 
that exists in that enslaved country: There
fore be it 

Resolved, That this 1954 convention of the 
Department of Maryland of the American 
Legion, in session in Baltimore, Md., July 
7-10, does hereby support the objectives and 
purposes of Senate Resolution 247 to the 
end that the United States sever all diplo
matic relations with the Government of 
Soviet Russia and with the alleged govern
ments of the countries which h ave been 
enslaved by the Government of Russia; and 
be it fur ther 

R esolved, That copies of this resolution 
be sent to a ll Senators and Congressmen of 
the State of Maryland; and be it further 

R esolved, That this resolution, through 
proper channels, be presented to the 1954 
convention of the American Legion, meeting 
in Washington, D. C., August 30 and 31 and 
September 1 and 2, 1954. 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I present 
for appropriate reference, and ask unani
mous consent . to have printed in the 
RECORD a resolution adopted by the con
vention of the Montana Department of 
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the American Legion, at Bozeman, Mont., 
favoring the adoption of Senate Resolu
tion 247, to sever diplomatic relations 
with Soviet Russia. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, and ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE 36TH ANNUAL 

CONVENTION OF THE MONTANA DEPARTMENT 
OF THE AMERICAN LEGION AT BOZEMAN, JUNE 
25-27, 1954 

Resolution 5 
Resolution supporting the purposes and ob

jectives of Senate Resolution 247, the sev
erence . of diplomatic relations with Soviet 
Russia 
Whereas the Congress of the United States, 

on September 30, 1950, after years of investi
gation, inquiry, and direct observation, legis
latively declared: 

"There exists a world Communist move
ment which, in its origins, its development, 
and its practice, is a worldwide revolutionary 
movement whose purpose it is • • • to 
establish a Communist totalitarian dictator
ship in the countries throughout the world 
through the medium of a worldwide Com
munist organization. 

"The Communist organization in the 
United States, pursuing its stated objectives, 
the recent success of Communist methods in 
other countries, and the nature and control 
of the world Communist movement itself, 
present a clear and present danger to the 
security of the United States and to the ex
istence of free American institutions"; and 

Whereas there are an estimated 20 million 
agents of this conspiracy again~t human ity 
spread out in a deadly 5th column encom
passing the globe; and 

Whereas hearings currently being held by 
the Internal Security Committee of the 
United States Senate prove conclusively that 
the so-called diplomatic missions of Soviet 
Russia and the alleged governments enslaved 
by Soviet Russia, presently recognized by 
the United States and other countries of the 
free world, are in fact nests of espionage, 
seditious propaganda and sabotage; and 

Whereas the conscience of the world de
mands that the United States, as the last 
great bastion of freedom, take the lead . in 
expelling from the family of nations the 
tyrants of Moscow; and 

Whereas such action would give notice to 
the enslaved peoples of the world, and those 
who are threatened with enslavement, that 
we will no longer welcome their vile oppres
sors at the council tables of the wor ld to 
spew forth their venom in mockery of men 
of good will; and 

Whereas these dastardly bandits have but 
recently had the temerity to violate the sanc
tity, safety, and welfare of the Western 
Hemisphere by shipping arms to Guatemala 
in arrogant defiance of the accepted prin
ciples of the Monroe Doctrine, for the obvious 
purpose of widening the Communist breach 
that exist s in that enslaved country: There
fore be it 

R esolv ed, That the American Legion of 
Mont ana, in convention assembled, at Boze
man, Mont., this June 25- 27, 1954, does hereby 
support the objectives and purposes of Sen
ate Resolution 247, to the end that the 
United States sever all diplomatic relations 
with the Government of Soviet Russia and 
with the alleged governments of the coun
tries which have been enslaved, by the· gov
ernment of Russia; be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
sent to all Senators and Congressmen of the 
State of Montana; and be it further 

Resolved, That this resolution, through 
proper channels, be presented to the 1954 
convention of the American Legion meeting 
in Washington, D . C., August 30, 31, Septem
ber 1 and 2, 1954. 

THE HYDROGEN BOMB-RESOLU
TION OF WISCONSIN PIPE TRADES 
ASSOCIATION, A. F. OF L., SHE
BOYGAN, WIS. 
Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I have 

received from Anthony J. King, secre
tary-treasurer of the Wisconsin Pipe 
Trades Association of the American Fed
eration of Labor, a series of resolutions 
adopted by the convention of the asso
ciation in June of 1954, at Sheboygan, 
Wis. 

The resolution with which I am most 
directly concerned, as chairman of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 
pertains to the views of the membership 
on the grim subject of the hydrogen 
bomb. I send to the desk its text, and 
ask unanimous consent that it be printed 
at this point in the RECORD, and be there
after appropriately referred to the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy, I believe 
that this important statement from the 
grassroots will be of deep interest to my 
colleagues, as are similar expressions 
from the rest of our Nation. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was referred to the Joint Commit
tee on Atomic Energy, and ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY WISCONSIN PIPE 

TRADES AsSOCIATION AT CONVENTION HELD 
JUNE 19, 1954, SHEBOYGAN, WIS. 

H-BOMB 
Whereas the horrible threat of the H-bomb 

warfare hangs precariously over our civili
zation and especially over the workers of the 
great industrial cit ies of the world, and in 
the event of such a war they would find 
themselves utterly helpless unless an avenue 
of escape and measures of protection were 
provided: Therefore be it 

R esolved, That this convention call upon 
the President of the United States to con
tinue forthrightedly to reveal the great 
d an gers of atomic warfare so that the people 
are made more aware of it than they are 
at present; and be it further 

Resolved, That this convention support a 
strong and comprehensive civil-defense pro
gram in city, State, and Nation to insure 
that the worker especially will be protected; 
and be it further 

Resolv ed, That we call upon the President 
to develop an effective b ipartisan policy for 
foreign affairs in a fashion that will win us 
friends among the free nations; and be it 

Resolved, Also that we support an aggres
sive effective program of international in
spection and control of atomic energy under 
a joint cont rol such as the United Nations 
or similar orga nizations; and be it further 

R esolved, That we call upon the shackled 
workers in totalitarian states and countries, 
urging them to break their chains and to 
make their m asters realize that they will 
not support an H-bomb war aga inst Ameri
can workers. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. JENNER, from the Committee on 

Rules and Administration: 
S. Res. 270. Resolution to amend Senate 

Resolution 225 of the 83d Congress, relative 
to invest igation of employee welfare and 
pension funds under collective-bargaining 
agreements, by increasing funds therefor; 
with an amendment (Rept. No. 1801); and 

S . Res. 271. Resolution providing for an 
investigation of critical raw materials by 

the Committee on Interior and Insular Af· 
fairs; with amendments (Rept. No. 1802). 

By Mr. SCHOEPPEL, from the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce: 

S. 904. A bill to standardize rates on 
household goods shipped by the United 
States Government for its employees; with 
amendments (Rept. No. 1803). 

By Mr. BUTLER, from the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce: 

S. 3219. A bill to amend certain provi
sions of title XI of the Merchant Marine Act, 
1936, as amended, to facilitate private financ
ing of new-ship construction, and for other 
purposes; with amendments (Rept. No. 
1804). 

By Mr. DUFF, from the Committee on In
terstate and Foreign Commerce, with 
amendments: 

S. 3630. A bill to permit the city of Phila
delphia to further develop the Hog Island 
tract as an air, rail, and marine terminal 
by directing the Secretary of Commerce to 
release the city of Philadelphia from the ful
fillment of certain conditions contained in 
the exist ing deed which restrict further de
velopment (Rept. No. 1805); and 

S. 3713. A bill to give effect to the Inter
national Convention for the High Seas Fish
eries of the Nort h Pacific Ocean, signed at 
Tokyo, May 9, 1952, and for other purposes 
(Rept. No. 1806). 

By Mr. AIKEN, from the Committee on 
Agr iculture and Forestry, without amend
ment: 

H. R. 4928. A bill to aut horize the Sec
retary of Agriculture to convey a certain 
parcel of land to the city of Clifton, N. J. 
(Rept. No. 1808); and 

H. R. 6263. A bill to authorize the Secre
tary of Agriculture to convey certain lands 
in Alaska to the Rotary Club of Ketchikan, 

· Alaska (Rept. No. 1809). 
By Mr. ANDERSON, from the Committee 

on Agriculture and Forestry: 
S. 3339. A bill to authorize the F arm Credit 

Administration to make loans of the type 
formerly made by the Land Bank Commis
sioner; with an amendment (Rept. No. 
1807). 

PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES 
OF SENATE REPORT NO. 1064, RE
LATING TO JUVENILE DELIN
QUENCY 
Mr. JENNER, from the Committee on 

Rules and Administration, to which was 
referred the resolution (S. Res. 264), 
submitted by Mr. HENDRICKSON on June 
22, 1954, reported it favorably, without 
amendment, and it was considered and 
agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That there be printed for the 
use of the Committee on the Judiciary 2,500 
additional copies of Senate Report No. 1064, 
83d Congress, 2d session, entitled "Juvenile 
Delinquency." 

FUNERAL EXPENSES OF THE LATE 
SENATOR HUGH BUTLER OF NE
BRASKA 
Mr. JENNER, from the Committee on 

Rules and Administration, to which was 
referred the resolution <S. Res. 275), 
submitted by Mrs. BowRING on July 7, 
1954, reported it favorably, without 
amendment, and it was considered and 
agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, ·That the Secretary of the Sen
ate hereby is authorized and direct ed to pay 
from the contingent fund of the Senate the 
actual and necessary expenses incurred by 
the commit tee appointed to arran ge for and 
attend the funeral of Hon. Hugh But ler, lat e 
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. a Senator from the State of Nebraska, on 
vouchers approved by the Committee on 
Rules and Administration. 

PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES 
OF SENATE REPORT NO. 1627,- RE~ 

LATING TO ACCESSIDILITY OF 
STRATEGIC AND CRITICAL MA~ 
TERIALS 
Mr. JENNER, from the Committee on 

Rules and Administration, to which was 
referred the resolution <S. Res. 277), 
submitted by Mr. MALONE on July 12, 
1954, reported it favorably, without 
amendment, and it was considered and 
agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That there be printed for the 
use of the Commit tee on Interior and In
sular Affairs 3,000 additional copies of Sen
a t e Report No. 1627, 83d Congress, relative 
to accessibility of strategic and critical ma
ter ials to the United States in time of war 
and for our expanding economy. 

PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES 
OF THE SLIP LAW FOR THE IN~ 
TERNAL REVENUE CODE OF 1954 
Mr. JENNER, from the Committee on 

Rules and Administration, to which was 
referred the concurrent resolution <H. 
Con Res. 250), reported it favorably, 
without amendment, and it was consid~ 
ered and agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That there be 
printed 12,590 additional copies of the slip 
law for the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, of 
which 2,475 copies shall be for the use of the 
Senate, 500 copies for the use of the Com
mittee on Finance, 6,615 copies for the use 
of the Hous.: of Representatives, and 3,000 
copies for the use of the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 
The Secretary of the Senate reported 

that on today, July 14, 1954, he presented 
to the President of the United States 
the following enrolled bills: 

S . 1303. An act to provide for the expedi
tious naturalization of former citizens of the 
United States who have lost United States 
citizenship by voting in a political election 
or plebiscite held in occupied Japan; 

S. 3378. An act to revise the Organic Act 
of the Virgin Islands of the United States: 
and 

S. 3480. An act to amend section 24 of the 
Federa l Reserve Act, as amended. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read the first 

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

By Mr. FERGUSON: 
S. 3743. A bill to provide for the recruit

ment and training of Foreign Service Offi
cers; to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

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

By Mr. CASE (for himself and Mr. 
MUNDT): 

S. 3744. A bill to change the name of 
Gavins Point Reservoir back of Gavins Point 
Dam to Lewis and Clark Lake; to the Com
m ittee on Public Works. 

(See the remarks of Mr. CASE when he in
troduced the above bill, which appear under 
a separate heading.) 

By Mr. JENNER: 
S. 3745. A bill to establish rules of in

terpretation governing questions of the ef
fect of acts of Congress on State laws; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

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

By Mr. LANGER: 
S. 3746. A bill to authorize the employ

ment in a civilian position in the Depart
ment of Justice of Maj. Gen. Frank H. 
Partridge, United States Army, retired, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on the · 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. CASE: 
s. 3747. A bill to provide for the acquisi

tion by t he United States of lands required 
for the reservoir to be created by the con
struction of the Fort Randall Dam on the 
Missouri River, and to provide for rehabili
tation of the Sioux Indians of the Crow 
Creek Reservation in South Dakota; and 

S. 3748. A bill to provide for the acquisi
tion by the United States of lands required 
for the reservoir to be created by the con
struction of the Fort Randall Dam on the 
Missouri River, and to provide for rehabilita
tion of the Sioux Indians of the Lower Brule 
Indian Reservation in South Dakota; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. DOUGLAS: 
S. 3749. A bill for the relief of Gong Poy, 

also known as Fred Gong; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

FOREIGN SERVICE SCHOLARSHIP 
TRAINING PROGRAM 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I in
troduce for appropriate reference a bill 
to provide for the recruitment and train
ing of Foreign Service officers. I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill, to~ 
gether with a statement by me, and an 
article from the Washington Star of July 
13, 1954, written by Gould Lincoln, en~ 
titled "Plan Would Strengthen Foreign 
Service Setup," be printed in the RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be received and appropriately referred; 
and, without objection, the bill, state
ment, and article will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The bill (8. 3743) to provide for the 
recruitment and training of Foreign 
Service officers, introduced by Mr. FER
GusoN, was received, read twice by its 
title, referred to the Committee on For~ 
eign Relations, and ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That this act may be 
cited as the "Foreign Service Scholarship 
Training Program Act." 

SEC. 2. The Congress hereby declares that 
the objectives of this act are to provide the 
Foreign Service with a more constant flow 
of qualified candiqa~es for appointment, who 
shall be chosen from among the best young 
men and women America produces, who shall 
have been carefully trained for their future 
work, and who are representative citizens of 
the United States. 

SEC. 3. A Foreign Service scholarship train
ing program is hereby established, which 
shall be administered by the Secretary of 
State, in accordance with the provisions of 
this act. 

SEC. 4. No person shall be enrolled In the 
scholarship training program unless he or 
she-

(a) has been a citizen of the United States 
for at least 8 years; 

(b) has completed 2 years of scholastic 
work at an accredited college or university; 

(c) has passed such examinations and 
aptitude tests as the Secretary of State may 
prescribe; 
· (d) will not be more than 27 years of 
age on July 1 of the calendar year in which 
he or she will have successfully completed 
the 2 years of scholarship training provided 
by this act; or 

(e) has entered into a contractual ar
rangement with the Secretary of State, or his 
designated representative, acting for and on 
behalf of the United States, in which said 
individual agrees--

( 1) to :;:mrsue his studies for the next 
2 years under the supervision and guidance 
of the Secretary of State, 

(2) up9n completion of his college train
ing, to accept appointment as a Foregin 
Service officer or Foreign Service Reserve 
officer, if offered, and 

(3) having accepted such appointment, to 
serve continuously as a Foreign Service of
ficer or Foreign Service Reserve officer for 
a period of at least 4 years, unless sooner 
released by the Secretary of State in ac
cordance with the provisions of the Foreign 
Service Act of 1946. 
In the event an individual is a minor, such 
contract shall be entered into only with the 
consent of his or her parent or legal guardian. 
The Secretary of State may release any indi
vidual from such contractual obligation and 
may separate the individual from the train
ing program at any time that, in the opinion 
of the Secretary of State, the best interest 
of the Service requires such action. 

SEC. 5. The Secretary of State is author
ized to make a Federal grant-in-aid of not 
to exceed $900 per year to any person en
rolled in the Foreign Service scholarship 
training program for the purposes of defray
ing expenses for each of 2 years at an ac
credited college or university of the trainee's 
choice, and in addition to pay necessary 
travel expenses in connection with examina
tions for entrance into the Foreign Service, 
provided that such person continues in 
status, and provided further that the indi
vidual consistently stands in the upper 
25 percent of his class, except that the Sec
retary of State may, in his discretion, waive 
the provision with respect to a trainee's 
standing in his class. 

SEC. 6. The Secretary of State shall, during 
the second quarter of the calendar year in 
which a :participant in the training program 
expects to complete his or her scholastic 
training, cause to be examined the record 
of each participant who applies prior to 
April 1 of that year to take the examina
tions for appointment in the Foreign Serv
ice for the purpose of determining the ap
plicants who appear suitable for appoint
ment to the Foreign Service. Persons deemed 
suitable shall take such comprehensive ex
aminations as may be prescribed by the board 
of examiners pursuant to section 516 of the 
Foreign Service Act of 1946 (60 Stat. 1008), 
and, if successful, shall be eligible for ap
pointment as a Foreign Service officer, by the 
President, with the advice and consent of 
the Senate: Pr ovi ded, That participants who 
have complet ed their training under this act 
may be given temporary appointments as 
Foreign Service Reserve officers, pending 
completion of the examination process and 
appointment as a Foreign Service officer if 
recommended. 

SEc. 7. There shall be admitted each year 
to the Foreign Service scholarship training 
program 200 qualified trainees designated by 
the President, and 1 trainee for each Sen
ator, Representative, Delegate in Congress, 
Resident Commissioner from Puerto Rico, 
and President of the·Board of Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia. Each such Sen
ator, Representative, Delegate, Resident Com
missioner from Puerto Rico, and President 
of the Board of Commissioners may nomi
nate annually 1 candidate and 1 first and 
1 second alternate candidate. If the first 
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nominee fails to qualify, the appointment 
shall be given to the first alternate, if he 
qualifies, and if not to the second alternate, 
if he qualifies. In the event any of the 
above-named officials of the Government 
fail to nominate candidates or if their 
nominees and first and second alternates fail 
to qualify the President may designate can
didates in lieu thereof, such designations 
to be in addition . to the 200 hereinbefore 
authorized. 

SEC. 8. The Secretary of State may pre
scribe rules and regulations to effectuate 
the purposes of this act. 

SEC. 9. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as may be neces
sary to carry out the purposes of this act. 

The statement by Senator FERGUSON is 
as follows: 
STATEMENT BY SENATOR FERGUSON TO ACCOM• 

PANY PROPOSED LEGISLATION FOR EsTABLISH· 
MENT OF A FOREIGN SERVICE SCHOLARSHIP 
TRAINING PROGRAM 

In this era of the "cold war" the Foreign 
Service of the United States is in the front 
line of America's defense against Commu
nist imperialism. Secretary Dulles has call
ed the Foreign Service our first line of de
fense in time of peace. Its officers, staffing 
posts all over the globe, make up a relatively 
small force in view of the power and size of 
the great Nation it represents. Yet, this 
virtual handful of dedicated American men 
and women is charged with carrying out pol
icies which may determine the welfare and 
security of our country for decades to come. 
Indeed, elementary wisdom would seem to 
dictate a most careful selection and train
ing of the young people to whom we are to 
entrust such grave responsibilities. 

The Congress in the past, through various 
legislative actions, has shown its concern 
for the calibre of our Foreign Service per
sonnel. It has sought to promote a broaden
ing of the base of recruitment so that cap
able Americans from all parts of our coun
try, and regardless of financial status could 
be given an opportunity to serve in our dip
lomatic corps. The responsibility of Con
gress in this field has been recognized as 
going far beyond its functions of confirming 
nominations to the Service by the executive 
branch. It begins with the legislation which 
regulates the manner in which the Executive 
can draw upon the resources of talent, in
telligence, and experience of the young peo
ple of our Nation. 

Therefore, it is prudent in this time of in
ternational tensions to examine whether our 
present procedures of recruitment for the 
Foreign Service are adequate to the needs 
of the country. 

Do they tend to produce a diplomatic serv
ice of the calibre and stature which the 
United States requires for its worldwide and 
growing responsibilities, interests and com
mitments? 

Do they adequately attract candidates from 
all parts of the Nation so that the best 
representative sampling of America can be 
known by peoples abroad? 

Do they provide an incentive for persons 
with the technical skills required in pres
ent day diplomacy? 

Do they provide a place for the men with 
much talent but little money? 

The answers to these and similar questions 
have been sought periodically either by the 
Congress or by committees of the executive 
branch. And these inquiries have produced 
valuable knowledge leading to improvements 
in the past in the direction and management 
of the Foreign Service. 

The most recent of these studies was con
ducted by the Secretary of State's Public 
Committee on Personnel, under the able 
Chairmanship of Dr. Henry M. Wriston, 
president of Brown University. The Com
mittee's report was Just made public last 
month. 

While the report is a comprehensive ap-o 
praisal of the personnel operations of the 
State Department and the Foreign Service, 
I want to address myself here particularly 
to those findings and recommendations of 
the Committee which concern the probleins 
of recruitment for the Foreign Service. I 
do so as chairman of the subcommittee on 
State Department organization of the Sen
ate Foreign Relations Committee and be
cause the execution of some of the most 
effective of these recommendations requires 
congressional action. Although it is now 
late in the session and much important work 
is still to be accomplished, I am bringing 
legislative proposals on this matter before 
the Senate at this time. I trust this will 
emphasize the urgency and importance 
which I attach to consideration of the prob
lems of our diplomatic service. 

Let me return for a moment to the ques
tions I posed previously on the present state 
of recrUitment for the Foreign Service. Does 
the system work as it should? 

I refer you to the words of the Wriston 
committee report which maintains that, 
"As a mechanism for supplying the Foreign 
Service with a. continuous and adequate in
fiow of junior officers • • • (the present 
system of recruitment) has proved time
consuming and increasingly defective." 

The committee's report also states that the 
present examination ::ystem has produced an 
officer corps which "is not geographically rep
resentative, nor adequately refiective of the 
wide and essential variety of American life, 
nor sufficiently diversified in the technical 
skills required in present day diplomacy." 

Nor does the present system promote the 
aim of the Congress as expressed by the fram
ers of the Foreign Service Act of 1946, that 
recruitment should be on the basis of merit 
"regardless of the possession of private 
means." According to the Wriston commit
tee, the present system is "an undue hardship 
upon those without such means." 

Fortunately, the committee did not con
fine its activities to fact-finding alone. It is 
apparent from the report that its members 
brought to their task an exceptional degree 
of insight and imagination. The specific and 
forthright recommenda"tions which they pro
posed should go far, when implemented, to
ward rectifying the faults and inadequacies 
of the present system of recruitment for the 
American diplomatic service. 

One of these recommendations I consider 
~articularly noteworthy as an example of a 
fresh approach to an old proble~. I propose 
to introduce legislation herewith to give it 
effect. That is the recommendation for the 
establishment of a Foreign Service scholar
ship training program. It is, as the commit
tee says, "a fundamentally new method of 
recruitment, designed to provide the For
eign Service with a more constant fiow of 
qualified candidates representing the differ
ent segments of American life." 

Let me outline for you briefiy the main 
provisions of this proposed recruitment de
vice which is intended to supplement and 
encourage--but not altogether supplant
the present methods of entrance into the 
Service through examinations. 

Essentially, the Foreign Service scholarship 
training program would be based on the idea 
of the Navy's Reserve Officer Training Corps 
contract system, a recruitment method test
ed and proven highly successful. It would be 
administered throughout the States and Ter
ritories by the Secretary of State through the 
agency of the Foreign Service Institute, 
which, according to other recommendations 
of the committee, would also be enhanced 
and strengthened. 

Candidates for the scholarships would be 
chosen from all the States of the Union, the 
Territories, and the District of Columbia on 
the basis of examinations prescribed by the 
Secretary of State. 

Candidates who qualify would be enlisted 
into a 2-year training program at the end of 

their sophomore year of college, and would 
be offered a. Federal grant of $900 a year to 
permit them to complete their studies at an 
accredited institution of higher learning of 
their own choice. To remain eligible for the 
second year of the scholarship program they 
would have to maintain their standing in 
the upper 25 percent of their class. Ap
pointees to the scholarships would also agree 
to serve in the Foreign Service, if finally eligi
ble for appointment to it, for a period of at 
least 4 years. 

Appointment to the Foreign Service Officer 
Corps itself would-as at present-be on the 
basis of competitive examination. These ex
aminations, which would remain open as well 
to candidates who had not participated in 
the scholarship program-would be held un
der State Department auspices in the various 
States and Territories-thereby equalizing 
their availability to candidates regardless of 
their proximity to Washington or their finan
cial means. It is expected that during the 
first year the total cost of the scholarship 
program would amount to about $1 million, 
and would eventually reach about $2 million 
a year, a small price indeed for a program 
that will go so far toward developing the 
finest kind of Foreign Service. 

Another provision of the legislation which 
I will propose, and one also based partly on 
experience with officer recruitment for our 
armed services, is that following appropriate 
examination approximately two-thirds of the 
appointments to the scholarship training 
program would be made by Members of Con
gress, and the remainder by the President of 
the United States. 

Some apprehension may be felt that the 
choice of candidates to the proposed train
ing program might be infiuenced by political 
considerations with a consequent bias intro
duced into the future officer corps. I am 
confident, in the light of our experience with 
appointments to West Point and Annapolis, 
that we should discount such fears and not 
permit them to dissuade us from taking this 
progressive step in Foreign Service recruit
ing. 

On the contrary, I foresee many decided 
advantages to be derived from this method 
of appointment. Let me say first, that I 
have been informed that the President and 
the Secretary of State welcome the more ac
tive participation and interest of the Con
gress in this matter. The executive branch 
sees therein a means to aid in promoting 
greater cooperation between the two 
branches of government on matters concern
ing our diplomatic establishment. It fore
sees also increased public confidence and a 
closer feeling on the part of the public of 
identification with the Foreign Service, as 
well as increased interest in its activities. 
I might add here that in its report the 
Wriston committee made the strongest rec
ommendations that whatever the method, 
the aim of a reformed recruitment program 
should be a. Foreign Service reflecting na
tional characteristics, with its roots among 
all the people. I can conceive of no other 
method so well designed to achieve this ob
Jective as the Foreign Service scholarship 
program, which will reach into every corner 
of our country and draw on the best avail
able young men and women to serve our 
Nation in diplomatic posts abroad. 

Under the proposed program a happy bal
ance can be struck in the training of our 
future statesmen since the Department of 
State will be able to help in directing the 
course of study without sacrificing the wel
come diversity of background provided by 

· our colleges and universities in all parts of 
the country. Also, new candidates for the 
Foreign Service, while benefiting from a. 
somewhat more specialized training in for
eign affairs under this program, would not 
lose the advantages of the first 2 years of 
general academic training. 

It should be recognized that if this pro
gram is put into effect the general character 
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of the Foreign Service will be more truly 
representative of the United States than 
ever before. Its members to a great exten~ 
will be drawn from among candidates who, 
in the best judgment of their Senator or 
Congressman, are capable, patriotic, and 
loyal Americans. This factor of selectivity 
will continue to operate during the 2-year 
scholarship period, so that candidates who 
might prove undesirable-for one reason or 
another-may be weeded out early in the 
recruitment process. These provisions 
should do much toward increasing public 
confidence in our Foreign Service, and to
ward guaranteeing the genuinely American 
character of its personnel. 

The time when the United States could 
afford an elite in the diplomatic service 
based on wealth or family prestige is long 
since past. The Foreign Service represents 
all Americans and it should be representative 
of us all. We cannot effectively preach our 
message of democracy abroad unless we prac
tice democracy to the greatest extent in our 
foreign representation. The State Depart
ment recognizes this. The Congress recog
nizes it. We now have at hand the means 
for taking this large step in the right di
rection. I urge the Senate to give this pro
posal its most careful consideration. 

The article referred to is as follows: 
(From the Washington Evening Star of July 

13, 1954] 
PLAN WOULD STRENGTHEN FOREIGN SERVICE 

SETUP-RECRUITMENT, PROMOTION CHANGES 
ASKED BY DULLES 

(By Gould Lincoln) 
Nothing today is of greater importance to 

the United States and the peace of the world 
than a dynamic and firm foreign policy and 
its administration. With this in mind, the 
State Department, under the direction of 
Secretary Dulles, is pressing a program to 
strengthen the Foreign Service through the 
recruitment of qualified Foreign Service per
sonnel and through better training for serv
ice in the higher grades. The program_. 
which grows out of the Secretary of State's 
Public Committee on Personnel, headed by 
Henry M. Wriston, president of Brown Uni
versity, will require certain legislation and 
a modest appropriation by Congress. 

Two fundamental proposals of the program 
are ( 1) to integrate tp.e personnel of the 
Department of State-the so-called civil
service officers-and of the Foreign Service, 
where their official functions converge, into a 
single administration system, and (2) to im
prove and broaden recruitment methods 
through the institution of a Foreign Service 
scholarship training program. 

What the State Department desires of the 
Congress at its present session, and which 
with sympathetic and understanding study 
by Congress and its committees could be 
accomplished before adjournment, is the first 
item of the program. At present the civll
Eervice personnel of the Department is in 
one watertight compartment, with its own 
system and procedures for recruitment, 
training, placement, promotion, and separa
tion. 

CORPS IS SMALL 
The Foreign Service is in another water

tight compartment. The departmental serv
ice (civil service) is not committed to For
eign Service at all. The Foreign Service 
Officer Corps is small--only 1,285 officers·. 
These careerists in diplomacy man the 68 
embassies, 9 legations, and 167 consulates 
which the United States maintains in 105 
countries. Only about 119 Foreign Service 
officers are on duty in Washington and only 
2 percent of the home desks are occupied by 
them. The Department desires authority to 
use the civil-service officers in the Foreign 
Service posts without loss in pay. Under the 
Foreign Service Act of 1946, it is possible t9 
move a civil-service officer to the Foreign 
Service, if he is willing, but the transferee 

must take the lowest ·pay of· the class to 
which he is assigned. This might result
and in most cases would-in forcing him to 
accept a reduced salary. An estimate has 
been made that the small sum of $130,000 
would cover the discrepancies in pay which 
would arise if the program now recommended · 
were put into effect. Because retirement pay 
is higher for the Foreign Service, eventually 
further appropriation would be necessary. 

The statistics of overseas eervice by the 
Foreign Service officers reveal a startling and 
unfortunate situation. Many of these offi
cers are kept outside of the United States 
for many years, with no opportunity to learn 
at first hand the facts of life in America. 

For example, of 197 officers with more than 
20 years' service, 45 have not had more than 
2 years of their service in the United States 
on assignment. One of these officers, with 
29 years' service, has spent a total of only 
8 months on home duty. Two others, with 
31 years' service or more, have each had 
only 2% years' home service, and there is a 
chief of mission with 43 years' service who 
has spent only a total of 13 months on as
signment in the United States. The pro
posed change, by which it would be feasible 
to use competent men in the departmental 
service in foreign missions, would make it 
possible to correct this to a great degree. The 
Department would like to see every Foreign 
Service officer on home assignment at least 
every 6 years. 

IMPROVEMENT SOUGHT 
The Department is particularly anxious to 

improve its recruitment system of men com
ing into the Foreign Service. The long-range 
.recommendation for this, which will require 
legislation and which the Department be
lieves should be enacted when Congress 
meets again next winter, calls for the estab:. 
lishment of the Foreign Service scholarship 
training program, patterned after the Navy's 
contract system for its Reserve Officer 
-Training COrps. The idea is to enlist prom
ising candidates for the Foreign Service into 
a 2-year training program at the end of the 
sophomore year of college. Appointment to 
Foreign Service scholarships would be on the 
basis of competitive examinations, given in 
the various States and Territories. Success
ful candidates would receive $900 a year 
grants to complete their education at an 
accredited college of their choice. On their 
·side, the candidates would agree to complete 
their education under the guidance of t:Qe 
Foreign Service Institute, and to serve at 
least 6 years in the Foreign Service. Such a 
system would bring about a Foreign Service 
reflecting national characteristics, with its 
roots among all the people. 

The morale of the Foreign Service and the 
·State Department is on the up and up, now 
that a re-examination of the entire organiza
·tion under the new security regulations is 
nearly completed and there is hope that an 
improved system of administration of the 
services is to be put into effect. The needs 
of the country cry for prompt action on this 
program, which has been carefully developed, 
which will aid the Foreign Service, and which 
will cost comparatively little. 

CHANGE OF THE NAME OF GAVINS 
POINT RESERVOffi TO LEWIS AND 
CLARK LAKE 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, on behalf 
of myself and my colleague, the senior 

.Senator from _South Dakota [Mr. 
MUNDT], I introduce .for appropriate 
'reference a bill to ·change the name of 
Gavins Point Reservoir back of Gavins 
Point Dam to Lewis and Clark Lake. I 
·ask unanimous-consent that a statement 
by me relating -to the bill 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 bill <S. 3744) to change the name 
of Gavins Point Reservoir back of Gavins 
Point Dam to Lewis and Clark Lake, in
troduced by Mr. CASE (for himself and 
Mr. MUNDT), was received, read twice by 
its title, and referred to the Committee 
on Public Works. 

The statement by Senator CASE is as 
follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR CASE 
Members of the South Dakota congressio~

al delegation today join in introducing legis
lation to give the name of Lewis and Clark 
Lake to the new reservoir which is to be cre
ated by the dam being built on the Mis
souri River near Yankton, S. Dak., and here
tofore known as Ga.vins Point. 

I am introducing the bill in the Senate in 
behalf of the senior Senator from South Da
kota [Mr. MUNDT] and myself, and in the 
House it is presented by Representative HAR
OLD 0. LoVRE. Representative E. Y. BERRY 
has earlier introduced a bill to give the name 
to both reservoir and dam, but the new bill 
uses the word "lake'; instead of "reservoir," 
and does not disturb the name of the dam. 

The new Lewis and Clark Lake has been 
described by the division engineer of the Mis
souri River Division Corps of Engineers, Gen. 
W. E. Potter, of Omaha, as the finest for rec
reational purposes" of any created by a struc
ture built by the Army engineers within his 
knowledge. 

This is due, General Potter testified at a 
Senate appropriations hearing last spring, to 
the fact that the body of water will have a 
constant shoreline. Its level will be main
tained by the inflow of water from the chain 
.of giant lakes on the Missouri River upstream 
for which it will serve as a regulator of down
-stream flows of the Missouri River. 

This Lewis and Clark Lake thus will be 
-full at all times and will constitute a body of 
·Water 37 miles long and from 2 to 3 miles 
wide covering 33,000 acres of land. Heavy 
natural growths of oak and cottonwood trees 
and both level and rugged topography will 
provide approximately 100 miles of attrac
tive shoreline and beaches. 
· The decision to formally propose the name 
·"Lewis and Clark Lake" stems from a recom
mendation made by a committee of the inter"!' 
ested citizens at Yankton, headed by Clay
ton Christopherson and editorially support
ed by Fred Monfore of the Yankton Press 
and Dakotan. 

The proposal has met with wide public ac
-ceptance as evidenced by letters pouring into 
congressional offices and by editorials in vari.:. 
ous newspapers. An editorial by Robert 
Luck, of the Daily Plainsman of Huron, S. 
Dak., noted that a name should have wide 
historical interest. · · · 

In connection with the use of the name of 
Lewis and Clark for this lake, it has been 
pointed out that this lake near Yankton will 
be the one farthest downstream in the chain 
of great lakes on the Missouri and nearest 
to the point of departure when Lewis and 
.Clark started on their special exploration of 
the Louisiana Purchase in 1804, Just 150 
-years ago this summer. 

RULES OF INTERPRETATION GOV
ERNING QUESTIONS OF EFFECT 
OF ACTS OF CONGRESS ON STATE 
LAWS 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I intro
duce for appropriate reference a bill 

.to establish rules ·of interpretation gov
_ernin.g Q!lestions. o:( the e11e.ct of acts 
of Congress on State laws. I ask ·unan-
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imous 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 bill <S. 3745) to establish rules of 
interpretation governing questions of the 
effect of acts of Congress on State laws, 
introduced by Mr. JENNER, was received, 
read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

The statement by Senator JENNER is 
as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR JENNER 
I am today introducing a bill (S. 3745) 

designed to guide the Federal courts in 
resolving conflicts between Federal and State 
laws. 

The purpose of my bill is to reverse the 
current expansion of the doctrine of Federal 
preemption; an expansion which has reached 
such unreasonable proportions that there are 
few, if any, State laws of any importance 
which are not of questionable validity today. 

ANTISEDmON LAWS 
My interest in this problem was aroused 

in connection with our efforts to combat 
internal communism. 
· Forty-seven of the forty-eight States have 
antisedition laws. While these State stat
utes are of varying degrees of effectiveness, 
taken as a whole, they add considerable 
strength to the overall effort to wipe out 
subversion within our borders. 

All of these State laws are now in jeopardy. 
A decision of the Pennsylvania Supreme 

Court in Commonwealth v. Nelson holds 
that the doctrine of Federal preemption ap
plied, and that since Congress entered the 
field of regulating internal subversion, the 
Pennsylvania Sedition Act was no longer 
valid. 

The Federal law cited as occupying the 
field was enacted in 1940, and is popularly 
known as the Smith Act. 

As a direct result of this decision, the 
dissenting justices of the Pennsylvania 
Supreme Court requested the author of the 
Smith Act of 1940, Representative HoWARD 
w. SMITH, of Virginia, to correct the situa
tion by legislation. Judge SMITH, denying 
any intent on the part of Congress to invali
date State antisedition laws, immediately 
had the Legislative Reference Service draft 
H. R. 8211, which he then introduced. The 
bill I am introducing today is identical with 
the Smith bill. 

The measure itself amends no existing law. 
It states simply that no act of Congress 

shall be construed to preempt or otherwise 
invalidate State laws on the same subject 
unless the Federal act contains an express 
provision to that effect. Second, where there 
is a con:flict between Federal and State laws, 
the State law is to be construed as valid 
unless obedience to the State law would con
stitute disobedience to the Federal. 

Neither Judge SMITH nor myself has any 
pride of authorship in the particular words 
selected by the Legislative Reference Service. 
If any Senator feels he can improve this 
language to accomplish the same objectives 
stated above, I will welcome such suggestions. 

EFFECT ON OTHER LAWS 
The effect of the bill is not limited to 

antisedition laws. 
In the area of State health regulations, 

for example, a State law providing for the 
inspection of butter was held invalid in 
Cloverleaf v. Patterson {315 U. S. 148). The 
dissent in this case pointed out that if the 
Congress had desired to wipe out State health 
regulations, it could easily have said so in 
the Federal statute. 

In the field of State police power exer
cised in regulating labor-management dis
putes we find the same preemption doctrine 
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in the Garner deeision of last December. In 
this case a State was held without authority 
to prevent a strike for an objective directly 
prohibited by both Federal and State laws. 

TEXT OF BILL 
"A bill to establish rules of interpretation 

governing questions of the effect of acts 
of Congress on State laws 
"Be it enacted, etc., That no act of Con

gress shall be construed as indicating an in
tent on the part of Congress to occupy the 
field in which such act operates, to the ex- 
clusion of all State laws on the same sub
ject matter, unless such act contains an ex
press provision to that effect. No act of 
Congress shall be construed as invalidating 
a provision of State law which would be 
valid in the absence of such act, unless there 
is a direct and positive con:flict between 
such act and such provision, so that the two 
cannot be reconciled or consistently stand 
together." 

STUDY OF' PRESIDENT'S HIGHWAY 
PROGRAM BY COMMISSIONER OF 
PUBLIC ROADS 
Mr. BURKE submitted the following 

resolution <S. Res. 278), which was re
ferred to the Committee on Public 
Works: 

Resolved, That the Commissioner of Pub
lic Roads, under direction of the Secretary of 
Commerce, is requested (1) to make a com
prehensive study of the recommendati_ons 
of the President relating to the planmng, 
construction, and financing of a 10-year 
$50 billion highway program, outlined in the 
address of the Vice President to the Gov
ernors Conference at Lake George, N. Y., on 
July 12, 1954, and (2) to make available to 
the Senate at the beginning of the first 
session of the 84th Congress the results o! 
such study. 

AMENDMENT OF ATOMIC ENERGY 
ACT OF 1946-AMENDMENTS 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER submitted 
amendments intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill (S. 3690) to amend the 
Atomic Energy Act. of 1946, as amended, 
and for other purposes, which were 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

Mr. ANDERSON submitted an amend
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
Senate bill 3690, supra, which was or
dered to lie on the table and to be printed. 

BASTILLE DAY 
Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, today 

is Bastille Day, .which is celebrated in 
France and throughout the world by 
people of French descent and by all who 
love the ideals of freedom. Bastille Day 
is a universal holiday, as the ideals of 
the French Revolution are universal 
ideals. 

I ask unanimous consent that a state
ment I have prepared in appreciation of 
the ideals and the observance of Bastille 
Day be printed at this point in the body 
of the RECORD, as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the state-. 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT BY SENATOR LEHMAN ON THE 

ANNIVERSARY OF BASTILLE DAY, JULY 14., 
1954 
Today marks the annlversay of the storm

ing of the Bastille during the French Revo-· 
lution and of the adoption of the French 

tricolor as the national :flag of the French 
Republic. These symbols and dates are cele
brated by Frenchmen everywhere as we cele
brate our Fourth of July and the American 
Declaration of Independence. 

We in the United States have a feeling of 
common affection for these symbols as we do 
for the ideals of liberty and fraternity which 
inspired the French Revolution in 1789. 
These bonds have grown over the years as 
the people of the United States and of France 
have stood side by side on the battlefield 
and at the c·onference table in the never
ending struggle to create a peaceful world 
in which all peoples can live together in 
freedom and brotherhood. 

I am convinced that in the historic strug
gle for men's minds and lives which now en
gages the free nations of the world the des
tinies of France and the United States are 
inexorably entwined. This hour in world 
history calls for the utmost in understanding 
and comprehension of the problems facing 
both France and the United States. 

The hopes and prayers of the American 
people go out to the people of France in 
these days. Let us hope that the present 
co!lferences between Secretary of State 
Dulles and the Premier of France will lead 
to a constructive and unified plan of hon
orable action which the peoples of both our 
countries can and will s·upport with all their 
hearts. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, as 
today, July 14, is Bastille Day, I ask 

· unanimous consent to have printed at 
this point in the RECORD a statement pre
pared by me in -honor of the occasion. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT BY SENATOR HUMPHREY ON THE 

OcCASION OF BASTILLE DAY, JULY 14, 1954 
Today is the Fete Nationale of the French 

people, the celebration of the commence-
ment of the French Revolution which led to 
the foundation of the first Republic and the 
establishment of the social and individual 
rights of that great people. The occasion 
is perhaps better known throughout the 
world as Bastille Day. 

One hundred and sixty-five years ago to
day the citizens of Paris rose up in unap
peasable wrath to destroy the hated prison, 
the Bastille, which symbolized for them the 
essence of the tyranny which they had so 
long borne. They spoke not only for the 
whole of the French nation but for all 
humanity which then suffered under the 
despotic rule of the ancient regime. The 
storming of Bastille was the death knell of 
absolute monarchy throughout Europe. 
However long it took and whatever the set
backs, thereafter the cause of human free
dom marched steadily across the face of that 
continent, toppling the system of rule by 
royal prerogative and establishing self-gov
ernment in its place. 

There was, as we know, a close historical 
and spiritual relationship between the 
American and French Revolutions. The un
compromising advocacy of human liberty by 
the great French philosophers, Voltaire and 
Rousseau, did much to inspire our Founding 
Fathers, and the sympathetic aid of the 
French Government provided much of the 
material wherewithal for the success of our 
Revolution. Ironically for that Government, 
it was that very success which in large 
measure gave hope and decision to the 
French nation's del;lire for individual liberty 
and self-government. Indeed, 1! the blow 
we struck in 1776 staggered the principle o! 
absolute monarchy, it may fairly be said 
that the storming of the Bastille on July 14, 
1789, sent it reeling to ultimate and com- . 
plete defeat. The French Declaration of the 
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Right of Man is known and revered through
out the free world, along with our Declara
tion of Independence, as one of mankind's 
great clarion calls for the full measure of 
human dignity. 

We need hardly say more. This is a festi
val day in France and a symbolic occasion 
for the free world. In extending our greet
ings to the French nation today, we also re
plenish our awareness of the principles of 
human freedom. 

INVENTIONS FOR NATIONAL DE
FENSE-LETTER FROM ENGI
NEERS JOINT COUNCIL 
Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I have 

previously commented on the very im
portant issue of encouraging American 
inventive technology. One of the crucial 
aspects of this problem is the availability 
of sufficient reservoirs of trained man
power, engineers, and scientists, in lab
oratories and installations, capable of 
making the fullest contribution to United 
States defense. 

For a number of years I haye noted 
what many observers and I feel to be a 
rather shortsighted policy of our Gov
ernment in failing to use scientists and 
engineers where they could prove of 
maximum service to Uncle Sam, rather 
than drafting them, willy-nilly, and fail
ing to utilize their specialized talents. 

In this connection, I have received an 
important letter from T. H. Chilton, 
chairman of the Engineering Manpower 
Commission, of the Engineers Joint 
Council, who commented on my recent 
1·emarks in the Senate on United States 
inventions. I present Mr. Chilton's let
ter, and ask unanimous consent that it 
be printed at this point in the body of 
the RECORD, to be preceded by a list of 
the constituent societies of the Engineers 
Joint Council. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and list of constituent societies were 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

( Constituent societies: American Society 
of Civil Engineers, American Institute of 
Mining and Metallurgical Engineers, the 
American Society of Mechanical Engineers, 
American Water Works Association, Ameri
can Institute of Electrical Engineers, the 
Society of Naval Architects and Marine Engi
neers, American Society for Engineering Edu
cation, American Institute of Chemical 
Engineers.} 

ENGINEERS JoiNT COUNCIL, 
New York, N,. Y., July 2, 1954. 

Senator ALEXANDER WILEY, 
United States Senate, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR WILEY: It was most inter
esting and quite encouraging to read in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD Of June 24 your 
remarks which appeared under the heading 
"The Importance of Inventions for National 
Defense." I was particularly pleased to note 
your cognizance of the increasing tempo and 
improving quality of Soviet engineering and 
science and your realization that the free 
world must keep ahead as far as we can. It 
1s indeed true that "To do this we must have 
sufficient reservoirs of well-utilized techni
cians, scientists, engineers, so that we do not 
lose out in the life-and-death race." 

It is most reassuring to realize that within 
the Senate of the United States there is rec
ognition of the fact that as of now we are 
probably losing ground to our major poten
tial adversary in this most vital field. I am 

sure you will appreciate the information that 
a great contributory cause of this loss is that 
at the very time when we, as a badly out
numbered Nation, must, as you point out, 
be sure to malce the most of what we have, 
we are being forced to dissipate our limited 
manpower resources in science and engineer
ing by a military manpower policy that is 
fantastically shortsighted when measured 
against the realities of the world in which 
we live. 

The Engineering Manpower commission of 
Engineers Joint Council, of which I am 
chairman, has watched, for 4 years, the grad
ual development and implementation in 
Selective Service and in the Department of 
Defense of the concept of Universal Military 
Service. It is this concept and the practical 
policies that have flowed from its applica
tion that is threatening our entire graduate 
student program, taking many hundreds of 
engineers and scientists from the laboratories 
and installations that produce modern weap
ons and, in general, is enforcing a level of 
mediocrity of performance which is making 
it increasingly difficult for our technological 
manpower to make its highest contribution 
to the national well-being. 

Hopefully, it is becoming increasingly 
evident that concern about this problem is 
not confined to professional groups. The 
New York Times indicated this in an edito
riai on June 28 when it said: "The survival 
of this country depends in great part upon 
how well we do in the unceasing technologi
cal competition with the Soviet Union and 
its allies. Only a week ago an Assistant Sec
retary of Defense warned us gravely that our 
technological edge is being reduced seriously. 
In this situation can there be a more inex
cusable waste of resources than to subject 
a brilliant young scientist or engineer to 
military duty unrelated to the technological 
defense of this country? The concept of 
equality of sacrifice must yield to the basic 
security needs of our Nation." 

In March of this year, Senator FLANDERS 
introduced Senate bill S. 3068, "A bill to 
amend the Universal Military Training and 
Service Act, as amended, relative to the proc
ess of selection, and for other purposes." 
The purpose of this bill is to reemphasize 
the need for selectivity which Congress ex
pressed in the Universal Military Training 
and Service Act of 19pl. We are advised 
that there will not be an opportunity for 
hearings on this bill during this session. 
May we recommend, · however, your further 
study of this aspect of our national defense 
pending its discussion during the first session 
of the 84th Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
T. H. CHILTON, 

Chairman, Engineering Manpower 
Commission. 

SOVEREIGNTY OF THE FEDERAL 
REPUBLIC OF GERMANY 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I received 
a letter yesterday from the Secretary 
of State relating to the German ques
tion. 

For some years I have urged that 
proper action be taken to bring the Fed
eral Republic of Germany back into the 
family of nations as rapidly as possible, 
so that it can make its contribution to 
the common defense of the free world. 

Of course, I am still hopeful that the 
French Assembly, under the leadership 
of the Mendes-France Government, will 
approve the participation of France 
in the European Defense Community 
agreement. If that is not done, I think 
the course of action suggested by Sec
retary Dulles is a wise one. In all fair
ness to the German people, we should 
not delay any longer. 

The sovereignty of the Federal Repub
lic of Germany should be restored so 
that it can cooperate fully, as an equal 
partner, with other free nations in 
building our joint defenses against the 
Communist threat. 

I ask unanimous consent that the let
ter of the Secretary of State and the 
statement issued by the President and 
Prime Minister Churchill after their re
cent conferences in Washington be 
printed in the RECORD following my re
marks. 

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

JULY 12, 1954. 
The Honorable ALEXANDER WILEY, 

Chairman, Committee on 
Foreign Relations, 

United States Senate. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: For over 2 years it 

has been the policy of the United States, 
Great Britain, and France to improve the 
international status of the Federal Republic 
and to enable the Germans to make their 
proper contribution to the common defense 
of the free world. These objectives were to 
be accomplished by certain agreements with 
which you are already familiar. The con
ventions signed at Bonn on May 26, 1952 (the 
Convention on Relations Between the Three 
Powers and the Federal Republic of Germany 
and the Related Conventions) would termi
nate the occupation regime and establish 
sovereign equality for the Federal Republic 
(subject only to certain rights retained by 
the occupying powers because of the division 
of Germany and the presence of Soviet forces 
there}. At the same time, the Treaty on the 
Establishment of the European Defense Com
munity, signed at Paris on May 27, 1952, 
would bring into being an international body 
through which the Federal Republic could 
make an effective defense contribution with
out creating a national military establish
ment for that purpose. 

The conventions and the treaty are con
nected by a provision in the conventions that 
they will become effective upon the entry 
into force of the treaty. However, since the 
French Government has not ratified the con
ventions and neither it nor the Italian Gov
ernment has ratified the treaty, none of the 
agreements has yet entered into force. There 
is still an opportunity for the French Assem
bly to approve the treaty (which is the prin
cipal source of difficulty to the French) be
fore the close of its session this summer, 
now scheduled for August 15 or thereabouts, 
and, if it should do this, I believe that fur
ther necessary action would follow and the 
agreements would all become effective with
out too great an additional delay. It is my 
earnest hope that events will take this course 
and the administration is doing all it can to 
bring this about. 

On the other hand, we must be prepared 
for the situation that would arise if the 
French Assembly should reject the treaty or 
adjourn without having voted on it. I know 
you fully appreciate what serious con¥
quences any further delay in the application 
of these agreements might have. A con
tinued denial of sovereignty for the Federal 
Republic would bring a risk of political de
velopments within that country which could 
cause apprehension to other nations as well, 
while a continued failure to include the 
Federal Republic in the common-defense 
arrangements would prolong the danger to 
Germany and to the free world as a whole. 

Because of these possibilities, the question 
of what measures should be taken with re
spect to the Federal Republic in the event 
of failure to ratify the present agreements 
has been the subject of urgent attention. 
It was discussed during Prime Minister 
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Churchill's recent visit and has been fur
ther considered during the past week in 
London by representatives of the Depart
ment and the British Foreign Office. As a 
result of these talks, it has been recom
mended on both sides that, if the French 
Assembly adjourns without taking action on 
the European Defense Community Treaty, 
the French Government should, as a first 
IBtep, be asked to join with the United 
States, the United Kingdom, and the Federal 
Republic in bringing the Bonn Conventions 
into force in the absence of the treaty. If 
the four parties will consent to this move, 
it could be accomplished by agreement 
among them in the relatively near future, 
and the Federal Republic would acquire the 
status it has been expecting for more than 
2 years. Provision would also be made that 
German financial support of the Allied forces 
in Germany would continue and that Ger
man rearmament would be deferred for the 
time being. This would afford an oppor
tunity to complete arrangements for a Ger
man defense contribution. 

This course should make possible an im
portant measure of realization of what we 
have been trying to achieve in the Federal 
Republic of Germany. The British Parlia
ment and the French Government are to be 
informed of these intentions within the 
next day or two. 

I am sending a similar letter to the chair
man of the House Foreign Affairs Commit
tee. There is enclosed, for your convenience, 
a copy of the statement on this subject 
issued by the President and Prime Minister 
Churchill at the conclusion of their recent 
talks in Washington. 

Sincerely yours, 
JoHN FOSTER DULLES. 

THE WHrrE HousE STATEMENT 

At the end of their meetings today, the 
President and the Prime Minister issued the 
:following statement: 

"In these few days of friendly and fruitful 
conversations, we have considered various 
subje7ts of mutual and world interest. 

"I 

•'w estern Europe 
"We are agreed that the German Federal 

Republic should take its place as an equal 
partner in the community of western na
tions, where it can make its proper contri
bution to the defense of the free world. We 
are determined to achieve this goal, con
vinced that the Bonn and Paris treaties pro
vide the best way. We welcome the recent 
statement by the French Prime Minister that 
an end must be put to the present uncer
tainties. 

"The European Defense Community Treaty 
has been ratified by four of the six signa
tory nations, after exhaustive debates over 
a period of more than 2 years. Naturally, 
these nations are unwilling to disregard their 
previous legislative approvals or to reopen 
these complex questions. 

"In connection with these treaties, the 
United States and the United Kingdom have 
given important assurances, including the 
disposition of their armed forces in Europe, 
in order to demonstrate their confidence in 
the North Atlantic Community and in the 
EDC and the Bonn treaties. 

"It is our conviction that further delay 
in the entry into force of the EDC and 
Bonn treaties would damage the solidarity 
of the Atlantic nations. 

"We wish to reaffirm that the program for 
European unity inspired by France, of which 
the EDC is only one element, so promising 
to peace and prosperity in Europe, continues 
to have our firm support. 

"n 
"Southeast Asia 

"We discussed southeast Asia and, In par
ticular, examined the situation which would 
arise from the conclusion of an agreement 

on Indochina. We also considered the situa
tion which would follow from failure to 
reach such an agreement. 

"We will press forward with plans for col
lective defense to meet either eventuality. 

"We are both convinced that if at Geneva 
the French Government is confronted with 
demands which prevent an acceptable agree
ment regarding Indochina, the international 
situation will be seriously aggravated. 

"III 

"Atomic matters 
"We also discussed technical cooperation 

on atomic energy. We agreed that both our 
countries would benefit from such coopera
tion to the fullest extent allowed by United 
States legislation. 

"IV 

"In addition to these specific matters, we 
discussed the basic principles underlying the 
policy of our two countries. An agreed dec
laration setting forth certain of these will 
be made available tomorrow." 

The VICE PRESIDENT. 
further morning business? 
morning business is closed. 

Is there 
If not, 

REVISION OF THE ATOMIC ENERGY 
ACT OF 1946 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 3690) to amend the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1946, as amended, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr; President, I of
fer an amendment to Senate bill 3690, 
which I ask to have printed and lie on 
the table. 

I ask unanimous consent also to have 
the amendment printed in the body of 
the RECORD, and that immediately fol
lowing the amendment there be printed 
also my separate views on international 
activities. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend
ment will be received and printed, and lie 
on the table. 

Without objection, the amendment 
and ·the separate views will be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the amend
ment and the separate views on inter
national activities were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

On page 53, line 17, to strike out section 
124. 

On page 6, line 1, after the word "nation". 
to insert "group of nations." 

On page 29, line 11, after the word "na
tion", to insert "or group of nations." 

On page 29, line 14, after the word "na
tion", to insert "or group of nations." 

On page 34, line 12, after the word "na
tion", to insert "or group of nations." 

On page 34, line 14, after the word "na
tion", to insert "or group of nations." 

On page 40, line 6, after the word "na
tion", to insert "or group of nations." 

On page 40, line 8, after the word "na
tion", to insert "or group of nations." 

On page 52, line 7, after the word "na
tion", to insert "or group of nations." 

On page 57, line 10, after the word "na
tion", to insert "or group of nations." 

On page 57, line 11, after the word "na
tion". to insert "or group of nations." 

SEPARATE VIEWS ON INTERNATIONAL ACTIVITIES 
I have been impressed by the spirit of 

patriotic unselfishness and the display of bi
partisanship demonstrated by the committee 
and its staff through the long days spent in 
preparation of this bill. 

The atomic energy program is both highly 
technical and complex. The framers of this 

law had to examine and understand the past 
and present complexities of nuclear energy 
activities and try somehow to predict the 
future. Issues arose which went to the very 
roots of individual" political and economical 
philosophies, and yet these were resolved by 
the members of the committee in a spirit of 
compromise and good will which is the very 
essence of our democratic legislative process. 
The difficult questions of compulsory li
censing of patents, of antitrust provisions, 
and of licensing and regulatory provisions 
were settled in this fashion. 

I am frank to state that several portions 
of this bill do not have my unqualified 
endorsement, but I am compelled to join the 
majority in its favorable report on S. 3690 
because, on balance, the compromises 
reached have been for the greater good, and 
I can accept--as should any reasonable man 
in a position of responsibility-something 
less than what I think is perfect in each of 
its parts if the whole st ructure is worthwhile. 
But to compromise on anything of deep prin
ciple is personally and morally repugnant to 
me. Therefore, in all conscience, I must ap
pend a statement of my views on the all
important matter of international coopera
tion. 

I urge that section 124 of the bill be struck, 
and that the words "group of nations" be 
inserted in sections 11b, 54, 57, 64, 82, 103, 
104, and 144 to make those sections read as 
in the committee print of May 21, 1954. 

I have not taken this position lightly; I 
take it because I believe the very existence 
of our civilization depends on our finding 
some way to end safely the mounting atoxnic 
and hydrogen armaments race which bodes 
to annihilate man and all his works. To my 
mind, the key to finding such a solution lies 
in the hearts of men of good will everywhere; 
it is a solemn duty for us, the most powerful 
Nation on earth, to seize the initiative in 
bringing about a renascence of the coopera
tive spirit of common humanity that is 
needed to solve the basic causes of war
want, hunger, poverty, and disease. Presi
dent Eisenhower gave voice to these thoughts 
when he addressed the United Nations Gen
eral Assembly last December. There he 
boldly outlined a plan to bring the great 
benefits of atomic energy to mankind every
where. To my mind, in this address the 
President did what we must now do-he 
rose to meet the basic problem head on. 
His proposal gave heart to all. 

In testimony before the joint committee 
on June 3, 1954, the Secretary of State, Mr. 
John Foster Dulles, made some highly im
portant comments on the subject of inter
national arrangements for the sharing of 
atomic knowledge: 

• • • • 
"As I see it, a main purpose of the proposed 

legislation is to do just that--'to increase 
our emphasis on the peaceful uses of atomic 
power at home and abroad.' 

• • • • • 
"We cannot any longer adhere to the 

theory that knowledge, because it is capable 
of use for destruction, must be denied for 
uses of construction. 

• • • • • 
••By amending the Atomic Energy Act 

now as proposed, we will be laying some of 
the groundwork for a future era of peace 
when atomic energy inevitably will be doing 
constructive work in the world. 

• • • • • 
"Three circumstances, ( 1) the developing 

Soviet program, (2) our dependence on for
eign uranium, and (3) legitimate hopes for 
nuclear power abroad, combine to create the 
need to amend the international cooperation 
provisions of the Atomic Energy Act of 1946. 

• • • • 
"'Other countries are making progress in 

atomic power technology. There is a grow
ing tendency for certain raw materials sup
plying , nations which are not industrially 
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well advanced to turn to such other coun
tries for nuclear power information because 
they have been disappointed by our in
ability to give them significant help. It is 
clear to me that if this trend continues the 
interests of the United States will be seri
ously and detrimentally affected. There is 
no need here to emphasize how important 
it is for us to stay ahead of the U. S. S. R. 
in providing knowledge of how to put atomic 
energy to peaceful uses. 

"In extending abroad, under proper se
curity safeguards, the evolving technology 
of atomic energy for peaceful purposes, we 
shall tighten the bonds tha t tie our friends 
abroad to us, we shall assure material re
sources that we need, and we shall maintain 
world leadership in atomic energy-leader
ship which toda y is such a large element of 
our national prestige. 

• • • • • 
"In modernizing our atomic-energy law 

I feel that we will be t aking three steps in 
the direction of peace: First, we will be in
creasing the deterrent fact or represented by 
ciur weapons stockpile by the provisions we 
h a ve requested permitting us to integrate 
certain tactical weapons information into 
our foreign military planning. Second, by 
being able to give our friends abroad atomic 
energy information and material, we shall 
be strengthening our capacity to build the 
raw material base on which our entire atomic 
energy program rests; and, third, we will be 
strengthening the ties which unite the free 
nations by a sense of fellowship. 

• • • • 
"Perhaps most significant of all, however, 

are the hundreds of millions of people in 
the world who, having heard of the promise 
of atomic energy, wait eagerly to see if there 
are benefits in it for them in addition to 
the military shield which has held off the 
aggressive forces of Soviet communism for 
almost a decade. The military atom is a 
fearsome thing, even to those who owe their 
liberties to it. The constructive uses of 
atomic energy could promote both peace and 
plenty, and so holds a special place in man's 
dream of the future. 

"The bills which your Committee is con
sidering need to be enacted if our Nation is 
to serve its own interests and at the same 
time to show the world anew that our na
tional interests harmonize with the inter
ests of men everywhere." 

• • • • • 
I believe the Secretary of State clearly 

and forcibly pointed out that the provisions 
of the bill which are most important to our 
very survival are those that treat with in
ternational cooperation. I share that view. 

I also believe that the development of 
atomic power in this country is important. 
Coming from an area of the United States 
which has high power costs and no fore
seeable way of reducing these costs except 
by the speedy development of this new, 
primordial source of energy-! believe I 
am as aware as any man of the responsi
bilities of this Congress to provide fully 
for the fastest development of atomic en
ergy for peacetime uses in this country. 

The United States Government has ex
pended many billions of dollars in the de
velopment of its atomic program. While 
the primary purpose of this was the creation 
of armaments, there were secondary discov
eries and advancements of importance in 
the peacetime uses of nuclear power. De
spite this activity, the field of peacetime de
velopment is still embryonic. To hasten ad
vancement in this art, it is being proposed 
to Congress that the private business com
munity of the United States be allowed to 
share in the opportunities of developing 
useful applications of what has been but 
barely touched on in our Government mo
nopoly of the field. In this we can say 
that the greater good is in making available 

to the people of the United States at the 
earliest moment the fruits of such com
bined Government and private development. 
We can hardly say that permitting friendly 
nations to collectively share in some small 
part of our knowledge for the purpose of the 
peace and good of all mankind is not equally 
advantageous. 

Our responsibilities transcend our na
tional borders. We have developed ma
terials, knowledge, and techniques which, 
if exploited fully for the benefit of all man
kind, will redound not only to our interna
tional credit, but more importantly to the 
establishment of peace and prosperity in all 
portions of the globe. We are not alone in 
this race for atomic-power development. 
Twenty nations, as the ~ajority report points 
out, are embarked upon atomic-development 
programs. Nor the least of these programs 
is that of the Soviet Union which now stands 
second in world effort on the searching out 
of the atom's secrets. Coupled with this is 
the f act t h at we and the free world are 
joined against the Soviet Union in a com
petition for the minds and souls of men. 
This competition will not be won by words, 
but by deeds. Consider the effect on the 
downtrodden of Asia, for example, if the 
Soviet Union should seize the initiative in 
bringing to these power-starved nations the 
great benefits of atomic energy. I say on 
that day we shall have lost the battle. 

It is argued that our national security is 
in greater jeopardy if we deal with a "group 
of nations" as against dealing with one na
tion at a time, in transmitting information 
on peacetime developments of atomic en
ergy. I find it very difficult to reconcile this 
distinction and I would further point out 
that this is not so, for the information with 
which we are here concerned is of a low 
degree of sensitivity and is far removed from 
the area of information on atomic weapons 
and atomic production that we must care
fully circumscribe. 

It is argued by the majority that S. 3690 
offers, in section 124, a possible mechanism 
for the President to employ in bringing to 
reality his great plan for spreading atomic 
blessings to all. I maintain that the bill 
as presented does little more than restate 
the powers he already has under the Con
stitution and existing law. It is no more 
than an indication-and a half-hearted in
dication at that--of congressional en
couragement. It is, to my mind, inadequate 
and I urge favorable consideration to 
the amendment on this subject which I 
will introduce on the floor of the Senate. 

In explanation of why I believe that 
amendment, which will insert the important 
phrase "group of nations" in the interna
tional portions of the bill, is of transcendent 
importance, I would point out the follow
ing: 

Section 123 of t'IJ.e bill contains carefully 
drawn conditions under which the Govern
ment is authorized to cooperate bilaterally 
with another nation in the field of peacetime 
development of atomic energy or with a re
gional defense organization on tactical uses 
of atomic weapons. These stringent safe
guards are: 

(1) The agreement for cooperation must 
include (a) the terms, conditions, duration, 
nature, and scope of the cooperation; (b) a 
guaranty by the cooperating p arty that se
curity safeguards and standards as set forth 
in the agreement will be maintained; (c) a 
guaranty by the cooperative party that any 
material to be transferred will not be used 
for atomic weapons or for any other military 
purpose; and (d) a guaranty by the cooper
ating party that any material or any re
stricted data to be transferred will not be 
further transferred to any unauthorized per
son or beyond the jurisdiction of a cooper· 
ating party. 

(2) The agreement for cooperation must 
be approved by the Commission or, in the 

case of a transfer of military data, the De
partment of Defense. 

(3) The President himself must approve 
the agreement for cooperation and he must 
also determine in writing that the perform
ance of the agreement for cooperation will 
promote and will not constitut e an unrea
sonable risk to the common defense and se
cm·ity. 

. (4) The proposed agreement for coopera
tion, together with the President's approval 
and determination, must lie before the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy for 30 days 
while Congress is in session. 

These conditions are indeed adequate to 
protect the national interest. It should be 
noted that these agreements for cooperation 
can be entered into only bilaterally; that is 
to say, the statute does not authorize the 
J;>resident to enter into agreements for co
operation with a group of n ations or with an 
international agency unless, as specified in 
section 124, an international agreement has 
previously been entered into with a group of 
nations. This means that the President 
must negotiate a treaty (which must receive 
the approval of two-thirds of the Senate be
fore it can be effective), or an executive 
agreement (which, under the terms of the 
law, must be submitted to both Houses of 
Congress and receive a favorable majority 
vote before it can become effective>, before 
he can cooperate under the bill with any 
group of nations. 

I would submit that this is an unwar
ranted and unwise restriction and destroys 
the pool idea suggested by the President. If 
the President can deal with a single nation 
in the atomic field under the stringent safe
guards prescribed in this bill, then he should 
be able to deal with a group of nations under 
the same stringent arrangement. 

Section 124, which purports to deal with 
the international atomic pool, is, in my con
sidered opinion, nothing more than a re
statement of what the President can do now 
under existing law, without the necessity o:C 
passing this bill. 

In short, section 124 is illusory and a naked 
grant, since unless we add the phrase "group 
of nations," we are, under the language o! 
this bill, giving voice to a pious hope, but in 
fact giving no additional authority to the 
President to carry out his atomic-pool plan 
which he does not already have under exist
ing law. 

While I consider it desirable and important 
for us to cooperate bilaterally in the field of 
peacetime atomic energy, I feel nevertheless 
that the real solution to the problem which 
drives men to war will not be found until we 
deal broadly and collectivey with many na
tions in a spirit of cooperation and partner
ship to bring the God-given benefits of this 
new source of power to our friends all over 
the world. It is for these reasons that I 
urge the reinsertion of the phrase "group of 
nations" in the international section of the 
bill. 

The very foundation of our foreign policy 
has been built on a philosophy of collective
ness. As a result we have seen the free world 
grow stronger step by step. It would be 
wiser for us to take no action at all, rather 
than injure the spirit of unity which now 
prevails in the free world. Psychologically, 
I am afraid that we do exactly this if we 
make it more difficult for us to deal with a 
group of nations as against dealing with one 
nation in this very important field. 

Because of this deep-seated feeling I am 
constrained to disagree with the committee 
on this point and submit my own minority 
view. 

JOHN 0. PASTORE. 

I subscribe to the foregoing views of Sen
ator PASTORE. 

MELVIN PRICE. 
CHET HOLIFIELD. 
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SALE OF CERTAIN WAR-BUILT 
PASSENGER-CARGO VESSELS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
BusH in the chair) laid before the Senate 
a message from the House of Represent
atives announcing its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate to the 
joint resolution <H. J. Res. 534) to au
thorize the Secretary of Commerce to 
sell certain war-built passenger-cargo 
vessels, and for other purposes, and re
questing a conference with the Senate 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses thereon. 

Mr. BRICKER. I move that the Sen
&te insist upon its amendment, agree to 
the request of the House for a confer
ence, and that the Chair appoint the 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. BUTLER, 
Mr. POTTER, and Mr. MAGNUSON conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 

A FARM PROGRAM FOR AMERICA 
Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, in 

the past few months we have heard a 
great deal of debate on the farm issue. 
Some of it has been calm consideration 
of the problem. Quite a bit of it has 
been more on the hysterical side. We 
have received information and misinfor
mation. We have heard that the farm
ers will be ruined under one program and 
also that they will be better off under 
the same program. 

It is about time that we consider what 
we are trying to achieve in the develop
ment of the Nation's agriculture, and 
then determine whether our present pro
gram or the President's proposals moves 
us closer to these goals. 

Let us ask ourselves, first, whether we 
want to shift from a wartime to peace
time agriculture. 

I think the answer must be "Yes.'' We 
have to make the transition sometime. 
The longer we wait, the more difficult 
it will become. Our economy has under
gone some sizable adjustments since the 
all-out production days of the Korean 
war. In my own State of Michigan the 
industrial cutback has been quite severe. 
Still, no one seriously suggested that we 
continue the production of military 
equipment we do not need. The record 
with respect to the armed services ap
propriation bill for fiscal 1955, which 
comes under my chairmanship, amply 
bears out this statement. 

The situation in agriculture is similar. 
We are still producing some important 
commodities on a wartime, emergency 
basis. It does not make much sense to 
continue to produce food and fiber that 
we do not need and cannot dispose of. 

The mere fact that a shift from a war
time to peacetime agriculture is needed 
speaks against our present program of 
supporting the six so-called basic com
modities at a rigid 90 percent of parity. 
This is a wartime and an emergency pro
gram. It was so conceived, and it oper
ated to provide us with the necessary 
farm products. It worked well. It did 
the job. But the job had been completed. 
A continuation of this program will only 
mean more ·wartime production for 
peacetime needs. 

The President's program, on the other 
hand, will start us back t.o peacetime 

conditions. It will not do the job all at 
once, but it will head us toward more 
normal production. I may say that the 
President's program was made last De
cember, at which time the leadership on 
both sides in the Senate and in the House 
of Representatives helped make up and 
agree to the program. It will do this by 
gradually reducing the premiums paid 
by the Government for wartime produc
tion. If we want to pay premiums, at 
least they should be directed toward ad
justing our production to peacetime re
quirements. 

Closely associated with this shift from 
a wartime to a peacetime agriculture is 
the question of whether a balanced agri
culture is desirable or whether it should 
be our national policy to produce exces
sive surpluses. 

The answer here must be for a more 
balanced agriculture for ·the benefit of 
farmers and the Nation as &. whole. As 
a matter of pure and simple national 
policy, it does not seem at all wise to en
courage production that cannot be used. 
This only depletes our soil needlessly. 

From the point of view of the farmer 
alone, however, excessive surpluses are 
damaging. An oversupply of any com
modity tends to drive down the price. 
The more excessive the surplus, the more 
price depressing it becomes. Our sur
plus of wheat is now so large that even 
with the Government supporting wheat 
at 90 percent of parity, and buying about 
half of the total crop, the price is still 
only about 77 percent of parity. 

Perhaps the worst feature of large 
surpluses, from the farm viewpoint, is 
that there can never be a natural and 
vigorous market except in time of dis
aster, whe!l the surpluses might be used 
up. How can the farmer ever reach full 
parity, short of Government price fix
ing, when there is always an excessive 
supply available to be placed on the 
market if the price should ever increase? 
The answer is that he cannot. 

This constitutes borrowing from to
morrow's market. It means that the 
farmers of today are mortgaging the 
markets which rightly belong to the 
farmers of tomorrow. 

It is certainly true that our policy 
should be one of maintaining adequate 
reserve to take care of forseeable emer
gencies. But we can never store enough 
to meet all possible emergencies. As in 
anything else, we must depend in large 
measure on our capacity to produce to 
meet most emergencies rather than on 
our storehouses. 

If our national policy is to be that ex
cessive surpluses are not desirable, then 
we must change our present farm pro
gram because it is this program that has 
built up the surpluses. Certainly we 
cannot cut down our excessive supplies 
by the very same program that created 
them. 

Here again, the President's program 
will start us on the road to reduction of 
surpluses by lowering price supports 
when production is excessive and in
creasing supports when and if produc
tion lags. 

I have heard it said many times in the 
Senate that farm production will not 
respond to the price incentive-that if 
the price goes dowr.. the farmer will 
produce more to offset the drop in price. 

If that is true, Congress should have 
lowered the support level rather than 
raised it when we wanted wartime pro
duction of farm products. Also, if we 
want to lower production we should in
crease price supports. Does not that 
sound a little fantastic? 

It seems to me that those who say a 
farmer will produce more if the price 
declines underrate the management 
ability of our farmers. Farmers have 
shown time and again that they re
spond to price incentives; that they will 
produce the crops on which they can 
make the most profit. That is to say, 
farmers are selective in what they will 
grow and are more conscious of par
ticular prices rather than agricultural 
prices in general. 

Another question that confronts us as 
a matter of national policy is whether 
we want an abundant agriculture. The 
answer here should most certainly be 
"Yes," since we understand abundance 
as meaning the way we meet the needs of 
our citizens and contribute to an ever
increasing standard of living. But 
abundance is really abundance only if 
it is put to use. It does not help our 
standard of living much to have our pro
duction stored in warehouses. We could 
have our warehouses filled with wheat 
and cotton and . still be woefully short 
of other commodities. That wodd not 
be abundant production in the true 
sense. We need an abundance of pro
duction of the right things at the right 
time. 

The present program fails to accom
plish this. It gives us surpluses that we 
cannot use. Then after we acquire these 
surpluses we are forced into an economy 
of scarcity while we drastically cut back 
our acreages in order to get rid of the 
surpluses. 

The program proposed by the Presi
dent and the congressional leaders in the 
House and the Senate would lead us to 
true abundance by offering the most 
attractive price supports to commodi
ties consumers were ready to buy. 

This leads us to the question of wheth
er we want a program which adjusts it
self to changing conditions. Again the 
answer must be "Yes." I am told farm 
horses are now selling at about 13 per
cent of parity. How fortunate we are 
that we did not have a support program 
on horses that took no recognition of 
the automobile, the airplane, and other 
modern means of transportation. 

Not to key our programs to changing 
conditions sounds ridiculous. Yet our 
present wheat program fails to take into 
account vitally important changes in 
both production and consumption. Par
ity on wheat is still based on the horse 
era rather than the tractor age. On the 
consumption side, the program fails to 
take into consideration that the per 
capita use of wheat has fallen sharply, 
and that to a ·great extent wheat in our 
diet has been replaced by meats, fruits, 
vegetables, and other foods. The Presi
dent's program takes these vital changes 
into account and allows for the neces-
sary adjustments. · 

Another question we must answer is 
whether we want to point out agricul
tural programs toward increasing Gov
ernment control or toward greater free
dom for our farmers. There may be 
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room for differences of opinion, but I be
lieve 'that all of our citizens should have 
the maximum amount of freedom con
sistent with our organized society. 

The present program works to take 
freedom of decision away from farmers. 
Production controls must be a part of 
high and rigid price supports. The 
higher the support the tighter the con
trols must be. That does not make for 
efficient farming. It does not make for 
consistency in Government to offer pro
duction premiums and then turn around 
and sharply cut back production through 
controls. Let us not forget that our 
farmers know more about operating their 
farms than the Government does. 

The President's program is directed 
toward a relaxation of Federal controls. 
Once our present surpluses are disposed 
of and the flexible supports become fully 
operative, most of the necessary pro
duction adjustments would be made vol
untarily on the basis of supply and de
mand. I am sure that is the way most 
of the farmers prefer to operate. 

Do we want a program that will be fair 
to all farmers? Certainly, the answer to 
this is "Yes.'' Yet our present program 
channels most of the benefits to the large 
producer and leaves little or nothing for 
the small operator. 

I wish to emphasize the words ''large 
producer," because it is a fact that the 
small farmer receives a mere pittance, 
while the large producers receive thou
sands of dollars. 

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

Mr. FERGUSON. I would prefer to 
complete my statement before yielding. 

Not only is this true, but the little 
fellow has to pay taxes to support the 
program. In some instances the tax 
will exceed his benefits. 

In many States the average crop loans 
run $500 or $600. Whether these crops 
are supported at 90 or 80 percent makes 
a difference of only $50 or $60. 

In return for this $50 or $60 the farmer 
faces loss of markets, restrictions of his 
management decisions, and all the other 
disadvantages of the present program. 
That can amount to selling your birth
right for something less than a mess of 
pottage. 

The present program channels most of 
our agricultural assistance funds into 
commodities that account for less than 
25 percent of our cash farm receipts. 
Not only does the program not benefit 
many farmers, but it actually penalizes 
them by holding feed prices at artifi
cially high levels. This is important to 
the farmers of Michigan, who receive 
about a third of their income from dairy
ing. 

Recently I pointed out in the Senate, 
on the basis of information from the De
partment of Agriculture, that 85 percent 
of the cash farm receipts in Michigan 
comes from nonsupported commodities 
and dairy products. Only 10 percent 
comes from the basic commodities in 
which the Government has now more 
than $5 billion invested. 

The President's proposals would work 
to level off this one-sided program and 
lessen some of the inequities now im
posed on farmers in Michigan and about 
three-fourth of the other States. Per-

haps the most vital question we must 
ask ourselves is which program will do 
the most to maintain farm income. We 
know that the present program does not 
accomplish this. In 5 of the past 6 
years, farm income has declined. It is 
declining now, in spite of the largest 
expenditures in history for price sup
ports. 

Mr. President, let us face the facts. 
High and rigid price supports cannot 
even maintain prices in the face of large 
surpluses, to say nothing of maintaining 
income. Let us not concentrate our pro
gram too much on price. High prices 
alone will never make farmers prosper
ous. It also takes volume to produce 
income. 

It is not the theory of large profits 
and small turnover that has led to eco
nomic wonders in America. It is rather 
just the opposite-small profits, large 
turnover. That is the way to raise the 
standard of living. The key to our mass 
:production in industry is a price that will 
reach the mass markets. 

The way to have a really high stand
ard of living and prosperity is to have 
great and ever-increasing consumption. 
We must be careful in agriculture that 
we do not pursue the fallacy that price 
alone will lead to prosperity. We must 
have good markets. And we cannot 
build these markets with artificially high 
prices that tend to cut off world markets, 
restrict domestic consumption, and in
vite the use of substitutes. 

Of course, we do not know specifically 
what would happen to farm income un
der flexible supports, bt:..t the proof of 
the pudding is in the eating of it. 
Therefore, the way to determine that 
question is by trial. We do know, how
ever, that we were not trying to reduce 
farm income when we approved these 
supports in 1948 and again in 1949. We 
know that our agricultural leaders are 
not trying to reduce farm income when 
they endorse flexible supports. We 
should know that the President and the 
Secretary of Agriculture Benson are not 
trying to reduce farm income when they 
tell us we must switch from rigid to flex
ible supports. I do not think President 
Truman was trying to reduce farm in
come when he called for flexible supports 
in 1948. I do not think the Democratic 
Secretaries of Agriculture of the past 20 
years were trying to reduce farm income 
when they supported the flexible prin
ciple. 

Mr. President, we also know that flex
ible supports will help restore our mar
kets, both domestic and foreign; that 
they will make our farm commodities 
more competitive with substitutes, and 
that they will help keep production in 
line with demand. I am sure we do not 
have to be economic specialists to know 
that this is the road to a sound agricul
tural policy. 

But even if we close our eyes to all the 
prospective benefits of flexible supports, 
it would still behoove this Congress to 
change the present program solely on 
the ground that it has failed. 

It has failed in spite of the fact that 
the Government now pas about $6% 
billion tied up in price supports, and that 
by the end of this year the figure will 
probably rise to around $9 billion. 

The cost of our present farm program 
might not be too alarming if the pro
gram was actually working for the over
all benefit of farmers. But when the 
program actually hurts rather than helps 
agriculture, the cost seems indefensible. 

We hear the statement oft reiterated 
that our price-support operations over 
the past 20 years have cost only about 
a million dollars a year. But let us look 
at the facts. The Government storage 
bill alone on surpluses is now approxi
mately $250 million a year, $700,000 a 
day. Actual losses of Commodity Credit 
Corporation last year were more than 
another quarter of a billion dollars. 
That is a half-billion dollars right there, 
or $499 million a year more than some 
persons claim to be the cost. 

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

Mr. FERGUSON. I would rather fin
ish my statement first. Then I shall be 
happy to yield. 
. In 4 years we spent nearly $550 million 
in subsidizing exports under the Inter
national Wheat Agreement. That cer
tainly is a price-support operation. If 
the wheat had not been exported, it 
would have wound up in Government 
hands at even a much larger cost. 

In addition to deciding the support 
level for the basic commodities, we have 
a vital decision to make on dairy prod
ucts. I hope we can take a long-range 
view on this issue, as it is tremendously 
important to Michigan and a number of 
other dairy States. 

The action Congress takes may well 
determine whether the dairy industry 
in the immediate years ahead is to be a 
subsidized industry or one standing on 
its own feet. 

Spurred on by the cut in dairy price 
supports from 90 to 75 percent last April, 
the dairy industry now has a vigorous 
campaign underway to promote and ex
pand its markets. This campaign is be
ginning to pay off. Consumptio~ is go
ing up. 

Several statements were made in the 
Senate last April that the cut in the sup
port level would not increase consump
tion. But the facts are that the price 
reduction together with the sales cam
paign by the industry is increasing the 
consumption of these products. 

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

Mr. FERGUSON. I shall be glad to 
yield in a moment. 

Just a few days ago the Department 
of Agriculture reported that although 
production of butter, cheese, and dried 
skim milk has been running about 5 per
cent ahead of last year, Government pur
chases of butter and cheese are smaller 
and dried milk purchases are only slightly 
higher. 

During April, May, and June of this 
year the Government bought 125 mil
lion pounds of butter compared with 134 
million pounds a year ago, 65 million 
pounds of cheddar cheese compared with 
103 million pounds a year ago, and 215 
million pounds of dried milk as against 
205 million pounds a year ago. 

The American people are beginning to 
eat more dairy products. The dairy in
dustry is moving ahead. Let us not put 
a crimp in this progress now by an un-
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wise increase in the price of these prod
ucts. Let us not increase the price of 
butter, unless we are interested in see
ing the consumption of butter reduced 
and the use of butter substitutes in
creased. 

The dairymen of Michigan took quite 
a jolt when the support level was re
duced. But it is to their credit that 
most of them could see it was the best 
thing to do-that their investments 
would be a lot safer if good, vigorous 
markets were built up than if their prod
ucts were sold to the Government at 90 
percent of parity. 

If a person was to be in the dairy busi
n :-ss for only a year or two, then the 
90 percent supports would be just the 
thing to assure him a short-term income. 
But Michigan dairymen intend to stay 
in business year after year. They know 
the industry can pull out of its present 
troubles. They know great things are 
ahead for dairying-that science is on 
the brink of advances that may actually 
result in a shortage of milk in the new 
future. They know that once sterile 
milk or frozen milk concentrates get on 
the market consumption of milk in many 
areas will increase greatly. 

Certainly, most of us must -recognize 
the need for a more realistic farm pro
gram, a program that will give more real 
assistance to the farmer, a program that 
will be fair to all farmers, fair to con
sumers, and good for America, economi
cally and socially. 

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

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 
Mr. YOUNG. Did I understand the 

Senator correctly to say that the 90 
percent price supports were largely or 
entirely responsible for our present sur
pluses? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I certainly will say 
that that is true. 

Mr. YOUNG. Does the Senator real
ize that only 2 years ago, as a part of 
our security program, the Government 
asked farmers to increase their produc
tion? 

Mr. FERGUSON. There is no dou"!:>t 
that we wanted a production increase. 
By supporting the price is the way to 
get the increased production. 

Mr. YOUNG. That was only 2 years 
ago, in 1952. I doubt if there is a Mem
ber of the Senate who realizes that the 
farmers were asked to increase produc
tion as much as they were 2 years ago. 
I should like to read some figures to the 
Senator. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Will the Senator 
tell us why the farmers were asked to 
increase their production? 

Mr. YOUNG. As a part of our war 
program. The figures I hiwe before me 
were given to the Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry on February 29, 1952. 

Mr. FERGUSON. We were at war 2 
years ago. 

Mr. YOUNG. That is true. Let me 
now read some figures. The farmers 
were asked to increase their production 
of corn 115 percent over the previous 
year; cotton, 105 percent; wheat, 118 
percent. It was only 2 years ago that 
we asked the farmers to increase their · 
production greatly as a measure to fur
ther the war effort. Today we find 

Members of Congress condemning the 
program of 90-percent support prices for 
our present surpluses. 
. Mr. FERGUSON. If the Senator had 
heard what I said earlier in my remarks 
he would have noted my statement that 
that was done in furtherance of a de
sire-and it was a proper desire-to 
stimulate production. We were engaged 
in a war at the time. That is why it 
was thought desirable to increase pro
duction. 

Mr. YOUNG. This is the first year 
the wheat farmers have been asked to 
reduce their production, and there has 
been a reduction of 200 million bushels 
forecast by the last United States De
partment of Agriculture report. 

Mr. FERGUSON. It is not a consistent 
policy to pay fixed prices and encourage 
increased production, and then tell the 
farmers they must cut down their acre
age production. 

Mr. YOUNG. Does the Senator be
lieve that this program can be sold to 
th~ wheat farmers when they have been 
asked to cut their production 34 percent; 
that is, 21 percent last year and 13 per
cent this year? On top of that the De
partment of Agriculture is proposing 
to reduce the price-support level and to 
switch over to a flexible parity program. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The sooner we 
adopt a program which will allow the 
farmers to produce for a profit, and not 
say to them, "We will guarantee you 90 
percent; we will put your products in 
storage, and cut down your acreage so 
you cannot produce so much," the better 
off agriculture will be. 

Mr. YOUNG. I know all that, but for 
almost 10 years we asked . the wheat 
farmers and other farmers to increase · 
their production, and now that they have 
increased it we take away approximately 
half of their income by the methods I 
have outlined. That would break any 
bus~ness institution in the Nation re
quired to sustain a similar cut in pro
duction and sales price. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Michigan yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I was impressed, 

but not convinced, by the Senator's re
marks, and I should like to ask him two 
questions. He has, first of all, con
demned the 90 percent price-support 
program as a rigid price-support pro
gram, and then he says that those sup
ports were responsible for about 20 per
cent of the national income. 

Mr. FERGUSON. About 25 percent. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Then the Senator 

uses the argument that agricultural in
come is dropping and dropping and has 
been dropping during 5 out of the past 6 
years. He does not answer the question, 
How much has the agricultural income 
dropped on fixed parity commodities? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I stated in my re
marks that we are pyramiding surpluses. 
Take butter as an example. I voted 
against the bill allowing oleomargarine 
to be colored, and the Senator from Min
nesota did also, because we saw the ef
fect it would have on the dairy farmers 
of America. There can be no doubt that 
we are paying the bill today. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. What program 
does this administration offer as to but .. 

ter that we did not already have? I 
challenge any Member of the Senate to 
show me any improvement that this ad
ministration offers wi.th reference to but
ter. It offers from 75 to 90 percent of 
parity. This is what we had for 3 or 4 
years. The administration's program 
with reference to butter does not offer 
one thing that is not already being done. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The administration 
program since last April shows--

Mr. HUMPHREY. Shows what? 
Mr. FERGUSON. That less butter is 

being placed in storage. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. And that more 

dried milk is placed in storage. 
Mr. FERGUSON. And more people 

are using butter, because under the pro
gram people are enabled to buy it at a 
less price, and, at the same time, there 
is not the incentive to buy substitutes. 
We priced ourselves out of the market. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Fluid-milk con
sumption is down and fluid milk prices 
are up. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I do not so under
stand. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Whether the Sen
ator understands it or not, it is the 
truth. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I asked the chair
man of the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry, and he says that is not 
the case. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I may say to the 
chairman of the Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry that the· Department 
reports that fluid milk consumption is 
down and the supply of powdered milk 
is up. The Senator pointed it out him
self. So we get a little increase in but
ter consumption, and also an increase in 
dried-milk purchases. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Michigan yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. Of course, the purchases 

of powdered milk are up a little bit
! think, approximately a million pounds 
overall for the first 3 months of the 
dairy year. They are up because more is 
being made. There is an increase of 
roughly 5 percent in the production of 
milk this year, but in the Senator's own 
State of Minnesota the Commodity 
Credit Corporation is having to buy only 
about two-thirds to three-fourths as 
much butter as it bought last year. 
Butter and cheese are going to the con
sumer's table once more, whereas, it 
had been priced off the table during the 
past 2 or 3 ·years. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Would the Senator 
be interested in knowing that the price 
of fluid milk is going up? 

Mr. AIKEN. Is not that what the 
Senator has been arguing for? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Would the Sena
tor be interested in knowing that one 
of the reasons why there has been less 
butter stored is that farmers are selling 
off a number of their cows? 

Mr. AIKEN. That is a part of the 
program advocated by the Department 
of Agriculture. The State of Minnesota 
produced 3 percent less milk in June than 
it produced in May, and the whole coun
try is putting production in line with 
consumption. So far as I know, n"l.ost 
of the dairy farmers would rather see 
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their products go to the consumer's table 
than into Government refrigerators. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Vermont yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I do not have the :floor, 
but I shall be glad to yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I have yielded the 
:floor. 

Mr. AIKEN. If I have the :floor, I will 
yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, who 
has the :floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Vermont has the :floor. 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield to the Senator 
from ~1innesota. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I was in 
Minnesota last Saturday morning. I 
had intended to remain out of this ar
gument today. I listened to the Senator 
from Michigan making his statement. I 
could enter into a debate with him on 
many phases of his statement, but that I 
will not do. At first I had intended not 
to open my mouth on the question, but 
when I listened to the colloquy between 
my colleague [Mr. HuMPHREY] and the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN], I 
could not help relating to the Senate 
what I beard on radio station WCCO 
Saturday morning of last week. Station 
weco is one of the large stations in the 
Northwest. I was driving on the high
way through a great dairy section of 
Minnesota when I heard this broadcast: 

The fluid milk dealers in the Twin Cities 
area announce that the price of fluid milk 
will have to be raised 1 cent a quart. 

It can be imagined what my reaction 
was when I knew that the Twin Cities 
Milk Producers, a farmers' organization, 
produce about 90 percent of the :fluid 
milk consumed in the Twin Cities area. 
They are the so-called wholesalers to 
whom the distributors were referring. 
The distributors announced that the 
reason why they had to raise the price 
was because wholesale prices were up. 

The Twin Cities Milk Producers are a 
cooperative organization and have suf
fered a dollar a hundred loss in the price 
of milk within the past year, and most of 
it has been since April 1. Now the dis
tributors are intending to charge house
wives a cent more a quart on the pre
tense that the wholesale price has gone 
up. The wholesale prices has dropped 
$1 a hundred. There is neither rhyme 
nor reason to the entire argument, and 
that is why I do not want to enter into it. 
· Mr. AIKEN. I do not think the Sen
ator from Minnesota is so naive as to 
believe that a cent a quart has been arbi
trarily taken out of the consumer. Any
one familiar with the milk industry 
knows that in April, May, and June the 
wholesale price goes down. There is an 
automatic reduction in consumer prices 
over the flush months. About the first 
of July the price automatically starts 
going up again. It is happening all over 
the United States. The price is going 
up in New England, in New York, in Vir
ginia, in Maryland, and all over the coun
try. It is a seasonal change in the price. 
It is unfortunate that frequently dis
tributors charge consumers more than 
the increased amount they pay the pro
ducers. But that has been going on ever 
since I can remember, and we have found 

it very difficult to get the change in price 
to the consumer exactly to reflect the 
situation. I am sure the milk producers 
for the Twin Cities' market are getting 
an increase during this month. They 
got a reduction of as much as a dollar 
a hundred through April, May, and June. 

Mr. TI-IYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Vermont yield further? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 
Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I served 

as a director of the Twin Cities Milk Pro
ducers for a number of years. I know 
the milk business. I know the trends in 
prices in both spring and fall. 

This is the flush period of the year. 
There is an ample supply of milk. Milk 
should go down in price, rather than up. 
The producers have taken a cut of $1 a 
hundred pounds in the past few months. 
There is no rhyme or reason why the 
distributors should increase the price of 
milk at this time, except the general, 
overall influence of the attack upon the 
farm support program, which has created 
the impression that the farmer and the 
support program are responsible; and 
any profits taken, whether they be ex
cessive or not, are condoned and ac
cepted as being proper because the criti
cism rests upon the farm support pro
gram rather than upon the gouging on 
the part of the distributors. 

Mr. AIKEN. I agree with the Senator. 
In many cases producers and distributors 
take unwarranted profits. 

Mr. THYE. Indeed they do. 
Mr. AIKEN. But I say to the Senator 

· from Minnesota that he will find that if 
the price of milk to the consumers in 
the Twin Cities goes up 1 cent a quart 
in July, the price to the farmers also, 
undoubtedly, will go up. If it does not, 
then that is a situation into which the 
officials of the State of Minnesota should 
look. 

In my own State, the milk control 
board-and Vermont is one of a dozen 
or so States which have milk control 
boards-has given the milk distributors 
the right to sell a gallon of 3.7 milk for 
6() cents, cash and carry. If it is 4.2 
milk, they have to charge 64 cents. Many 
distributors are doing that, and it is 
bringi:t1g about an increase in the con
sumption of milk. 

In my area of the country, there has 
been a 9 percent increase in consump
tion of butter as compared to the con
sumption of last year, and an increase of 
3 percent in the consumption of :fluid 
milk. I do not know whether that is 
true of all sections of the country. I 
understand that for the Nation as a 
whole there has been an increase of 7 
percent in the use of butter, and a slight 
decrease in the use of oleomargarine. 
The producers of butter are experienc
ing an increase in the consumption of 
butter for the first time in a long, long 
time. 

I wanted to point out that the changes 
in milk prices are seasonable. Begin
ning July 1 they go up, up, and up, until 
December. Usually on January 1 milk 
prices begin to drop a little, reaching 
their lowest point in May and June. I 
am very happy to say that the country 
as a whole, and particularly the States 
of Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Iowa, are 
putting their production more in line 

with the requirements. There has been 
a reduction of 4 percent in the produc
tion of milk in Wisconsin over that of 
last month; 3 percent in Minnesota; and 
2 percent in Iowa. That is due, in con
siderable part, to the smaller numbers 
of cattle in the herds, showing that, at 
last, some of the undesirable cattle in 
the herds have been culled; animals 
which, while not profitable, nevertheless 
contributed to the milk surplus. 

The situation is improving. It will 
get better during the next few months. 
Until the marketing methods are 
changed in many parts of the country, 
the consumer probably will not get milk 
cheaper. Very likely milk will be higher 
by a cent or two a quart during the peri
od of the next 6 months. But since the 
inauguration of the new program on 
April 1, there has been a steady tendency 
to bring production in line with con
sumption. When that has been accom
plished, the dairymen of the United 
States will be in infinitely better condi
tion than when they were constantly try
ing to see how much milk they could 
produce in order to sell it to the Gov
ernment. 

P R 0 PbS ED CONSTITUTIONAL 
AMENDMENT TO REQUIRE AN
NUAL BALANCING OF THE 
BUDGET 
Mr. LENNON. Mr. President, it is 

now p~rfectly obvious that the present 
legislative procedure to deal with the 
Federal fiscal situation is totally inade
quate. It is also apparent that the need 
is urgent for some sound reform to lead 
our Federal Government to a balanced 
budget in periods of normal military 
and economic conditions. 

Yesterday, a ray of hope shone 
through the gloom of national financial 
instability. It is Senate Joint Resolution 
174 introduced by the senior Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGEs], and 
the senior Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD]. 

This joint resolution proposes an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States to provide for the imposi
tion of Federal taxes to provide revenues 
at least equal to appropriations, except 
in time of war declared by the Congress 
or when the United States is engaged in 
open hostility against an external enemy. 

In my opinion, without having had the 
benefit of careful study of the proposal, 
it will go a long way toward balancing 
the Federal budget and restoring the 
natural balance between budget rev
enues and budget expenditures. It will 
not penalize any legitimate .or necessary 
service now being rendered by the Fed
eral Government, b1,1t it will, in a large 
measure, weed out and cast aside much 
unnecessary spending. 

As Senator BYRD ably pointed out, it 
will prohibit deficit spending. Mr. Pres
ident, this is the heart of the resolu
tion-and I believe it represents the 
thinking of the American people. This 
is indeed one of the most important mat
ters we must face. 

Here, at last, is a practical approach 
to a grave problem. It is an effective 
way to establish faith and understand
ing among the people in fiscal procedures 



1954 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 1047l 
in the Federal Government at a time 
when the maze of technicalities simply 
astound us all. 

Mr. President, I am not an expert on 
budget matters, but I am disturbed, as 
I believe all of us should be, by the fact 
that our Federal budget has been in bal
ance only four times in a quarter of a 
century. There seems to be no end in 
sight to deficit spending. 

We have just come to the end of a 
fiscal year. The national budget was 
unbalanced. We operated last year in 
the red $3,750,000,000, and. the best in
formation that has been available here, 
is that the budget will be in the red even 
more next year, unless effective savings 
and cuts in unnecessary spending are 
made at once. 

To bring home to every Member of the 
Congress the great responsibility which 
rests upon our shoulders, the national 
debt now stands in excess of $270 billion. 

The Senate will soon be debating the 
Mutual Security Act which will further 
saddle the taxpayers of the country with 
a Federal deficit. It is my intention to 
support any effort which will eliminate 
foreign economic aid not directly geared 
to our military support of free nations 
resisting international communism. 

Mr. President, in order to show the 
budget deficits and surpluses of those 
nations scheduled to receive economic 
aid under 1955 authorization, I requested 
the Legislative Reference Service of the 
Library of Congress to prepare this in-
formation. · 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have the tables printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the tables 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
Budget deficit in 1953 (or most recent year) 

of countries scheduled to receive economic 
aid under 1955 authorization 
[Budget deficit (-) or surplus ( +) 1n 

dollars} 
Europe:'~ FTance ________________ _ 

Germany, West Berlin __ _ Spain _________________ _ 

United Kingdom _______ _ 
Yugoslavia ____________ _ 

Near East, etc.: 
Afghanistan ___________ _ 
Egypt _________________ _ 
Ethiopia _______________ _ 
Greece ________________ _ 
India _________________ _ 
Iran __________________ _ 
Iraq _______________ ____ _ 
Israel _________________ _ 
Jordan ________________ _ 
Lebanon _______________ _ 
Liberia ________________ _ 
Libya __________________ _ 
Nepal _________________ _ 
Pakistan ______________ _ 
Saudi Arabia ___________ _ 

1rurkeY------------·----
Asia and Pacific: 

-$2,320,000,000 
2+354, 000,000 
. -92, 436, 000 
-814, 280, 000 

-42,097 

(3) 
-46, 409, 000 

(3) 
-14, 533, 000 

-318, 510, 000 
-13,270 

:+12, 229,000 
-2,874,400 

( 3) 
(3) 
-384,005 

(3) 
(3) 

-149,393,000 
(3) 

-71,239,000 

Formosa________________ (3) 
Indochina______________ (B) 
I:rxionesia______________ -157, 800, 000 
Philippines_____________ :+27, 174,000 
Thailand_______________ -52,286,000 

1. Selection based on H. Rept. No. 1925, pt. 1, 
p. 9; and Mutual Security Act of 1954, hear
ings, pp. 123, 124. 

2 Federal Republic. 
a Not available. 

Budget deficit in 1953 (or most recent year) 
of countries scheduled to receive economic 
aid under 1955 authorization--Continued 

Latin America: Bolivia ________________ _ 
Brazil _________________ _ 
Chile _________________ _ 
Colombia _____________ _ 
Costa Rica ____________ _ 
Cuba _________________ _ 
Dominican Republic ___ _ 
Ecuador _______________ _ 

El Salvador-------------
Guatemala _________ • __ _ 
Haiti _________________ _ 
Honduras _____________ _ 
~exico ________________ _ 
Nicaragua _____________ _ 
Panama _______________ _ 

Paraguay---------------Peru __________________ _ 
Uruguay ______________ _ 
Venezuela _____________ _ 

-$13, 080, 000 
+97, 393,000 
-16, 678,000 
.+29, 250,000 
.+3, 677,000 

+ 337, 000 
,+7. 596,000 

-66,440 
-100, 000 

-4, 463,300 
-2,731,000 
-3,370,000 

-12, 320, 000 
.+789, 000 

+3. 000 
-465,000 
+440, 000 

-2,336,000 
-3,636,000 

Sources: International Monetary Fund, 
International ~onetary Statistics; Moody's 
Governments. 

Mr. LENNON. Mr. President, we can 
successfully resist the pressure to in
crease the statutory national debt limit 
from $275 billion to $290 billion by elimi
nating unnecessary foreign economic 
spending. 

With the belief that we should reduce 
foreign economic spending b~r the sub
stitution of more international trade, I 
supported the amendment to extend the 
Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act for 3 
years. 

The Senate will recall that the Presi
dent sent a message to the Congress last 
July 30, requesting legislation raising the 
statutory debt limit. It was at a time 
when sufficient study could not be given 
the necessity for such action. Many 
Members of Congress had left, some hav
ing had plane and train reservations, 
to return to their respecti7e homes, when 
Congress was called upon to enact legis
lation on the subject. 

I now read a portion of the message 
of the President, in which he expressed 
concern about the ability of the Govern
ment to remain solvent unless an ex
tension of the debt limit were granted: 

Under present circumstances, the existing 
statutory debt limit is so restrictive that 
it does not allow the financial operating 
leeway necessary to conduct the Govern
ment's fiscal affairs effectively. This is 
specific with respect to the seasonal varia
tions of Federal receipts and disbursements 
and also in view of the uncertainty as to 
future inC'ome and expenditure levels. 

Mr. President, the Senate Finance 
Committee on August 1, 1953, postponed 
action indefinitely on this request. The 
Congress went home. There was no ex
tension of the debt limit. Today, thank
fully, we are still operating below the 
statutory limit of $275 billion. It is my 
understanding there is now about an 
$11 billion gap, consisting of ap
proximately $6 billion in the Treasury 
and about $5 billion below the statutory 
debt limit. · 

I should like to pay tribute to the 
great men of the Senate who are mem
bers of the Senate Finance Committee, 
who had the courage successfully to re
sist the pressure of the White House, 
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, 
and the Secretary of the Treasury, and 
to postpone action indefinitely on the 

bill then before the committee, which 
would have raised the national debt 
limit from $275 billion to $290 billion. 

I recall that upon adjournment on 
August 3, 1953, the Members of Congress 
returned to their homes somewhat under 
a cloud, and under a feeling that they 
would likely be called back for a special 
session in order to enact the legislation 
increasing the debt limit. I recall, too. 
that the press and the great radio sta
tions of America took the message to 
the grassroots. I recall, too, that it 
was the first occasion, certainly in a 
long period .of time, perhaps as much 
as 20 years, that the Congress of the 
United States had said, "Mr. President, 
you must try to live within your budget. 
Yo.u must make an honest effort, if you 
can, to reduce expenditures." 

I was not called upon, Mr. Presdent, to 
cast a vote on that proposed legislation, 
for the reason that it did not come from 
the committee; but had I been permitted 
at that time to cast a vote, my vote would 
have been against raising the national 
debt limit. I cannot escape the conclu
sion that if the Congress at the last ses
sion had raised the debt limit, when we 
met here in January of this year every 
department and every agency and bu
reau of the Federal Government would 
have raised its sights on its requested 
appropriations. 

As I have said many times, I sin
cerely hope it will not be necessary to 
raise the national debt limit. 

One problem which I believe concerns 
the people of the United States is the 
cost of debt management. I am re
minded of the fact that the interest on 
the debt is a fixed item of cost. I some
times wonder if the people of America 
are truly concerned about the magni
tude of the national debt, but certainly 
they must be vitally concerned about the 
cost of debt management. I am told 
that, including the interest on the na
tional debt and the management of the 
national debt, the cost amounts to ap
proximately $7 billion. Every Member 
of the Senate recalls that at one time the 
annual budget of the Federal Govern
ment was less than the present debt 
management cost. That is a surprising 
and astounding fact, Mr. President, a 
fact which should be of grave concern 
not only to the Members of Congress, but 
to the people of the entire Nation. 

The Congress and the people must 
face up to the problem of national sol
vency, effect reasonable economies, and 
provide the revenue with which to oper
ate our great Nation. 

It is my judgment, Mr. President, that 
the people of America are not demand
ing economy in Government such as to 
cause cessation of absolutely needed 
services, reduction in our national de
fense or military assistance to our 
friends in the free world. Rather, I 
believe, it is their desire to face up to 
the requirements of citizenship with the 
certainty that their Government is 
realistically handling its finances. 

Mr. President, ours is a great Nation. 
Its destiny has not been fulfilled. We 
must be strong in order to provide effec
tive and militant leadership for the free 
world. I am reminded that our physical 
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strength to a very great degree rests on 
our budgetary soundness. 

Mr. President, I am grateful for t:1e 
opportunity to endorse the principle of 
the joint resolution. It is my belief that 
a more effective fiscal policy can emerge 
from the resolution. It is my hope that 
North Carolina, along with many other 
States of the Nation, will have an oppor
tunity soon to support the resolution as 
an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States. 
· Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

THE PRESIDENT'S HEALTH REIN
SURANCE PROGRAM 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres
ident, as chairman of the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare, I feel very 
much concerned over the action of the 
House yesterday in sending back to com
mittee and virtually killing President 
Eisenhower's Federal health reinsurance 
bill, which is really the heart of the 
President's health program. Our com
mittee in the Senate has just reported 
our version of this bill, S. 3114, to the 
floor, and we had expected to have it 
come up for debate here within the next 
week or 10 days. 

I have been in the Senate for 10 years 
and have been on the Committee of 
Labor and Public Welfare for that entire 
period. We have had facing us each year 
the consideration of an overall health 
program for the American people which 
would a void the dangers of socialized 
medicine, but which ·would establish a 
voluntary system providing for our fam
ilies the necessary health care, and par
ticularly would provide for those ca
tastrophes overtaking families with a 
sudden or prolonged illness, especially of 
the breadwinner. 

We have seen the failure of socialized 
medicine in England, and I have been 
opposed to any such approach to the 
question. I am a son of a physician and 
my younger years were lived in a physi
cian's family where I came to understand 
the values of the relationship of doctor 
and patient. There is no profession Ire
spect more than the medical profession, 
and I admit I am prejudiced from the 
noble life that my father lived. I never 
could tolerate the thought of mechanized 
medicine where the patient becomes a 
number merely and he may be assigned 
to a doctor that may be good, or may be 
second rate. Anything that even tends to 
threaten the intimate relationship be
tween patient and doctor is a distinct 
loss to this country. For that reason in 
talking over some kind of voluntary 
health insurance with Secretary Hobby 
and her very efficient staff, it was decided 
that we should endeavor to build on the 
voluntary health insurance plans that 
have been growing up in this country, 
such as the Blue Cross, and the Blue 
Shield, and on the plans of the many 
insurance companies which have been 
studying this subject for years. The 
problem was whether these insurance 
coverages could be expanded in two di
rections : First, to cover more of our pop
ulation at a reasonable premium, and 
second, to widen the scope of the cover
age. As of today I am advised that there 
are 54 million persons covered by the 

Blue Cross and 29 million persons cov
ered by the Blue Shield in addition to the 
various insurance company coverages, 
and so forth. 

Secretary Hobby has mobilized all the 
important insurance experts in the 
country, as well as other advisers who 
have studied both the medical side and 
the social side of the problem involved. 
We have come up with a plan, which, ad
mittedly, may not be perfect, but which 
has all the earmarks of intelligent ex
perimentation with the principle in
volved. With our 48 States as labora
tories we should find an ultimate sound 
solution. , 

We want no interference with the in
dividual family having its own family 
doctor, but we do want to develop that 
sense of security in our people so that if 
catastrophic illness overtakes them they 
will have at least reasonable coverage 
against such a disaster. 

Much to my amazement the opposition 
to this intelligent conception has come 
principally from two groups of people. 
First, the American Medical Association, 
which shortsightedly and without ade
quate study, has suggested that this plan 
is a step in the direction of socialized 
medicine, and, two, from our large labor 
groups who have been favoring the com
pulsory program of socialized medicine. 
I have been conscious in my own office as 
chairman of the Labor and Public Wel
fare Committee of a barrage of high
pressure endeavors to kill this bill based 
on statements which are totally inade
quate and totally untrue, which can have 
no motive other than the desire to frus
trate this important program which 
President Eisenhower and his group are 
trying to offer to the American people at 
this critical time. 

As chairman of the Labor and Public 
Welfare Committee, as I said at the 
opening of these remarks, I must protest 
vigorously against this sort of thinking 
and against this hysterical runaway un
der pressure of poltical groups from the 
responsibilities that lie before us. 

I am not sure what the best course is 
to pursue, but my feeling is that we 
should go through with our bill in the 
Senate and in the debate here demon
strate to the people of the United States 
what this program is. Whether or not 
we would be successful in getting the 
legislation through, we would at least be 
able clearly to place the responsibility 
where it belongs-on the people who 
sabotaged one of the soundest experi
mental health programs ever offered to 
the American people. 

JOINT COMMITTEE ON CIVIL 
DEFENSE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
BusH in the chair). The Senator from 
Minnesota is recognized. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to submit for 
appropriate reference a concurrent reso
lution to create a Joint Committee on 
~ivil Defense. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Minnesota? '!'he Chair hears 
none. 

The concurrent resolution <S. Con. 
Res. 94), submitted by Mr. HUMPHREY, 
was received and referred to the Com
mittee on Armed Services, as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep
resentatives concurring), That there is here
by established a Joint Committee on Civil 
Defense to be composed of 9 Members of the 
Senate to be appointed by the President of 
the Senate, and 9 Members of the House of 
Representatives to be appointed by the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
In each instance not more than five mem
bers shall be members of the same political 
party. 

SEc. 2. The ' joint committee shall make 
continuing studies of the activities of the 
Federa l Civil Defense Administration and of 
problems relating to civil defense. The Fed
eral Civil Defense Administration shall keep 
the joint committee fully and currently in
formed with respect to its activities. All 
bills, resolutions, and other matters in the 
Senate or the House of Representatives re
lating primarily to the Federal Civil Defense 
Administration or to civil defense shall be 
referred to the joint committee. The mem
bers of the joint committee who are Members 
of the Senate shall from time to time report 
to tho Senate, and the members of the joint 
committee who are Members of the House of 
Representatives shah from time to time re
port to the House, by bill or otherwise, their 
recommendations with respect to matters 
within the jurisdiction of their respective 
Houses which are ( 1) referred to the joint 
committee or (2) otherwise within the juris
diction of the joint committee. 

SEc. 3. Vacancies in the membership of 
the joint committee shall not affect the 
power of the remaining members to execute 
the functions of the joint committee, and 
shall be filled in the same manner as in the 
case of the original selection. The joint 
committee shall select a chairman and a 
vice chairman from among its members. 

SEc. 4. The joint committee, or any duly 
authorized subcommittee thereof, is author
ized to (a) hold such hea,rings, (b) sit and 
act at such places and times, (c) require, 
by subpena or otherwise, the attendance 
of such witnesses and the production of 
such books, papers, and documents, (d) ad
minister such oaths, (e) take such testimony, 
(f) procure such printing and binding, and 
(g) make such expenditures, as it deems ad
visable. 

SEc. 5. The joint committee is empowered 
to appoint such experts, consultants, tech
nicians, and clerical and stenographic as
sistants as it deems necessary and advisable. 
The committee is authorized to utilize the 
services, information, facilities, and per
sonnel of the departments and establish
ments of the Government. 

SEc. 6. The expenses of the joint committee 
shall be paid one-half from the contingent 
fund of the Senate and one-half from the 
contingent fund of the House of Repre
sentatives upon vouchers signed by the 
chairman. Disbursements to p ay such ex
penses shall be made by the Secreta ry of the 
Senate out of the contingent fund of the 
Senate, such contingent fund to be reim
bursed from the contingent fund of the 
House of Representatives in the amount of 
one-half of the disbursements so made. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, it is 
significant that I ask the Senate to con
cern itself with problems of civil defense 
on this July 14, the second anniversary 
of Operation Skyhook, the most inten
sive practice alert our country has yet 
held. This occasion has been marked all 
over the Nation, by civil-defense groups 
in my own State of Minnesota, and else
where. It is appropriate that we make 
careful note of it in the Senate. 
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Mr. President, I wish to address myself 

to the substance and purpose of the con
curr-ent resolution which I have sent to 
the desk. Time has moved so rapidly in 
the last decade as to confound the label 
makers. Scarcely pausing for breath 
in this atomic epoch, we have hurried 
from the uranium age to the plutonium 
age, until we have arrived at the hydro
gen or the thermonuclear age. Each 
step in this progression has meant the 
multiplication of the means of destruc
tion in our hands-and in the hands of 
our enemies. The 1952 hydrogen bomb 
inflicted complete destruction over an 
area of 33 square miles, severe to mod
erate damage over 154 square miles, and _ 
light to unknown damage for 314 square 
miles. Mr. President, I make note of the 
fact that that was the 1952 hydrogen
bomb test, not the most recent experi
ments that have been conducted, which, 
according to the information we are able 
to obtain, made the 1952 explosion almost 
of pigmy proportions, as compared to 
the explosions which could now be made 
with the materials at present available. 
Like the dinosaur of a still earlier age, 
we have been content for the last several 
years to survey serenely our own 
strength, our capacity for massive re
taliation, without stirring our brains to 
any serious consideration of our defense. 
Mr. President, as we know, the dinosaur 
of prehistoric days, today is extinct. I 
would suggest that that lesson might be 
somewhat apropos to existing circum
stances. 

The policy of the American Govern
ment has been a constant search for 
peace and for means to avert war. If, 
however, war should come-and we must 
always project our planning and our 
thinking upon that terrible eventuality
and if our country should be attacked, 
then our civil defense will become the 
business of all Americans, for the Ameri
can public will have to take the final 
steps to insure its own survival. The 
business of Government in the essential 
enterprise of civil defense is to provide 
the knowledge, planning, and direction 
so that our people can take steps to pro
tect themselves. 

Mr. President, I emphasize this point 
because today very few voices are 
being raised in the United States in 
terms of the defense of the people of 
the United States. We spend billions 
and billions and billions of dollars to 
build up what we call our security forces, 
and we spend billions of dollars for re
search and development to perfect weap
ons which can deliver lethal destruction. 
Yet, as I shall point out in the course 
of these remarks, there is no one who to
day can assure Americans that our 
cities are safe from attack. It is per-

. fectly obvious that the weapons of mass 
destruction which have beer. created are 
not weapons for the traditional battle
field alone, but are weapons to be used 
against mass concentrations of people. 
They are essentially weapons for use 
against civilians, and I wish to empha
size the fact that the hydrogen bomb, its 
cobalt partner, and its atomic junior 
partner, are essentially weapons to be 
used against helpless civilians, not 
against military objectives in the tra
ditional sense. 

The somewhat less than heartening 
nationwide civil defense test that was 
held recently indicates that the Gov
ernment has been far from successful in 
filling the role of providing the knowl
edge, planning, and direction, so that our 
people can take steps to protect them
selves. 

Mr. President, let me digress to say 
that I believe our present Civil Defense 
Administrator, Mr. Val Peterson, is do
ing a good job. I commend him for his 
diligence, his imagination, and for the 
dedication to his responsibilities that he 
seems to demonstrate. Lest any of my 
remarks be misinterpreted, let me say 
that throughout the Nation there are 
literally hundreds of persons who are 
applying themselves unselfishly and de
votedly to the task of civil defense. But, 
Mr. President, I sympathize with the Na
tion's Civil Defense Administrator; he 
simply is not receiving support. He has 
been talking and talking to persons who 
seem to be unwilling to recognize the 
seriousness and the importance of his 
message. 

Mr. President, I have just said that the 
recent nationwide civil-defense test was 
anything but heartening. If the Mem
bers of the Senate who recently voted 
approximately $30 billion for military 
preparedness would take time to exam
ine the results of the test, they would 
shake in their boots. Not only that, but 
I suggest that we are even derelict in the 
performance of our responsibility of 
providing for the common defense. 

Here are the facts: The mock attack 
was carried out by 425 enemy planes 
against some 64 cities in the continental 
United States, supposedly using A-bombs 
and other means. About 70 percent of 
the attacking force was presumed to 
have gotten through our defenses, caus
ing 8,983,000 deaths and 4,053,000 in
juries. Mr. President, I submit that 
these figures are considered by the au
thorities to be conservative. What is 
more, the fact that some 30 percent of 
the theoretical attacking planes were 
stopped is an unbelievably large number 
of enemy planes to be intercepted or 
destroyed before they could arrive at 
their target. I am sure the Air Force 
will say that is an unusually large figure 
for the interception or destruction of 
attacking planes. 

On the credit side, the drill demon
strated that the warning system worked 
well, and the sirens were usually audi
ble ; the 5 million people in the Federal 
or State civil-defense organizations gen
erally demonstrated themselves as well
trained cadres. However, the other side 
of the ledger showed that we were still 
short some 12 to 15 million civil-defense 
workers, and that the public was gen
erally apathetic to the whole experi-
ment. · -

The source of this apathy is not hard 
to find. The _ menace of the atom has 
been threatening our cities for years 
now. Our steps for civil defense have 
been halting and indecisive. A score 
of great debates boiled and simmered. 
Should we stay in our cities and take 
the atomic blow on the chin? Should 
we build mass air-raid shelters? 

Of course, this great debate has been 
resolved. But if we join any general 

conversation, flippant or otherwise, on 
the topic of what to do in the event of 
an atomic attack, the free advice we 
receive will be of the order of go to the 
cellar, line up in the hallway, and crawl 
under the bed. Apparently most Amer
icans are not aware of what President 
Eisenhower called a new concept of civil 
cefense, which emphasizes improved 
warning of pending attack and plan
ning for the dispersal of populations of 
potential target cities in advance of 
enemy attack. 

It is small wonder that the American 
public is unaware of plans for evacua
tion, when to date only two cities-Spo
kane and Mobile-have made any real 
effort to rehearse the procedure. In the 
face of the most appalling threat imag
inable we cannot seriously expect that 
such a vacuum of public information 
can breed anything but a narcotic apa
thy to our real and present danger. 

Mr. President, the immediate effect of 
apathy may mean little more than are
duction in the statistics of national hy
pertension. But if a bomb should fall, 
today's unconcern and Jack of informa
tion will mean confusion, panic, and 
death. The eminent psychologist, 
Dwight W. Chapman, put it this way: 

The Federal Government has a unique 
role in providing authoritative information. 
Whether an individual will act wisely or 
foolishly during an attack will depend on 
what he knows. • • • If no proper precau
tions are made, the already certain casual
ties and physical damage will be compound
ed by foolish actions verging on panic. 

Mr. President, now that we have ac
cepted a policy of evacuation of our large 
cities in the event of attack-and it is 
now the official policy-the natural next 
need is a:n early warning system which 
would give us a hoped for irreducible 
minimum of 2 hours' notice. Mr. 
·President, we are still without such an 
early warning system. We are still with
out it, despite the fact that, in the news
papers, we read every day about the de
velopment in the Soviet Union of inter
continental bombers, and despite the 
fact that we are beginning to hear of 
the development of intercontinental 
rockets with atomic warheads. 

More than a year and a half ago, a 
group of scientists known as the Lincoln 
summer study group did a study of 
United States defenses. They concluded 
that a chief requisite of civil defense was 
an early warning system. Yet, at the 
time, this policy was resisted by the Air 
Force. 

I digress again to say that, of course, 
a strong Air Force, including interceptor 
planes with the finest full radar equip
ment, is the first essential of any conti
nental defense. But the Air Force re
sisted the policy of the early warning 
system. According to Fortune magazine, 
the military felt that the expense esti
·mate of an Arctic early warning belt 
was out of line. It felt that Arctic opera
tions had not been successful in the past 
and were skeptical of their value in the 
future. It seems that these doubts have 
been stilled, and our Government has 
finally joined Canada in beginning the 
construction of such a belt of warning 
stations. But this is being done more 
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than a year and a half after the necessi
ty of these stations became clear. Dur
ing that year and a half we have been 
without an adequate warning system
and according to the Civil Defense Ad
ministration we are still without one. 

When the argument over the feasibil
ity of an Arctic warning system was pro
ducing equatorial heat, it was generating 
very little light so far as the public was 
concerned. Indeed, most Americans 
were not even made aware of the fact 
that there was a difference of opinion on 
this vital matter. Imagine it. A great 
public question affecting the lives of 
every man, woman, and child in the 
United States was kept a guarded secret. 
Actually the whole problem was nothing 
more or less than a problem of coordi
nating civil-defense policy with military 
policy, and of obtaining a military policy 
that would make civil defense possible. 
Adequate public discussion of this prob
lem in the fall of 1952 might have re
sulted in a total defense policy which 
took more account of civil-defense needs. 

In addition to the need for knowledge 
as a means of defense, a guard against 
panic, an informed public is a necessary 
ingredient in the formulation of the 
Government's attitude and policy toward 
civil defense. I am sure that such an 
informed public would have made a 
greater stir when the administration this 
year asked for a paltry $68 million for 
civil-defense purposes. This is how the 
President's budget message defined the 
job of the Civil Defense Administration: 

It will be the Federal responsibility as re
flected in this budget to provide warning of 
impending attacks, and to stockpile medical 
supplies. The Federal Government will not 
assume the responsibilities which belong to 
local governments and volunteer forces, but 
will supplement State and local resources, 
provide necessary information on weapons 
effects, and advise and assist States and 
localities. 

Even if we construe these words in 
their narrowest sense "warning, medical 
supplies, advice," $68 million does not 
seem adequate to perform these func
tions for more than 160 million Ameri
cans in the event of a hydrogen holo
caust. However, I do not believe that 
the role of the Federal Government ends 
with the performance of these functions. 
I have talked with city and State officials 
who are fully aware of the danger to 
their communities, and yet are power
less to do anything about it. State and 
local resources are simply not adequate 
for the kind of expenditures required for 
civil defense. Everyday expenses for 
education, civic maintenance, and the 
like, press upon and often surpass the 
balance in the local treasuries and ne
cessitate making civil defense a marginal 
or token activity. 

I think the time has come for a defi
nite and distinct affirmation of the 
Federal Government's primary respon
sibility for civil defense. The oblitera
tion of a large city is not simply a local 
disaster. Any of our larger cities is part 
of a commercial, industrial, and govern
mental complex in which the whole 
Nation is involved. The Federal Gov
ernment, not the local governments, 
operates our military defenses, and it 
is the only Government that can assure 

the proper integration of military and 
civil defense. In many instances local 
governments simply do not have the au
thority to initiate certain programs. 
The mayor of a large city, for example, 
finds his plans for population redistribu
tion through housing developments stop 
at the city limits. The State govern
ment is unable and often reluctant to 
urge industrial dispersal in areas that 
border on other States. The Consti
tution guarantees us, however, that the 
Federal Government will "provide for 
the common defense." We must now 
have the assurance that the Federal 
Government has taken the responsibility 
for the common survival. 

There are many simple and direct 
steps that the Federal Government can 
take. The Civil Defense Administra
tion must, of course, receive appropria
tions large enough for the fulfillment 
of its enormous task. Only $68 million 
was requested by President Eisenhower 
for 1955, compared to $74 million for 
1954. Oh, things have changed since 
last year. We now know that the Rus
sians have bombers, the equivalents of 
our B-47's and B-52's capable of deliver
ing atomic bombs. We know the Rus
sians have exploded their thermonuclear 
device, and that their atomic stockpile 
has grown. This was certainly not the 
year, therefore, to cut civil defense 
appropriations. President Harry Tru
man had sought $600 million in the fiscal 
year 1953 and $150 million for this year. 
Even these figures do not measure up to 
the problem, but they are a consider
able improvement over the ones pre
sented by this administration. 

America's industrial might is now con
centrated in a few major areas, virtual 
sitting ducks if even a small fraction 
of an attacking force should get 
through. Industrial dispersal, a policy 
long and meaningfully carried out by 
the Russians, is an absolute necessity if 
America is to have the strength to launch 
its vaunted massive retaliation. 

I digress again to remind the Senate 
that it is about time we got some infor
mation as to the amount of industrial 
dispersal that is going on in the Soviet 
Union. I know a considerable amount 
of it has taken place. When we talk 
about massive retaliation as a theory of 
military warfare, I suggest that we had 
better know where we are going to retal
iate and have some idea as to what ex
actly will be the impact of such retalia
tion. 

Is it true that Soviet industry is much 
more dispersed than ours? Is it true 
that the Soviet Union has for 10 years, or 
since 1940, been engaged in a dispersal 
program of its economic and industrial 
development? Is it true that we have 
done little or nothing in this area? 

In fact, Mr. President, we have aggra
vated an already bad situation by plac
ing more new military plants and indus
trial installations in the ever-growing ur
ban areas. 

I do not believe that we can have a 
successful defense policy until we know 
the answers to those questions. 

We spend all our time talking about 
ourselves, about what we are doing. I 
suggest that an intelligent military and 
defense policy demands an understand-

ing of what the potential enemy is do
ing and what he has in mind or might 
have in mind. We spend f~r too little 
time in Congress studying the economic 
and political developments of the Soviet 
Union and her satellites. 

We spend too little time understand
ing the political tactics of the Soviet 
Union and her satellites. We spend all 
our time investigating some of our own 
little problems, and developing a mili
tary policy, it seems to me, on the basis 
of what we think ought to be right. 

I cite the most recent example by re
ferring to our complete adherence to the 
Navarre plan in Indochina. That plan 
has proved to be a failure, and it has 
been scrapp~d. Yet the foreign-aid bill 
which will soon be before the Senate, 
and, in fact, the military appropriation 
bill, which has already passed, were 
dovetailed with and were conditioned on 
the acceptance of the Navarre plan in 
Indochina, which is no longer a plan and 
has been relegated to the archives or to 
the military scrap heap. 

Mr. President, I say it is absolutely 
necessary that industrial dispersal in 
America take place, if we are to protect 
ourselves. 

Henry Parkman, Assistant Director 
for Nonmilitary Defense in the Office of 
Defense Mobilization, writing in the Bul
letin of the Atomic Scientists, noted: 

A quick glance at the 1950 census reveals 
that 40 percent of the Nation's population 
and over 50 percent of those employed in 
manufacturing are concentrated in the 40 
top metropolitan areas. 

In other words, we now telephone to 
the Soviet Union that all they need to 
do is to get their bombers through to 40 
cities, and we are done. 

Thirty percent of the population and 40 
percent of the manufacturing employees are 
in the top 15. 

That refers to 15 cities. 
Big concentrations of manpower, vital in

dustry and Government within small areas 
make excell~nt targets for weapons of mass 
destruction. • • • A few high-yield bombs 
exploded over the centers of several of them 
can disrupt manufacturing, transportation, 
communications, Government, business 
management, labor forces, and most of the 
other elements of a smooth-running 
economy. 

A certain amount of industrial disper
sion has taken place since the A-bomb 
threat developed. But it is still not ade
quate, and probably cannot be without 
the proper Government encouragement. 
The noted military expert, Hanson Bald
win, writing in the New York Times, 
commented: 

The decrease of population density in our 
urban areas was advocated by the East River 
report, but little has been done about this. 
At present American cities are increasing· 
population density by replacing slums with 
multistoried apartment-type buildings. 
Strict building codes, city planning, and laws 
with teeth in them could reverse this trend, 
reduce crowding, and spread out our cities. 

I may say to Mr. Baldwin that even 
if we do not look forward to the prospect 
of an attack, dispersal would still save 
many people in America from hyperten
sion and heart attack. The growing 

·concentration of our cities, the density 
of population, the crowding, the hubbub 
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of traffic, and the movement of com
merce are enough to drive anyone out 
of his mind. For the mental health of 
the Nation, it would be good to do a little 
planning with respect to population dis
persal. Returning to Mr. Baldwin's 
statement: 

But the process would be slow and painful 
for some; real-estate values would change 
and the polit ical and psychological hubbub 
would be major. With such planning, how
ever, we could reduce our urban vulner
abilit y by about 2 percent each year. 

A plan to encourage population and 
industrial dispersal through the creation 
of Federal metropolitan development 
authorities, has recently come to my 
attention. It is a plan that calls for 
careful consideration of the Senate. 

I ask unanimous consent that the de
tails of the plan be printed in the RECORD 
at the end of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I merely bring this 

plan to the attention of the Senate for 
study by the appropriate committee and 
by individual Senators. I myself am not 
prepared to say whether it is an accept
able project, or whether I could support 
it. I believe that at least it is something 
to work on, something to plan from, and 
somet hing to direct our attention to. 

In addition, the vast power of Govern
ment contracts, housing and business 
l o~ms, and relief on amortization rates 
could be used to hasten this vital busi
ness of breaking up our provokingly vul
nerable industrial congestion. 

It would have been interesting if in 
the recent tax bill, in which we provided 
for quick writeoffs for new plants and 
new equipment, as a means of inviting 
investment capital, if we had tied the 
provision down to industrial dispersal 
and a wider placement of industrial en
terprise, in place of the continuous con
centration in an ever-smaller area. 

There is another whole series of prob
lems connected with a . possible atomic 
attack that has scarcely been touched 
by the Federal Government. The Wash
ington Post and Times Herald reporting 
on an article by Dr. Hornell Hart, said a . 
Soviet attack on the Nation's Capital 
would, "paralyze the Federal Govern
ment by obliterating Washington, D. C., 
as far south as Alexandria, as far north 
as Chevy Chase, and beyond the city 
li~.nits to the east." The Supreme Court, 
most of the Congress, the President and 
perhaps all of his successors, all de
stroyed. Who would carry on? Who 
would const itute the new Government? 
The new Commander in Chief? What 
would happen to the records of revenue 
collection? Selective Service? Or pic
ture the explosion of an atomic bomb 
over the financial heart of New York 
City. The stock exchange would be 
closed and with it the exchanges across 
the whole country. New York's banks, 
the greatest clearinghouses of the Nation 
would be in ruins. What would happen 
to America's whole credit structure? 
How would the vast number of bank
ruptcies caused by the bomb be handled? 
If we can devise the solutions to some of 
these problems now, it will literally be 

money in the bank when and if the awful 
eventuality should ever arise. 

Mr. President, our problem is not the 
printing of ration books ahead of time; 
that is no problem. Our problem is fig
uring out what would happen if our 
great, complex industrial society, with 
great areas of communication, transpor
tation, and industrial production, were 
disrupted or laid low by atomic attack. 
The whole Nation depends upon our 
credit structure. No other nation is so 
integrated as is ours. All means of com
munication, whether it be by rail, high
way, telephone, telegraph, radio, tele
vision, are vital to the efficient function
ing of the American economic system. 
We have done little or nothing to plan 

#ahead as to how we would protect our
selves and protect this lifeline of the 
vitality of our national well-being. 

A resolution has passed the Senate and 
is now before the House Judiciary Com
m ittee which would provide for a con
stitutional amendment allowing State 
governors to appoint replacements to the 
House of Representatives in the event 
of a large number of congressional 
deaths due to some disaster. Until this 
amendment is passed by the House and 
three-fourths of the State legislatures 
there is no provision for the appoint
ment of provisional Members of the 
House of Representatives in the event of 
a national emergency. 

If there is to be any such trouble as 
I have been contemplating I hope the 
enemy will give us sufficient time to get 
these constitutional amendments out of 
the way. It should not step it up too 
fast. 

Prof. David F. Cavers, writing in the 
excellent periodical the Bulletin of the 
Atomic Scientists, has proposed several 
measures which would help extricate us 
from the nightmare of business confu
sion that would follow an atomic attack. 
Professor Cavers writes: 

A plan of protection should start with the 
b anking system. Provision should be made 
for a bank holiday (probably on a nation
wide basis). Advantage should be taken of 
this to transfer accounts from bombed-out 
banks to untouched banks by prearranged 
pla n. The microfilm account records that 
are now going daily to holes in the ground 
would have been sent to b anks chosen for 
this purpose. • • • Arrangements could be 
made to initiate a system of emergency loans 
to be administered by the banks, using Gov
ernment funds; • • • preservation of a 
functioning civilian economy would be the 
objective • • • prompt substitution of dras
tically revised bankruptcy laws for the cum
bersome machinery we worry along with in 
peacetime • • • the system would have to 
be free to allocate cases without regard to 
State lines • • • [authorize] a court to re
write [long-term] contract terms to conform 
equitably to the new condit ions. 

These are just a few of the many pro
posals made by Professor Cavers and 
others. The adoption of foresighted 
measures like these, or the examination 
of equivalent alternatives, is a step to
ward the elimination of atomic havoc 
which must not be forestalled by com
placency or preuranium mentality. 
When the bombs fall it will be too late 
for planning. That is my plea. 

Industrial and urban dispersion, evac
uation rehearsals, provisions for emer-

gency Government credit facilities, 
duplication of vital Government and 
business records, succession to office, 
emergency bankruptcy procedures, these 
are all matters which must be taken care 
of now. Of course, it is my prayerful 
hope that they will never be needed. 

Yet, Mr. President, I am sorry to say 
the initiative for such action seems to 
have been largely lacking in Congress
and I say this without par tisanship. 
Preceding administrations did not do 
very much in this area, either. However, 
Mr. President, as we consider the full 
portent of a problem we have largely 
ignored, we recognize the fact that 
this is a condition we cannot allow to 
persist. 

I, therefore, have proposed the crea
tion of a Special Joint Committee on 
Civil Defense. This committee would 
have the responsibility of drafting and 
introducing legislation to take care of 
America's defense needs. Its activities 
would focus the public's attention on 
this vital problem and would bring to 
light the full information which is 
necessary for an intelligent public re
sponse. Moreover, such a committee 
would soon constitute itself the spokes
man for America's civil-defense needs. 
Having become aware of the terrifying 
portent of the problem, no such com
mittee would allow Congress to shunt 
aside the urgent requests for civil defense 
and offer appropriations which put such 
an insignificant price on the safety of 
the American public. 

I fully realize that the suggestion for 
the creation of such a Joint Committee 
on Civil Defense is not one to be made 
lightly. There are already many de
mands being made on Congress' time. 
For a while I thought that possibly the 
establishment of a Special Commission 
on Civil Defense might suffice. I pro
posed such a commission some 2 years 
ago. Then I considered the manifest 
task of Congress is to provide for the 
present welfare of the Nation and to 
promote the future. But to what avail 
is our concern for the farmer's, the 
worker's, the businessman's prosperity 
if we do not exert every effort in insur
ing their security in the face of the 
greatest threat that has ever menaced 
our civilization? 

It almost astounds me when I think 
how we spend hours and months of our 
time in the Halls of Congress arguing 
about legislative proposals to insure the 
prosperity and solvency of great areas 
of America's industry, including the 
farmers. At the same time we are do
ing this we are contemplating the direct 
ing of our effort toward what we call 
security. Although we have dedicated 
most of the tax dollar to security, we 
are not doing anything about the securi
ty of our people. What we are really 
talking about is a program which will 
carry the weapons of destruction to the 
enemy, closing our eyes to the fact that 
possibly the enemy may not be asleep 
on the job and may want to carry some 
weapons of destruction to us. It is rea
sonable and plausible that we should so 
reason. 

Continental United States has never 
been attacked except by the British in 
1812. We were, of course, attacked at 
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Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941, but 
since 1812 there has not been an attack 
upon the mainland of the United States. 
In 1812 the British burned the Capitol 
at Washington and devastated some of 
our cities. But this is 1954, and every 
month, every year, we delay, more fan
tastic weapons of destruction are created. 
I say it is the height of stupidity, it is 
the culmination of a complete denial of 
responsibility to ignore the fact that the 
enemy is going to place bombs of de
struction on American cities if ever there 
is trouble. When we have a policy of 
massive retaliation as an announced 
public policy of the Nation, we can rest 
assured that the men of the Kremlin, 
who are not detoured or held back by any 
moral scruples-there is no Christian 
compassion in their hearts-are plan
ning a policy of massive retaliation, too. 

I say there is no person in the Gov
ernment who can demonstrate that our 
cities and our people are protected from 
such · an attack. There is evidence to 
lead us to one conclusion, namely, that 
we are sitting ducks. We are more ex
posed to attack than were the people of 
Nagasaki and Hiroshima. We blindly 
pursue our course and talk about secu
rity and defense. I go back to my original 
premise, that the thermonuclear weap
ons, the hydrogen bombs, and cobalt 
bombs are not solely weapons in the mili
tary sense. They are to be used against 
industry, transportation, and civilians, 
and the destruction would be fantastic. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. The newspapers today 

carry stories that an agreement is im
minent in the Geneva Conference, indi
cating that the representatives of the 
United States are about to agree to guar
antee a defense line in Indochina. I 
should like to inquire of the Senator how 
the policy of massive retaliation would 
work against the Vietnam forces under 
this guaranty of a defense line in Indo
china. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I answer the Sen
ator from Tennessee by saying that I 
personally do not believe that such a 
policy or military principle of massive 
retaliation has any application whatso
ever to the situation which exists in 
Indochina, unless the administration is 
willing to say it will deliver the lethal 
weapon to the source of the trouble, and 
thereby precipitate world war III. I do 
not believe this administration or any 
other administration wants to precipi
tat.e a war. Therefore, massive retalia
tion in this area is again but a phrase, 
a boast, a statement of policy which is 
not applicable to existing conditions. 

My point was-and I am certain the 
Senator from Tennessee agrees with 
me-that once such a policy were an
nounced, we could rest assured that the 
enemy would pursue a similar course, or 
a course even more disastrous or more 
destructive, if we were within their 
capability and potentiality. 

There has been nothing to indicate to 
us that the military leaders and the 
political bosses of the Kremlin are going 
to stop at anything, if they think they 
can accomplish their mission. I am only 

saying that the United States should be 
prepared for any eventuality. 

Foresighted, intelligent civil-defense 
legislation, now, is not too much to ex
pect f:rom Congress when the demand is 
made in behalf of an American public 
faced with the dread prospect of vapor
ization. 

I want the word "vaporization" to ring 
out through this Chamber. What we are 
talking about today is not society being 
able to pick up the rubble after the 
bomb has exploded, because there will 
not be any society. We are talking about 
the vaporization of man and of man's 
works. We are talking about the kind 
of destruction which is beyond human 
comprehension. 

It is in this spirit of urgency and deep 
concern that I have addressed myself 
to a topic which apparently has no po
litical appeal and which is of little or no 
natjonal interest. But I want to be on 
the record now, as a Member of the 
United States Senate, as saying that the 
Government has been derelict in its re
sponsibility for the protection of the 
public and the safety of the American 
people. A defense structure has been 
planned which provides a defense in 
cor..ventional military terms without any 
thinking having been done to provide an 
appropriate organization for the pro
tection of the civilian population. 

EXHIBIT 1 

A MEMORANDUM ON URBAN DECENTRALIZATION 
FOR DEFENSE 

The world has recently been shocked by 
demonstrations of the destructive power of 
hydrogen bombs. The facts regarding de
struction potentials have long been known. 
What is shocking is 10 years of official in
action in the face of this threat. The head 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff proclaims that 
we face a 100-year war. In half of this time, 
and with insignificant expenditures we 
could reduce our present disastrous vulner
ability and make our country's basic indus
try and urban population relatively safe 
from attack. Our normal construction vol
ume provides homes for 30 million people 
and the shops, roads, factories, and other 
things that accompany these homes in each 
decade. At this rate we could relocate 60 
million people in 20 years. At some con
siderably lower and more feasible rate we 
could so reduce our vulnerability as to re
duce materially the attractiveness of war. 

The following recommendations are a 
minimum program for reducing urban vul
nerability: 

1. Federal metropolitan development au
thorities: A Federal corporation, called the 
Federal Metropolitan Development Author
ity shall be established in each metropolitan 
area with a population of 100,000 people or 
more. It shall be the duty of the Authority 
to encourage the dispersal of population and 
industry through the development of dis
persed satellite communities. 

(a) The Authority shall be governed by 
a board of 5, 2 appointed by the governor 
of the State or States concerned, and 3 by 
the Secretary of Housing and Public Works. 
At least one of the latter shall be a locally 
elected official. 

(b) The Authority shall be a corporate 
body with authority to acquire sites for 
satellite communities or as new towns, to 
plan such communities, to install public 
utilities, streets, and other community fa
cilities, and to sell or lease sites to private 
or other developers for housing, shopping 
centers, and industry. 

(c) The Authority shall have the power to 
contract with local governments for the pro-

vision of local government services and to 
arrange for payments in lieu of taxes to such 
local governments pending incorporation or 
annexation proceedings. Pending the estab
lishment of suitable arrangements for local 
government the Authority could act with 
all of the defense powers of the Federal 
Government, could provide local government 
services but at charges or equivalents of tax 
rates which would permit transfer to local 
control in time. 

(d) The Authority could erect only such 
public housing as was shown by its plan to 
be indispensable for the accommodation of 
the dispersed population and industry, but 
in no event more than 25 percent of all 
housing. 

(e) Each Authority would be authorized 
to borrow $10 million for site acquisition 
and other general purposes, plus such funds 
as were made available to it for housing and 
local public works purposes by the Secretary 
of Housing and Public Works. 

(f) Authorities would be required to abide 
by the decisions of the Secretary of Defense 
with respect to maximum size and minimum 
distance frotn metropolitan centers. 

(g) Each Authority would be required to 
prepare a comprehensive plan for the de
centralization of population in its metro
politan area over a period of 40 years. The 
plan would show the proportion of the pop
ulation proposec'. to be decentralized, the 
proportion and types of industry, power, 
transportation, and other facilities proposed 
to be located in the decentralized location, 
and a plan showing that in the event of 
emergency the proposed plan would permit 
the evacuation of the remaining central pop, 
ulation and the continuation of essential 
military production in the area. 

2. Federal defense zones: The Federal 
Metropolitan Development Authority would 
be required to establish zones of population 
density, firebreak zones, protective open 
zones, and such other zones as proved to 
be necessary to provide for the defense and 
protection of the metropolitan area and its 
survival in the event of attack. 

(a) Within such zones the Authority 
would have the power to prohibit the use 
of Federal financial aids for housing, com
munity facilities, public works, or for other 
improvements inconsistent with the defense 
plan. 

(b) The Authority would be required to 
report annually to the Secretary of Housing 
and the Congress on the effects of the de
fense plan upon the peacetime life of the 
community, and to make recommendations 
concerning steps .necessary to assist com
munities in adjusting to necessary changes. 

3. Upon the establishment of a duly con
stituted metropolitan government for any 
metropolitan area, with powers considered 

· adequate by the Secretary of Housing, the 
functions of the Federal Metropolitan De
velopment Authority would be transferred 
to the governing body of .such metropolitan 
government. 

Mr. HUMPHREY subsequently said: 
Mr. President, a few minutes ago I read 
an Associated Press dispatch on the 
news ticker, which reads, in part, as 
follows: 

President Eisenhower today delegated to 
the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare 10 responsibilities for developing 
civil-defense plans and then asked Congress 
for a supplemental appropriation of $1,800,
ooo to enable it to carry out the work. 

Earlier today I addressed myself to 
the subject of civilian defense, and also 
submitted a resolution which would au
thorize the establishment of a Joint 
Committee on Civil Defense. I am very 
happy to read the announcement of the 
President, and I rise to commend him 
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for his delegation of the responsibilites 
to the Department of Health, Education. 
and Welfare. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the entire dispatch, which out
lines the responsibilities delegated to the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, be printed in the RECORD at 
this point in my remarks. 

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

CIVIL DEFENSE PLANS 
WASHINGTON.-President Eisenhower today 

delegated to the Department of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare 10 responsibilities for 
developing civil-defense plans and then 
asked Congress for a supplemental appro
priation of $1,800,000 to enable it to carry 
out the work. 

He delegated to Secretary Oveta Culp 
Hobby the following responsibilities: 

1. Plan a national program, develop tech
nical guidance for States, and direct Fed
eral activities concerned with financial as
sistance for the temporary relief of civilians 
injured or in want as a result of an enemy 
attack. 

2. Plan technical guidance for the States 
and direct Federal activities concerned with 
the acquisition, transportation, and payment 
for clothing of civilians in want as a result 
of attack. 

3. Pla n a national program regarding re
search on detection, identification, and con
trol of (a) communicable diseases in hu
mans, (b) biological warfare against hu
mans, (c) chemical warfare against humans, 
and (d) other public-health hazards. 

4. Plan and direct Federal activities for 
a national program designed to provide Pub
lic Health Service reserve professional per
sonnel from support areas to those damaged 
by enemy attack. 

5. Plan and distribute training materials 
for use in the curricula of schools and col
leges in order to integrate the teaching of 
civil-defense skills and knowledge and fun
damentals of behavior during emergencies. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
stated earlier that I believe we have 
spent far too little time on this subject 
and have given too little consideration 
to it. It is reassuring to me to have the 
President give the subject priority con
sideration and to take this forward step. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, its reading 
clerk, announced that the House had 
passed, without amendment, the bill (S. 
3539) to further amend title Ii of the 
Career Compensation Act of 1949, as 
amended, to provide for the computation 
of reenlistment bonuses for members of 
the uniformed services. 

PLAN OF PROCEDURE ON SENATE 
RESOLUTION 261 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, the 
purpose of the junior Senator from Ver
mont in offering Senate Resolution 261 
was to put an end to the destructive 
forces in the power and influence of the 
junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mc
CARTHY]. The necessity for doing this 
has become more and more apparent as 
the months have gone by, and it is my 
expectation to go into this matter in 
some detail when I make the next motion 
on this subject. 

It is evident that a number of different 
kinds of motions and resolutions could 
have been drawn up to effect this ·basic 
purpose. The one calling for the re
moval of the junior Senator from Wis
consin from his chairmanship seemed to 
be the most immediately effective. 

In basing this request for removal on 
the unanswered questions in the Rules 
Committee print the matter becomes re
lated to an unprecedented exhibition 
of contempt, first for the members of the 
subcommittee and the Committee on 
Rules and Administration. After the 60 
to 0 vote in the Senate supporting the 
committee, that contempt applied to the 
Senate as a whole. 

What is here spoken of is not contempt 
in the legal sense. It is personal con
tempt of the Senator for his peers. No 
statute of limitations runs on this. The 
purging, like the original display, is a 
personal matter. In pressing for action 
in this unusual situation, no judgment is 
being passed as to the truth of the evi
dence on which the questions were based. 
The evidence was so detailed and so seri
ous that the unwillingness to answer 
them even by a nominal defense is com
pletely unjustifiable. 

The mover of the motion to separate 
the Senator from his chairmanships 
agreed to have it referred as a resolution 
to the Committee on Rules, into whose 
jurisdiction such resolutions fall. He 
was glad to do this for two reasons. 
First, this is no matter for snap action. 
It must have the serious consideration of 
every individual Senator for a length of 
time sufficient for him to form in his own 
mind a judgment on the issue. The sec
ond reason was that in referring it to the 
Rules Committee, an official Senate 
group was indicated to which the junior 
Senator from Wisconsin could offer his 
defense if he had any and was so dis
posed. That defense, to the best of my 
knowledge, has not been offered. 

It was agreed with the majority leader 
of the Senate that the matter would rest 
until about the middle of the month. 
The middle of the month is now ap
proaching so that the junior Senator 
from Vermont is free to take such steps 
as the situation may require. During 
this waiting period he has been careful 
to avoid stirring up the controversy and 
has, in fac-:;, canceled 3 radio 2-P
pearances and 2 speeches. This si
lence on his part has not encouraged any 
action on the part of the junior Senator 
from Wisconsin. 

My present plan is to move on July 20 
that the Rules Committee be discharged 
from further consideration of Senate 
Resolution 261. The next move will be 
to ask for a vote of the Senate on that 
motion, or one of the substitute motions 
available, which, as stated by the Vice 
President. must be substantially dif
ferent. 

The procedure may not be so simple as 
this. There are innumerable hurdles to 
be cleared should individual Senators 
desire to erect them. Both the motion 
to dismiss and the motion to pass can 
meet a countervailing motion to lay on 
the table. This motion, of course, is not 
subject to debate. If a motion to table 
is made.~. a request for a show of hands 

will be made so that a yea-and-nay vote 
can be taken. 

Another hurdle would be erected in 
case the Senate was asked to recess from 
day to day instead of to adjourn. This 
would block consideration of the votes 
and such a motion likewise is nondebat
able, but is subject to a yea-and-nay vote 
if a sufficient show of hands so requires. 

These are the obvious hurdles and are 
cited for illustration. There are many 
others besides these. 

I am grateful to the majority leader 
for the assurance that he will facilitate 
a decisive vote. If, however, hurdles 
are raised by others, it will be because 
Senators feel that there are serious ob
jections to presenting this resolution at 
this time or, in the case of some Sen
ators, at any time. Among the objec
tions raised is the fact that it makes · a 
break in the rule of seniority which we 
have followed for many years and on 
which Senators have come to depend. 

It is not proposed to break the rule. 
There is an old saying full of wisdom 
that the exception proves the rule. If 
the rule cannot be laid aside momen
tarily to take account of an unprece
dented situation, that makes the rule 
a bad rule. If it can be set aside for an 
unprecedented situation, the rule re
mains a good rule. There need be no fear 
that a precedent will be established, be
cause the junior Senator from Wiscon
sin is himself unprecedented. 

It has been suggested that bringing 
this matter to the attention of the Sen
ate at this time will open Pandora's box. 
This objection is invalid because Pan
dora's box is already wide open. There 
has been a sizable crack in it for months, 
as the public has seen and passed {ts 
judgment upon the activities of the jun
ior Senator from Wisconsin. The lid 
was blown off in the presence of the TV 
public during the hearings in the caucus 
room. Pandora's box is open. What con
cerns us is the possibility of closing it 
again, and to that purpose Senate Reso
lution 261 addresses it.self. 

It has furthermore been suggested that 
taking up this matter at this time will 
delay adjournment. There need be no 
delay so far as the junior Senator from 
Vermont is concerned. The procedure is 
for the most part a matter of voting, and 
only as Senators feel some necessity for 
explaining their votes is there need for 
prolonged debate. 

It has also been urged that the adop
tion of this resolution would stop a use
ful and needed investigation of Commu..; 
nist infiltration. That idea again does 
not hold. That investigation properly 
belongs in the Internal Security Sub
committee of the Judiciary Committee. 
of which the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
JENNER] is the chairman. Anyone wh~ 
knows the junior Senator from Indiana 
knows that subcommittee would do an 
aggressive job in discovering and elim
inating subversives. What has hap .. 
pened is that the junior Senator from 
Wisconsin has moved into the field which 
belongs to the junior Senator from Indi
ana and has taken jurisdiction where 
there was no clear jurisdiction. We can 
trust the junior Senator from Indiana. 
to do work that is even more thorough 
and much less disturbing than that 
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which has been done by the junior Sen· 
ator from Wisconsin. 

Meanwhile the functions which the 
Senate intended to be performed by the 
junior Senator from Wisconsin have been 
left undone-undone that is, by the man 
-whose responsibilities they were. The 
work has gone ahead through the activ· 
ity of other committees, and particularly 
by a certain one-man investigator who 
has no appropriation and no expensive 
staff. I refer, of course, to the senior 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMs], 
who singlehanded has brought to light 
masses of corruption in the Bureau of 
Internal Revenue and elsewhere. This 
properly lies within the field of the jun
ior Senator from Wisconsin, but does not 
seem to engage his interest. 

Finally the junior Senator from Ver
mont wishes to express certain fervent 
hopes. The first is that Senators, hav
ing had due notice of the proposed action 
on July 20, will realize the responsibili
ties which are found in such apparently 
minor matters as getting a show of hands 
for a record vote. His second hope is 
that he may have sympathetic support 
from the majority leader. He has al
ready mentioned the promise of the ma
jority leader that he will not interpose 

. artificial barriers to a decisive vote, and 
· he is very much gratified by that- state
. m enton the part of the majority leader. 
. His third hope is that th is whole matter 
will be seen to transcend party lines and 

0 will become a bipartisan effort to pro
. mote the national welfare. 

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

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. For the sake of the 

record, it should be made clear that the 
discussion the Senator from Vermont 
had with the majority leader, which I am 
frank to say I had not expected to see 
published in the New York Times this 
morning, was to the effect that there 
would be no effort on my part by the 
artificial means of merely recessing from 
day to day rather than taking an ad
journment to deny the Senator an op
portunity to make his motion to dis
charge the Committee on Rules and Ad
ministration from the further considera
tion of the resolution which is pending 
there; but I think I made it perfectly 
clear, speaking for myself at least, that 
I would consider as decisive of the mat· 
ter a vote on a motion by the majority 
leader to lay on the table the motion to 
discharge the committee. I hope the 
Senator was under no misconception 
that it related to his resolution itself, 
but, rather, on his motion to discharge 
the committee. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I say to the ma
jority leader and to the Senate that I 
would not consider a motion to lay on 
the table as an artificial procedural or 
parliamentary hurdle. A motion of that 
sort lies well within the perquisites and 
the rights of any Senator, and I shall 
not be surprised, nor will I be pained, if 
the majority fioor leader makes such a 
motion. 

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

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. I take it the distinguished 

Senator from Vermont is aware of the 

parliamentary rule that a motion to lay 
on the table is not debatable? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I am perfectly 
aware of that parliamentary rule. 

Mr. WELKER, Mr. WILEY, Mr. WILLIAMS, 
and Mr. YoUNG entered the Chamber 
and answered to their names. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
UPTON in the chair). A quorum is 
present. 

REVISION OF THE ATOMIC ENERGY Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
ACT OF 1946 I send to the desk some amendments and 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 3690) to amend the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1946, as amended, and for 
other purposes. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. Up
TON in the chair) • The Secretary will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the foliowing Senators answered to 
their names: 
Barrett 
Bricker 
Burke 
Bush 
Butler 
Byrd 
Ca~e 
Crippa 
Douglas 
Duff 
Dworshak 
Ferguson 
Flanders 

Gore 
Green 
Hendrickson 
Hickenlooper 
Jackson 
Johnson, Tex. 
Know land 
Kuchel 
Lehman 
Lennon 
Long 
Mansfield 
May bank 

Monroney 
Murray 
Payne 
Reynolds 
Robertson 
Schoeppel 
Smit h , Maine 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Sym1ngton 
Upton 

ask that they be stated. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will state the amendments offered 
by the Senator from Iowa. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 22, line 17, 
after the word "located", it is proposed 
to insert a comma-

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
I have submitted the amendments to the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. GoRE]. 
They are in the nature of correcting 
verbiage and punctuation, and, based 
upon that assurance, I ask unanimous 
consent that the further reading of the 
amendments be dispensed with. 

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

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I wanted to 
call up the amendments to have them 
made the pending question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
. amendments offered by the Senator from 
Iowa will be printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 0
- The amendments offered by Mr. HicK

the Senator from Nebraska [Mrs. Bow- · ENLOOPER are as follows: 
RING] and the Senator from Kansas . 
[Mr. CARLSON] are necessarily absent . On page 22, line 17, after the word "lo

cated" to insert a comma. 
Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 

the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EAst
LAND], the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 

. ELLENDER], the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. FREAR], the Senator from Tennes
see [Mr. KEFAUVER], the Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. KERR], and the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN] are 
absent on official business. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. HEN
NINGS] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. HoL
LAND] is absent by leave of the Senate, 
attending the Sixth Pan-American 
Highway Congress at Caracas, Vene
zuela. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo
rum is not present. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I move 
that the Sergeant at Arms be directed to 
request the attendance of absent Sen
ators. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Maryland. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Sergeant at Arms will execute the order 
of the Senate. 

After a little delay, Mr. AIKEN, Mr. 
ANDERSON, Mr. BEALL, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. 
BRIDGES, Mr. CAPEHART, Mr. CHAVEZ, Mr. 
CLEMENTS, Mr. COOPER, Mr. CORDON, Mr. 
DANIEL, Mr. DUFF, Mr. ERVIN, Mr. FUL
BRIGHT, Mr. GEORGE, Mr. GILLETTE, Mr. 
GoLDWATER, Mr. HAYDEN, Mr. HILL, Mr. 
HUMPHREY, Mr. IvEs, Mr. JENNER, Mr. 
JOHNSON of Colorado, Mr. JOHNSTON of 
South Carolina, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. KIL
GORE, Mr. LANGER, Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. 
MALONE, Mr. MARTIN, Mr. MCCARRAN, Mr. 
McCARTHY, Mr. MILLIKIN, Mr. MORSE, 
Mr. MUNDT, Mr. NEELY, Mr. PASTORE, Mr. 
POTTER, Mr. PURTELL, Mr. RUSSELL, Mr. 
SALTONSTALL, Mr. SMATHERS, Mr. SMITH 
of New Jersey, Mr. THYE, Mr. WATKINS, 

On page 24, line 22, change "42" to "41." 
. - On page 33, line 24, amend to read: "(1) 
subsection 63 A. (2), or subsection 63 a. (4), 
and shall make a reasonable." 

On page 34, line 6, amend to read: "sub
section 63 a. (1) , subsection 63 a. (2), or 
subsection 63 a. (4), considering." 

On page 35, line 5, the word "Aquisition" 
is amended to read "Acquisition." 

On page 36, line 24, the word "cause" is 
amended to read "caused." 

On p a ge 37, line 16, delete "prior to its 
amendment hereby." 

On page 48, line 9, after the words "the 
antitrust laws", insert "as specified in sub
section 105 a." 

On p age 50, line 22, "Subsection 11 w. (2)" 
should read "subsection 11 v. (2) ." 

On page 58, line 24, delete the words 
"Atomic Energy", and line 25. 

On page 74 , line 9, amend subsection h. 
to read "consider in a single application one 
or more of the activities for which a license 
is required by this act, combine in a single 
license one or more of such activities, and 
permit the applicant or licensee to incor
porate by refer ence pertinent information 
already filed with the Commission." 

On p age 74, line 16, delete the words "The 
Commission is authorized to." 

On page 70, line 23, put parentheses around 
the numeral "1" and the numeral "2." 

On page 76, line 17, the word "refiinining" 
should read "refining." 

On page 77, line 25, the word "no" should 
be "not" and the word "elegible" should be 
"eligible." 

On page 78, line 9, delete "the Commission 
may." 

On page 78, line 10, add after the words 
"or other officers" the words "of the Com
mission." 

On page 81 , line 13, delete the word "and." 
On p age 82, line 24, section " 44" should be 

section "43." 
On page 63, line 15, the year "1937" should 

be "1931." 
On page 83, line 17, delete the sentence 

starting at the beginning of the line. 
On page 89, line 23, in the phrase "section 

9 b.", put parentheses around the "b." 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 

the Senator from Iowa desire to have 
the amendments considered en bloc? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes, Mr. 
President. They are entirely corrective. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Are the amend
ments offered by the Senator from Iowa 
now the pending question before the 
Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
is correct. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Iowa yield for a privi
leged matter, with the understanding 
that he shall not lose his right to the 
:floor? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. With that 
understanding, I yield. 

CERTAIN CONSTRUCTION AT MILI
TARY AND NAVAL INSTALLA
TIONS-CONFERENCE REPORT 
Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I submit a 

report of the .committee of conference 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendments of the Sen
ate to the bill (H. R. 9242) to authorize 
certain construction at military an_d 
naval installations and for the Alaska 
Communications System, and for other 
purposes. I ask unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
report will be read for the information 
of the Senate. 

The legislative clerk read the report. 

<For conference report, see House pro
ceedings of today.) 

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

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, do I correctly under
stand that the minority members of the 
committ ee are agreeable to the consider
a tion of the conference report at this 
time? 

Mr. CASE. It is a unanimous report 
of the conferees of both the House and 
Senate. 

Mr. GORE. If consent is given to the 
consideration of the report, would it be 
agreeable to explain the conference re
port? 

Mr. CASE. I shall be glad to answer 
any questions. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I withdraw 
my objection. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the conference 
report. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, the atten
tion of the Senate is invited to the fact 
that the construction authorization 
agreed to by the committee of confer
ence is in an [.mount that is $292,.000 less 
than the version of the bill that passed 
the Senate. I ask unanimous consent 
that there may be inserted in the RECORD 
at this point a table. showing the totals 
by military departments as the bill was 
initially recommended by the Depart-

. ment of Defense, as it passed the House, 
as it passed the Senate, and as it was 
agreed to by the conference committee. 

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

:e~mm~edt Approved by Approved by Agreed to by 
Y of ff:r~nseen House Senate .conierence 

Army --------- -------- -- -- -- ---- -- - - - -------- - - - $256, 773, 000 $269, 873, 000 5229, 325, 000 ~ 235, 060, 000 
avy- -- --- ------- ---------- ---- ----- ---- -- ----- 207, 239,000 203, 319,000 208,920, 000 201,893,000 

Air Force .. -------------------- ------ ----- - -- __ 432,502,000 403,436,000 398, 954, 000 398, 954,000 
Alaska system ___ ---- ------ -------------------- - 462, 600 462,600 462, 600 4u2, 600 

1-----------I----------1----------I----------
TotaL - - ----------- ----------------------- 895, 976, 600 877,090, 600 837, 661, 600 837, 369, 600 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
- imous consent that a summary of the 
conference action be printed at this 
point in the RECORD as a part of my 
remarks. 

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

At Fort Belvoir, Va., the Senate agreed to 
the addition of $497,000 to provide 1 addi
tional barrack. 

At Fort Bliss, Tex., the Senate agreed to an 
additional $3,119,000 to provide 5 additional 
barracks and 2 bachelor officers' quarters. 

At Fort Hood, Tex., the Senate agreed to an 
additional $3,119,000 to provide 5 ·enlisted 
men's barracks and 2 bachelor officers' quar
ters? 

Conference action on the Army title results 
in an addition of $6,737,000 to the Army au
thorization previously approved by the 
Senate. 

With reference to the Navy title, the con
ference added $1,036,000 to the Senate iigure 
at the Marine Corps Auxiliary Air Station, 
Beaufort, S. C. This action provides for 4 
barracks that had been deferred by the 
Senate. 

c--659 

An item for $278,000 at the Naval Ammuni
tion Depot, Fallbrook, Calif., was deleted 
from the bill. 

An item of $8 million for the construction 
of pipeline facilities at Naval Petroleum Re
serve No. 1, Elk Hills, Calif., was removed 
from the bill. This item had been added by 
the Senate after the House had omitted it. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I should 
like to invite especial attention to the 
two legislative amendments which were 
adopted during the consideration of the 
bill by the Senate, and explain what the 
conferees did with respect to them. 

The House insisted on modifications 
to the amendments offered by the junior 

· Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRsE] and 
the senior Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
WILLIAMS]. 

In the case of the amendment offered 
by the junior Senator from Oregon, the 
House insisted on vesting some discre
tionary authority in the Secretary of the 
Army to rehabilitate existing barracks 
and bachelor officer quarters instead of 
requiring rehabilitation in lieu of con
struction in the amount of $5 million. 

With reference to the amendment of
fered by the senior Senator from Dela
ware, providing that contracts entered 
into pursuant to the authorizations con
tained in this bill should be a warded by 
competitive bidding to the lowest respon
sible bidder, so far as practicable, and 
so far as the national security shall not 
be impaired thereby, the House insisted 
on adding a provision that such award 
must be consistent with the provisions 
of the Armed Services Procurement Act 
of 1947. The House position was that 
in the absence of this modification, the 
amendment offered by the senior Senator 
from Delaware would be in derogation 
of existing law on the subject-the 
Armed Services Procurement Act of 
1947-and that such changes should be 
approved only after careful hearings by 
the legislative committees having juris
diction over the subject matter. 

':Vith that insertion, the so-called 
Williams amendment was included in 
the agreement of the conferees. 

Mr. President, if there are any ques
tions; I shall be glad to answer them. 
If not, I move the adoption of the con
ference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator ·from ·South Dakota. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I move 

that the vote by which the conference 
report was adopted be reconsidered. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, I move that the motion of the 
Senator from South Dakota be laid on 
the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Iowa to lay on the 
table the motion of the Senator from 
South Dakota that the vote by which 
the conference report was adopted be 

· reconsidered. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 

REVISION OF THE ATOMIC ENERGY 
ACT OF 1946 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 3690) to amend the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1946r as amended, and for 
other purposes. · 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, with reference to the amendments 
which I sent to the desk, I should like 
to have the attention of the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. GOREJ. 

The question before the Senate is the 
amendments containing various correc
tions of verbiage and punctuation in the 
bill. I have already submitted the 
amendments to the Senator from Ten
nessee and other Senators. They con
tain nothing of substance or alteration 
of the language of the bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendments be considered 
en bloc. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Iowa yield? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. As acting minority 

leader, I have taken the matter up with 
Senators on this side of the aisle, and 
I shall interpose no objection. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. With

out objection, the amendments offered 
by the Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN
LOOPER] will be considered en bloc. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ments offered by the Senator from Iowa. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 

the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken Goldwater 
Anderson Gore 
Barrett Green 
Beall Hayden 
Bennett Hendrickson 
Bricker Bickenlooper 
Bridges Hill 
Burke Humphrey 
Bush Ives 
Butler Jackson 
Byrd Jenner 
Capehart Johnson, Colo. 
Case Johnson, Tex. 
Chavez Johnston, S.C. 
Clements Kennedy 
Cooper Kilgore 
Cordon Knowland 
Crippa Kuchel 
Daniel Langer 
Dirksen Lehman 
Douglas Lennon 
Dutr Long 
Dworshak Magnuson 
Ervin Malone 
Ferguson Man8field 
Flanders Martin 
Fulbright Maybank 
George McCarran 
Gillette McCarthy 

Millikin 
Monroney 
Morse 
Mundt 
Murray 
Neely 
Pastore 
Payne 
Potter 
Purtell 
Reynolds 
Robertson 
Russell 
Sal tons taU 
Schoeppel 
Smathers 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, N.J. 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Symington 
Thye 
Upton 
Watkins 
Welker 
Wiley 
Williams 
Young 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
quorum is present. 

A 

The bill is open to further amendment. 
Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I offer the 

amendment, which I send to the desk 
and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 82, after 
line 19, it is proposed to insert the fol
lowing: "SEc. 170.'' 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Ten
nessee. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Tennessee explain 
what the amendment proposes to do? 

Mr. GORE. My present proposed 
amendment adds a section number. An 
amendment which I shall offer later will 
embody the substance of the new sec
tion. The pending amendment provides 
only for the numbering of the new 
section. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I do not un
derstand the procedure, Mr. President. 
I understand that the amendment which 
is offered by the Senator from Tennessee 
proposes to add a section number, but 
not the substance of the section. 

Mr. GORE. That is correct. Later, 
I shall offer the substance of the section. 
It has not yet been written. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I do not de
sire to interfere with the procedure of 
the Senator from Tennessee, but I wish 
to state that I have never known such 
a procedure to be followed. 

Mr. GORE. Does the Senator from 
Iowa object? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. It is impos
sible to know how to vote, when there 

is before the Senate an amendment 
merely proposing a new section number, 
and when the substance of the amend
ment is not before us. I shall be glad 
to be informed of the substance of the 
proposed new section. I earnestly hope 
the Senator from Tennessee does not 
wish to have added at this time merely 
a new section number, because if the 
proposal to insert the number were to 
be agreed to, but if subsequently the sub
stance of the section were not agreed 
to, it would be necessary to eliminate the 
section number. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, a little 
later I shall be glad to accommodate 
the wishes o:.: the Senator from Iowa. 

AMENDMENT OF BANKHEAD-JONES 
FARM TENANT ACT, RELATING TO 
INTEREST RATES ON CERTAIN 
LOANS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be

fore the Senate the ·amendments of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
1276) to amend the Bankhead-Jones 
Tenant Act in order to increase the in
terest rate on loans made under title I 
of such act, which were, to .strike out all 
after the enacting clause and insert: 

That the Bankhead-Janes Farm Tenant 
Act, as amended (7 U. S. C. 1001), is further 
amended as follows: 

(a) The words "less any prior lien in
debtedness" shall be added at the end of and 
as a part of the parenthetical phrase of sec
tion 3 (a) (7 U. S. C. 1003 (a)), and the 
words "or second" shall be inserted after the 
word "first" where it appears in the first 
sentence of section 3 (a). 

(b) The words "a rate of interest not in 
excess of 5 percent per annum as determined 
by the Secretary" shall be inserted in lieu 
of the words "the rate of 4 percent per an
num" in section 3 (b) (2) (7 U. S. C. 1003 
(b) (2)). 

(c) The words "shall not be in excess of 
4 percent per annum as determined by the 
Secretary" shall be inserted in lieu of the 
words "shall be 3 percent per annum" in 
section 12 (c) (4) (7 U. S. C. 1005b (c) (4)). 

(d) The words "pursuant to section 43" 
shall be deleted from section 46 (7 U. S. C. 
1020). 

(e) Section 51 of said act (7 U. S. C. 1025) 
is amended to read as follows, except insofar 
as said section affects title III of the Bank
bead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, as amended: 

"The Secretary is authorized and em
powered to make advances to preserve and 
protect the security for, or the lien or pri
ority of the lien securing, any loan or other 
indebtedness owing to or acquired by the 
Secretary under ~his act, the act of August 
14, 1946, the act of April 6, 1949, the act of 
August 28, 1937, or the item 'Loans to Farm
ers, 1948, Flood Damage' in the act of June 
25, 1948, as those acts are heretofore or here
after amended or extended; to bid for and 
purchase at any foreclosure or other sale or 
otherwise acquire property pledged, mort
gaged, conveyed, attached, or levied upon 
to secure the payment of any such indebted
ness; to accept title to any property so pur
chased or acquired; to operate for a period 
not in excess of one year from the date of 
acquisition, or lease such property for such 
period as may be deemed necessary to pro
tect the investment therein; and to sell or 
otherwise dispose of such property in a man
ner consistent with the provisions of section 
43 of this act." 

And to amend the title so as to read: "An 
act to amend the Bankhead-Janes Farm 
Tenant Act, as amended, so as to provide 

for a variable interes~ rate, second mortgage 
security for loans under title I, and for other 
purposes." 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, Senate 
bill 1276 was passed by the Senate a 
year ago, and has just been passed, 
with amendments, by the House. The 
amendments of the House of Represent
atives put the bill in much better form 
than it was at the time when it was 
passed by the Senate. 

I :1ow move that the Senate concur in 
the amendments of the House of Repre
sentatives. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, do I cor
rectly understand that the minority 
members of the committee have agreed 
to the House amendments? 

Mr. AIKEN. Yes, indeed. Further
more, the amendments have been taken 
up with the majority and minority lead
ers of the Senate, as well as with the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER
soN], who is presently on the floor of the 
Senate. The committee, so far as I 
know, unanimously ·favors the amend
ments adopted by the House of Repre
sentatives, which improve the bill. 

Mr. GORE. Will the Senator from 
Vermont explain the House amend
ments? 

Mr. AIKEN. Yes, Mr. President. 
A year ago, when interest rates were 

rising, the Senate passed the bill author
izing interest rates of 4 or 5 percent on 
certain types of loans. The House of 
Representatives has amended the bill so 
as to provide for not more than 4 or 5 
percent--a much better provision, be
cause I think the interest rates have 
dropped a little since the Senate acted 
on the bill; and the purpose is to charge 
only whatever rate is necessary. The 
matter was gone into thoroughly by both 
the House and the Senate committees. 
I agree that the House version of the bill 
puts it in much better form. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Vermont that the Sen
ate concur ·in the amendments of the 
House of Representatives. 

The motion was agreed to. 

REVISION OF THE ATOMIC ENERGY 
ACT OF 1946 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 3690) to amend the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1946, as amended, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I desire 
to take a few moments to read into the 
RECORD an editorial from the Memphis 
Commercial Appeal, which will indicate 
to the Senate how strongly the people of 
that great city feel about the location of 
a steam plant in the immediate vicinity 
of Memphis, in view of the fact that the 
prevailing winds would blow the smoke 
from the plant directly over the city, and 
in view of other circumstances to which 
the editorial refers. 

The editorial appeared on Sunday, 
July 11, under the title "Why We Op
pose Powerplant Deal.'' I quote the 
editorial: 

President Eisenhower has undertaken to 
give a private power combine a $107 million 
powerplant. 
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By Executive order he- has directed the 

Atomic Energy Commission to underwrite it 
with taxpayers' money. 

He has ordered acceptance of a proposal 
from this combine, the Middle South Util
ities, Inc., and the Southern Co., which in
cludes a guaranty of 9 percent on earnings. 

At the end of 25 years the plant would be
long to this combine. 

This has been done without any effort at 
competitive bidding. 

The plant would be situated in West Mem
phis, a part of our community. 

Three years of a big contruction payroll 
would ring cash registers-for 3 years. 

This 3-year gain will be lost many times 
in future years by higher prices for elec
tricity because of undermining the Tennes
see Valley Authority. 

The principal purpose of this plant would 
b~ to keep TV A from building a plant. 

TV A is being prevented from starting new 
plants necessary to serve its customers. 

This policy has created a power shortage, 
principally because the Nation's defense is 
diverting so much TVA power. 

The shortage is most severe in Memphis 
and the tightening shortage ahead will be 
worse here. 

For the Government to give private power 
a plant at Memphis sets the stage for reduc
ing the TV A power shortage by taking Mem
phis out of TV A. 

We are on the extreme edge of TVA 
territory. 

We see this proposed private powerplant at 
Memphis as the second step of a policy 
of which the third step would be forcing 
TV A out of Memphis. 

We see it followed by another step in 
which northeast Mississippi would have to 
give up TVA, and another step taking TVA 
from the westward-sloping portions of west 
Tennessee. 

Private power prices, or a crippled TVA 
forced to raise its prices, or small, locally 
owned plants-any of these would take from 
this community a purchasing power far 
higher and much longer than the 3-year 
construction payroll. 

While power prices quiver under the as
sault of this plant, Memphis would be show
ered with fly ash and sulfur dioxide from 
boiler stacks. 

We know modern combustion engineering 
can, if it is used, end the visible smoke and 
reduce fly ash and fumes, but it is only a 
reduction. 

Ash and sulfur continue to come from the 
stacks, in particles reduced in size by the 
best engineering and therefore traveling 
greater distances. 

This harmful waste from the boilers would 
be spread alike over Red Acres, Glenview, 
Fort Pickering, West Memphis, and all other 
Memphis communities. 

This is a proposal to hand a power plant, 
to be paid for from the Nation's taxes, to 
a specific company. 

This is a proposal for powerplant that 
would be 100 percent subsidy, while even 
TVA's most bitter critics can claim only a 
fractional subsidy in TV A powerplants, prin
cipally in the matter of freedom from Federal 
taxes on Federal property. 

We consider this proposal would result 
in years of net harm to this community 
which would be so apparent in the future 
that we could be held responsible unless we 
raised the alarm now. We consider it to be 
a wasteful, unsound attempt at favoritism 
with the Nation's funds. 

As citizens of Memphis and of the United 
States we protest because we must. 

That ends the editorial in the Mem
phis Commercial Appeal of last Sunday. 

Immediately below the editorial, and 
also on the editorial page, there is a col
lection of editorials under the heading 
"Why Others Oppose It.'' The first 

editorial in that group is from the Mil.:. 
waukee Journal-quite a distance from 
Memphis. The editorial reads as fol
lows: 

A Senate judiciary subcommittee requests 
that the Atomic Energy Commission halt 
negotiations with a private power combine 
for electric power for its Paducah (Ky.) 
plant, ought to be heeded. Anything that 
will give opportunity to study the scrambled 
mess created by the negotiations is all to 
the good. 

The story is this: AEC gets about 600,000 
kilowatt-hours of electricity from the Ten
nessee Valley Authority. TVA power com
mitments require it to obtain more power. 
President Eisenhower, by executive order, 
has d irected AEC to negotiate a firm con
tract with two private power concerns for 
construction of a plant to produce 600,000 
kilowatts of electricity. 

Mr. President, I digress from the read
ing of the editorial, to say that the 
Atomic Energy Commission receives far 
more than 600,000 kilowatts of electricity 
from the TVA. The contract for Pa
ducah alone is for 1,200,000 kilowatts. 

Continuing the editorial, Mr. Presi
dent: 

The plant would be built at West Mem
phis, Ark., 200 miles from Paducah. The 
power would be sold to TV A for use in the 
Memphis area to replace power now being 
sold to AEC by TV A. 

There are a number of questions that need 
answers: 

The AEC, by a 3 to 2 vote, opposed the 
plan ordered by the President. Is it proper 
for the President to overrule an independ
ent agency in operating matters? 

The President's order specifies the private 
combine with which AEC shall negotiate. 
Other private firms, as well as TVA, have 
offered plans for providing the needed power. 
Shouldn't matters of this kind-if TV A is 
ruled out--be handled by competitive bid? 

AEC is unhappy because the President's 
plan will cost it more money than its present 
method of obtaining power. AEC estimates 
that power obtained under the President's 
plan would cost it at least $97 million more 
in the next 25 years than its present TV A 
power costs. Others estimate the added cost 
at $139 million. 

Of this sum (the lower $97 million}, TVA 
would have to pay about $1,360,000 a year and 
the AEC about $2,320,000 a year. That means 
that TV A customers would be charged for 
providing power for AEC. It means . that 
AEC would not be allowed to operate as 
economically as it might. It means that both 
would be paying what amounts to subsidies 
to a private firm. 

I digress to say again that this edi
torial is from the Milwaukee Journal. 
Continuing to read: 

The private company, meanwhile, would be 
in a most happy position. It would get its 
contract without competition. It would get 
a guaranteed customer for 25 years. It would 
end up not only with an annual profit but 
owning a $107-million plant. If TVA built 
the plant, the Government would own it and 
save at least $97 million as well. If other 
private firms were allowed to bid, there is 
every indication that costs would be cheaper. 
For instance, one offer by private interests 
which was turned down would have provided 
the power for 25 years and turned the piant 
over to the Government. Is the President's 
order good economy? 

Much is made by proponents of the plan 
that it will help stop creeping socialism and 
aid private enterprise. What kind of pri
vate enterprise is it that is given direct 
subsidy to the extent that all risk is removed 
from its venture? 

AEC has always been notable for its lack 
of politics. It is now being shoved into the 
middle of a hot political fight. It is being 
used as a tool to curb TVA. 

I remind my colleagues that these are 
not the words of the junior Senator from 
Tennessee. I am reading from an edi
torial published in the Milwaukee Jour
nal: 

It may be that TV A should not expand. 
But, should AEC, which has the great job 
of handling our vital atomic and hydrogen 
developments, be pushed into a fight which 
does not concern it? 

TVA cloes not have authority to enter into 
long-term contracts to buy private power 
under the law. AEC does have that au
thority. The law says that it may make 
25-year contracts for power in connection 
with its installations at Paducah, Oak Ridge, 
and Portsmouth, Ohio. Is it proper to 
stretch that language to cover a plant 200 
miles away which would not provide power 
to AEC but to TVA? 

The President said in Memphis in 1952 
that he would not "impair the effective 
working out of TVA." Not too long ago he 
called TVA an example of creeping social
ism. He said at a press conference the other 
day that TVA's future would be studied. 
Well and good. Even TVA's most rabid sup
porters cannot object to a fair study of 
TVA's place in the future. 

But isn't the strange order telling AEC 
to negotiate with the private combine pre
judging TVA's place in the future? And, 
even if one accepted the idea of TV A critics 
that the project is creeping socialism and a 
monstrosity, isn't the new proposal merely 
creating another monstrosity supported by 
the creeping socialism of full subsidy? 

The next editorial listed is from the 
Washington Post and Times Herald, also 
located far from the city of Memphis and 
from the Tennessee Valley. It reads as 
follows: 

President Eisenhower's letter instructing 
the Atomic Energy Commission, in effect, to 
purchase power from certain private utility 
companies is unfortunate from every point 
of view. 

As a matter of administration, this kind of 
interference with the independent judgment 
of a commission is mischievous. 

In terms of business practice, it is an un
economic arrangement, certain to prove 
costly to American taxpayers. 

Considered as policy, it seems to reflect a 
doctrinaire preference for private power in
stead of public power, regardless of the 
needs and problems of a specific situation. 

Through the Bureau of the Budget, the 
President has virtually ordered the AEC to 
do what 3 of its 5 CommiEsioners actively 
oppose and what the other 2 regard if not 
with misgivings at least without fervor. 
The new private powerplant will serve as 
a justification for denying TV A the funds it 
has requested for the purchase of steam 
plants to meet the power needs of the AEC 
and of area residents. 

It is really a fight for TV A's life. 
There have been few American achieve

ments of the 20th century which have con
tributed more to the public welfare than 
TV A's achievement in harnessing the Ten
nessee River and its tributaries for the wel
fare of the valley's residents. 

That magnificent American development 
must not now be stifled out of a mere doc
trinaire opposition to public power and a 
nightmare fear of creeping socialism. 

Next I read an editorial from the 
Louisville Courier-Journal, also outside 
the Tennessee Valley, but a great journal 
serving a State encompassing a part of 
the Tennessee Valley. 
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It reads as follows:· 
President Eisenhower and the Republican 

Congress teamed up in an attack on the 
Tennessee Valley Authority that threatens 
to destroy not only TV A but the entire pub
lic power structure. 

The attack was launched to the trumpet 
calls of economy and "protection of free 
enterprise." But behind this smokescreen 
loomed the unmistakable outline of the 
spoilers. 

We seriously doubt that the President, who 
bas appeared in the past to use the phrases 
of the private-power people without fully un
derstanding their meaning, now understands 
fully the implications of the plan he pro
poses. 

The situation has the makings of a sellout 
to dwarf the tidelands oil giveaway. 

I read an editorial likewise reprinted 
in last Sunday's Memphis Commercial 
Appeal, from the Anderson (S.C.) Inde
pendent, which is also outside the Ten
nessee Valley: 

The President's action is not surprising in 
itself. The surprising thing is the arrogance 
with which the public in terest is shoved 
aside in favor of paying off political debt to 
the power interests that helped elect him. 

The action is also in straight contradict ion 
of Candidate Eisenhower's promise to balance 
the nat ional budget and relieve t he burden of 
the taxpayers, f or here we h ave him de
liberately spending $3,685,000 more than 
necessary every yea:- for 25 years. 

Special interests are in the saddle, riding 
hell for leather to gouge the American peo
ple of their nat ural herit age and property 
built with their ta.x money. Is this the 
moral crusade we were promised? 

I now read an editorial likewise re
printed in last Sunday's Memphis Com
mercial Appeal, from the Trenton, N. J. 
Evening Times: 

Considered from any angle, President 
Eisenhower's letter to the At omic Energy 
Commission is a mistake. 

The arbitrary interference with the inde
pendent judgment of the AEC is a question
able practice. Un!ess Congress intervenes, 
it may well mark the beginn in g of the end 
for one of America's great est social and 
conservation achievements of the 20th cen
tury. 

The next editorial is from. the Nash
ville Tennessean. It reads: 

The AEC wil~ be responsible for fantastic 
concessions to the private power syndicate. 
This governmental agency, it is revealed, 
will pay all State, local, and Federal taxes on 
the private plant. Moreover , it will be re
quired to pay one-half of the cost of the 
plant over $107,250,000 and up to $117 
million. 

The net effect of this brazen deal will be 
to block needed TV A expansion, and to 
guarantee the participating companies a 
huge built-in profit at the expense of the 
American taxpayer. 

In ordering this incredible contract, Presi
dent Eisenhower not only has reemphasized 
his hostility to public power but has demon
strated the hollowness of his platitudes 
about encouraging local private interests to 
develop power projects. 

For Middle South Utilities, Inc., and the 
Southern Co. are not local interests but are 
holding companies with headquarters in New 
York. 

Mr. President, I have a series of edi
torials published in newspapers from the 
Atlantic to the Pacific, from the Cana
dian border to the gulf, which I shall 
read later for the edification, I hope, o! 

Members of the Senate. I shall not at 
this moment further intrude upon the 
Senate by reading them, but I shall take 
them up in turns. 

I ask unanimous consent to withdraw 
my amendme!lt. 

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sec
retary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, if it 
is agreeable to the Senator from Tennes
see, I ask unanimous consen t that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. P resident, in 
addit ion to the things which will relate 
exclusively to the Dixon-Yates contract, 
I desire to mention several provisions in 
the bill itself which I think ought to per
suade Members of the Senate that this 
is an extremely important piece of pro
posed legislation, that it should be most 
carefully considered, and that it should 
not be quickly passed. By that I do not 
mean that action needs to be unduly 
delayed, but I believe it is of sufficient 
importance so that the Members of the 
Senate will see an obligat ion to read the 
bill, at least, and will decide that there 
are things in it which might cause them 
to pause and ask some questions before 
it becomes the law of the land. 

Mr. President, I want to commend the 
statement made last night by the dis
tinguished senior Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. HICKENLOO?ER], once chairman of 
the joint committee on atomic energy 
and a valuable member of it for many 
years. He tried to show, as I hope I bhall 
be able to show, that what we discussed 
in connection with the bill is not politi
cal, and it is certainly nonpartisan. We 
are all interested in trying to produce a 
better bill. I am happy that the com
mittee worked at it for a long time and 
tried its best to bring forth amendments 
to which we all thought we could sub
scribe. 

What I am tryina to say now is that, 
upon further study of the bill, things 
occur to us which did not seem to be 
apparent while we were in the commit
tee sessions. Someone might ask, "Why 
did you not try to correct it when the 
bill was in the committee?" I can only 
say that after we have discussed the pro
visions of a bill for a great many days, 
the language appears somewhat differ
ent from what it may appear some days 
later. 

For example, Mr. President, on page 
23 of the bill, beginning at line 3, there 
appears section 44, which applies to by
product energy, and provides: 

If energy which may be utilized is pro
duced in the production of special nuclear 
material at production or experimental util
ization facilities owned by the United States, 
such energy may be used by the Commis
sion, or transferred to other Government 
agencies, or sold to publicly or privately 
owned utilities or users at reasonable and 
nondiscriminatory prices. If the energy pro
duced is electric energy, the price shall be 
subject to regulation by the appropriate 

agency, State or Federal, having juris
d iction. 

At the time I read that language in 
the committee and when we were con
sidering the draft, it seemed to me it 
related only to what might happen to 
certain byproducts, but as I now read it 
I wonder if it does not affect the de
velopment of power as power by the 
Atomic Energy Commission. I wonder if 
it does not provide that the Atomic 
Energy Commission shall never build a 
test plant of its own to see whether it can 
utilize for civilian uses this great new 
source of energy. If the primary or 
sole purpose of a plant is the production 
of electric energy, then I believe, under 
this language, it is barred, and I think 
that might be a very serious thing which 
we may want to consider. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator read tha t language again? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I shall read it 
again, and I want to say to the Senator 
from Tennessee that I read the language 
over and over in the committee and 
thought we were discussing only by
product energy which might be devel
oped in connection with a thermo-nu
clear plant or a plant which was devel
oping plutonium. The language pro
vides: 

If energy which may be utilized is pro
duced in the production of special nuclear 
m aterial a t production or experimental util
ization f acilit ies owned by the United Sta tes, 
such energy may be used by the Commis
sion, or transferred to other Government 
agencies, or sold to publicly or privately 
owned utilities or users at reasonable and 
nondiscriminat ory prices. 

There is now a question in my mind 
as to whether this would bar the con
struction of a facility to develop power 
for power's own sake. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from New Mexico 
yield for a question? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. With refer

ence to the Senator's concern about this 
particular provision of the bill, I join 
with him and will say that I also read 
this provision any number of times in 
studying the bill in committee. I as
sumed then and I assume now that the 
provision is intended by the committee 
to apply to a case where in an experi
mental development certain amounts of 
electricity being produced in an atomic 
program will not have to go to waste. 
The Government could, if there was any 
outlet, use this byproduct material in 
connection with its general experimen
tal and developmental operations. I do 
not myself assume that it is a prohibi
tion against the Commission doing such 
things as it may already have the au
thority to do. In other words, I do not 
consider it to be a new bar against some 
power which the Commission already 
has. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I thank the able 
Senator from Iowa. I am trying to make 
some legislative history on the point, and 
I think it · should be made certain that 
we do not intend to bar the possibility 
that the Atomic Energy Commission can 
erect its own pilot plants and try to find 
peacetime users for atomic energy. 
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Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi

dent, will the Senator from New Mexico 
yield further? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I should like 

to make myself clear as to my under
standing of this matter. I do not be
lieve the Commission is barred at this 
time from erecting experimental plants 
in the field of the development of atomic 
power. I am quite sure the Commission 
has that authority. I think the law is 
clear on that point. In the preparation 
of the pending bill I do not believe there 
was any intention, indeed, I am quite 
sure there was not, to place any bar on 
the authority of the Commission which it 
already possesses. 

I feel that I can assure the Senator 
that this section is an attempt to reach 
a situation where some byproduct ma
terial might be produced under certain 
circumstances and might have to go to 
waste unless a possible means of secur
ing some sale value from it, although not 
very much, were provided. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I hope that is the 
purpose of it and that it has that objec
tive. 

I now come to another provision of the 
bill which I think is of much greater im
portance. It is on page 41, under 
chapter 9, which deals with the military 
application of atomic energy. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from New Mexico 
yield further? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I should like 

to read the language again in section 44, 
beginning in line 4: "is produced in the 
production of special nuclear material at 
production of experimental utilization 
facilities." 

It seems to me that connotes that the 
Commission may build production facili
ties, because it specifically says it has 
power to produce special nuclear ma
terial at production or experimental 
utilization facilities. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes, but I call the 
Senator's attention to the fact that in 
tht;; development of atomic weapons and 
the manufacture of nuclear fuel, there 
are only two types of facilities. One is 
experimental, and the other is for pro
duction. So this provision covers the 
whole field. 

I now wish to turn to section 91 of 
chapter 9, Military Application of Atomic 
Energy, 

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. Before the Senator leaves 

the section relating to the development 
of power, would he inform me and other 
Senators if the bill contains the pref
erence clause for municipal and other 
public bodies, which is usually written 
into Federal power bills, and which has 
been a part of the Federal power policy 
for a good many years past? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I feel the need to 
have the general counsel with me, but I 
think the bill does not contain such a 
provision. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I beg the Sen
ator's pardon. I did not hear his state
ment. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I was only going to 
say to the junior Senator from Tennessee 
that, not being a lawyer, I have long 
since learned that I should consult with 
someone else when a question of this 
nature arises. 

I have been advised that my answer 
is correct. The bill does not contain such 
a proviSIOn. I feel reinforced in my 
opinion on learning that the bill does not 
contain such a provision. 

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. Does not the Senator 

from New Mexico think that that omis
sion is a matter of great import? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I attempted to say 
last night that I felt the bill was not 
something to be passed in a couple of 
hours. If the Congress of the United 
States, and particularly the Senate now, 
decides that it wants to eliminate pref
erence clauses, that is all right. If the 
majority vote to do that, then I say it is 
proper. But I think Congress ought to 
know what it is doing. 

I may say to the Senator from Tennes
see that I do not believe any of the ordi
nary preferences which apply to falling 
water, for example, are included in the 
bill at all. That may be the way it 
should be. It may also not be the way 
it should be. At least, there is a differ
ence of opinion in the United States 
Senate and throughout the country as to 
whether such preference clauses belong 
in this type of legislation. 

I visualize a day, not very distant, 
when the generation of power from nu
clear energy will be far more important 
than all the water power which now 
exists in the United States. When that 
day comes, the preference clauses may 
be of great importance or the absence of 
preference clauses may be of great im
portance. 

I am merely trying to say to my able 
and distinguished colleague that if Con
gress decides to eliminate preference 
clauses, I shall not interpose objections, 
one way or the other. I shall vote as I 
have always voted. But Congress should 
know what it is doing; and whatever it 
does, it should do with its eyes wide 
open; and it ought to say, if that is to be 
its decision, that in the great field of 
nuclear energy preference clauses will 
not exist hereafter, so far as the produc
tion of electrical energy from nuclear 
materials may be concerned. 

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. The Committee on Pub

lic Works spent a good long while de
bating and considering the inclusion of a 
preference clause in a bill providing for 
the hydroelectric development of Ni
agara Falls or a part of Niagara Falls. 
Yet the Senate has before it a bill re
lating to power potentialities so great 
as to render infinitesimal the power po
tentialities of Niagara. 

The able Senator from New Mexico 
has spoken of the potentialities which he 
foresees. Is it not possible that in fu
ture years the generation of power by 
atomic energy may not only equal, but 
also supplant the hydroelectric and 

other orthodox methods of the genera
tion of power? 

Mr. ANDERSON. As the Senator al
ready knows, I am neither a scientist 
nor a good prophet, but I have a right 
to guess. 

Mr. GORE. I have only asked the 
Senator, is not that possible? 

Mr. ANDERSON. It is my opinion 
that the possibilities for the development 
of nuclear power hold more promise in 
certain sections of the countr~- than the 
development of hydroelectric power has 
held, for example, in the great North
west. 

Let me state that in another way. We 
have all been disturbed, sometimes, 
about the flight of industry from cer
tain of the New England States. In 
part the reason for that flight is the 
availability of cheap power in the Ten
nessee Valley area, and the abundance 
of cheap power in the area centering 
around Bonneville Dam, Grand Coulee 
Dam, and the other industrial areas of 
the West. 

I think it is entirely possible that 
electric energy developed from nuclear 
resources may make it possible for cur
rent to be developed in the New England 
States at a level comparable to, and 
eventually below, the hydroelectric rate 
now prevailing in the great Northwest. 

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. The Senator has again 

drawn a comparison between power gen
erated by atomic energy and hydroelec
tric development of power. The flowing 
stream is regarded as a natural resource 
belonging to the people. Therefore, for 
many years, so far as I can now recall, 
every single power bill which has been 
enacted relating to the use of the natural 
resource of the flowing water has con
tained a preference clause for the bene
fit of public bodies, municipal systems, 
State-owned systems, and REA's. 

Are plutonium and uranium, refined 
at the taxpayers' expense, any less nat
ural resources belonging to the people 
than the water in a flowing stream? 

Mr. ANDERSON. In general, I think 
they are no more or no less a resource 
than is the falling water. 

I point out to the Senator that it is 
difficult to get too far into this field, 
because there are various other factors 
relating to values; but I say to him that 
certainly, in general, the citizens of the 
United States have some rights to atomic 
energy power, because they paid the $2 
billion to get it started, and they put up 
the next $10 billion to make it a great 
industry. So this $12 billion industry 
is something which should be utilized for 
the benefit of all the people of the United 
States and that can be done if some 
control is kept over the development of 
the power which flows from it. 

I now turn to section 91, of chapter IX. 
Paragraph (b) reads as follows: 

The President from time to time may di
rect the Commission ( 1) to deliver such 
quantities of special nuclear material or 
atomic weapons to the Department of De
fense for such use as he deems necessary in 
the interest of national defense or (2) to 
authorize the Department of Defense to 
manufacture, produce, or acquire any atomic 
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weapon or utilization facility for military 
purposes. 

I may be wrong, but this, in my opin~ 
ion, brings back again the old fight of 
1946, as to whether the utilization of 
atomic energy shall be placed in the 
ilands of the military, or shall be under 
civilian control. The present law reads 
quite differently. It provides: 

The President from time to time may di
rect the Commission (1} to deliver such 
quantities of fissionable materials or weap
ons to the Armed Forces for such use as he 
deems necessary in the interest of national 
defense or (2)-

These are important words-
to authorize the Armed Forces to manu
facture, produce, or acquire any equipment 
or device utilizing fissionable material or 
atomic energy as a military weapon. 

The difference between the two word~ 
ings is this: Under the old wording, the 
President might authorize the Armed 
Forces to manufacture equipment or de~ 
vices which would utilize atomic energy 
as a weapon. The proposed language 
would permit the President to authorize 
the Department of Defense to manufac
ture, produce, or acquire any atomic 
weapon. I think it is very serious to say 
that we will change the procedure under 
which atomic weapons are now being 
manufactured, and to put their control 
back under the military, when in 1946 
Congress provided for the civilian con
trol of atomic energy. 

In my opinion, the proposed language 
would give the military jurisdiction over, 
for example, the Sandia Laboratory, in 
my home city, but not over Los Alamos 
Laboratory, which is close by. To me 
that does not make too much sense. I 
think the Atomic Energy Commission, 
which operates both facilities, should 
continue to operate both of them. It 
seems to me that in the discussions in 
the committee it was never intended to 
transfer to the Department of Defense 
the right to manufacture, produce, and 
acquire atomic weapons. 

I wanted to see this question raised, so 
we can think about it as we consider the 
bill. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Mexico yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield to the Sen
a tor from Alabama. 

Mr. HILL. Does the committee have 
much, or any, testimony to the effect that 
the military should be permitted to 
manufacture atomic weapons, that such 
authority should be transferred and 
taken out of the hands of the Atomic 
Energy Commission and put into the 
bands of the military? 

Mr. ANDERSON. If I should be led 
into a discussion of that question, I could 
hardly do so without entering a field 
which I am forbidden to discuss. There 
is some justification for allowing the 
military to do certain things in connec~ 
tion with atomic weapons. I feel that 
tf1e authority granted is pretty broad, 
and that perhaps it ought to be further 
restricted. I do not say it is wholly bad, 
but I say I would hesitate very much 
to include any provision which might 
result in a renewal of the old fight of 
1946, so that we would revive it again 
at this late date. 

Mr. liTLL. Will the Senator yield 
further? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. HILL. One of the biggest con~ 

troversies in Congress over the passage 
of the act was with regard to the ques
tion of whether or not the Atomic En
ergy Commission was to be under mili
tary rather than civilian control. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I think it was. I 
was not a Member of either House of 
Congress at that time, but, in another 
capacity, I was trying to distribute food 
around the world. Nevertheless, I am 
sure that was a very important consider
ation, and I cannot too strongly com
mend the Members of the Senate and 
the House who insisted upon civilian 
control. I hope the activity will remain 
under civilian control. 

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield to the Sena
tor from Iowa. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I call to the 
attention of the Senator the fact that the 
particular portion of section 91 to which 
he has just referred, subparagraph (2), 
is actually a restatement of the existing 
law. If he will consider the definition of 
atomic weapons as contained in the law, 
I think he will find that the use of the 
words "atomic weapons" results in short
ening the provision of the present law, 
and does not, in fact, alter or change 
the definition down to that point. 

The one material change which can be 
pointed out in the new section is the 
use of the words "utilization facility." 
Those words were placed in that section 
for the purpose of covering either the 
delivery or carrying devices which are 
peculiar to the Military Establishment. 

The point the Senator from New Mex
ico has raised was discussed at length in 
the committee, and a great deal of 
thought was given to the very careful 
wording employed. I assure the Sena
tor it was not the intention of the com
mittee to make any fundamental altera
tion in the existing law, or to enlarge the 
scope of it to such a point that the fears 
of the Senator should be aroused. 

The words "utilization facility" were 
used in the section so as to include, let 
us say, the submarine Nautilus. That is 
a utilization facility in which atomic de
vices are carried; that is, the whole sub
marine becomes a utilization facility. A 
special airplane, for example, designed 
especially to transport an atomic bomb, 
and being utilized very little for any 
other purpose, would be a utilization 
facility. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I thank the Sena
tor. I think the history which the Sena
tor has stated is useful, but, as I said in 
the committee, I believe the language 
could be clarified. It provides that the 
President my authorize the Department 
of Defense to manufacture any atomic 
weapon, and when I read the definition 
of atomic weapon, I find it means any 
device utilizing atomic energy. I have 
been right on hand in one of our assem- . 
bly plants when the workers have been 
assembling an atomic bomb, and I be
lieve I know what an atomic weapon is. 
It strikes me that when the language 
says that the Department of Defense may 

manufacture an atomic weapon, it means 
the Army may manufacture a bomb. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. If the Sena
tor will yield, I should like to call to his 
attention that at the end of subdivision 
<2>, which we have been discussing, 
there is a proviso which reads: 

Provided, however, That such authoriza
tion shall not extend to the production of 
special nuclear material other than that 
incidental to the operation of such utiliza
tion facilities. 

That proviso was put into that section 
with the specific intent of preventing the 
military arm of the Government from 
going into the business of producing 
special nuclear material for weapons. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I again thank the 
Senator, but I point out to him that the 
production of special nuclear material 
has very little relation to the manufac
ture of an atomic bomb. I think the 
Senator and I know where atomic bombs 
are manufactured. He and I know that 
in the place where they are manufac
tured no special nuclear material is 
produced. 

Mr. President, if I may pass on to sec
tion 102, it reads: 

Whenever the Commission has made a find
ing in writing that any type of utilization 
or production facility has been sufficiently 
developed to be of practical value for indus
trial or commercial purposes, the Commis
sion may thereafter issue licenses for such 
type of facility pursuant to section 103. 

The language of the provision sounded 
all right, and probably is all right, but 
it does suggest that, once the Commis
sion makes its findings, it can issue 
licenses to produce nuclear power. 
What is to stop the granting of dozens 
of licenses thereafter? The minimum 
requirement should be that the Commis
sion should hold hearings and let the 
public know what the Commission plans 
to do. 

I do not say this should not have been 
considered earlier, but it was called to my 
attention when I received in the mail 
for release in the morning newspapers 
for Tuesday, July 13, an announcement 
by the Atomic Energy Commission that 
"AEC and North American Aviation will 
share the cost of sodium graphite reactor 
experiment." It says: 

The first sodium-graphite reactor in the 
United States will be developed and con
structed in a project sponsored jointly by the 
Atomic Energy Commission. • • • The proj
ect, a new step toward the development of 
atomic nuclear power, will cost about $10 
million. 

I do not see how the public knew this 
contract was going to be awarded, be
cause I do not think any member of the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 
knew it was going to be awarded. If 
there is no chance that the members of 
the joint committee will hear about such 
contracts, I do not see how the public 
will hear about them. 

This is an important field. It seems to 
me the reactor is a little small. It may 
be that it is exactly the right size, but it 
appears to me we ought to have the full
est possible publicity in connection with 
the granting of the licenses. 

While I am not trying to quarrel with 
the provision of the section, I believe it 
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would be wise, so far as it could be done, 
to make provision so that the greatest 
possible amount of public good may re
sult from the granting of the licenses. 
If enough provisions to safeguard that 
objective have been written into the bill, 
I am satisfied. If not, I think we ought 
to try our best to write sufficient provi
sions into the bill. 

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I call the Sen

ator's attention to the fact that section 
102 refers to the granting of licenses, 
whereas the illustration of the contract 
with North American to which the Sena
tor has just referred is a matter of 
contract. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I concede that. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. In the matter 

of licenses, I call the Senator's attention 
to chapter 16 of the bill, which sets forth 
the provisions for consideration of the li
censes according to standards of equity 
and fairness. Under the Administrative 
Procedures Act, notice is provided for. I 
believe that if all the provisions are con
sidered together, very ample protection is 
provided against any secret or precipi
tate deals. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I appreciate the 
suggestion of the able Senator from 
Iowa; but now he has mentioned chapter 
16, which provides for judicial review 
and administrative procedure. Section 
181 reads in part as follows: 

SEC. 181. General: The provisions of the 
Administrative Procedure Act shall apply to 
"agency action" of the Commission, as that 
term is defined in the Administrative Proce
dure Act. 

And so forth. I read that, and I 
thought it meant that the provisions of 
the Administrative Procedure Act in re
lation to hearings automatically become 
effective in connection with the grant
ing of licenses by the Commission. But, 
unfortunately, the Administrative Proce
dure Act, when we read it-and again I 
say I read it as a layman, not as a law
yer-does not require a hearing unless 
the basic legislation requires a hearing. 
If the basic legislation does require a 
hearing, a hearing is required by the 
Administrative Procedure Act. But in 
this case the basic legislation does not 
require a hearing, so the reference to the 
Administrative Procedure Act seems to 
me to be an idle one. 

I merely am trying to say that I believe 
these things should be carefully consid
ered. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Mexico yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BAR
RETT in the chair) . Does the Senator 
from New Mexico yield to the Senator 
from Tennessee? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. In whom is the discre

tionary authority vested? 
Mr. ANDERSON. In the Commission, 

I believe. As I have said, it may be that 
I have misread the bill; it may be that the 
bill requires a hearing. But because I 
feel so strongly that nuclear energy is 
probably the most important thing we 
are dealing with in our industrial life 
today, I wish to be sure that the Commis-

sian has to do its business out of doors, 
so to speak, where everyone can see it. 

Although I have no doubt about the 
ability or integrity of the members of 
the Commission, I simply wish to be sure 
they have to move where everyone can 
see every step they take; and if they are 
to grant a license in this very impor
tant field, where monopoly could so 
easily be possible, I think a hearing 
should be required and a formal record 
should be made regarding all aspects, in
cluding the public aspects. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Mexico yield further 
to me? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. What protection does the 

bill provide, to preserve the integrity and 
independence of the Commission? If the 
Commission reaches a formal decision 
which it considers to be in the public 
interest, is the committee satisfied that 
the Commission could not be overruled 
by means of a telephone call from a 
member of the White House staff or from 
some other source; or does the Senator 
from New Mexico think that under cer
tain precedents recently established, the 
Commission might be in danger of being 
overruled on the matters upon which it 
reached a decision in public, as the Sen
ator from New Mexico has suggested? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Of course, the Sen
ator from Tennessee is now referring to 
the Dixon-Yates contract and the related 
matter. 

Mr. GORE. I do not wish to hurry 
the distinguished Senator from New 
Mexico into a discussion of that subject; 
I know he will reach it in due time. But 
inasmuch as so much power is vested in 
the ~ommission, and inasmuch as the 
able Senator from New Mexico has placed 
such great store upon the decisions of 
the Commission and upon the manner 
in which the Commission will reach its 
decisions, I believe it pertinent to inquire 
what protection the bill throws around 
the Commission, in which so much dis
cretionary authority is vested. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I should like to say 
to the Senator from Tennessee that I 
thought the Commission was a complete
ly independent body. The members are 
nominated by the President and are con
firmed by the Senate, after a hearing 
regarding their qualifications and ability 
to perform their responsibilities; and the 
members have complete authority to 
transact the business of the Commission. 

I am somewhat disturbed by the 
Dixon-Yates contract, but I hope it will 
not constitute a precedent in regard to 
what may happen in the future. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER.' Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from New Mexico 
yield to me? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I wonder 

whether the Senator from New Mexico 
does not feel that sufficient protection 
is afforded in section 181 and in section 
182-b. In that connection, I should like 
to have the Senator from New Mexico 
refer to section 182-a, on page 85, begin
ning in line 9, from which I now read, as 
follows: 

Upon application, the Commission shall 
grant a hearing to any party materially in
terested in an:y: "agency action ... 

So any party who was materially in
terested would automatically be afforded 
a hearing, upon application for one. 

Then, in section 182-b this provision is 
found: 

b. The Commission shall not issue any 
licen se for a utilization or production facility 
for the genera tion of commercial po~er un
der section 103, until it has given notice in 
writing to such regulatory agency as may 
have jurisdiction over the rates and services 
of the proposed act ivity, and until it has 
published notice of such application once 
each week for 4 consecutive weeks in the 
Federal Regist er, and until 4 weeks after the 
last notice. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
may say to the Senator from Iowa that 
when in committee we discussed this 
language, I thought it was sufficient. I 
still think it ought to be sufficient. But 
I do not find myself able to tie the Ad
ministrative Procedure Act to this re
quirement of the bill. 

To return to section 181 and the por
tion on page 85 reading-

Upon application, the Commission shall 
grant a hearing to any party materially in
terested in any "agency action"-

Let me say I think it is important to 
ten · who may be interested, and there
fore the widest publicity is necessary. 
For example, if the Commission were 
going to grant a franchise to enable 
someone to establish a new plant inside 
the Chicago area, there might be many 
persons who would be interested, but 
they would not know that the matter 
was under consideration. I am trying 
to say that the people who are interested 
will not be reached unless they are given 
notice. I say again to the Senator from 
Iowa that nothing in the section may 
need changing. I am merely stating 
that, upon a second reading, some doubts 
arise, and I wonder what the section 
actually provides. 

Mr. President, I intend to discuss, per
haps at considerable length, the proposed 
contract between Dixon-Yates and the 
Atomic Energy Commission. So far as 
I know, the material relating to that 
matter is not yet in the RECORD. There
fore, I ask unanimous consent that a 
letter and exhibits submitted by Middle 
South Utilities and the Southern Co. to 
the Atomic Energy Commission, under 
date of April 10, 1954, be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

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

APRIL 10, 1954. 
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 

Washington, D. C. 
(Attention: Gen. K. D. Nichols, Gen

eral Manager.) 
DEAR Sms: In response to the suggestion 

In the President's budget message that the 
power industry might furnish 500,000 to 
600,000 kilowatts to your Commission by the 
fal lof 1957, Middle South Utilities, Inc., and 
the Southern Co. submitted a proposal to 
you under date of February 25, 1954. It was 
our understanding of the budget message 
that this power was desired in order to reduce 
the commitments of Tennessee Valley Au
thority to your Commission for service at 
Paducah, with a resultant reduction in the 
amount of capital expenditures which would 
have to be budgeted for TVA. Our proposal 
was designed to accomplish that purpose. 
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As you know, our February 25 proposal was 

formulated upon short notice and on the 
basis of data which was not as complete as 
is desirable in connection with such a mat
ter. Since February 25, we have acquired 
additional information and have had time 
for further study. As a result, we are pleased 
to be able to make an offer to your Commis
sion on a more favorable basis. Accordingly, 
we hereby withdraw our letter of February 
25, 1954, and submit to you the proposal 
set forth in this letter and the accompanying 
appendix. 

Our proposal provides for rates , exclusive 
of taxes, having a base annual demand 
charge of $14.62Y:! per kilowat t-year, subject 
to variation up or down in case of increase 
or decrease in actual cost of construction as 
compared with the present estimate, with a 
maximum increase of 47Y:! cents per kilo
watt-year. The base-energy charge is 1.863 
mills per kilowatt-hour, which is estimated 
cost, subject to variation up or down in case 
of increase or decrease in fuel cost s and wage 
rates. 

In considering our proposal for purposes of 
comparison, it is important to bear in mind 
that there are two classes of factors to be 
weighed. One class includes those where a 
Government agency enjoys advantages not 
available to private industry and with which 
private industry cannot hope to compete
Government credit, freedom from taxation, 
certain subsidies, etc. The other class of 
factors has to do with performance. As to 
the latter, private industry can perform at 
least as well as Government and is willing to 
face any fair comparison. In the present 
proposal an attempt has been made, insofar 
as possible, to separate these two classes of 
factors so that a fair comparison may be 
made. 

It is, of course, impossible to know now, on 
the basis of presently estimated cost, what 
the actual ultimate cost of a new plant will 
be. The effect of our proposal, however, is 
to provide that if the actual construction 
cost is less than anticipated the Government 
is to participate equally with us in the ben
efits from such reduction. Its effect also is 
to provide that if the construction cost ex
ceeds the estimate, the resulting increased 
costs are to be divided equally between us 
and the Government, except that there is a 
guaranteed maximum above which the Gov
ernment does not bear any such additional 
costs and we bear them all. Thus the Gov
ernment is provided with a ceiling-we with 
an incentive to benefit the Government as 
well as ourselves. 

Under our proposal, a new corporation to 
be formed by us will make the expenditure 
to build the plant, and the taxpayers will 
make only annual payments related to the 
annual cost of supplying the power for the 
25-year period of the contract. Moreover, if 
the Government's need for this power should 
for any reason come to an end, the Govern
ment may terminate its contractual obliga
tion on a reasonable basis and thereby re
lieve the taxpayers of any further payments 
on account of power their Government no 
longer needs or uses. ' 

Every consideration has been given to the 
fact that a 25-year contract with the United 
States Government, acting through your 
Commission, will tend to lower the cost of 
money to the new corporation. Full allow
ance has been made for the lesser risk of a 
Government contract as compared with risks 
in normal situations involving relatively 
short-term contracts with ordinary busi
nesses. As is indicated in the Appendix, we 
have also given full consideration to the fact 
that the power involved will be utilized by 
the Government itself for a purpose related 
in the main to defense. Naturally, under 
such special circumstances, we are able to 
finance with a substantially larger propor
ti?n of long-term debt than would .be per
nutted by regulatory authorities 1n a nor-

mal public-utility situation. Moreover, we 
are willing and able to go further in this 
special defense situation than we otherwise 
would. 

As stated above, our proposal has been 
formulated with the end in view of supplying 
power and energy to your Commission, an 
agency related in the main to n ational de
fense, for use in pursuance of your stat utory 
purposes. At the same time, however, we 
have attempted by our proposal to assist the 
Government in the solution of a broader 
overall problem. TV A testimony before con
gressional committees indicates that the 
power released by your Commission upon 
acceptance of our proposal will be of use 
to TV A in west Tennessee, and particularly 
in the Memphis area. It will, therefore, be 
both practical and economical if deliveries 
by our new generating company are made to 
you or for your account over int erconn ec
tions with TVA in the Memphis area, and if 
TV A, in turn, delivers a like amount of power 
to your Paducah facilities from its Shawnee 
station. To do this the facilities of the new 
company will be located near Memphis. 
This plant site will have the following ad
vantages: (a) It will locate the plant where 
fuel can be readily obtained via the Missis
sippi River or by rail; (b) it will locate the 
plant where interconnections can be readily 
made with major power systems; (c) it will 
make it unnecessary for TV A to build trans
mission lines back from Shawnee to the 
Memphis area, thus avoiding assessment of 
further amounts against taxpayers for this 
purpose; and (d) the additional capacity will 
not be built in the Paducah area which, if 
the AEC demand were canceled, would be 
oversupplied with power. 

Both the Middle South system and the 
Southern Co. system have regularly delivered 
substantial blocks of power to TVA over ex
isting interconnections. If interim power is 
desired, the undersigned are prepared to 
negotiate a separate definitive agreement for 
such purpose. 

We have received assurances from respon
sible financial specialists expressing the be
lief that financing can be arranged on the 
basis which we have used in making this 
proposal and under existing market condi
tions, and our office is conditioned upon the 
arranging of such financing. Our proposal is 
also subject to our securing appropriate 
Treasury Department rulings or agreements 
with respect to the sinking-fund depreciation 
upon which the computations underlying our 
proposal are predicated. 

The attached appendix sets forth an out
line o~ additional matters in our proposal, 
including the more important provisions 
which will be embodied in a contract grow
ing out of it . . We are ready to negotiate a 
definitive contract at your early convenience. 

Very truly yours, 
MIDDLE SOUTH UTILITIES, INC., 

By E. H. DrxoN, President. 
THE SOUTHERN Co., 

By J. M. BARRY, 
Chairman oj the Executive Committee. 

PRICE 

Capacity cha~ge: A base capacity charge 
of $8,775,000 annually, payable one-twelfth 
~onthly for contract capacity of 600,000 
kilowatts, subject to adjustment as follows: 

(a) For cost of seller's initial facilities: 
Plus or minus 50 percent of an amount com
puted at the rate of $58,550 annually for 
each $1 million by which the sum of (i) 
the cost of seller's initial facilities and (ii) 
$1,135,000, the estimated cost of transmission 
additions required 1n the Middle South sys
tem in connection with the proposed trans
actions is greater or less than $107,250,000: 
Provided, however, additions to base capacity 
charge shall not exceed $285,000. 

(b) For no-load fuel: Plus or minus an 
amount computed at the rate of $3,500 per 

month for each 1 cent by which the cost 
of coal delivered (unloaded) at seller's plant 
is greater or less than 19 cents per million 
B. t. u. 

(c) For power factor of less than 93 per- · 
cent: The monthly payment for capacity 
shall be increased in the r atio of the maxi
mum kilovolt -ampere at the primary de
livery points during any 30-consecutive-min
ute interval, to 645,000 kilovolt-ampere. 

Energy charge: 1,863 mills per kilowatt
hour delivered at primary and secondary de
livery points, subject to adjustment as 
follows: 

(a) For cost of coal: Plus or minus an 
amount computed at the rate of one
eleventh mill per kilowatt-hour for each 
1 cent increase or decrease above or below 
19 cents per million B. t. u. in the cost of 
coal (including any taxes and other imposts 
assessed against the coal, its extraction, sale, 
transportation, use, or otherwise) delivered 
(unloaded) at the company's generating sta
tion near West Memphis, Ark. 

(b) For cost of labor and other operating 
and maintenance expenses for each 6-month 
period beginning with January or July: Plus 
or minus an amount computed at the rate 
of one one-hundredth mill per kilowatt
hour for each 4-cent increase or decrease 
above or below $1.97 in the 6-month average 
of hourly earnings of production workers in 
gas and electric utility industries, as com
piled by Bureau of Labor Statistics for the 
preceding 6-month period ending with March 
or September. Such adjustment shall be 
made as though not less than one-twelfth 
of 4 billion kilowatt-hours were delivered 
each month, whether or not actually de
livered. 

Other conditions: ( 1) This offer is sub
ject to approval of regulatory bodies having 
jurisdiction and to force majeure. In the 
event of new laws, orders or regulations or 
changes in existing applicable laws, orders or 
regulations adversely affecting wage rates, 
hours of work or other conditions, or active 
hostilities, any of which shall result in in
creased costs hereunder, the effect of such 
changes shall be incorporated in any con
tract resulting from this offer to the end 
that the rights of the seller shall not be 
impaired by such changes, and the parties 
will enter into appropriate amendments of 
such contract to that end. · 

(2) In consideration of the fact that sell
er's production, delivery, and other initial 
facilities are to be installed primarily for the 
purpose of making deliveries to or for the 
account of the buyer, and that the base 
prices and adjustments for the service to be 
provided hereunder do not include any taxes 
except those referred to below in clause (a), 
it is understood that the buyer will pay such 
additional amounts for .capacity and energy 
as will result, after the payment by seller of 
Federal, State, and local taxes, licenses, fees, 
and other charges in the seller having net 
operating revenue (as such term is defined or 
derived under the presently applicable Fed
eral Power Commission uniform system of 
accounts) in the same amount as seller 
would have had if seller were not liable for 
any taxes, licenses, fees, and other charges; 
Provided, however, That-

(a) inasmuch as the taxes hereinafter re
ferred to are included in other reimbursable 
costs or charges; buyer shall not be required 
to pay to seller any additional amounts on 
account of taxes at current rates in thecate
gory commonly called social-security taxes 
(such as State unemployment, Federal un
employment, Federal old-age benefit, or sim
ilar taxes) currently applicable to payrolls; 
nor shall buyer be required to pay to seller 
any additional amounts on account of sales 
and use taxes on operating supplies, taxes, 
and other imposts assessed against the coal, 
its extraction, sale, transportation, use or 
otherwise, at currently applicable rates, in· 



1954 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 10487 
eluding Federal, State, and local taxes on 
gasoline, tires, oils, stationery, etc.; and 

(b) All the seller's initial facilities are 
to be first devoted to service to buyer, up 
to the contract capacity, but seller may 
make use of initial facilities for purposes 
other than the supply of capacity and energy 
to or for buyer at such times and to such 
extent as such service to buyer does not 
prevent such other use; and to the extent 
that the initial facilities are so used for such 
other purposes and seller derives income 
therefrom and incurs tax liabilities as a 
result thereof, such tax liabilities shall be 
discharged at the sole cost and expense of 
seller. Seller will maintain records of the 
revenue derived from such other use, and 
the incremental cost of generating such 
energy, so that the tax liabilities arising out 
of such other use may be determined and 
excluded from bills payable by buyer. 

( 3) Buyer will take service on not less 
than minimum schedule and shall not be 
entitled to service at any ra~ greater than 
contract capacity. 

( 4) The base capacity charge includes the 
costs associated with initial facilities of ap
proximately 650,000 kilowatts, of which 
capacity in excess of 600,000 kilowatts is 
reserve capacity, and the base capacity charge 
includes the costs associated wlth such ex
cess as compensation to seller for furnish
ing reserve capacity sufficient to provide 
fh·m service with one unit out of service. In 
recognition of the fact that such reserve 
capacity is not adequate to provide the 
equivalent of one generating unit of the size 
likely to be installed, seller will make ar
rangements with others, including the com
panies making this proposal, to furnish, 
without additional charge to buyer, addi
tional supplies of power and energy sufficient, 
with one generating unit out of service to 
deliver 600,000 kilowatts at the primary and 
secondary delivery points. 

(5) This offer is premised on the fact that 
the equivalent of the power and energy in
volved will be utilized by the AEC, an agency 
related in the main to national defense, in 
pursuance of its statutory purposes. In this 
special situation, seller is willing and able 
to go further than it otherwise would or 
could. Accordingly, it is understood that 
TVA will accept such power and energy for 
delivery to buyer by transmission or dis
placement, and that all such power and 
energy is for buyer's utilization, and not for 
resale except as otherwise specifically pro
vided. 

(6) The term of the contract will be 25 
years. 

(7) Termination: 
(a) After commencement of full-scale op

eration, termination will be allowed on 3 
years' notice, during which period assignment 
may be made to another governmental 
agency, at contract rates, including all taxes 
and other adjustments. 

(b) Upon termination seller shall be en
titled to and will absorb capacity at least as 
rapidly as load growth will permit, but in any 
event in the amount of at least 100,000 kilo
watts in each year, absorbing associated pro
portions of costs. Buyer may assign any 
balance to another governmental agency at 
an increased price to be approved by FPC, 
such price to include recognition of any in
creased costs then encountered or foreseen by 
seller. To extent such capacity is not used 
by buyer or assignee, buyer will reimburse 
seller for pro rata proportion of base capacity 
~~:ha~ge, as adjusted, and taxes. 

(c) In event of partial termination above 
formula will be applied on a pro rata basis. 

(d) In event buyer relinquishes right to 
capacity after termination, base capacity 
charge (including adjustments) will be 
thereafter reduced $1,500,000; proportionally 
in case of partial reductions. 

(e) Buyer will repay seller for any fair 
and reasonable cancellation charges payable 
by seller to a. third party and costs, losses, 

and other expenses incurred by seller by 
reason of cancellation. 

(8) Seller will use its best efforts to have 
the first unit of the generating station in 
operation 36 months after the contract is 
entered into, and to have subsequent units 
in operation at reasonable intervals there
after. 

(9) Seller will receive cooperation from 
buyer for any necessary priority assistance. 

(10) Buyer will arrange with TVA for re
ceipt and displacement of power and energy. 

( 11) There will be a pro rata. determina
tion of capacity charge during interim be
tween completion of the first generating unit 
and the final generating unit. 

( 12) Miscellaneous: The contract will also 
contain, among other things, provisions, 
similar in principle to those hereinafter re
ferred to contained in the buyer's power 
agreement with Ohio Valley Electric Corp. 
dated October 15, 1952, relating to transfers 
of energy for use at other Government in
stallations (sec. 2.05, pars. 2, 3, and 4, and 
sec. 7.12), extensions of contract term for 
two additional periods of 5 years each (sec. 
3.09), review of seller's plans and procedures 
(sec. 3.10), purchase of fuel (sec. 7.02), re
view and audit of seller's accounts (sec. 7.04), 
all in such form as may be mutually agreed 
upon. 

DEFINITIONS 

Seller: New company to be formed by 
Middle South Ut ilities, Inc., and the South
ern Co. 

Buyer: Atomic Energy Commission. 
TVA: Tennessee Valley Authority. 
Primary delivery points: New points of 

delivery to be established, by agreement 
among buyer, seller, and TVA, at the middle 
of the Mississippi River between Shelby 
County, Tenn., and Crittenden County, Ark. 

Secondary delivery points: Existing and fu
ture points of connection between systems 
of seller, Arkansas Power and Light Co., Mis
sissippi Powe:.- and Light Co., subsidiaries of 
the Southern Co. and TVA, it being •.mder
stood that the flow of power and energy can
not always be confined to primary delivery 
points. 

Seller's initial facilities: A new steam elec
tric generating station to be constructed oy 
seller, of approximately 650,000 kilowatts 
capacity (approximately 50,000 in excess of 
contract capacity, for reserve), together with 
all other lines, property, equipment and other 
assets and debits of seller, including $2 
million of net current assets as working cap
ital, acquired for the purpose of or incident 
to making or carrying out of this proposal. 
Additional facilities that may be constructed 
subsequ3nt to completion of initial facilities 
shall have no effect on this proposal or any 
resulting agreement. 

Contract capacity: 600,000 kilowatts. 
Minimum schedule: Not less than 35 per

cent of the contract capacity, which is the 
minimum capacity and energy which can be 
economically produced by seller's production 
facilities, not less than which will be sched
uled for delivery at all times except upon 
reasonable notice of reduced requirements, 
and for resumption of minimum or greater 
requirements. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, as a 
member of the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy, I feel an obligation at 
this time to discuss in some detail with 
the Senate a report which has been de
veloping considerable controversy, and 
occasionally a little heat and fury. 

I have attended, insofar as I found it 
possible to do so, the t_earings on the 
proposed new Atomic Energy Act, in
cluding the special investigation of the 
so-called Dixon-Yates contract. which 
the President has directed the Atomic 
Energy Commission and the Tennessee 
Valley Authority to consummate. 

The crucial question for those of us 
not directly involved in the controversy 
because our State might gain some tax 
revenues or because of a local devotion 
to the TVA, is whether the proposed con
tract will constitute a good, businesslike 
arrangement for the United States; 
whether it is a wise arrangement, which 
is opposed by the advocates of public 
power because of enthusiasm for their 
cause; or whether it is an unwise ar
rangement, which is defended by the 
backers of private ownership because of 
an excess of enthusiasm for their views. 

Mr. President, I wish to say that some 
persons have tried to insist that those of 
us-or, at least, some of us-who at least 
in some degree question the desirability 
of the contract, are worried about the 
proposal because we regard it-so they 
state-as an attempt to "fence in" the 
TVA, or as an attempt to place an ob
stacle in the way of expansion of the 
TV A to the north or to the west. 

Let me say that my position regarding 
the contract is not determined in any 
way by considerations of whether the 
TV A would be "fenced in" or whether 
there would be a private monopoly in 
connection with the development of such 
power in the United States. Generally 
speaking, Mr. President, if private cap
ital is available for the development of 
these resources, I should like to see pri
vate capital do the job; and I wish to 
disassociate myself completely from the 
claim that the persons who are interested 
in this matter are interested in it solely 
because of a dedication to the TV A 
principle. 

Economy is the watchword these days. 
The Dixon-Yates proposal is urged be
cause it would relieve us of an early 
advance of $100 million to the TVA to 
build a new steam power plant at Mem
phis. It is opposed on the grounds that 
the annual costs to the Government of 
the Dixon-Yates contract would be either 
$3,685,000 per year or $5,567,000 per year 
more expensive to the Government, over 
a 25-year period, than for TVA to con
struct facilities. Additionally, the TVA 
advocates point out on their side that at 
the end of the period, residual values in 
the plant would belong to the Govern
ment instead of a private utility concern. 

Our distinguished colleagues from the 
Tennessee Valley area have presented 
the TV A side of the case from time to 
time. On July 9 our very able colleague 
from Arkansas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT] de
fended the Dixon-Yates proposal as a 
wise arrangement. In his remarks he 
made this statement: 

I will grant that if the figures which were 
used by some Senators from the TV A area, 
which indicated that there was an over
charge of $57'2 million, that would be a very 
substantial amount, and would be improvi
dent. However, if it is only $282,000, as I 
believe it is, on any fair comparison, then it 
is a justified contract, and the other advan
tages which are involved further justify it. 

I shall assume, for the purposes of this 
discussion, that the Senator from Arkan
sas would also agree that $3,685,000 of 
extra expense annually to the Govern
ment, totaling more than $90 million 
over 25 years, would be a substantial 
amount, and would be improvident. 
While I do not consider $282,000 as an 
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insignificant sum, for my own part I 
would concede that if upon careful anal
ysis this proved to be the real difference, 
then, on a strictly dollars-and-cents 
basis, disregarding the issue about im
pairing the TV A, or the question of the 
value of alternative power sources, the 
sum would be so relatively small that it 
might be outweighed by policy consid· 
erations. 

I have supported the TVA. I have 
voted consistently for the agency and its 
appropriations. But I am not a dyed
in-the-wool advocate, blind to the facts. 
If the Government needs power, and can 
make a better deal with private utilities 
than with the TV A, I shall be for that 
course. 

First, I went back over the record to 
see what the power experts said about 
the cost differential. There have been 
several expert and inexpert analyses at 
one time or another. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. P resident, 
will the Senator yield, or does he prefer 
not to be interrupted? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I will say to my 
able and distinguished fr iend from Ar
kansas that this is one of the tasks which 
I have regretted very much, because I 
find myself in agreement with the Sen
ator from Arkansas so much of the time, 
and I have supported so many of the 
same philosophies which he supports, 
and have such great faith in his in
tegrity and high standing that I dislike 
to reply to a speech which he has made. 
On the other hand, any time I am so 
doing, if he wishes to interrupt, I shall 
appreciate it, and will be glad to yield. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thank the Sen
ator for his kind words and for yielding. 

The first inquiry I wish to make is of 
a general nature, with regard to the dif
ference in cost. Does the Senator see 
any difference between costs made up 
of taxes and interest which accrue to 
TVA only because it is a governmental 
operation and other costs? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I can answer the 
Senator's question. I say that there 
ought to be a distinction drawn between 
differences in cost which represent oper
ating efficiencies and differences in costs 
which represent taxes paid by TVA, or 
not paid by TV A, or taxes paid by the 
Government in behalf of some private 
contractor. Therefore, I should say to 
the able Senator from Arkansas that I 
feel that it is too bad that people have 
been placed in different categories when, 
if they stop and look at the issue care
fully, they may learn that many of the 
things over which they are arguing are 
not real differences, but represent merely 
a difference in application. 

I say to the Senator in all candor that 
whenever the Government makes a con
tract to buy guns, tanks, planes, bunting, 
or anything else, it pays in the estab
lished price, the taxes of the manufac
turing group, with this very important 
exception-and I shall return to it again 
and again. I do not think it is proper for 
us to include Federal income taxes as an 
expense which should be absorbed, be
cause while such taxes may represent a 
proper ch_arge, and while unquestionably 
they enter into consideration in the case 
of any business firm worth its salt when 
it calculates the figure it will bid for 

work, it is a strange provision-! was 
about to say a foreign provision-to put 
into contracts, that the Federal Govern
ment shall agree to make whole a private 
contractor for his property taxes in the 
county where his plant is located and his 
State taxes in the State where it is lo
cated, and will then pay his Federal in
come taxes, without knowing how those 
taxes may be figured, and without know
ing what relationship -~hey bear to the 
cost of the contract. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I leave the Senator 
on that last qualification. They do 
know, I think, what the taxes are, within 
very close limits. Taxes are the only 
things that are certain. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I am not sure that 
taxes are certain. In a period when ex
cess-profits taxes are in effect-and hap
pily we are not now in such a period-! 
hardly think they can be called certain. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. But the Govern
ment. would make the contractor whole 
only to the extent that he pays such 

- taxes. If taxes are reduced, the Govern
ment will not continue to pay $820,000. 

The point I am trying to make is that 
in arriving at a judgment as to the effi
ciency of the operator and the cost to 
the Government, income taxes should 
certainly be considered as a deductible 
item in comparing what the cost to the 
Government is on the one hand, and the 
cost to TV A, which pays no income taxes. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I will say to the 
Senator that I would not consider them. 
I speak only as an average businessman 
might try to speak. I hope I may still 
regard myself as one. I have an interest 
in one business to which I have never de
voted any personal attention. I bought 
into it as an investor. I found during the 
period of the war that that business paid 
some pretty heavy excess-profits taxes, 
because of an unusual circumstance re
lating to the purchase-a change in the 
corporation status which removed the 
tax base which it might have used, and 
placed it on an entirely different basis. 

What is the relationship of that case 
to this? We learn only by experience. 
In this particular instance one of the 
virtues of the excess-profits tax is that 
the Government thereby has a way of 
taking back from a private contractor 
any unusual profit he may make as the 
result of a Government contract. In 
this particular instance, the Dixon-Yates 
people are virtually guaranteed a 9-per
cent return. Suppose there should be 
certain cancellations and that Dixon
Yates could thereafter sell their power 
to another purchaser at a rate much 
higher than the Government expected to 
pay. Let us say that Dixon-Yates might 
make an earning of 16 or 20 percent on 
invested capital. If we should happen 
to enter a period of war again, the ex
cess-profits tax might operate against 
that company, and the Government 
might recover from it at a very high 
rate of tax. But the Government will 
reimburse this Dixon-Yates Co. and let 
it put the money into its surplus ac
count. If that is the way it works, 
I do not exactly think it is a fair ar
rangement. 

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. These are general 
questions. I have some specific data on 
the question of taxes and other matters. 
However, with regard to the question of 
taxes as a general proposition, when the 
Government undertakes a businesslike 
operation such as the TVA, involving the 
production of power, is it not true that 
when the TV A does not pay taxes, that 
means that prjvate interests that oper
ate in the same field have a greater tax 
burden than they otherwise would have? 
In other words, the burden which this 
particular operation would normally 
carry is shifted to the backs of all other 
operators in a similar type of business. 

So in this particular instance, if TV A 
paid taxes on a basis similar to that ap
plying to a private company, this en
tire question would not arise. 

I was coming to this point: Would the 
Senator support a provision in the bill 
to the effect that TV A should pay taxes, 
local and governmental, for the purpose 
of keeping the books straight, just as 
anyone else would pay taxes? 

Mr. ANDERSON. No. We have gone 
over that subject many times. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator would 
not? 

Mr. ANDERSON. No. I do not pro
pose to start rewriting the TV A legis
lation. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I wish the record 
to show that that is a very special con
sideration for a commercial type of 
operation. Does not the Senator agree? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I do not think it is 
special. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is not an exer
cise of sovereignty, such as the mainte
nance of a defense establishment. It is 
a commercial type of operation. 

Mr. ANDERSON. But TVA does pay 
taxes, or the partial equivalent of taxes. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I only asked the 
Senator if he would support an amend
ment which would make TV A pay taxes 
on a comparable basis, and I understood 
the Senator to say that he would not. 

Mr. ANDERSON. As an amendment 
to this bill, I would not. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I ask him whether 
he would support such an amendment to 
any bill. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I would prefer to 
wait until such a bill comes before us. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I ask the Senator 
whether he supports the principle that 
I have stated. 

Mr. ANDERSON. No; I do not sup
port the principle. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Why does not the 
Senator support the principle? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Because I do not 
believe we can begin requiring Govern
ment corporations, of which TV A is one, 
to pay taxes. At one time I had close 
contact with the institution known as 
the Commodity Credit Corporation. 
Almost the first thing I found when I 
became Secretary of Agriculture was 
that I had to sign a receipt for $1,600,
ooo.ooo worth of commodities. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Is that a commer
cial type corporation? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I did not believe 
the Commodity Credit Corporation 
should immediately start hunting down 
$1,600,000,000 worth of commodities, 
subject to a tax in every county and in 
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every State where the commodities were 
located, including the farmers' bins. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Is there any com
mercial corporation comparable to the 
Commodity Credit Corporation? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I do not know. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator 

knows there is not, and he knows that 
the Commodity Credit Corporation is a 
completely unique operation. There is 
no business corporation- in the country 
that does what the Commodity Credit 
Corporation does. I referred to a com
mercial type of operation or corporation. 
In the case we are talking about power 
is produced by a corporation known as 
TV A, which produces power just as 
hundreds of other corporations produce 
power, except that TVA has an exemp
tion from taxes, and has the privilege of 
using public money. It is an entirely 
different situation from the Commodity 
Credit Corporation. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I believe I can cite 
to the Senator a host of Government 
corporations that operate in exactly the 
same way that some business corpora
tions operate. I may refer him to the 
Crop Insurance Corporation. A great 
many insurance companies in the United 
States write crop insurance. However 
they do not cover the field satisfactorily: 
Therefore Congress created the Crop 
Insurance Corporation. I would not be
lieve in applying against the Crop In
surance Corporation the same kind of 
taxes the insurance companies pay. 

Mr. President, I shall not commit my
self on how I would feel about anything 
of that nature until a bill incorporating 
a specific situation comes before Con
gress. There have been times-and fre
quently-when bills have come before 
Congress which would provide for the 
taxing of this type of business. There 
have also been bills before Congress 
which would compel the Government to 
pay to every community a tax repre
senting the amount of property it may 
own within a municipality, such prop
erty as a Federal building or post office, 
or similar property. That matter has 
been considered many times. It is an 
extremely difficult situation. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does the Senator 
recognize any difference between a Gov
ernment corporation which operates on 
a nationwide basis, and a regional cor
poration which has special privileges, but 
operates only within a restricted part 
of the United States? Is there any dif
ference in the Senator's view as to how 
they should be treated? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I doubt if there 
should be a difference, but I would say 
to the Senator that I believe in the 
Dixon-Yates contract, if it is to be made 
there should be a different provisio~ 
with reference to taxes than now ap
pears in the pending proposal of the 
group. I believe a provision should be 
written to take care of most of the taxes 
~he holders of the contract would pay, 
if they were supplying power only to the 
Government, but I would not favor a 
provision requiring the Government to 
reach out and pay their income tax. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. In case of termi
nation or cancellation, the contract does 
not provide that the Government shall 

continue to pay the income tax. That 
is correct, is it not? 

Mr. ANDERSON. That is correct. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Only while it is 

supplying the AEC. The provision cer
tainly does not apply afte:r the contract 
is canceled or after the work has been 
performed. That meets the Senator's 
objection in that respect, does it not? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I do not believe it 
is possible to meet my objection with 
respect to the payment of income taxes. 

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. Mr. President, the able 

junior Senator from Arkansas has raised 
the question of whether TV A, a wholly 
Government-owned corporation, should 
pay taxes to the Government, which 
owns it. As a matter of fact, all the 
income and all the profit and all the net 
earnings of TVA belong to the Govern
ment, which owns TVA. 

In the case of a private corporation, we 
levy a tax, which requires payment into 
the Federal Treasury of a portion of the 
net income. To start taxing a wholly 
Government-owned corporation would 
mean that only a part of the corporation, 
which we as a people wholly own, would 
come back to us. To whom would the 
other part go? I hope the Senator from 
Arkansas will not be ludicrous in his 
argument. 

The operations of the TV A are 
arranged with a goal of a net earning of 
4 percent upon invested capital, to pro
vide a net earning of 4 to 5 percent for 
the Treasury of the United States. 
Obviously, a net earning of 4 percent, 
which is the goal TV A has achieved dur
ing its history, is not so great an earning 
as many private corporations make-and 
in the particular suggested contract to 
which reference has been made, the re
turn to the stockholders would be 9 per
cent-but all the 4 to 5 percent, or if it 
turns out to be 3% percent or 6 percent, 
or whatever it may be, goes into the 
Treasury of the United States and be
longs to the Government of the United 
States, which owns the entire TVA. -

Therefore I believe the Senator's con
tention is about as devoid of merit or 
meaning as any situation I have ever 
heard of. 

The distinguished and able Senator 
from Arkansas, for whom I have a deep 
and lasting affection and respect has for 
the second time made what borders upon 
a slighting reference to the bookkeeping 
methods of TV A. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I intend to deal 
with that subject directly, but I am 
happy to have the Senator deal with it 
now. 

Mr. GORE. I can dispose of it in a 
moment. There is no mystery about the 
TVA bookkeeping. Books are kept ac
cording to Federal law. Under the law 
TVA must keep its books in accordance 
with the uniform system of accounting 
prescribed for public utilities by the Fed
eral Power Commission. 

I may say, for the advice of my able 
friend from Arkansas, that the TVA 
bookkeeping system has been lauded by 
the General Accounting Office, by con
gressional committees which have con
ducted investigations of TV A, and by the 

Hoover Commission. Perhaps the last 
does not appeal too much to the Senator 
from Arkansas, although he _ may be 
leaning in that direction of late. 

I should like to cite one other thing to 
the Senator from New Mexico, and then 
I shall not ask him to yield further. 

In connection with the Federal taxes 
which it is estimated would be paid by 
the private concern, for whose benefit 
this contract would be made I should 
like to state that on page 1026 of the 
hearings there is found an estimate of 
the Federal income tax, added as an 
expense, of $820,000 a year. It will also 
be seen that the amount is subtracted 
as reimbursable by the Federal Govern
ment under the contract. 

Later on in the debate I shall be glad 
to cite decisions of the Comptroller Gen
eral and other agencies of the Govern
ment holding that the Federal income 
tax is not a legally reimbursable item 
of cost. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I thank the able 
Senator from Tennessee. I wish to say 
he has touched on what has been my 
principal concern about the contract. I 
think it is a bad precedent to start reim
~ursing a priva.te company for Federal 
mcome taxes. That has never been done 
and I hope we shall never do it. ' 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Mexico yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. HILL. The Senator has correctly 

stated the fact that TVA makes pay
ments in lieu of taxes. It pays 5 percent 
t>f all the gross revenue which comes in 
from all purchasers of TV A power except 
when the Government of the United 
States is a purchaser. What we are to 
have, then, if this contract is executed 
will not only be the payment of incom~ 
taxes, but also State and county and ad 
valorem taxes, and then, when the power 
is sold under the TVA law, the TVA will 
have to make an additional payment of 
5 percent on the gross amount coming 
in from the sales, because it is not con
templated that the power which may be 
generated under the Dixon-Yates pro
posal will go to the Government. It will 
be sold to the general power consumers, 
and TVA will have to pay an additional 
5 percent of the gross revenue on the 
power sold. So we have not only the 
question so ably raised by the distin
guished Senator from New Mexico, and 
by the distinguished Senator from Ten
nessee, but we have the proposition of 
double taxation. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Mexico permit me 
to make one comment? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Certainly. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Of course, the basic 

difficulty with the argument of the Sen
ator from Tennessee is his identifying 
TV A with the United States, or one 
might say, with God. He makes n~ dis
tinction between TV A as a regional or
ganization and the United States. That 
is a very important distinction, I may 
say. 

With reference to the question of the 
payment of taxes, a similar provision is 
included in the TVA contract at Shaw
nee. There is a provision which I placed 
in the RECORD yesterday with reference 
to the payment of taxes. Under this 
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contract it is said, "Congress makes us 
pay income taxes, so we want you to re
imburse us." I imagine that is the origin 
of the idea. That is TV A's own idea, 
that it is going to be reimbursed. 

The Senator from Tennessee stated 
that I made ludicrous remarks in regard 
to the identity of the TV A in connection 
with the rest of the country, in connec
tion with ownership by the people of the 
United States. 

With reference to the net profit men
tioned by the Senator from Tennessee, 
with the permission of the Senator from 
New Mexico, will the Senator from Ten
nessee tell us whether all the net profit 
of the TV A is turned back each year into 
the Treasury and not retained by the 
TVA? 

Mr. GORE. Mr. P resident, will the 
Senator from New Mexico yield in order 
that I may reply? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. This bookkeeping 

is a great mystery to me. I am not able 
to see it so clearly as does the Senator 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. GORE. I would not say that the 
able Senator from Arkansas is stupid. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator said 
I was ludicrous. Maybe that is a prefera
ble word. 

Mr. GORE. As a ma t ter of fact, I did 
not say the Senator from Arkansas was 
ludicrous. The Senator from Arkansas 
is a very elegant gentleman--

Mr. FULBRIGHT. But he makes a 
ludicrous argument. 

Mr. GORE. Yes; I was going tt> 
say--

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I accept the 
amendment. 

Mr. GORE. Even the greatest of men 
can now and then slip on a banana peel, 
and the Senator from Arkansas certain
ly went head over heels when he stepped 
on this one. · 

All the property, all the net earnings, 
and all the net losses, if there are any, 
of the TV A, belong to the people of the 
United States. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I did not ask the 
Senator that question at all. I asked him 
whether the annual profit of the TV A 
is turned in to the Treasury of the United 
States. I simply asked that narrow 
question. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, with the 
further indulgence of the Senator from 
New Mexico, I shall be very glad to reply. 
The reply will also answer the sugges
tion-not the argument, but the sugges
tion-regarding the TV A contract with 
AEC. Under the law, the TVA is re
quired to amortize each and every one 
of its power projects in 40 years. The 
law requires the TV A to repay actually 
and physically into the United States 
Treasury a sufficient amount each year 
to amortize the investment in power 
projects within 40 years. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
beg the Senator to answer my question. 
I asked him nothing about amortization 
and appropriations. What happens to 
the net profits? 

Mr. GORE. I have answered that 
question. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator is 
evading the question. He has not an
swered it at all. 

Mr. GORE. I beg the able Senator's 
pardon. I am trying to answer his ques
tion. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does the Senator 
know what the bookkeeping does with 
the net profit of the TV A? 

Mr. GORE. Yes, I do know. Is the 
junior Senator from Arkansas interest
ed in having all the information, or does 
he wish a partial answer? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does the Senator 
know what happens to the 'TVA profit 
each year? 

Mr. GORE. Does the junior Senator 
from Arkansas want to know? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I cer tainly do, but 
I should like to know today, if the Sena
tor can tell me. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may yield to 
the Senator from Tennessee in order 
that he may answer the question of the 
Senator from Arkansas. 

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

Mr. GORE. The provision of law re
quiring amortization I supported. I 
thought it would be an answer to the 
critics of the TVA that the appropria
tions for power development were 
handouts of money to be poured down 
a rathole. It has proven a good answer 
thus fa r. That amount is necessarily, 
by law, reimbursed physically and actu
ally to the Treasury of the United States. 
Since the enactment of that law more 
than that amount has actually been 
transmitted in cash to the Treasury of 
the United States each year, without a 
single exception. In addition to that, 
the TV A has had net earnings. The 
Congress upon each occasion, in its ap
propriation bills, has had the disposal 
of the net earnings. Congress has some
times directed the TV A to use the net 
earnings in a specific manner. The ap
propriation bill this year did exactly 
that. All the money has not been actu
ally, physically transmitted to the Treas
ury of the United States. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. How much has the 
TV A retained? 

Mr. GORE. I do not at the moment 
have that figure. I shall be glad to sup
ply it for the RECOR~. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Is it approximate
ly $238 million? 

Mr. GORE. I shall supply the figure 
to the Senator. If I may proceed, now, 
with my answer, all the earnings of TVA 
are within the disposition of the Con
gress each year. The Treasury of the 
United States is a part of the Govern
ment--

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I make no con
tention that any law has been violated 
or that the practice is illegal or bad. i 
am trying to get at the truth of the sit
uation, but it seems impossible to ascer
tain what the bookkeeping provides. It 
seems that $228 million, which repre
sents net earnings, is really left in the 
hands of the TV A-if it is not used in 
the development of local facilities in the 
community-which TVA does have to 
return to the Treasury. Is not that a 
true statement? 

Mr. GORE. I do not believe it is. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. In what regard is 

it in error? 

Mr. GORE. All the net earnings, all 
the proceeds, all the properties are sub
ject to the disposition of the Unit ed 
States Congress. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I did not say they 
were not. 

Mr. GORE. Each year Congress acts 
upon the matter. The TVA has been 
authorized-and not only authorized, 
but directed-to retain certain of it s net 
earnings to be invested in other proper
t ies. These, t oo, I may point out to the 
Senator, are amortized. So I come back 
to my original st atement, that all the 
earnings of the TV A, not simply a part 
of them, as is the case with respect to 
taxes paid by private concerns, are the 
property of the United States Treasury. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT . The question 
whether they are the property of the 
United States Treasury is not a very 
significant one. The significant ques
t ion is, What use is made of them? Are 
they available to the Government ? 
Are they available to reduce t axes? 
Can they be used to produce things 
which the Government needs? Obvi
ously, they are not such funds. 

Mr. ANDERSON. May I say that I 
think they might be regarded as being 
available? It seems to me that if profits 
accrue from the operation of the TVA, 
and Congress, instead of making new 
appropriations for new capit al funds, 
directs that the moneys shall be used 
for expanding powerlines, or doing any
thing of that nature, that is just the 
same kind of utilization as if the money 
had been taken into the Treasury, and 
then a brandnew warrant had been is
sued by the Treasury to pay for the 
lines. 

The able Senator from Arkansas was 
a Member of Congress when I became a 
Member of it in 1941. He and I, and all 
the Members permitted the TVA to do 
exactly that. 

Mr. GORE. And not only permitted, 
but directed. 

Mr. ANDERSON. If that is not mak
ing use of the money, then it is not only 
TVA, but also Congress ought to sing 
that old hymn, "It's Me, It's Me, It's Me, 
0 Lord, Standin' in the Need of Prayer." 

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. HILL. The TV A cannot start one 

single new power facility, it cannot put 
$1 of its income or any other funds into 
any new power facility, except by and 
with the advice and direction of con
gress. 

Mr. ANDERSON. That is exactly 
what precipitated the Dixon-Yates con
tract. If the TV A could take $228 mil
lion, which I believe it must have-and I 
am certain the Senator has the correct 
information on that point-and the var
ious other sums which have been given 
it by Congress, to set itself up as an in
stitution wholly foreign from all the 
other properties of the United States it 
might be able to borrow all the money it 
needed, because it is in the finest shape 
of any utility I know of in the United 
States. But it cannot do that, because it 
is under the control of Congress; and 
every dollar it nets is owned by all the 
people of the United States. It does not 
matter whether the particular dollar is 
carried into the Treasury and deposited 
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there, or whether it s~ays to the credit of 
the United States, in Tennessee, or at 
some other spot. 

I am quite willing to say that the profits 
of the TVA have not been gathered up 
into one wad and shipped back into the 
Treasury. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is the infor
mation I was trying to get-a very sim
ple statement-but it has been very diffi
cult to get it. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I am certain the 
Senator from Arkansas realizes that the 
people who ·live in the TVA area are 
very proud of and happy with the insti
tution which has been developed there, 
and they would hate to see anything hap
pen which would in any way imperil it. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. They certainly 
ought to be proud of it and happy with 
it. 

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator from 
Arkansas has voted for the TV A, I think, 
as many times as I have. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The people in the 
area of the TVA have made a great con
tribution to it, but it seems to me that 
they carry their devotion to it a little 
far when they oppose any project in the 
periphery which may contribute to an 
adjoining State or an adjoining com
munity, or which may in any way in
fringe upon their very special preroga
tives, in this case in the form of much 
lower power rates than are enjoyed by 
anyone else. 

I wonder if the Senator would permit 
me to comment with respect to a quota
tion by him of a statement yesterday. 
It was, to me, a very significant state
ment. The Senator from New Mexico 
quoted the statement with approval. I 
think it is important for the Senator 
from Tennessee to consider it. It was 
quoted by the senior Senator from Ten
nessee [Mr. KEFAUVER] from the hear
ings, but it is a statement which, I as
sume, would be quoted favorably also by 
the junior Senator from Tennessee. It 
appears on page 10376 of the RECORD of 
July 13, and is as follows: 

The day TVA is forced to buy a kilowatt 
of power that it does not own the facili
ties for producing and does not control the 
rate of production, the cost of production, 
TVA, as it has existed, is a dead duck. 

That seems to me to be an illustration 
of the overconcern and overzealousness 
on the part of the TVA people for the 
TVA, because that is obviously an absurd 
statement, is it not? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I am not going to 
pass judgment on what the Senator from 
Tennessee said. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. These are the 
words of a witness who appeared before 
the subcommittee; they are not the 
words of the Senator from Tennessee. 
They are what he quoted as having been 
said at the hearings. Does the Senator 
see the statement? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes; but it is a quo
tation from an entirely different person; 
it is the statement of a witness before 
the subcommittee. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is a statement 
which, I say, is typical of the people of 
Tennessee in their overenthusiasm, when 
they say that the TVA will be a dead 
duck if and when a kilowatt of power 

is brought into the TV A area from the 
outside. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Mexico yield once 
more?-

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. GORE. I desire to call the rec

ord as my witness. In appearing before 
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
I specifically said that, with respect to 
this issue, I wished to appear in the role 
of a Senator of the United States, and 
not to be regarded as a Senator from 
the Tennessee Valley. I think, as I have 
said on the record, that the Tennessee 
Valley Authority is incidental to this 
issue. There are far bigge~ issues, which 
I shall discuss a little later. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, my 
friend, the distinguished junior Senator 
from Texas [Mr. DANIEL] has asked if I 
would request unanimous consent to 
yield to him for 10 minutes. I have 
considerable additional material which 
I desire to present, and which I assume 
will take some time. 

Since the junior Senator from Texas 
has another engagement which he de
sires to keep, I ask unanimous consent 
that I may yield to him for 10 minutes, 
without losing my right to the floor, and 
with the further understanding that the 
remarks which he may make, together 
with any interjections which may occur, 
will be placed at the conclusion of my 
statement. 

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

(Mr. DANIEL addressed the Senate on 
the subject of the bill prohibiting picket
ing of the White House. His remarks 
appear at the conclusion of Mr. ANDER
soN's speech.) 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, the 
President of the United States first pro
posed that the TV A be relieved of a part 
of its contract to supply power at Pa
ducah in his budget message in January, 
advising the Congress that the Atomic 
Energy Commission would explore the 
possibility of releasing the TVA from 
part of that contractual commitment to 
supply 1,200,000 kilowatts at Paducah. 
Accordingly, discussions were held with 
Messrs. Dixon and Yates. A proposal 
was submitted to the AEC by Dixon and 
Yates in February. 

Upon analysis, this proposal involved 
costs so much in excess of AEC costs at 
the TV A Shawnee plant serving Paducah 
that there was apparently mutual agree
ment between the AEC and the sponsors 
of the proposal that a better otier would 
have to be made. 

The analysis of that original offer is 
not available and is not important be
cause that offer is not under considera
tion. 

Subsequently, Dixon-Yates made are
vised and improved offer which I have 
today placed in the REcORD and it was 
submitted to the Bureau of the Budget 
by the AEC with a comparison between 
TVA costs at its Shawnee plant near 
Paducah and the Dixon-Yates revised 
proposal. That analysis indicated that 
the Dixon-Yates costs, compared to the 
TV A Paducah costs, would run $2,923,000 
more each year. The TVA has indicated 
in the hearings that it regards this figure 

as too low. The initial term in TV A's 
Paducah contract ends 8¥2 years from 
July 1, 1957. 

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I have some :figures 

which bear on this particular point, 
which explain, I believe, the figures we 
are discussing. I wonder whether the 
Senator would object to my asking 
unanimous consent to have these figures 
inserted at this point in the RECORD, as 
my views and the views of those on the 
other side of the issue from the Sen
ator from New Mexico. In that way 
anyone who reads the RECORD will have 
available both figures. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that, following 
the remarks of the Senator from Ar-

• kansas at this point, the figures to which 
he has referred be placed in the RECORD. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I believe they give 
an explanation of the difference in the 
estimated cost, and I believe they paint 
the picture very clearly from my point 
of view. Anyone who wishes to do so 
may compare these figures with the 
figures now being cited by the Senator 
from New Mexico. 

Mr. ANDERSON. As we go along, if 
the Senator believes that a table of 
figures he has prepared should be in
serted in the RECORD during the course 
of my remarks, it will be thoroughly 
agreeable to me to have it inserted, be
cause in that way, as a person goes 
through my remarks, he will be warned 
that there is another side to the issue-
and I concede, of course, that there is 
another side-and he can then judge be
tween the two sets of figures as they are 
presented. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The statement I 
have in my hand was prepared today. 
It is the latest information I can obtain, 
and I believe it is an explanation of the 
differences that have appeared between 
the estimated costs by the TVA and the 
charges to the AEC by the Dixon-Yates 
contra-ct, and it also explains that the 
estimated costs are not those which TV A 
would incur if it should build the Fulton 
plant. 

There being no objection, the table and 
explanation were ordered to be printed 
in the REcoRD, as follows: 
RE TVA PURCHASED POWER (FROM PRIVATE 

COMPANIES) IN RELATION TO TV A SALE OF 
POWER TO AEC AT PADUCAH, FISCAL 1953 
During fiscal year 1953 TV A purchased 

and received net interchange power from 
private companies as follows: 

Kilowatt-hours purchased and received: 
2,696,749,000. 

Amount paid: $13 ,680,749. 
Average price: 5.07 mills. 
During fiscal year 1953 TVA sold power to 

AEC at Paducah as follows: 
Kilowatt-hours sold: 976,956,000. 
Amount received: $8,396,058. · 
Average price: 8.59 mills. 
Therefore TVA added 3.52 mills (8.59-

5.07) to price of private power purchased 
and passed on to AEC. This is a 70-percent 
profit margin. (Data from AEC and FPC.) 

ExPLANATION OF DIFFERENCES IN ESTIMATED 
NET Cos T 

On July 13, Senator ANDERSON introduced 
into the RECORD a statement outlining t he 
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proposal received by the AEC from the span- TVA contract for Oak Ridge for at least 
sors of Middle South Utilities, Inc., and the 1,030,000 kilowatts of the total contract de
Southern Co., appearing on pages 10378 and mand at Oak Ridge, would undoubtedly re-
10379 of the RECORD, including a table of com- veal a similar picture. 
parison of annual cost and power supply Either the TV A is charging AEC too much 
from the Dixon-Yates proposal versus cost or their representation on cost of producing 
to the AEC of power from TVA at Paducah power is in error. 
using 600 MW capacity, 5.2 billion kilo- If the TVA representations on cost are cor
watt-hours per year or 98 percent load factor rect, then the AEC is being overcharged. 
and 19 cents per million B. t. u. fuel cost This places TVA in the position, at the ex
which shows a difference of Paducah versus pense of AEC, an arm of the Federal Gov
Dixon-Yates, less Federal taxes of $282,000 ernment, of subsidizing other users of the 
per annum. TVA system at the expense of the taxpayers 

Using the terms of the TV A-AEC Paducah in the balance of the country. 
contract and the same fuel cost of 19 cents 
per million B. t. u ., the $282,000 per annum Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, in 
represents the estimated difference in what that period, the TVA is completely 
TV A would charge AEC for the same amount amortizing certain special costs in the 
of power acquired by AEC in the Memphis construction of Shawnee, such as over
area in comparison to charges proposed by time. When those special costs are out 
Dixon-Yates. of the way, the monthly TVA demand 

On page 10380 Senator ANDERsoN quoted a charge at Paducah will fall about 10 per
statement made by Mr. Nichols, General 
Manager of the Atomic Energy commission, cent resulting in a further decrease in 
before the joint committee, quoting a com- TVA charges to AEC which, averaged 
parison of annual cost to the Federal Gov- ' over 30 years, would amount to another 
ernment for power supply delivered to the saving of $516,000 annually in favor of 
TV A system in the Memphis area, resulting TVA. The TV A engineers felt that there 
in an estimated annual additional cost to the were certain additional standby costs 
Government of $3,685,000 per annum. This likely. The Dixon-Yates proposal pro
is a comparison of estimated cost of TV A 
to produce power versus an estimated cost vides direct standby capacity to pick up 
of AEC to procure power under the Dixon- the load with only one generator out. 
Yates proposal. The TVA estimated cost of If two went out at the same time, then 
producing power does not represent what the TVA people think standby costs 
TVA would charge AEC for the same amount would be greater. All in all, the TVA 
of power. engineers contended that the cost differ-

On page 10381 there is included the report ential between Dixon-Yates and its Fa
originating from the Bureau of the Budget ducah plant is $4,025,000 and that AEC 
which Representative JONAS released. On 
page 10382 is included a table showing total would have to pay that much more every 
estimated additional cost to the Government, year if it canceled a part of its TV A con
including State and local taxes, of $3,685,- tract at Paducah and substitute a con
ooo. This table represents the difference tract with Dixon-Yates for 600,000 kilo
between the estimated cost to TVA of pro- watts of power. However, the $2,923,000 
ducing power, not the selling price, and the difference calculated by AEC and Bureau 
selling price to the AEC of the same amount f t d t · 
of power under the Dixon-Yates proposal. It 0 he Bu get was he only analysis sup-
should be emphasized the estimated cost to plied your committee in regard to the 
TVA of producing power is not the price situation at this point. 
charged AEC. At about this time the AEC made it 

On page 10383 there is inserted a table clear that it would not release TVA 
showing a . comparison of annual cost of from its Paducah contract, and the mat
power supply for the AEC-Paducah project ter of entering into the arrangement 
under the present AEC-TV A contract, as-
suming a fuel cost in 1957 of 15Y:z cents per for replacement power for TV A at Mem
million British thermal units for fuel for phis would have to be decided by a 
power then to be delivered by TVA to the higher authority. Chairman Strauss of 
AEC at Paducah and the estimated cost AEC referred to the necessity for such a 
under the Dixon-Yates proposal for the same decision by higher authority in his letter 
amount of power acquired by the AEC in submitting the second Dixon-Yates pro
the Memphis area at a fuel cost of 19 cents 1 t th B f th d t 
per million British thermal units. This re- posa 0 e ureau o e Bu ge · 
suits in an annual difference of $2,923,000 per The inadequacy of this first compari
year, including State, local, and Federal in- son became apparent when AEC made it 
come taxes in the amount of $2,319,000 and known that it was not going to release 
including the difference in TVA transmission TVA from delivering power under its 
cost to primary point of delivery in the contract at Paducah, as originally pro
amount of $177,000. This comparison does posed by the President. As long as that 
not purport to show what TV A would charge 
AEC for the same amount of power in the was the plan then a comparison show
Memphis area. ing how much it would cost AEC to can-

On page 10385 Senator ANDERSON intro- eel its contract for 600,000 kilowatts of 
duced a table shoWing adjustments TVA TVA power at Paducah, and buy the 
would make to the difference in estimated Dixon-Yates instead, was a valid one .. 
cost to TVA of producing power versus cost But the whole basis of the deal was 
of purchase of power under the Dixon-Yates h d Th c d 'd d 
proposal, indicating that the difference of c ange · e AE · eCI e to buy 
cost under TVA's analysis would be $5,567,000 . power, not for itself but for the TVA, to 
per annum. be fed into the TV A system near Mem-

In the data introduced by Senator ANDER- phis, Tenn., and to maintain its contract 
SON on page 10379, subparagraph h, there is with the TVA at Paducah. 
information to show that based on the data The facts that were needed under this 
TVA presented as their cost to produce new plan was a comparison of how the 
power, including 30-year amortization and United States Government could get 
2Y:z percent interest, the AEC will be over-
charged by TVA, when the full contract de- 600,000 kilowatts of new power at Mem-
mand at Paducah of 1,205,000 kilowatts 1s phis, Tenn., most economically. There 
met, by approximately $6 million per year were two obvious alternatives for the 
and that a similar analysis of the AEc- Government. First, the Dixon-Yates 

proposal, or, second, authorizing the 
TV A to build its projected steam plant 
at Fulton and add to its Johnsville 
capacity. 

This was so obvious that the AEC, the 
Bureau of the Budget, the Federal Power 
Commission, and the TV A all got to
gether and jointly analyzed the Dixon
Yates costs and the TVA costs if it built 
the Fulton plant near Memphis and 
expanded at Johnsville. 

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. In the consideration of 

this contract and in the consideration 
of the issue raised by the amendment 
of the able Senator, the comparison be
tween the Dixon-Yates proposal and the 
TVA proposal at Fulton is the relevant 
comparison. Wholly irrelevant is a com
parison of Dixon-Yates with Shawnee, 
or Shawnee with Memphis, or Memphis 
with Shawnee, or Memphis with Dixon
Yates. The choice which the President 
made was the choice between the Dixon
Yates proposal and the TVA proposal to 
build a steam plant at Fulton. All the 
other irrelevant comparisons come under 
the head of the strategy of confusion. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I may say to the 
Senator that what he has stated is cor
rect as to the fact that this is the only 
comparison, namely, between the Fulton 
steam plant and the West Memphis 
plan~ proposed by Dixon-Yates. I have 
not felt it was proper to use the Paducah 
figures because it is a matter of com
paring two things which should not be 
compared. I believe that the experts of 
the Bureau of the Budget, the AEC, and 
the Federal Power Commission, once 
they met and agreed upon a figure, 
probably had a very good reason for 
taking that figure. 

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

Mr. ANDERSON. These experts of all 
these agencies; when they came to an 
agreement, after very careful study, de
cided that the difference in the costs 
would be $3,685,000 a year, or more than 
$90 million over a 25-year period. 

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is quite under

standable why the Senator does not wish 
to make a comparison with Paducah, 
because TV A does not like to be reminded 
of the Paducah figures, for the very 
reason that I mentioned the other day, 
regarding the overcharges. I should 
like to read from the memorandum I 
placed in the RECORD, in commenting 
upon the Senator's present statement: 

On page 9940 Senator ANDERSON quoted a 
statement made by Mr. Nichols, General 
Manager of the Atomic Energy Commission, 
before the joint committee, quoting a com
parison of annual cost to the Federal Gov
ernment for power supply delivered to the 
TVA system in the Memphis area, resulting 
in an estimated annual additional cost to 
the Government of $3,685,000 per annum. 

This is a comparison of the estimated cost 
of TVA to produce power, not the estimated 
cost to procure power under the Dixon-Yates 
proposal. 
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There is a difference between procure~ 

ment and estimated cost. I wish to em~ 
phasize this : 

The TV A's cost of producing power does 
not represent what TVA would charge AEC 
for the same amount of power. 

Does the Senator agree to that? 
Mr. ANDERSON. No; because it was 

what TV A did offer to make this power 
available. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is not, I am 
quite sure. It is the estimated cost of 
producing, not an offer to sell. Is the 
Senator sure about that? 

Mr. ANDERSON. No; I am never sure 
of anything, but I shall be glad to intro
duce page after page of hearings. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I can assure the 
Senator that it is carried in every in
stance as an estimated cost to TVA of 
producing power. That is one of the big 
differences between the cost of producing 
power and the cost of procurement by 
AEC. That explains much of the dif
ference. 

I come back again to the point I made 
yesterday that the TVA is overcharging 
the AEC by a very large amount. 

I should like to read this comment by 
the AEC: 

In the data introduced by Senator ANDER
soN on page 9939, subparagraph {h), there 
is information to show that baE:ed on the 
data TVA represented as their cost to pro
duce power, including 30-year amortization 
and 2% percent interest, the AEC will be 
overcharged by TVA, when the full contract 
demand at Paducah of 1,205,000 kilowatts 
ls met, by approximately $6 million per year 
and that a similar analysis of the AEC-TV A 
contract for Oak Ridge for at least 1,030,000 
kilowatts of the total contract demand at 
Oak Ridge would undoubtedly reveal a simi
lar picture. 

Either the TVA is charging AEC too much 
or their representation on cost of producing 
power is in error. 

I think the Senator should consider 
that statement very carefully. It is 
made by the AEC. It is at the root of 
much of the whole matter. The AEC 
is looking for a more reasonable source 
of power. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Mexico yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. Mr. President, this is the 

second or third time the distinguished 
junior Senator from Arkansas has re
ferred to what he calls the TVA's over~ 
charge for power to the Atomic Energy 
Commission. I should like to set the 
REcORD straight on that. 

TV A does not overcharge the Atomic 
Energy Commission. The power from 
the Shawnee steam plant to the Atomic 
Energy Commission at Paducah this 
month is costing 3.56 mills. The cost 
for power to Memphis is 3.88 mills. The 
charge for power generated at the Shaw
nee plant and delivered to the Paducah 
atomic-energy plant in May was 3.59 
mills. 

I asked if the AEC was informed. I 
asked if there was a segregation in bill~ 
ing of the power generated by the 
Shawnee plant and the interim power 
which must be bought from other 
sources. I was informed that there was 
and that the figures are plain. 

Up to January of this year the state
ment for normal power, that is, the bill~ 
ing for normal power, from the Shawnee 
plant to the Paducah AEC plant included 
energy produced at Shawnee as well as 
energy procured from other plants and 
purchased from outside sources. That 
is well understood. The TV A was asked 
to supply this interim pov:er. It has 
done so. It has bought much of it from 
private sources at high prices and has 
delivered it to the Atomic Energy Com
mission. However, since Shawnee's 
fourth unit went into line on January of 
this year, all normal power has been 
Shawnee power. Statements since Jan~ 
uary reflect the actual charges for Shaw~ 
nee power. A demand charge and an 
energy charge are added. The total 
charges developed by the number of kilo
watt hours supplied reflect the average 
price per kilowatt hour. The statement 
for the month of May indicates an aver
age charge of 3.59 mills a kilowatt-hour 
for normal power. 

I do not like to keep making irrelevant 
comparisons. The only comparison by 
which the contract should be judged is 
the comparison between the Dixon~ 
Yates proposal and the TVA proposal. 
It was between the two alternatives that 
the President and the Bureau of the 
Budget made this proposal. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does the Senator 
maintain that that is the full price? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
should like to answer that. That is 
something which I regretted in the 
statement made by the Senator from 
Arkansas. He said one was a sales price 
and the other was production cost. I 
refer to page 956 of the hearings, where 
the general manager for AEC testified, 
the Mr. Nichols whose statement the 
Senator from Arkansas just read. Mr. 
Nichols said the figures represented a 
breakdown of differences in cost. He 
does not say it is the selling price; it is 
the cost the people will have to pay. 
If that is not true, then Mr. Nichols mis
led the committee. He said: 

Analysis of the proposal from the stand
point of cost to the Government, including 
State or local taxes but excluding Federal 
income taxes, as compared with the estimate 
for constructing a plant near Memphis by 
TVA, shows an annual cost to the Govern
ment of $20,539,000 for the private com
panies as compared with $16,884,000 esti
mated for the TV A plant. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Mexico yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. The reason I 

started in the very beginning to make 
the point is that in my view there is 
some slight difference between the Gov~ 
ernment of the United States, the TVA, 
and the AEC. They are subsidiaries, 
limited agencies of the Government. 
Mr. Nichols was talking about the cost 
to the Government. It does not mean 
the sale price from the TV A to the AEC, 
which is the proper basis for compari
son, because the Dixon-Yates price is 
the sale price to the AEC. Does not the 
Senator understand that? 

Mr. ANDERSON. If it does not mean 
that, then Mr. Nichols misrepresented 
the situation. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. No. He said it 
was the cost to the Government. It may 
mean the bare cost of TVA's production 
of power. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Does the Senator 
from Arkansas forget who owns TVA? 
The Government owns TV A. When he 
is talking about TV A, he is talking about 
the Government. Does he say, for ex
ample, that the Senate of the United 
States belongs to the Senate, and does 
not belong to the United States? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If the Senator will 
yield, does he maintain that the cost of 
production of power which is sold to 
AEC at Paducah is the same as the con
tract price? 

Mr. ANDERSON. No; I do not. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Of course not. 

They are two different things. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Certainly. But in 

this particular instance, they got to
gether three organizations, the Bureau 
of the Budget, the AEC, and the Federal 
Power Commission, all interested, and 
they also brought in TVA. Their ex
perts sat down and made an anlaysis 
which is represented to us by the gen
eral manager of the AEC as a basis of 
cost on both proposals. He says the 
basis of the cost on one would be $20 
million, and on the other, $16 million. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a moment? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am a citizen of 

the United States. I live in Arkansas. 
There is some slight difference to me, 
as a taxpayer, as to which of the bases 
is used. Under the Senator's statement, 
it makes no difference whatsoever to the 
Federal Government if the AEC is over
charged a hundred times, because it is 
all the Government. But what hap
pens? In the final windup of that kind 
of business, accepting the Senator's 
theory, there would be siphoned out of 
the Treasury unlimited funds through 
overcharges to the AEC. It is, indeed, 
very mysterious to me. It is equity, I 
suppose, or a charge to the net profit 
account. There is a great difference as 
to whether the books are kept on a 
straight basis, or whether there is an 
equitable charge to the AEC. This is 
obviously a device, which becomes 
clearer to me every day, by which the 
TV A has siphoned out of the AEC, large 
sums for the use of the TV A. There is a 
great difference whether it is done that 
way, or whether it is appropriated di
rectly by Congress. It has in no sense 
filled out the difference between the con~ 
struction costs and the sale price. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I wonder whether 
the Bureau of the Budget, the AEC, the 
TV A, and all the rest of these people are 
misleading Congress, because when they 
came before the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy, so far as they knew, they 
were testifying for the benefit of the 
Congress of the United States, and the1 
testified to the same thing every time. 
I shall read from the record of the hear
ings, page after page, if the Senator will 
allow me to do so, which shows that testi· 
mony over and over and over again. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a brief question? 
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Mr. ANDERSON. Yes, but I would 

remind the Senator that I have been 
speaking since half past 2, and I have 
only reached page 4, out of 27 pages. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I merely wish to 
refer to the figures of the Budget Bu
reau and the Atomic Energy Commis
sion and to the figures used by the dis
tinguished Senator from Arkansas the 
other day. Is it not true that there is 
a variance of only perhaps $2 million 
between what the Bureau of the Budget 
and the Atomic Energy Commission used 
as a figure and the figure cited by the 
Senator from Arkansas? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I agreed with the 
Senator from Arkansas earlier that if 
we would all try to read from the same 
book, we would come up with figures 
much closer together. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I think it is only 

fair to say that if we take the figure 
used by the Senator from Arkansas and 
add $1,500,000 for taxes, anc! add to that 
several hundred thousand for the differ
ence in cost of money, since the Govern
ment can borrow the money at 2% per
cent, and this proposal makes it 33/.l per
cent-if all those items are added to the 
$228,000 the result is close to $3 million. 
So actually there is not much difference. 

I have not quarreled with that, be
cause as I said earlier before the able 
Senator from Alabama entered the 
Chamber, if it came to a matter of $200,-
000, I would not be alarmed, because 
we want private enterprise to have an 
opportunity. Nevertheless, I said that 
the $3,656,000 figure was given to us, so 
we should pay some attention to it. The 
TV A agreed to that figure, so far as it 
went, but argued that there would be 
some additional expenses to the Govern
ment, which would run the total up to 
$5,576,000 a year. 

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I have some fig

ures relative to what the junior Senator 
from Tennessee said a moment ago, 
which were prepared only yesterday. 
They are with reference to TVA-pur
chased power, from private companies, 
in relation to the TV A sale of power to 
the AEC at Paducah. The origin of these 
figures is the AEC and the FPC. They 
indicate the relationship between cost 
and sale price. 

During the fiscal year 1953, the TV A 
purchased and received net interchange 
power from private companies, as fol
lows: 

Kilowatt-hours purchased and re
ceived, 2,696,749,000. 

The amount paid was $13,680,749, or 
an average price of 5.07 mills. 

This is significant. That is what they 
paid for the so-called high-priced pow
er. It was high-priced power. During 
fiscal year 1953, the TV A sold power to 
the AEC at Paducah, as follows : 

Kilowatt-hours sold, 976,956,000. 
The amount received was $8,396,058, 

or an average price of 8.59 mills. 
Therefore, the TVA added 3.52 mills-

the difference between 8.59 mills and 
5.07 mills-to the price of private power 
purchased and passed on to the AEC. 

This is a 70 percent profit margin, which 
is no small profit. 

That is what I mean. If there is any
thing at all to the averages-and I think 
there is-unless the TVA siphoned off 
only the high priced power to the AEC, 
which apparently was done, I do not see 
how there is any equity, if any attempt is 
being made to deal fairly between the 
two agencies. But these are the sta
tistics furnished by the Federaf Power 
Commission. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I thank the Sena
tor from Arkansas. 

The TVA contention that this is a 
$5,567,000 business should not be dis
missed lightly. There is merit in some 
of its additional cost figures that even 
I can understand. If the Dixon-Yates 
deal goes through, TVA will have to ad
just some of its facilities at Shawnee. 
Amortizaton of those costs was esti
mated at $200,000 a year. TVA con
tinued to contend that standby allow
ances for Dixon-Yates were not ade
quate to cover a 2-generator outage, 
which might occur. The TVA con
tended that its offpeak t ransmission 
costs would be increased $186,000 per 
year by the arrangement to get power 
from Dixon-Yates in Arkansas. 

I shall not consider the TV A claim of 
$5.5 million annual differential here be
cause there is complete agreement 
among the AEC, Budget Bureau, Federal 
Power Commission and the TV A experts 
that it will cost the Government at least 
$3,685,000 ·more per year to get the 
power from Dixon-Yates than to have 
TVA build the Fulton and Johnsville 
facilities. 

Let me quote the record on this. 
These agencies sent expert witnesses be
fore the Joint Committee on Atomic En
ergy during our hearings. In part II of 
the published hearings, page 957, Gen
eral Manager Nichols' testimony appears 
as follows: 

Analysis of the (Dixon-Yates) proposal 
from the standpoint of cost to the Govern
ment, !~eluding State and local taxes but 
excluding Federal income taxes. as compared 
with the estimates for constructing a plant 
near Memphis by TV A, shows an annual 
cost to the Government of $20,569,000 for the 
private companies as compared with $16,
~84,000 estimated for. the TV A plant. 

The difference in those two items is 
$3,685,000. 

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I wish to empha

size again that the Senator is suggesting 
that the Government is not saying there 
is not that difference between the cost to 
the AEC of the power purchased from 
a private company or purchased from 
the TV A. The Senator is emphasizing 
the cost to the Government, and is ig.;. 
noring any part which the TV A may play. 

Mr. ANDERSON. In the whole dis
cussion with the TV A concerning the 
Dixon-Yates contract, it was assumed 
that there would be regulation by the 
utility groups; that costs would be fig
ured into the calculations; and there was 
not an element of profit when they ana
lyzed the basic cost under the contract. 
What they were going to charge the 
Government later might have been an-

other story. They did not base the con
tract on that. 

The President of the United States 
decided he would not make money avail
able by appropriations for a steam plant . 
at Fulton, but before he made that de
cision, he asked the experts in the Gov
ernment to calculate what the cost 
might be. They calculated the cost, and 
included certain items which the Senator 
from Arkansas and I say might be du- · 
plicated in both proposals. 

It was, therefore, decided that it would 
be wise to make use of the private facili
ties. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does the Senator 
consider that it is a matter of no signifi
cance to overcharge the AEC for the 
power? 

Mr. ANDERSON. No. 
Mr. HILL. Mr. President, the Sen

ator from Arkansas does not have the 
:floor. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator from 
New Mexico had yielded to me, and I 
was asking him a question. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I said it was a mat
ter of significance. If there were to be 
profits from the operation, and if there 
were to be new dams and new facilities 
constructed, without congressional ap
proval, that would be one thing. But 
actually it is merely a bookkeeping 
charge, because Congress has control of 
every dollar which comes into the TV A, 
and Congress can decide how much shall 
be used for plant imp:.-ovement, and what 
amount shall go into the Treasury. 

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

Mr. ANDERSON. Does the Senator 
from Connecticut desire to comment on 
that point? 

Mr. BUSH. Does the Senator from 
New Mexico think that Congress would 
approve of the TV A overcharging AEC, 
as the figures of the Senator from Ar
kansas show completely the TV A has 
done? 

Mr. ANDERSON. t think I had better: 
ask the Senator from Connecticut if he 
voted for the independent offices appro
priation bill this year . . If he did, he au
thorized these things. 

Mr. BUSH. The Senator from Con
necticut did not authorize them. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Neither did I; and 
Jintil this debate came up, I did not know 
they hac: been authorized. 

Mr. ANDERSON. As I said a moment 
ago, if we do not approve such actions, 
we must reflect that it was not TV A, but 
the Members of Congress, who passed ori 
them every time an appropriation bill 
came up. 

Mr. BUSH. Does the Senator believe 
that the Atomic Energy Commission it
self realized, up until recently, that they 
.bad been overcharged? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I was going to pre
sent my facts in a more orderly fashion, 
but I shall now turn to page 1036 of the 
hearings, and I shall show the Commis~ 
sion has not been overcharged. If it has 
been overcharged, then someone else is 
doing an awful job. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
SPnator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I should like first 
to complete my reply to the Senator from 
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Connecticut. I turn to page 1035 of the 
hearings. General Nichols was testify-
ing before the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy. He is the general man-_ 
ager of the Atomic Energy Commission. 
I refer to page 1035 only to identify who
is giving the testimony. I now turn to 
the top of page 1036, and get down to the 
charges they are discussing. They are 
discussing the cost of power coming from 
the Paducah plant and what Electric 
Energy, Inc., was charging. There was 
a time when the charge of the TV A was 
somewhat higher than the EEI charge. 
General Nichols stated: 

Again in fairness to TVA we have the latest_ 
compilation for January 1, 1954, to March 
31, 1954, in other words, the first 3 months 
of 1954, from TVA we bought 1,447,184,000 
kilowatt-hours at a cost of $7,028,310 or an 
average cost of 4.86--

Now, this is not production cost; this 
is sales cost--
and EEI, 1,151,881,000 kilowatt-hours at a 
cost of $5,892,770, or for the first time the 
price goes slightly higher than TVA, 5.08 mills 
per kilowatt-hour. 

I only submit that if TV A is overcharg
ing at 4.826 mills, then the private indus
try which is sharing the very contract 
with it is also overcharging at 5.08 mills. 

Mr. BUSH. Certainly, that conclusion 
sounds very reasonable . 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is not the 
question at all. That refers to the EEI. 
That has nothing to do with the problem 
the Senator is talking about. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I think it does have 
something to do with the problem I am 
talking about. The Senator from Ar
kansas has stated that the Atomic Ene:rgy 
Commission was overcharged. The testi
mony which was read had to do with 
the cost of power at the Paducah plant. 
These are the very costs we are talking 
about. 

I should like to say to the Senator from 
Connecticut that the difficulty with this
Eituation is that there was a time when 
TV A costs were higher. TV A has its own 
explanation for that. I do not know 
whether its explanation is true or false. 
I have read it. It sounds all right to me. 
It may be that the able Senator from 
Connecticut, who has had far greater 
financial experience than I have had, 
could have !coked at those figures and 
they may not·have seemed right to him. 

However, I think that question is not 
one for debate at this time, because, in 
reality, I think 1t is a moot question, as to 
a board or -group trying to decide that 
the plant should not be built where TV A 
wanted to build it, and should not be a 
steam plant at Fulton. rt decided an-. 
other contract with. Dixon-Yates should 
be entered into. Therefore, I have not 
concerne_d myself with whether the 
figures used indicated an overcharge or 
not, because currently the costs are 
down. _ · 

General Nichols, in the same testi
mony, only a very few minutes later said:. 

When .everything is running, according to 
our contracts-

Contracts, now; not estimates-
the price will favor TVA by a margin here
of about 10 percent. 

C-660 

It it is 10 percent cheaper to buy the 
power from TV A, it is not an overcharge, 
under the circumstances. 

Mr. HILL. We are talking about 
power now, are we not, where TVA 
bought power--

Mr. ANDERSON. I want to dissoci
ate myself from that statement. 

Mr. HILL. We were talking about 
that. 

Mr. ANDERSON. We were talking 
about that. If the Senator wants to dis
cuss it, it is all right with me, but I 
say what we did do at the time, as I 
understand, was to ask both EEI and 
TVA to expand their power rapidly. 
EEl was a private organization which 
had already had much of its generation 
capacity expanded, not all of which was 
used to the fullest degree. It also had 
used all the capacity as rapidly as possi
ble. It did a good job of supplying the 
Atomic Energy Commission. There is no 
question or argument about that. 
· TV A was also asked to expand, and it 
had no way of expanding, because it is 
not a private enterprise and did not have 
more generating capacity than it needed. 
Therefore, it went into the highways 
and byways and bought power, some
times at high prices, sometimes at fair 
prices; but whatever the Atomic Energy 
Commission said it required from TV A,. 
TVA went out and got. Perhaps it was· 
not as careful as to price as we might 
desire. If, as the Senator argued, the 
Commission bought that power at 5 mills 
and sold it at 8 mills, then I think it 
gouged the Atomic Energy Commission, 
and I think such action was indefensible. 
But I shall not pass final judgment on 
it. I should like to have the Atomic 
Energy Commission officials explain why
they did it if they did it. They may de
velop that it was not done at all. I be
lieve they have as much right to a trial 
by jury as anyone else. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 
- Mr. ANDERSON. I yield to the Sen

ator from Alabama. 
Mr. Hn..L. Is not this the explana

tion, that TV A not only bought the power 
from private companies for AEC, and in 
very many instances had to pay prices 
which no doubt averaged up to 5.08 mills, 
but, in addition to that, it bought a larg
er amount of power for itself and other 
installations, and it was not under the 
same pressure and did not have to pay 
the same price for the power? There
fore, over all, not only as to the power 
for AEC, but for itself and other users 
and distributors, the overall price aver
aged 5.08 mills. But the 5.08 mills fig
lire cannot be considered alone, since it 
includes power used entirely and sep
arate and distinct from that used by the 
AEC. That cannot be used as a measure 
of what AEC was to pay for its power.· 
· Mr. ANDERSON. Precisely. That is 
what I have tried to say. This matter 
was checked by the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy and by the Atomic Energy 
Commission. The Atomic Energy Com
mission is satisfied. · It is headed by a 
very able person who is experienced in· 
financing. I believe Admiral Strauss has 
had . as fine a financial background as 
anyone ever connected with the AEC.· 
He is a shrewd and capable financier. I 

think that if he had thought he was 
being overcharged he would have done 
something about it. 

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield to the Sen
ator from Alabama. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I should like to call 
attention to a statement by General 
Nichols, of the Atomic Energy Commis
sion, which appears on page 1038, which 
I think bears out what my colleague, the 
senior Senator from Alabama, has said. 
If my colleagues will turn to about the 
middle of the page, they will see that 
General Nichols testified that of the 
power TV A supplies the Atomic Energy 
Commission, it supplied 2,654,000,000 
kilowatt-hours of normal power, and of 
supplemental or secondary power only 
334 million; whereas EEI supplied firm 
or permanent power, as Mr. Nichols calls 
it, to the extent of 1,289,000,000 kilo
watt-hours, and of interim power almost 
the same amount, or a little more, 1,-
513,000,000 kilowatts. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. A little more? It 
is about five times as much. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. In other words, 
whereas the TV A was supplying 88 per
cent of firm power and only 12 percent 
of secondary power, the EEI was sup
plying 48 percent of firm power and 52 
percent of secondary power. Of course, 
there is a tremendous difference in the 
cost of that power. I think that is a 
weakness of the tables which have been 
presented for the REcoRD by the able 
Senator from Arkansas. He has tried to 
compare things which are not com
parable. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Mexico yield to 
me at this point, so that I may address 
a question to the Senator from Arkan-
sas? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Let me add only the 
statement that, so far as I am con
cerned, it seemed to me that it was 
the responsibility of the Atomic Energy 
Commission to satisfy itself that it had 
been fairly handled; and the testi
mony before the committee, by the rep
resentatives of the Atomic Energy Com
mission, was that they thought it had 
been fairly handled. That testimony 
satisfied me. 

If they had testified to the contrary, 
I would have wished to make a study of 
the matter. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Did they claim 
that the Atomic Energy Commission had 
been overcharged? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Not so far as I am 
aware. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, if 
the Senator from New Mexico will yield 
to me at this time, let me say that my 
question is as follows: Is it not correct 
that the Atomic Energy Commission 
would be a preference customer in the 
fullest sense of the word; and is there 
any Government agency that would be a 
preference customer in a sense higher 
than the Atomic Energy Commission? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
think it should be pointed out to· the 
majority leader that, insofar as the pref
erence clause was concerned, the TV A 
was supplying · the AEC with all the 
power the AEC had. The preference 
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clause applies only to sales of its own 
power. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. My point is that 
if the TVA is going outside its own area 
and is supplying some of its power out
side the TV A area, so that it is not in a 
position to deliver power to a preference 
customer, then it seems to me there 
arises quite a legal question as to whether 
the shortage is self-imposed by the TV A's 
going beyond the confines of its area, and 
then finding itself in short supply, and 
therefore having to go outside its area 
to buy power in order to make up the 
shortage, so that it will be able to carry 
out its commitment to the highest pos
sible preference customer it could have. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I would agree with 
the majority leader about that; but I do 
not recall that there was any testimony 
that that was the situation. 

The difficulty is that if we are to 
examine the operations of the TVA and 
the AEC over a period of many years, 
we shall have to obtain more informa
tion than that contained in the hear
ings. I have gone over the hearings 
rather carefully, and I do not believe 
they contain anything on that point. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Mexico yield to 
me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
ScHOEPPEL in the chair) . Does the Sen
ator from New Mexico yield to the Sen
ator from Arkansas? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think it is clear 

that the TVA can charge the AEC what
ever the TV A chooses to charge. I think 
that is apparent to the Senator from 
New Mexico and also to the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN]. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Oh, Mr. President, 
we must be fair to the TV A in connection 
with this matter. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. However, if the 
Senator says, "Oh, they bought this 
under stress," then it is apparent that 
the TV A charged the AEC the most that 
it was within the power of the TVA to 
charge; and, in reply, all that can be said 
is, "But the Government came out the 
same, in any case, because it got the 70 
percent that was added and charged to 
the AEC. 

Mr. ANDERSON. But in the hear
ing there is no testimony that the TV A 
charged more, either on the basis of an 
added 70 percent or any other percent
age. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. But I have just 
set forth the facts. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
am sorry to .disagree with the Senator 
from Arkansas, for I do not think he 
has set forth the facts. What actually 
occurred is stated over and over again 
in the hearings. The TV A had a cer
tain bloc of power that was available. 
The TVA did not have enough power 
to take care of the new installation at 
Paducah. Mr. Murray, one of the Com
missioners, went there. His testimony 
is to be found on page after page of the 
hearings. He testified that he went 
there, and arranged a "marriage," as he 
explained the matter. He wished to as
certain whether private power could 
carry the whole load. He found that 

private power at Paducah could not do 
so; that it was not in a position to do 
so, and that it would be too hazardous 
for private power to attempt to do so. 
He found that the TVA could carry half 
of the load, and then he arranged to give 
the other half of the load to a group of 
private companies that were well man
aged and were in a position to deliver 
to the Atomic Energy Commission a 
good quality of service. He arranged to 
have the TVA deliver all the power it 
could deliver to the AEC. But that 
amount was not sufficient. Then they 
said, ''Go out and buy the rest of it 
where you can." 

Certainly the AEC should be charged 
the cost of buying the extra power. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Plus 70 percent, 
does the Senator from New Mexico 
think? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
say that the Senator from Arkansas can
not now or cannot tomorrow or cannot 
next week or next month provide any 
evidence whatever to show that TV A 
bought the power and then added 70 
percent to the cost of it, before selling 
the power to the Atomic Energy Com
mission. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think the figures 
indicate something very similar to what 
I have stated. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I say as respectfully 
as I can to the Senator from Arkansas 
that I do not believe that is the case, 
because I think the figure of 8 mills, that 
he has used-and certainly I am subject 
to correction if I am in error-represents 
the price at which TV A purchased the 
power and the price at which TV A billed 
the power to the Atomic Energy Com
mission. 

I have agreed with the Senator from 
Arkansas that if the TVA bought the 
power at 5 mills and sold it to the Atomic 
Energy Commission at 8 mills, the TVA 
should be censured by the Congress for 
having done something absolutely wrong. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
appreciate that statement. 

Mr. President, the Senator from New 
Mexico paid his compliments to Mr. 
Strauss, the Chairman of the Commis
sion, as a man of astute intellect, with a 
keen understanding of financial matters. 
Let me say that I hold in my hand a 
memorandum addressed to Mr. Strauss. 
He personally gave it to me. It is signed 
by Mr. K. D. Nichols, to whom the Sena
tor from New Mexico has referred on 
numerous occasions. 

Mr. ANDERSON. However, even 
though Mr. Strauss is a financial genius, 
the fact that Mr. Nichols sent a memo
randum to Mr. Strauss does not make 
Mr. Nichols one. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. But the Senator 
from New Mexico has been quoting Mr. 
Nichols' testimony. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes, and I was sur
prised by the testimony the Senator 
from Arkansas has quoted; namely, that 
Mr. Nichols said the TV A is overcharging 
them. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, this 
memorandum is rather lengthy. There
fore, I now ask unanimous consent that 
it be printed at this point in the RECORD._ 
for reference purposes. 

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

Note to Mr. Strauss: 
JUNE 11, 1954. 

In the matter of rates charged the AEC 
by the TVA for power, the following compari
son with rates charged during the same pe
riod by EEl for power delivered to the 
Paducah plant is pertinent: 

Kilowatt· Costs hours 

J an. 1, 1951-Dec. 
Sl, 1969 

TVA: 
NormaL _______ 2, 653, 349, 972 $16, 907, 540. 74 
SupplementaL 334, 053, 688 -a, 370, 045. 04 

TotaL ______ 2, 987,403,660 20,277,585.78 

EEI: 
Permanent_ ___ 1,289, 097,810 4, 153, 650. 59 Interim _______ _ 1, 513, 528, 311 11,848,120.05 

TotaL ______ 2, 802, 626, 121 16,001,770. 64 

J uly 1-Dec. 31, 
1963 

TVA: 
ormaL ___ __ __ 1, 709, 062, 951 8, 642, 400. 56 

SupplementaL 282, 800, 138 3, 011, 270. 19 

Total _______ _ 
1, 991, 863, osg j n, 653, 670. 75 

EEI: 
Permanent ____ 1, 247, 011, 470 3, 941. 354. 02 Interim ________ 814,843,158 6, 319, 398. 46 

TotaL _____ _ 2, 061, 854, 628 10, 260, 752. 48 

Jan. 1,-Mar. 
~1 . 1954 

TVA: 
NormaL _______ 1, 053, 464, ()()() 3, 916,543 
Supplemental. 393, 720, ()()() 3,111, 767 

TotaL _____ _ 1, 447, 184, ()()() 7, 028,310 

EEI: 
Permanent ___ _ 6R3, 394, ()()() 2, 230, 15!) Interim _______ _ 475, 487. ()()() 3, 662,618 

TotaL _____ _ 1, 158, 881, ()()() 5, 892,777 

.Aver-
age cost 
(mills 
per 

kilo-
watt-
ho~r) 

6. 3721 
10.0883 

6. 7897 

3. 2221 
7.828 

5. 709 

5. 0568 
10.6481 

5. 8515 

3.1 606 
554 7. 7 

4. 9797 

3. 7 
7. 

4. 

3. 2 
7. 7 

6 
0 

. 5. 08 

It was not until February or" this year that 
the average cost of power furnished by TVA 
became less than that furnished by EEI. 
During all the above periods to the cost to 
AEC of EEI permanent power was less than 
TV A normal power. 

In negotiations with TV A that resulted in 
our present contract for normal or per
manent power at Paducah, we understand 
that TVA included in the fixed-charge por
tion of the rate a charge that would amor
tize the original investment for the new 
facilities required in 28 years at 4 percent 
interest. To accomplish this, the charge 
must be equal to 6 percent of the original 
investment per year. 

In recent joint discussions between the 
FPC, TV A, and the AEC to develop a com
parison of cost to the Government between 
the Dixon-Yates proposal and TV A for 600,000 
kilowatts of power, we had access for the 
first time to operating . and construction 
cost data on which TVA based their position 
on actual cost to the Government. 

Using this data and their present quoted 
cost of $145 per kilowatt of capability for the 
Shawnee plant; providing in the capital costs 
of $95,040,000 for a plant of 660,000 kilowatts 
of ~apability for the delivery of 600,000 kilo
watts of power; $13 million for transmission, 
making a _ total capital cost of $108,040,000, 
and using 35-year depreciation for the use
ful life of the plant and 15¥2 cents per mil
lion B. t. u.'s for fuel costs; we have esti
mated the cost to TVA for delivery of 600,000 
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kilowatts of power to the Paducah plant from 
the Shawnee plant at 98 percent load factor. 

It should be noted the TV A Act requires 
that new congressional appropriations for 
power facilities to be repaid over a period not 
to exceed 40 years after the year in which 
such facilities go into operation. No inter
est payment is required. 

On the basis TV A should furnish power 
to the AEC at cost, and based on informa
tion from TVA that coal cost of 15% cents 
per million B. t. u.'s will be reflected in the 
rate under our present contract at Paducah 
on July 1, 1956, AEC would be charged for 
600,000 kilowatts under the present con
tract over and above estimated cost to TV A 
as follows: 

Mills 
Annual per 
cost to kilo-
TVA. watt-

hour 

Amortization, 35 years ____________ $3,086,000 0. 59 
Operation and maintenance, gen-

eral and administrative, trans-
mission, replacements, etc _______ 2,195,000 .42 

Fuel, at 9,947 B. t. u.'s per kilo-
watt-hour and 15~ cents per million B. t. u.'s ________________ 8, 037,000 1. 55 

TotaL_--------------------- 13,318, ()()() 2.56 
TV A-AEC Paducah contract_ ____ 18,036, ()()() 3.47 

Difference ___________________ 4, 718,000 .91 

We feel that TV A should pay interest on 
its investment equal to the cost to the Gov
ernment long-term borrowings during the 
period of construction of the new facilities. 
On the basis this rate would be not less than 
2¥2 percent, then the estimated cost to TVA 
for 600,000 kilowatts of power furnished at 
Paducah after July 1, 1956, and the difference 
between the contract rate would be as fol
lows: 

Mills 
Annual per 
cost to kilo-
TVA watt-

hour 

Amortization, 35 years, interest at 
2~~ percent 1 __ ----- ------------- $4,666,000 0. 90 

Operation and maintenance, 
general andadminsitrative, trans-
mission, replacements, etc___ ____ 2, 195, 000 • 42 

Fuel, at 15~2 cents per million 
B. t. u.'s------------------------ 8, 097,000 1. 55 

14, 898, 000 2. 8i 
Paducah contract_________________ 18,036,000 3. 47 

Difference___________________ 3, 138, 000 • 60 

1 Computed as follows: 0.432X$108,000,000=$4,666,000; 
amortization, $3,086,000; interest, $1,580,0<J?. 

By July 1, 1956, TV A will be furnishing un
der the contract 1,205,000 kilowatts of normal 
power. Thus on that date charges to AEC 
over estimated cost to TV A will be approxi
mately double the $3,138,000 or $6 million. 
Since the original contract was on a com
modity basis and TV A was taking a risk on 
capital costs, the rate then established had 
justification on the part of TVA. However, 
now that the capital costs are known and 
operating experience is being obtained, a con
tinuation of the present contract rate does 
not seem justifiable on the basis TV A should 
sell power to the· AEC at cost. 

To continue t e present Paducah contract 
rate could place TVA in a position, · at the 
expense of the AEC, of subsidizing other 
users in the TV A system. 

Many factors other than a policy oi" sales 
of power to defense agencies at cost to TV A 
may be involved that should be explored with 
the Bureau of the Budget and possibly TV A 
before these figures could be considered as a 
basis for contract renegotiation with TV A. 

K. D. NICHOLS. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
wish to read one paragraph which sums 
up the matter: 

By July 1, 1956, TV A will be furnishing 
under the contract 1,205,000 kilowatts of nor
mal power. 

That will be after they have built all 
their plants. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Under which con
tract is that? Is it under the Paducah 
contract? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes; the Paducah 
contract. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I read further 

from the memorandum: 
Thus, on that date charges to AEC over 

estimated cost to TVA will be approximately 
double the $3,138,000, or $6 million. Since 
the original contract was on a commodity 
basis and TVA was taking a risk on capital 
costs, the rate then established had justifi
cation on the part of TV A. 

This refers to the interim period to 
which the Senator from New Mexico has 
referred. 

I read further from the memorandum: 
However, now that the capital costs are 

known and operating experience is being ob
tained, a continuation of the present con
tract rate does not seem justifiable on the 
basis TV A should sell power to the AEC at 
cost. 

To continue the present Paducah contract 
rate could place TVA in a position, at the 
expense of the AEC, of subsidizing other 
users in the TV A system. 

That is the very crux of the matter. 
I read further: 
Many factors other than a policy of sales 

of power to defense agencies at cost to TVA 
may be involved that should be explored 
with the Bureau of the Budget and possibly 
TV A before these figures could be considered 
as a basis for contract renegotiation with 
TVA. 

That is the first statement. 
I also hold in my hand--
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 

should like to have the Senator from 
Arkansas pause at that point. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Let me inquire 
what is wrong with what I have just read. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I wish to answer 
that part of the memorandum. In it, 
Mr. Nichols says, in effect, "If the pres
ent rate is continued-if the present rate 
is continued-if the present rate is con
tinued." But the AEC has power to re
negotiate the rate. 

If the AEC is to be robbed of $3 million, 
and Mr. Strauss is a great financial 
genius, I think he would be smart enough 
to renegotiate. If he does not do it, the 
AEC is in very poor hands. That is all 
I say. We cannot base an overcharge 
on the fact that the person who ought 
to ask for renegotiation sleeps on his 
rights. I do not believe the AEC is going 
to sleep on its rights. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator is 
not saying that they have not been over
charged, but that if they are, they ought 
to renegotiate. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I would not make 
the positive statement that the TV A had 
not -overcharged the AEC, but I do not 
recall in the testimony-and there are 
two volumes of it-any place where the 

AEC stated that it was being over
charged. If the Senator can find such 
testimony tonight and mark it and read 
it to me, I shall be very happy to have 
the information. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Let me read from 
the memorandum which I received not 
more than 2 hours ago. It was prepared 
by the AEC. It is three pages in length. 
I have already asked that it be printed in 
the RECORD. The last two paragraphs 
are: 

Either the TVA is charging AEC too much 
or their representation on cost of producing 
power is in error. 

If the TV A representations on cost are cor
rect, then the AEC is being overcharged. 

There are no "ifs" about it. 
Mr. ANDERSON. By whom is the 

memorandum signed? 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Let me finish. 
This places TV A in the position, at the 

expense of .AE'C, an arm of the Federal Gov
ernment, of subsidizing other users of the 
TVA system at the expense of the taxpayers 
in the balance of the country. 

That memorandum came from the 
AEC. It was handed to me only an hour 
ago by Mr. Trapnell. It reaffirms what 
the other memorandum says. 

Mr. ANDERSON. By whom is it 
signed? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. Trapnell 
handed me this memorandum only an 
hour ago. It was prepared by the AEC. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I can only say that, 
having had a hearing on this subject, 
and having run into difficulty, and hav
ing decided to revise their testimony, 
the AEC ought to do it where they can 
be cross-examined and questioned as to 
how they reached these figures. If all 
five members of the Atomic Energy Com
mission including the Chairman, could 
testify before the committee and not re
veal that information, when they knew 
all the time that it was here and we did 
not have it, there ought to be a house
cleaning in ·the Commission. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think the Senator 
is taking an incorrect ·attitude. What 
they are doing is clarifying the testi
mony which members of the TV A have 
succeeded in confusing, with regard to 
the difference between cost of produc
tion and sale price. The situation has 
been "fuzzed up" so that no one can 
know what it is. This memorandum is 
an effort to clarify the figures. The fig
ures contained in this memorandum are 
identical with the ones which were placed 
in the RECORD only yesterday by the Sen
ator in his long address. He said the 
memorandum had disappeared. Never
theless, he placed it in the RECORD. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I said it had dis
appeared. I wish to explain that state
ment. I tried to get from the Bureau of 
the Budget a copy of the message which 
had been sent out early in July for the 
benefit of speakers on the Hill who 
wanted to defend the Dixon-Yates pro
posal. I could not find a copy of it. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The statement was 
so popular that all the copies were ex
hausted. 

Mr. ANDERSON. It was not quite that 
popular. 
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I reasoned that the Joint Committee on 

Atomic Energy staffed by careful, con
scientious persons, probably preserved a 
copy. I found a copy, had it photostated, 
and inserted it in the RECORD. I returned 
the original to the files of the joint com
mittee, where I am confident it now re
poses. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. There is no dif
ference between the basic figures and 
those contained in this memorandum. 
The only thing the memorandum does is 
to clarify and give the significance of the 
figures. 

- Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? I do not wish to im
pose upon him. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
have been on my feet for about 4 hours. 
I have completed 5 of 27 pages of my 
prepared statement, and I am not try
ing to conduct a filibuster. I yield to the 
Senator from Alabama. · 

Mr. HILL. Is it true that the state
ment in the President's budget message 
which came to the Congress in January 
was to the effect that AEC might can
cel a part of its contract with TVA, and 
release to the TVA some 600,000 kilo
watts of power now committed by TV A to 
AEC, but that, in fact, AEC has been so 
pleased with the contract and the prices 
it has been paying for the power that it 
took an entirely different turn and went 
off with the Dixon-Yates proposal? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I think that is true. 
Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I regret 

to ask the Senator to yield, but I think 
a brief statement would clarify the dif
ficulty in the· mind of the Senator from 
Arkansas. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. There is no diffi
culty in my mind. The Senator misin
terprets the situation. 

Mr. ANDERSON. It is I that the 
Senator from Tennessee wishes to help. 

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield to the Sen
a tor from Tennessee. 

Mr. GORE. I would not ask the junior 
Senator from Arkansas to reveal his 
strategy, but unless there is confusion 
in his mind, then there is purpose. The 
purpose seems to be-if there is no con
fusion in his mind-to try the TV A upon 
spurious charges. 

I can understand why it would be more 
convenient and comfortable to try the 
TV A than to examine, in the public 
light, the proposed contract. 

However, what I rose to point out is 
that the junior Senator from Arkansas 
has used two average figures. He has 
used the average cost of outside power 
to the TV A for its entire system, com
pared with an average cost of that por
tion of the outside power went to the 
Paducah plant. 

The junior Senator from Arkansas 
and the junior Senator from Tennessee 
share at least one thing in common. 
Neither of us is an expert on power rates. 
However, I know that there is one sig
nificant fact which the junior Senator 
from Arkansas seems not to have taken 
into consideration. 

The average load and demand 
throughout the TV A system is far differ
ent from the demand of the Paducah 

plant of the Atomic Energy Commission. 
Let me point out, for example, that in 
Alabama there is the Reynolds Metals 
Co. It puts on a shift of workers at 8 
o'clock at night, and they go off at 4 
o'clock in the morning. The TVA buys 
power, sometimes from an outside 
source, to supply that particular demand 
at those particular hours. That is what 
is called in the trade off-peak power. 
It comes cheap. 

At Paducah, Ky., there is a plant 
which must operate 24 hours a day. It 
requested the TV A to purchase, from 
whatever source it could, power to keep 
that vital national defense plant in op
eration 24 hours a day. Some of those 
hours were at peak periods. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Were none of them 
off-peak? 

Mr. GORE. That power had to be 
bought at very high prices. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I take it none of 
those hours were off-peak. They were 
all at the top price? 

Mr. GORE. I should like to inform 
the Senator that some of the peak power 
which the TVA bought at the request of 
the Atomic Energy Commission cost as 
high as 18 mills, at the peak hours. The 
Senator from Arkansas confuses aver
ages. In one case there is a 24-hour 
load, and some of the power must be 
bought at very high prices. 

The junior Senator from New Mexico 
said that he would not make the positive 
statement that TV A had not overcharged 
the AEC. Perhaps the junior Senator 
from Tennessee has given more study to 
this problem than has the junior Sena
tor from New Mexico. 

For 10 years I piloted every TVA ap
propriation bill through the House of 
Representatives. I conducted the hear
ings. I have made it my business to 
study each appropriation request and to 
know infinitely every problem. I say 
categorically that the TVA has not over
charged the AEC, and I shall supply fur
ther records in that connection on my 
own time. 

Mr. ANDERSON. If I remember cor
rectly, I said to the Senator from Ten
nessee that it was not my function to 
serve as judge and jury in this case, un
til we had the evidence before us. How
ever I did not see anywhere in the record 
a statement to that effect, although I 
did see the sort of record the Senator 
from Alabama read a few minutes ago, 
dealing with what General Nichols said 
about supplementary and normal power, 
namely, that TVA has supplied normal 
power in the amount of 2,654,000 kilo
watts, and supplemental power in the 
amount of 334 million kilowatts. 

It might be said that because that was 
true, the normal power was cheap. 
However, in the testimony at page 1038 
the representative of the TV A stated: 

Would you go on and explain, or perhaps 
you don't know, that TV A normal power was 
power largely not generated by the Shawnee 
plant? 

Mr. NICHOLS. That is right. It is still TVA 
power. 

The representative of the TVA said: 
It is not TVA power in the sense that 

TVA did not generate it. We bought it 
where we could find it and delivered it to 
you. 

That is why I said a moment ago that 
they went forth and bought the power 
wherever they could find it, because they 
were under a mandate from the AEC to 
get this amount of power. They 
brought it in, and they should be com
mended for it. 

Let me deal with this $3,600,000 again. 
At page 978 of the printed hearings 
the AEC General Manager, replying to a 
question by Congressman HoLIFIELD, 
said: 

· I think $3,600,000 is a fair expression. 
There is no attempt to conceal that. 

Again on page 985 of the printed hear
ings, General Nichols gives $90,700,000 
as the 25-year additional cost of the 
Dixon-Yates proposal. 

Mr. Francis Adams, Chief, Power Divi
sion, Federal Power Commission, was 
called as a witness. He testified that he 
participated with AEC and others in 
analysis of the comparative costs. His 
direct statement appears at page 1078 of 
the printed record. There he says: 

The additional cost of the Dixon-Yates 
proposal over the estimated cost of the TV A 
power is $3,685,000. 

Witnesses called from the Tennessee 
Valley Authority, under examination of 
the committee, agreed to the $3,685,000 
figure but insisted other items would run 
the total higher. R. A. Kampmeier, as
sistant manager of power for TV A, puts 
it this way at Page 1118 of the printed 
hearings: 

I don't think the $5 .5 million figure should 
be considered as even approaching an upper 
limit. I do think that the $3,685,000 is a 
lower limit. 

The weight of all the experts is behind 
the $3,685,000 figure. There is agree
ment at that point. Not one of them 
presented any analysis indicating that 
the additional cost to the Government 
would be $282,000. 

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not want to 

bother the Senator from New Mexico any 
more. However, I might say that if he 
is going to ignore the difference between 
the estimated cost of producing power 
and what the AEC will be charged, there 
is really no argument on that particular 
point, but I hope the Senator will admit 
that that figure is based on the estimated 
cost of producing power, as contrasted 
with the cost of procuring it from the 
power company. Is that correct? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I have said all I 
can say about it. l ::)ay that is not cor
rect, because every person who partic
ipated in the analysis said this was the 
analysis that was made by the Bureau of 
the Budget, the Atomic Energy Commis
sion, the Tennessee Valley Authority, and 
the Federal Power Commission as to the 
relative costs. ·r do not believe that 
cost means a deliv~red price. Therefore 
I am only dealing with the relative cost. 
If that is incorrect, then the whole basis 
of my argument is incorrect. 

Mr: FULBRIGHT. Then there is no 
point to trying to develop it. If we can
not agree on a simple statement, then 
we cannot agree on anything, and there 
is no point in seeking even to make a 
record that is understandable either to 
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the Senate or to the public. That par
ticular fact seems to me to be so clearly 
obvious that there is hardly any point in 
continuing the discussion, inasmuch as 
there is no question about the fact that 
at no place does anyone say that 'I'V A 
offers to sell to AEC power at that price. 
There is not one scintilla of evidence to 
that effect. We are merely butting our 
heads on differences, and we do not clar
ify anything. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, in 
last Sunday's newspaper there appeared 
a statement by the Bureau of the Budget 
about the Dixon-Yates decision at the 
White House. Attached to that state
ment was a "detailed analysis of the Mid
dle South-Southern proposal." In that 
statement the Bureau of the Budget 
states that there is a difference in cost of 
$3,685,000, due to State and local taxes, 
difference in cost of money, extra fuel 
transportation costs, difference in oper
ating costs, and a $607,000 TVA trans
mission cost resulting from the location 
of the Dixon-Yates plant. .I ask unani
mous consent to have the comparison 
which appears at page 3 of the statement 
printed in the RECORD at this point. I 
believe it will be useful. 

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

A comparison of annual cost to the Federal 
Government for power supply delivered to 
the TV A sy:::;tem in the Memphis area for the 
account of AEC is attached (attachment 1). 

Analysis of the Middle South-Southern 
proposal from the standpoint of its net cost 
to the Government, including State and lo
cal taxes, as compared with the estimate for 
constructing a TV A plant near Memphis, 
shows an annual cost to the Government of 
$20,569,000 for the private companies' pro
posal, as compared with $16,884,000 estimated 
for the TVA plant. The difference of $3,685,-
000 is due ta the following items: 

Amount Percent 
of total 

If the TV A builds a plant at Fulton, 
there will be no local tax cost to the Gov
ernment. The TV A makes payments in 
lieu of taxes to Tennessee State and local 
governments on facilities serving the 
civilian system, but not on facilities serv
ing direct Government demand. 

The problem here is not whether the 
additional cost exists but whether we are 
going to make a businesslike decision, 
and save this $1.5 million for the Gov
ernment, or go into this Dixon-Yates 
contract for the purpose of creating a 
way to give Arkansas a $1.5 million 
windfall. 

I do not think that the fact that Dixon
Yates will collect $1.5 million annually 
out of the United States Treasury, 
through AEC, and turn it over to the 
State of Arkansas, is a valid argument 
when we are being urged to economize 
and be businesslike-for us to approve 
this Dixon-Yates cont ract. If we want 
to give Arkansas $1.5 million a year, we 
can do it far cheaper. Under this 
scheme it will cost the Treasury $3.6 mil
lion a year to transfer $1.5 million to Ar
kansas. It could be done by check for 
a few cents overhead. 

The weight of all the testimony of the 
experts, and a look at the difference in 
cost, are convincing that it will take 
$3,685,000 of the Treasury's hard dol
lars every year to pay the additional costs 
inherent in the Dixon-Yates proposal. 
Over 25 years, it will cost an extra $90 
million of Government funds to avoid 
building the Fulton steam plant and ex
panding Johnsville at this time. 

The Senator from Arkansas invited us 
to show any error in his computation. 
At page 10145 of the RECORD for July 9, 
column 2, he put in a table which is la
beled a comparison of annual cost of 
power supply from Dixon-Yates pro
posal against cost to AEC of power from 
TVA at Paducah, using 600,000 kilowatt 
capacity, 5.2 billion kilowatt-hours per 
year or 98 percent load factor, and 19 
cents per million B. t. u.'s fuel cost. 

state and local taxes ____ ___ _______ $1,499, ooo 41 This looked to me like a familiar table, 
Difference in cost of money------ -- 1, 059, 000 29 and indeed it is. 
~1Ve~:~~! ~a~~~!re;~o~~~::~~=== ~rf: ggg ~ This is the table that the AEC and 

Budget Bureau first compiled when the 
T~~~t~~;n_~-i~-~-e--~-~~~~~- 3, 078, 000 84 second Dixon-Yates proposal was trans-

TV A transmission costs___________ 607, ooo 16 mitted from the AEC to budget. The one 
, _ ___ ,___ change is that fuel costs at the TV A's 

Total additional costs_______ 3• 685• 000 100 plant at Paducah have been raised to 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, the 
AEC and Federal .Power Commission wit
nesses carefully put into the hearing rec
ord the reason for the higher Dixon
Yates cost. Mr. Adams testified that 
State and local taxes in Arkansas on 
Dixon-Yates would account for $1,499,-
000 of the additional cost, extra cost of 
money would be $1,059,000 per year of 
the addit ional cost, and that extra fuel 
costs to Dixon-Yates would be $309,000. 

The Tennessee Valley Authority has 
excellent coal contracts and has been 
able to achieve considerable savings on 
fuel. 

The matter of taxes, which the experts 
say accounts for $1.5 million of the addi
tional annual costs of $3,685,000 is en
tirely Arkansas State and local taxes, the 
sum that the State of the Senator from 
Arkansas will get from this plant. 

19 cents per million B. t. u.'s arbitrarily, 
and that just cannot be done and come 
out with a comparison with any value 
whatever. Nineteen cents is not the 
TV A's fuel cost at Padacuh. Testimony 
at the hearing shows that the cost cur
rently is 16.8 cents and that under their 
coal contracts it will be 15.5 cents in 
1957. General Manager Nichols testified 
that this is the TVA coal cost at page 
1065 of the joint committee printed 
hearings. 

If th~s technique of using an arbitrary 
cost figure were valid and meritorious, it 
would be a great godsend to Secretary 
of Agriculture Benson and the dairy 
people. 

They could assume that the price of 
coffee is 50 cents per cup and demon
strate beyond all question of a doubt that 
people ought to drink milk costing 10 
cents a glass. 

They could assume that oleo cost $1 per 
pound and thereby make butter at 60 
cents a great bargain. 

Unfortunately for this sort of calcula
tions, coffee does not cost 50 cents per 
cup, oleo does not cost $1 a pound and 
coal does not cost the TV A 19 cents per 
million B. t. u. at Paducah. 

By substituting the completely inaccu
rate 19 cents coal cost-a cost that is 11 
percent more than what TV A is actually 
paying now and 123 percent of what it 
will pay over the long stretch of the con
tract-the table of the Senator from 
Arkansas boosts the TV A energy charge 
at Fulton around $1,800,000 per year. 
In the original AEC-Budget Bureau 
table, figured at reality, the TV A energy 
cost is shown as $9,828,000 per year. In 
the table the Senator from Arkansas 
used, based on an assumption of 19-cent 
coal, this annual energy charge shoots 
up to $11,648,000. 

The key to the whole analysis, on 
which I fear the Senator has been mis
led, is the substitution of the mythical 
coal cost to TV A for TV A's actual coal 
costs. 

There is a second basic wrong about 
the Senator's table which I have pre
viously mentioned. A comparison of the 
AEC's coots for power from TVA at Pa
ducah with the Dixon-Yates proposal is 
no longer applicable since the basis of 
the deal was changed. AEC is not buy
ing power to replace power it gets from 
TV A at Paducah. It is buying power for 
TVA at Memphis, and the decision must 
be based on alternative costs there-al
ternative costs on which the experts are 
in agreement. 

The original AEC-Budget Bureau 
table on Paducah versus Dixon-Yates 
costs, using the correct fuel-cost figures, 
will be found at page 1064 of part II of 
the joint committee's printed hearings. 
It was put in the record by the AEC. 

I am sure that the Senator has been 
given inaccurate information on the sit
uation. There are other bits of infor
mation contained in his address which I 
feel are faulty. 

The Senator from Arkansas was wrong 
in indicating that the cost of construc
tion and operation of steam plants are 
fairly well standardized. His comment 
to this effect is at page 10152 of the 
RECORD for July 9 in the first column. 
Four units of TV A's Shawnee plant 
near Paducah have cost $145 per kilo
watt to build while coll.itruction costs 
of Electric Energy, Inc., across the river 
have run $190 per kilowatt or more. The 
TV A's coal costs at Paducah are a little 
under 17.5 cents per million British 
thermal units at Paducah and will go to 
15.5 cents under TV A's existing con
tracts. It is understood that the EEl 
coal costs are running 19 cents or a 
little more. 

I think the Senator unfairly reflected 
on the TV A bookkeeping system when, 
at page 10144, in the third column, he 
said, "I do not know-no one knows
how an activity as large as TVA keeps its 
books." 

I hope the Senator from Tennessee, 
who is worried about that, will listen 
to these comments. 
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The TV A keeps accounts in accordance 

with the uniform system of accounts pre
scribed by the Federal Power Commis
sion for all major utilities. The Division 
of Audits of the General Accounting 
Office makes a commercial-type audit of 
the TVA accounts every year. T. Cole
man Andrews, an able public servant 
when director of the Corporation Audit 
Division of the GAO, testified befcre a 
Committee of Congress: 

TVA has probably the finest accounting 
system in the entire Government and un
doubtedly one of the best accounting sys
tems in the entire world. It is an excellent 
system. There is no privat e enterprise in 
this country that has any better. 

A statement like that from T. Cole
man Andrews, who has been placed by 
this administration in a position of great 
responsibility, which he fills with credit 
to himself and credit to the country, is 
interesting to have. The comment was 
made before he was considered as a can
didate for a special public office. For 
him to say that TV A has one of the best 
accounting systems in the entire world 
takes in a reasonable amount of terri
tory, and I think it should be satis
factory. 

The Senator from Arkansas has raised 
two other points that may confuse some 
people not expert on power mat ters 
which need a little study. 

First, he alleges that TV A has been 
charging the AEC more for interim 
power at Paducah than Electric Energy, 
Inc. 

This matter was raised by Admiral 
Strauss, chairman of AEC, at the joint 
committee hearings. There is a detailed 
explanation at pages 1069, 1070, 1071, 
and 1072 in part II of the printed testi
mony. 

Briefly, the facts are that AEC needed 
power before the big generating plants 
at Paducah could be put in operation. 
It asked TVA and EEl to buy up and 
gather together whatever power anyone 
could spare in the area and get it to the 
Paducah facility, to be used until the 
plants came on the line. 

Both concerns did buy up power for 
AEC. The Commission got its facilities 
operating faster than anticipated and 
needed more power. It asked EEl and 
TVA to find it. EEl was unable to re~ 
spond. TV A said that it would try to 
scrape up more, but that it would be 
high cost. AEC said to go ahead, and 
TVA did. 

It seems to me that this current criti
cism of TVA because as of now this in
terim power which it gathered together 
as a special service should be pointed to 
as evidence. 

The current criticism of TVA for in
terim energy costs is the most unfair 
reward for service in my recollection. 
It is entitled to appreciation and not 
criticism for what it has done. It is en
titled to recognition of the fact, also, that 
it is to some extent standing behind or 
firming up these odd lots of power ob
tained both by it and the EEl so that 
there will be a sufficiently steady flow 
to the AEC plant to make it possible to 
operate. 

The allegation that TVA interim power 
costs are running somewhat higher than 

EEI is, beside being completely unfair, 
also wholly beside the point in any de
bate over costs of 600,000 kilowatts of 
new power at or near Memphis, Tenn. 

The Senator from Arkansas likewise 
has taken the TVA's charges to the city 
of Memphis for wholesa le pow~r and at
tempted to compare it to TV A's Shawnee 
costs to prove that TV A is overcharging 
the Government. 

He finds that Memphis actually paid 
3.88 mills per kilowatt-hour for TVA 
power but that if the Paducah rates were 
applied-$1.10 per month demand charge 
and a 2-mill energy charge-the rate 
would have been 4.25 mills. The infer
ence is that TVA is trying to rob Uncle 
Sam. 

TVA made a long-term contract with 
Memphis in 1938 while its system was 
virtually all hydroelectric power. It 
was a nondiscriminatory rate, compa
rable to the rates TVA charges other 
communities throughout the valley. 
Memphis is anci will be a TV A customer 
for many years. There is no apparent 
intention on the part of TVA or Mem
phis to have anything but a permanent 
relationship. 

In 1952, they amended their contract 
to provide that if Memphis starts serv
ing a customer with a high load factor, 
TV A will get a higher rate for the power 
than originally provided. 

TVA has made term contracts with 
AEC to build steam plants at charges 
which will cover the costs of supplying 
that particular power and amortize costs 
incident to meeting the AEC needs. 

The neglected fact that the TVA rate 
at the Shawnee plant in the first 8%
year period includes special amortiza
tion of such things as overtime paid out 
to get the job done speedily, and that 
the energy charge will go down about 
10 percent after this is paid off, is illus
trative of the special nature of the job 
and therefore the rate. 

The Memphis rate has been based on 
system costs. The AEC rate is based 
on the costs inherent in its requirements. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Mexico yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. I think if a comparison 

must be made as between the rates at 
Paducah, then a large industrial con
cern with a high load factor is the best 
comparison that can be made. No com
parison of dissimilar power customers is 
good, but if one must be made, then this 
is perhaps the most apt and the most 
relevant. I do not know whether the 
Senator has the figure of the charge 
made to an industrial customer with a 
high load factor in Memphis under the 
contract revision in 1952. If he does not, 
I should like to point out that the stip
ulation is considerably higher than the 
rate at which power generated at the 
Shawnee plant is now going to Paducah. 
I shall not burden the Senator with fig
ures, but later on I shall point out that 
particular comparison. 

Mr. ANDERSON. The sort of thing 
the Senator is talking about is shown by 
comparing the 2 cents per kilowatt-hour 
charged residential customers with 1 
cent charged commercial customers .or 
an industry. Such a comparison would 
show that the residential customers are 

being robbed, because, on the average, 
they have to pay twice as much per 
kilowatt-hour as big users. 

Let me explain why high load factor 
power is more costly than somewhat 
lower load factor power. 

If a utility has a customer who has a 
100-percent power load, and charges $1 
per month per kilowatt demand charge, 
then all he can collect in demand charge 
is that $1. 

But if a utility has several customers 
who do not always use their peak de
mand, and their peaks vary, the utility 
can take advantage of this diversity and 
collect more totally for demand charge 
than the capacity of its facilities. 

In the TV A area, the peak load at 
Memphis is in the summer when air 
conditioners are running. The city of 
Memphis pays demand charge for 
enough power to meet this summer peak. 
Over on the east side of the TV A area, 
in Knoxville and Chattanooga, the an
nual peak comes in the winter when 
heating units are in use. The Knoxville 
and Chattanooga systems pay demand 
charge to meet those winter peaks. 

Actually, the TV A does not have to 
have capacity to meet both peaks at once. 

Like every other utility, public or pri
vate, it is able to take advantage of di
versity of peaks and earn more in de
mand charges · than is actually repre
sented by its capacity. 

But when the load factor is 98 per
·cent, as the AEC requires, then this op
portunity to earn part of the revenues 
through diversity is not present. 

Consequently, there is a sound expla
nation of the TVA's Memphis rate and 
the REA rate in Arkansas, which to some 
may appeal' unreasonable. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Mexico yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Is it true that the 

around-the-clock customer is charged 
the same as the offpeak customer, and 
is necessarily charged as much? • 

Mr. ANDERSON. Some users do not 
produce as much revenue to the com
pany as they would if they were able to 
use a part of the load during the day
time and another part during the peak 
time. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The offpeak works 
only one way? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Not entirely. 
One of the most interesting parts of 

the address made by the Senator from 
Arkansas, occurred during a colloquy be
tween the Senator from Alabama EMr. 
SPARKMAN] and the Senator from Ar
kansas. 

The Sena;tor from Alabama had just 
said, at page 10151 of the RECORD: 

I should like to ask the -able Senator from 
Arkansas, who has been an advocate of legis
lation against monopolistic practices, is it 
not rather unusual that the President of the 
United States should direct the Atomic En
ergy Commission, an independent agency 
charged with a high responsibility, as pointed 
out by the Senator from Mississippi, to enter 
into a contract for which specifications had 
never been drawn, to make that contract 
with 81 corporation which had never been 
organized, and is not yet in existence, and to 
buy that power from a plant which has not 
yet been built? 
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The Senator from Arkansas then came 

in, saying: 
I should like the Senator to yield for a 

moment beCause, very clearly, the Senator is 
misstat ing the facts. In the first place, the 
President did not order any such thing. The 
proposal really came through the Bureau of 
the Budget. There were inquiries made and 
discussions had with the electric-power in
dustry regarding the possibilities of such a 
contract. However, the Senator from Ala
bama is creating a false impression. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield so that I may place in 
the RECORD a statement in connection 
with that point? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes, I shall be 
happy to yield to have the insertion 
made in the RECORD. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have a state
ment printed at this point in the REcoRD. 

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

INDEPENDENCE 
The complaint has been made that, since 

the AEC is an independent agency, it was 
somehow improper for the Bureau of the 
Budget to direct it to enter into this con
tract. 

Actually, of course, the instructions to the 
Atomic Energy Commission were given to 
it by the Bureau of the Budget. Why? Be
cause what is involved here is a budgetary 
problem. It is a problem which involves 
two independent agencies-the AEC and the 
TVA. Who, if not the President, should reg
ulate or control negotiations, conflicts, or 
differences of opinion between two inde
pendent agencies? 

Who, if not the Bureau of the Budget, 
should make the determination on the part 
of the executive branch of the Government 
as to whether or not it would request an 
appropriation by the Congress? 

Do Senators contend that TV A and AEC 
should not be subject to budge tar y proce
dures in the executive branch of the Gov
ernment? 

This argument, if carried to its logical con
clusion, I suppose would mean that since 
these agencies are independent they should 
not even be required to submit to regulation 
by Congress. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I do 
not feel that the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
should be allowed to stand with this 
charge of misstatement of facts, and of 
creating a false impression, appearing 
without correction. I feel that the dis
tinguished Senator from Arkansas, who 
is always fair, may want to make such 
a correction to remove such an assertion 
against the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
SPARKMAN]. The statements of the Sen
ator from Alabama were entirely correct, 
and I want to deal with them in some 
detail. 

First, the Senator from Alabama said 
that the President of the United States 
had directed the AEC to make a contract 
with Dixon-Yates. The Senator from 
Arkansas said that the President "did 
not order any such thing." 

If Senators will turn to page 952 of 
part II of the hearings of the Joint Com
mittee on Atomic Energy, covering hear
ings June 2 through June 18, 1954, they 
will find there a copy of a letter signed 
by Rowland Hughes, Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget. to Chairman 
Strauss of the AEC. 

General Manager Kenneth D. Nichols 
presented the letter to the committee, 
pointing out that it was from the Execu
tive Office of the President, Bureau of the 
Budget, dated June 16, 1954. 

The letter, signed by the Budget Di
rector and addressed to the AEC, said in 
part: 

The President has asked me to instruct the 
Atomic Energy Commission to proceed with 
negotiations with the sponsors of the pro
posal made by Messrs. Dixon and Yates with 
a view to signing a definitive contract on a 
basis generally within the terms of the pro
posal. He has also requested me to instruct 
the Commission and the Tennessee Valley 
Authority to work out necessary contractual, 
operational, and administrative arrange
ments between the two agencies so that oper
ations under the contract between AEC and 
the sponsors will be carried on in the most 
economical and efficient manner from the 
standpoint of the Government as a whole. 

Mr. Nichols also placed in the record 
a copy of a letter Budget Director 
Hughes had written that same day to 
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL), chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee of the Senate-it is 
on page 956 of the joint committee hear
ings-in which Mr. Hughes said to the 
Senator from Massachusetts: 

I have been asked by the President to in
struct the Atomic Energy Commission to pro
ceed with the negotiations of a definitive 
contract. Such instructions have been given 
this agency. The Commission and the TVA 
have also been instructed to work out the 
necessary interagency arrangements. 

A little later during the day, at page 
975 in the same record, the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. GoRE] was questioning 
General Manager Nichols of AEC about 
the contract and this colloquy took 
place: 

Senator GORE. What would be your posi
tion if this committee should instruct the 
Commission to enter into no contract until 
this committee approves it? 

Mr. NICHOLS. I would be in a dilemma, 
because I would have a Presidential order. 

President Eisenhower first made public 
the idea of AEC releasing TV A from 
500,000 or 600,000 kilowatts of its con
tract obligation to the AEC in a message 
to the Congress early this year. The 
record is completely clear from begin
ning to end that this is, as the Senator 
from Alabama said, being done at Pres
idential direction. 

The next statement that the Senator 
from Alabama made just before the Sen
ator from Arkansas declared that "very 
clearly, the Senator is misstating the 
facts," was that the Dixon-Yates con
tract was a contract for which "no speci
fications had been drawn." 

I have examined the record in regard 
to that statement of the distinguished 
Senator from Alabama and, again, he 
was entirely correct. There was no mis
statement. I would like to refer to page 
110 of the stenographic account of the 
hearings of the Langer Subcommittee on 
Monopoly of the Senate Judiciary Com
mittee, reporting hearings of July 1, 
1954. 

A number of witnesses were heard dur
ing the day, and the record shows that 
present throughout the session-it was 
an executive session, but the proceedings 

were made public immediately after the 
hearings ended-present throughout the 
session was Mr. Daniel James of the law 
firm of Cahill, Gordon, Reindel & Ohl, of 
Washington, D. C., representing the Mid
dle South Utilities, Inc., one of the part
ners in the Dixon-Yates proposal. 

Mr. James was permitted to partici
pate from time to time, and at page 110 
in the RECORD the following colloquy ap
pe~rs: 

Mr. JAMES. Mr. Chairman, I would like 
again to thank the committee for allowing 
me to appear here. I would like to ask that 
if there is nothing in the transcript that is 
of a confidential nature, may I have a copy of 
it, so far as it has gone? 

The CHAIRMAN. Not right now, sir. We will 
give it all out at once. 

Mr. JAMES. The second thing I would like 
to ask is a copy of the so-called specifica
tions referred to here, which were issued 
by AEC, because, frankly, I have not seen 
them. 

Senator KEFAUVER. They are in the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD. (Senator KEFAUVER here 
refers to a general statement of requirements 
issued by AEC.) 

Mr. JAMES. My client never :;aw them until 
he read about it in the paper. 

Mr. DAvis (counsel for the subcommittee). 
Apparently they were available. 

Senator KEFAUVER. Do you represent Dix
on-Yates? 

Mr. JAMES. That Is right. 
Senator KEFAUVER. They have never seen 

the specifications? 
Mr. JAMES. They were never given speci

fications. 
Mr. DAVIs. On what basis did they submit 

a bid? 
Mr. JAMES. They were asked to submit a 

proposal, and they got up their own proposal, 
but we never had any specifications. 

Mr. BuRCH. The atomic energy proposed 
specifications to Dixon-Yates, and Dixon
Yates did not meet Atomic Energy specifica
tions; is that the way it worked? 

Mr. JAMES. We never saw the at omic energy 
specifications. 

Senator KEFAUVER. Are you sure about that, 
sir? 

Mr. JAMES. I am certain. 
Senator KEFAUVER. Do you mean your engi

neer did not see it? 
Mr. JAMES. Our engineers never saw that. 

We read about them in the paper in connec
tion with the hearings, but I personally uever 
have seen them. 

The statement of the Senator from 
Alabama is further borne out by the 
testimony of General Manager Nichols of 
the AEC who described the proceedings 
to the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy. He testified at page 947, part II, 
in the recent hearings that Messrs. Dixon 
and Yates came into the office and talked 
to them about an arrangement. Nichols 
testified: 

In other words, we talked with these three 
utilities surrounding the western end of the 
Tennessee Valley power area. Discussion led 
finally to a definite proposal and the pro
posal we will talk about this morning is the 
second proposal from the Middle-South and 
Southern Utilities. 

The whole record shows that there was 
talk, but no specifications, just as Mr. 
James testified very positively before the 
Langer committee. 

The next statement made by the Sen
ator from Alabama was that the contract 
for which no specifications had been sup
plied was to be made with a corporation 
that had never been organized. 
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Again, the RECORD shows that the Sen

ator from Alabama was entirely correct. 
As a matter of fact, he understated the 
matter. There is some question as to 
whether or not the Securities and Ex
change Commission will permit the or
ganization of such proposed corporation 
if application is ever made to them. 

The Dixon-Yates proposal, as outlined 
to the Joint Committee on Atomic En
ergy by AEC Manager Nichols, was a 
proposal to organize a corporation, 
which would be owned jointly by the 
Middle South Utilities of which Mr. 
Dixon is the head, and Southern Utili
ties, of which Mr. Yates is the head. 

The question of whether or not these 
two utilities can actually organize such 
a corporation was raised by Representa
tive CHET HOLIFIELD, after learning all 
the facts, in a letter to the Securities and 
Exchange Commission. 

Mr. HoLIFIELD pointed out in his letter, 
which appears at page 1155 in part II of 
the hearings on the Atomic Energy Act 
recently closed, that the SEC had ap
proved organization of the Ohio Valley 
Electric Corpo"ration and of Electric En
ergy, Inc., with only brief consideration 
because national defense was involved, 
but that in both instances the SEC re
served the right to review later whether 
the participating utility companies might 
continue to own the new corporations 
under section 10 of the Public Utility 
Holding Company Act of 1935. Repre
sentative HoLIFIELD pointed out to the 
SEC that the Dixon-Yates partners 
could not plead urgent national defense 
requirements for their plant which is to 
provide TV A with replacement power. 

In the reply of Chairman Demmler of 
the SEC, dated June 23, 1954, appearing 
on page 1156 of the joint committee 
hearings, Mr. Demmler affirms that the 
SEC reserved jurisdiction as Mr. HoLI
FIELD stated, and had approved the 
OVEC and EEl, Inc., arra.ngements 
speedily for defense reasons, reserving 
the right to make later review. He 
added: 

No filings have yet been made with this 
Commission by either Middle South Utili
ties, Inc .. or the Southern Co. with respect 
to any of the proposals mentioned in your 
letter. 

Mr. HoLIFIELD thereafter wrote the 
SEC asking to be notified if and when 
the Dixon-Yates group applied to the 
SEC for approval of the organization of 
their company. He received an ac
knowledgment dated June 30 assuring 
him he will be notified if an application 
is filed. These letters appear at page 
1157 of the joint committee hearing. 
As of a few moments ago, when last 
checked, no notice of application to form 
such a company had been received by 
Representative HoLIFIELD. 

It is completely clear from the RECORD 
that on July 6 Senator SPARKMAN was 
not only completely correct that the cor
poration had never been organized, but 
that he might have gone further and 
mentioned the possibility that it never 
can be organized under section 10 of the 
Holding Company Act. I do not say 
that it cannot, but there is at least a 
legal question, raised by the Congress
man from California with SEC-a ques-

tion so substantial SEC has reserved 
jurisdiction in two other cases in the 
same respect. 

Here again, I believe, the Senator from 
Alabama was entirely correct. 

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not quite fol

low that. If it cannot be done legally, 
then I should think the Senator from 
New Mexico would not be worried about 
it. 

Mr. ANDERSON No. The statement 
was made that the corporation had not 
been organized. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. No one said it 
had. 

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] made a state
ment, to which I referred a while ago, 
that the Atomic Energy Commission had 
been ordered to enter into a contract, 
for which specifications had never been 
drawn, and to make that contract with 
a corporation which had not been o·r
ganized. 

The Senator from Arkansas said that 
the President had ordered no such thing, 
and he said that the Senator from Ala
bama had created a false impression. I 
am trying to point out only what the 
RECORD ShOWS. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I did not say that 
everything the Senator from Alabama 
said was wrong; I said he created a false 
impression. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I am trying to take 
every item and to show that in every 
single case he was correct 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I will confess that 
that particular item is correct. I think 
the Senator is correct in saying that 
there is not in existence a separate, new 
corporation. It is contemplated that one 
will be formed in case the contract is 
negotiated. 

Mr. ANDERSON. That certainly 
would be true. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think that is as 
plain as can be. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Finally, the Senator 
from Alabama said that the contract or
dered entered into by the President, for 
which no specifications were drawn, with 
a company which had never been or
ganized and is not yet in existence, was 
to be for power from a plant which has 
not yet been built. 

I sometimes fly over the area, on my 
way back to New Mexico, traveling 
American Airlines through Memphis, 
where this plant is to be located if the 
contract ever goes through, and I know 
that the plant has not been started. 
Therefore I know the Senator from Ala
bama was right. 

It is a swampy area near the Missis
sippi. Before plant construction can 
start the undergrowth must be cleared 
off and piling will have to be driven 
down into the swamplands to provide a 
foundation. It is a spot across the Mis
sissippi from the Tennessee Valley Au
thority lines. It will take a transmission 
line spanning the broad Father of Waters 
to get the "juice" from the Arkansas 
plant over to where it is needed. It will 
cost $607,000 per year, according to the 
agreed-upon estimates of AEC, Budget 

Bureau, and Federal Power Commission, 
to get the "juice" out of the swamp, 
across the Mississippi, and up to the 
point where it is needed. 

I know that the Senator from Ala
bama was right. The plant is not 
started. 

Now, let me mention another item. 
There is a very serious question of its 
legality if the courts respect legislative 
history and the understanding between 
legislative and administrative officials, as 
the courts do. 

The question of giving authority to the 
Atomic Energy Commission to make 
long-term contracts for electric power 
was before the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy last year. Hearings were 
held April 28 and June 10. At one point, 
when Representative HoLIFIELD, of Cali
fornia, was questioning Mr. Boyer, then 
the General Manager of the AEC, Mr. 
Boyer said, and I quote the testimony 
from the hearings on S. 4095: 

If you will notice the language we are pro
posing: "The Atomic Energy Commission is 
authorized in connection with construction 
and operation of the Oak Ridge, Paducah, 
and Portsmouth installations of the Com
mission, without regard to section 3679 of 
the Revised Statutes • • • ... 

In other words-

And this is still quoting Boyer-
it is limited to the power requirements of 
those three installations. It is not wide open 
authority. 

On page 43 of the same hearings, an
swering a question of Representative 
HINSHAW, of California, Mr. Boyer again 
testified: 

The proviso of the Supplemental Appro
priations Act of 1953 is the proviso that gives 
us the authority to make this contract or 
make these contracts, and it is essentially the 
same language as this, except that as it will 
now be written it will limit it to Oak Ridge, 
Paducah, and Portsmouth. 

Mr. Boyer's response was in reply to 
comment by Representative HINSHAW 
that the authority appeared to be a 
borderline one, and he would be against 
it. He had said, and I quote from the 
hearings: 

I do not think that the committee is 
ready to go that far, that they have been 
considering the power situation in the vi
cinity of Portsmouth and also in the Ten
nessee Valley, but I doubt that the commit
tee is ready to give a carte blanche over the 
entire system as being presently operated 
by the Atomic Energy Commission, and to be 
unlimited as to date, the times in which 
such contracts can be entered into, and their 
termination, the cancellation .costs or any
thing else. 

~ That i~ all I have to say. I personally 
would object to such legislation on that 
ground. • • • 

The committee has, or will, I presume by 
this action give approval to these contracts 
that have been entered into. As to future 
contracts and termination costs, I think we 
would be under .very great · criticism on the 
part of the Congress if we should enter into 
them in blank. 

Let me digress there to say that I am 
going to send to the desk an amend
ment, which I shall ask to have printed' 
and. lie on the table. In it I try to cure 
what I think is the·defect pointed out in 
the testimony. · I do not think it was 
the intention of Congress, in fact, I am 
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sure it was not to give the Atomic ·En· 
ergy Commission the right to enter into 
these contracts in blank. It may be that 
I have gone too far in the amendment, 
but I am trying to say that proposed 
contracts should be sent to the joint 
committee for review. 

Yesterday I tried to put in the RECORD 
several instances in which Representa
tive HINSHAW, who was very, very care
ful about this matter, pointed out that 
the joint committee ought to have the 
power to review the contracts. He said, 
"If you give this authority as you are 
writing it in this law, this is the last con
tract you will ever see." When he said 
that I did not think he was much of a 
prophet. But he turned out to be a 
prophet, because along came another 
contract, proposals were made, negoti
ations were under way, and the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy had noth
ing to say about it, and apparently the 
Atomic Energy Commission has very 
little to say about it, because the Atomic 
Energy Commission has been ordered by 
higher authority to do something which 
a majority of its members did not want 
to do. 

Mr. President, I send to the desk an 
amendment which I have proposed, and 
ask that it be printed and lie on the 
table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be received, printed, and 
Will lie on the table. 

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield to the Sena
tor from Arkansas. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. May I ask wheth
er the joint committee, of which the 
Senator is a member, has approved con
tracts negotiated between the TV A and 
the AEC? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I cannot answer 
that qestion. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Have the members 
of the committee ever raised the question 
whether the rate being charged the AEC 
was a fair rate or not? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I think not. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. The contracts 

have always been accepted without 
question, so far as the rate is concerned, 
have they not? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes; because there 
was not involved the question of starting 
out to establish a new facility. The au
thority for it was handleu by the Appro .. 
priations Committee, and the Appropri
ations Committee, up until legislation 
was enacted a year ago, was the group 
which inquired into the contracts to 
see that things were proper. Then, for 
the first time the matter was brought to 
the attention of the joint committee by 
the proposal to give AEC blanket author· 
ity to enter into contracts. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does the Senator 
consider that the responsibility of the 
AEC is to TV A or to the Federal Govern .. 
ment? 

Mr. ANDERSON. The TV A is still a 
part of the Federal Government. I do 
not understand the Senator's question. 
Was the question, Is AEC's responsibility 
to the TV A or to the Federal Govern
ment? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes. Is the joint 
committee supposed to look out for the 
)'VA, or the Atomic Energy Commission? 

Mr. ANDERSON. It is supposed to 
examine the acts of the Atomic Energy 
Commission. It is reporting steadily to 
the Congress what the Atomic Energy 
Commission does. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yet it never 
looked at any of the contracts which the 
AEC made with TV A. 

Mr. ANDERSON. So far as I recall 
the joint committee did not; no. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is what I 
mean. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Mexico yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield to the Sena
tor from Mississippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. I certainly wish to 
commend the Senator from New Mexico 
for proposing the amendment he has 
o:fiered to this very important bill. His 
point about the necessity for contracts 
having to be reported to the joint com
mittee is indeed timely and wholesome, 
and I think it will bring about a great 
deal of good. But the most serious mat
ter in connection with the amendment 
is what the Senator from Mississippi 
states is a complete lack of authority in 
the Atomic Energy Commission, under 
present law, to negotiate its contracts. 

There is no semblance of claim that 
the electricity is to be used at Oak Ridge, 
Paducah, or Portland. There never has 
been, and that is the sole point of the 
authority. The Commission has to ne
gotiate; that is the limit of its authority. 
That is as far as the Congress went. No 
one can provide any kind of authority or 
additional interpretation for section 164, 
on page 79, except the Congress of the 
United States. I think the Senator from 
New Mexico is eminen.tly correct, and I 
expect to be heard further on the very 
point he has raised. I wish to commend 
the Senator for encompassing that ques
tion in his amendment. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I thank the Senator 
from Mississippi. I refer now to page 
958 of the hearings and to the letter 
which Dr. Smyth and Mr. Zuckert sent 
to Mr. Hughes, in which letter appear 
the following words: 

The present proposal would create a situ
ation whereby the AEC would be contracting 
for power not 1 kilowatt of which would be 
used in connection with the Commission 
production activities. 

Then the general manager of the 
Atomic Energy Commission said, as ap
pears on page 959: 

Probably it is technically correct th4t no 
ampere ever produced at this plant will tech
nically get into Oak Ridge or Paducah. 

All I say is that on that basis I think 
there ought to be some sort of legislative 
protection, so that when a contract of 
this nature is being proposed it would 
have to be brought back to the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy, which 
stands as the guarantor to the Congress 
that things are all right. The joint com
mittee should have an opportunity to 
look at the proposed contract. I do not 
think the joint committee ought to have 
a right to veto such a contract, and there 
is nothing in my proposed amendment 

which would give the joint committee 
such a veto right, because, obviously, the 
Atomic Energy Commission must be al· 
lowed to run its business. 

I think the public interest is suffi
ciently great so that, with such legisla· 
tion on the statute books, contracts 
should come to the joint committee for 
examination, and contracts should not 
be entered into until they are submitted 
to the joint committee. 

Mr. STENNIS. Does the Senator not 
recall that when the question was first 
raised the General Accounting Office 
questioned the legality of approval of 
vouchers submitted under such con
tracts? How can the General Account
ing Office approve the vouchers which 
might be made or attempted to be made 
under such contracts, without authority, 
unless there is a broadening of the leg
islation? :..: raise that point. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I do not see how the 
General Accounting Office can, and I 
think there will be a need for subsequent 
legislation to handle the question. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Why is subsequent 
legislation needed if the contract is 
illegal? 

Mr. STENNIS. I say the General Ac
counting Office would have no authority 
to pay out the money unless there was 
authorization for such payment in the 
way of affirmative direction. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I think one of the 
tragedies is going to be that the Atomic 
Energy Commission, under its general 
power, might be able to pay its power 
bill. I am not sure, once contracts are 
let, that it is going to be easy to get out 
from under them. There will be people 
buying bonds worth in the neighborhood 
of $100 million. They would be buying 
those bonds on the assurance that proper 
contracts were entered into. I am not 
sure the Commission will be able to get 
out from under the contracts if that day 
comes. 

When House bill 4905 was reported by 
the joint committee, the joint commit
tee advised the Congress, and I am read
ing from page 2 of Senate Report No. 
676: 

This power ts to be used for the operation 
of the gaseous diffusion plants at the three 
sites specified. 

The three plants specified were Pa· 
ducah, Portsmouth, and Oak Ridge. 

The question today is whether the 
AEC, with honorable regard for its com
mitments to the legislative branch of 
Government, or even legally-for the 
courts construe laws on the basis of their 
legislative history-can enter into the 
Dixon-Yates contract for power which 
is not needed at Paducah, Portsmouth, 
or Oak Ridge. 

The recent hearings of the joint com
mittee make it completely clear that the 
power to be produced by Dixon-Yates
if they are ever able to organize a com
pany, build a plant, and get a contract 
with the AEC-is not intended for any 
of the three installations, but is intended 
for replacement power. TV A is not to be 
relieved of supplying power at Paducah. 
None of the Arkansas power will go to 
any one of the three installations. 

In explaining this proposal to the joint 
committee. in testimony which appears 
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at page 946 of part II of the bearings, 
General Manager K. D. Nichols, of AEC. 
stated to the committee: 

In view of the · fact that the TV A needed 
the power in the Memphis area rather than 
the Paducah area, we have proceeded on the 
basis that there would be no contract can
cellation for a like portion of the AEG-TVA 
Paducah contract, but that the Atomic 
Energy Commission would contract with 
sponsors for power needed by TV A for the 
load growth in the Memphis area on the 
basis of replacement power. 

Mr. Nichols stated correctly what is 
being done when he explained that the 
AEC is contracting, not for power for 
Paducah, not for power for Oak Ridge, 
not for power for Portsmouth, but for 
power needed by TV A. 

There has been no pretense that this 
power is needed by the Atomic Energy 
Commission for the operation of any one 
of the three plants; and, honorably and, 
I believe, legally, the Commission has no 
authority whatever to buy power except 
for operating the gaseous diffusion 
plants at the three sites specified. 

Let me state for the record that 
should the proposed new Atomic Energy 
Act become law, thus reenacting this 
provision as to the long-term contracts, 
it will not change the original bargain 
or the meaning given the provision by 
its own language and the 1953 legislative 
history. I know of nothing that alters 
in any way the original intent of the 
provision, and, therefore, its reenact
ment will carry with it the same mean
ing as the one it previously had. 

On this point of the legality of the 
proposal for AEC to enter into a con
tract, at the direction of the President, 
with a company that has not been or
ganized, and is not yet in existence, for 
power from a plant not yet built, a letter 
in the hearings from the Acting Comp
troller General of the United States, Mr. 
Frank Weitzel, is pertinent. The text 
of the letter, sent to Representative HoL
IFIELD, appears at page 1061 in part II 
of the joint committee hearings of last 
month. 

Mr. Weitzel questioned the legality of 
the AEC's making any contract to pay 
more for replacement power for TVA 
than it is paying under the Paducah 
contract with TVA. In the absence of 
an agreement for TV A to assume the 
excess costs, Mr. Weitzel says: 

' It would appear necessary for the President 
to invoke the extraordinary contracting au
thority of section 12 (b) of the Atomic 
Energy Act, or the AEC to resort to the First 
War Powers Act for authority to enter into 
such a contract as proposed by Dixon-Yates. 

Mr. Weitzel added another sentence
a little off the present point, but well 
worth mentioning. He wrote: 

It is suggested also .that if an arrangement 
similar to the Dixon-Yates proposal is to be 
consummated, consideration be given to the 
feasibility of letting the contract to the 
lowest bidder after advertised bids. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Mexico yield to 
me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PAYNE in the chair). Does the Senator 
from New Mexico yield to the Senator 
from Arkansas? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. In regard to the 
statement made a moment ago by the 
Senator from New Mexico-namely, that 
if the AEC thought it was being over
charged, it would renegotiate its contract 
or rate-let me inquire whether that is 
correct. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes; I assume that 
would be a proper attitude for the AEC 
to take, if it was being overcharged. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator from 
New Mexico stated that is what the AEC 
would do, did he not? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I said it would be a 
proper thing to do. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Then, Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed at this point in the RECORD an 
excerpt from the AEC-TV A Paducah 
power cont:cact of March 26, 1953. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
from the contract was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
ExCERPT FROM AEG-TVA PADUCAH POWER 

CONTRACT, MARCH 26, 1953 
1. Term of contract: The provisions of this 

agreement shall become effective as of July 1, 
1954, and said Letter Contract of August 23, 
1951, is hereby terminated as of July 1, 1954. 
This agreement shall continue in effect for 
an initial term expiring on January 1, 1966. 
Unless t his agreement is canceled by Com
mission as provided for below, then on Janu
ary 1, 1966, and on each January 1 thereafter 
through January 1, 1977, the term of this 
agreement shall be extended automatically 
for an additional year unless either party 
notifies the other that such extension shall 
not be effected, such notice to be delivered 
not less than 5 years prior to the date on 
which such extension would otherwise be 
effected. It is the intent of the parties that 
no such notice shall be delivered for the pur
pose of seeking a change in rates or other 
conditions because more attractive markets 
for power or more attractive sources of power 
may develop. 

This agreement may be terminated by 
Commission, effective on any date not earlier 
than September 30, nor later than November 
30, of any year during the initial term or its 
extension, upon not less than 51 months' 
advance written notice to Authority, ac
companied by a statement of Commission's 
intent to reduce permanently below 1,500 
megawatts its total use of power at the 
Paducah project. 

. Unless otherwise agreed, the contract de
mand hereunder shall be reduced to 500 
megawatts for the last 12-month period 
to any termination or expiration of this 
agreement, and to 800 megawatts for the 
12-month period immediately preceding said 
last 12-month period. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT . . Mr. President, I 
shall read to the Senator from New 
Mexico a sentence from the excerpt from 
the contract. After stating various pro
visions about termination and notice, the 
contract provides: 

It is the intent of the parties that no 
such notice shall be delivered for the pur
pose of seeking a change in rates or other 
conditions because more attractive markets 
for power or more attractive sources of 
power may develop. 

If that means anything-and that pro
vision is included in the contract-it 
means to me that the AEC cannot cancel 
the contract because a more attractive 
rate is offered by someone else-in other 
words, if the AEC is overcharged. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I am 
sure the Senator from Arkansas knows 
that a renegotiation between two con:-

tracting parties does not mean that one 
of the parties will cancel the contract 
and will look elsewhere for the commod
ity which is being supplied to it under 
the contract. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. However, does the 
Senator from New Mexico think that one 
who was a party to such a contract would 
be willing to renegotiate the contract, if 
the other party to the contract had no 
power of cancellation? 

Mr. ANDERSON . . At least, Mr. Presi
dent, I would hope that one branch of 
the Government would permit another 
branch of the Government to do it in a 
fair fashion. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. \Ve all hope so; 
but does the Senator from New Mexico 
think that all Government agencies deal 
fairly and equitably among themselves, 
with one another? 

. Mr. ANDERSON. It is "a consum
mation devoutly to be wished." 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes; but does the 
Senator from New Mexico think it has 
been achieved? 

Mr. ANDERSON. No, I do not 
think so. 

Mr. President, I regret that I hav~ de
tained the Senate for so long, but I do 
not think the fault is wholly mine. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Mexico yield once 
more-in regard to the matter of can
cellation, that I discussed with him, so 
that at this point I may insert a letter 
into the RECORD? 

Mr. ANDERSON. That is a very im
portant matter, and I hope the Senator 
from Arkansas will insert the letter in 
the RECORD. I yield to him for that 
purpose. · 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to insert at this 
point in the RECORD a letter dated July 
14, 1954, signed by E. H. Dixon, president 
of the Middle South Utilities, Inc., and by 
J. M. Barry, chairman of the Executive 
Committee of the Southern Co., stating 
the effect of the cancellation clause in 
the proposed contract which we dis
cussed at some length yesterday; that 
is to say, the Senator from New Mexico 
and I did. I think the letter clarifies 
that particular matter. 

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

JULY 14, 1954, 
Hon. J. W. FULBRIGHT, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR FULBRIGHT: This letter is in 
response to your request for an explanation 
of the cancellation provisions in our pro
posal to the Atomic EIJ.ergy Commission un
der date of April 10, 1954. 

The cancellation provisions which we have 
proposed might well be characterize« as a 
"one way street.'~ They can be made opera
tive solely at the discretion of the Atomic 
Energy Commission. The precise wording 
of our proposal ip this respect is as follows: 

"(7) Termination: 
"(a) After commencement of full-scale 

operation, termination will be allowed on 3 
years' notice, .duz_:ine which period . .assign
ment may be made to another governmental 
agency, at contract rates, including all taxes 
and other adjustments. 

"(b) Upon termination seller shall be en
titled to and will al;>sorb capacity at least 
as rapidly as load growth will permit, but in 
any event in the amount of at least 100,000 
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Jdlowatts in each year, absorbing associated 
proportions of costs. Buyer may assign any 
balance to another governmental agency at 
an increased price to be approved by FPC, 
such price to include recognition of any 
increased costs then encountered or fore
seen by seller. To extent such capacity is not 
used by buyer or assignee, buyer will reim
burse seller for pro rata proportion of base 
capacity charge, as adjusted, and taxes. 

" (c) In event of partial termination above 
formula will be applied on a pro-rata basis. 

" (d) In event buyer relinquishes right to 
capacity after termination, base capacity 
charge (including adjustments) will be 
thereafter reduced $1,500,000; proportionally 
in case of partial reductions. 

" (e) Buyer will repay seller for any fair 
and reasonable cancellation charges payable 
by seller to a third party and costs, losses 
and other expenses incurred by seller by 
reason of cancellation." 

As you will observe, the Government is 
free to use all of the electric power con
tracted for during the 3-year-notice period 
at the contract price. In other words, if 
the AEC requirements diminish or are elimi
nated, any other Government agency includ
ing TVA may use this power. In this event 
there would be no cost of cancellation since 
the Government would be receiving full 
value in the form of electric power and 
energy for the money it would be paying. 

If no electric energy is required by the 
AEC, the TV A, or any other Government 
agency starting with the very first day that 
notice of cancellation is given (a completely 
unrealistic situation, for surely such a con
dition would be discernible to AEC far in 
advance of the event) the maximum pay
ment required of the AEC (U. S. Govern
ment) would be $40 million over an 8-year 
period. This amount is arrived at as follows: 

Without call on 
unabsorbed 

Notice period: capacity 1st year ______________________ $7,275,000 
2d year ______________________ 7,275,000 
3d year ______________________ 7,275,000 

Subtotal ________________ 21, 825,000 

Alter termination: 
1st year(~}----------------- 6,062,500 
2d year(~>----------------- 4,850,000 
3d year(~)------~---------- 3,637,500 
4th year(~}---------------- 2,425,000 
6th year ( Ys) ---------------- 1, 212, 500 

Subtotal _________________ 18,187,500 

Total ___________________ 40,012,500 

It should be pointed out that the maxi
mum amount of cancellation costs would 
occur only in the event of severe economic 
distress for otherwise some agency of the 
Government would certainly be able to use 
this electric power and thus avoid the can
cellation charges. In the event of a situa
tion where the Government could find no 
market for such electric power, presumably 
the sponsor companies would be similarly 
situated and would incur losses proportional 
to the amount of power for which they be
come responsible. Over the full cancella
tion period this could amount to over $18 
million. A continuing absence of market 
for the power after the cancellation period 
could cost the sponsors $7,275,000 annually 
until a market for the power could be found. 

If, during the cancellation period, the spon
sors are able to absorb the power at a rate 
greater than 100,000 kilowatts per year, they 
have agreed to do so, and this would result in 
a comparable saving to the Government. 

One further point is deserving of mention. 
The 3-year notice period was designed pri
marily to protect the consumers in the Mem
phis area of TV A. In view of the fact that 3 
years are required to design and build a ma
jor electric-power station, it was felt that 

this should be the minimum notice of can
cellation afforded the Atomic Energy Com
mission, since power was to be delivered to it 
through TVA and elimination of this power 
source in less than the time required by 
TV A to arrange for its replacement might be 
detrimental to the public-utility service ren
dered by that agency. 

We should comment on the provisions in 
our proposal if electric power is required by 
the AEC beyond the initial 25-year contract 
period. In this case, also, the Government 
alone has the option for continuing the ar
rangement for two additional 5-year periods. 
At the end of the initial 25 years, the com
pany will still have unamortized nearly 30 
percent of its investment. Only the Govern
ment has the option of termination during 
the first 25 years or continuance of the ar
rangement after 25 years. 

It is interesting to observe that other pow
er contracts made by AEC, including the TVA 
contract at Paducah, contain similar can
cellation provisions, though differing in de
tail. The cancellation provisions in our pro
posal were made at the insistence of AEC in 
order to give that agency a means of termi
nating its power obligations within a rea
sonable period of time in the event of a 
change in the need of AEC for power. 

We shall be glad to furnish any additional 
information you may desire. 

Very truly yours, 
MIDDLE SOUTH UTILITIES, !NC •• 

By E. H. DIXON, President. 
THE SOUTHERN Co., 

B~ J. M. BARRY, Chairman, 
Executive Committee. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Mexico yield to 
me? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. First, Mr. Presi

dent, let me apologize to the Senator 
from New Mexico for keeping him on his 
feet any longer. He has been doing a· 
magnificent job in presenting the mat
ter to the Senate, and certainly no one 
is better qualified than he to do it. 

During the last several days that this 
debate has been going on, the Senator 
from Arkansas [M~. FuLBRIGHT] has re
peatedly raised the question of an im
aginary overcharge on the part of the 
TV A to the Atomic Energy Commission. 
He seems to be rather obsessed with the 
idea that there is an overcharge. Let 
me ask the distinguished Senator from 
New Mexico, who for a long time has 
been a member of the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy, whether he ever heard 
any member of the Atomic Energy Com
mission or any member of the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy suggest or 
argue seriously that there was an over
charge on the part of the TV A to the 
Atomic Energy Commission. 

Mr. ANDERSON. No. Earlier in the 
day I answered that question at some 
length, saying that I had never heard 
an accusation that there was an over
charge. I think that is a point which 
should be checked. I regret that it never 
occurred to me to check it. I never 
thought one branch of the Government 
would try to overcharge another branch 
of the Government, and I question se
riously that such a situation exists. It 
might exist, and I think the matter 
should be checked. But certainly there 
was nothing in the testimony-before the 
committee-which comprises two large 
volumes-even to suggest the faintest 
possibility of an overcharge. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Mexico yield once. 
more to me? If he will, I promise him 
that the question I now wish to ask will 
be my last question of him today. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
yield; but certainly I shall not hold the 
Senator from Arkansas to that promise, 
if some other question occurs to him. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, at 
this time I wish to read to the Senator 
from New Mexico from the CoNGRES
SIONAL RECORD for yesterday, at page 
10377. According to yesterday's RECORD, 
at that point the Senator from New Mex
ico stated: 
and that the Government of the United 
States will underwrite all the risk, and will 
permit a group with an investment of $5 
million to make profits of $75 million, and 
call that private enterprise. 

Let me inquire whether the Official 
Reporter properly recorded the Senator's 
statement; and if so, will the Senator 
from New Mexico elaborate a little and 
give any justification for such a state
ment? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes;.I shall be glad 
to do so. 

Dixon-Yates are going to put up $5 
million of so-called venture capital. I 
do not think it is exactly venture capi
tal, because one of the tests of venture 
capital is whether any risk is involved. 
This is like shooting fish in a rain bar
rel, I think. Nevertheless, let us call it 
venture capital. Dixon-Yates are guar
anteed 9 percent on their money, which 
they say is a normal rate of return. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. With no contin
gencies? The Senator says "guaran
teed." 

Mr. ANDERSON. Let me finish my 
answer. 

In the hearings the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. BRICKER] said he questioned 
whether 9 percent was the usual return. 
The witness testifying said, "Oh, yes; 
that is the customary return." I have 
not the exact language before me, al
though I have read the hearings. The 
Senator from Ohio said, "They do not 
tell that to the State utility commissions 
which are regulating them.'' But if 9J 
percent is the customary and fair re .. 
turn, then they are entitled to it. 

They will go on through 25 years of 
the contract, and when they get to the 
end of the contract they will have the 
possibility of completely owning a plant 
which will have been paid for entirely 
by Government purchases of power 
under a Government contract. The is
suance of $95 million or $100 million 
worth of securities will have been made 
possible only because of that firm Gov
ernment contract. Otherwise the spon
sors could never have borrowed the 
money, and the testimony will show that 
they were unable to get the money until 
the guarantee was promised. 

If the Senator from Arkansas wishes 
to go into the early history, he can check 
the facts for himself. I cannot lay my 
hands on the exact page, because I am 
a little tired after 5 hours, but the Sena
tor will find that the original proposal 
ran into figures of several hundred mil
lion dollars. It was finally trimmed 
down to $100 million. How could they 
bring it down to $100 million? Because 
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the Government was. guaranteeing that 
it would purchase this electric power at 
prices which would completely amor
tize the plant and leave it entirely free 
from debt at the end of a 25-year period; 
and I assume the plant would not be 
completely worn out. 

Someone may say, "But they will get 
a 25-year-old plant which is completely 
worn out." However, unfortun~tely, 
right next to them will be the plant of 
the Tennessee Valley Authority, which is 
being depreciated on a 40-year basis. 
So I assume the Dixon-Yates plant 
would have at least 15 years of life left. 
Actually there may be 40 or 50 years of 
life left, because all over the country 
there are generators which have been 
running for 50 years or more, and are 
still in good condition. 

I did not mean to say that these peo
ple will certainly emerge with that kind 
of profit, because I do not think they 
will. But if things work out ideally-and 
I should have expressed it that way
they will have the possibility of taking 
back, in the final analysis, a $75 million 
profit on their $5 million investment. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does the Senator 
know that if the cost of the plant goes 
up to $117 million that would very ma
terially affect the return of the $5 
million? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes; I do. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Why does the Sen

ator assume----
Mr. ANDERSON. Let me answer the 

question. If the cost goes up from our 
$107 million to just under $117 million, 
the Government of the United States 
will put up $4% million of the extra $9 
million, and the operators, Dixon-Yates, 
will put up $4% million. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If that should hap
pen, the return on their investment of 
$5 million would be cut from 9 percent to 
3.8, would it not? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Not according to 
the proposal for a contract. We have to 
go by the proposal, which I placed in the 
RECORD-and I am glad I did place it in 
the RECORD. The operators will have an 
opportunity to pick up the extra $4 Y2 mil
lion out of their increased rates as they 
go along. I may be in error. I read the 
proposal only once, but I believe that is 
what would happen. 

Let me say to the Senator that I do 
not worry nearly as much about the 
possibility that these people will be able 
to take a profit-whatever it may be
at the end of the contract, as I do about 
the cancellation provisions. I am glad 
the Senator from Arkansas placed in 
the RECORD the letter which he sub
mitted. I wish an opportunity to an
alyze it. However, I do not believe that 
that letter answers the point I made, or 
the question raised by the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. JoHNSoN] and others at 
the hearing, which was this: Suppose 
that the Government should decide not 
to use its power in one of these plants, 
and that thereupon it should cancel, and 
the contracting party should find an
other customer ready, willing, and able 
to buy all power for which the Govern
ment had contracted, at the rates for 
which the Government contracted. The 
sponsoring company, the private capital, 
the risk capital, would proceed to collect, 

in the case of the EEI and OVEC plants 
which are being built at a cost of $1 
billion, as much as $400 million cancel
lation charges, and still sell every kilo
watt of their power at the price they 
expected to charge the Government. 

I know there has been argument about 
that point, but the Senator from Colo
rado [Mr. JoHNSON] asked the same 
question. He asked, "Suppose Du Pont 
should come in and build a plant"--

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Is this under the 
Dixon-Yates contract? 

Mr. ANDERSON. There is no Dixon
Yates contract. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thought the 
Senator put it in the RECORD. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I put the proposed 
contract in the RECORD. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I mean according 
to that. 

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator will 
check me if this is not correct, but ac
cording to the Dixon-Yates proposal, as 
explained and amplified by the letter 
which the Senator from Arkansas placed 
in the RECORD, in case there are contract 
cancellations, the total contract cancel
lation cost against the Federal Govern
ment will be $40 million plus. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Not more than 
that. That is the maximum. 

Mr. ANDERSON. No; $40 million 
plus-not $40 million, but $40 million 
plus. 

I am sorry to have to take a moment to 
look up that point, but I shall be glad to 
supply the reference if I can. I wrote 
down somewhere the figure $40 million 
plus, and I thought I could find it. 

Yes; I refer to page 950 of the hear
ings, from which it will appear that if 
they enter into contracts for coal and 
things of that nature, which the spon
sors must finally cancel, they shall get 
more than that. The language at the 
top of the page is as follows: 

For example, if they contracted for coal 
and there was no use made of this plant and 
you had to settle with the coal company, 
that would add to the $40 million. That is 
the meaning of the fair and reasonable ex- 
penses. 

Reference is made earlier to ''fair and 
reasonable expenses payable to third 
parties." We do not know what those 
fair and reasonable expenses would be, 
or how many millions of dollars would 
be involved. However, there would be 
involved $40 million plus. 

I do not think it is clear as to whether 
or not, in case the Government decides 
to cancel and the power is sold to some 
buyer outside the Government, ·the op
erators will still be in a position to col
lect every penny of their $40 million 
cancellation charges, even though they 
sell every kilowatt of the power at the 
full price they expected to get from the 
Federal Government. There is nothing 
I have been able to find in the Dixon
Yates proposal which changes that in the 
slightest. If the Senator from Arkansas 
can find it, I shall be glad to have him 
show it to me. 

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
l\-1r. FULBRIGHT. Did I correctly 

understand the Senator to admit that 

the allegation of $75 million profit is 
subject to substantial qualification? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Very definitely. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator does 

not make that ass·ertion? 
Mr. ANDERSON. Of course not. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. He -silnply picks 

the figure out of the air. 
Mr. ANDERSON. No; I did not pick it 

out of the air. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Where did the 

Senator get it? 
Mr. ANDERSON. At this hour I will 

not go back over the subject. I suggest 
to the Senator that he read the RECORD 
tomorrow and find my answer. I have 
just finished telling him. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does the Senator 
yield the floor? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes; I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. FERGUSON obtained the floor. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 

Senator from Michigan yield to the Sen
ator from Arkansas? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
wish to make one observation about the 
last statement of the Senator from New 
Mexico. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I am glad to yield, 
provided I do not lose the floor. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I wish only to say 
that the assertion about the effect of the 
cancellation clause is, I am quite confi
dent, completely inaccurate. There is 
no intention whatever of signing a con
tract under which Dixon-Yates could get 
a $40 million windfall-in other words, 
get the $40 million and at the same time 
sell all their power at the full price. 
That is absurd on its face, and I do not 
think anyone thought to negative such 
an assumption, because it is such an ab
surdity that it never would have occurred 
to anyone that a rational person would 
make such a contract. 

I ask that Senators examine the letter 
which I placed in the RECORD, which is 
signed by responsible par~ies, explaining 
what the cost of the cancellation would 
be. I think any reasonable person will 
say that if there were no loss to the 
private company, if it could sell all the 
power to its own customers, or if some 
other Government agency, such as 
TV A-and that is-the most likely proba
bility-were to take all the power, the 
cancellation would cost the Government 
not one cent. 

FATE OF THE BILL PROHIBIT
ING PICKETING OF THE WHITE 
HOUSE 
During the delivery of Mr. ANDERSON'S 

speech, 
Mr. DANIEL. I thank the Senator 

from New Mexico for yielding. I regret 
to interrupt the discussion on the atomic 
energy bill. However, I wish to address 
myself for a few minutes to the action 
of the Subcommittee on the Judiciary, 
of the Committee on the District of Co
lumbia, which I understand has voted 
an indefinite postponement of the con
sideration of H. R. 9344, which would 
make picketing of the White House il
legal. 

I was unable to attend the hearing be
fore the subcommittee yesterday, but I 
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have before me the following newspaper 
account: 

MORSE STOPS WHITE HOUSE PICKET Bn.L 
The House-passed bill to prohibit picket

ing of the White Houre was stopped cold in 
a Senate District Subcommittee yesterday by 
Senator WAYNE MoRSE, Independent, of 
Oregon, who said it would infringe rights of 
free speech and petition. 

MoRSE, holding the proxy of Senator 
MATTHEW M. NEELY, Democrat, of West Vir
ginia, voted down Subcommittee Chairman 
SAM W. REYNOLDS, Republican, of Nebraska. 

Mr. President, I sincerely hope that the 
full committee will not permit this bill 
to be pigeonholed. 

The President and the White House 
are entitled to at least as much respect 
and protection as any other official or 
building in the Nation's Capital, yet we 
find that picketing is prohibited on the 
sidewalks and buildings of the Capitol 
Grounds, the Supreme Court, the for
eign embassies, and practically all other 
important public buildings except the 
White House. 

The purpose of H. R. 9344 is to treat 
the White House exactly as the Con
gress has already treated the embassies, 
the Capitol Grounds, and the Supreme 
Court with respect to physical demon
s t rations and picketing. 

The bill has passed the House. It was 
introduced and sponsored there by a 
member of the Texas delegation, Repre
sentative BRADY GENTRY, of Tyler. It 
was he who first called my attention to 
the need for this legislation. Repre
sentatives GENTRY came to Washington 
at a time when Communists and other 
sympathizers of the convicted Rosenberg 
spies were surrounding the White House 
in an attempt to influence the actions of 
the President in behalf of the Rosen
bergs. This caused Representative GEN
TRY to inquire as to the status of the law 
and to discover that the White House 
had not been given the same protection 
against possible violence that had been 
given to other major public buildings 
and officials here in Washington. 

The hearings before the subcommittee 
disclosed, according to the testimony of 
Chief of Police Robert V. Murray, that 
the police officers of the District of Co
lumbia spent 5,000 man-hours, at a cost 
of about $10,000, in order to police the 
picketing on that occasion. 

This bill does not refer to labor dis
putes or any possible legitimate cause for 
picketing. It merely prohibits such 
demonstrations on the sidewalks and 
streets surrounding the White House 
when done "for the purpose of influenc
ing the actions of any court, officer or 
agency of the United States." 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
MoRsE] is reported as saying that the bill 
would infringe the rights of free speech 
and petition. Would the Senator want 
to permit such pickets to parade in the 
gallery of the Senate, at our doors, or 
would he favor demonstrations of any 
nature in the gallery? Obviously, the 
prohibitions against such actions are in 
the same category and prohibit free 
speech and petition to the same extent. 
However, there are other peaceful and 
proper means which the people have for 
petition, contract, and persuasion of 

Members of the Congress and the White 
House. 

Justice Holmes once said that freedom 
of speech does not mean the right to yell 
"fire" in a crowded theater. Neither 
does it mean the right physically to sur
round the White House, the courts, the 
Congress, or foreign embassies with a 
mob which might lead to violence. 

In the recent attempted mass assassi
nation in the House of Representatives 
we saw just what the ardor for a cause 
can lead to in the case of those who are 
misguided. There was evidence of the 
same thing in the attempted assassina
tion of Mr. Truman at Blair House. 
What if such determination should seize 
a mob of picketers which is picketing the 
White House? What better opportunity 
would those of evil design want than 
that provided in such circumstances? 
As such picketings wear on through the 
weeks, there might come a time when 
passions become high and tempers wear 
thin. At such a time anything might 
happen. Therefore, reasonable precau
tions should be taken to ·remove the pos
sibility of such an occurrence in a coun
try where neither compulsion nor vio
lence is a part of our Government. That 
is the purpose of H. R. 9344. 

It is late in the session, and I hope 
that the full committee, when it meets 
again, will take up the bill, and not per
mit it to remain pigeonholed. I hope it 
will take favorable action on the bill so 
the Senate will be given an opportunity 
to vote on it before adjournment. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from New Mexico has the floor. 
Mr. MORSE. I am asking the Sen

ator from New Mexico to yield for a few 
moments. It will not take long, because 
my reply to my good friend the Senator 
from Texas will be short; but I think, as 
a matter of personal privilege, I should 
be allowed to reply, and the speech I 
make should not be counted against me 
in connection with the measure pending 
before the Senate. I make that as a 
unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
yield, and do not object to the unani
mous-consent request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon is recognized. 

Mr. MORSE. I am very glad the Sen
ator from Texas has made his case be
fore the Senate this afternoon in support 
of the picketing bill. The Senator from 
Texas and I are lawyers, and, as we said 
out in the cloakroom in a conversation 
earlier this afternoon, we can disagree 
with each other as lawyers and still go 
together to lunch afterward. We said 
that because of the reports which had 
been made to the effect that the differ
ence between us was on a different plane 
than simply a professional difference of 
two men who hold different points of 
view on the issue now before the Senate. 

My reply to the Senator from Texas 
can best be stated, I think, by the ex
temporaneous remarks I made in the 
committee yesterday, following a very 
brief hearing on the bill. I shall have 
something to say about future hearings 
on the bill in case the action of the sub
committee of yesterday should not 
stand. I fully expect, under the prac-

tices, policies, and procedures of the Dis
trict of Columbia Committee, that the 
action will not stand. 

I think the Representative from 
Texas [Mr. GENTRY], as I said following 
his remarks in the committee yesterday, 
made a very able presentation of the 
·point of view of the proponents of the 
bill, as did the Senator from Texas this 
afternoon. I wish to pay a compliment 
which, in my judgment, is very deserved, 
to the new Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
REYNOLDS], who sat for the first time in 
committee yesterday as the chairman 
of the committee. I thought he was ex
ceedingly fair and professional in his 
conduct of the hearing, and he certainly 
presented his point of view in support of 
the bill in a very able manner. But, Mr. 
President, I disagree with the objectives 
of the bill, a majority of the committee 
disagree with the objectives of the bill 
and, in accordance with the parlia~ 
mentary rights of the majority of the 
committee, with instructions from the 
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
NEELY], whose proxy I held, we simply 
followed the ordinary course, when a 
majority disagrees with a bill, of asking 
for indefinite postponement, and that 
motion carried. 

Mr. President, I now read from page 
18 of the official transcript of the hear
ings. The following occurred as the· 
hearing closed: 

Senator REYNOLDS. I gathered Senator 
MoRsE is opposed to the bill. 

Senator MoRsE. I made that very clear at 
the full committee meeting the other day. 

Senator REYNOLDS. I did not happen to be 
a member of the committee at that time. 
~enator MoRSE. I will be happy to review 

brtefiy my point of view to the full com
mittee. 

I think the passage of the bill would be a 
great mistake as far as its symbolism to the 
rest of the world is concerned. I think that 
the right to picket in the United States is an 
essential part of freedom of speech and free
dom to petition the Government. If we 
have not police 4epartments-and we have 
one here that can do the job-if we have not 
police departments that can maintain order 
when American citizens petition their Gov
ernment, why, then, let us get police de
partments that can. 

There is always a risk of living in a de
mocracy. There is always the risk of being 
free, and sometimes in a free country some 
wild-heads get out of hand now and then. 
But that is part of the risk you run when 
you live in a nonpolice state. 

The reason why I asked Mr. Bryan the 
question as to whether or not he thought 
picketing could be maintained before the 
executive department of any police state was 
to bring out my point that of course it could 
not be. I do not propose to be a party to 
police-state methods in the United States. 

I just do not know a President-! cannot 
imagine a President who would say, "Deny 
to Americans the right to walk in orderly 
fashion in front of the White House by way 
of orderly petition." I want it orderly. It 
can be kept orderly. 

But you see, most of these picketing en
tourages defeat their own purpose. They 
hurt their own cause because most of them 
by sign and attitude demonstrate the weak
ness of their own case. Nevertheless, Mr. 
Chairman, in my judgment it is a very pre
cious right-this right to petition your Gov
ernment and to demonstrate by way of peti
tion in an orderly fashion. I think it is part 
of being free. I think that the right of 
American citizens to walk in an orderly 
fashion before the executive department o! 
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this Government is a pretty important right 
of petition. 

I am not worried about the danger of 
mob rule. The right to picket the White 
House symbolizes to the world that the 
President is just a citizen who sits in the 
White House. He is just a servant of the 
people. He is not our master. We have the 
right to petition him in an orderly fashion. 

Well, now, let "Js take the Capitol grounds 
and the Supreme Court picketing restric
tions. A distinction can be drawn and I 
will draw it, although I will not stand on 
the distinction. But as far as the Congress 
is concerned, we ought to be ashamed of our.:. 
selves that we hide behind a piece of legis
lation that prevents American citizens from 
petitioning us by walking in front of the 
Capitol Building i~ an orderly picket line. 
Such political cowardice. Of course it 
ought to be repealed. If people want in an 
orderly fashion to petition the Legislature 
of this country, they ought to petition it and 
be allowed to petition it. 

Now, when you come to the -Supreme 
Court you come to another phase of this 
system of government by checks and bal
ances. I seriously question the propriety 
of a political petition before a judicial body 
that acts on the basis of the judicial record. 
I think there is quite a distinction between 
an attempt to politically petition a court and 
politically petition lawmakers, because the 
court's function is not a political function
it is a judicial function. 

I would go along with the protection of 
the court from political interference just as 
I have been heard to say so many times on 
the floor of the Senate of the United States 
that political considerations should not ever 
be taken into account in judicial determina
tions. That is why, for example, I felt in 
the tidelands bill this year that the case 
ought to be decided on the law and not on 
political pressure. The case ought to be de
cided on the basis of constitutional 
principles. 
- As I said facetiously at one point in the 
course of that debate, of course, I believe in 
Supreme Court decisions even when they go 
against us. I believe they are just as much 
government by law when they are against 
us as they are when they are for us. But 
there were some who thought they were po
litical decisions when they did not like the 
results. 

I would recognize a distinction between 
protecting a court from political petition, 
but not the President and the Congress. 
They should be subjected to political peti
tion through freedom of speech. And be
cause I think there is this very important 
principle of the right to petition the polit
ical departments of our Government-the 
executive and legislative-! shall cast my 
vote against reporting out the bill. 

Senator REYNOLDS. I am just as jealous as 
Senator MoRsE is of the constitutional right 
to petition. 

Then the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
REYNOLDS] made what I consider to be 
a very able argument in support of his 
position in favor of the bill. I shall not 
speak to that at this time, but the record 
of the hearing speaks eloquently for him, 
and undoubtedly he will speak for him
self a little later, if he cares to do so. 

I . read further from the record of the 
committee hearing: 

Senator MoRSE. Mr. Chairman, will you 
permit a brief further comment? 

Senator REYNOLDS. Certainly. 
Senator MoRSE. I want to point out three 

points, in contradistinction to the views ex
pressed by the Senator from Nebraska. 

No. 1: The right to picket is the right that 
has been sustained time and time again by 
the Supreme Court as a right that relates 
to the right to petition government, and the 

right to exercise freedom of speech, subject, 
of course, as the decisions make clear, to 
reasonable legislative regulations. There is 
no question about the fact that this right 
to picket is definitely connected by judicial 
decision with the right to petition and to 
freedom of speech. 

Second, I would like to call the Senator's 
attention to the fact that in colonial days
in the times of our Constitutional Conven
tions-large numbers gathered at the seat 
of the Conventions and petitioned against 
the Constitution-that is, even before it came 
into being there was strong public demon
stration against even adopting the Constitu
tion. So that this right and this form of 
democratic demonstration really existed prior 
to the adoption of the Constitution. 

You will find it in some of the judicial 
decisions-a review of this innate and demo
cratic instinct on the part of the American 
people. If you are going to keep your gov
ernment your servant and not your master, 
you must be able to petition your govern
ment. 

The Senator spoke about the matter of 
labor picketing. Of course, some of the 
worst examples of picketing abuse are in the 
field of labor. I have had on more than 
one occasion something to say about it in 
a quasi-judicial capacity where a picketing 
line was an illegitimate picket line and rep
resented what the Senator has in mind, 
namely, an abuse of the right to picket. But 
some of the worst riots in the history of 
this country have arisen over labor picket
ing. The Haymarket riot, for example, and 
one of the famous Los Angeles cases is 
-another. 

There is always, as I said earlier, the risk 
in a democracy, if we are to remain free, 
that some ill-advised groups will get out of 
hand. Hut we have our checks for those. 
It is one of the risks you have to run if you 
are going to be free. 

If I recall the Omaha situation correctly 
that the Senator refers to, it was not a picket
ing situation. It was almost a lynch situ
ation. It was a case of where they wanted 
to take the law into their own hands. 

Senator REYNOLDS. I was simply referring 
to what a mob can do when it gets out of 
hand. 

Senator MoRsE. Surely. We take judicial 
notice of that. You get it, of course, in your 
lynch-law situations, too. But our courts 
have made i~ perfectly clear that under the 
police power of the State or the Federal 
Government there is a duty of the law
enforcement officers to see to it that the right 
of freedom of speech and the right of peti
tion is carried on in a very orderly fashion. 

I have always insisted on that, and one 
reason why I asked for the regulations to be 
put into the record of this hearing is that 
I think when you come to examine these 
regulations-! have never read them but 
I have read· many others-! think you are 
going to find very reasonable checks already 
on the books that will guarantee adequate 
power on the part of the Police Department 
to maintain order. That we must have. 

I do not want any picket line-labor 
picket line, political picket line, demonstra
tion picket line-that is not subjected to rea
sonable police power check. 

Now let me point out that you will find if 
you check cases, a considerable number of 
judicial decisions on the so-called political 
demonstration line. I refer to those politi
cal demonstration lines in the late thirties 
up and down the west coast. Some of them 
got into court and the courts held that they 
were primarily political demonstration lines 
against the shipment of scrap iron to Japan. 
The major cities on the west coast, port 
cities, had those lines~ They taught a great 
lesson. It fs too bad that the country a-s a 
whole did not heed them. 

I remember in respect to one at Portland, 
Oreg., there were those who thought I 
ought to be fired !rom the University of 

Oregon because of the public position I 
took on it. I pointed out what the line was 
seeking to demonstrate was that much of the 
scrap iron was going to come back in the 
bodies of American boys. In the opinion of 
the reactionaries that made me some sort of 
a wild-eyed radical who ought to be dis
missed from the State payroll, and we had a 
very interesting time over there. But time 
proved me right. That picket line, I think, 
performed a great educational service. 

You see, in a democracy sometimes things 
have to be dramatized in order to get people 
to understand; and so long as it is done in 
an orderly fashion and so long as adequate 
police power exists to control it, I am not 
going to vote to take that form of public 
education away from the people; nor that 
basic right of petition and freedom of 
speech. 

The last point I want to make is that I 
do not share the Senator from Nebraska's 
point of view as to the exercise of a judicial 
function on the part of the President of the 
United States in the Rosenberg case and 
similar cases. He is exercising an executive 
function if he exercises his power of pardon. 
He exercises an executive function which 
our constitutional fathers put in the Con-
stitution as a check on the judiciary. · 

There is no question about the fact in my 
judgment that a study of the history of the 
pardon concept will show it is a political 
power. It is a case of where the people 
thought it was wise to give to their political 
leader the power to cl:~eck a judiciary that, 
in the case of the Federal judiciary, is ap
pointed for a lifetime and, therefore, is not 
subject to political check by direct check 
upon the individual himself wearing the 
robes. 

You have your political check, it is true, 
through the legislative process. 

So I would say. that this right to petition 
the President of the United States on a 
pardon matter is simply carrying out the 
right to petition him to exercise a political 
power that he has in the Constitution. 

There is nothing more I can add to my 
point of view, except detail for the record. 
I have laid down, I think, the basic prin
ciples on which I object to this bill. 

Senator REYNOLDS. I think the Senator has 
made his position crystal clear. I hope that , 
the chairman has made his position equally 
clear. 

Senator MoRsE. I have great respect for 
the Chah·'s point of view. 

Senator REYNOLDs. Apparently our views 
are diametrically opposed to each other. I 
assume that you have Senator NEELY's proxy 
to vote as you vote. 

Senator MoRsE. That is right. 
Senator REYNOLDS. Do you care to make 

a motion? 
S:mator MORSE. I simply move that the 

hearings be adjourned. 
Senator REYNOLDS. The hearing is ad

journed. 
Should the subcommittee make a recom

mendation to the main committee? 
Senator MoRsE. I will move that the bill 

be indefinitely postponed. 
Senator REYNOLDS. Let it be recorded 

there are 2 votes to indefinitely postpone 
the bill, and 1 vote "no." It will be so re
ported to the main committee, reserving the 
right of the chairman to bring in a minority 
report. 

Senator MoRsE. Oh, su.rely. 
Senator REYNOLDs. Thank you, gentlemen. 
(Whereupon, at 10:50 a. m. the hearing 

was adjourned.) 

Mr. President, I have nothing more . 
to add, at least at this time .. except two 
very brief remarks. , 

First, I wish to point out the right to 
picket Buckingham Palace exists; and 
the Queen of England is not only the 
head of the state, but she is also the 
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head of the English church. . I think · 
that right, as it exists in England, is a 
demonstration of the source of the 
almost instinctive impulse of the Amer
ican people to insist upon preservation 
of the freedom to speak and the free
dom of petition. It is rather basic in 
American jurisprudence and it is rather 
basic in American political philosophy. 
In view of the time limitation this after
noon, when I am speaking on time which 
has been yielded to me by unanimous 
consent, it would be improper for me 
to take the time to discuss a series of 
cases which bear out the general ob
servations which I made yesterday in 
the committee meeting. 

The last point I wish to make is that 
in the committee yesterday we simp1y 
followed the parliamentary procedure 
which is typical of Senate committees. 
After there had been some hearing on 
the bill, a majority of the committee 
reached the conclusion that further con
sideration of the bill should be indefi
nitely postponed. 

We heard really only three witnesses. 
We heard Representative GENTRY, of 
Texas, who spoke for the bill. Repre
sentative HIESTAND, of California, was 
unable to be present, and by unanimous 
consent, his statement was made a part 
of the record. It was only a one-page 
statement, supporting the testimony of 
Representative GENTRY. 

The Assistant Corporation Counsel of 
the District of Columbia appeared to 
inform us that the Commissioners had 
no objection to the bill, but a reading 
of the record will disclose that his testi
mony was not what might be called 
strong advocacy. He pointed out that 
the Commissioners approved the bill, but 
there was not very much testimony. 

The Chief of Police testified neither for 
nor against the bill, as he made clear 
in answer to a direct question which I 
put to him. He pointed out what the 
cost of supervising such picket lines is 
in terms of dollars and man-hours, but 
made it very clear in answer to a direct 
question which I put to him that he was 
neutral with regard to the bill, and that 
the District of Columbia Police Depart
ment could maintain order in any picket 
line stretched in front of the White House 
or elsewhere in the District of Columbia. 

That was the case. Having heard it, 
I exercised my parliamentary right as 
a member of the committee to move the 
indefinite postponement of the bill. I 
think that is where it will rest. But if 
it does not, we shall have some hearings, 
or the committee will have to deny to 
me my right as a member of the commit
tee to hearings on a bill which I think is 
fundamental in its relationship to what 
I consider to be some very precious 
rights. 

If we are really to consider the bill, 
notwithstanding the indefinite postpone
ment which was voted yesterday, I shall 
urge upon the committee that I be ac
corded the right-and I doubt if there is 
a member of the committee who would 
deny it to me-to insist upon some ex
tensive hearings, because we shall have 
to make a full and detailed record of 
the whole history of freedom of speech 
and the right to petition. I shall wish 
to bring to Washington a group of eut-

standing leaders, a group of constitu
tional scholars, a group of 'people who 
share my point of view with regard to 
the bill. A very precious principle is at 
stake, and I certainly will desire full 
and fair hearings. I do not think there 
will be a single vote in the District of 
Columbia committee to deny me the 
right to such hearings. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the suggestion of the Senator 
from Oregon that I reply to his argu
ment, but I shall not do so at this time. 
Any argument I may have will be made 
before the committee in support of mi
nority views which I propose to submit 
to the committee. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, as 

previously announced, the Senate will 
meet on Saturday. We expect to hold 
evening sessions all this week. The un
finished business is Senate bill 3690, pro
posing amendments to the Atomic 
Energy Act. 

When the pending bill is out of the 
way, we hope to schedule for considera
tion a number of other bills, with re
spect to some of which previous an
nouncement has been made, although 
they will not necessarily be taken up in 
the order in which they are mentioned. 
They are Calendar No. 644, House bill 
6287, a bill to extend and amend the Re
negotiation Act of 1951. 

Calendar No. 1315, Senate bill 2910, 
a bill providing for the creation of cer
tain United States judgeships, and for 
other purposes. 

Calendar No. 1720, Senate bill 3706, a 
bill to amend the Subversive Activities 
Control Act of 1950. 

Calendar No. 1794, Senate bill 880, a 
bill to amend the license law of the Dis
trict of Columbia. 

Calendar No. 1797, Senate bill 2601, a 
bill to provide for Federal financial as
sistance to the States and Territories in 
the construction of public elementary 
and secondary school facilities. 

Calendar No. 1774, House bill 7815, a 
bill to provide for the construction, 
maintenance, and operation of the Cou
gar Dam, in Oregon, and so forth. 

In addition, there will be the social 
security extension bill, when it is finally 
reported from the Finance Committee, 
the foreign aid authorization bill, and 
the farm bill. 

I am also hopeful that during the week 
we may have the conference report on 
the tax bill. The conferees have been 
in session today. Also, perhaps, this 
week we shall have the conference re
port on the housing bill. 

In addition to the legislation which 
will be carried over from Friday to Sat
urday, we expect to have a call of the 
calendar for the consideration of bills 
to which there is no objection, begin
ning at the point where the previous 
call was concluded. 

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

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. When does the 

majority leader expect to reach a vote 
on the unfinished business?. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. When the debate 
has run out and the amendments have 
been disposed of, we expect to vote. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I understand 
that; but when does the distinguished 
majority leader estimate such an even
tuality might take place? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The distinguished 
Senator from Arkansas has been a Mem
ber of this body longer than has the 
Senator from California. I have seen 
times when I became a little despondent 
as to the possibility of reaching an early 
vote, and then, as if by some miracle, 
the procedures were hastened along. I 
am merely saying that whenever the 
debate is concluded, I hope all Senators 
will remain in attendance so that we 
may start voting on the amendments, 
on the third reading of the bill, and on 
the final passage of the bill itself. 

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

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield to the Sen
ator from Tennessee. 

Mr. GORE. It had been my under
standing that the distinguished major
ity leader expected the debate to con
tinue until 9 o'clock tonight, and that 
if it were not concluded at that time, it 
would be resumed tomorrow. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That is correct. 
Mr. GORE. I thank the majority 

leader. 

ORDER FOR RECESS TO 10 O'CLOCK 
A.M. TOMORROW 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its labors this evening 
it stand in recess until 10 o'clock tomor
row morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

ADMISSION OF COMMUNIST CHINA 
TO THE UNITED NATIONS 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a statement I 
recorded for the American Friends Serv
ice Committe's radio program entitled 
"Our Friend in Washington," on the sub
ject of seating Communist China in the 
United Nations, be printed in the body 
of the RECORD at this point in my 
remarks. 

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR LEHMAN 
In recent days the issue of the possible 

seating of Red China in the U. N. has been 
forcefully presented to the public, but in 
what I consider to be a misleading manner. 

As far as I know, there has been no official 
announcement that any one of our allies is 
going to propose the admission of Red China. 
into the U. N., as a. unilateral undertaking. 
It is, of course, possible-and even likely
that such a proposal might be made as part 
of a Far Eastern agreement for the settle
ment of the Korean and Indochinese con
filets. I have no inside information on this, 
but Prime Minister Churchill might well have 
discussed this possibility with President 
Eisenhower during his recent visit here. This 
1s the only explanation for the recent excite
ment of Senator KNOWLAND and his rash 
statement that if Red China is admitted to 
the u. N. he will urge and insist that the 
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United States withdraw from the U. N. and 
resign its membership in that world organi
zation. 

As a result of this statement by Senator 
KNOWLAND, there has been a sharp division 
of opinion in the Senate. There has been 
support for Senator KNOWLAND's position by 
some Republicans and by some Democrats, 
including the minority leader, Senator 
LYNDON JoHNSON. There has been strong 
opposition to senator KNOWLAND's position
that is, to his demand that the United 
States withdraw from the United Nations if 
Red China is admitted-an the part of nu
merous Democrats, including, I may say, my
self, and by Senators FuLBRIGHT, GILLETTE, 
and SPARKMAN, among others. 

The great danger, in any public discussion 
of this issue, is in failing to perceive that 
there are really two issues involved. One is 
the question of whether the United States 
Government should agree to the admission 
of Red China into the United Nations. The 
second issue is whether the United States 
should withdraw from the United Nations if 
Red China is, in fact, admitted by formal 
action of the United Nations. 

As far as I am concerned, as of the pres
ent moment, I am opposed to admitting 
Red China into the United Nations. I am 
strongly and unreservedly opposed to such a 
move unless and until Red China can prove 
that she is willing to accept the full obliga
·tions of U. N. membership, including a de
votion to peace and a respect for the in
tegrity and sovereignty of her neighbors. 
The Coxnmunist regime must show that it is 
willing to conduct itself on a civilized basis 
and willing to contribute to the establish
ment of security, justice, and world. peace. 
.until such a time I will continue to oppose 
it and I think the United States Govern
ment should oppose it. 

But the worst and most disastrous atti
tude we could possibly take is the attitude 
expressed by Senator KNOWLAND--namely, 
that if the United Nations should at some 
time agree to the admission of Red China 
over our protest, we will withdraw from 
the U.N. 

To take that attitude is to assume the 
same rigid and inflexible posture that has 
long characterized Soviet Russia. To take 
that attitude is to foreclose all possibilities 
of peaceful settlement of the Far Eastern 
conflicts by negotiation and agreement. The 
implication of this attitude is that our only 
solution to the situation in the Far East 
is total war. That solution will never be 
accepted by the other nations of the free 
world. I do not think it will be acceptable 
to the American people. 

Any proposal to withdraw from the U. N. 
is, in my judgment, nothing but madness. 
To do so would be to abdicate our role of 
world leadership, won at such great cost. It 
would, of course, seriously cripple the U. N., 
'but it would cripple us even more. It would 
isolate us. It would leave us friendless and 
alone. We would be without allies and 
without the re.spect and confidence of the 
other free nations of the world. 

The United Nations, despite any imper
fections it may have, and despite the many 
disappointments we have experienced as a 
·result of its shortcomings, is still the best 
hope of peace and security in the world. 
Under no circumstances should we consider 
abandoning our membership in this great 
:organization. We would be forfeiting our . 
world leadership and our strength. 

THE PRESIDENT'S HIGHWAY 
PROGRAM 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, it 
is seldom that I deliver two addresses in 
one day to this distinguished body. To
day I am impelled to take the floor on 

two major subjects, one of which I have 
already discussed. 

On behalf of the President of the 
United States, Vice President NIXON de
livered one of the most important ad
dresses ever given in America. In it, 
the Chief Executive clearly demon
strated the need for more and better 
highways for a growing America. I say 
that this is a most challenging and a 
thrilling thing for the President to do. 
It pleases me beyond measure that rec
ognition of a long time problem has been 
given by the top leader in this country. 

This is not a new situation which the 
President is demanding that we take ac
tion on at this time. It has been with us 
and it has been known to us but not 
until the President spoke out in a forth
right and clear manner, were Americans 
generally made a ware of the sever neces
sity for building the roads that we need 
for the cars that we now own and op
erate and will own and operate in the 
future. In fact, the President says that 
$50 billion within the next 10 years-in 
addition to current normal expendi
tures-will be only a good start on the 
highway system we need for a population 
of 200 million Americans. 
· Mr. President, I believe that in the 
past we have lacked imagination with 
respect to the real need of the American 
public for highways. 

I believe that the President, in speak
ing out, has stimulated and will continue 
to stimulate the imagination of the 
American people to the point where they 
will go to work now in the building of 
needed highways. 

Most certainly, the economic growth 
of the United States demands an inte
grated and cooperative approach to the 
highway problem by the Federal Govern
ment and the 48 State governments. 

Despite substantial, and sometimes 
magnificient, efforts by local government 
to provide 1954 model highways for 1954 
model traffic, all efforts are essentially 
'limited and even haphazard until to
gether all interested authorities can de
vise the grand plan proposed by the 
President. The American economy is a 
unified economy of many widely sep
arated but interdependent areas, indus
tries and crops. The highway net essen
tial to their common development must 
be based on a unified, an integrated 
plan. For the development of the ab
solutely necessary highway pattern, the 
common thread of Federal interest is 
essential. 

My record with respect to highway 
development is such that I can thor
oughly endorse the President's program 
of $50 billion overall increase in what 
we now spend for highways throughout 
the United States. Earlier in this ses
sion I introduced a highway measure 
that would have provided $2,208,000,000 
Federal contribution for assistance to the 
States in new highway construction. I 
addressed the Senate at the time the 
Federal highway-aid extension bill was 
under debate and pointed out extensively 
the need for more highway funds. I 
must admit that I did not go quite so 
far as the President, but I am now say
ing to my colleagues that I am whole
heartedly in accord with his proposal, 
and I intend to work for its adoption. 

I know that the President's program 
will cause some concern to those who 
favor a reduction in Federal-aid pay
ments to the States: In times past I 
also have favored the elimination, wher
ever possible, of such grant-in-aid pro
grams. In the instant case, however, I 
am firmly of the opinion that the Fed
eral Government has a national interest 
in our highway system for defense pur
poses. That interest cannot constitu
tionally be delegated to the States. 
Those who would argue against Fed
eral participation, I believe, would not 
disagree with this principle, although 
they might not agree with respect to the 
amount of money to be spent for this 
purpose. 

Not so many years ago we were told 
that the point of complete economic 
development had been reached and that 
there were no more frontiers to be 
opened. I believe that Am-erica is just 
starting, and will continue to have 
frontiers. It seems to me the Presi
dent's proposal is ample demonstration 
that there are new horizons. 

Because the people of this great Nation 
must continue pioneering, then we of the 
Congress must at all times keep pace with 
our ever increasing population. Ameri
cans have every right and should expect 
that their Government will do those 
things for them which are necessary and 
proper. In the field of highway con
·struction we have traditionally assigned 
this responsibility to Government and 
the record of the past four decades 
shows that the various levels of Govern
_ment have been able to meet this re
sponsibility. But they have met the 
responsibility only in terms of the 
amount of money available to highway 
departments to do the job. 

It has been a lack of money that has 
prevented the full development of our 
highway systems. As I stated, I believe 
we lacked imagination of what was going 
to be necessary in the future, rather than 
that we did not want to spend money for 
the highways. 

There is no doubt in my mind that the 
building of highways affects every part cf 
the Nation. No State can any longer 
build highways only to its border, and 
fail to connect a good highway with a 
good highway in another State. Those 
·days are past. A highway system affects 
every hamlet in America. It affects the 
value of real estate along the highway 
and near the highway. It develops new 
horizons so far as the development and 
the building of small business are con
cerned. If we wish to help small busi
ness, here is one way in which we can 
actually help it. When I speak about 
small business, I mean a small business 
with a few employees, perhaps 25, al
though the new social security bill rec
ognizes employers who employ as few as 
4 people. That is the kind of business 
that will be promoted by the development 
of highways, and what makes America 
great is small business combined with big 
business. So by exp~ding and improv
ing our highway system America can 
grow and be better able to defend itself. 

It would be a sad thing indeed if in the 
event of an atomic attack we lost thous
ands of our citizens because we did not 
have the roads to permit them to speedily 
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evacuate under bombardment. It is a 
sad thing that thousands of our Ameri
can citizens lose their lives every year 
because of the-inadequacies of our high
way system. That is a condition we 

· can remedy. It is an outrage upon the 
·heavily taxed motorist that he is not 
given the roads whfch are in go_od repair 
and in the best possible condition for 
his motoring pleasure. A large Yolume 
of our commercial goods are moved ever 
highways by trucks, and we must have 
roads to keep the flow of commerce unin
terrupted. 

It would seem to me that every Mem
ber of Congress of both the House and 
Senate ought to study with extreme care 
the President's proposal. After such 
study there ought not to be a single vote 
against it in either House. I am told, and 
I read in the newspapers that certain 
things are national ''musts." I am not 
sure in . many instances that they are 
really vital requirements, but I am cer
tain this highway construction program 
is in fact a "must." 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD at 
this point the address prepared by the 

·President and delivered by the Vice Pres
jdent before the Conference of Governors 
at Bolton Landing, N.Y. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 
ADDRESS OF VICE PRESIDENT RICHARD NIXON 

TO THE GOVERNORS CONFERENCE, LAKE 

GEORGE, N. Y., JULY 12, 1954 
Governor Thornton, distinguished Gov

ernors of the States of the Union, the dis
tinguished First Ladies of the States of the 
Union, guests of the governors conference: 

I want you to know, first of all, that it is 
a great privilege for me to have had the 
opportunity to attend this conference for 
the brief time that I have today. There are 
a number of reasons for this. I haven't the 
time to mention them all, but there are 2 
or 3 that I think would be of interest to you. 

One is that I have had the opportunity to 
see really very well this beautiful New York 
countryside. As we have sat here in the 
Sagamore Inn and looked out on the view 
from this window on Lake George I think 
that I can say without fear of contradiction 
that th~re is no view in the United States 
which excels this one. 

Now, Governor Dewey, I know that you 
will agree with that. You will note that my 
language is very, very careful in that respect; 
and Governor Knight will agree with me that 
that is the highest praise that a Californian 
could pay to any other view in America. 

And the second reason that I am very priv
ileged to be here is that it has given me an 
opportunity to renew acquaintances with the 
governors of the States, many of whom I have 
met at previous conferences that have been 
held in washington, and in other areas. 

One regret I have is that we have not had 
the opportunity to have renewed acquaint
ances with the first ladies of the States, but 
I see them in front of me, rather than in 
back of me, as the governors are, and that in 
itself is a reward, you can be sure. 

May I say, too, that I realize that for each 
of us who is here tonight, that certainly it 
is a great disappointment that the President 
of the United States, who was scheduled to 
address you, is unable to be here because of 
the death of a member of his family who 
was very close to him, and very dear to him. 

I am here, therefore, as a substitute. But 
no one, as you know, can substitute for the 
President of the United States, and I wouldn't 
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_be so presumptuous as to indicate to you 
that I could. 

But the President had a message that he 
particularly wanted to deliver to this con
ference. He was good enough to give me the 
notes -that he had made for delivery of that 
message. Now, incidentally, I know that his 
appearance at the conference was adver
tised as being an informal speech by the 
President, and I kno·.v that all of you will 
concur from his previous appearances before 
your conferences that in making this in
formal, such as previously, the President is 
very, very effective. But, having seen these 
notes, as you will learn in just a few mo

·ments, I can tell you that the President fol
lows the rule that the best informal speech 
is the one that is very well prepared. And 
fortunately, those notes are available for me 
to talk to you this evening. Unfortunately, 
of course, the personality, the anecdotes, the 
interpolations, which make the notes live, as 
only the fresident can make the notes live, 
I cannot, of course, effectively bring to you. 
But I would like to bring to you the message 
as it has been set down in the notes, and 
then if time permits, perhaps to add at the 
end a few remarks of my own: 

"The 48 States are represented at this 
conference, and each of them-in area, in 
population, in wealth-is greater than many 
independent nations in the world today. 
Each of them is great in potential achieve
ment, because joined with 47 others, they 
form the mightiest of temporal teams-the 
United States of America. 

"Now, against that background, where is 
the United States going, and by what road? 
What are the purposes of the United States 
of America, for the building of a cooperative 
peace. The strengthening of America and 
her friends are overriding purposes that must 
have a sound economic base. How can we 
assure such a base? 

"At home, the United States of America 
must be an example of national progress in 
its standard of living. Measured by the 
prosperity, the culture, the health of the 
free individual, America is the best market 
place for American products. 

"Abroad, the spiral in the world's standard 
of living means a spiral in purchasing power. 
And this, of course, is to the advantage of 
every American producer, every sound Amer
ican investment in better world living stand
ards will earn rich returns for America. And 
in a period of crises, ignited by circumstances 
often beyond present control or immediate 
remedy, we must maintain a military dike 
bn our defense perimeter. But behind it we 
must achieve the fullest possible productive 
strength, exploiting every asset, correcting 
every deficiency in our economic situation. 
We don't want a blueprint for a regimented 
economy, but we must have vision, compre
hensive .Plans, and cooperation between the 
States and Federal Government. 

"And the road we should take is outlined 
by the American philosophy of government. 
What is that philosophy? The President likes 
to think of it in these terms: It is rooted in 
individual rights and obligations-expressed 
in maximum opportunity for every individ
ual to use rights and to discharge obliga
tions-maintained by keeping close to the 
individual his control over his government-
it is sparked by local initiative, encouraged 
and furthered by the Federal Government. 
Financed traditionally by demanding of visi
ble, tangible, and profitable return on every 
dollar spent. A tax economy of enterprises, 
directly or indirectly, which are self-liqui
dating. 

"Now, that philosophy, applied to public 
affairs, is the middle road between chaos on 
the one side, and regimentation t'ln the other. 

"It is significant that in the United States 
we talk of individual rights, we talk of States 
rights-but not of Federal rights, because 
the Federal Government is normally consid
ered a depository of certain well-defined and 

~im.ited obligations: For national security, 
for foreign affa;irs, for leadership within the 
community of 48 States. 

"Now, in that light. what are the domestic 
jobs that must now be done to further the 
purposes of America?. What 1s the prospect 
before us? 

"First, on the bright side, we llve ln a 
dramatic age of technical revolution through 
atomic power, and we should recognize the 
fact that the pace is far faster than the 
simpler revolutions of the past. It was a very 
long generation from the Watt steam engine 
to a practical locomotive. It was less than 
9 years from the atomic bomb to the launch
ing of an atomic-powered submarine. We 
have seen a revolutionary increase in oppor
tunity, comfort, leisure, and productivity of 
the individual. 

"Thirty years ago, the machine economy 
·was almost entirely limited to factories and 
transportation. Today it is in every area 
of living, even in the garden patches and on 
the front lawns. 

"Look at the prospects in population. In 
1870, the population of the United States 
was 38V2 million people, and our population 
growth in the previous half century was one 
of the wonders of the world. 

"In 1970, the population of the United 
States, it is estimated, will reach 200 mil
lion. It will grow in the next 16 years as 
much as the entire population of the United 
States was in 1870. 

"So much for the credit side. On the 
dark side, as we look into the future, we 
see a shortage of 300,000 classrooms in the 
grade schools of the country, a shortage of 
813,000 hospital beds, an annual increase 
of 250,000 disabled who require vocational 
rehabilitation. And we have also disloca
tions in our economy requiring undesirable 
Government intervention-everything from 
subsidies even to outright seizure and con
trol, in the recent past. 

_ "Also on the dark side, we have a trans
portation system which in many respects 
it is true is the best in the world, but far 
from the best that America can do for it
self in an era when defensive and produc
tive strength require the absolute best that 
we can have. 

"Now all of these needs must be attended 
to, along with the other unlimited prob
lems in which we have common interests 
and common responsibilities. And all of 
them require some measure of Federal
State cooperation. Some are insoluble, ex
cept in closest cooperation. 

"For example, the top priority in our plan
ning must be given to transportation, and to 
health and efficiency in industries to the 
national defense and the national economy. 
A Cabinet committee has just been estab
lished by the President to explore and to help 
formulate a comprehensive transportation 
policy for the Nation, taking into account the 
vital interests of carriers, shippers, the States 
and communities, the public at large. But 
more specifically, our highway net is inade
quate locally, and obsolete as a national 
system. 

"To start to meet this problem at this 
session of the Congress, we h ave increased by 
approximately $500 million the Federal 
moneys available to the States for road 
development. This seems like a very sub
stantial sum. But the experts say that $5 
billion a year for 10 years, in addition to 
all current, normal expenditures will pay 
off in economic growth; and when we have 
spent $50 billion in the next 10 years, we 
shall only have made a good start on the 
highways the country will need for a 
population of 200 million people. 

"A $50-billion highway program in 10 years 
is a goal toward which we can-and we 
should-look. 

"Now, let us look at the highway net of the 
United States as it is. What is wrong with 
it? It is obsolete, because in large part it 



10512 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE Ju.ly 14 
just happened. It was governed in the be· 
ginning by terrain, existing Indian trails, cat• 
tle trails, arbitrary section lines. It was de• 
signed largely for local movement at low 
speeds of 1 or 2 horsepower. It has been ad• 
justed, it is true, at intervals to meet metro· 
politan traffic gluts, transcontinental move· 
ment, and increased horsepower. But it has 
never been completely overhauled or planned 
to satisfy the needs 10 years ahead. 

"At this point in his notes, the President 
had a personal anecdote illustrating the prob
lem. Thirty-five years ago this month, the 
Secretary of War initiated a transcontinental 
truck convoy to prove that the gas engine 
had displaced the mule, even on our rela
tively primitive roads. A second lieutenant 
named Dwight Eisenhower went along as 
an observer. All-weather roads in the United 
States at that time totaled 300,000 miles. 
The autos and trucks numbered 7,600,000. 
That truck convoy left Washington on July 
7. · It arrived in San Francisco on Septem· 
ber 5, 60 days and 6,000 breakdowns later. 

"Today, all-weather mileage is approxi
mately 1,800,000 as compared with 300,000 
miles. But autos and trucks number more 
than 56 million, as compared with 7,600,000. 

"It is obvious, then, that the increase in 
mileage has lagged behind the increase in 
vehicles. The road system, moreover, is 
fundamentally the same, either haphazard 
or completely arbitrary in its origin, designed 
for local movement, in an age of transconti· 
nental travel. 

"Now, · what are the penalties of this ob
solete net which we have tOday? Our first 
most apparent, an annual death toll com
parable to the casualties of a bloody war, 
beyond calculation in dollar terms. It ap
proaches 40,000 killed and exceeds 1.3 million 
injured annually. 

"And second, the annual wastage of bil· 
lions of hours in detours, traffic jams, and so 
on, measurable by any traffic engineer and 
amounting to billions of dollars in productive 
time. 

"Third, all the civil suits that clog up our 
courts. It has been estimated that more 
than half have their origins on highways, 
roads, and streets. 

"Nullification of efficiency in the produc
tion of goods by inefficiency in the trans
port of goods, is another result of this obso
lete net that we have today. 

"And finally, the appalling inadequacies to 
meet the demands of catastrophe or defense, 
should an atomic war come. 

"These penalties warrant the expenditure 
of billions to correct them. 

"Now, let us look at the highway net as 
it should be. The President believes that 
the requirements are these: a grand plan 
for a properly articulated system that solves 
the problems of speedy, safe, transcontinen
tal travel-intercity communication-access 
highways-and farm-to-market movement-
metropolitan area congestion-bottlenecks
and parking. 

"Second, a financing proposal based on 
self-liquidation of each project, wherever 
that is possible, through tolls or the assured 
increase in gas tax revenue, and on Federal 
help where the national interest demands 
it. 

"And third-and I would emphasize this, 
particularly at this conference, because I 
know how deeply the President believes in 
this principle: a cooperative alliance be
tween the Federal Government and the 
States so that local government and the 
most efficient sort of government in the ad
ministration of funds, will be the manager 
of its own area. 

"And the fourth, very probably, a program 
initiated by the Federal Government, with 
State cooperation, for the planning and 
construction of a modern State highway sys
tem, with the Federal Government functions, 
for example, being to advance funds or guar
antee the obligations of localities or States 

which undertake to construct new, or mod• 
ernize existing, highways." 

And then I would like to read to you the 
last sentence from the President's notes, ex· 
actly as it appears in them, because it is an 
exhortation to the members of this con
ference: 

"I hope that you will study the matter, 
and recommend to me the cooperative action 
you think the Federal Government and the 
48 States should take to meet these require
ments, so that I can submit positive pro
posals to the next session of the Congress." 

And I know that in making this request 
to the Governors Conference, that the Presi
dent believes it is essential that we have co
operation in this field. He believes that only 
with cooperation, and with the maximum of 
State and local initiative and control, can we 
have a program whicli will deal with the 
problem and deal with it effectively. 

And now I trust that you will not con
sider me presumptuous if in the very few 
minutes remaining I add a footnote to the 
message of the President of the United States. 

We have been discussing tonight a 50-
billion-dollar highway program over 10 years. 
And it may seem difficult to attain, because 
of the cost. But I think all of us are aware 
today t~at we spend almost $50 billion every 
year for national defense. I don't think we 
could have any more striking evidence of 
what a great vista of progress we have in 
store for our country, if we can have peace. 

Now, I don't propose to discuss this great 
problem in a very few minutes specifically, 
or to offer ?-ny new program to you here to
night. That is, of course, the prerogative 
of the President and the Secretary of State. 
But I do suggest that in considering the 
threat to the peace of the world, in con
sidering why we spend the $50 billion to 
meet that threat, the threat which is pre
sented by the Communist conspiracy, that 
we sometimes have a tendency to place pri
mary and almost exclusive emphasis on the 
possibility of atomic war, and of armies 
marching across the border in the traditional 
pattern. 

I think we should have in mind that 
there are two great factors today which in
dicate that the greatest danger we face 
in the future may not be traditional war or, 
for that matter, atomic war. And the first 
factor is the deterrent effect of the atomic 
weapon itself. 

It is significant that even some military 
men say that the atomic weapon in the 
long run may turn out to be one of tl:ie 
greatest forces for peace in the world. 

Why is this the case? 
I thought I had it very eloquently and ef

fectively explained to me by a man it was 
my privilege to meet on the trip that Mrs. 
Nixon and I took around the world last 
fall. He had been described to me before 
I left by a man who has definite opinions 
on men and subjects--General MacArthur. 
The man that he was talking to was Gen
eral Slim, the Governor General of Australia, 
who served during the war in various com
mands. 

And General MacArthur, before I went, 
said, "I urge you to have a conversation with 
General Slim"-as I had planned to do
''and I can tell you that in my opinion he is 
a hard-hitting, hard-bitten, hard-fighting 
man." I found that General Slim, the Gov
ernor General of Australia, was all of that, 
and that he was a man who was thinking 
very seriously of the grave problems con
fronting the world. 

He developed this thesis that I have just 
mentioned, the thesis that the atomic bomb 
might turn out to be a force for peace rather 
than for war, and he pointed out that in 
the history of wars we find that a national 
leader does not start a war unless he thinks 
he can win it, or unless he thinks he can 
win more in the war than he will lose. 

Now, how has a national leader to deter· 
mine that he can or will win more than he 
will lose? 

He does that when he feels that he has a 
clear advantage. In times past, that ad
vantage could be obtained by increasing the . 
quantity-increasing the quantity, for ex
ample, of men, of bows and arrows, of guns, 
of planes, of tanks-whatever the weapons 
happen to be at a particular time in our 
history. And once the quantitative advan
tage was obtained, a war could be risked 
with a reasonable chance of winning. 

And then, General Slim pointed out, that 
now, for the first time in the world's history, 
we are approaching a period when numbers 
may no longer be decisive. Because once a 
nation has enough atomic and hydrogen 
weapons, and planes to deliver them, to 
destroy the power of its enemy, whether it 
has 10 times as much makes no difference. 

We may soon reach that point in the 
world, he pointed out, when no world leader 
at that time may feel that he can risk war 
as an instrument of policy, because the re· 
sult will be, at best, double suicide. 

That is the first factor which m111tates 
against the theory that the great danger 
to us today is a war of any kind. 

The second one is in examining the tac
tics of the only potential threat to the 
peace of the world. In 1917, what wa-s com
munism? Nothing but a cellar conspiracy. 
The Communists did not control a govern
ment in the world. Today they control 800 
million people, and a third of the globe. 

How did they get this control? Secretary 
Dulles has pointed out that they have 
gained this control by armed attack across a 
border only in gaining two insignificant parts 
of Finland and Poland. All the rest--the 
great gains-have been obtained through 
the tactics of internal subversion revolution. 
For example, China was won to the Commu
nist side by Chinese, Czechoslovakia by 
Czechs, Hungary by Hungarians. 

And so it would seem that the major dan
ger we face in .the world today may be that 
kind of action. 

Now, where do we face that danger? Pri
marily in the uncommitted areas of the 
world, in areas which unfortunately have 
no tradition of freedom, or in many in
stances very little tradition of freedom. 
Those areas primarily are in Asia and in 
Africa-Africa, the richest continent in the 
world, 95 percent of which is controlled in 
a colonial status. 

These are the points of attack by the Com
munists today, the primary points of attack. 
Now, what is the danger? Revolution, we 
have decided. But a revolution is ·not pos
sible unless people follow leaders who are 
won over to a cause. 

V:hat is the appeal? Why are people won 
to the Communist cause, particularly in 
these areas of the world? 

I think, very simply stated, we must realize 
that people in Asia, these uncommitted areas, 
in Africa-people are on the march, they 
want to better their lives, they are dissatis
fied with the status quo. There are some 
significant things which are characteristic 
of most all of them. Some of these nations 
have just recently acquired their independ
ence, others are still in colonial status, all 
want independence, and they want to main
tain it, if they already have it. 

Second, most of these are peoples who have 
suffered the greatest humiliation that a 
people can suffer, and that is, being looked 
down upon by other peoples in the world. 

Third, all are substandard in their stand
ards of living. 

Fourth, all have suffered grievously from 
war. 

And so, what do they want? Independ
ence. Equality. Economic progress--and 
peace. 

They don't like the slavery, the cruelty of 
communism any more than we do. But they 
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wlll take it if it promises so·me progress 
toward the goals which they want, in oppo
sition to those who offer only to leave them 
where they are. And all the defense pacts, 
the armies in the world, will be useless if 
the people are on the other side. We saw 
that, in reverse, in Guatemala. 

Now, what do we do about this problem? 
We are doing a number of things. First, of 
course, we exposed the Communists, ex
posed the fact that while they say they are 
for all these things, in practice they pro
duce the opposite. 

And second, we are lining up the great 
moral power of the United States and the 
free nations, on the side of the aspirations 
of these people. And I thought the state
ment that Prime Minister Churchill and 
President Eisenhower issued at the conclu
sion of their conference, will h a ve a great 
impact in those areas of the world in doing 
just that. 

But, in order to give this kind of leader
ship, it means that we must h ave a sound 
base in America, a great example of freedom, 
of equality, of economic progress, for all the 
world to see. 

Our economy must not be fat and static, 
but it has to be dynamic and expanding. 
And that is why it is so essential that the 
very best leadership in America, from both of 
our great major· parties, from all segments 
of our Government, join together in making 
the An1erican democracy sound and strong, 
and productive and free. 

Mr. "FERGUSON. The subject of the 
President's address has been noted by 
editors of newspapers throughout the 
country as being of great importance. · In 
the New York Herald Tribune of this 
morning, the · lead editorial, entitled 
"Eisenhower the Builder," starts out · by 
saying: 

President Eisenhower's "grand plan" for 
better roads has been stated only in broad 
outline. In brief, it advocates spending $50 
billion over the next 10 years for the high
ways that America needs. This is prob~bly 
2 or 3 times the present rate of expenditure 
f rom all sources, but it is no more than has 
been proposed all along by experts of every 
variety. 

Mr. President, that is true. 
I ask unanimous consent that the edi

torial be inserted in the RECORD as part 
of my remarks. 

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

EISENHOWER THE BUILDER 
President Eisenhower's grand plan for bet

ter roads has been stated only in broad out
lin e. In brief, it advocates spending $50 
billion over the next 10 years for the high
ways that America needs. This is probably 
2 qr 3 times the present rate of expenditure 
from all sources, but it is no more than has 
been proposed all along by experts of every 
var iet y. The necessity exists. Automobiles 
are outstripping highways; transportation 
must be improved for economic growt h , 
sa fet y, comfort, and, not to be overlooked, the 
requirements of defense in an atomic age. 
Our swelling _population is making increas
ing demands on the future as well as the 
present. And furthermore 11i is well to re
member tnat a building_ program of this 
magnitude would have untold benefits for 
all business and personal prosperity. This, 
then, is a magnificently conceived plan in the 
national interest. · 

The details will come later. But the expo
sition before the Conference of Governors 
made it plain that this is by no means an 
airy lot of wishful thinking. The plan pro
ceeds from the universally admitted point 
that the roadz have to be built and also that 

they have to be paid for. Obviously there 
are both national and local responsibilities 
involved here, but the main thing is to get 
started on the highways and preferably with 
some decent regard as to nationwide plan
ning. Forty-eight separate systems pose too 
many problems in engineering and finance; 
still, there are very few people who would 
consciously wish to leave everyt hing to 
Washington. 

What President Eisenhower proposes is a 
cooperative alliance between Federal and 
State governments, with fiscal administra
tion left in local hands. The source of reve
nue would depend on the project-self-liqui
dating as far as feasible. Federal help, if 
necessary. It may be that we shall see a lot 
of agreement with the States on Government 
credit back of construction, much as in the 
case of the New York Stat e Thruway. Cer
tainly there will be continued relia nce on the 
gasoline tax, even though many of the Gov
ernors would like to acqu ire this impost ex
clusively for their own. 

The idea is plainly a judicious combination 
of tolls, t axes, and outright assistance, but 
with a heavy emphasis on cooperation. Who 
is to pay for what can be left to be worked 
out in detailed discussions? The fact is that 
everybody pa: s and that everybody wants 
first-class roads. And President Eisenhower 
has asserted himself vigorously on the in
stant need for $50 billion -.vorth of progress. 
That is real leadership. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, the 
Washington Evening Star has an edito
rial on the same subject, which is h eaded 
"Our Highways and the Future." That 
is a good heading, because highways 
mean much to the future. 

· I was struck by the fact that my good 
friend Jim Berryman, of the Star, in one 
of his excellent cartoons, depicted the 
Vice President as reading the speech to 
the governors and suggested that, while 
he usually presides over the Senate, this 
time he was doing a master's job in giv
ing the facts to the governors of the 
States of this great Nation. 

I hope the governors will view the 
highway program in the light in which 
the President envisions it. Some of 
them will have to use imagination in 
contemplating the future of America. 
Some among them may think pioneering 
days are of the past and that the roads 
in use today are adequate for the fu
ture of America, but I do not consider 
that to be true. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the editorial appearing in the 
Washington Evening Star be printed in 
the RECORD. 

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

OUR HIGHWAYS AND THE FUTURE 
As numerous governors have been quick 

to indicate, the President's grand plan for 
a vast program of highway improvement 
and expansion is more than a little bit 
controversial in terms of how the States are 
to figure in it. But what is not controversial 
about it is the fact that some such pro
gram-regardless of confiictinG views as to 
methods of financing and directing it-is 
imperative for the future well-being of the 
Nation. 

For General Eisenhower-speaking through 
Vice President NIXON to the governors' con
ference at Bolton Landing in New York
ras not exaggerated in declaring that the 
present road network in the United States 
"is inadequate locally, and obsolete as a na
tional system." Nor has he exaggerated iil. 
warning that this deficiency, as long as it 

exists, will continue to impose very severe 
penalties on the American people-penalties 
that include (1) serious economic losses 
resulting from inefficient transportation of 
goods that have been efficiently produced; 
(2) a terrible annual toll of dead and in
jured in highway accidents; and (3) "ap
palling inadequacies to meet the demands 
of catastrophe or defense should atomic war 
come." 

It is true, of course, that the United States 
prob::~bly is far ahead of most other coun
tries in road development. But that does 
not alter the fact that as a nation-with 
our unparalleled and ever-growing number 
of high-speed passenger automobiles and 
trucks--.ve still have a long way to go be
fore we can even approach attainment of 
the kind of local, State, and interstate high
way system that we need. And our prob
lem in that sense is particularly pressing 
because our American population is increas
ing at a rate of about 25 million every dec
~de-which means, if the present trend con
t inues, that there will be 200 million of us 
hy 1970, and perhaps almost as many as 300 
million by 2000 A. D., which is fewer than 
50 years from now, a brief span in the life-
time of human society. ' 

Accordingly, having in mind such highly 
significant factors as this rapid population 
growth, the President has proposed a Fed
eral-State cooperative program under 
which-in addition to current normal road 
expenditures-$50 billion would be laid out 
during the next 10 years on projects designed 
to make a good start on the network of 
highways that the Nation will sorely require 
in the relatively near future. As for financ
ing the undertaking, he has suggested that 
each vf the projects be put on a self-liqui
dating basis wherever possible-to be paid 
for through toll charges or the collection of 
gasoline taxes. Further, where necessary; he 
would advance Federal funds to support 
those parts of the plan that could not be 
carried out otherwise. 

More than a few of the governors have 
taken a rather dim view of all this because 
of a fear that it would seriously impinge on 
States' rights. Nevertheless, although it 
lends itself to debate in that respect, there 
can be no doubt-in view of our expanding 
economy and fast-growing population-that 
something like the President's proposal needs 
to be put into effect in one way or another. 
and the sooner the better. 

REVISION OF THE ATOMIC ENERGY 
ACT OF 1946 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <S. 3690) to amend the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1946, as amended, and for 
other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
since this is an important bill and it is 
desired that ample opportunity be af
forded to debate it, I had hoped that 
Senators who wished .to discuss the bill 
or offer amendments would be prepared 
to carry on tonight. I did not expect the 
session to go beyond 9 o'clock. It is now 
only a qua~ter to 8. If other speeches on 
the bill could be made I should be glad 
to keep the Senate in session for that 
purpose. I certainly would not want any 
Senator to feel that he had been fore
closed from discussing this important 
subject. I was wondering whether any 
amendments were prepared to be offered 
and perhaps to be taken up. I fully rea
lize that we cannot have a vote on final 
passage tonight, and I would not press 
for final passage or even for action of the 
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amendment dealing with powerplants, 
but I was hopeful that if there were 
amendments, they might be offered at 
this time. 

Mr. President, apparently there are 
no further speeches to be made at this 
time. I understand that a number of 
Senators on the other side of the aisle 
who had to be out of town today and 
will not be back until tomorrow are very 
anxious to vote on the proposed legisla· 
tion and, perhaps, to speak on it. In 
view of the fact that the Genate will meet 
at 10 o'clock in the morning. I respect
fully ask all Senators on both sides of 
the aisle, even though they may have 
other business to attend to, to be here 
promptly at 10 o'clock a. m. tomorrow, 
so we can have a quorum call just be
fore the morning hour. If they will do 
that, we can then proceed with the de
bate. 

I wish to express my appreciation to 
Senators on both sides of the aisle who 
have debated the bill today. I think the 
debate has been pertinent to the sub
ject. If we do not lose too much time on 
quorum calls I think there will be ample 
opportunity for discussion and voting 
tomorrow. I ask the cooperation of all 
Senators in being present for the quorum 
calls. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is 
the pleasure of the Senate? 

RECESS 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, i! 

there are no amendments to be offered 
or other business to be transacted, I 
move that, pursuant to the order previ
ously entered, the Senate stand in recess 
until 10 o'clock tomorrow morning. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 
7 o'clock and 49 minutes p. m.) the Sen
ate took a recess, the recess being under 
the order previously entered, until to
morrow, Thursday, July 15, 1954, at 10 
o'clock a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate July 14 (legislative day of July 
2)' 1954: 

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 

Francis A. Flood, of Oklahoma, for promo
tion from Foreign Service officer of class 2 
to class 1. 

William W. Walker, of North Carolina, for 
promotion from Foreign Service officer o! 
class 3 to class 2. 

The following-named Foreign Service offi-
cers for promotion. from class 4 to class 3: 

William Barnes, of Massachusetts. 
Findley Burns, Jr., of Minnesota. 
John E. Devine, of Illinois. 
Harrison Lewis, of California. 
The following-named Foreign Service offi

cers for promotion from class 5 to class 4 
and to be also consuls of the United States of 
America: 

Frank J. Devine, of New York. 
David H. Ernst, of Massachusetts. 
Douglas N. Forman, Jr., of Ohio. 
Harold G. Josif, of Ohio. 

The following-named Foreign Service offi-
cers for promotion from class 6 to class 5: 

Alan G. James, of the District of Columbia. 
Abraham Katz, of New York. 
Lawrence C. Mitchell, of California. 

, 

Jacob M. Myerson, of the District of Co· 
lumbia. 

Peter J. Peterson, of California. 
Milton K. Wells, of Oklahoma, now a For· 

eign Service officer of class 2 and a secretary 
in the diplomatic service, to be also a consul 
general of the United States of America. 

The following-named persons, now For
eign Service Officers of class 3 and secretaries 
in the diplomatic service, to be also consuls 
general of the United States of America: 

C. Vaughan Ferguson, Jr., of New York. 
Paul Paddock, of Iowa. 
The following-named persons, now For

eign Service officers of class 5 and secr.e
taries in the diplomatic service, to be also 
consuls of the United States of America: 

Thomas H. Murfin, of Washington. 
Harry F. Pfeiffer, Jr., of Maryland. 
DeWitt L. Stora, of California. 

William 0. Hall, of Oregon, for appoint
ment as a Foreign Service officer ·of class 1, a 
consul, and a secretary in the diplomatic 
service of the United States of America. 

The following-named persons for appoint
ment as Foreign Service officers of class 2, 
consuls, and secretaries in the diplomatic 
service of the United States of America: 

Alexander B. Daspit, of Louisiana. 
Harvey Klemmer, of Maryland. 
The following-named persons for appoint

ment as Foreign Service officers of class 4, 
consuls, and secretaries in the diplomatic 
service of the United States of America: 

John M. Bowie, of . the District of Co-
lumbia. 

Miss Edelen Fogarty, of New York. 
Francis J. Galbraith, of South Dakota. 
William F. Gray, of North Carolina. 
Miss Jean M. Wilkowski, of Florida. • 
The following-named persons for appoint

ment as Foreign Service officers of class 6, 
vice consuls of career, and secretaries in the 
diplomatic service of the United States of 
America: 

Sam G. Armstrong, of Texas. 
Daniel N. Arzac, Jr., of California. 
Robert S. Barrett IV, of Virginia. 
Melvin Croan, of Massachusetts. 
Walker A. Diamant!, of Utah. 
Richard W. Finch, of Ohio. 
Martin B. Hickman, of Utah. 
Edwin D. Ledbetter, of California. 
s. Douglas Martin, of New York. 
Calvin E. Mehlert. of California. 
John E. Merriam, of California. 
J. Theodore Papendorp, of New Jersey. 
Harry A. Quinn, of California. 
Charles E. Rushing, of Illinois. 
Robert H. Wenzel, of Massachusetts. 
The following-named Foreign Service sta1f 

officers to be consuls of the United States of 
America: 

John L. Hagan, of Virginia. 
Arthur V. Metcalfe, of California. 
Nestor C. Ortiz, of Virginia. 
Normand W. Redden, of New York. 
The following-named Foreign Service Re

serve officers to be secretaries in the diplo
matic service of the United States of 
America: 

Lucius D. Battle, of Florida. 
Richard E. Funkhouser, of the District of 

Columbia. 
John T. Hanson, of Maryland. 
Donald D. Kennedy, of Oregon. 

IN THE NAVY 

The following-named women officers of the 
Navy for permanent promotion to the grade 
of lieutenant commander in the staff corps 
indicated, subject to qualification therefor 
as provided by law: 

SUPPLY CORPS 

Margaret E. Barton 
Natalie T. Bell 
Eetty J. Brown 

~DICAL SERVICE CORPS 

Frances Spear 
IN THE NAVY 

Harold W. Sill (Naval ROTC) to be 
ensign in the Navy, subject to qualification 
therefor as provided by law. 

Frederick B. Griswold (Naval ROTC) 
to be ensign in the Navy as previously nomi
nated and confirmed, to correct name, sub
ject to qualification therefor as provided by 
law. 

Carl H. Olander (Naval ROTC) to be 
second lieutenant in the Marine Corps, sub
ject to qualification therefor as provided by 
law. 

The following-named (ROTC) to be 
second lieutenants in the Marine Corps, sub
ject to qualification therefor as provided by 
law: 

Egbert Horton, Jr. 
Frank J. Simmons 
Charley H. Wheeler, Jr. 
Harold D. Esterly, Jr. (Reserve officer) to 

be lieutenant in the Medical Corps in the 
Navy, subject to qualification therefor as 
provided by law. 

Pauline E. Clarke (Reserve officer) to be 
lieutenant in the Medical Corps in the Navy, 
subject to qualification therefor as provided 
by law. 

The following-named (civilian college 
graduates) to be lieutenants (junior grade) 
in the Dental Corps in the Navy, subject to 
qualification therefor as provided by law: 

Albert A. Capozzoli, Jr. 
Fenner P. Lindblom 
Thomas R. Milliette 

The following-named Reserve officers to 
be lieutenants (junior grade) in the Dental 
Corps in the Navy, subject to qualification 
therefor as provided by law: 
James E. Ainley, Jr. Harold W. Hodson 
James R. Boyce John K. Jennings, Jr. 
Joseph N. BrouilletteEdward P. Klecinic 
Paul B. Carrington Bill C. Terry 
Homer Clarke James C. Toye 
William E. Downey, Jr.Robert A. Wooden 
Roger H. Flagg Julius Zuckerman 
Richard D. Foster 

The following-named Reserve officers to be 
second lieutenants in the Marine Corps, sub
ject to qualification therefor as provided by 
law: 
Thomas E. Ackerman Marcia J. Earles 
Allen E. Alexander Albert D. Eilers 
Roi E. Andrews Clifford Farley 
John C. Archbold Walter D. Fillmore 
Michael S. Arcieri Richard J. FitzhenrJ 
Richard F. Armstrong John w. Foley 
Richard J. Beach Thomas P. Ganey 
Pierre H. Begnaud Francis X. Frey 
Daniel G. Bishop Paul W. Fuetterer 
Dennis F. Boalch Grady V. Gardner 
George I. Bomgardner Elmer T . Garrett, Jr. 
Robert L. Bridges John F. Gillespie 
Wayne F. Burt Roland N. Grattan 
Ernest W. Buschhaus Robert C. Green 
Robert G. Bustos Jack Haskins 
Walter E. Byerley Joseph c. Hedrick 
Earnest S. Camp Charles J. Hilbert 
John W. Chinner Joseph E. Hopkins 
Charles W. Clarchick James Jaross 
John W. M. Clark Thomas W. Jones 
Layne H. Clark John F. Joy 
William G. Clark Louis I. Kane 
James R. W. Cochran Donald E. Keller 
Frederick M. Cole Kenneth E. Kemp 
Jack R. Collins Gary D. Kent 
John J. Collins Thomas L. Lambert 
Normand A. Cote Walter R. Ledbetter, 
James A. Crowley Jr. 
Billy R. Cummins Richard A. Mankowski 
Carl W. Delaughter, Jr.Gene H . Martin 
Herman C. Deutsch-John P. McGovern 

lander William C. McGovern 
Henry C. Dewey William D. McGuire 
Merritt W. Dinnage Dennis J. Murphy 
Oloseph A. Donnelly Leo P Murphy 
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Samuel 0. Newlon Patrick J. Saxton 
Patrick L. O'Connor Harry E. Smith, Jr. 
Cyril M. O'Hara Cleo P. Stapleton, Jr. 
William D. Patterson Richard 0. Spencer 
Edward R. Pierce Thomas F. Tague 
Albert E. Power Kenneth G. Thomp· 
Henry J. Quevedo son 
Richard B. Quigley Bozzie F. Thornton, 
John E. Redelfs Jr. 
Richard G. Ritchie Leon B. Turner 
Robert 0. Ritts Charles M. Vanmanen 
Henry W. Roder Warren L. Veek 
JosephS. Rosenthal John C. Watkins 
Edwin K. Rushing Edwin G. Weatherford 
Patrick J. Ryan Robert C. Wise 
Norman C. Sanderson Clifford C. Wren, Jr. 

The following-named to be ensigns in the 
line in the Navy, for limited duty only, clas
sification deck, subject to qualification there
for as provided oy law: 
Archie G. Deryckere George H. McKinnon 
Cecil F. Knight George W. McMillin 
RalphS. Mason Hugh A. Moore 
Richard M. McClena- Walter E. Richards 

han Kenneth R. Sawyer 
John J. McDermott 

The following-named to be ensigns in the 
line in the Navy, for limited duty only, clas
sification ordnance, subject to qualification 
therefor as provided by law: 
George Bernier, Jr. John J. Muniz 
Herman F. Coleman Dighton "W" Peugh 
Rodney W. Couser John Popp, Jr. 
Robert E. Daley Lewis M. Popplewell 
Clarence A. Devine Robert L. Schibel 
Henry J. Grothe Lewis W. Schnatterly 
Max A. Harrell Albert L. Smith 
James W. Holmes, Jr. William Soczek 
Loren H. Kinne Russell J. Sullivan 
George R. Langford Charles E. Tate 
Francis W. Lannom John W. Welsch 
John Mack Vincent F. Welsh 
George W. Merkle Henry P. Woodcock, Jr. 
John H. M~ller 

The· following-named to be ensigns in the 
line in the Navy, for limited duty only, clas
sification administration, subject to qualifi
cation therefor as provided by law: 
Robert W. Bender Gilbert J. Kaiser 
Francis V. Dugan Larrimar C. Sheffield 

The following-named to be ensigns in the 
line in the Navy, for limited duty only, clas
sification engineering, subject to qualifica
tion therefor as provided by law: 
Giles B. Anderson Harold S . Kimbrough 
James F. Barkley Edward L. King 
Kermont C. Brasted James L. Knepler 
John Bravence, Jr. Eugene T. Knight 
PhilipP. Buchholz William F. Kopacka 
James L. Chamberlain Walter S. Kraus 
Donald J. Clifford James A. Mares 
Charles E. Cogswell William J. O'Connell 
Charles H. Courtney Robert S. Patten 
Louis A. Downey Julian L. Raines 
Roger V. Eriksson William A. Springston 
John N. Evosevich John J. Teuscher, Jr. 
John F. Gildea Earl R. Willmeroth 
Grant G. Gullickson Edwin F . Woollard 
Walter F. Hamelrath Harold Zettle 
Harold S. Keith 

Paul P. Connolly to be ensign in the line 
in the Navy, for limited duty only, classi· 
fication hull, subject to qualification there· 
for as provided by law. 

The following-named to be ensigns in the 
line in the Nacvy, for limited duty only, 
classification electronics, subject to quali· 
fication therefor as provided by law: 
Gilbert H. Beckwith Richard G. Higgins 
Walter F. Behrle Charles E. Horn 
Nestore G. Biasi Stephen Jauregui, Jr. 
Joseph K. Booth Samuel F. Keller, Jr. 
Frederick L. BradshawGeorge M. Langford 
Carl D. Bush Ernest I. Lissy 
Don P. Carlson Cyrus McConnell, Jr. 
Patrick J. Cusick John R. Moore 
Roy K. Gadberry Percy J. Moore 
Francis X. Hayes Norbert w. O'Neill 

Robert 0. Otto Richard K. Sedlak 
Thomas B. Rhodes Ray 0. Thornton 
William C. RichardsonRichard M. Wallace 
Henry C. Rodgers Daniel E. Whaley, Jr. 
John K. Rork 

The following-named to be ensigns in the 
line in the Navy, for limited duty only, 
classification aviation operations, subject to 
qualification therefor as provided by law: 

Benjamin 0. Bibb 
Charles L. Brammeier 
William G. Hunter 
The following-named to be ensigns in the 

line in the Navy, for limited duty only, 
classification aviation ordnance, subject to 
qualification therefor as provided by law: 
Fran~ 0. Baty John · L. McCracken, 
John D. Frazier Jr. 
Bowheart "H" Fren- David W. Offrell 

tress, Jr. Charles B. Rose 
Max C. Gunn, Jr. William A. Rose 
John I. Keener John 0. Yarwood 

Vincent L. Zelones 
The following-named to be ensigns in 

the line in the Navy, for ·limited duty only, 
classification aviation engineering, subject 
to qualification therefor as provided by law: 

Melvin C. Premo 
James D. Wallace, Jr. 
The following-named to be ensigns in the 

line in the Navy, for limited duty only, 
classification aviation electronics, subject-to 
qualification therefor as provided by law: 
Morris D. Anthony Chester R. Smith 
Jack "G" DeBoer George W. Pearson 
Thomas R. Legett, Jr. 

The following-named to be ensigns in the 
line in the Navy, for limited duty only, classi
fication aerology, subject to qualification 
therefor as provided by law: 

Norman E. Halladay 
James S. Rose 
The following-named to be ensigns in the 

Supply Corps in the Navy, for limited duty 
only, subject to qualification therefor as pro· 
vided by law: 
Francis X. Baglioni 
John E. Brooks 
Robert E. Cotton 
Frank J. Dusenberry 

Joseph B. Hanly 
Robert w. Lawrence 
Harold A. Rice 
Ray H. Stevenson 

The following-named to be ensigns in the 
Civil Engineer Corps in the Navy, for lim
ited duty only, subject to qualification there
for as provided by law: 

Lloyd H. Gibboney 
Fred Moore, Jr. 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 

The following-named officers of the Ma
rine Corps for temporary appointment to 
the grade of first lieutenant: 
Max C. Aaron Leroy H. Anderson 
Edwin M. Ackley Richard R. Anderson 
Wilson J. Acord Wallace E. Anderson 
Carl C. Adams John J. Andrews 
Joseph B. Adams Ben Anello 
Robert K. Adams George L. Anglin 
William J. Addis Theodore J. Annis 
Clarence L. Ainsworth David R. Anton 
Vernon J. Aird William V. Arbacas 
Charles L. Albert, Jr. Leonard 0. Armstrong 
Robert H. Albert Robert L. Armstrong 
Murrie G. Alcorn Daniel W. Arnold 
Jack B. Aldridge Louis C. Arnold 
George M. Alexander,Robert W. Arsenault 

Jr. Robert 0. Arthur 
Maurice H. AlexanderJere L. Atchison 
James G. Allemann Eldon H. Audsley 
Albert L. Allen Charles E. Austin, Jr. 
Bill H. Allen Arthur H. Auvil 
George C. Allen Louis J. Bacher 
John H. Allen, Jr. Floyd C. Bagley 
Lacy J. Allen Alva S. Bailey 
Russell U. Allen William H. Bailey 
Robert G. Amend Kenneth Baker 
Edwin A. Amundsen Benjamin H. Baldwin, 
Eldon C. Anderson Jr. 
Hugh L. Anderson :Walter A. Bandyk 

Thomas F. Baratta Richard N. Buethe 
Walter J. Baranski William H. Bunch 
James L. Barbour Wallace B. Bunker 
Hunter C. Barker Harrison F. Burch 
Cletus Barnes, Jr. William J. Burk 
Lewis S. Barnes Richard M. Burke 
Robert W. Barnett Robert L. Burke 
James L. Barnidge, Jr. Clarence A. Burkett. 
Walter W. Barr Jr. 
Oliver R. Barritt Claude L. Burkett 
George E. Bartlett William L. Burnett 
Henry R. Bartyzel John L. Burns 
Joseph C. Bass Rezin D. Burns 
Bruce Bauer Floyd R. Burt 
Thomas W. Baumgar- Howard L. Burton 

tel John R. Burton 
Manta G. Baxter Alphonse L. Bushlow 
William R. Bay Henry W. Bushwitz 
Paul C. Bean Michael Butchko, Jr. 
James N. Beatty Arthur S. Butler 
Robert C. Becker Edward L. Butler 
William H. Becraft Jerry K. Butler, Jr. 
Lyle L. Beeler Clyde U. Butterfield 
Rolfe H. Beith Alvin F. Butters 
Jack L. Bell Peter P. Butz 
Theodore J. Bell Kenneth L. Byers 
Peter Benavage Meltiurn W. Cairns 
Horace M. Bennett Martin J. Calcagno 
Joseph L. Bennett, Jr.George L. Caldwell 
Leroy H. Benson Percy L. Calhoun 
William J. Benyo Francis W. Callahan 
James F. Benz, Jr. Joseph W. Callahan 
Norman J. Berg William P. Callow 
Raymond R. Berling Charles H. Cameron 
Norman Berry Dougal H. Cameron 
Ralph L. Bixby Henry C. Campbell 
James A. Bixler Jack N. Campbell 
Robert R. Blakslee William J. Campbell 
Robert L. Blalack Salvatore J. Campi· 
Joseph E. Blanchard longo 
Paul R. Bley Orville G. Candler, Jr. 
Howard F. Block Thomas Carcelli 
Joseph A. Boennecke Walter J. Carman 
Douglas W. Bogue Alfred C. Caron 
Nicholas C. Bohonak, Robert W. Carson 

Jr. Jay H. Casper 
George C. Bond, Jr. Joseph Castro 
Willard K. Bond John Catalano 
Gordon P. Bonnet Charles D. Cates 
Stephen F. Bonora Leroy R. Cates 
Gilbert H. Boreman Michael V. Cervin 
William P. Bormann Alton B. Chambers 
David D. Bornhauser Charles H. Chapin, Jr. 
Robert M. Boudreaux Clifford 0. Chapman 
RichardT. Bourbeau Donald B. Chapman 
Jack w. Bouvy Robert R. Chapman, 
Oscar T. Bowen Jr. 
Daniel w. Bowman Arthur L. Charlton, Jr. 
Robert S. Box, Jr. Daniel H. Charron 
Martin Boyle Charles R. Chester 
William w. Boynton Edward L. Chrisinger 
Samuel W. Bradford, Leo Christian 

Jr. Charles 0. Christie 
Willie W. Bradley Martin S. Christie 
Raymond E. Bramel Frank M. Cieszynski 
Tillman A. Branch Leo P. Cinko, Jr. 
Stanley H. Brannon John W. Clabaugh, Jr. 
Harold D. Breece William S. Clancy 
John W. Brening Ralph H. Clark 
Joseph C. Bridgers David A. Cleeland 
Kenneth V. Brierly Donald L. Clegg 
William J. Brill Grover Cleland, Jr. 
Joseph c. Brinkley Francis M. Clements 
Donald J. Brisbois Matha D. Clements 
Harry A. Broadus James Cline, Jr. 
Samuel L. Brogli, Sr.Melvin J. Clinton 
Edward E. Brooks Charles H. Clipper 
Stephen L. Brooks Mervin F. Cloninger 
Andrew M. Brown Robert Clydesdale, Jr. 
George H. Brown Fred R. Coats 
James R. Brown Preston L. Cobb 
Robert H. Brown Henry P. Cobbs, Jr. 
Robert M. Brown Jerry D. Coggins 
Charlie R. Browning James E. Cole 
Thomas H. Bruce Philip J. Cole 
Howard A. Bruning Ernest E. Coleman 
George F. Bruton Harry L. Collins 
Leonard J. Brzezinski Thomas E. Collins 
Arthur A. Bucci Lawrence L. Colyer 
Robert Buck Jay B. Combs 
Robert E. Buckler John G. Compton 
John D. Buckley, Jr. Albert M. Conerly 
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Richard F. Connell Robert J. Dlamater 
Gordon R. Cooke William H. Dodds 
Joseph E. Cooke Melvin C. Dodson 
Donald J. Cooley William B. Does 
Frank E. Copeland John P. Doherty 
Dale X. Coppock Brynley W. Dolman 
Clifton J . Cormier Leo J. Donahue 
William C. Corning Alfred V. Dorgan, Jr. 
Orval J. Corriveau Arthur E. Douglas 
James A. Cory, Jr. Sidney C. Dowell 
Frank V. Costanza Willard C. Downs 
James L. Couch Oliver E. Doxey 
Robert G. Coulter WilliamS. Doyle 
William L. Coulter Fryar E. Draper 
Donald G. Courtney Weldon J. Dryden 
James R. Courtney David N. Duncan 
Louis Couto Louis E. Duncan 
Vernon E. Cowart Ralph M. Duncan 
John D. Cox Wilbur C. Dunham 
Clarence C. Craig Raymond B. Dunkle-
Luther C. Craumer berger -
James R. Crawford William L. Durkin 
Paul E. Crawford Maurice F. Dwyer 
Nick J. Cremonese Bryon A. Eaton 
walter D. Croas Harvey M. Eaton 
Theodore P. Croasdell James F. Eaton, Jr. 
-Ernest Crocker, Jr. Raymo~d E. W. Ec-
Jack W. Cromer cles 
Rex w. Crook Phillip A. Edmondson 
Perry E. Crookham MerrittS. Edmunds 
John F. Culleton Allan R. Edwards 
Francis P. Cumiskey David E. Edwards 
Edward J. Cunard Fred T. Edwards 
Richard L. E. Curry Jack C. Edwards 
Joseph Cusimano Robin R. Edwards 
Walter L. Czechowski Veston Edwards 
Leroy E. Dailey Randolph E. Eiler 
Frederick H. Dale William E. Eisenhower 
Charles C. Dana, Jr. James 0. Elder 
John P. Dancy Harry R. Elliott 
George B. C. Danger- Goodwin P. Endicott 

field Ralph A. Engemann 
James L. Daniel Harold H. Englehardt 
Edward B. Daniels Albert E. Ennis 
Max L. Darling John A. Enos 
Leslie R. Darr, Jr. Fred P. Eubanks 
Charles V. Davi Eddie E. Evans 
Toufic J. David Ray o. Evans 
Arthur J. Davidson Arthur c. Everett 
Baylus B. Davi~ Robert T. Everson 
Donald R. DaVls Donald R. Faber 
Ernest M. Davis Harrison P. Fail 
Harold R. D~vis Tom Faraklas, Jr. 
Hugh C. Davis Julius Farkas 
John A. Dav_is Herbert L. Farmer 
Jules E. Davis William D. Farris 
Kenneth L. D~vis Theodore Fasano 
Walter B. Davis Lawrence E. Fellows 
Fr_ancis L. Day Mark P. Fennessy 
William E. Day Alfred A. Ferguson 
Harold G. Dean Donald S Ferguson 
John L. Dean · 
P 1 R De n James J. Ferguson 
C~tis L. D:atrick Melvin H. Fesselmeyer 
Walter E. Degener John A. Fichter 
Eugene J. Degennaro Floyd W. Ficken 
curtis c. Dekle Perry R. Fillingim 
Remes E. Delahunt Robert W. Filosa 
Lavern L. Delesha Paul H. Fisc_her 
Loomis L. Dement Edward A. Fites 
Jack w. Demmond Ernest J. Fivel, Jr. 
Ralph P. Dempsey Albert L. Flint 
Charles R. Dennis Wayne R. Floyd 
Harold S. Dennis Jack H. Flynt 
John H. Dennis, Jr. Frederick S. Folk 
Merle L. Denny Robert W. Folkes 
Durward A. Denstad Eugene L. Ford 
Samuel A. Denyer, Jr. John E. Forde, Jr. 
Louis L. Dermako John N. Foreman, Jr. 
Joseph c. Dero James R. Forman 
Norbert M. Derr Edward M. Forgash 
Leonard E. Devilbiss Lenard H. Forsberg 
Boyd w. Dick William P. Fort, Jr. 
William Dickison Roy H. Fortney, Jr. 
Floyd A. Dickover Leslie L. Foster 
David E. Dickson Ambrose F. Fox 
Phil A. Dierickx Kenneth E. France 
Luther F. Dietz, Jr. Riley D. Franks 
Louis P. Dilberger, Jr. Warren H. Fraser 
Fiore c. Dimeo Robert H. Freeman 
George D. Dimick Wilton K. Freeman 
Harold T. Dixon Eugene C. Frey 
Richard R. Dixon Elton V. Friar 

Robert T. Fries Carl R. Hansen 
Jay C. Frost Elmer R. Hansen 
Robert A. Frye Harold V. Hansen 
James H. Fulbright Sigmund P. Hansen, 
James S. Furst Jr. 
Gerald T. Gaffney John K. Hanson 
Raymond A. Gallant Percy J. Haralson 
Robert L. Gallant James E. Hardway 
Arthur Gallentine Homer A. Hardwick 
Austin 0. Gandy _ Casper P. Hare 
Virgil R. Gant Robert A. Haring 
William R. Gardner Floyd E. Harnage 
James T. Garrett John E. Harrell, Jr. 
Willard D. Garrett Warner P. Harrington 
James M. Garvey Jerry W. Harris 
Joseph J. Gaugler Jesse R. Harris 
Herbert H. Geister Russell P. Harris, Jr. 
Joseph R. Gemske Frank M. Harrison 
Louis E. Gerard, Jr. Harris I. Hart, Jr. 
Roland F. Ghiselli George J. Hartfiel 
Randolph M. Gibbs Leonard R. Harvey 
Herbert S. Gibson Milwood C. Harvey 
Jacques J. Giddens John A. Hathaway 
Paul B. Gilbreth Wayne A. Hathaway 
Albert C. Gilder James E. Hathorne 
James A. Gillis, Jr. Richard T. Hatlin 
Earle A. Gimber Earle Hattaway 
Salvador Giovingo Everett W. Haughey 
Eli Girouard Donald L. Hawbecker 
Charles H. Glassett, Herman Hawks 

Jr. Walter C. Hay 
George w. Glauser Clark D. Hayden 
John R. Gloshen Charles M. Hayes 
Sargent Goen John L. Hayes 
Robert W. Gait Winford D. Hayes 
Francis F. Gomb Samuel Head 
Harold H. Gonor Paul A. Hearns 
Hubert M. Good Hardin W. Hegwood 
Clanie W. Goodwin Ross J. Heikes 
George 0. Gordon, Jr.Lloyd R. Hendershot 
William L. Gordon James Y. Henderson 
George F. Gorham Rudolph ~· Hendrick 
Edward Goricki Leo Hendncks II 
Robert B. Gould Edward Hendrickson 
Jackson v. Grace Michael Henetz 
Ralph E. Graef Ralph L. Henney 
Edward v. Grattan Ernest C. Henry 
Frank E. Graves Howard C. Hensley 
Leon A. Graves John C. Hergert, Jr. 
Dennis K. Gray Rush F. Herring 
Edward F. Grayson, Robert E. Hickey 

Jr. Ray C. Hicks 
Arthur J. Grebe Robert L. Higgin-
Benjamin s. Green botham 
Harold A. Green Walter J. Hilderbrandt 
Harry Green William R. Hindes 
J.D. Green Garold W. Hines 
Robert B. Greene Leonard W. Hitchcox 
George W. Greenlee William K. Hodge 
Leo Greenspan Earl C. Hodges 
Jacob Greenwald James R. Hoekstra 
Virgil c. Gregory James L. Hoffman 
Alvin H. Grey James F. Hogsett, Jr. 
James A. Grigg Ernest C. Hohlt, Jr. 
John G. Grine John A. Holcomb 
John Grochowski Valine P. J. Holcombe 
William H. GroesbeckFrank M. Holder 
James E. Groover Wilfred D. Holdren 
Kenneth w. Gryder Frederick L. Hall 
Billie Guedon Eugene R. Hollaway 
Julius R. Guest, Jr. John A. Holley 
Henry B. Guide John H. Holliday 
Charles T. Gulliford Thomas J. Holloway 
Edwin 0. Gurnee Ottie P. Holman, Jr. 
Oscar D. Gustafson William C. Holmes 
Patrick J. Haenelt William L. Holtz 
George C. Haines Paul F. Honeycutt 
Paul Hajtun Donald R. Hopkins 
Alfred F. Halbrook Lawrence W. Hopkins 
Edward W. Hale Travis W. Hopkins 
Daniel W. Hall, Jr. Virgil B. Hood, Jr. 
James E. Hall Theodore Horstmann 
John C. Hall Jake Horton 
Lowell N. Hall Mansell E. Hosey 
Willis P. Hall, Jr. Trumoan B. Hoskins 
James G. Hallet, Jr. James L. Houle 
Hugh H. Hambric, Jr.Edward J. House 
Lewis J. Hames George W. Howe 
Farley A. Hancock Kenneth Hoyt 
Edward S. Hanlon Frederick E. Huber 
Clarence M. Hanna Willis D. Huddleston 
Dean R. Hansberry Rayburn A. Hudman 

Herman D. Hudson Edward H. Krepps 
Clifford M. Hueston Anthony L. Krizan 
William C. Huffman Edwin A. Krueger 
Clifford H. Hufford Valentine J. Ku-
James H. Humbard charczk 
Le~is H. Humphrey Lester W. Kuchler 
William N. Humphrey Sigmund J. Kuczynski 
Eugene Hunt James R. Kuhn 
Nicklas F. Hurley, Jr. Frank P. Kunkle, Jr. 
Joseph J. Huron · Louis E. Labahn 
Marlow B. Hurtig Fred V. LaBarber 
Roger G. Hutcherson Milbert L. Ladner 
Edwin G. Hutchinson Lucien J. LaFond 
James B. Hutson Stanley A. Lahendro 
Clayton W. Hutton Benjamin D. Lairson 
Charles H. Ingraham Stanley W. Lamonte 
Robert E . Ingraham Lloyd G. A. Lamothe 
Jack J. Ireland James T. Lancaster 
Eugene 0. Irving, Jr.Cecil W. Land 
John W. Irwin James E. Landis 
Donald A. Ives Gail Lane 
Raymond C. Jablonski William F. Lane 
Ralph R. Jacobs Keary L. Lane 
Joseph J. Jannik Walter L. Lang, Jr. 
Dean G. Janus James F. Langley, Jr. 
William E. Jefferson William G. Langley 
Louis B. Jeffrey Isaac C. Langston 
Clarence E . Jenkins James T. Langston 
Richard L. Jenkins Clarence G. Lanning, . 
Charles c. Jensen Jr. 
Donald L. Jensen Edward W. Lat:erriere 
Jesse A. Jessen Scott E. Lark 
Joe W. Jinks, Sr. Edward A. Larocque 
Carl Johansen, Jr. Edwin 0. Larson 
Fred D. Johns Robert N. Larson 
Fred E. Johns Charles J. Laskowski 
Edward Johnsen Donald W. Lawrence 
JoeL. Johnson Jewell H. Lawson 
Luther B. Johnson Gerald J. Layne 
Richard M. Johnson Russell A. Leach 
Roy K. Johnson Herbert J. Leak 
Roy M. Johnson James G. Leath 
Charles Jones Henry B. Lebouf, Jr. 
Claude G. Jones Maurice A. Ledbetter 
FrederickS. Jones Harry J. Lee 
Herschel B. Jones James E. Lee 
James F. A. Jones William C. Lee, Jr. 
Robert W. Jones Levy P. Lemoine 
Warren B. Jones, Jr. Richard Lendon 
Howard V. Jordan PaulK. Leroux 
Robert H. Jordan Howard F. Leroy 
Eric I. Jorgensen Richard W. Levan 
George Juba Nathan Levy 
Spencer P. Judkins Claude R. Lewis 
Eulas F. Justis Paul L. Light 
John Kader, Jr. Earl H. Lillestrand 
Charles J. Ks,nellos Donald L. Lindemuth 
Lewis C. Kasch Frank W. Lindquist 
Edward M. Kasica John F. Link 
Bertram W. Keller John B. Lippard 
Edward J. Keller Joseph F. Lisicky 
Keith A. Keller Paul V. Lloyd 
Matthew L. Keller Prince L. LockabJ 
Guy M. Kelly John L. Locke 
James S. Kelly, Jr. Orville C. Locke 
Amous J. Kendrick Oscar L. Lockhart 
Clarence E. Kennedy Robert J. Loesch 
Jack A. Kennedy Elmer E. Long, Jr. 
Donald S. Kenny Albert H. Lord 
James L. Kent Paul A. Lorentzen 
Jack M. Kerner J. T. Lovell 
John Kerr, Jr. Herschell D. Lowery 
John D. Kerr Eugene F. W. Luecke! 
Louis E. Kerr, Jr. Carl R. Lueders 
Wayne H. Kerr Darrell Q. Lundgren 
Roy F. Kibbee Havard F. Lundy 
Arthur F. Kidd Edward A. Lushis 
Earl E. Kilburn Alexander F. Luther 
C.aroll E. Kilduff Theodore Lutzenburg, 
Roger T. Kirk Jr. 
George J. Kluth, Sr. Howard Lyon 
William J. Kniseley Wilbur L. MacDonald 
James E. Knott John J. MacGillivray 
James L. Knott Chris Mackay 
Albert G. Koesterer Justin J. Mackelprang 
Wayne W. J. Kohagen Arthur J. Maddock 
Daniel T. Komlenic Norman C. Madore 
Robert V. Koontz Daniel L. Mahan 
Raymond A. Koste Robert L. Malch 
Joseph Kouba Anthony H. Manemann 
John Kozlowski Jack Mann 
Burnell H. Krause Vernon 0. Mann 
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James L. Manning George H. Miller 
Rosslyn D. Manning Martin A. Miller 
Hugh B. Mantooth Merton M. Miller 
John w. Manuel Nicholas J. Miller, Jr. 
Victor Marafine Norman V. Miller 
Evan H. Maranville Charles F. Millhauser 
Howard E . K . Marohn George R. Mills, Jr. 
Jacob H. Marquette Anthony Miranda 
Peter Maroska Edward M. Mitchell 
Billy E. Marsh Thomas R. Mitchell 
James K. Marsh William G. Mix 
Philip C. Marsh, Jr. Casimir A. Mokrzyckl 
William J. Marsh Edward J. Monagle 
Romeo G . Martel Edward J. Monahan 
Francis E. Martin Richard D. Monroe 
Galen R. Martin Benton R. Montgom-
John D. Martin ery, Jr. 
Robert E . Martin Charles G. Mood 
Andrew G. Marushok Carl W. Moog 
Robert G. Mason Max W. Moore 
Emmett B. Massey Kenneth E. Mark 
William W. Massey Leon Mordecai 
Alvin T. Maxwell Lloyd H. Morgan 
Kenneth F. May Raymond B. Morgan 
TempleR. Mayhall Carmen P . Morocco 
Doctor H. McAdory Floyd L. Morris 
Harry C. McAlister Frank B. Morris 
Robert J. McArthur John L. Morris 
Hilton N. McCann Eugene M. Morrison 
Harold S. McCarthy George E. Morrison 
Ted R. McCarty · Joseph V. Mortillaro 
Arnold L. McClintic Donald J. Morton 
Raymond F. Peter G. Morton 

McCloskey, Jr. Roy Mousetis 
Harry S. McClung Albert L. Mueller 
Robert J. McClure Gordon S. Murphy 
George L. McConnel Richard F. Murphy 
Charles A. Clarence A. Murray, 

McCormik, Jr: Jr. 
Gerald D. McCormick George S. Murray 
Merrill W. McCue Paul H. Myers 
Aubrey L. McCUllough Edward R. Nasin 
J. D. McCullough Charles R. Nault 
Frederick F. McCune Nile D. Naylor 
John H. McDaniel Clayton C, Nelson 
Francis J. McDonald George B. Nelson, Jr. 
James A. McDonald Robert L. Nelson 
James D. McDonald Joseph Q. Nesmith 
James E. McDonald Oral K. Newman, Jr. 
Charles E. McEwen, Jr. Charles 0. Newton 
John J. McGee Orbin D. Newton 
Ervin G. McGinley Ernest D. Nichols 
Arthur v. McGreevy Charles P. Nicholson 
Herbert G. McGruder Edsel W. Nicholson 
Donald E. Mcintyre Frederick J. Nickel 
Douglas N. McKenzie Michael J. Niekowal 
Norman E. McKonly Jack R. Nielsen 
Benjamin V. Casey R. Nix 

McLane, Jr. Grover H. Nix, Jr. 
James J. McLaughlin Lavern C. Noble 
Melvin W. McLaughlin EdwardS. Norris 
Robert McLellan Olin K. North 
John J. McMasters Willie E. Norton 
William F. McMillian Harry Norvell 
Charles E. McNally Teddy W. Nowak 
Frederick T. Ray H. Nugent 

McNamara, Jr. Martin W. O'Brien 
Charles J. McNees. William J. O'Brien 
Don E. McPherson Wilbert H. Ockenfels 
Joseph A. McPhillips Arthur O'Donogue 
H. Clint McShane Gordon F. Ogilvie 
William D. Mead Walter H. O'Grady 
Manuel Medeiros Joseph S. Ohina 
Donald L. Meek William G. Ohlhaver 
Wendell A. Meek Mark V. Okonek 
Theodore Meinke Forrest A. Oldenburg 
Edward L. Merrell, Jr.Jesse W. Oliver 
Burton A. Merriam Milton P. Oliver 
George F. Metz William M. Oliver 
Nathan Mervish Carl Omasta · 
George L. Mestler Rober.t P. Oneal 
William P. G. Meyers,George Opacic 

Jr. James H. Orr 
Harold J. Michael Charles L. Osborn 
Ernest C. Michel Kirk E. Osgood 
D. C. Mickey Mario C. Osimo 
Wallace W. Mikelson Clarence J. Overs 
Harold C. Miller Delmar A. Owen 
James D. Miller Morris C. Owens 
Samuel W. Miller DI Norman S. Owens 
Stanley G. Miller Archie F. Owensby 
Carl R. Miller Mario Paccior-ettl 

Wayne G. Palmer Robert L. Robertson 
Wilbur J. Palmer Andrew J. Robinson, 
Joseph A. Paluszak, Jr. Jr. 
Pasquale Paolino Arval N. Robinson 
Frank Papale James A. Robinette 
Marshall E. Papke Adolph A. Rocheleau 
Herbert E. Park Richard T. Rodd, Jr. 
Barney W. Parker John A. Rodriguez 
Norman E. Parker George H. Roebuck, Jr. 
James C. Parrish Hillman G. Rogers 
Fred A. Parsels William M. Rogers 
Harvey L. Parsons John F. Romanak 
Cecil L. Patrick John Ronsvalle 
Ray W. Patterson Lowery L. Roobian 
Vernon E. Paubel James A. Rook 
Bernhart R. E. Pautsch William J. Rose, Jr. 
Clarence B. Pawelski William W. Rose 
Mitchell W. Pawlik Ferdinand J. Ross, Jr. 
Norman E. Payne, Jr. Robert G. Ross 
Frank H. Pearce Keith M. Rote 
Joseph W. Peden, Jr. Salvatore P. Rotl 
Eric T. Pedersen Earl L. Rottsolk 
Burton 0. Perkins Eugene F. Rowe 
William J. Perrigo Lon F. Rowlett 
Samuel C. Perry, Jr. Edmund V. Rozycki 
Robert A. Peterson Eugene J. Rucchio 
William M. Peterson Roy J. Rucker 
James D. Petty Donald E. Rupe 
William Philbin Clark Ruse 
Joseph V. Phillips Marvin R. Rush 
George J. Pidgeon William M. Russ 
Julius B. Pierce A thus D. Russell 
Edward J. Pierson Howard A. Ruud 
Adrian C. Pifer ·James E. Ryan 
Earl A. Pike Sidney J. Ryan 
Jesse T. Pike William J. Ryan 
Roy W. Pippin Lester J. Sadler 
Ernest F. Piskowski Harry L. Sagar 
Nathan S. Plummer Frank H. Saitta 
Edward C. Poirier Don L. Sanborn 
William F. Pollak Jerome Sanders 
Joseph A. Polidori Milton w. Sanders 
Darrel D. Porter Lonnie B. Sandifer 
Raymond A. Post Eugene R. Saucier 
Robert L. Post William A. Saucier 
Lester E. Powell Franklin L. sausser 
William L. Premo Arthur E. Sauter 
Alexander Pressutti Arthur J. Sautter 
Chester W. Price Alfred Scalcione 
Gordon I. Price Ewell D. Scales 
James c. Price Don Scarboro 
Charley L. Pryor, Jr. Philip W. Schaefer 
Richard E. Pryor Henry J. Schaeffer 
George D. Pullen, Jr. Rudolph Schantek 
JohnS. Pulliam John K. Schels 
Donald Quagliotti Earl R. Schiffman 
Felix E. Queen William K. Schlef 
Ralph T. Quick Joseph K. Schlick 
Joseph J . Quinn Otto M. Schmidlen 
Paul H. Rafi Grover P. Schmitt 
Charles A. Ranberg Harold N. Schultz 
Ray E . Rapp Edward W. Schultze 
John H. Rasmussen Carl H. Schulze 
Charlie L. Ray William T. 
James S. Ready Schumacher 
Kenneth E. Reaka Charles F. Schwab 
John M. Reece David K. Schwinn 
Charles L. Reese John J. Scott 
Chester E. Reese Robert G. Scott 
Frank M. Reeve Russel Scott 
Charles D. Reeves Wilkins M. Scott 
Robert N. Reeves Lloyd Scruggs 
Frank c. Regan Floyd B. Seamans 
Calvin C. Reid James P. Sedinger 
Willard J. Reid Earl H. See 
Walter J. Reilly John E. Seissiger 
Vincent s. Reina Thurman B. Self 
Francis A. Reissig Dwight W. Seymour 
Wylie W. Reogas Chester 0. Shanks 
John T. Reville Melvin B. Shansby 
Maurice V. Reynolds William T. Sharp 
Earl F. Rhoads Paul E. Shea 
Clifton -Rich Melvin W. Shellhorn 
Leo W. Rich Deward E. Shelton 
Irving S. Richards Harold E. Shelton 
James c. Richmond David E. Sherrill 
Kenneth W. B. Riebe Frank D. Shinn 
William H. Riggin, Jr. Joe D. Shirley 
Joseph E. Riggs, Jr. Claude R. Short 
Earl B. Rish Ralph W. Shugert 
~eorge W. Ritchie Robert E. Shull 

Edward A. M. Sickert .James E. Sweeney 
Joseph C. Siembid.a. John E. Sweeney 
Burt C. Simms Marion W. Tabler 
Benjamin S. Singleton Frank S. Takach 
Kenneth W. Singleton Raymond G. Tanguay 
Ned S. Skinner Fred L. Tanner 
Larue C. Slack Willis C. Tapley 
John W. Slagle Mangum H. Tat·t 
Joseph Sieger, Jr. Albert L. Tate 
Leslie V. R. Slocum James D. Tate 
George A. Slusarz Andrew Tatusko 
Hubert A. Smiley Donald C. Taylor 
Arthur D. Smith Eugene A. Taylor 
Calhoun Smith Joe P. Taylor 
Charles M. Smith John R. Taylor 
Chester L. Smith Louis S. Taylor 
Edward 0. Smith Andrew Telmanik 
Hulon C. Smith Mabry A. Terry 
Hugh L. Smith Robert A. Terry 
Joe E. Smith King D. Thatenhurst, 
Lloyd A. Smith Sr. 
Patrick D. Smith James R. Thill 
Robert D. Smith Fred L. Thomas 
Robert E. Smith Johnny W. Thomas 
Wallace Smith Robert E. Thomas 
Wendell P. Smith Robert L. Thomas 
William E. Snyder Dale Thornton 
James V. Snyder Gilbert E. Thursby 
RussellS. Soehner ~rthur J. Thyrring 
Raymond W. SolomonRoy P. Timerman 
Frank M. Soltys Wiley E. Tipton 
Michael Sophos William M. Tipton 
Elmer H. Sorley James W. Tobias 
Lucian N. Sowell, Jr. Stephen J. Tomek 
Donald E. Spangler Robert H. Tomkinson, 
Hugh S. Spears Jr. 
George D. Spencer William Toth, Jr. 
Justin A. Spencer Frederick D. Towle 
James 0. Spiller Willis S. Travis 
Leonard C. Spina Robert H. Trost 
Alan J. Spindler Dudley J. Troutman 
Paul W. Spithaler, Sr. Clifford G. Tryon 
Robert C. Sroufe Ralph J. Tubbs 
Newbert B. Staley Lenard E. Tucker 
Max R. Stamps Newton C. Tullis 
Ralph B. Stanley Fred L. Turner 
Andrew W. J . Stanton Roland L. Turner 
Burnell E. Starnater Richard D. Turner 
Youry A. StcherbinineThomas W. Turner, 
Raymond B. Steele Sr. 
Samuel W. Stein Joe N. Tusa 
Cliflord D. Steiner Joseph A. Tworek, Jr. 
Robert E. Stephens Joe B. Tyler 
Robert W. Stephens Paul H. Ulrich 
Frederick R. Stern- William G. Umphrey 

kopf Maurice S. Updegrave 
Glenn B. Stevens Joseph C. Usrey, Jr. 
James A. Stevens Ralph F. Valencic 
Jesse L. Stewart Philip A. Van Camp 
Robert F. Stewart Carlton V. Vance 
Donald C. StegermainJack L. Vanderbeck 
Frederick D. Stice Peter J. Vanhekken 
Hugh A. Stiles Willard J. Vanliew 
Otto G. Stiles Roland D. Vary 
Harold R. Still Buckner T. Vaughn 
Leland S. Stites James C. Venable 
Robert E. Stokes Randall M. Vernon 
Oscar W. Stoll Virgil E. Vetsch 
Paul w. Stone Joseph R. Vickerman 
Donald W. Stonebrak- Wallace E. Vickery 

er Robert W. Virden 
Dale E. Stout Frank L. Vogler 
Henry B. Stowers Joe Vuckovich 
John Strahan Hubert E. Waddell 
Charles A. Straw Mac L. Waddle 
Hubert R. Strong George L. Wagoner 
Earl C. Stutler Edwin J. Walbert 
Commodore Stutts Herman H. Walbert 
Joseph F. Sudduth Stanley F. Waliszek 
Elroy Sudeck Arthur C. Walker 
Joseph E. Sullivan Lloyd W. Walker 
John J. Sullivan Warren G. Wall 
Robert C. Sullivan John Wallace 
Vince c. Sullivan Harold L. Walters 
Henry A. Summers Johnson Ward 
Burrel E. Sumner Charles N. Warner 
Eddie F. Sumrall . Michael A. Warner 
Marvin R. Sutliff Robert T. Watson, Jr. 
Clarence R. Swann William L. B. Watson 
Robert W. Swayne Marshall Watwood 
Thomas F. Swean Robert W. Waugh 
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James H. Wayne -Edward J. Wines 
Leonard C. Weather- Malcolm E. Winstead 

wax Dean E. Witty 
Willard K. Webster Ivon D. Wofford 
Charles R. Weddel James R. Wolford 
Melvin A. Wehmuel- Carl G. Womack 

ler Carl J. Wood 
John P. Weidner James A. Wood 
Samuel A. Weimer, John R. Wood 

Jr. Stanley J. Wood 
Winifred F. Welch Thomas T. Wood 
Francis R. Werner William 0. Wood, Jr. 
Gerald v. West Reece J. Woodard 
Wilbur E. West Levi Woodbury 
George L. Westerlind Douglas G. Woodland 
~obert H. Westmore- George D. Woods 

land Ray Woodward, Jr. 
Roy L. Whidby Edward A. Wright 
Howard J. White Ira L. Wright, Jr. 
Roger J. White John A. Wright 
Walter R. White Raymon Wright 
William c. White William J. Wright 
Robert L. Whitney John B. Wyatt 
Earl W. Whitten Keneth E. Wygal 
Orrin S. Whitten John W. Wylie 
Raymond c. Wilder Joseph A. Wyzykowski 
Charles J. Wiley Robert A. Yackel 
Deronda A. WilkinsonEdward R. Yama 
Henry E. Wilkinson Otto L. Yeater 
George H. Willers Walter A. Yoder 
William E. Willett Veo S. Yon 
Clifford w. Williams Russell W. Yost 
Floyd c. Williams Fred F. Young, Jr. 
James T. Williams George A. Young 
William G. Williams Henry H. Young 
Raymond D. Willough-Leonard R. Young 

by William J. Young 
Charles W. Wilson FrankS. Zam 
Eugene T. Wilson Tom A. Zarko~, Jr. 
Jerry E. Wilson Joseph A. Zarlmg 
R. B. Wilson Ward H. Zeitelhack 
Wesley L. Wilson John P. Zimba 
William T. Wilson Edward L. Zimmerman 
Ashton C. Wilterding Rocco A. Zullo 

The following-named officers of the Marine 
Corps for temporary appointment to the 
grade of second lieutenant: 
Sammy T. Adams Thurston B. Barron, 
Cyrus S. Adcock, Jr. Jr. 
Joseph W. Ahearn Frank J. Bartosik 
Clyde E. Allen John B. Bates 
Jesse L. Altman, Jr. Eldon L. Baumwart 
CarlS. Ames Edward E. Beach 
James F. Ammons George H. Beam 
Milton A. Anderson Jimmy C. Beaver 
Morris S. Anderson Kenneth R. Beck 
George T. Anderton, William R. Beck 

Jr. Richard W. Beers 
Arthur J. Antczak James L. Belt 
Frederick G. Arn- Russell F. Bent 

hoelter Howard P. Berger 
John L. Arnold Raymond L. Berube 
John B. Arquiette Dirk C. Bierhaalder 
Ernest W. Arthur Ellis D. Bingham 
Allen H. Ash Joseph J. Bischo1f 
William C. Ashley John W. Bishop 
Donald W. Ator Kay D. Bjorklund 
Harold M. Austin, Jr. James 0. Black 
John H. Austin John G. Black 
Robert H. Axton John R. Black 
Lloyd H. Azevedo Leroy I. Blankenship 
Joseph E. Babyak Walter E. Blayton 
Edward E. Backus Richard c. Blevins 
John C. Baggett, Jr. Robert E. Block 
Paul E. Bailey Oliver B. Bomar, Jr. 
Beryl E. Bainbridge George I. Bomgardner 
Jesse F. Baird David T. Bond 
Gerald F. Baker Royce L. Bond 
Harry J. Baldwin, Jr. Robert E. Borders 
Joseph Balester Harry R. Boring 
Donald S. Ballard Benjamin L. Boswell 
Ronald M. Ballog Harry J. Bottorff 
Charles D. Banks Mose W. Boyd 
John M. Barberi Thomas B. Boylan 
Ronald M. Barger Joe E. Bradberry 
Donald E. Barlowe John T. Brassfield 
Gordon P. Barnett Eugene J. Bratt 
Wll~lam S. Barrer, Jr. Richard P. Bray 

. 

Warren R. Bray Jack 0. Curtis 
Robert F. Breeden James R. Cushman 
Charles K. Breslauer Duane L. Daake 
Alexander L. J. Bress- Otis D. Daniels 

ler Eugene R. Darling 
Clyde W. Brewer, Jr. Ben D. Daugherty 
Charles R.' Brindell Richard K. Davenport 
Stephen J. Brooks Travis E. Davenport 
Carroll E. Brown stanley W. Dean 
Thomas L. Brown James J. Delaney 
John C. Brownson, Jr.George F. Delatorre 
Frank H. Bruce, Jr. John B. Demarest 
Thomas M. Bryant James F. Dempster 
Truman G. Bunce Bruce T. Deneen 
William J. Bunch Lawrence J. Desjardi-
Brian T. Burke nes 
Joe C. Bustin Fabian E. Desjardins 
Richard L. Buzbee James A. Dettman 
Louis A. Cabral Edwin L. Dickson 
Robert A. Cadwell Jack K. Diller 
Gene F. Camp Walter R. Dillow 
Albert J. Campbell, Jr. Robert J. Divoky 
George C. Campbell John c. Dixon 
H arold R. Campbell, Wilmer F. Doescher 

Jr. Russell E. Dolan 
William H. Campbell Norman M. Dolsen 
William S. Campbell Jay A. Doub 
George W. Cannon Albin J. Doublet 
John B. Cantieny Thornton E. Doudna 
Donald J. Capinas William Downey, Jr. 
Wilbur M. Carlson Paul L. Drake 
Billy D. Carman George Drazich 
Stephen P. Carney Stanley E. Dressler 
James H. Carothers, William E. Driggers 

Jr. Elmer F. Duggan 
Earl E. Carpenter Billy R. Duncan 
Charles W. Carroll Russell M. Dunn, Jr. 
Robert E. Carruthers James A. Dupont 
Denton Carter James E. Durham 
Logan Cassedy James P. Durham 
Lewis R. Caveney Frank w. Dutton 
John P. Caynak Frederick w. Dyson 
James L. Cellum Gerald T. Eckenfels 
Charles T. Chapman Charles Edwards 
Edward J. Chapman Joseph N., Elleston 
Junior E. Chauvin Wilbur M. Elder 
Beryl T. Christlieb John M. Elliott 
Arthur D. Clark, Jr. John R. Elliott 
Bobby E. Clark Herbert W. Elmlund 
Robert E. Clary Sheldon M. Emerson 
Glenwood A. ClemensArthur Eppley 
John E. Clewes Eldon L. Erickson 
Frank E. Cline William R. Etnyre 
Charles R. Cochran Donald c. Evans 
James B. Cody Richard L. Evans 
Charles T. Coffin Charles w. Eversole 
Francis E. Coit Clifton c. Fancher 
Nicholas Colangelo Bobby D. Fatherree 
Joe M. Cole Ronald E. Fauver 
James F. Coleman Warner H. Fellows 
Joseph W. Connelly, Denton S. Fenster-

Jr. macher 
Eugene L. Conroy James E. Ferguson 
Thomas J. ConsOdine, Richard T. Ferry 

Jr. William C. Filler 
Edward C. Cook James F. Finnessey 
John F. Cook Robert E. Finney 
Marcus H. Cook Ronald F. Fisher 
Gordon R. Cooley Malcolm V. Fites 
John F. Cope William C. Flaherty 
Joseph G. Corbin Joseph C. Floyd 
James B. Cordie! Don R. Fogt 
Chester L. Cornish Ronald G. Foley 
John F. Cornish, Jr. James F. Forhan 
Leslie C. Cosby Lee D. Foss 
Johnnie C. Cottrell Dwight R. Francisco 
Carl E. Courts Ronald L. Fraser 
Thomas J. Cowper Hamilton P. J. Pre-
Donald L. Cox, Jr. burger 
Robert R. Cox, Jr. Joseph F. Frederick 
Alvin L. Craig Wayne E. Freeze 
Morris W. Crain James W. Friberg 
Raytnond M. Crawford Clark W. Frisbie 
Gregory Creekmore, Jr. Kenneth M. Frosch 
George F. Cribb Calvin L. Fuqua 
Robert M. Croll Francis J. Gajewski 
Robert R. Cronk William F. Garvey, Jr. 
Donald A. Crosby Peter J. Gaughan 
James R. Crutchfield Henry L. Genco 

Edward E. Gerding Thomas E. Jordan 
Barker P. GermagianDanna Joyce 
George W. Geyer, Jr. George E. Joyce 
John P. Gibson, Jr. William K. Joyner 
Clifford R. Oilbert Martin D. Julian 
Robert M. Gile Joe M. Jurancich 
Walter L. Gimple John N. Jurinski 
Clarence Glidewell,Harold E. Justice 

Jr. Byron W. Keagle 
James F. Goodspeed Gerald A. Keene 
Frank B. Greene Charles C. Keightley 
Malcome G. Gregory Jennings D. Kelley 
Wayne T. Gregory Edward L. Kelly, Jr. 
Ronald G. Grover Edwin F. Kelly 
Walter C. Gustafson Harold L. Kendrick 
Roger A. Guth William M. Kendrick 
John D. Gutterman R-aymond G. Kennedy 
Chester J. Haines, Jr. Orlis E. Kennicutt 
Noel J. Hales James A. Kent, Jr. 
Emmett R. Haley Jerry L. Killingsworth 
Ronald L. Hamby Milton S. King 
Carl W. Hamilton George Kiraly, Jr. 
Nathan G. Hamrick Daniel J. Kison 
Nelson S. Hardacker, Harrell C. Kitchens 

Jr. Robert D. Klein 
Donnie N. Harman Edward R. Klisiewicz 
Leonard F. Harmeyer Chfi.rles R. Kneale 
James C. Harper Leroy E. Koleber 
James A. Harrington Donald E. Kolling 
Clifford P. Harris, Jr. George Y. Kolva 
George C. Harris, Jr. Howard M. Koppen-
James R. Harris haver 
John A. Hartwick Raymond M. Kresge 
Robert W. Harwell Herbert W. Kress 
Clyde R . Hasemeyer Charles A. Kritzler 
Paur F. Hastings Robert C. Krugh 
Paul G. Hastings Harold F. Kuhn 
Harold E. Hawkins Raymond Kulak 
Robert R. Hawley Albert A. Laffin 
Walter E. Hawthorne, Nick R. Lamekovskl 

Jr. William J. Lanahan 
Aaron E. Haynes William P. Lasauskas 
Curtis E. Hays Archibald C. Ledbet-
Joe M. Head ter 
Virgil I. Heap Harry T. Lennen, Jr. 
Richard J. Hedloff Robert R. Lenz 
HenryS. Heffiey, Jr. Kenneth L. Leone 
John A. Hennessy John C. Lewis 
John 0. Henry, Jr. William H. Light, Jr. 
William E. Henson Eugene E. Likens 
George C. Herman Thomas G. Lincoln. 
John W. Herndon Jr. · 
Rodger E. Hershey Jack L. Little 
James 0. Hertz Lamar K. Looney, Jr. 
Charles W. Higginbot- Henry J. Lorenz 

ham Joseph J. Louder 
Donald R. Himmer Joseph A. Lovullo 
Julian R. Hines Bobby J. W. Lucas 
Floyd D. Hocking Donald L. Luce 
Bernard E. Holzinger Lloyd L. Lund 
Robert A. Hook George W. Lutes, Jr. 
Walter G. Horais James H. Lyles 
Leonard F. Horan Farquhar Macbeth 
Robert G. Hout Glenn A, MacDonald 
Henry R. Howard John Madden 
John G. Howard Gordon E. Malone 
Robert F. Hoxie Leslie D. Manchester 
Richard A. Huckle John W. Manion 
Jack J. Hudson Martin J. Marren, Jr. 
Russell I. Hudson Charles A. Martin 
Edward J. Hukle Floyd S. Mason, Jr. 
Donald L. Humphrey John R. Matheson 
Bob,by G. Hunter William L. Maughan 
Waffle B. Huston Howard J. McCarty 
Alfred J. Iverson William 0. McClellan, 
Bobby J. Jackson Jr. 
Hans W. Jacobsen, Jr. Lewis F. McClure 
John H. James Warren M. McConnell 
Fidelas W. Jarnot John F. McDonough 
Gilbert V. Jeffreys George X. McKenna 
Milton H. Jerabek Richard B. McLaugh-
Lyle R. Johnson lin 
Robert A. Johnson William W. McMillan, 
Homer R. Johnston Jr. 
John A. Johnston James W. McPartlin 
Jack D. Jones Albert A. McVitty 
Robert C. Jones Richard R. Mealhouse 
Floyd N. Jordan Thomas J. Medina 
Robert D. Jordan Earl C. Meek 
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Robert C. Meredith Robert A. Russell 
Edward P. Mertz James Ryan, Jr. 
John G. Metas James N. Ryder 
John F. Meyers George W. Ryhanych 
Jesse A. Miller William H. Sackett 
Robert B. Mille.r Ralph W. Salisbury 
Robert H. Miller George Sampson 
Rufus B. Miller Frank D. Samuels 
William J. Mitchell,Earle L. Sanborn, Jr. 

Jr. James C. Sarafiny 
Alwin L. Moeller, Jr. Victor H. Sartor 
Gordon G. Moeller Frederick W. Saucier 
Bobby G. Moffett William D. Saylor 
Forrest L. Moffitt Ralph L. Schiavone 
Louis V. Mondo William P. 
Robert A. Monfort Schlotzhauer 
Glenn I. Mordine Kenneth R. Schmidt 
Robert B. Morrisey Laveen D. Schmidt 
Gene S. Morrow George R. 
Domenick Muffi Schremp, Jr. 
Joseph F. Mullins, Jr. John W. Schroeder 
James L . Murphy Robert P. Scott 
Harold F. Muth Robert E. Seal 
Donald A. Myers George W. Seaman 
James W. Nash William G. Sexton 
Allen F. Naze Raymond A. Shaffer 
Delbert L. Nelson James R. Sharpe 
John E. Newcomer John R. Shea 
Bobby J. Nichols John A. Shepherd 
John Nicoll Harlan A. Shewmake 
William J. Nielsen Edward A. Shields, Jr 
Donald A. Nilsen Morris S . Shimanoff 
Paul Ninichuck Robert J. Shirk 
Kenneth E. Noland John F. Shovar 
Joseph P. Norman- Meredith G. Shryock 

deau William P. Sildar 
Edward L. Nutter, Jr. Donald E. Silies 
Samuel H. Oerly Jack A. Simmons 
Robert P. O'Harra Jack B. Simmons 
John J. Olexa George R. Sims 
Roberto Olivares Tony L. Sims 
Robert A. Olsen Frank W. Simutis 
Jack W. Owen Richard E. Sloan 
Fred E. Paige, Jr. Buck D. Smith 
Eugene Palic Clarence L. Smith 
Nils E. Pallesen Frank R. Smith 
Charles B. Palmer James R. Smith 
Carl A. Parand Clyde R. Snodgrass 
Hubert L. Parker Thomas F. Snodgrass 
Rex D. Parsons Avery C. Snow 
Andrew M. Patsko Herbert C. 
Verner C. Pedersen Sommerville 
Clarence J. Pence Melvin A. Soper, Jr. 
Guss H. Pennell, Jr. Richard K . Sorenson 
John T. Perkins, Jr. Sigurd A. Sorenson 
Jimmie R. Phillips Louis T. Sottile 
Edward Piontek Thomas J. 
Stephen J. Pishock Southworth, Jr. 
Charles L. Platt Claude E. Spangler 
Harry Pleasants, Jr. John A. Sparks 
Adam A. Pokorski Ralph B. Spencer 
Jack Portner Homer F. Spiers 
Ralph D. Proctor Norman R. Stackhouse 
Carl R. Provine Robert C. Stanton 
Millard E. Pullin Louis R. Stargel 
Joseph C. Purcilly, Jr. Fred W. St. Clair 
Harold V. Radabaugh Alfred F. Stein 
Robert G. Radzavage David E. Steinmann 
James W. Rahill. Walter R. Stendahl, Jr. 
J. C. Rappe Arthur C. Stephens, 
Robert J. Ratcliffe Jr. 
Karl A. Rauch Howe A. Stidger 
William A. Read Raymond E. Stouch 
Kenneth H. Reagan George E. Strickland 
William H. Reddick John C. Studt 
James E. Redmond Edward B. Subowsty 
Joseph H. Reilly Joseph R. Sullivan 
Donald D. Reimer Donald W. Sumner 
Edward D. Resnik Phillip D. Sumner, Jr. 
Roy H. Rhymer Paul F. Sutherland 
Otto W. Ritter Louis S. Swenson 
Jack E. Roesch Wayne T. Szydloskl 
George F. Rogers, Jr. William_ L. Tanksley 
Wayne L. Roles Irving .G. Taylor 
Melvin Rothblatt Daniel E. Terrell, Jr. 
Raymond V. Donald N. Thomas 

Rothermel Everett D. Thomason 
Harold W. Rowland David F. Thompson · 
William W. Rubrecht Gerald E. Thompson 
Wesley M. Rush Joseph H. Thompson 

Lester H. Thompson,Michael E. Warholak, · 
Jr. Jr. 

Roger R. Throckmor-Joseph E. Warnack 
ton Harold M. Washington 

William M. Thurber Bernard Waskowski 
Lyle E. Thurston Howell E. Watson, Jr. 
Frank T. Tobin Thomas W. Watson 
Robert E. Tockstein Dale E. Watts 
Larrance M. Todd Stanley Wawrzyniak 
Edward H. Toms Robert F. Weigle 
Laurier J. Tremblay Gerald A. Weiland 
Ralph J. Troupe Homer L. Welch 
George A. TUcker George J. Welker 
James R. Tull Glenn T. Wells 
Gerald H. TUrley William J. Wescott 
Harry E. Vanfossen Donald K. West 
Edward H . Van Hook Gilbert L. Whidden 
Joseph W. Vann, Jr. Jean P. White 
Duane R. Vannote George A. Wickman 
Homer A. Varian, Jr. Warren H. Wiedhahn, 
Thomas A. Vaughn Jr. 
Donald J. Verdon Richard A. Wieland 
Daniel J. Viera James J. Wiese 
Raymond H. Vigneron Teddy R. Wiley 
James A. Vittitoe Kenneth L. Williams 
Charles D. Vochatzer Warren L. Wilson 
Robert J. Votava Morgan L. Wilt 
Elmer F. Wacklin, Jr.Bruce M. Wincentsen 
Charles P. Wager Aden D. Windham 
Robert T. Wages Billie W. Windsor 
Donald H. WahlstromPaul A. Wood 
Allen R. Walker Harvey Wright 
Harold M. Walker James H. Wright 
James T. Walsh Thomas J. Yardley 
Michael J. Walsh Arden W. Yearn 
Raymond D. Walters Miles M. Yetter 
Theodore C. Walton Norman L. Young 
William W. Wamel, Jr. Timothy R. Young 
Edwin L. Wampler Walter S . Zuck 
Elton R. Wampler 

POSTMASTERS 

The following-named persons to be post
masters: 

ALABAMA 

Wanda M. Shattuck, Brookwood, Ala., in 
place of A. S. Weaver, retired. 

Martha J. Wyatt, Pike Road, Ala., in place 
of T. E. Bolling, transferred. 

Charlie B. Edwards, Sycamore, Ala., in place 
of L. B. Ledbetter, retired. 

ARKANSAS 

John A. Fairly, Junction City, Ark., in place 
of M.P. Muse, removed. 

CALIFORNIA 

John D. Stephenson, Norwalk, Calif., in 
place of H. L. Fox, deceased. 

COLORADO 

George E. Hamblin, Akron, Colo., in place 
of E. I. Crutchfield, retired. 

Ruby M. Colopy, Lake City, Colo., in place 
of Ethel Lewis, resigned. 

George M. Price, Manitou Springs, Colo., 
in place of G. C. Flake, resigned. 

William E . Baker, Morrison, Colo., in place 
of A. M. Durham, deceased. 

CONNECTICUT 

Burton W. Henry, Hazardville, Conn., in 
place of J. E. Lynch, deceased. 

Calvin E. Kirchhoff, Quaker Hill, Conn., 
in place of H. S. McElyea, resigned. 

FLORIDA 

Delmer T. Warren, Fern Park, Fla., in place 
of E. L. Too!, deceased. 

Chauncey L. Costin, Port St. Joe, Fla., in 
place of H . A. Drake, retired. 

Louise M. Denton, Ruskin, Fla., in place 
of E. D. Mixon, removed. 

GEORGIA 

Frances Marion Clark, Blythe, Ga., in place 
of M. A. C. Byrne, retired. 

IDAHO 

Howard L. Jenkins, Naples, Idaho, in place 
of F. L. Mackey, retired. 

ILLINOIS' 

Mary N. Ceyte, Bulpitt, m., in place of 
B. R. Gherardini, resigned. 

Weldon A. Tranbarger, Franklin, Ill., in 
place of W. H. Neece, Jr., transferred. 

INDIANA 

David H. Jordan, Dunreith, Ind., in place 
of Odom Durham, resigned. 

William F. Reineke, Mount Vernon, Ind., 
in place of M. W. Smith, deceased. 

IOWA 

Wendel T. Smith, Mount Pleasant, Iowa, 
in place of J. N. Hileman, deceased. 

Charles R . Mayo, Pocahontas, Iowa, in place 
of V. F. McCartan, retired. 

Loretta M. Steffens, Rowan, Iowa, in place 
of N. F. Hyde, retired. 

Donald R. deGooyer, Sioux Center, Iowa, 
in place of Isaac Hoeven, retired. 

KENTUCKY 

Harry W. Holt, Coxs Creek, Ky., in place 
of J. E. Evans, transferred. 

James 0 . Gibson, Hardinsburg, Ky., in 
place of M. H. Norton, retired. 

James 0. Harris, Wheelwright, Ky., in 
place of H. A. Stancil, resigned. 

MAINE 

William C. Lint, Mapleton, Maine, in place 
of H. M. Higgins, retired. 

MASSACHUSETTS 

Joseph A. Boudreau, Jr., Fiskdale, Mass., 
in place of M. H. Mallahy, retired. 

MICHIGAN 

Chester J. Orr, Standish, Mich., in place of 
A. M. Rokosz, removed. 

Clarence L. Carlson, Whitehall, Mich., in 
place of F. E. Benjamin, resigned. 

MINNESOTA 

Leslie E. Torrison, Buffalo, Minn., in place 
of M. C. Hayes, removed. 

Harold F. Otto, LeRoy, Minn., in place of 
· J. C. Bert, deceased. 

MISSISSIPPI 

Delmer E. Edwards, West Point, Miss., in 
place of S. S. BurrQus, deceased. 

MISSOURI 

Eugene M. Royce, Anderson, Mo., in place 
of G. C. Hayes, resigned. 

Victor N. Remley, Liberty, Mo., in place of 
C. E. Yancey, Jr., deceased. 

NEBRASKA 

Reynold F. Nelson, Gordon, Nebr., in place 
of J. H. Holden, retired. 

Russell M. Abrams, Stapleton, Nebr., in 
place of H. E. Callender, deceased. 

NEW HAMPSHmE 

Carl Chase Blanchard, Farmington, N. H., 
in place of E. E. Lefavour, retired. 

Frederick James Rowe, Portsmouth, N.H., 
in place of P. J. Hickey, deceased. 

NEW JERSEY 

Paul R. Cronce, Frenchtown, N.J., in place 
of C. S. Hoff, retired. 

Harry H. Seylaz, Lincroft, N. J., in place 
of C. S. Toop, removed. 

Theodore Lee Adams, Ocean City, N.J., to 
place of Leroy Jeffries, retired. 

Abel V. Del Vecchio, Springfield, N. J., in 
place of 0. F. Heinz, retired. 

Bruno P. Zorn, Waldwick, N. J., in place 
of James McQuilken, Jr., resigned. 

NEW YORK 

Ida Mae Hopkins, Cincinnatus, N. Y., 1.n 
place of L. H. Ingersoll, retired. 

Ralph L. Marshall, Freeport, N.Y., in place 
of E. A. Rice, retired. 

Doris J. Hammond, Millport, N. Y., in 
place of H. C. Fiala, resigned. 

Berta L. Wixon, Trumansburg, N. Y., in 
place of M. E. Fausette, retired. 
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Edna H. Purcell, Waterloo, N.Y., 1n place 

of J. F. Marshall, resigned. 
NORTH DAKOTA 

Mandrup C. Olufson, Enderlin, N.Dak., in 
place of J. G. Martin, transferred. 

OHIO 

John L. Bricker, Mount Sterling, Ohio, in 
place of Palmer Phillips, removed. 

OKLAHOMA 

Walter D. Barrett, Collinsville, Okla., in 
place of 0. V. Stevens, retired. 

Martin R. Jackson, Henryetta, Okla., in 
place of W. E. Ingram, resigned. 

Myron M. Gastineau, Taloga, Okla., in 
place of J. L. Foster, deceased. 

O!tEGON 

Myrl A. Haygood, Philomath, Oreg., in 
place of M. R. Brown, removed. 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Lydia S. Love, Cheyney, Pa., in place of 
G. V. Proctor, removed. 

John w. Beach, Fairfield, Pa., in place of 
G. M. Neely, retired. 

John W. Reznor, Greenville, Pa., in place of 
F. W. Moser, retired. 

Leonard Wayne Elder, Rochester Mills, Pa., 
in place of R. M. Henry, resigned. 

Edward R. Kulick, Shamokin, Pa., in place 
of J. E. Staniszewski, retired. 

c. Lyman Sturgis, Uniontown, Pa., in place 
of J. A. Reilly, removed. 

Esther s. Neeld, Wrightstown, Pa., in place 
of J. E. Hilborn. resigned. 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

Raphael L. Morris, Clemson, S. C., in place 
of C. R. Goodman, resigned. 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

Casimir F. Kot, Stephan, S. Dak., in place 
of K. H. Holtzman, declined. 

TENNESSEE 

Josephine H. Vandergriff, Briceville, Tenn .• 
1n place of Lutie Davis, retired. 

Len K. Mahler, Cookeville, Tenn., in place 
of F. P. Moore, retired. 

Laverne M. Tabor, Crossville, Tenn:, in 
place of H. E. Davenport, resigned. 

LeRoy M. Cook, Gallatin, Tenn., in place of 
0. V. Smith, retired. 

Charlene M. Reece, Jonesboro, Tenn., in 
place of E. R. McAmis, transferred. 

VERMONT 

Morris W. Depew, Dorset, Vt., in place of 
S. M. Matson, deceased. 

VIRGINIA 

William L. Pickhardt, Chester, Va., in place 
of M. H. Truby, deceased. 

Beulah W. Davis, Concord, Va., in place of 
J. M. Cross, retired. 

Marion L. Beeton, Lexington, Va., in place 
of F. C. Davis, retired. 

Virginia C. Foskett, Lynnhaven, Va., in 
place of M. V. Mills, retired. 

Richard F. Weaver, New Market, Va., in 
place of E. M. Bennick, removed. 

Ralph T. Phillips, Parksley, Va., in place of 
H. T. Scarborough, retired. 

Flora M. Branham, Pound, Va., in place of 
G. L. Robinson, retired. 

WEST VIRGINIA 

Lee F. Hornor, Bridgeport, W.Va., in place 
of M. K . Brown, resigned. 

John L. McMahon, Follansbee, W. Va., in 
place of J. J. Walker, retired. 

Sabinus M. McWhorter, Weston, W.Va., in 
place of L. S. Switzer, retired. 

WISCONSIN 

Clifford J. McKenzie, Centuria, Wis., in 
place of M. C. Hoey, transferred. 

Virginia F. Waupochick, Keshena, Wis., in 
place of B. E. James, removed. 

Amy J. Pofahl, Pleasant Prairie, Wis., in 
place of L. A. Pofahl, deceased. 

Estelle W. Hill, Sarona, Wis., in place of 
H. A. Stromberg, transferrecL 

Herbert N. Hoskins, Shell Lake, Wis., in 
place of J. S. Kennedy, deceased. 

Wallace L. Nelson, Siren, Wis., in place of 
J. S. Dodson, retired. 

WYOMING 

Evalee V. Arnwine, Linch, Wyo. Office es
tablished December 1, 1951. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate July 14 <legislative day of 
July 2), 1954: 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 

Walter E. Hoffman to be United States 
district judge for the eastern district of 
Virginia. (New position.) 

UNITED STATES MARSHAL 

William A. O'Brien to be United States 
marshal for the eastern district of Penn
sylvania. 

WITHDRAWALS 
Executive nominations withdrawn 

from the Senate July 14 (legislative day 
of July 2), 1954: 

POSTMASTERS 

ALABAMA 

Sara K. Lee, postmaster at Flat Rock, Ala. 
ARKANSAS 

Mrs. Jessie C. Brewer, postmaster at Hig
ginson, Ark. 

•• .... II 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
WEDNESDAY, JULY 14, 1954 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
Rev. Father Joseph L. Teletchea, St. 

Patrick's Church, Washington, D. C., 
offered the following prayer: 

0 God, who at this critical moment 
of the world's history hast chosen to 
place such great burdens upon the minds 
and hearts of our Representatives, go 
before them, we beseech Thee, in all 
their doings with Thy gracious inspira
tion, and further them with Thy con
tinual help, that their every prayer and 
work may begin from Thee, and by Thee 
be duly ended. 

Let not ignorance draw them into 
devious paths, nor partiality sway their 
minds. Neither let respect of riches or 
persons pervert their judgment; but 
unite them to Thee effectually by the 
gift of Thine only grace, that they may 
be one in Thee and may never forsake 
the truth; that so in this life their judg
ment may in nowise be at variance with 
Thee; and in the life to come they may 
attain to everlasting rewards for deeds 
well done. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yes
terday was read and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate, by Mr. 

Carrell, one of its clerks, announced that 
the Senate had passed, with amend
ments in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested, a bill of the House of 
the following title: 

H. R. 5173. An act to provide that the ex
cess of collections from the Federal unem
ployment tax over unemployment compen-

sation administrative expenses shall be used 
to establish and maintain a $200 million re
serve in the Federal unemployment account 
which will be available for advances to the 
States, to provide that the remainder of such 
excess shall be returned to the States, and for 
other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the foregoing bill; requests a conference 
with the House on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints 
Mr. MILLIKIN, Mr. MARTIN, Mr. WIL
LIAMS, Mr. GEORGE, and Mr. BYRD to be 
the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendments of the 
House to a bill and concurrent resolution 
of the Senate of the following titles: 

s. 1303. An act to provide for the expedi
tious naturalization of former citizens of the 
United States who have lost United States 
citizenship by voting in a political election 
or plebiscite held in occupied Japan; and 

S. Con. Res. 79. Concurrent resolution to 
express the sense of the Senate on continu
ing the operation of a tin smelter at Texas 
City, Tex., and to investigate the need of a 
permanent domestic tin-smelting industry 
and the adequacy of our strategic stockpile 
of tin. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendment to the 
bill <H. R. 4854) entitled "An act to au
thorize the Secretary of the Interior to 
construct, operate, and maintain their
rigation works comprising the Foster 
Creek division of the Chief Joseph Dam 
project, Washington," disagreed to by 
the House; agrees to the conference asked 
by the House on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses thereon, aile. appoints 
Mr. CORDON, Mr. MILLIKIN, Mr. WATKINS, 
Mi', ANDERSON, and Mr. JACKSON to be the 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate disagrees to the amendments of 
the House to the bill <S. 2900) entitled 
"An act to authorize the sale of certain 
land in Alaska to the Harding Lake 
Camp, Inc., of Fairbanks, Alaska, for use 
as a youth camp and related purposes••; 
requests a conference with the House on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and appoints Mr. CoRDON, Mr. 
WATKINS, Mr. KUCHEL, Mr. JACKSON, and 
Mr. LoNG to be the conferees on the part 
of the Senate. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 3 hours tomorrow, 
after the business of the House is com
pleted and following any special orders 
heretofore entered into, and that I may 
address the House for an hour today. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair wishes to 
announce that any speeches over an hour 
in length must have the approval of all 
Members of the House. • 

The gentlewoman from Massachusetts 
asks unanimous consent that she may 
speak for 3 hours tomorrow afternoon. 
Is there objection? 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, I will have 
to object. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman froon 
Illinois objects. 

Is there any other request the gentle
woman wishes to submit? 
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