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WITHDRAWAL 
Executive nomination withdrawn from· 

the Senate July 9 <legislative day of 
July 6), 1953: 

WORLD HEALTH 0RGANIZA'l'ION 

Dr. H. van Zile Hyde, of New York, repre
sentative of the United States of America on 
the executive board of the World Health 
Organization. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
THURSDAY, JULY 9, 1953 

The House met at 11 o'clock a. m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 

D. D., offered the following prayer: . 
Most merciful and gracious God, in 

our plans and labors during this day, 
may we be supremely concerned about 
establishing a social order that reflects 
and incarnates Thy righteous purposes. 

Wilt Thou bestow upon our minds and 
hearts the gift of clear vision, the opti
mistic outlook, and the unconquerable 
hope that this goal will some day be the 
blessed fulfillment and .fruition of our 
noblest aspirations and desires. 

May our President, our Speaker. and 
the Members of Congress be girded with 
wisdom, courage, and indomitable faith 
as they strive to break down all the bar
riers and iron curtains which impede 
the progress of the kingdom of right
eousness and deprive mankind of the 
blessings of freedom. 

Hear us in the name of the Christ. 
Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings -of 
yesterday was read and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDEN'r 
A message in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States was communi
cated to the House by Mr. Miller, one of 
his secretaries, who also informed the 
House that on the following dates the 
President approved and signed bills and 
joint resolutions of the House of the 
following titles: 

On June 30, 1953: 
H. R. 2347. An act to permit continued 

exercise until 6 months after termination of 
the national emergency proclaimed Decem
ber 16, 1950, or until such earlier date as 
may be established by concurrent resolution 
of Congress, of certain powers, relating to 
preferences or priorities in the transporta
tion of tratfic, under sections 1 ( 15) and 420 
of the Interstate Commerce Act; 

H. R. 5069. An act to prohibit the introduc
tion of movement in interstate commerce of 
articles of wearing apparel and fabrics which 
are so highly flammable as to be dangerous 
when worn by individuals, and for other 
purposes; 

H. R. 2313. An act to continue the effective
ness of the act of March 27, 1942, as extended.
relating to the inspection and audit of plants, 
books, and records of defense contractors for 
the duration of the national emergency pro
claimed December 16, 1950, and 6 months 
thereafter; 

H. R. 2557. An act to amend the act of 
January 12, 1951, as amended, to continue 
in effect the provisions of title II of the First 
War Powers Act, 1941; 

H. R. 3853. An act to amend title 18, United 
States Code, entitled "Crimes and Criminal 
Procedure," wit"h respect to continuing the 
effectiveness of certain statutory provisions 
until 6 months after the termination ·or the 

national emergency proclaimed by the Presi
dent on December 16, 1950; 

H. R. 4126. An act to continue the effective
ness of the act of December 2, 1942, as 
amended, and the act of July 28, 1945, relat
ing to war-risk hazard and detention bene
fits, until July 1, 1954; . 

H. J. Res. 285. Joint resolution to extend 
the effectiveness of certain statutory provi· 
sions from July 1, 1953, to August 1, 1953; 
and 

H. J. Res. 287. Joint resolution making tem
porary appropriations for the fiscal year 1954, 
and for other purposes. 

On July 2, 1953: 
H. R. 4654. An act to provide for the ex

emption from the Annual and Sick Leave 
Act of 1951 of certain officers in the execu
tive branch of the Government, and for other 
purposes. 

On July 6, 1953: 
H. R. 3425. An act to amend the act en

titled "An act to authorize the Commis
sioners of the District of Columbia to ap· 
point a member of the Metropolitan Police 
Department or a member of the Fire Depart
ment of the District of Columbia as Director 
of the District Office of Civil Defense, and for 
other purposes," approved May 21, 1951. 

· On July 9, 1953: 
H. J. Res. 292. Joint resolution authorizing 

Lyle 0. Snader temporarily to serve concur
rently as Clerk and Sergeant at Arms of the 
House of Represen ta ti ves. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 
Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin asked and 

was given permission to address the . 
House for 15 minutes today, following 
the legislative program and any special 
orders heretofore eDLtered. 

THE COAL INDUSTRY 
Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

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

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

asked for this time in order to call the 
attention of my colleagues to the fact 
I am introducing legislation this morn
ing to try to relieve the deplorable situa
tion that has developed in the coal in
dustry of the Nation. This bill will be 
to encourage exports in order to ease 
the critical situation which exists in the 
domestic coal industry and to strengthen 
the other nations of the free world. 

The bill reads as follows: 
SECTION 1. The Congress hereby finds and 

dechires--
(1) that a critical situation exists in the 

domestic coal industry, with a large number 
of mines already closed and more mines 
about to be closed, and with thousands of 
miners already out of work and thousands 
more faced with imminent loss of their jobs; 

(2} that this critical situation has had 
a serious effect on those domestic railroads 
which are dependent on the transportation 
of coal for a major share of their inco.me, 
and on tl1e employees of those railroads; · 

(3) that the domestic coal industry cannot 
exist and thrive if it must depend solely on 
domestic markets for the sale of its prod
uct, and that it must therefore develop over
seas markets for its product; and 

(4) that the industrial and economic 
strength of the other nations of the free 
world can be increased (and their depend· 
ence on direct American financial aid de
creased) if American coal is made available 
to them at prices which they can afford to 
pay. 

SECRETARY OF COMMERCE AUTHORIZED '1'0 PAY 
CERTAIN COSTS OF TRANSPORTING COAL 

SEc. 2. (a) The Secretary of Commerce ls 
hereby authorized in the manner and. to the 
extent specified in this section, to pay the 
cost of the transportation by rail of anthra
cite or bituminous coal mined in the United 
States to its point of exportation. 

(b) Tlie payments authorized by this sec
tion-

(1) may be made only with respect to coal 
which is being exported irom the United 
States for use outside the United States in 
a nation of the free world; 

(2) in the case of any shipment of coal, 
shall not exceed the cost of shipping such 
coal by rail from the mine to the nearest 
seaport having available facilities for the 
loading of coal for export; and 

( 3) shall be made to the railroad trans
porting the coa1. 

(c) Subject to the limitations contained 
in this section, the Secretary of Commerce 
shall from time to time determine the terms 
and conditions under which payments will 
be made pursua"nt to this section. 

(d) There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated from time to time such sums, 
not to exceed $25 million in the aggregate, 
as may be necessary to carry out the pur- . 
poses of this act. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that the Members 
of the House read the details of this 
legislation which I have included as part 
of my remarks. · 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
Mr. HAND. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani·· 

mous consent to be absent for an indefi
nite period for urgent personal reasons~ 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? · 

There was no objection. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, I make the 

point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. .Obviously a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of th.e House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- · 

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

Bates 
Belcher 
Bentley 
Case 
Celler 
Cooley 
Crosser 
Cunningham 
Dawson, Dl. 
Dingell 
Dolliver 
Donovan . 
Durham 
Ellsworth 

[Roll No. 81] 
Fernandez Moulder 
Fisher Nelson 
Fogarty O'Brien, Mich. 
Frazier Powell 
Hardy Prouty 
Hart Rabaut 
Hebert Reed, Dl. 
Hess Rivers 
Hoffman, Mich. Shafer 
Kilday Sikes 
Lesinskl Sutton 
McVey Wigglesworth 
Machrowlcz Wilson·, Calif. 
Meader 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 373 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS 
. Mr. -JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Ways and 
Means Committee may have until mid
night tonight to file a report on the bill 
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H .. R. 5877, which is scheduled to be 
taken up on Monday next. · 

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

There was no objection. 

PROGRAM FOR BALANCE OF THE 
WEEK 

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

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. HALLECK. Mr. speaker, I have 

been asked as to the order in which the 
measures contained in the. whip notice 
will be called today. . We propose to call 
:first the bill from the Committee on Ag
riculture having to do with drought re
lief in the southwest and to follow that 
with the bill concerning the develop
ment of power at Niagara. I would an
ticipate that these actions probably will 
take all of the day. 

Beyond that, Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
announce to the Members on our. side 
that Saturday noon, in the caucus room 
in the Old House Office Building, theRe
publican Members of the House and the 
senate will tender to the President and 
the Vice President of the United States 
a luncheon which, I might say, marks 
the :first year after the nomination of 
tho.se· two gentlemen on our ticket. All 
of the Republican Members will receive 
an official invitation to the luncheon, 
but I thought it might be well to an
nounce it at this time so that you can 
make your plans accordingly. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HALLECK. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Some of our Mem
bers are interested in a very important 
bill called the firecracker bill. Does the 
gentleman think that is likely to come 
up this week? 

Mr. HALLECK. Let me say in re
sponse to the question asked by the gen
tleman that the bill has been scheduled 
and it will be called. However, as I have 
suggested, we will probably be hard put 
today to finish the 2 bills that I have 
mentioned, and it is proposed we come in 

· at possibly 10 o'clock tomorrow-at least 
by 11, but as of now I would say 10 
a.m.-to deal with the matter of the ex
tension of the excess-profits tax. I do 
not know how much time the Committee 
on Rules has granted. There was a re
quest for 6 hours, but it looks as if that 
will consume all of the time tomorrow. 
Of course, by reason of these other ar
rangements that have been made re
specting our side, there will be no Satur
day session. 

REREFERENCE OF BILLS 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Committee on Armed Services be 
discharged from further consideration 
of the bills H. R. 6117 and S. 2078 and 
that. the bills be referred to the Com
mittee on Government Operations. , 

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

There was no objection. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts asked 

and was given permission to address the 
House for 5 minutes today, following 
the legislative program and any special 
orders heretofore entered. · 

Mr. LANE asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 10 min
utes today, following any special orders 
heretofore entered. 

DISASTER RELIEF 
Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, by 

direction of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 325 and ask 
for its immediat~ consideration. . 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill 
(H. R. 6054) to amend the act o! April 6, 
1949, to provide for additional emergency 
assistance to farmers and stockmen, and 
for other purposes, and all points of order 
against the bill are hereby waived. After 
general debate, which · shall be confined to 
the bill, and shall continue not to exceed 
1 hour, to be equally divided and controlled 
by the chairman and ranking minority mem
ber of the Committee on Agriculture, the 
bill shall be read for amendment under the 
5-minute rule. It shall be in order to con
sider without the intervention of any point 
of order the substitute amendment recom
mended by the Committee on Agriculture 
now in the bill. At the conclusion of such 
consideration, the Committee shall rise and 
report the bill to the House with such 
amendments as may have been adopted, and 
any member may demand a separate vote in 
the House on any of the amendments adopted 
in the Committee of the Whole to the bill 
or committee substitute. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 30 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. LYLE] and yield myself such 
time as I may require. 

Mr. Speaker, this rule makes in order 
the consideration of H. R. 6054, a bill 
providing for additional emergency 
assistance to farmers and stockmen. The 
purpose of this legislation is to take care 
of a critical situation that exists in the 
southwestern section of the country, 
caused by a prolonged drought. The 
bill also provides for loans to livestock 
producers in every section of the coun
try, who are in need of credit. This 
drought has lasted over a period of sev
eral years in certain areas. As a result 
many farmers and stockmen are in a 
distressed condition. The relief con
templated in this measure is desperately 
needed at this time in many sections of 
the Southwest. 

Just recently the P:resident of the 
United States under Public Law 875 of 
the 8lst Congress designated certain 
counties in several States to be included 
in this disaster area. In this list there 

. are 152 counties in the State of Texas, 
40 counties in the State of Oklahoma, 77 
counties in the State of Kansas, 7 coun
ties in Colorado, and 26 counties in New 
Mexico. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to make just a 
brief observation or two on this measure. 
This Congress has been very liberal in 
providing assistance and relief to foreign 
nations and to distressed people around 
the world. In helping others, we are 
prone to overlook the fact that our own 
people right here in the United States 
may occasionally be in need of assistance. 
Today we have the opportunity to do 
something for citzens of the United 
States, who, through no fault of their 
own, find themselves in an economic 
situation where they require our help. 

I want to commend the chairman of 
the House Committee on Agriculture, the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. HoPE] for 
his prpmpt action in bringing this bill 
to the floor. I also wish to commend my 
colleague, the gentleman from Colorado 
[Mr. HILL] who, as chairman of a special 
subcommi-ttee dealing with livestock 
problems has rendered a most valuable 
service. This committee made a trip to 
the State of Texas just last week to per
sonally inspect conditions in the drought. 
area. I -also feel that the Secretary of 
Agriculture, Mr. Benson, is entitled to 
much credit for his prompt action in 
moving to provide immediate relief to 
these stricken areas. The Secretary has 
been the subject of some criticism be-
cause he has not always seen eye to eye 
with certain groups on agricultural 
problems. 

Here -is an instance, Mr. Speak'er, 
where the Secretary of Agriculture has 
earned and deserves the gratitude of a. 
large number of citizens in the South· 
west who appreciate what he is doing 
to help them and for the manner in 
which he has responded to their appeal. 
Mr. Benson made a trip to the State of 
Texas and personally inspected these 
drought areas. The counties in Colo-
rado which are included in this disaster 
area are in my district, so I have personal 
knowledge of the conditions that exist. 
This is a most serious and distressing 
situation. These farmers and stockmen 
face economic difficulties that they can
not overcome except for the financial 
assistance contained in this legislation. 
So I am happy to see the Committee on 
Agriculture bring this bill to the House. 
Hearings were held on Monday, only 3 
days ago, which gives you an idea of the 
prompt attention the committee has 
given to this legislation. · 

· In addition to providing emergency 
relief for the disaster areas, this bill also 
contains another very important provi
sion for the livestock industry. I refer 
to the section authorizing special live
stock loans to established ranchers and 
stockmen anywhere in the United States 
who are temporarily unable to obtain the 
necessary credit to carry on their opera
tions. We know that cattle prices have 
dropped very materially. This decline 
started something over a year ago, and 
has brought great distress to the cattle 
producers of this country. There has 
been an insistent demand for Congress 
to take some action to assist the cattle 
industry. Today the Congress by the 
passage of this bill, is taking action to 
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relieve the distressed conditions among 
our cattlemen. In this legislation, Mr. 
Speaker, we are taking positive and af
firmative action to provide credit for our 
livestock producers who are temporarily 
unable to obtain credit from their banks 
or other sources. Loans up to $50,000 
can be made on the recommendation of 
special committees which will be desig
nated by the Secretary of Agriculture. 
Any loan above that amount must have 
the personal approval of the Secretary. 
These loans can be made for a period .of 
3 years, and may be renewed. I feel that 
the establishment of credit, as pro
vided in this bill is the greatest stimulus 
we can give the livestock industry at this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I am not going to go into 
details of this bill. I did want to 
make these brief comments so that I 
might impress on the House the import
ance of this legislation to the people of 
my section of the country, and particu
larly to those in the disaster area, as 
designated by the President. 

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHENOWETH. I yield. 
Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. We have 

had some recent experience in reference 
to economic disaster loans regarding cat
tle. Are there any provisions in this 
measure which will guarantee that the 
smaller cattlemen will be cared for in 
their need? The criticism has reached 
me that in many instances the very large 
cattlemen have been considerably as
sisted, but that the little man was left 
out. I wonder if there is any special 
provision in this measure which will help 
the small cattlemen. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. This provision 
will apply to all of those engaged in the 
livestock industry. It applies to every
one who can qualify as an established 
rancher or livestock producer. 

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. You do 
not think the little man will be over
looked? 

Mr. CHENOWETH. Absolutely not. 
I mentioned that loans may be made up 
to the amount of $50,000, but over and 
above that amount they must have the 
approval of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHENOWETH. I yield. 
Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. I appreciate 

the gentleman's statement. The gentle
man did not mention Arkansas. I believe 
the discussion will develop that Arkansas 
is included but it was impossible to des
ignate the counties, but that information 
will be forthcoming. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. I ·am happy to 
have the statement from the gentleman, 
I did not see Arkansas on this list, but I 
understand the original list will be re
vised, and additional counties in these 
States will be added as conditions war
rant. 

Mr. Speaker, this is an open rule pro
viding for 1 hour of general debate to be 
equally divided between the chairman 
and the ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

The rule waives all points of order on 
the bill. I cannot conceive of any op
position either to the rule or the bill. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHENOWETH. I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Is there a maximum on 
any individual loan that may be made 
under the bill? As I read the bill, loans 
above $50,000 shall be approved by the 
Secretary. Does this mean that loans of 
one or two million can be approved by 
the Secretary? 

Mr. CHENOWETH. I would say to 
the gentleman I do not believe any such 
loans are contemplated. 

Mr. YATES. Are they possible under 
this bill? 

Mr. CHENOWETH. It may be possible 
but not very probable. The purpose of 
the livestock loan provision is to help 
individual stockmen. ~ have the idea 
that most of the loans will be made to 
small ranchers and cattlemen. I cannot 
conceive of the committee recommend
ing legislation which would provide for 
loans of that amount. 

Mr. YATES. Why was not a ceiling 
placed in the bill? 

Mr. CHENOWETH. I will have to 
leave that to the committee to answer. 
I am not familiar with the attitude of 
the committee on this question. 

Mr. YATES. May I ask one further 
question? 

Mr. CHENOWETH. Certainly. 
Mr. YATES. Will the gentleman state 

whether a loan of $1,000 is possible un
der this bill? As I read the bill, it pro
vides for loans of $2,500 or more. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. I believe the 
Farmers' Home Administration can make 
loans in any amount. One section of 
the bill provides for economic disaster 
loans for all agricultural purposes. I 
am sure loans in any amount can be 
made by this agency, and that all groups 
will be taken care of. The Farmers' 
Home Administration will have full au
thority to make the small loans. 

Mr. YATES. There is one other pro· 
vision of the bill, on page 7, beginning in 
line 11, where it states: 

The Secretary may specify such other 
terms and conditions as he may determine 
to be required by the nature and effect o! 
the disaster and may waive payment in 
whole or in part if in his judgment circum
stances so require. 

Are there any other bills, within the 
gentleman's knowledge, for disaster re
lief where payments of loans may be 
waived? 

Mr. CHENOWETH. The gentleman 
is referring to the section which provides 
for emergency assistance in furnishing 
feed and seed. I think the committee 
very wisely included this provision that 
the Secretary may waive the payments 
under conditions which in his judgment 
he deems sufficient. I can see no objec
tion to this provision. 

Mr. YATES. Then this section is not 
applicable to the drought relief? 

Mr. CHENOWETH. Not the special 
livestock loans that we were talking 
about. This waiver authority applies 
only to feed and seed loans. The purpose 
of this section is to make feed and seed 
available to distressed farmers who 
might otherwise be unable to obtain the 
same. 

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield fur
ther? 

Mr. CHENOWETH. I yield. 
Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. I want 

to thank the gentleman for his courtesy 
in answering these questions and the zeal 
with which he advocates the approval of 
this measure. 

On page 6, line 11, it is stated: 
The loans shall bear interest at the rate of 

5 percent per annum. 

I am wondering if the money is being 
loaned by the United States and not the 
bankers. That is true; is it not? 

Mr. CHENOWETH. Yes. 
Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. Would 

the gentleman feel that that interest rate 
should or should not exceed 5 percent or 
might be less than 5 percent? 

Mr. CHENOWETH. The committee 
agreed that the rate should be 5 percent, 
I may say to the gentleman that un
doubtedly members of the committee will 
discuss this interest rate during general 
debate. I am not prepared to explain 
why the committee agreed upon this rate 
of 5 percent, but this matter will be fully 
discussed during the debate. 

Mr. YATES. I wonder how the gen· 
tleman would feel if we should insert the 
words "not to exceed 5 percent"? 

Mr. CHENOWETH. The bill will be 
open to amendment, if the gentleman 
cares to offer such an amendment. I 
would personally see no objection to such 
an amendment. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHENOWETH. I yield. 
Mr. GROSS. Just the other day the 

House approved an interest rate of 3 per
cent for those who may owe the Govern· 
ment money in the purchase of Govern· 
ment-owned synthetic-rubber plants. 
Why should we today fix 5 percent as the 
interest rate for farmers and give the 
purchasers of rubber plants the much 
more favorable rate of 3 percent? · 

Mr. CHENOWETH. That is a matter 
which will be discussed fully ir1 general 
debate by the members of the committee. 
I am sure it is the intention to make this 
money available at the lowest interest 
rate possible. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may desire to the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. SHORT]. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point and include a letter 
I addressed to the President of the 
United States, a letter addressed to the 
Secretary of Agriculture, a telegram ad
dressed to Gov. Bill Donnelly, of Mis
souri, and a telegram from the Governor 
in reply to my telegram. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, I ap

preciate very much the gentleman from 
Colorado yielding to me at this point. 

A few days ago, I wrote the President 
of the United States, the Secretary of 
Agriculture, and also sent a telegram to 
the Governor of Missouri concerning 
the disastrous drought in Southern Mis
souri, and particularly in my own con-
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gressional district. My letters to the 
President and to the Secretary of Agri
culture, along with. the telegram to 
Governor Donnelly as well as the Gov
ernor's telegram in reply to me follow: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 

Washington, D. C., July 6, 1953. 
The Honorable DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER, 

The White House, 
Washington, D. C. 

MY DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Many Of my con
stituents have written me concerning the 
drought and its serious effects in southwest 
Missouri. 

Last year the drought ruined the crops, 
making it necessary for the farmers and 
stockmen to obtain private loans in order 
to feed their cattle and other livestock. 
Now they are faced with more critical devas
tation, their crops have not matured-but 
have just dried up; their notes are due at the 
bank; feed for their cattle is very high, and 
they have no money to purchase it; the price 
of cattle is very low. They are faced with 
utter ruin unless some assistance is given 
them. 
- In recent years southwest Missouri has de.
veloped into one of the leading dairying 
areas in the United States, and the area sup
plies many beef cattle to the markets. I 
have asked our Governor of Missouri to co
operate in urging that southwest Missouri be 
declared a disaster area, for the people need 
assistance and need it now. 

I am asking Secretary of Agriculture Ben
'Son to furnish such information as may be 
required to confirm the information I am 
giving you. Only l;lecause I know how crit
ical this situation is do I urge you to declare 
southwest Missouri a disaster area that as
Sistance may be given these people under 
Public Law 875, 8lst Congress, as amended. 

With highest esteem, I am 
Faithfully yours, 

DEWEY SHORT, 
Member oj- Congress. 

HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 

Washington, D. C., July 6, 1953. 
The Honorable EzRA TAFT BENSON, 

Secretary of Agriculture, 
Washington, D. C. 

MY DEAR MR. SECRETARY: Enclosed is a 
copy of a letter I am today writing the 
President concerning the effects of the 
drought in southwest Missouri. I am also 
enclosing a copy of telegram I am sending 
Han. Phil M. Donnelly, Governor of Mis
souri, on this same subject. 

Recently I have forwarded your Depart
ment a number of letters from my constit
uents giving me information concerning the 
devastation wrought in my district. I have 
also had reports by telephone and by peo
ple who have been in Washington from 
southwest Missouri-all confirming the fact 
that assistance is greatly needed. 

If you have not already furnished a report 
to the President with regard to the critical 
situation and the need for southwest Mis
souri to be declared a disaster area, eligible 
for assistance under Public Law 875, 81st 
Congress, as amended, I shall appreciate it 
very much if this can be done at an early 
date. 

With high esteem and kind personal re
gards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
DEWEY SHORT, 

Member of Congress. 
COPY OF WIRE SENT TO GOVERNOR DONNELLY 

WASHINGTON, D. C., July 6, 1953. 
Han. PHIL M. DONNELLY, 

Governor of Missouri, 
Jefferson City, Mo.: 

Drought has seriously affected farmers tn 
southwest Missouri. Many were able to en-

dure last year's losses by obtaining loans 
!rom private banks. Loans are due this year 
and drought is more .critical. Many farm
ers face loss of entire investment in livestock 
and feed unless some assistance 1-s given. 
Will appreciate your cooperation in urging 
the President to declare all of southwest 
Missouri a disaster area for Federal loans and 
assistance to be made available at once. 

DEWEY SHORT, 
· Member of Congress. 

COPY OF WIRE RECEIVED FROM GOVERNOR 
DONNELLY 

JEFFERSON CITY, Mo., July 7, 1953. 
Han. DEWEY. SHORT, Member of Congress, 

House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

The Missouri Emergency Drought Commit
tee, which was appointed by me July 1 has 
completed a survey of drought conditions in 
this State and upon its recommendations I 
have today sent the following telegram to 
President Dwight D. Eisenhower. 

Upon advice of Missouri Emergency 
Drought Committee which has surveyed cur
rent drought situation, I have today declared 
that the following 43 counties constitute a 
severe drought-stricken area, to wit: Barton, 
Jasper, Newton, McDonald, St. Clair, Cedar, 
Dade, La.wrence, Barry, Benton, Hickory, 
Polk, Greene, Christian, Stone, Morgan, Cam
den, Dallas, Laclede, Webster, Wright, Doug
las, Taney, Ozark, Miller, Maries, Pulaski, 
Phelps, Texas, Dent, Shannon, Powell, Ore
gon, Iron, Reynolds, Carter, Ripley, Madison, 
Bollinger, Wayne, Butler, Stoddard, and 
Scott. Also, large portions of the following 
15 counties constitute a drought-stricken 
area, to wit: Cass, Bates, Vernon, Johnson, 
Henry Pettis, Howard, Cooper, Boone, Moni
teau, Cole, Osage, Dunklin, Pemiscot, and 
New Madrid. 

On behalf of Missouri agriculture, I ur
gently request that the above-named coun
ties be designated as dought-disaster coun
ties and be made eligible for Federal aid and 
assistance. 

PHIL M. DoNNELLY, Governor. 

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self 5 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, no good man can look 
upon the tragedy of the parched and 
devastated lands of the Southwest with
out sorrow. But as many before us have 
learned, nature, like man, is at times 
strangely cruel and unnatural. Pro
longed drought has crippled our great
est natural resource, our soil. The agri
cultural economy of this area has been 
reduced to urgent need. If we are to 
maintain any semblance of an agricul
tural economy and its related fields, then 
we must have an immediate transfusion 
of credit. 

We would have no right to be before 
this body if our disaster were purely a 
local situation or if it were isolated to 
individuals suffering as a result of bad 
economics. Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, 
it is quite possible or even probable that 
our disaster may well draw down the 
entire economy of the Nation for hun
dreds and hundreds of millions of dol
lars that normally ftow from our areas 
of the Southwest into the business chan
nels of all of America will not be forth
coming, nor will we be able, even if we 
manage to exist, to buy the products of 
the cities and the manufacturing centers 
of this country. 

The established lending agencies, both 
private and governmental, so far have 
failed to meet the urgent need of this 
great area which, let it be remembered, 
is not relegated to Texas nor to the cat-

tie industry. Hundreds, perhaps thou
sands, of row-crop farmers face bank
ruptcy throughout the area. 

It has been said that existing law and 
authority would permit all of the help 
that is contemplated under this measure. 
I do not and have not found it necessary 
to look into this for our need is great; it
is urgent. We need credit, not tomorrow 
but yesterday. I believe it is conserva
tive to say that this aid is several months 
overdue and much of the harm cannot 
be corrected by this legislation. Some 
of it can and will be. 

The language of this bill is quite broad 
and assistance under its terms will rest 
squarely upon the Secretary of Agri
culture. If his wisdom and action per
mit the Department to operate with fiex
ibility, with urgency, and under broad 
and -practicable regulations, then its 
possibilities are unlimited. On the other 
hand, if he approaches the problem from 
a narrow, restrictive, and legalistic stand
point, or a program which is aimed 
purely to aid a few cattle producers, then 
it will irritate. rather than .help smooth 
over our unfortunate situation. 

Mr. Speaker, our local efforts and fa
cilities are at the point of exhaustion. 
Our banks and our local lending agen
cies have exhausted their resources. 
They are limited under their trust and 
the laws of the land. Certainly the 
banks and lending institutions in my 
district have endeavored in every way 
to stave off the necessity which now 
faces us of asking aid from the Federal 
Government. We need not pity nor 
charity but credit. At the present we 
have no place to go except here. Cer
tainly the Members of this House will 
respond to our urgent need. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LYLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SAYLOR. I have two questions. 
The gentleman used the expression 
"transfusion of credit." Is that the same 
as relief, or another word for it? 

Mr. LYLE. We have not asked for 
relief and relief is not possible under this 
bill. Credit only is possible under this 
bill. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Recently I read a 
statement that was attributed to the 
Governor of the great State of Texas 
in which he said that all that Texas 
wanted was to be left alone, they did 
not want anything from the Federal 
Government. Has the State of Texas 
changed its position because of a little 
trick of nature? 

Mr. LYLE. Is the gentleman asking 
me about the State of Texas or the 
Governor? 

Mr. SAYLOR. I want to know about 
the State of Texas and the Governor. 

Mr. LYLE. The State of Texas has 
always been a great and glorious State. 
It has shared its resources with the rest 
of the Nation and fortunately has not 
had to ask that the rest of the Nation 
share its resources with Texas. And 
our people have not changed. They are 
a magnificent and an independent peo
ple. · If you refuse this aid then by some 
way under God we will get along. No; 
our people have not changed. In the 
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face of the disaster ·confronting our 
people the Governor of Texas has some
what changed his position on Federal 
aid, but I have no responsibility for the 
formal statements of the Governor of 
Texas, his present statements or his 
future statements. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 
· Mr. LYLE. I yield to the gentleman 

from Iowa. 
Mr. GROSS. Does the gentleman re

call a bill brought to the House fioor by 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
SAYLOR] only a day or two ago providing 
for an estimated $2 billion in tax relief 
for the distilleries of Pennsylvania and 
elsewhere in the Nation? 

Mr. LYLE. Yes; and I remember that 
you and I opposed the measure. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self 1 additional minute. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LYLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. JENSEN. Is there a limitation on 
the total amount of Government funds 
that may be lent under the provisions 
of this bill? 

Mr. LYLE. No. 
Mr. JENSEN. Why? 
Mr. LYLE. \Vhy is there no limita .. 

tion? 
Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 
Mr. LYLE. There is no limitation for 

the reason that it is not possible at this 
time to anticipate the full amount that 
will be required to even moderately meet 
the urgent demand. The economic dis
aster resulting from drought threatens 
to spread throu-ghout the Southwest, the 
West, and even the Midwest. Therefore 
it is not possible at this time to antici
pate the total requirement. It will prob
ably cost an extension of credit of as 
much as 150 to 200 millions. 

Mr. JENSEN. I want the gentleman 
and the Members of the House to know 
that I am very much in favor of this 
bill, but I am a little disturbed over the 
fact tha t there is no dollar limitation. 
I feel that we should put a direct limita
tion ori every single bill that is passed 
by the Congress. After all, we have an 
enormous deficit, we are running into 
the hole every day and certainly it ap
peals to me as reasonable that a limita
tion dollarwise should be put in this 

· bill, a total limitation. 
Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, since our 

need at this time is credit, I would have 
preferred it if we could have passed a 
measure authorizing and directing the 
Federal Rese.rve System to ~xtend the 
necessary credit through established pri
vate and public lending institutions. I 
think it would have been more practical, 
more helpful, more expeditious and cer-

. tainly it would not have required addi
tional appropriations. 

The pending measure, however, ap
pears to be our only hope at this time. 
In the interest of the entire Nation I 
urge its passage. 

I am sure the Members of the House 
will want to read what I believe to be 
a splendid summary of the unhappy situ
ation that exists in parts of my district. 

It was prepared for me as a public serv
ice by Mr. Grady Stiles, who is the farm 
and ranch editor of the Corpus Christi 
Caller-Times. The paper's editor, Mr. 
Robert Jackson, a distinguished news
paperman, was good enough to permit 
Mr. Stiles to do this. Mr. Stiles is not 
a man given to exaggeration. He is an 
able, conscientious, hard-working man. 
I am including in my remarks his sum
mary: 

Crop and rangelands in counties south o! 
the Nueces River are in a deplorable condi
tion as a result of the continued drought 
which has settled upon this area. 

Thousands of acres of crops, burned and 
wilted, have been plowed under; pasture
lands are parched and bare; and in some 
communities moisture was so completely 
absent that spring-planted seed never 
germinated. 

In the Bishop, Luby Ranch, Concordia, 
Palo Alto, and Robstown communities, many 
farmers are faCing as complete a crop failure 
as has ever been experienced in Nueces 
County. While Nueces County cotton farm
ers harvested 100,000 bales of cotton in 1952, 
estimates of this year 's crop are less than 
20,000 bales. At the same time, grain yields, 
normally more than 3,000 pounds per acre, 
were reduced to 400 and 500 pounds, if, in
deed, a farmer harvested any grain at all. 
In many communities the grain · crop never 
matured at all, and the crop was plowed un
der far ahead of the normal harvesting date. 
The same story applies to this year's flax 
crop. The yields in many cases were too 
small to justify harvesting, and the county 
average for flax was around 3 bushels per 
acre. 

·At the same time, dairymen and bee! cat
tle producers are facing impossible condi
tions. Except in cases where spot showers 
were received, grazing crops such as hubam 
clover, oats, and sudan grass have failed; 
silage crops burned up; and native pastures 
offer no grazing at all. Both dairymen and 
beef producers have been forced to feed 
their herds high-priced commercial feeds 
and hay and have found lt necessary to re
duce their herds to the very minimum, keep
ing only foundation stock and high produc
ing dairy animals. 

The picture is duplicated in Kleberg, Jim 
Wells. Brooks, and Duval Counties. In Kle
berg County, where more than 3,000 bales o! 
cotton were ginned last year, this season's 
crop is not expected to exceed 500 or 600 
bales. Cucumber and vegetable crops in the 
Vattman and Riviera communities· of the 
county were complete failures; and this year's 
grain crop was less than 1 million pounds 
only a small fraction of the county's normal 
grain yield. This is the fourth year that 
some sections of Kleberg County have been 
hit by drought. The county's agricultural 
economy has practically reached the break
ing point. 

Brooks County farmers and ranchers are 
facing an untenable situation. This cen
ter of watermelon production was hit by a 
destructive hailstorm in early spring that 
wiped out half of the crop. This was fol
lowed by high winds and abnormally high 
temperatures that finished off what remained 
of the melon crop. Other crops, such as 
cotton and grain, suffered the same fate; 
and pasturelands, for want of rain, have be
come of no value for grazing. Prickly pear 
is furnishing about all the livestock feed 
available locally, and in some instances the 
pear is too devoid of moisture to be usable. 

In Jim Wells County, where some com
munities are in the fourth consecutive year 
of drought, crop and rangeland conditions 
are worse than they have been in the last 
half century. Flax yields were cut to an 
uneconomic level, grazing crops never ma
tured, grain crops were a complete failure, 
and comparatively little cotton will be har
vested in the county. Dairymen in J'im 

Wells, Brooks, Kleberg, and Duval Counties 
have been particularly bard bit by the 
drought. 

Spot rains have relieved conditions in 
some communities of Duval County, but, by 
and large, this county is in very much the 
same condition as other counties in the area. 
This is especially true in the farming sec
tions, where yields have been cut to levels 
ranging from complete failure to only a neg
ligible proportion of normal harvest. 

While farmers and ranchers have been 
taking a pounding from drought, they have, 
at the same time, been receiving reeling 
blows from price trends. 

Thousands of acres of onions were plowed 
up in Nueces and Jim Wells Counties simply 
because there was no market for them. 
When flax harvest got under way, there was 
no commercial market; and practically every 
bushel of flax produced in South Texas was 
put in storage in the Government loan. The 
same was true in the case of grain sorghums. 
Prices for grain sorghum on the open market 
dropped to as much as 50 cents below the 

. support price for this .commodity, and pro
ducers have placed a large part of the crop 
in the Government loan . . Wh'at has hap
pened to cattle prices is well known. Cat
tlemen are receiving less than half of what 
they received a year ago on all classes o! 
cattle; and, because of the drought, they are 
being forced to flood the market with cattle, 
thus depressing the market further. 

The economic position of farmers in the 
Coastal Bend is probably as precarious as it 
has ever been at any time since the area 
became one of the State's leading agricul
tural areas. With farm income drastically 
reduced, botlt because of the drought and 
because of falling prices, the stress that farm
ers are feeling is spreading to Main Street. 
Farm equipment dealers, appliance dealers, 

. and general merchandise stores, to say noth· 
ing of banks and cooperative lending agen
cies, are beginning to feel the effects of the 

· decline in farm income. 
Assistance to farmers, in the form of cheap

er feed prices and direct loans, will be far
reaching and will affect every phase of the 
Coastal Bend's economy. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Texas has again expired. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. KING]. 

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I am not exactly against this 
bill because I recognize it as a part and 
parcel of our unbounded charity to 
farmers. I grew up in this disaster area 
and most of my relatives still live within 
that area. I think it is an excellent 
place to be from and it would be good 
for a great many people if there were 
more people from there. 

What really has created this thing? 
I want to explain really what we are 
doing here. We are rescuing a segment 
of the agricultural industry which grew 
up largely by Government stimulation. 
How is it that so many people got out 
there and what is the present situation? 
Actually, nobody has come forth with 
records to show that this drought con
dition is not in line with the history of 
the weather of that territory over a pe
riod of the last 50 years. We have recur
rences of this sort of situation, and all 
of the farmers who in the early days 
moved into this territory fully recog
nized that hazard and never expected 
more than 2 crops out of 5. But, in the 
last 10 years they have been especially 
fortunate out there in the amount of 
moisture that they have had, coupled 
with Government support prices. Pro-
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duction · in this··area has grown ·beyond 
any need of the country and grown be
yond all justification, when normal 
weather circumstances out there are 
considered. 
· I just want to point out to you that 

here the Government is rescuing &. seg
ment of agriculture which has been 
over-stimulated by good luck in weather 
and by Government support prices, 
which made production very profitable. 
Is there any more sense in doing this 
than there is in rescuing the corner 
grocery or small retailer, which is also 
a segment of our society, that has been 
in a disastrous condition? Will you fol
low this logically by voting quick re
lief to the cucumber growers of Mary
land · whose crop has just recently been 
burned up? I just want you to under
stand that this is just a continuation of 
an unbounded attitude of charity that 
this Government has toward farmers. 
We have been guaranteeing profitable 
prices and now we are in the pro~ess 
of guaranteeing their weather. 

Mr. ·GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. I yield 
to the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman recalls 
that a couple of days ago this House 
gave relief to the distillers of Pennsyl
vania, does he not? 

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. I · did 
not. 

Mr. GROSS. If the name of the 
State of Texas was changed to Afghan
istan or Timbuktu, we would rush to 
their aid with several million dollars, 
and perhaps a few billion, would we not? 
. Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. I am not 
denying the fact that this Congress is 
overgenerous to other interests. I am 
only pointing out to you that in this 
respect we are maintaining production 
which is not justified by any need in 
this country, and one of the most waste
ful things that we can ·do is to keep in 
production acreage which is not needed. 
You know, the soil depletion in this 
country comes mainly through use, and 
there are thousands and thousands of 
acres in this disaster territory in pro
duction. 

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield "7 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. DIES]. 

Mr. DIES. Mr. Speaker, as my col
league from Texas pointed out, this is 
a major disaster to the State of Texas, 
and, I presume, to the other areas af
fected. I had an opportunity to visit this 
area a few days ago and I wish that 
every Member of Congress could inspect 
it. 

There is, however, a point that was 
raised by the gentleman from Iowa and 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania that 
I wish to discuss in connection with this, 
and that is the fact that every time 

·something happens in our States im
mediately the Congress is called upon to 
provide aid. I deeply regret that my own 

·state of Texas did not promptly assemb~e 
the legislature and make a bona fide at

. tempt to meet this crisis. 
· I recognize that we have established 
a precedent to extend a!d where disasters, 
floods, or acts of God beyond the control 

·of the citizens have brought havoc and 
destruction to a community. I recognize, 

as you do, that we are compelled to ex
tend this help in the form of credit. Yet 
at the same time I am convinced that 
we can never restore constitutional 
government in this country as long as 
the people clamor for aid from the Fed
eral Government. 

It all depends on whose ox is gored. 
When any segment of the population is 
affected, it is for Federal aid and Fed
eral help, but in general terms they are 
opposed to bureaucratic and socialistic 
government. 

I believe that what people can do for 
themselves no government ought to do 
for them. I believe that what the local 
government can do for the people the 
State government ought not to do, and 
what the State government can do the 
Federal Government should not under:
take. I am frank to tell you that I think 
my own State of Texas, with its vast re
sources of oil and gas, should at least 
have assembled the legislature and set 
an example to the rest of the country 
that we are willing to do everything in 
our power to help ourselves, and that we 
are not going to beat a path to Washing
ton day in and day out to get Federal 
funds. Our people have to come to 
understand that this Government is 
broke. It is infinitely worse off than the 
State of Texas. Texas is in good finan
cial condition, but this Government has 
an indebtedness of $268 billion. We are 
rapidly approaching the limit, and I am 
not going to vote to increase that limit 
except in case of war. I want that limit 
to stand. If we cannot live within our 
means, then we ought to find out. 

Here is a government that is broke, 
and how else can you describe our condi
tion? You know that we are financing 
this enormous expenditure by the most 
unsound and inflationary method that 
any government ever adopted. We are 
simply instructing the Federal Reserve 
System to monetize the national de~t, 
the same principle as the issuance of 
greenbacks. There is nothing honest in 
it. All history demonstrates that ulti
mately it will lead to havoc and destruc
tion to this country. 

Here is a government literally broke, 
inflating and issuing credit money, yet 
nearly every locality and every State in 
the United States is constantly demand
ing that we be the ones to meet every 
emergency. What is to keep the legisla
tures of Texas and Kansas and all of 
these other States affected from as
sembling and making a bona fide effort 
to do something about this? Then when 
they come to Congress they will have a 
consistent position. 

In my State I hear people clamoring 
for State rights. They applaud me when 
I say I am opposed to the centralization 
of power in Washington. In g.eneral 
terms and in theory they subscribe to it. 
But when we come down to particulari
ties, when it comes to someone else ask
ing for aid we are against it, but the 
minute our farmers and our ranchers 
and our people get in distress we are 
down here just like the rest of you with 
our hands out asking for help . 

I believe that this country cannot be 
preserved as a free republic until there 
is a vast change in the thinking of the 
people. I am not here to blame Con
gress. You are the representatives of 

the people, and the people get no better 
repr.esentation · than they deserve. I 
have watched this House all my life and 
have come to the conclusion, that the 
average Representative will be just as 
good a Congressman as his constituents 
will permit him to be. Change has got 
to come in the hearts and minds and 
thinking of the people in our districts. 
They have got to recognize that the only 
way we can get money honestly is by 
taxing it or by borrowing it from the 
people who have it, and not from the 
Federal Reserve System-which does not 
have it. They are just simply printing 
greenback credit money, and we might 
as well turn the printing presses loose 
and issue money to repudiate our na
tional debt. 

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIES. I yield. 
Mr. BUSBEY. I am sure the gentle

man fr<>m Texas is well aware of the fact 
that the handouts from the Federal Gov
ernment have increased from $200 
million 20 years ago to over $3 billion 
each year today. 

Mr. DIES. And our people are lean
ing more and more upon the Govern
ment. They look to Washington. It 
has become the mecca of literally mil
lions of people. No matter what hap
pens, they turn to Washington and say, 
"Come help us out." 

I shall support this measure, because 
there is no alternative and we have es
tablished a precedent for it and because 
the people are in dire need and their 
States have failed to act, but, I sincerely 
hope that the legislature of our State of 
Texas and the other States affected will 
meet and do something about this grave 
emergency. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. HOFFMAN]. 

Mr. HOFF'MAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, the membership is congratu
lating the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DIES] whom we all admire for getting 
into the typical attitude. Before I pro
ceed, Mr. Speaker, I will wait until I can 
have the attention of the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. McCoRMACK] 
and the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
BRoWN] who carry on the operations c.f 
the committee of which I am the figura
tive chairman. I want to call the atten
tion of the Members of the House to the 
fact that I do not like this attack on our 
constituents. You see when they do not 
ask for something, as was so accurately 
pointed out by the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr . . DIES] we turn to and of our ac
cord and without any suggestion from 
our constituents vote a pension for the 
Comptroller General, who is getting 
$17,500 a year. No doubt there will be 
more to follow. 

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. RAYBURN]. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, the 
old saying that it makes a lot of dif
ference whose ox is gored does make a 
lot of sense to me, and it becomes rather 
amusing to me when I think it depends 

· un whose administration is in power and 
which administrati<>n practices creeping 
socialism. 
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Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. GAVIN]. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Speaker, I admire 
the courage of my good friend, the gen
tleman from Texas. He really made a 
forceful and sound statement today. I 
hold no brief for either side of the 
House-no, not for either side. It would 
appear that the House thinks that Uncle 
Sam is a rich uncle whose taxes are in
exhaustible and that you can continue 
to spend and spend and spend without 
eventually going into bankruptcy. The 
statutory debt limit is $275 billion, and 
we are rapidly reaching that point where 
it will be necessary to increase the stat
utory debt limit. 

We owe $267 billion right now that 
eventually the American taxpayers must 
pay. It took a lot of courage for the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. DIES] , even 
though he said he is going to vote for the 
bill, to express his ideas. His ideas are 
sound. 

It would appear that both sides of the 
aisle want to get from Uncle Sam about 
everything they can possibly extract 
from him, laboring under the idea that 
nobody has to pay the bill. That is 
where the fallacy is. We all have to pay 
the bill. The American taxpayer has to 
pay the bill, let no one tell you otherwise. 
We fool ourselves by thinking that we 
are getting something for nothing on 
hydroelectric projects, navigation proj
ects, flood-control projects, land-recla
mation projects, irrigation projects, and 
all of these projects that cost a lot of 
money. 

The point that I am trying to make is 
that I make no exceptions on either side. 
When it comes to the TVA and the fed
erally subsidized, tax-exempt, steam 
powerplants, when the appropriations 
bills are up, the South is all ready to 
stand behind that. Then my good 
friends from California and the great 
Northwest, Oregon and Washington, 
and tl:le Dakotas have hydroelectric proj
ects, with low rates of interest, tax
exempt, to produce cheap hydroelectric 
power, so when the appropriations bills 
come up they are behind the projects. 

So those of us who are thinking along 
the lines expressed by the gentleman 
from Texas, ·MARTIN DIES, cannot do 
anything about it, because you have a. 
setup that is just unbeatable. 

Then, when you get into the agricul
tural programs, Commodity Credit Cor
poration and the subsidy programs, you 
have a splendid coalition on both sides. 
you have Kansas' wheat; Iowa's corn; 
and Minnesota's and Wisconsin's butter, 
eggs, and cheese; Nebraska's wool; Cali
fornia's cotton; and from Texas and Ala
bama, Mississippi, and Louisiana, cot
ton; Georgia's peanuts and cotton; and 

· from South Carolina, North Carolina, 
and Virginia, tobacco; so you are all in 
there together. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired. · 

Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield the gentleman 2 additional minutes. 

Mr. GAVIN. So it is unbeatable. But 
the fallacy is in thinking that you are 
getting something for nothing. No mat
ter who benefits, all the people pay the 
taxes to pay the bills for these programs 

and, eventually, remember, the Ameri
can people will become aware of what 
is happening. 

The question is whether Congress is 
going to come to sound, practical, real
istic thinking, and stop some of this 
spending on these projects and programs 
and return to good, sound, commonsense, 
and get this country back on a sound 
basis. 

It is all 'political expediency. Why kid 
ourselves about that? What it means is 
votes back home. You will not admit it 
but you all know it. You have not got 
the guts to stand up and fight for those 
principles that built a great America. 
Thirty or forty years ago the American 
people did not look for handouts and sub
sidies. They did not look for any help 
from the Government and Federal 
aid for every move that they made. It 
was unheard of and let me tell you they 
built a great nation. They built it 
soundly and they built it well, under a 
system of free enterprise and free econ
omy. But today, you have all had your 
nose in the trough, and you like it, and 
you are kidding yourself because you 
think you are getting something for 
nothing. In reality, you are not. You 
are plunging this country deeper and 
deeper into debt, until ultimately we will 
face bankruptcy. 

This great country of ours has given 
us what we have-freedom and the 
chance to make the most of our capabili
ties. The American system has opened 
the door of opportunity for everyone of 
us and our primary concern must be to 
see that that door does not close. 

With the economic life of the world in 
today's chaotic and critical state, our 
situation here in America is a desperate 
one as we are challenged on all sides. 
We must keep this country on a sound 
financial basis; constantly on guard to 
keep this country a democracy and not 
degenerate into some sort of socialistic 
bureaucracy, which will eventually hap
pen to us unless we get down to good, 
sound commonsense on all these spend
ing programs. 

So it is encouraging to me when the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. DIES] has 
the courage to face the situation, al
though I have and there is a deep, sym
pathetic feeling on the part of the 
American people to help these cattle 
farmers in Texas. That is exactly what 
we should do for those who need and 
are entitled to our help. 

But I would like some of the Texans to 
tell us about some of these cattle people. 
You used to get along pretty well down 
in Texas. I never heard much about 
difficulties down there, except the boll 
weevil. 

Other than cattlemen found out there 
was, or they thought there was, a lot of 
money to be made in cattle. So instead 
of the old regular cattlemen in the busi
ness, professional and other people, I un
derstand, got into the cattle business. 
People who ordinarily would resent any
body going into competition with their 
business. They thought they had a good 
market, never anticipating overproduc
tion or a depressed market or a drought, 
which has occurred, and now they find 
themselves. many of them, in despera~e 

straits and are looking to Uncle Sam to 
give them some aid. · 

I want to help the small farmer and 
the men who have been in the cattle 
business all their lives; they deserve our 
consideration. But to move in and bail 
out those who had never been in the cat
tle business before-pure speculation 
and they found that it did not work out 
as anticipated-! do not feel they are 
deserving of our help any more than 
anybody else who speculates and the 
market goes out from under. They take 
their loss and that is the end of it. 

I would like som-ebody from Texas to 
tell us about these people who never 
were in the cattle business before but 
who have gotten into the cattle business; 
maybe they are responsible, along with 
th~ drought, for a lot of the difficulties 
that you have down there now in the 
cattle business. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GAVIN. I yield. 
Mr. LONG. I just wonder if the gen

tltman can tell me, since the Republi· 
cans have been in power for 6 months: 
Have you had enough? 

Mr. GAVIN. Have we had enough? 
What a question. Why, we have not 
even got started yet. We cannot even 
get into the key positions to eliminate 
the element that has been in there for 
20 years with a philosophy of govern· 
ment that is contrary to our American 
way of life. We have not even broken 
through the barrier as yet.. You cer
tainly do not think that after you have 
been dug in for 20 years that we can 
come back in a few weeks and clear the 
atmosphere. Until we get rid of those 
people with that philosophy of the New 
Deal and Fair Deal out of the key posi· 
tions we cannot make much progress. 
But I think we are making progress. All 
I say is, let us get back to good, sound 
commonsense. 

I am sympathetic to this bill here to 
help the cattle raisers of Texas because, 
from press reports, a separate situation 
exists and relief should be afforded to 
those who need assistance. When I think 
of the great glories of Texas and when 
I hear the Texans talk of their great 
State, I glory in it also. It is a great 

-state. I think the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. DIES] is right: If a Texas 
Legislature got together, they would 
have been able to work out and solve 
the problem. They would have solved 
it with pride, too, because you know a 
Texan-well, the eyes of Texas are upon 
you; and when you hear them sing that 
song there is a spirit, an inborn tradi· 
tional characteristic about a Texan 
that makes him distinctly individual. 
They are great people. I think the gen· 
tleman from Texas was right; had the 
Legislature of Texas taken this rna tter 
up, I doubt very much if they would 
ever come to Washington seeking any 
Federal aid. I will be glad to yield to 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. DIES. Here is the thing, the State 
did not meet the issue, and since they 
did not, we are compelled to ask for 
Federal aid. 

Mr. GAVIN. That may be; I do not 
know. But you have a Democratic ad
ministration in Texas. 
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Mr. ·GROSS. Mr. Speaker, Will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. GAVIN. I yield. 
Mr. GROSS. Before the gentleman 

leaves the ftoor would he tell us ·some
thing about the subsidized steel industry 
of Pennsylvania? 

Mr. GAVIN. I do not know of any 
subsidies to the steel industry of Penn
sylvania. I do know that during World 
War I, World War II, and the Korean 
war they turned in a magnificent per-. 
formance. I can say to the gentleman 
from Iowa that it is a good thing that 
we had the steel industry of Pennsyl
vania to contribute to the great victories 
to bring peace and stability to a troubled 
world. we are all proud of the magnifi
cent performance the steel industry of 
Pennsylvania turned in. 

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the- gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. WICKERSHAM]. 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
enjoyed the sermons of the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. DIES] and the gentle
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. GAVIN], 
who preceded me. They remind me of 
a story about a revival meeting in a 
country area where I used to live. The 
preacher was preaching against sin. All 
the windows and doors of the little coun
try church were open on this hot summer 
night when in walked the Devil. The 
worshippers began rushing out the doors 
and jumping out the windows; all es
caped except one elderly woman who was 
crippled with arthritis or rheumatism. 
She, too, was doing the best she could to 
get out of reach of old Satan's clutches. 
She found herself in a tight place. The 
Devil moved closer and closer to her and 
was just about to get her when she threw 
up her hands and said, "Now hold on, 
Mr. Satan-just wait a minute. You 
just stand right where you are, and let 
me do a little explaining. I have been 
coming to this church for 30 years, I have 
listened to long sermons, I have been a . 
member of the Ladies' Aid Society, I have 
been doing missionary work, I have do
nated money, and I have attended all the 
meetings, but, confidentially, I have been 
on your side all the time." 

I wish to reply to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. KING]. He said that 
he used to live in the Southwestern 
drought area and that he was glad he left 
and went to Pennsylvania. He also said 
the Southwest was a good place "to be 
from." In reply to him I should like to 
quote what a friend of mine said about a 
fellow who had left the Southwest and 
had gone to Pennsylvania who made a 
remark similar to the one made by the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KINGJ. He said that when he left the 
Southwest and went to Pennsylvania, it 
improved the standing of both States. 

This request for loans in the drought
stricken areas is being presented by the 
President of the United States who hails 
from Kansas and Texas, a part of the
great Southwest. I hail from Oklahoma, 
another great Southwestern state. Sev
eral weeks ago before parts of Oklahoma 
and Texas had been declared a disaster 
area, I made the following recommenda
tions of steps that must be taken.- Loans 
should be made on other crops such ·as 

cotton, wheat, grain-sorghum, and alfal- creased in weight, grade, and price tre
fa, because this area has suffered for the mendously. 
last 14 to 3() months from a prolonged If these suggestions are promptly car
and serious drought. The Government ried out, then cattle prices on the hoof 
should buy cattle on the hoof, directly will rise immediately and stabilize by this 
from the farms and ranches, at 15.3 cents fall. By next fall we will begin to feel 
per pound-or 90 percent of parity. The the effects of this drought and will be 
farmers also need a loan program that faced with a serious shortage of beef next 
will permit them to keep their thorough- year. 
bred cattle and livestock for foundation The Government should loosen up its 
herds. Three-fourths of our cattle have tight credit policy from the Federal Re
already been sold oii our farms and serve banks right on down the line. 
ranches. Congress should change the Internal 

All available unused space on military Revenue Code to permit farmers to ad
reservations, fish and wildlife preserves, just their income over a 5-year period. 
and national parks, should be opened Before Congress adjourns we should 
up to graze the cattle of drought-stricken study this situation· and pass additional 
areas of Texas, Oklahoma, New Mexico, laws necessary to enable the Department 
Kansas, Colorado, Arkansas, and nearby of Agriculture, the Office of Civilian De
States. Freight rates on feed-includ- fense, and the President to meet any dis
ing hay; corn; cottonseed meal, cake, astrous conditions during the adjourn
pellets; and soybean protein feeds-to ment. The cattle situation affects each 
the stricken area should be lowered and of us. The national -income is always 
paid by the Government. The farmers seven times that of the farmer-always 
also need assistance in paying the rail- has been and always will be. When the 
road or truck freight so that cattle can farmer's or the rancher's income is off
be moved into adequate pastures in other so is the national income. 
States, to save foundation herds. Congress should listen to the advice of 

Pastures will not be normal or ade- the little rancher and fartner instead of 
quate until April of next year. We must the voice of the "cliffdwellers and wind
have assurance that the program will shield farmers" in Chicago, Omaha, 
continue through then and until the fall Kansas City, and New York, as we call 
of 1954. Funds for well drilling and them out West. 
stock ponds should be advanced to the The Oklahoma delegation held a meet
farmers. Surplus canned beef should be ing with the Secretary of Agriculture, 
made available to the aged, needy, and Mr. Benson; Mr. True D. Morse, Under 
for certain foreign countries. Further- Secretary; and Bob Farrington, Assist
more, we need to dispose of more canned ant Secretary, Thursday, July 2, and dis
meat through the school-lunch program. cussed cattle, credit, and other matters 
Larger amounts of beef on the hoof affecting farmers and ranchers and the 
should be purchased immediately ·by the cattle industry in general, at which time 
Secretary of Defense for the Armed we urged immediate action. 
Forces and placed in cold storage. Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. Mr~ 

Low-grade grain, such as sorghums, Speaker. will the gentleman yield? 
corn, wheat, and feed proteins which Mr. WICKERSHAM. I yield to the 
are now in storage should be furnished . gentleman from Pennsylvania. 
the farmers of the drought-stricken Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. First, 
areas at low rates. The Farmers' Home does the gentleman think that the coun
Administration funds should be greatly try needs to preserve all the cattle that 
increased so that adequate loans would now exists in the country? 
be readily available to provide additional Mr. WICKERSHAM. I wish to say 
feed and seed loans and operating loans. that the BAE figures are unrealistic be
Initial loans of $7,000 to a maximum of cause they give the number of cattle 
$10,000 for a period of 5 years at 3 per- only; they do not give the weight, grade, 
cent interest could them be made avail- or the value. I may say to the gentle
able. .; man from Pennsylvania that by next 

Forty Oklahoma counties, including all year there will be a shortage. This pro-
23 counties constituting my district, were gram is not just for the producers; it 

is for the consumers because they are 
included in the drought area; however, the ones that need to be assured of an 
all of Oklahoma should be included. adequate supply of cattle. A short time 
Congress should allocate additional dis- ago there were price controls on all kinds 
aster relief funds to the President. He of meats and limitations on the purchase 
had approximately $18.4 million a few of beef and there. was supposedly a 
days ago. He has previously agreed to shortage. 
use $8 million for this drought-stricken Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. If the 
area. A great deal more assistance will gentleman knew that, he would be a good 
be needed. speculator. · 

Blackstrap molasses should be pur- Mr. WICKERSHAM. I am not a spec-
chased in Cuba, Puerto Rico, and other ulator, but I have had many years' farm
islands of the Caribbean and sent to the ing experience, and I have served 10 
affected areas. years in Congress, of which I served 
· Our thinking as to cattle population 6 years on the Agriculture Committee. 

limitation should be changed. It has . Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. I have 
been based on the unrealistic approach another question: Has the · gentleman 
of the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, seen in connection with this bill any 
which shows cattle by numbers only. actual data which indicates that the 
Several things have happened-the cat- · drought condition ·in Oklahoma now is 
tle have not only been shifted from the any worse than it has been recurrently 
range and farming areas into the feed about every 10 years over a period of the · 
lots and slaughter pens, but have de- A last 50 years?. 
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Mr. WICKERSHAM. - It is usually 
about every 20 years. An old Repub
lican farmer friend down there in Okla .. 
homa told me that every time the Re .. -
publicans came into power we had a 
terrific depression and drought. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen .. 
tleman from Oklahoma has expired. 

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my .. 
self 1 minute. 

Mr. Speaker, I think we ought to clear 
up the RECORD here in the midst of this 
comedy as we discuss a very sorrowful 
and tragic situation and say that this 
bill was presented not by Texans, not by 
Democrats, but by the Secretary of Agri
culture at the request of the President of 
the United States. It was introduced by 
one of the most distinguished men in 
America, the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. HoPE]. It has been supported by 
all members of the Committee on Agri
culture. It is not a gift to bail some .. 
body out. It is not a pleasant thing to 
talk about. This is not a place to have 
comedy over it. This is not the place to 
discuss the economic policies of the 
country. 

Do you want to help your fellow citi .. 
zens who are suffering because of an 
unnatural condition of nature, or do 
you want to make this a farce? If you 
do, then you have not the kind of spirit 
that warrants your being rightly in the 
Congress of the United States. 

Mr. CHELF. Mr. Speaker, will the· 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LYLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. CHELF. May I say to the gentle
man that we differed the other day, but 
I want to let him know that I am very 
much in sympathy with his program. 
We suffered a terrific drought in Ken .. 
tucky last year. As I understand this 
bill, it is not a gift, it is not a handout; 
it is a loan and I am for you. 

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, 
I notice that the State of Kansas is sup
posed to have 77 counties listed in this 
drought area that are seeking relief. I 
do not happen to have any of those coun .. 
ties in my district, so I am not speaking 
from a selfish standpoint nor indirectly 
to my constituents. However, there 
have been a number of statements made 
here today that I seriously question. If 
these statements are correct, if all the 
things that some of these gentlemen seem 
to stand for are correct, we should have 
2 candidates for the Presidency here-
1 on the Republican side and 1 on the 
Democratic side, and I do not need to 
tell you who they are. 

Now, I know something about this 
drought area. While I do· not live in 
it, I have traveled through it. I have 
gone by train and by automobile and by 
airplane over this area while this drought 
is going on, and I know that these peo .. 
ple, through no fault of their own, are 
in a serious financial condition. I think · 
that they are deserving of the considera .. 
tion of the rest of the American people 
just as much as the people who have 
liquor in bond, if you please. 

But, there is one thing that I wanted 
to call to your attention. There is one 
statement that was made here that I 
want to seriously challenge. It has been 
stated here that this Nation is bankrupt. 
I challenge that statement. This Nation 
is not bankrupt. Here is a piece of paper 
on which is stamped "One Dollar," and 
that is good anywhere in this world. 
There is no piece of paper that is better 
for what it states on its face than that 
piece of paper. That answers definitely 
whether or not this Nation is bankrupt. 
Suppose we have an indebtedness of 
$265 billion. I will admit it is a great 
indebtedness, but our income is $300 bil
lion and is increasing. If I, as a private 
individual, owe $10,000 and my annual 
income is $10,000 or $12,000, I ask you, 
Am I bankrupt? No. Any good banker 
in this country will lend me money on 
my own responsibility. 

Mr. Speaker, I am in favor of the pas .. 
sage of this bill. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. HAYS]. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
am going to support this bill because I 
think it is a constructive attempt to meet 
a problem head-on. I think that is the 
best way to do it rather than wait around 
until it is too late. This situation has 
been going on, as some of the gentlemen 
have said, for a number of months; in 
fact, over a period of years in some parts 
of this area, and unless we take some 
kind of action right now it will soon be 
too late, because once these herds are de
pleted by starvation, it takes years to 
replace them. Once these farmers and 
ranchers are bankrupt, they are no 
longer part of the productive economy. 

I am inclined to agree that perhaps if 
the State of Texas and the administra
tion down there had made some effort to 
ll.elp. themselves, that there might be 
more desire to come to their aid here, 
but on the other hand, in spite of some 
of the things you might hear from time 
to time, Texas is a part of the United 
States, and we are responsible to see that 
it does not become an outright disaster 
area for years to. come. 

There is just one thing I would like to 
correct, and that was in the speech made 
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 
I do not like him attributing the ad
ministration in Texas to the Democrats 
because, as I understand, the Governor 
down there is not a Democrat; at least, 
he did not support the Democratic ticket 
in the last election. So, you just take 
him, if you want him, as far as I am con
cerned, or if you do not want him, why 
let us turn him over to the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr: DIES] and let Mr. DIES 
qefeat him for governor, and that will 
suit me all right. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania. . 

Mr. GAVIN. I would certainly be glad 
to take him. He is a great American 
and has turned in a magnificent per- · 
formance which has won the respect and 
admiration of the American people. 
Certainly I would be glad to take him. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio-. All right, you 
take him, and when you revise your 
speech, why you correct your remarks in 
there where you are blaming him for 
not doing anything, saying he is a .Demo
crat. You label him as a Republican· 
so no one will be confused. 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. MASON. Would the gentleman 
be willing to give us all of the Members 
of this House that also supported Ike in 
the campaign, no matter whether they 
come from the South or not? We would 
be glad to have them, because they are 
the real Americans. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I will say to the 
gentleman that, on that basis, I expect 
you will have to take me along with 
them, because I was looking at the REc
ORD yesterday and on rune key votes I 
supported. him seven times, which on 
those same issues is somewhat better 
than twice as good as the record of the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MASON] in 
supporting the President. 

'The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Ohio has expired. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. IKARD]. 

Mr. IKARD. Mr. Speaker, I have been 
somewhat amazed this morning at the 
turn .this discussion has taken. We have 
all enjoyed the facetious remarks and 
the levity we_ b~ve experienced bere, ~ut· 
this is, indeed, a ·very serious situation. 
Many of you probably do not realize how 
bad it is. 

Those of you who have been fortunate 
enough not to experience a drought or 
to live in a drought area cannot really 
know that it can be as spectacular as a 
tornado, as disastrous as a flood, and as 
devastating as anything that nature. can 
concoct. ·' 

It might be well to explain that this 
is not exclusively a Texas drought. It 
is one which affects materially New 
Mexico, Colorado, Arkansas, Oklahoma, 
and Texas. The economy there is fail
ing fast on account of this drought. It 
is now in its last gasp. If anything is to 
be done to salvage our economy, it has 
to be done now. In fact, I am afraid we 
are too late. If that great segment of 
our economy fails, then the rest of our 
economy will go down with it. It may 
be 6 months, it may be 12 months, but · 
just as sure as we are here today, if the 
agriculture and the livestock industry of 
the Southwest goes bankrupt, the auto
mobile manufacturers in Detroit, the ap
pliance manufacturers over the country, 
the coal people and the clothing manu
facturers, everybody else will .feel it, and 
it will be a terrific blow. 

Mr. GOLDEN. - Mr. Speaket, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. IKARD. I yield to the gentleman 
from Kentucky. -

Mr. GOLDEN. Is it not a fact that the 
drought situatior. in these 6 or 7 States 
causes millions of cattle to be dumped 
on the market, that it has adversely af
f_ected livestock markets throughout the 

. United States, and that it is a matter 
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that addresses itself to the whole econ
omy of this country? 

Mr. IKARD. The gentleman is ab
solutely correct. The runs of cattle in the 
Southwest have depressed markets in 
Virginia and Baltimore and all through 
the East just as much as they have those 
in Fort Worth and Kansas City. They 
also affect the markets in Omaha, St. 
Louis, and Chicago. 

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. IKARD. I yield. 
Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. Speaking 

in the interest of the livestock producers, 
after having listened to their pleas the 
last year, does not the gentleman think 
it would be a good thing for their-future 
if about 5 million head of cattle were to 
be slaughtered? Even though it tem
porarily depresses the market, would it 
not put cattle producers in a much bet
ter position for the future? 

Mr. IKARD. I could not subscribe in 
any way to a program that would bring 
about the useless destruction of 5 million 
head of livestock in this country; no. 

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. The gen
tleman does not believe in the law of 
supply and demand as a real regulator of 
price? 

Mr. IKARD. I believe in the law of 
supply and demand, but I do not believe 
in willfully letting cattle or people or 
anything else starve to death. 

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania .. Does the 
gentleman know that the Government 
aid in the development of this territory 
was .one of the things that upset the law 
of supply and demand and caused the 
present depressed market? 

Mr. IKARD. I believe I heard the 
gentleman express himself as to the soil 
conservation program, too, that · the best 
type of soU-conservation program was to 
let the farmers go broke and let the 
farms grow up in weeds. 

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. Does the 
gentleman know a more effective method 
of conserving soil? · 

Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time. 

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous 
question. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the resolution. · 
The resolution was agreed to, and a 

motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

INCLUSION OF ESCAPE CLAUSES IN 
EXISTING TRADE AGREEMENTS-
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
OF THE UNITED STATES <H. DOC. 
NO. 205) 
The SPEAKER laid before the House 

the following message from the Presi
dent of the Unj.ted States, which was 
read, and, together with the accompany
ing papers, referred to the Cqmmittee on 
Ways and Means and ordered to be 
printed: 

50, 82d Cong.), I hereby submit to the · 
Congress a report on the inclusion of 
escape clauses in existing trade agree
ments. 

This detailed report was prepared for 
me by the Interdepartmental Commit
tee on Trade Agreements. 

DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, July 9, 1953. 
<Enclosure: Report on trade agree

ment escape clauses.) 
REPORT ON TRADE AGREEMENT ESCAPE CLAUSES 

(PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF SEC. 6 
(B) OF THE TRADE AGREEMENTS EXTENSION 
ACT OF 1951) 
Section 6 of the Trade Agreements Exten

sion Act of 1951 reads as follows: 
"(a) No reduction in any rate of duty, or 

binding of any existing customs or excise 
treatment, or other concession hereafter pro
claimed under section 350 of the Tariff Act 
of 1930, as amended, shall be permitted to 
continue in ·effect when the product on 
which the concession has been granted is, 
as a result, in whole or in part, of the duty · 
or other customs treatment reflecting such 
concession, being imported into the United 
States in such increased quantities, either 
actual or relative, as to cause or threaten 
serious injury to the domestic industry pro
ducing like or directly competitive products. 

"(b) The President, as soon as practicable, 
shall take such action as may be necessary to 
bring trade agreements heretofore entered 
into under section 350 of the Tariff Act of 
1930, as amended, into conformity with the 
policy established in subsection (a) of this 
section. . · . 
~ "On or before January 10, 1952, and every 
6 months thereafter, the 'President shall re
port to the Congress on the action taken by 
him under this subsection." 

The reports of July 10, 1952, and January 
10, 1953, referred to discussions then in 
progress between the Government of the 
United States and the Government of Ecua
dor with regard to the existing trade agree
ment, inGluding the possibility of inserting 
an -escape clause in the agreement. In 1952 
the Government of Ecuador was informed. 
that it would be necessary to amend the 
trade agreement to include an escape clause. 
The discussions with Ecuador are continuing. 

The Trade Agreements Committee believes 
it is still not practicable, for the reasons 
given in the report on escape clauses of July 
10, 1952, to approach the Governments of El 
Salvador, Guatemala, and Honduras with re
spect to the insertion of the escape clause in 
the trade agreements with those countries. 
These reasons as stated in the report of July 
10; 1952, are: 

"Many of the products on which the 
United States granted concessions in these 
agreements are on the free list, and none of 
them is likely to be produced in the United 
States in commercial quantities. The duti
able products on which concessions were 
granted by the United States are largely 
tropical products, imports of most of which 
result in no, or negligible, competition with 
United States producers, whereas a relatively 
high proportion of the concessions granted by 
the other countries are on ·products ·which 
compete with their domestic production. 
Furthermore, the Trade Agreements Com
mittee was convinced that an attempt to 
secure the escape clause at this time would 
probably lead to the renegotiation of the 
agreements with these countries and result 
in a less satisfactory situation than now 
exists. 

. ·"Finally it should be pointed out that all 
To the Congress of the Umted States: ()f these three agreements are already sub-

Pursuant to the provisions of subsec- ject to unilateral termination, by the United 
tion (b) of section 6 of the Trade Agree• states, on 6 months' notice, pursuant to the 
ments Extension· Act of 1951 <Public Law · requirements o! the Trade Agreements Act:• 

DISASTER RELIEF 
Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I move that 

the House resolve itself into the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union for the co.nsideration of the 
bill <H. R . 6054) to amend the act of 
April 6, 1949, to provide for additional 
emergency assistance to farmers and 
stockmen, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from Kansas. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of'the· bill H. R. 6054, with 
Mr. ARENDS in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the first read

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 13 

minutes to the gentleman from Colorado 
[Mr. HILL]. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, as chair
man of the Subcommittee on Livestock, 
our committee slipped out of town-ac
companied by five other members of 
the Committee on Agriculture-last 
Thursday evening. By the use of the 
airplane service, we were able to be in 
this drought territory late that night. 
Early Friday morning we flew over the 
west part of Texas, down to the Mexi
can border. We did not have time to 
get into Oklahoma, New Mexico, Arizona, 
Colorado, or Kansas. As an aside, let 
me say to the membership this after
noon, I was sorry, very sorry, indeed, to 
hear someone say that this was for 
Texas. Why, my friends, this is J01·. ·· 
the southwest part of the United States 
of America which is experiencing the 
worst drought in 75 to 100 years, and 
the question arises in my mind whether 
this drought is not increasing rather 
than decreasing. 

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

Mr. HILL. I yield. 
Mr. ALBERT. This bill is for cattle

men who are in economic. distress any
where in the United States. 

Mr. HILL. Of course it is; that was 
the next step. 

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

Mr. HILL. I yield. 
Mr. WHITTEN. I wanted to raise 

the same point-while the report says 
that this is the area which is designated 
as a disaster area under the provisions 
of the bill itself, it is general in nature 
and would apply to any other area when 
the President might so designate such 
areas. 

Mr. HILL. I will say to my good 
friend, the gentleman from Mississippi, 
that already this trip has paid its way 
for the cattle producers of these United 
States. All you have to do is to look at 
the market yesterday and the day be
fore. We cannot let a .certain section of 
this nation of ours suffer catastrophe 
and disaster without a direct effect on 
every segment of our economic life. 
That is how closely we are knit together. 
So in flying over this section we flew for 
about 4 hours at a height where we 
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could see the ground. I adniit I know 
something about dry weather, having 
lived in a dry area for more than a 
years. I know a drought when I see it .. 
I frankly confess to you that it was 
much worse than I had anticipated. 

I made a -short talk the other day and 
placed it · in the RECORD, stating exactly 
what I experienced. -It is even worse., 
in my opinion, than any type of :fiood, 
because of the fact that there is no way 
of knowing when the drought will be: 
over. . 

Mr. JONAS of Illinois. Mr. Chair· 
man. will the gentleman yield? · 

Mr. HILL. I yield. 
Mr. JONAS of Illinois. I am sure the 

gentleman recalls that only a year agQ 
or 2 years ago, when there was a grea~ 
furor about a wheat famine in Yugo .. 
slavia, and we appropriated millions of 
dollars. 

Mr . . HILL. Yes. 
Mr. JONAS of Illinois. We were exer .. 

cised and worried about :Poor Yugoslavia 
who did not have any wheat. Now we 
are spending a lot . of time and debate 
on a fundamental ·question that should 
be dear to the heart of every American. 

Mr. HILL. Yes. I am sorry that any .. 
one mentioned the 'idea that this is a 
gift. This is the first time since my 
service in the House that we have tried 
to plan our definite basic legislation for 
disaster. Is it not about time that we 
thought about disaster at home? Here 
was a flood on the Missouri River, in the 
Mississippi Basin 1ast year. I remember 
flying down that river. I am sure no 
one found any fault with the assistance 
we gave to those farmers. They are 
willing to pay that money back, every 
cent of it, with interest. We should not 
expect a little area some 20 or 30 miles 
on either side of that river to assume 
all the debt. By helping them we help 
every part of this country. It is much 
easier to solve that sort of disaster than 
one in an area with a diameter of 500 
miles. _If the State of Arizona is in
cluded in this, and all the southeast, and 
northeast part of the State of New Mex~ 
ico, one-third of the eastern part of Colo
rado, I think it is more than 500 miles. 
This is not a disaster affecting the State 
of Texas. This is not a disaster affect
ing the State of Oklahoma, it affects all 
the Southwest. It helps our entire econ .. 
omy. It helps the corn grower, it helps 
the hay grower, it helps every segment 
of our population in every community in 
this United States. 

The bill does not do anything out of 
the ordinary and has nothing to do with 
giving away funds. It simply · says we 
shall set up in this bill first a general 
livestock loaning proposition for disaster 
areas, also economic disaster loans, spe
cial livestock loans, and disaster feed and 
seed loans. 

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

Mr. HILL. Certainly, I yield. 
Mr. WHITTEN. The gentleman's an

swer was not responsive a moment ago, 
at least in my judgment, to the question 
I was raising. While the area that lias 
been described as a disaster area now is 
the area the gentleman has described; 
the bill itself is general in its nature, and 

would. authorize the same type of rel\ef. 
in any other section of the United States 
that might be so designated later by the. 
President? 

Mr. HILL. Exactly. I thought I 
made it .plain. · 

We could use this legislation. should 
you have such a :Hood as happened in 
Galveston, Tex., several years ago. W.hy 
should not we pass basic legislation tor 
disaster areas? Here we attempt to set 
up this basic program. It happens that_ 
it applies primarily to cattle, but it is· 
basic legislation for any type of agricul
ture disaster. 
. Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? . 
· Mr. HILL. I yield. 

Mr. KING of Pennsylvania. I under
stand the Government needs to make 
available for this program something 
like $150 million, to be loaned largely to 

. individual farmers, with occasional as-_ 
sociation loans. If $150 million is to 
be put into this territory without secu
rity, what percentage of it do you think 
the Government will lose? 

Mr. HILL. · I have no way of answer- · 
ing that question, but I can say to the 
gentleman frankly that the record will 
show that in these disaster loan areas, if 
you give these farmers a sufficient length 
of time--and stockmen too--to pay back 
their loans, that the real losses would be 
negligible. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 
· Mr. HILL. - I yield. 

Mr. HOPE. For the information of 
the -gentleman from Pennsylvania · I 
would like to call attention to the fact 
that under the original program of the 
regional Agricultural Credit Corporation 
beginning back in 1932 a total amount of 
$550,102,000 was loaned. The repay
ments on these loans which were made 
largely on livestock although they em
braced other agricultural purposes
were $546,711,000 or 99.36 percent. 
These special livestock loans included in 
the bill are very similar, in fact, almost 
identical with the loans that were made 
at that time. The record of collection on 
those loans speaks for itself and there is 
no reason to believe the result will be 
any different this time. 

Mr. HILL. And you have in addition 
to that the fact that these loans made 
to livestock growers or farmers in dis.: 
tress will be made by organizations al~ 
ready in existence, that is, the Farmers' 
Loan Administration that already has 
the organization set up practically in 
every county and we will not be bur• 
dened with a great overhead expense iri 
handling these loans. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr~ 
.Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILL. I yield. · 
Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Is it 

not a fact that no loan will be made to 
those ranchers and farmers who are 
able to get other credit? · 

Mr. HILL. Of course; that is basic in 
the legislation. 
- Mr. COLE of Missouri. If the gen
tleman will yield, I do not see why we 
$hould concern ourselves with the pos.o . 
sibility of the- repayment of these loans: 
inasmuch as we have seen fit to giv~ 

away~ bjJUOQS pf dpllars overseas with no 
hope of repayment. It is high time that 
we concern ourselves with the welfare of 
our own people for a c~a~}ge. This. is an 
American bill. I am for -it and I am not 
worried abOut repayment of any loan 
made after it becomes law. 
· Mr. lULL. The gentleman lives close 
to the Missouri River and he knows what 
a tragic element it is tO come into the 
life_ of _farm people to have their farms 
compl~tely inundated ·with water;· and 
he knows the t~sk it is to recou:p t~e 
~osses by .o:Q.eself and without outside as
~istance. 

Mr. COLE of Missouri. The gentle· 
man is quite right, and we have had dis·· 
astrous floods repeatedly. 

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

Mr. HILL. I yield briefly. 
· Mr~ BELCHER. In addition to that, 
have we not bailed out industry through 
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, 
and homeowners through the Home 
Owners' Loan Corporation, and people in 
all walks of life? This is not legislation 
to bail out banker.s or creditors; the loans 
will be made only to people who have a 
reasonable chance of extricating them· 
selves from the dilemma in which they 
find themselves. · · · . -

Mr. HILL. And one of the points of· · 
this legislation is that where the banks 
are already financing the farmer they 
will have to make an agreement--that is · 
in the report--that they will let th!s 
farmer or stockman continue on in order 
to come out -at the end and pay off the 
bills he owes. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? · 

Mr. HILL. . I yield. 
Mr. GROSS. Does the gentleman 

think that India will pay back the $100 .. 
million loan? · · 

Mr. HILL. If I want to sleep at night: 
I do not dare think about that. • 

This bill would provide a supplemental 
source of credit for farmers in the dis
·aster areas. · It would set up special 
credit machinery for livestock operators, 
whether in the disaster areas or not. It 
wo_uld make it easier to administer pro
grams for supplying feed and seed and 
for giving other assistance in the States 
and counties declared by the President 
to be suffering from major disaster. So 
this legislation is nationwide. 

Another thing, the loans and expendi .. 
tures for which this bill, H. R. 6054, pro .. 
vides would be made from a revolving 
fund, just centering in one fund the fi .. 
nancing of such disaster operations -in 
the Agriculture Department: In other 
·words, this revolving fund would be set 
up in a way so that as these loans were 
paid back into the -revolving fund then 
we would have funds with which to meet 
other disasters; and you know we areal· 
ways having disasters. I could not help 
but think awhile ago, when they were 
talking. about -Texas and what should be 
done, that the worst thing that could 
ever happen .to this Nation would be for 

· the rest of the country to tell Texas or 
any other State that had a disaster that 
she had to meet it entirely by herself. 
The States belong t-o the United States 
of America. and when California is in -
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trouble, or any other · State, it is just as 
much a problem of the folks on the east;. 
.eTn shore of the United States or any 
other part. We rise, we progress, we 
make economic advance not as one State 
or one community but as an integrated 
union. . 

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Kansas. 

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. As long as 
the Government can borrow at 2% or 3 
percent and lend it out at 5 percent, with 
a 99-i>ercent chance · of getting it . back, 
is it not altogether likely that the Gov:. 
.ernment will make money out of this 
transaction? 

'The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Colorado has expired. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman fr.om Texas 
{Mr. RoGERS]. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, much has been said on the ftoor this 
morning in the debate on the-rule and 
in certain of the remarks made in the 
beginning of the debate on the bill-con
cerning cattlemen. There is one thing 
I want to call to the attention of the 
M-embers of this House and that is that 
the pending bill is not confined to cattle
men. A drought does not single out a 
man in the cattle business and bring 
damage on him alone . . There are many 
small tenant farmers, small land owners, 
small dry land cotton farmers involved 
in this drought situation. · 

This bill is not a subsidy. It is a credit 
bill designed to give assistance to people 
in those areas that have been affected 
by the drought. I know there has been 
a. lot said by many people from the cat
tle country that they do not need help 
and they do not want help; but those 
people were talking for themselves and 
not for all the people involved in this 
particular situation. 

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

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. BELCHER. The cattlemen said 
they did not need help in anything like 
normal conditions. They would not need 
help. There is not any group in America 
that has asked less of the Government 
than has the cattle industry. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. That is right." 
They did not say they did -not need help; 
they said they did not want help. Cer
tainly they did not want help and they: 
did not want to be in the position where 
they needed help and if it had not been 
for this disaster they would not be in
the position where they would have asked 
for some assistance. 

There are many things involved be
sides the credit provided by this bill that
is going to be necessary to save the econ
omy of this great segment of America. 
Public Law 875, which is the President's · 
emergency fund, has already been 
brought into operation. I do not think 
enough funds have been provided under
it to meet the need~ however, I do thirik 
that President Eisenhower will come for-
ward with more funds to meet the emer· 
ttency needs that are pr~s~nt today~ 

XCIX--:526 

This bill is an amendment to Public 
!Law '38 of the 8lst Congress. Wide dis
cretionary authority was vested in the 
Secretary of Agriculture under Public 
Law 38. Now, I should like to ask the 
chairman of the Committee on Agricul
ture, the author of the present bill, a 
question at this time. As I understand 
it, and as I read it, this bill is an amend
ment to section 2 (a) of Public Law 38 
of the 81st Congress? 

Mr. HOPE. That is correct. 
Mr. ROGERS of Texas. If the chair

man of that committee will permit, I 
have one other question on the subject; 
Is it anticipated that this will take the 
place of subsectioh (a) (2) or is it sup
plementary to the discretionary powers 
now vested in the Secretary of Agricul
ture under that law? 

Mr. HOPE. It is supplemental legis
lation, some of which is applicable only 
to areas which have been declared to be 
disaster areas under Public Law 875 of 
the 8lst Congress. In addition to that, 
there are the provisions of section 2 (c) 
which are in effect for 2 years and which 
provide for special livestock loans. But 
this act does not in any way impair 
Public Law 38. It simply states that 
where certain situations or circum
stances exist there shall be authority to 
make these new kinds of loans. 
· Mr. ROGERS of Texas. And is it not 
primarily designed to afford speed in 
getting the money to these people who 
are stricken in these drought areas much 
quicker than they have been able to get 
it through the local banks, through the 
cooperative lending agencies, or through 
the Farmers' Home Administration? 

Mr. HOPE. That is true. That is one 
of the prime purposes of the legislation. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. To go on for 
1 minute; with the credit needs that 
are present in the drought area, I call 
this to your attention: Most of the· 
moneys that have been borrowed by 
these farmers and these ranchers in· 
the past that have been hit in these areas 
have been paid back. Most of the loans 
that have been made are good loans 
because they are made to good, sound 
Americans who live in Texas. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5· 
minutes to the gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. ALBERT]. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, I join 
with my colleagues on the committee, 
or most Qf them, at least, in supporting 
this legislation. I think briefty we. 
should summarize the features of the bill 
and say it contains 3 principal parts, 
1 of which deals with credit for agri
cultural purposes in any m-ajor disaster 
area so declared by the President; an
other provides feed and seed and other 
assistance in disaster areas; and the 
third sets up a system of supplemental' 
credit for stock producers anywhere in 
the United States whose ability to get 
financing has been impaired by reason 
of economic or natural disasters. 
. There is no question about the need 
for additional credit. Mr. Chairman, 
the ba,nks, the production credit associa- · 
tions, the Farmers' Home Administra· 
tion. ~ndividual lenders, and all others 

engaged in the agricultural credit busi· 
ness in the drought-stricken areas in this 
country hav·e .stretched their credit to 
the limit. Supplemental credit to farm· 
ers and stockmen with good records is 
indispensable, or the entire economy of 
these affected areas will collapse together 
and, of course, as has been pointed o.ut, 
·if the cattle economy of this country 
.collaps-es, the entire economy of the 
country will certainly be adversely affec
ted at the same time. 

Mr. Chairman, my principal concern 
here is whether we are going far enough 
in striking at the disastrous situation 
which confronts the cattle producer. I 
have heard· from hundreds of my con
stituents on this question, and they uni
formly agree that unless the Government 
takes direct, immediate, and substantial 
action to effect a material increase in 
the price of cattle, supplemental credit 
and additional feed will be useless. It 
will do no good to lend money to cattle 
growers if the cattle they produce will 
not pay out on the market . . 

In that connection, and with your in .. 
dulgence, I would like to quote from a 
letter from a constituent of mine, Mr. 
William G. Davisson, of Ardmore, Okla., 
an attorney, who represents 22,000 cattle 
producers, a cattle producer himself, a 
very conservative individual, who .con
servatively states the position of the 
cattleman as follows: 

The price of grain and other products has 
been underwritten by the Government, 
which means that there has been little de
cline in the price of cattlefeed and no mat
ter how low the price of cattle may drop, 
the cattleman is still forced to pay Yery 
high prices for his feed. Drout}! conditions 
thoughout the Southwest have even forced 
the price of hay so high that the aver
age ranchan cannot afford to buy it and 
feed it. · 

Further quoting: 
If the price of the things which the cattle· 

man must buy are upheld by the Govern· 
ment, then frankly I see no other way if the' 
cattleman is to subsist than to grant to him 
the same supports. 

I represent one group of approximately 
22,000 producers of livestock and I also rep
resent many individual ranehmen and I am 
extensively engaged in the livestock business 
myself, and it is my candid judgment that 
unless relief in the way of an advance in 
prices comes to the cattlemen before they 
are forced to market their cattle in the fall, 
approximately one-third of them will be in
solvent. 

Mr. Chairman, cattlemen throughout 
the country are wondering whether the 
Secretary by action or deed intends·to go 
through with this thing until the price of 
cattle h-as been stabilized. They are 
fearful that unless the Secretary is will
ing to underwrite the price of cattle or 
to recommend legislation that will en
able him to do so the situation will be 
even more disastrous before the end· of 
the year. 

I say this, therefore, Mr. Chairman, 
that it is the responsibility of the Con
gress to give to the Secretary a mandate 
to sUPport the price of cattle as the only 
~ure way Gf bringing us through this 
crisis. 
. Mr. Hn..L. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yielci? 



8370 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -HOUSE July 9 

Mr. ALBERT. I yield to the gentle
man from Colorado. 

Mr. HILL. May I ask this question in 
regard to grain prices: Unless cattle 
prices are stabilized at a figure where 
the stock growers may make a profit, 
will the final result be on grain prices?· 

Mr. ALBERT. Either the Govern
ment will own most of the grain or we 
will have to stop the support program on 
feed grains. 

Mr. HILL. And we will have no place 
to store the grain. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 8 
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. HOEVEN]. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, per
haps you wonder why a Representative 
fr.om the Midwest asks you to vote for 
a bill which directly relates to the 
drought situation in southwest Texas. 
Judging from some of the remarks made 
here by Representtives from Texas who 
are more directly affected than some of 
the rest of us, they do not think too 
highly of this legislation. They should 
be the first ones to be wholeheartedly 
in favor of the bill. 

This is an emergency measure, but it 
also has general application to meet 
other emergency needs. The people of 
the United States throughout the years 
have been most generous whenever an 
emergency has occurred. Whenever and 
wherever a great tragedy has taken 
place the people of the United States 
have come to the rescue for humanitar
ian reasons if for nothing else. 

We have been very generous with for
eign nations, much too generous as far 
as I am concerned. I for one think it 
is high time we also gave a little atten
tion to the needs of the people of the 
United States. That is what we are 
trying to do in this bill. 

I visited the Southwest drought area 
last weekend as a member of the special 
livestock committee and want to give you 
the benefit of some of my observations. 

Our subcommittee has been most in
terested in the cattle and livestock prob
lem for a long, long time. Chairman 
HOPE set up our subcommittee early in 
this session. We immediately directed· 
our effort to the particular problems 
which had been assigned to us for atten
tion. One of the problems which seemed 
to be bothering the cattle producers 
and the cattle feeders of the country was 
the question of controls on meat. We 
worked hard to get rid of those con
trols, and we helped accomplish that very 
thing. The removal of controls had a 
very wholesome effect on the cattle in
dustry. Then we directed our efforts to
ward getting the Armed Services to buy 
more meat. We have made a great deal 
of progress along that line, and the Gov
ernment is today buying more meat than 
ever before. Then too, we directed our 
efforts to getting the school lunch pro
gram to absorb more surplus meat, and 
we are getting along well with that pro
gram. Our subcommittee also had ready 
an emergency credit bill to be introduced 
the moment it was disclosed that there 
was a credit squeeze on cattle paper. 
We were ready to introduce that kind of 
legislation. A survey made by the Fed
eral Reserve bank discloses . that there 
was no particular credit pinch at the 

time we prepared our bill. Now we have 
this emergency and we are presenting a 
bill which takes care of not only the sit
uation in the Southwest, but which will 
also take care of other and similar emer
gencies throughout the country. 

Five members of the livestock sub
committee made a . trip to Texas over the 
Fourth of July holiday, when perhaps 
we would have much preferred to be at 
home with our families. ·We flew. to 
Amarillo, Tex., where we met with a 
large group of cattlemen: They dis
cussed their problems with us. Then 
we flew clear down to the Mexican bor
der as low as safety would permit. We 
had a good view of the country and saw 
devastation everywhere. The situation 
is almost unbelievable. The land is 
about as barren and hard as the floor 
in the well of this House. We saw very 
few green spots anywhere. We saw very 
few cattle or other livestock. The few 
that we did see were gathered around 
wells and small watering places. I was 
advised later that most of the livestock 
had already been removed to greener 
pastures out of the drought area. Only 
where there was irrigation could we see 
faint glimmers of green, and that was 
even disappearing. We saw roads 
drifted shut with sand and dirt. It is 
my frank opinion that unless they have 
rain in the Southwest very soon, they 
are going to be confronted with a Dust 
Bowl problem. 

We, - therefore, are dealing with an 
emergency which needs immediate at
tention. I may say that the people in 
the Southwest are very much pleased 
with the action that has already been 
taken-the prompt action taken by this 
administration and Secretary Benson. 
They moved in with dispatch. Not only 
did we talk to cattlemen at Amarillo, 
but also conferred with a group of cattle 
people at Sonora. From there we drove 
to San Angelo where we had a luncheon 
with other interested people. Later in 
the day we flew up to Wichita Falls, 
where we had one of the largest and best 
meetings I have ever attended. I think 
there were some 300 cattlemen present 
who frankly told us about their prob .. 
lems. 

One o! the things that impressed me 
very much was that in spite of their ad
versity and in spite of the drought that 
has been going on there for a period of 
3 years, and mind· you . they have not 
had any appreciable amount of rain for 
3 years-the people displayed a most 
splendid attitude. 

They said very frankly, "We are at 
our wits' end. We believe in the free
enterprise system. We believe in States 
rights. We want to do everything we 
can to help ourselves, but we cannot 
combat an act of God." 

I think they have done everything 
within their power to help themselves, 
and that is most commendable. Refer
ence was made to the · attitude of the 
Legislature of the State of Texas. I do· 
not know anything about that, but I did 
hear in the discussions down there that 
the constitution of the State of Texas 
prevents any legislation which would . 
provide credit to the people of Texas. 
Whether that is a bar to what Texas 
might have done, I do- -not know. I ·do 

think, however, that the Texas Legisla
ture should have come to the front and 
at least offered to do something. Re
gardless, the problem is ours now. In my 
judgment, it is essential that relief be 
afforded to the stricken area without · 
delay. Let us not forget that the bill 
applies not only to this particular area, 
but has general application throughout 
the country if similar emergencies arise. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. HOPE. ·Mr. Chairman, I yield the 
gentleman 2 additional minutes. 

Mr. HOEVEN. This situation in the 
Southewest certainly did not help the 
cattle market. We have had a depressed 
cattle market for a long time. But since 
the administration and Secretary Benson 
stepped in promptly and aggressively, it 
has already helped stabilize the cattle 
market. I am advised that the cattle 
market has already gone up $1.50 in the 
last 3 days. 

Our objective is to reinstill confidence 
in the minds of the cattle producers and 
the cattle feeders of this country and we 
hope the bill here presented will be a 
step in that direction. 

The very day we were in Texas we were 
told that some 20 carloads of corn had 
already reached College Station, Tex.; 
that some 34 carloads of wheat were on 
their way from Kansas City; that several 
carloads of oats were on their way from 
Chicago. 

The people in southwest Texas were 
immensely pleased. They told us they 
had never seen any emergency handled 
with such dispatch. New confidence is 
in evidence which I hope will permeate 
throughout the length and breadth of 
this country, wherever cattle are pro .. 
duced and fed. 

So we are not only taking care of the 
Southwest situation, but are also ready 
to take care of any other like emergency 
which may arise. The bill has nation .. 
wide application. Further, we hope pas
sage of the bill will stabilize the cattle 
market, which is so highly essential at 
this time. Lastly, we hope to reestab
lish confidence among the cattle pro· 
ducers and cattle feeders of the country, 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Minne- . 
~ota [Mr. MARSHALL]. 

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to talk about the bill that we 
have before us. There is some question 
in my mind concerning the provision in 
the bill on page 5, line 21, which reads: 

For a period o! 2 years !rom the effective 
date o! this subsection loans for $2,500 or 
more may be made-

Then the bill goes on and states that 
they will be made by the Farmers' Home 
Administration. Sirice the Farmers' 
Home Administration may make loans 
up to $7,000, I wonder why that limita
tion of $2,500 is put in there. Is there 
any member of the committee who can 
tell me why we have · a separate loan 
limitation in this particular bill? 

Mr . . AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. If the 
gentleman will yield to me, I raised the 
same question in the committee, and I 
suggested that the amount be $1,000 in
stead of $2,500.- But the majority mem
bers of the committee felt that if you 
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were to lower the amount so it would be 
below $2,500 or remove -the minimum, 
that it would make for such a multi
plicity of applications for loans that 
could otherwise be taken care of under 
the regular farm home loan setup and 
would complicate the situation. So I did 
not press my amendment. It was also 
felt as I recollect that this would limit 
the loans to larger barrowers who could 
not get credit otherwise, and I believe 
there may be something to that. 

Mr. MARSHALL. I want to thank my 
colleague, ~ and now I would like to ask 
another question in connection with this 
same item that I think the gentleman 
may cover in his answer. You have set 
up ·a revolving fund. The thought that 
comes to my mind is that we are limited 
with funds for the Farmers' Home Ad
ministration. 

As I understand the wording of this 
bill the loans that the Farmers' Home 
Administration makes are m-ade out of 
the regular appropriation, or no great 
part of them is made out of this revolv
ing fund. Since they have -an excellent 
administrative setup based upon experi
ence in the handling of this sort of thing 
I wondered why you did not make a 
disaster loan available to them at their 
regular limitations with the privilege of 
using the revolving fund to handle that 
sort of situation and then if you have a 
disaster come up you would always have 
an administrative setup readily available 
on the job to go to work. 

Mr. HOPE. I may say to the gentle
man that we do have a revolving fund 
now under the provisions of Public Law 

· 38. It is not large enough to take eare 
of a situation of this kind, and the 
Bureau of the Budget will be asked to 
submit a supplemental estimate to in
crease that fund; but we do have the 
fund now, although it is not large enough 
to take care of this specialized situation 
and other situations that mig_ht arise 
throughout the country. 

Mr. MARSHALL. As the distin
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Agriculture is well aware the Farmers' 
Home Administration has heretofore 
made disaster loans with, I think, a com
mendable record .. Why not make avail
able to them the facilities of this re
volving fund for disaster purposes? I 
am not talking about their regular ap
propriation but for disaster purposes; 
thereby they would be ready to step in 
immediately and do a job. 

Mr. HOPE. They have· the authority 
which is given by Public Law 38 of the 
81st Congress. Those are the funds that 
were left from the old RACC organiza
tion. Public Law 38 dissolved the Re
gional Agricultural Credit Corporation 
and transferred the remaining assets of. 
the Corporation ariwunting to $45;500,-
000 into a new disaster loan revolving 
fund. That is the fund that is being 

' loaned now in disaster areas by the Sec
retary of Agriculture. Now we are ex
panding this to include disaster areas 
which have been declared by the Presi
dent under Public Law 875 and have also. 
broadened the purpose for which the 
funds may be loaned. Addition-al funds 
will be made ayailable for -that purpose 
under this bill. 

· Mr. MARSHALL. I thank the distin
gW.shed _gentleman. ,I also note on that 
p.age of the bill the gentleman is talking 
about that the interest rate heretofore 
charged on disaster loans has been 3 
percent. This bill increases the rate to 
5 percent. ( 
· Mr. HOPE. This bill does not fix any 

interest rate. 
Mr. MARSHALL. It says not to 

exceed. 
. Mr. HOPE. Yes, not to exceed; that is 

an upper limi_ta tion. 
Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

1 minute to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. SIEMINSKI]. 

Mr. SIEMINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
am for this emergency relief measure to 
benefit the great people, cattle, and 
terrain of the arought-striken South
west, and as one coming from New Jer
sey, a highly metropolitan a·rea, which 
lives in continued periods of economic, 
political, and social adjustments, I think 
the reason is obvious. 

Ever since 1609, when the Half Moon 
dropped anchor of! our shore, New Jer
sey has served as the gateway to the 
Nation. People of all races and beliefs 
have cleared our port. Common to all, 
history relates, has been the desire to 
realize the American dream, the ability 
to live life fully, in -self-respect, un
fettere_d by fears, by fears to see too 
much, hear and know too much, talk, 
travel, think or do too much. Ever since 
1609, in New Jersey, as later elsewhere in 
our Nation, a premium has existed on 
character and self-reliance, on wisdom 
and judgment, self-propelled. This, 
then, puts us on solid ground. We join 
with the great pioneer people and tradi
tion of the heroic Southwest. Yet, 
somewhere along our journey, in the life 
of this Nation under God, our paths have 
separated. This bill, I think, brings 
home to all, the need of parallel, not 
divergent, pathways in quest of ·our 
dreams. 

We in New Jersey, especially in the 
13th Congressional District, consisting of 
Bayonne and a sizable portion of Jersey 
City, understand -emergency legislation, 
the ability of government to serve and 
meet needs beyond our capacity to do so. 
H-ousing is a case in point. 

Faced with opposition to public hous
ing by sentiment largely in agricultural 
areas, we nonetheless persist in pro
claiming its benefits as we do your right 
to emergency relief. We eat your food 
and wear your fiber, very e:fficiett-tly, dis
tribution and costwise. You enjoy a 
g~eat profit on these from us. We do 
wish your sentiment would parallel ours 
in this matter of housing which we need 
and appreciate the better to eat your 
food and wear your fiber. I am ·sure 
that my constituents. join in these senti
ments. We are sorry for your distress 
and trust this relief is speedy and efiec· 
tive, and that you think a little more 
compassionately of us city ·folk in the 
future. 

The second point which occasions my 
speaking at the moment, to stress how. 
it takes an emergency sometimes for us 
to better appreciate the benefits of Fed· 
eral standby agencies is this: The other 
day I asked a g-entleman who is busy
winding -up the -RFC, which has .about a. 

year or two to go, unless we stay the 
decision, whether if we took the wraps 
off the workings of atomic energy we 
could begin to propel its development in 
the life of America, with credit available 
to do so. He answered that as soon as 
Congress takes the wraps off atomic en
ergy for use industrially or for power 
and irrigation purposes, we will have all 
the money available in the country at 
our disposal. Yet the New York Times 
last Tuesday states that there is hardly 
a venturesome penny on the scene for 
this purpose. I intend to submit the 
article as well as the above testimony, 
should it be needed, when we debate the 
RFC appropriation. Perhaps un-der the 
leadership of this administration, the 
RFC can be retained to serve at home, 
in emergency and ·research development 
needs and atomic energy, as efficiently 
as the Export-Import Bank has abroad. 

Incidentally, bank statements appear
ing in Hudson County newspapers 2 days 
ago, reveal solvency and prosperity, the 
RFC notwithstanding. It will continue, 
I trust, even with our passage of this 
agriculture relief bill. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 13 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope that members 
of the Committee will recognize we are 
not simply dealing with one situation 
that has arisen and has become quite 
acute in one particular section of the 
country. We are dealing with a general 
disaster credit program this afternoon. 
This legislation r.ela tes to any and all 
disasters that m-ay occur throughout the 
country and it includes economic as well 
as physical disasters. 

This bill allows loans to be made as a 
result of an economic disaster whereas 
the present law has confined it to a 
physical disaster. That is the thing that 
many of the Members of this House seem 
to have misunderstood today. 

After all, many of the people of Texas 
and of the Southwest can qualify under 
existing law for disaster loans. Peopl-e 
in other sections of this Nation cannot 
qualify under existing law but some of 
their Representatives have come in and 
suggested that this bill is simply for the 
benefit of the people of the drought area. 
I repeat the fact that under the law as 
it stands today the people of the drought 
areas of Texas can get loans. I call your 
attention to the fact that it is the people 
in nondrought areas who cannot get 
loans under existing law. The people of 
all sections are suffering from this eco
nomic disaster. 

In the Southwest we are suffering from 
two disasters. We have the same eco
nomic disasters others have and we have 
the worst drought that we have had in 
the memory of man. 

Last year I talked to an old_ friend out 
in west Texas who said: "We. always 
used to look back and consider the great 
drought of 1886 as the worst drought we 
had ever known; but now it is only the 
second worst drought." That was last 
year, and the drought is still on. 

Let me give you some rainfall figures. 
At Stamford, Tex., which is on the east
ern edge of the disaster area, the normal 
rainfall is 25 inches. That is not a great 
deal of moisture. but you can make a 
good crop with it, you .can get good grass 
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with 25 inches. ·Remember, normal 
r·ainfall 2.5 inches. In 1951 it was ·· 16 
inches, in 1952 it was 13 in~hes, and in 
1953 it has been 4 inches thus far. 

When someone suggests that maybe 
there is always a drought in the ·South
west, let me say, "Yes, they have a nor
mal rainfall of only 25 inches." It is not 
as much as some other people have but 
it is enough to make a crop. But wh{m 
you cut that rainfall half in two you 
have a desperate situation. 

Now, there are other areas in the 
United States that are going to need 
exactly the same kind of consideration 
that the Southwest now needs. Some of 
the people are now finding, with 4 weeks 
and 8 weeks drought, that their crops 
are burning up, and they are saying 
"We need some help." If you are dis
tressed with an 8-week drought, what 
do you suppose is happ~ning to those 
who have had 3 years of drought? I 
gave you the figures for Stamford; that 
is not in -the middle of the drought. I 
do not have the figures for the center 
of the drought area where they have had 
4 dry years, and where their distress is 
ev€n greater. 

You do not have a simple matter of 
loss of crops, you do not simply have 
the necessity of sending livestock to 
market, you have the question of how 
do you continue to maintain physical life 
in that area when you are out of water, 
because much of the area depends on
surface water. 
· I am combining the two problems

drought and ruinously low prices-be
cause the two problems are both con
tained in this bill. We make provision 
in this bill to relieve the general eco
nomic distress that takes place -all over 
the country~ We make special provision 
for cattle loans that are designed to 
meet the needs of the distressed area. 

Let me call your attention to this 
special cattle-loan provision for the 
distressed area, because a great many 
people have apparently misunderstood 
it. There is a provision in this bill that 
provides for cattle loans of more than 
$2,500 at 5 percent, and I have had half 
a dozen Members suggest, "Well, I want 
to offer an amendment to cut that in
terest rate to 4 percent to help the little 
man." My friends, you already have a 
4-Percent loan for _the small man from 
the FHA. We felt where we were mak
ing these special loans to care for this 
special problem and making them a 
little larger than are usually made, -that 
it was sound that we make the distinc
tion in favor of the small man, and that 
is the way the bill reads. It favors the 
smaller man; it does not discriminate 
against him. The fact that we say that 
these loans start at $2,500 simply means 
that we are letting the little fellow who 
is borrowing. "less . than $2,500 get a 
more advantageous loan, and we are 
saying that the larger operators can pay 
a little higher rate of interest. 
' Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? · 
Mr. POAGE. I yield to .the gentle-

man from California. . ' 
Mr. HOLIFIELD. I am glad the gen

tleman is discussing that questton. I 
want to ask him if the ·FHA · has an' 
adequate revolving fund to give the 

smaller farmers these loans at 4 per
cent, and if not, does this bill pro
vide in any way by earmarking that ·the 
funds that will be subsequently appro
priated will be allocated to the existing 
FHA revolving fund. 

Mr. POAGE. The FHA at the present 
time does have enough funds as I under
stand it, to carry out this entire pro
gram. There are enough funds to carry 
on their small-loan program provided 
we get new funds to carry on this addi
tional special program. The bill then 
authorizes additional allocation without 
limit to the revolving fund which can be 
used for both purposes, but which I 
would assume would be largely used for 
the special loans. If that is done, then 
you have plenty of money to take care 
of your small loans. · 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I support the bill 
as the gentleman intends to support it, 
but I certainly would want the congres
sional intent of this body to show that 
adequate funds would be made available 
for the smaller man than $2,500. 

Mr. POAGE. I think I may speak for 
the members of the committee in say
ing that it is the intent of the committee 
to make all needed funds available, both 
for the small FHA loans and for the spe
cial cattle loans. 
· Mr. HOLIFIELD. I hope the chair

man of the committee will address him
self to that point. 

Mr. POAGE. I think I may very well 
say that that is the intention, that there 
will be adequate money both for the 
small operators and for the larger loans. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Will the gentleman 
yield so that I can address that question 
to the chairman of the committee? 

Mr. POAGE. I yield. 
Mr. HOLIFIELD. My. question, sir, is 

this: Will there be adequate funds sub
sequently appropriated to the revolving 
fund of the FHA to make money avail
able for small loans to people who want 
less than $2,500 at the customary rate of 
4 percent? . 

Mr. HOPE. There will be in the 
drought area. Loans under $?,500 are 
limited to disaster areas which have 
been declared by the President. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Then it is the in
tent of the committee and the Congress 
that loans will be made available -to peo
ple who are at the less than $2,500 level· 
by the passage of -this legislation? 

Mr. HOPE. If they are in · an area 
which has been declared a disaster ·area 
by· the !)resident under Public Law 875 
of the 8lst Congress. 

Mr. · BROOKS of Louisiana. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. POAGE. I yield. 
· Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. I think 

the gentleman from Cal-ifornia has 
brought up a very important matter. 
In connection with the recent fiood dis
aster areas, I was recently down in some 
of those areas and checked on some of 
the· local farmers in reference to the 
handling of relief in those areas. The 
complaint was made there, and I think 
perhaps· it was-justified, that -the little 
man was to some extent overlooked in 
the handling of these loans. I certainly 
know the gentleman from· Texas shares 
the belief I have that the' little man 
should ·be taken care of as well as the 

larger man in the 'handling of this type 
of legislation. Even though it be by ad
ministrative means, effort should be 
made to take care of the small man. 
· Mr. THOMPSON of Texas; Mr. 

Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. POAGE. I yield. -
Mr. THOMPSON of Texas. The gen

tleman knows, ot course, I am very 
strongly on his side of this entire mat
ter. I quite agree that the present leg
islation, together with the efforts of the 
administration, are beneficial but that 
they may not go far enough. It may be 
of interest to the Committee to know 
that my section of Texas is not seeking 
relief of any kind. We have been· 
blessed with good rains. We have suf
ficient · pastures to carry our stock. We 
are making good cotton and rice and 
we are in a reasonably comfortable 
position. However, we realize that 
drouths may spread and we have learn
ed that the financial disaster which is 
brought about by the distress selling of 
cattle in the drouth areas can and does 
demoralize our own markets. We are 
interested in seeing our neighbors re
ceive every possible and every necessary 
assistance. 

Our greatest concern is over the 
future of the cattle business. If the 
present low prices continue, it will be 
very hard to m-ake more than a bare 
existence out of the cattle business. We 
want to see the surplus of cattle in the 
distress areas taken off the market. We 
have a feeling that there will have to 
be some system of guaranteed loans to 
the banks which, of course, means a 
floor under the price of cattle. . 

Above all, we realize that this is a 
complete package proposition. We 
cannot pick out just one part of our com.;. 
munity to bolster and relieve. We can-
not and should. not want to save the ' 
cattle producers without also saving· the· 
banks which have loaned them money 
in the past and which will have to stay 
with them in the future. We do not 
want any part of our economy to suffer 
for the benefit of another. 

·Speaking for all of these people in 
my district, I wish to state that I think 
this bill ought to pass.· I commend the 
chairman of · the · Agriculture Commit
tee, the Honorable CLIFFORD HOPE, of 
Kansas, for his prompt action. I also 
want to thank the chairman of the 
Livestock Subcommittee, the Honorable 
WILLIAM HILL, of Colorado, and the other 
two Republican members who accom
panied us on our visit to the drought 
areas, the Honorable CHARLES HoEVEN, 
of Iowa, and the Honorable RoBERT D. 
HARRisoN, of Neb1;aska, for their sympa
thetic inter~st. 

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

Mr. POAGE . . I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. LUCAS. I think the gentleman 
from Texas realizes, although he has not 
yet said it, that the farmers and the 
1·anchers of Texas are not asking for any 
handout from the Government in the 
way of cheap ·interest. They are per
fectly willing to pay s· percent if they
can get the money.·- It is· the money they 
need in order to cover their running ex~ 
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penses and keep them from having to 
sell their basic herds. · 

Mr. POAGE. I think there are three 
things the people in the djstressed areas 
have to have. In the first place, they 
have to have feed. 

Mr. LUCAS. And they ·have to have 
money to buy that feed. 

Mr. POAGE. They do not have the 
feed, physically, at the present time. 
The Department has announced a pro
gram which, as far as it will go, as far 
as it can be financed, is excellent, and I 
am heartily in favor of it and endorse 
it. That is the program of providing 
protein feeds at $35 and wheat at $1.10, 
corn at $1.00; and oats at 50 cents ·per 
bushel. 

The next thing the ranchman must 
have is some money or credit with which 
to buy that feed. No matter how cheap 
the price may be on that feed it takes 
money or credit to buy. This bill at
tempts to give him that buying power. 
Frankly, I do not think this bill goes far 
enoug·h. I do not want to be in· the posi..; 
tion of criticizing everything that is done 
because I think what is being done is 
helpful and I am for it. I am not criti
cizing but I think we are going to find 
that this situation is so much worse than 
it has been pictured that we are going 
to have to have even more credit than 
this bill provides. I think· it. will prob
ably have to come in the form of guar
anteed loans, that is, where the Govern: 
ment guarantees the loans the local lend
ing institutions make. 

Then, in the next place, there must be 
a Government buying program to sup
port prices. Feed and money to buy it 
are of no value to· the stockman unless 
he at least has hope that his livestock. is 
going to be worth more after he has fed 
.that feed to them than they are wortll. 
today. You simply cannot buy feed 
cheap enough to feed a 5-cent cow and 
make money on it. ,It is an impossibility. 
I do not care how cheap you get your 
feed, you cannot come ·out feeding ·"a 
5-cent cow. Those cows that have been 
selling for 5 cents• in that distressed area 
must bring more, else the man is foolish 
to feed them at all, no matter how cheap 
the feed. . 

Consequently, we must have something 
to stabilize · and raise the market, and 
that involves a purchase program. I 
think that much of the meat the Govern.: 
ment buys must move into foreign chan.: 

. nels. That means we must · export at 
least part of whatever the Government 
btiys. You have to be practical on this 
tqing, and have the Government acquire 
something it can use, something that can 
be disposed of. I think we can dispose ' 
of this beef in a great many df the for
eign nations of the world by the simple 
process of taking their currency in pay
ment and using that currency to pay our 
bills in the 49 nations of the world in 
which we are today paying bills with 
foreign currency. 

I think we have to go a great deal fur
ther than the 200 million pounds of pur
chases that are being talked of. The 
present purchase program is good as far 
as it goes. I am for it. But I think in
stead of puying 200 million pounds, we 
~re going to have to talk in ~erms of $200 

million or some such figure so that the 
Government will be in the market long 
enough to bring the entire market up. 
We do not want the Government simply 
to go into the market and artificially. 
boost ·the market up to. a fixed or artifi
cial figure and then drop out, because 
then we would be worse . off than ever. 
The market would collapse. It must be 
brought back to reasonable levels by sus
tained support. 

The · CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 
· Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of the time. 

Mr. Chairman, this legislation must 
be considered in connection with the 
entire program which the administra
tion is undertaking to meet the cattle 
situation as well as the situation in the 
drought areas. The overall situation 
with respect to cattle prices, has been 
very much complicated by the fact that 
in the .drought areas there have been 
forced sales of cattle which has contrib
uted to the decline in prices all over the 
country. The program to which I refer 
consists of four parts. 

One part of it is furnishing feed in the 
drought areas. This feed at reduced 
priCes is being furnished at this ·time 
in the drought areas from funds which 
have been advanced from the President's 
disaster funds. But that is only a com
paratively small amount, and the legis-

. lation we are considering car.ries addi
tional funds for that purpose. That is 
to equalize the cost of feed. 

The second thing that is being under ... 
taken is a reduction in freight rates into 
the drought areas. Feed will be carried 
into the areas u:p.der redttced freight 
rates and efforts are being made-! am 
not sure whether they have been com
pleted or not--to provide for reduced 
transportation rates on cattle going out 
of the drought areas to areas where feed 
is available. 

Then there is the progra~ that has 
been set up to purchase canned beef 
and processed beef which, I think, is hav:. 
ing a substantial effect on the market 
at this time. I want to call attention 
to the fact that as a result of this entire 
program, there has been a substantial 
recovery in cattle prices during last 
week and this. The overall recovery 
has been about $2.50 per 100 pounds, and 

· the price is still going up. There was an 
advance today. Whether or not we are 
buying enough and . whether or not the 
program in effect will be- sufficient to 
sustain the advances in -price, I do not 
know, but I think we should give the 
prbgram a fair trial. I do not want to 
suggest that we should wait too long, 
but let us wait and see if it continues 

. to bring about an advance in the prices 
which are being paid for cattle on the 
principal markets. 

The fourth phase of this program is 
the credit phase. That, of course, is the 
principal part of the bill which we are 
considering today. There are two types 
of loan provided in this bill. One is un
der section 2b which merely expands a 
type of disaster loan already being made 
by the Farmers' Home Administration 
and permits it to be made not only to 
farmers who are suffering from the ef
fec·ts of dro~g~t .. but ~o farmers. in ~ 

disaster ·area who for any . reason-are 
in a situation where they need loans in 
order to maintain their normal farming 
operations. 

Replying to the questions asked earlier 
by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
MARSHALL] a little more extensively than 
I had an opportunity to do then, may I 
say that the Farmers' Home Administra
tion of course is authorized to make 
loans to. farmers who are in financial 
distress, in all parts of the country. 
That is under their regular program, and 
if by reason of the economic situation a 
farmer is in distress in any part of the 
country,- he is eligible for one of the reg
ular Farmers' Home Administration 
loans. If he is in a disaster area, then he 
is also eligi-ble for the ·loans . .that are au ... 
thorized under this legislation. So I 
think there has been provision made 
whereby every farmer or livestock man 
who is in distress, can be taken care of 
under one of these types of loans now 
available. 
. Th~n there is the provision for special 

liTestock loans, which is intended to take 
care of those cases which are beyond 
the scope of the loans which the 
Farmers'- Home Administration usually 
makes. Those loans from $2,500 on up 
are special loans. They are not confined 
to a drought area. They may be made 
anywhere in the United States, if an 
established livestock producer can show 
he has not been able to get sufficient 
credit through regular channels, and 
that he can work himself otit of his difll
culties if he gets a loan. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. All time· ·has 
expired: · 

The Clerk r·ead as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That section · 2 of the 

act of April 6, 1949 (63 Stat. 43, as amended). 
is hereby further amended by adding these 
new subsections as follows: 

"ECONOMIC DISASTER LOANS 

••s:e:c. 2. (b) The Secretary is authorized in 
connection with any major disaster deter
mined by the President to warrant· assistance 
by the Federal Government under Public 
Law 875, 81st Congress, as amended ( 42 
U. S. C. 1855), to make loans to farmers and 
stockmen for any agricultural purpose in the 
area covered by the determination of the 
President, if he finds that an economic dis· 
aster has also caused a need for agricultural 
credit that cannot be met for a temporary 
period from commercial banks, ·cooperative 
l.ending agencies, the Farmers' Home Ad
ministration under its ·· regular loan pro
grams, or other responsible sources. The 
loans shall be made at such rates of interest 
and on such gf!neral terms as the Secretary 
shall prescribe for such area. 

"SPECIAL LIVESTOCK LOANS 

"'SEC. 2. (c) For a period of 2 years from 
the effective date of this act loans for $2,500 
or more may be made to established ranchers 
or stockmen (including corporations or as
sociations engaged in the business of financ
ing cattle and if owned and controlled by 
ranchers and stockmen engaged in the busi
ness of buying and selling cattle) who have 
a good record of operations, but are unable 
temporarily to get the credit they need from 
recognized lenders and have a reasonable 
chance of working out of their ditnculties 
with supplementary financing. The loans 
may be made on such security as the bor
rower has available and for the time reason
ably required by the need of the borrower 

. !>ut not e~ceeding, in the first instance, a 
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period of .3 years. "J;'Jl,e creditprs of the _ap
plicant will not be asked to subordina~e their 
indebtedness but must be willing to work 
with the borrower to "the extent of executing 
standby agr.eements for such periods of time 
as is reasonably necessary to give the bor
rower a chance to substantially improve his 
situation. The loans shall bear interest at 
the rate of 5 percent per annum and shall; 
be made on such other terms and conditions 
as the Secretary shall presct:ibe. The loans 
shall be subject to approval by a specia:I com .. 
mittee appointed by the Secretary to serve 
for the pafticular area as determined by the 
Secretary. Loans exceeding $50,000 shall be 
approved by the Secretary. The committe.e 
shall .consist of at least three memb~rs ap
pointed by the Secretary from local financ
ing institutions, livestock operators, and per
sons having recognized knowledge of the 
livestock industry. The committee · shall 
perform such additional functions under 
this act,. including general direction of the 
servicing of the loans, as the Secretary may 
preseribe. The members shall serve at such 
compensation as the Secretary shall deter
mine not exceeding $25 for each day spent 
on· the work -of the coinmit'tee and ·shall be 
entitled to receive transportation · costs and 
per diem 'in accordance with standard Gov
ernment travel regulations. 
''EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE IN FURNISJ:IING FEED 

AND SEED 

.. SEc. 2. (d) The Secretary is authorized in 
connection with any major disastel' deter
mined by the President to warrant assistance 
by the Federal Government under Public 
Law 875, 8lst Congress, as amended ( 42 
U.S. C. 1855), to furnish to established farm
ers, ranchers, or stockmen feed for liv~stock 
or seeds for planting for such period or pe..; 
riods of time, at reasonable prices, bUt the 
Secretary may waive repayment in ·whole or 
1n part if in his judgment circumstances so 
require. The Secretary ma~ specify such 
other terms and conditions as he may deter
mine to be required by the nature and .effect 
of the disaster. :I'he Secretary ma·y utilize 
the personnel, facilities, and funds of any 
agency of the United States · Department of 
Agriculture, including Commodity Credit 
Corporation, for carrying out these functions 
and may reimburse the agencies so utilized 
for the value of.. any commodities furnished 
which are not paid for by the farmers .or 
ranchmen, and for administrative expenses 
necessary in performing such functions:• 

AMENDMENTS TO EXISTING PROVISIONS 

The last sentence of subsection 2 (a) is 
renumbered as subsection 2 (e) and a com
ma and the word "reimbursement" s·ha.ll be 
inserted after the word "loans" in said sub
section. 

The letter (a) in the last clause of sub
section 2 (b) is deleted, the subsection is 
renumbered as subsection 2 (f), and there 
shall be added at the end thereof the follow
ing new sentence: "There is hereby author
zied te be appropriated to the revolving fund 
such additional sums as the Congress shall 
from time to time determine." · 

With the following committee amend
ment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert "That section 2 of the act of April 6, 
1949 ( 63 Stat. 43}, . as amended, is herebx 
further amended as follows: · · 

"(A) After the second sentence of sub
section (a) add the following new subsec
tions; 

" 'ECONOMIC DISASTER LOANS 

.. '(b) The Secretary is authorized in con
nection with any major disaster determined 
by the President to warrant assistance by the 
Federal Government under Public Law 875, 
81st Congress ( 42 U. S . C. 1855), as amended; 
to make loans to farmers and stockmen for 
any agricultural purpose in the area covered 
by the determination of the President, if the 

Secretary finds that_ an economic disaster 
has also caused a need for agricultural credit 
that cannot be niet for a temporary period 
from commercial banks, cooperative lending. 
ag.en:cies, the Farmers• Home Administration 
under its regular loan programs, or other 
responsible sources. The loans shall be made 
at such rates of interest and on. such general 
terms as the Secretary shall pres~ribe for 
such area. 

,. 'SPECIAL LIVESTOCK LOANS 

•• ' (c) For a period of 2 ·years from 1;he 
effective date of this. subsection loans for 
$2,500 or more may· be made to ·established 
ranchers or stockme~ who have a good 
record of operations, but are unable tempo4 
rarily to get the credit they need from rec
ognized lenders and have a reasonable chance 
of working out of their difficulties with sup· 
plementary financing. The loans may be 
made on such security as the borrower has 
available and for the time reasonably . re
quired by the needs of' ~he porrower but not 
exceeding, in the· -first instance, a period 
of 3 . years, but may be renewed. The 
creditors of the applicant wlll not be asked 
to subordinate their indebtedness but ·must 
be willing to work with the borrower to the 
extent of executing standby agreements for 
such .periods of time as are reasonably neces
sary to give the borrower a chance to sub.
stantiany finprove his situation. The loans 
5hall bear interest at the rate· of & percent 
per annum and shall be made · on · such 
other terms and conditions as the Secretary 
shall prescribe. The loans shall be subject 
to approval by a special committee appointed 
by the Secretary to serve for the particular 
area as determined by the Secretary. Loans 
exceeding $50,000 shall be .approved by the 
Secretary. The committee sha_u ·· consist of 
at least three members appointed· by the 
~ec:retary from local financing institutions, 
livestock operators, and persons having rec
ognized knowledge of the livestock industry. 
The committee shall perform such additional 
functions under this act, including general 
direction of the servicing of the loans, as the 
Secretary may prescribe. The members shall 

. serve .a-t such compensation as the· Secretary 
shall determine not exceeding $25 for each 
day spent on the work of the committee and 
shall be entitled to receive transportation 
costs and per diem in accordance with stand
ard Government travel regulations. 

•• 'EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE IN FURNISHING FEED 
AND SEED 

.. '(d} The Secr.etary: is authorized in con
nection with any major disaster det~rmined 
by the President to warrant assfstance by 
the Federal Government under Public Law 
875, 8lst Congress ( 42 U. S. C. 1855). as 
amen'ded, to furnish to established farmers, 
ranchers, or stockmen feed for livestock or 
seeds for planting for such period or periods 
of time, at reasonable prices. as the Secretary 
may determine. The Secretary may specify 
such other terms and ·conditions as he may 
determine to be required by the nature and 
effect of the disaster and may waive pay
ment in whole or in part if in his judgment 
circumstances so require. The Secretary may 
utilize the personnel, facilities, property, and 
funds of any agency of the United States De
partment of Agriculture, including Com
modity Credit- Corporation, for carrying out 
these functions ~nd shall reimburse the agen
cies ·so utilized for the value of any com
modities furnished which are not paid for 
by the farmers or ranchmen, and for costs 
and adr:.:inistrative expenses necessary in per
forming such functions.' 

.,AME~MENTS TO EXISTING PROVISIONS 

.. (B) The last sentence of subsection (a) 
fs designated as subsection (e) and a comma 
and the word 'reimbursement• shall be in
serted af.ter the word 'loans' where it first ap
pears . ,In said subsection. 

.. (C) The letter '(a) • in the last clause of 
subsection (b) is deleted,' the" subsection is 
redesignated as sub'section (f). and . there 
shall be added at the end thereof the fol
lowing new sentence: 'There is. hereby au
thorized to be appropriated t.o the revolving 
fund such additional sums as the Congress 
shall from time to time determine'... .. 

Mr. ·ABERNETHY <interrupting the · 
reading of the amendment>. Mr: Chair
man, I ask unanimous consent that the 
further reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MAHON.- Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike out the last word. 
Mr. Chairman. the Secretary of Agri

culture, Mr. Benson, on invitation ex:. 
tended by me and. others, several months 
ago agreed to make a speech in Lubbock, 
Tex .• in the congressional district which 
I represent, on June 2'i. Prior to June 
27 the drought condition became in
creasingly acute. The Secretary agreed 
upon our request that when he visited 
west Texas he would personally have a 
look ·at the drought ·situation. I wish 
in behalf of the Secretary that he made 
a hig_hly favorable impression upon the 
people when he went to west Texas. He 
observed the situation firsthand and 
showed great interest -in our problems-. 
The people of Texas were grateful to 
him for his trip to Texas and :for his ac
tions at that time. -He did not at the 
time, however, announce just what his 
program· would be. · · · 

Of course, a really far-reaching ap: 
proach must be made to this question 
if we · are to- meet it: I think halfway 
measures will cost us more money in the 
long run and get us · nowhere in partic
ular. A bold approach is preferable; 
a -bold approach iS necessary-for success. 

Much emphasis- has been placeci on the 
more spectacular phase of this ques
tion; that is, the plight of the cattlemen. 
That emphasis is fully in order, and I 
do not wish to minimize it: But the 
plight of the nonlivestock farmer in the 
drought-stricken area is just as serious: 
There are thousands of dirt farmers who 
do not deal extensively in cattle. I have 
hundreds of farmers in my district who 
do not even have a fence around their 
farms. It is important that cattle be 
fed; it is even more important that peo
ple be fed. We are going to have some 
hungry people in the drought area if 
adequate credit 'is not soon provided. 

Those who think that this is just a 
cattle problem are far off base. I think 
it must be obvious to the Congress that 
where a farmer has had 2 years of fail
ure and is threatened with another and 
will get no real income probably until 
the fall of 1954, he needs credit, he needs 
generous credit, and he needs credit in 
some cases without any security what
ever. He needs credit for feed and seed. 
He needs credit for tractor fuel, for gro
ceries, and living expenses. He needs 
credit to stay on the land and maintain 
the stability of his family _in the com
ml,lnity . .. I believ~ that if we would 
provide a much larger sum of money 
urider the production and subsistence 
part of the Fartiiers'. Hom-e Administra-
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tion loan program, I may say to the prospective adjournment just how long 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. HoPE], we · he thinks we ought to wait and whether 
could take care of many of the .farmers we ought to act if prices do not mate· 
of the drought area; but it is going to rially increase within the next week or 
take real money, and the amount pro- so. 
vided up to date is absolutely inadequate Mr. HOPE. I would say that as long 
for that purpose. as the market is advancing, and it has 

With respect to the cattle program, it been advancing during the 2 weeks since 
does not pay to 'feed even low-priced feed this program was announced, I think we 
to cattle that are practically worthless can consider that the present methods 
on the market. This thing cannot be are operating successfully. If the pro· 
met, and this crisis will not be elimi- gram falters in the next couple of weeks, 
nated until we put some starch into the then we should give consideration to a 
backbone of the cattle. market. For further program which, in my opinion, 
that reason I think we should go into a w-ould involve some direct purchases of 
rather extensive cattle-buying program . livestock. 
because I think it would stiffen the mar· . Mr. ALBERT. Does not the gentleman 
ket. Even the small program already feel also it might be best to try to enact 
undertaken is doing that to a very lim· standby legislation prior. to adjournment 
ited extent, but not in an adequate way. in view of the fact that we might be out 
Perhaps the announcement of a pur- of session for a period of 4 or 5 months 
chase program would do the job, and or longer? 
very few purchases would actually have Mr. HOPE. I think we should give 
to be made. consideration to that matter. As far as 

Ranchers are complaining that when a buying program is concerned, I am not 
you have a poor old cow on the range, at all sure that would require legislation. 
just to feed her high concentrates such I believe it can be done under existing 
as cottonseed meal or cottonseed cake provisions of law. The administration, 
or some other high-protein feed does not however, might welcome an expression 
meet the situation; some way has to be from Congress on the subject. Let us 
found to provide some roughage for these see how this program works out. Let us 
cattle on the farms and ranches and give it a fair trial for a couple of weeks. · 
dairy farms. There are ranches of hun· If it·appears something further is needed, 
dreds of acres where there is hardly .a let us decide then what should be done. 
tubful of grass on the whole ranch to I am in favor of as vigorous a program 

. provide roughage for cattle. So we need as it takes to do the job, I may say to 
a more ambitious approach to this ques- the gentleman. 
tion. Some type of hay or. roughage Mr. ALBERT . . I thank the gentleman 
feed to go along with the protein-feed· from Kansas. I know as does everyone 
program, it has . been suggested; -is abso· interested in American agriculture that 
luetly necessary. no one is more vitally concerned about 

· So, while I think we all recognize that the problem of adequate prices for farm· 
the present bill is a step in the right e:r;s than is the gentleman from Kansas, 
direction, it does not go far enough. It chairman of the Committee on Agricul· 
will help a . little, but it does not ade· ·ture. 
·quately meet the situation. I believe · Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, 
when we · deal with this program timidly will the gentleman yield? 
and in piecemeal we are just going to Mr. ALBERT. I yield to the gentleman 
make it cost more in the long run and from Mississippi. 
extend less assistance in helping farmers . Mr. ABERNETHY. With reference to 
and ranchers help themselves. I hope a price support program, may I say that 
that the committee will immediately an examination of title III of the Agri· 
take steps to bring out a stronger bill cultural Act of 1949 will disclose that t~e 
to stop cattle-price demoralization, and Secretary of Agriculture does have au·· 
give confidence and support to the thority to carry out such a program. 
farmer. We are drifting down a very Mr. ALBERT. I think that is prob· 
dangerous road which is dangerous to the ably true. Whether the Congress should 
entire economy of the United States. act, is another thing. I understand the 
Let us put on the brakes and reverse Secretary's authority is not mandatory. 
the trend at the earliest possible mo- Mr. ABERNETHY. No, it is simply 
ment. It will cost us less in the long discretionary. The statute does not 
run if we do it with boldness and con- direct him to do so but it empowers him 
fidence at the moment. · to do so. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise Mr. ALBERT. I think the gentleman 
ih opposition to the pro forma amend- is correct, but, in my judgment, in view 
ment. · of the fact that the Secretary has not ex· 

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to make pressed either by word or deed much de· 
an inquiry of my chairman, for purposes sire to go into a direct buying or other 
of the record as to what further action price support program, if the price of 
the Committee on Agriculture might cattle does not rally shortly, the Congress 
take on the cattle price situation. The should enact mandatory legislation. 
chairman made, I think, the most signifi- Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
cant statement from the standpoint of an amendment. 
the cattlemen in about two sentences The Clerk read as follows: 
that has been made. To wit, if I under· 
stood him correctly, that _if this program 
did not work out to rally the price of 
cattle substantially, after we have given 
it a short trial, we should do something 
else. I would like to ask my chairman 
in view of the fact that we are faced with 

Amendment offered by Mr. ·GRoss: On page 
6, line 11, after the word "of", strike out "5 
percent" and insert "not less than 3 percent." 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, this is a 
very simple amendment. The members 
of the committee will recall that about a 

week ,or 10 days ago we had a bill before 
us, which was approved, to dispose of 
more than 20 Government-owned .syn. 
thetic rubber plants, involving a great 
many millions of dollars. That bill came 
to the floor of the House with amanda
tory provision for a 3 percent interest 
rate. Under pressure the committee 
accepted an amendment stating that the 
interest rate shall be not less than 3 per
cent. 

If ·it is good business to give those who 
owe the Government money on the pur· 
chase of synthetic rubber plants; who 
are not in distress, an interest rate of 3 
percent, and that is what it .amounts to, 
then it is good business to give the farm· 
ers of the United States who are in· dis· 
tress -a 3 percent interest rate. Nothing 
in my amendment would prevent the 
Secretary of Agriculture from fixing a 
5 percent rate, but if he did fix a 5 per· 
cent interest rate when some other Gov. 
ernment agency gave the purchasers 
of synthetic rubber plants a 3 percent 
interest rate, he would have to take that 
responsibility. 

In the interests of fair play, the com. 
mittee ought to accept this amend· 
ment. To reject this amendment is to 
say that what is sauce for the goose 
is not sauce for the gander. 

I hope the amendment will be ac· 
cepted. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 
· Mr. Chairman, I shall not take much 
time, but I want to point out that the 
people who will get these 5 percent loans 
are . the larger borrowers. The pro· 
vision applies to the loans above $2,500. 
These borrowers are paying on an aver
age of 5 percent on the loans which 
they have from the banks. I do not 
think we want to make these loans any 
more attractive from the standpoint of 
interest than the regular commercial 
rate because we want to make these 
purely supplemental loans. We do not 
want to encourage people to try to get 
this type of loan if they can be financed 
otherwise. 

I would like to point out what the in· 
terest rate was · on loans made by the 
RACC beginning back in 1932 and run• 
ning on up to the time when the organ· 
ization ceased to function as a lending 
agency. Those loans were very similar 
to . the "special livestock loans," loans 
that will be made under this provision. 
They started out with an interest rate 
of 7· percent. It ran until January 1, 
1933, at 7 percent. Afthat time it was 
reduced to 6% percent. In 1940, on 
June 1, it was reduced to 5% percent, 
and that is the rate that it carried for 
the remainder of the time that loans 
were being made. Five or 5% percent 
has been the going rate on practically 
all of the loans of this type which have 
been made by the Government from time 
to time, and I do not believe that we 
should reduce the amount at this time 
below what has been customary under 
such conditions. 

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

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. · 



8376 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -HOUSE July 9 

Mr. POAGE. The bill as now written 
fixes this rate at 5 percent, does it not? 

Mr. HOPE. It does. 
Mr. POAGE. Which, as the gentle

man just explained, is in line with going 
rates of interest. The amendment pro
vides that the interest rate shall not be 
less than 3 percent. The Secretary could 
fix the interest at any figure in excess 
of 3 percent, and in line with the sound 
practice you have described he would 
probably fix it at 5 percent. So, for all 
practical purposes, the proposal is to keep 
the interest rate at 5 percent, but to make 
it look as if we had passed a 3-percent 
bill, is it not? 

Mr. HOPE. Well, I am afraid a good 
many people would get that impression. 

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

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman 
fmm Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. My amendment would 
not fix the interest rate at 5 percent at 
all. The Secretary of Agriculture could 
loan money at 3 percent under the pro
visions of my amendment. Can the gen
tleman tell me why this House should 
one day adopt a bill which provides for 
a 3-percent interest rate and the next 
day pass one to provide for a 5-percent 
interest rate, in both cases the money 
being owed to the Government? 

Mr. HOPE. I am comparing this sit
uation with other situations respecting 
loans of this type. The Federal Govern
ment is lending money and making loans 
in a good many fields these days, and if 
there is some reason for fixing a par
ticular rate in one case and a reason 
for fixing a different rate in another case, 
I will depend on the circumstances of 
each case to explain the situation. But 
in comparable cases the 5-percent rate 
has been generally accepted, and I do 
believe there is an element of deception, 
perhaps--and I know the gentleman 
does not mean it that way-an element 
of deception in putting in here a provi
sion that it shall not be less than 3 per
cent. That carries the implication that 
it will not be more than 3 percent, and 
I do not like the idea of creating that 
impression. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to strike out the last 
word and to proceed for 5 additional 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, since 

being a Member of Congress I have had 
occasion to come in contact with this 
type of program on numerous occasions. 
I sat on the special committee which 
heard the testimony in connection with 
the Kansas-Missouri :fiood and its dam
ages several years ago. At that time the 
President of the United States had in 
effect asked that the Congress simply 
give a check, up to $20,000, to the folks 
who had suffered damages, to the extent 
that they had suffered them. To my 
surprise some of the Republican gov
ernors of the States affected were before 
the committee asking that we carry out 
the President's request. Instead of that, 
this Congress, acting on the recom
mendation of our committee, increased 

the existing loan program of the Gov
ernment to meet the needs out there on 
a loan basis. That was sound, as I see 
it, for several reasons. First, there is no 
way for the Federal Government to guar
antee all of us against loss. The most 
that we can hope is that collectively, 
through the im:;trumeritality of govern
ment, we can make available to people 
that suffer distress means whereby they 
can reestablish themselves. Having 
set that principle in that instance and 
having done it elsewhere, I think this 
bill is in accord with established policy. 
I think it is in accordance with the pol
icy we have established. 

However, here is something I would 
like to point out to you which is an in
novation and which I think is unsound 
in the present bill. In what we have 
done heretofore we have gone through 
the established programs of the Govern
ment, and it has been administered by 
existing agencies of the Government. 

The Farmers' Home Administration, 
under its very able Administrator, Hon. 
David Lasseter, who unfortunately has 
now left that agency, has made an ex
cellent record through the regular or
ganizations in the counties where they 
have committees, who know the people, 
and where they know something about 
"If you loan money, let's collect it," and 
where they know something about if 
you are lending the money to a man so 
he can reestablish himself, you can re
quire those to whom he may be obligated 
to give him that chance. 

Under that Administrat:on the rate of 
collections has been more than 90 per
cent, and this is in disaster programs. 
It has been done by personnel you al
ready pay, who are already employed by 
the Government of the United States. 

What do we find here? We set up 
under this bill a special financial com
mittee at $25 a day, a special committee 
from financial institutions, I would take 
it, if you read this bill. We go around 
the Farmers' Home Administration, who 
are trained in this field. Is it a case, as 
some have said, of trying to help those 
who try to help the farmer or helping 
the farmer first and through him those 
others? The first announcement made 
by our Secretary, and I know his inten
tions were good, was to buy canned beef 
from the canning trade. Is that relieving 
the farmer? Why, it looks to me like 
we are setting up a new agency to do 
a given thing which may give aid not 
to those that we primarily wish to ex
tend it to. 

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

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gen
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. MARSHALL. I am glad the gen
tleman from Mississippi brought out the 
point about the committee's membership 
receiving $25 each a day. Of course, 
the gentleman knows that the Farmers' 
Home Administration has local commit
tees that have an understanding of the 
situation, and they are serving in the 
local communities. They already have 
the experience and are set up. It is my 
understanding that they are paid a fee 
of not to exceed $8 per day. Certainly 
the record of the Farmers' Home Admin
istration and the work of these advisory 

committees have well justified every
thing they have done. 

Mr. WHITTEN. I thank the gentle
man. I know of no Member of this 
Congress who knows better the actual 
operations of the Department of Agri
culture than my friend from Minnesota. 
I have a little handful of stock in sev
eral banking institutions myself, and 
owe several others. I certainly wish to· 
protect their solvency. But how many 
banks do you think are going to extend 
further credit if they can get their bor
rowers in under this program and not 
have to stand aside as to their existing 
loans? How many do you think are go
ing to extend any further credit them
selves? If you were a banker, how much 
of it would you do? 

Not only that, but let me tell you 
something further. There is a supple
mental appropriation bill coming before 
the Congress. I believe we should col
lectively through the instrument of Gov
ernment make it possible for these peo
ple in this disaster area to get themselves 
back in sound financial condition. But 
this does not merely provide for the ap
propriations of funds by the Congress. 

What does this bill do? It says the 
Secretary may utilize the personnel, fa
cilities, property, and funds of any agen
cy of the United States Department of 
Agriculture, including Commodity Credit 
Corporation, for carrying out these func
tions, and he shall repay. Well, where 
has he any money to repay? What are 
you going to do when you want to bor
row some money to extend the REA lines 
in your district, and they say, "We are 
sorry, we have lent those funds under 
this bill to people who have been bor
rowing money in the State of Texas." I 
think the intent here is good so far as I 
can tell. It may be that there is some 
intent on the part of some to bail out the 
lending institutions as against the farm
ers first, but I know that is not true of 
the members of this committee. I have 
dealt with them too long and I know 
their interest, including my friend, the 
gentleman from Kansas, chairman of 
this committee, is to bring about a real 
opportunity for these people to reestab
lish themselves. I say in the interest of 
sound operations we should follow the 
regular course, appropriate the neces
sary funds and handle it with regular 
personnel who are experienced in this 
business and who have a fine record. I 
say again if we are going to go into this 
kind of program, appropriate the funds 
necessary, lay it on the barrel and loan 
this money, but do not take such funds 
away from the REA or the Commodity 
Credit Corporation or the Forest Service 
or the Soil Conservation Bureau or the 
Production and Marketing Administra
tion. Let us bring it up in the pending 
supplemental appropriations bill. This 
Congress will approve it. I think that 
would be sound business. 

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

Mr. WIDTTEN. I yield. 
Mr. HOPE. I understand the gentle

man's position, of course, and the point 
that he makes. I will say that was dis
cussed in the committee. I would think 
under some circumstances the fears the 
gentleman has might be well founded, 
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but if the gentleman will refer to the 
language, the language says the Secre
tary will reimburse the agencies from 
whom he takes the funds, if he takes any, 
to carry out this program. 

Mr. WIDTTEN. The gentleman will 
admit it would probably be a year before 
the Secretary through the Congress 
could get any appropriations to reim
burse the agencies. will it not? 

Mr. HOPE. I am not sure of that. It 
is my understanding that the Secretary 
is going to the Bureau of the Budget to 
secure funds, and that will come up in 
the supplemental estimate, and they will 
be submitted to the gentleman's com
mittee for inclusion in one of the supple
mental bills. I hope there will be suffi
cient funds so that it will not be necessary 
for any borrowing to take place in any 
event. 

Mr. WHITTEN. But unless they get 
the budget estimate, and unless the Con
gress stays in session long enough, and 
unless the Committee on Appropriations 
backed by the Congress does appropriate 
additional funds, we are making it pos
sible to take this away from the other 
operations insofar as they may use it, 
from appropriations already made by 
the Congress to the various agencies of 
the Department of Agriculture at least 
for a year-are they not? 

Mr. HOPE. I do want to say to the 
gentleman that Mr. Farrington, who will 
be administering this program was be
fore the committee. We interrogated 
him about this matter. He assured us 
that any funds that might be transferred 
or that might be used would be incident
al and, of course, the funds that would 
be involved here would be from the Com
modity Credit Corporation as they will 
have to be reimbursed for the feed which 
they now have in their stocks that they 
are sending out to the drought area. 

Mr. WHITTEN. I would like to ask 
the gentleman why the committee is by
passing the Farmers' Home Administra
tion that has been handling this pro
gram, and which has a very wonderful 
record in handling this program? 

Mr. HOPE. I am sorry the gentle
man got the impression we were doing 
that because we are not bypassing the 
Farmers' Home Administration. The 
Farmers Home Administration will han
dle all of this program except that we do 
have the situation in special livestock 
loans where it was felt there should be 
a little different sort of committee set 
up which will in the name of the Farmers' 
Home Adminstration approve the loan. 
All the work will be done by the Farmers' 
Home Administration, and all the funds 
come through the Farmers' Home Ad
ministration. 

Mr. WffiTTEN. It is my information 
in the last few days that not only this, 
but under the reorganization plan of the 
President, the disaster loan program will 
no longer be handled by the Farmers' 
Home Administration. Has the gentle
man heard anything along that line? 

Mr. HOPE. No, I have heard nothing 
along that line. Everything that I have 
heard would indicate the contrary, but 
I have not inquired along that line. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman. will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITI'EN. I yield. 

Mr. GROSS. Does the gentleman 
know of any reason why under one bill 
we should have one interest rate, and 
under another bill we should have an
other interest ra.te? In other words, does 
the gentleman know any reason why we 
should make fish of one borrower and in 
another bill make fowl of another bor
rower from the Federal Government? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I know of no reason 
for that difference. Frankly, I cannot 
see it. I think the gentleman is sound 
in saying that if we are going to have a 
3-percent loan in other instances, there 
is nothing that keeps us from having it 
here. I would like to say that here again 
this bill sets up a new committee to 
run the program, three representatives 
of local lending institutions, at $75 per 
day, and since we begin to hear the ru
mors, that really the primary interest of 
some in the affected area is to bail out 
those who have already loaned money to 
the farmers in this area, I cannot agree 
with such provision of this bill. Certain
ly I hope that such people will be able to 
recover what they have loaned, but I 
cannot see the soundness of our enter
ing into a program in the name of the 
farmers for that purpose. 

I think the fine record of the Farmers• 
Home Administration, in seeing that the 
money goes where the Congress intends it 
to go and seeing that it is collected, 
as they have shown that it will be col
lected, and in handling it by their reg
ular people without extra cost, is such 
that it is a poor time to go out and 
spend $75 extra money a day in each 
county or community. Truly it raises 
the question as to whether this admin
istration is willing to hold down Govern
ment personnel, administrative cost, and 
even who it primarily desires to help. 
And again I know the members of the 
Committee on Agriculture mean to do 
what they say. Having had detailed 
contact with the operations of the pres
ent program for many years, I must 
express the fear that this provision is 
unsound, expensive, and actually lends 
itself to defeating the fine purpose of 
the committee members. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
·gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to express my 
interest in the very fine ·statement which 
{he chairman of the Committee on Ag
riculture [Mr. HoPE] just made to the 
House of Representatives. We have a 
great deal of confidence in Chairman 
HoPE, of Kansas. We who come from 
the farm areas have confidence in him. 

Recently it was our pleasure to have 
Chairman HoPE down in Louisiana mak
ing a speech on agriculture. He made, 
in my judgment, a scholarly address on 
agriculture. At the same time, it was 
the type of speech that would appeal to 
the dirt farmer. His speech created a 
great deal of attention throughout the 
Southwest. I personally appreciate Mr. 
HOPE'S coming to Louisiana. It was not 
in my district, but it meant a great 
deal to my people to have him there, 
and we were very happy to hear the 
fine sentiments that he reflected in his 
.speech. I hope he will continue to give 

the attention which he is presently giv
ing to the program of the cattleman, to 
his problems, and that he will come 
forth with some recommended legisla
tion at an early date when he is satisfied 
that the trend of the market is not going 
to be satisfactory, because they do need 
.some help. 

Mr. Chairman, in speaking to the mat
ter of the interest rate on these loans 
provided for on page 6 of the bill before 
us, I want to say this. I have had pre
pared, and considerec offering it before 
my colleague, the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. GRoss], presented his amend
ment, an amendment which would have 
provided that the interest rate as set 
out on page 6 would be reduced from 
5 ·percent to 4 percent. . I thought, 
frankly, that 4 percent was the figure 
that should be adopted by the commit
tee. Here is a 5-percent rate charge
able against· people who, according to 
this bill, are in great difficulty financially, 
but who have a reasonable hope of work
ing out their financial difficulties by 
some form of supplementary financing 
such as this. And yet under this bill 
we provide for a rate of 5 percent to 
be paid by those people who are on 
the borderline, who are just about to 
go under financially, but who we think 
can make it if we will make them this 
little loan. In other words, they are 
in great distress financially, but we can 
save them by a proper loan. 

I think that 4 percent is the right 
amount for the reason that the United 
States Government is paying 3% percent 
for its money on the market at the pres
ent time. I cannot understand why we 
should want to make money, through a. 
high interest rate, out of a man who is 
just about to go under, but we think 
we can resuscitate him and put him back 
in a profitable activity by making him 
this sort of loan. I think our loan should 
be set on an interest basis that will carry 
the loan, and not try to make any money 
out of those people. And yet that is 
exactly what this provision does in pro
viding for 5 percent. 

It provides that the United States 
Government shall make almost 1 per
cent out of the money loaned to people 
who are just about to go under, who are 
floundering, but may be saved if given 
the proper help. This is certainly one 
type of loan as to which I think the 
Government should forget about mak
ing money out of its own people, and 
handle the loan on a carrying basis, 
and on no other basis. I say again, the 
bill is one providing disaster relief, and 
in that type of legislation the interest 
rate that should be charged I think 
is one which will carry the loan with
out attempting to make any profit out 
of these people. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. GRoss]. 

The question was taken and on a divi
sion <demanded by Mr. GRoss) . there 
were-ayes 14, noes 54. 

So the amendment was rejected. -~ 
Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman. I am 

wondering if we could have some under
standing about closing debate on the 
committee amendment and all amend
ments thereto. I am not trying to shut 
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anyone off, but there is another bill com· 
ing up. 

I ask unanimous consent· that all de
bate on the committee amendment and 
all amendments thereto close in 40 
minutes. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time will be 

divided equally among the Members 
standing and will amount to approxi
mately 3 minutes each. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: - · 
Amendment offered by Mr. JoNES of Mis· 

souri: On page 7, lire 16, strike out all of 
line 16 and the first four words of line 17 
and insert the following: "The Commodity 
Credit Corporation and the Farmers' Home 
Administration and the Production and 
Marketing Administration." 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair
man, the extent of the area affected by 
the drought which includes counties in 
States other than those mentioned in 
the report, is far more widespread than 
many Members realize. For instance, 
only yesterday, the Governor of Missouri, 
the Honorable Phil M. Don,nelly, a most 
conservative man, and I might add, a 
States·righter, appealed to President 
Eisenhower requesting that 43 counties 
in our State and parts of 15 other coun
ties in Missouri be included in the 
drotight·disaster area, and made subject 
to the relief offered by this legislation. 

As an indication of the widespread 
nature and the seriousness of this 
drought in Missouri, I inserted in the 
RECORD yesterday, a copy of the telegram 
from Governor Donnelly and also a let
ter from Mr. John P. Kirby, of Ripley 
County, typical of other letters written 
from that section, emphasizing the seri
ousness of the situation. 

I might also add, Mr. Chairman, that 
only this morning I had a letter from 
a friend of mine, Mr. A. T. Earls, a prom
inent farmer of the bootheel section of 
Missouri, who has rather large holdings 
throughout a considerable area in 
southeast Missouri, who writes among 
other things: 

I am taking the opportunity of writing 
you .in regard to the bad crop conditions 
in southeast Missouri, with which I know 
you are familiar. I have been farming in 
southeast Missouri for 45 years and have 
seen some bad conditions during that time; 
but I think this is the worst year that we 
have had. We have some fair crops in loamy 
lands, but a large portion of our land lies 
along the Little River Drainage District in 
Stoddard, New Madrid, Pemiscot, and Dunk
lin Counties. The people throughout this 
bad territory have failed to get anything 
on a large portion of their land. Some of 
them have planted as high as 3 or 4 times. 

I think this district should be set up as 
a disaster area. I would appreciate your 
doing what you can to get this done. It 
something is not done, a large percentage 
of the farmers in this territory will be un· 
able to meet their obligations and in many 
cases will be forced to sell their stock and 
equipment. Anything that you can do will 
be appreciated by me and thousands o! 
others throughout southeast Missouri. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, there are hun
dreds of others who would testify to the 

accurateness of the statement made by 
Mr. Earls. In another letter, from Mr. 
W. s. Edwards, Sr., another outstanding 
farmer of my section, he comments on 
the current situation· b3' saying, "Un
usually hot and dry-the worst year, to 
date, in the past 40 years, so far as crops 
are concerned," and Mr. Edwards should 
know for he has been farming there 
practically all of his life. 

Of course I am supporting this bill, 
Mr. Chairman, but I do want to offer 
the amendment which has been reported. 

At the time this bill was up for con
sideration in the committee I questioned 
the advisability of including the wording 
in this bill referring to emergency assist
ance in furnishing seed and feed. The 
bill states that "the Secretary may uti
lize the personnel, facilities, property, 
and funds of any .agency of the United 
States Department of Agriculture, in
cluding Commodity Credit Corporation, 
for carrying out these functions, and 
shall reimburse the agencies so utilized, 
and so forth." 
- What has actually happened is that 
this is going to be administered through 
the Farmers Home Administration and 
will utilize some of the stocks of the
Commodity Credit Corporation; that be
ing the case I feel that that should be 
sufficient, but I have also included in this 
amendment that the Secretary can uti
lize the personnel and the facilities of 
the Production and Marketing Admin
istration in addition to Commodity 
Credit and the Farmers Home Admin
istration. 

I think we would be setting a bad pol
icy to say that in a program of this kind 
the Secretary could utilize the funds, the 
personnel, the facilities, the property of, 
:for instance, the Rural Electrification 
Administration; and I am certain that 
we should not be setting a precedent of 
authorizing the use of those funds, al
though it says that they can be reim
bursed later on; but it does mean that 
there will have to be an appropriation 
for that. I think the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN] indicated a 
minute ago that since this is going to be 
administered by the Farmers Home Ad
ministration that this amendment 
should be adopted. 

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

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I yield to 
my chairman, the distinguished gentle
man from Kansas. 

Mr. HOPE. May I say to the gentle
man I do not believe there is any real 
need for his amendment; at the same 
time I do not see any serious objection 
to it. I do not know that funds will be 
used from any agencies other than what 
the gentleman has in mind. I do not 
see how they could be used in all proba
bility. Personally, I would be willing to 
accept the gentleman's amendment with 
the understanding that when we go to 
conference, if we find out there is some 
other agency that perhaps should be in
cluded, we might agree to that in con
ference. This bill will have to go to 
conference. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I agree to 
that. I think the chairman should make 
the statement to clarify the REcoRD, that 
he has no idea they would use the funds 

of the Rural Electrification Administra
tion in this program. 

Mr. HOPE. Yes. 
Mr. JONES of Missouri. I certainly 

do not want them to be obligated. 
Mr. HOPE. I join with the gentle

man. I am sure we will not use those 
funds. 

·The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle· 
man from Missouri [Mr. JoNEs]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
MATTHEWS]. 

Mr. MA 'ITHEWS. Mr. Chairman, I 
have listened with a great deal of inter
est to the debate today. There has been 
one point-that perhaps has not been em
phasized enough and that is why we 
have the great difference in the price 
that the producer gets for his beef and 
the price that the consumer has to pay 
for it when he goes to market. I have 
spoken to several members of the great 
Committee on Agriculture and I know 
they are interested in this problem and 
feel we have to continue the investiga
tion of this matter. We need to firm 
up the price for the producer, but, Mr. 
Chairman, the price is firmed up 
enough for the consumer. I, for one, 
would like to know where the profit has 
been going. 

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

Mr. MATTHEWS. I yield to the gen
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. HERLONG. I would like to tell 
the gentleman that our subcommittee is 
engaged at this time in an investiga-· 
tion of the very thing he is talking about. 

Mr. MATTHEWS. I thank the gen
tleman for his observation. 

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

Mr. MATTHEWS. I yield to the gen
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. HOEVEN. I just want to con
firm what the gentleman from Florida 
said, that the Livestock Subcommittee is 
going to give this matter attention at the 
first opportunity. 

Mr. MATTHEWS. I thank the gen· 
tleman. As one who likes beef, I would 
like to be able to afford beef for myself 
and my little family at least once or 
twice a week. If we can find out some 
way not to firm up the price too much 

, for the consumer and firm it up a lot 
more for the producer, we will have the 
problem partly solved. 

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

Mr. MATTHEWS. I yield to the gen
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman is mak. 
ing a most important statement. In
vestigations to find out what happens in 
the matter of prices as between the pro
ducer and the ultimate consumer have 
been a dime a dozen for the last 25 years. 
I hope that someday a committee of 
Congress with some real courage will get 
down to bedrock and find out what does 
actually happen. 

Mr. MATTHEWS. I thank the gen
tleman for his observation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
RoGERS]. 
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Mr. ROGERS of Texas. ·Mr. Chair· 

man, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ROGERS of 

Texas: Page 5, line 22, strike out all of line 
22 and the word "operations," in line 23 
and insert the following: "ranchers and 
stockmen who in the opinion of the com
mittee hereinafter provided for are capable 
of maintaining their operations." 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I pointed out earlier today in my 
remarks on the ftoor that the bill now 
before the House extends the authority 
now vested in the Secretary of Agricul
ture and that it is not intended to limit it. 

The reason for my amendment is sim
ply this: The language now reads that 
these $2,500 and up loans-that is the 
minimum, not the maximum-may be 
made to established ranchers or stock
men who have a good record of op
erations. 

I want to tell you what that does. 
That is going to conf'me loans from 
$2,500 to above $50,000 to a bunch of 
ranchers who have been in the business 
a long time. We have a lot of veterans 
that have come back here from Korea, 
we have a lot of veterans who have come 
back from World War II, and who have 
gone into the cattle business, and a lot 
of those fellows down there in that 
drought area have operated for 3 years 
at a loss simply because they could not 
get their feet on the ground on account 
of the elements. Where are those fel
lows going to be? They are not estab· 
lished ranchers. If you look at it from 
the standpoint of making a profit, they 
do not have a good operation. They owe 
the banks now. Are you going to kick 
them out under this section? If you do, 
you are running the risk of kicking them 
clear out from under this bill, because 
even though it could be argued that they 
get their rights under the first section of 
the bill, under the laws of statutory con
struction, when you move into a field and 
make certain expressions about it you 
knock out everything else. Now you may 
have confined the livestock loans in this 
bill to special livestock loans and you are 
running a big risk of knocking those 
little fellows clear out of the picture for 
even a $500 loan or $1,000 loan, if you 
put this language in there like it is writ
ten presently in the bill. I think it 
should be changed to read exactly as I 
have said. The matter is entirely within 
the discretion of the committee that is 
set up in this bill, and certainly if you 
are going to trust that committee to 
make loans up to $50,000, you should be 
willing to trust· them to determine 
whether or not a man in the cattle busi· 
ness is capable of maintaining a success
ful operation. Unless this change is 
made, I warn you that great injustices 
could result that will do damage to young 
people just starting out in life. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
GOLDEN]. 

Mr. GOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, I was 
very much concerned a few moments ago 
about the remarks made by the gentle
man from Mississippi {Mr. WHITTEN] 
whether or not the purpose of these 
loans was to be for refinancing and pos• 

sibly assisting the bankers in these 
drought-stricken areas. I would like to 
say for the benefit of the gentleman from 
Mississippi and any other Member who 
is justly concerned about this-and I 
might remark that the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN] has made 
valuable contributions to the agriculture 
of this Nation-that we discussed that 
very problem in the committee. It was 
the desire and the intention of the com
mittee that this money, by and large, 
should not be used for the purpose of 
refinancing these bank loans. We did 
not write that into the bill itself or spell 
it out, but there is a section in the re
port which I think clearly reveals the 
intent of Congress that these loans shall 
not be used for the purpose of refinanc
ing. They can be used in the ordinary 
way to pay incidental store accounts and 
electric bills and assist these people who 
bave been hard put for several months, 
but it certainly is not the intention of 
the committee, and I hope that it will not 
be the intention of the Members of Con
gress, that this money shall be used to 
refinance the banks in that section. I 
hope the gentleman from Mississippi 
will be satisfied with that explanation. 

On the measure as a whole, we have 
beard some very fine and eloquent re
marks about the fundamental purposes 
of the Government of the United States, 
about people taking care of themselves, 
and the rights of the States. We heard 
the very eloquent remarks of the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. DIES] in which 
he said that he felt the people them
selves on a local basis and the people on 
a State basis ought to meet these prob
lems when they present themselves. I 
sat in this committee day in and day 
out and heard the evidence that revealed a major disaster that ·extended over 6 
or 7 of these Southwestern States. It 
is not a matter that is confined to any 
one State. I think it is the function of 
the Federal Government, when there is 
a great emergency, and when the local 
people have exhausted every means and 
they cannot help themselves-! think it 
is the primary function of the Federal 
Government to afford relief to its peopl~ 
here in the United States. You have 
heard that this drought area is more 
than 500 miles across. Many millions of 
cattle and thousands of farmers and 
ranchers are affected. Cattle prices have 
broken in all the livestock markets of the 
United States. If the foundation herds 
throughout this vast area are permitted 
to starve to death it will constitute a ma· 
jor disaster and a lasting damage to the 
whole economy of the United States. 

This bil~ provides for loans-not 
gifts-and ·sufficient safeguards are 
written in the bilf to insure repayment 
with interest. Recently we made a gift 
of about $95 million of wheat to a for
eign nation. No one came before our 
committee from the great States of' the 
Southwest and asked us to give them 
anything. All they want is some credit 
so they can help themselves. Time, these 
loans, and a little rain will save this vast 
area, and it can go on contributing to 
the general strength and stability of 
this country. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. RoGERs]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
· The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. 
HARRISON]. 

I was one of the members of the com .. 
mittee to make the trip to view the dis
aster condition of the Great Southwest. 
The condition is much worse than I can 
describe. Not just cattle, but crops also. 

Mr. HARRISON of Nebraska. Mr. 
Chairman, I was hopeful that we could 
make some consideration !or those peo· 
pie in Texas and the rest of the drought
stricken area that is not included here 
in the case of cattle because we did :fly 
over a portion of that area down there. 
We were told it was in the district of 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. MAHON]. 

Those people are not cattle raisers. 
they are farmers, probably cotton 
farmers. 

May I say that it was one of the most 
devastated areas I ever hope to see in 
my life. It looked as though it was a 
very fine farming area. It looked that 
way because of the fine homes we saw 
there, the nice houses, and the nice 
barns, but we saw no vegetation at all 
and we saw no life whatsoever. The 
sand looked as though it were piled up 
around the houses and the other build· 
ings to a height of about 3 feet. The 
roads were drifted with sand and the 
fences were filled with sand and dirt. 

I am sure the people in that part of 
the drought-stricken· area are the very 
same kind of good citizens we find in 
every other part of the country. I am 
afraid this bill does not go quite far 
enough in helping the farmer in that 
area who needs help just as badly as does 
the person who is in the cattle business. 
I want to come to the aid of the person 
who is in the cattle business in that area, 
too, because I found the finest kind of 
citizens in that area that I ever hope 
to see any place, people who were trying 
to lift themselves by their own boot- . 
straps. I 

I want ·to tell you how far they were 
going when they were trying to help 
themselves out of what to me was the 
worst situation that could occur in an 
area of that kind. I do not know 
whether or not you people who are away 
from the Midwest are familiar with how 
cattle are kept and what it takes to feed 
cattle, and what feed cattle do eat, but 
most of you have traveled at one time 
or another across the area of the desert 
and have seen desert cactuses growing. 
A desert cactus is a pearlike plant that 
grows with a ·great many thorns. An 
improvised torch is used to burn the 
thorns off of the plant an~ the cattle 
come along to eat this desert plant. I 
ten· you this to indicate how far the 
people are going to help themselves over 
a disaste.r situation. I hope this emer
gency measure will pass without objec· 
tion. 

The cHAmMAN. 'I'he Chair recog .. 
nizes ·the . gentleman from Mississippi 
[Mr. WHrrTEN]. 

Mr. wmTTEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer_ 
an amendment. . . 
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The Clerk rea-d as follows: . 
Amendment offered by Mr. WHITTEN: On 

page 6, line 13, after "prescribe", strike out 
the remainder of the paragraph and insert 
the following: '"rhe p,rogram shall be ad• 
-ministered by the Farmers' Home Adminis
tration as a part of the existing disaster-loan 
program." 

Comm~ttee will go along with, me pn this 
amendment: . 

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

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield. 
Mr. MARSHALL. I commend the gen

tleman from Mississippi on the hard work 
he has done in the Congress in holding· 

The CHAIRMAN. 'The Chair recog- down the number of Federal employees 
nizes the gentleman from Mississippi· and in holding down the appropriations 
[Mr. WHITTEN] in support· of his amend- in the Department of Agriculture to nec
ment. essary and commonsense amounts. But 

(By unanimous consent, the time al- here again we find another indication of 
lotted to Mr. WILLIAMs of Mississippi was his interest in the matter of preventing 
granted to Mr. WHITTEN.) an increase in the number of Federal em-

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, this· ployees and of preventing increases in 
amendment in my opinion will provide the agencies in the Department of Agri
for better administration, will prevent culture. 
duplication and expense and I do not Mr. WHITTEN. I thank the gentle
believe it is contrary to the intent of the man. I want to say I think my amend
members of this Committee. It says · ment is in line with the intent of the 
this additional job will be handled by the legislative committee judging by what 
folks now handling the job . . Since 1949, my friend, the gentleman from Colo
we have had 4 years of very splendid rado, and others have shown me in the 
experience by the Farmers• Home Ad- statement from the department, but I . 
ministration in carrying on this relief think my amendment necessary to carry 
or disaster loan _program. The rate of out that intent. 
collections has been excellent. The Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. ·chairman, 
people who are on the ·committees of will the gentleman yield? 
the Farmers' Home Administration in Mr. WHITTEN. . I yield to my good 
the average county have had 4 years friend, the gentleman from Mississippi. 
.of · experience in passing on this type of Mr. ABERNETHY. Since the gentle
matter, and they have done such a good man from Minnesota has said what he 
job, I think, that under the present cir- did, I just wanted to assure him it is not 
cumstances, this program should be han- the intention of the legislative commit
died in the way that we have handled it · tee of the House Committee on Agricul-

. up to this point. That is all my amend- ture to unduly increase the number of 

. ment does. It strikes out the provisions personnel in the Government, and par
; setting up the committee of 1·epresenta;;. ticularly in the Department of Agricul-
tives of local financial institutions as a ture. I wonder if the gentleman has ex
supervi~ory committee at a cost of $75. amined the hearings on this question, 

:per day. Having sat on the Appropria- and particularly the language in there
tions Committee reviewing in detail the port on page 6 with regard to the serv
actual operations of this disaster loan icing and the disbursing of these par

; program for the last 4 years, I say that ticular loans. 
one of -the greatest problems ·they have· Mr. WHITTEN. I have read the hear
had at the local level is to keep the local ings J>resented to me by my friend the 

· lending institutions from saddling on the gentleman ·from Colorado [Mr. HILL] 
: Government loans that they have had and the statement itself is clear as to 
' outstanding and making the relief of the · handling the detans. However, I have 
, farmer secondary and now to set up a found here that lots of things are much 
' separate committee as the bill would do better in the law as against being in a 
·with representatives-of local lending in- committee report. I do think my 
stitutions would just increase that pro b..: amendment is in line with what the com-

, lem and would not minimize it. I say mittee intended. On the other hand, if 
this with the friendliest feeling toward the Farmers' Home Administration 
such institutions and if here we can help merely does the bookkeeping and carries 
their borrowers it will also help them. out the detailed work as against passing 
By this amendment I merely strike out on the type and provisions of the origi
the part of the ·bill providing for the 3 nal loan and the basis and terms on 
representatives of the local lending in- which it is made, they may be, under the 
stitutions, so to speak, at $25 a day, and provisions of this bill surrendering actu
say that this program, too,. shall be al control to the representatives of the 

· handled as a part of the present disaster local lending institutions· who have ·out
loan program by the present· employees stan<Ung loans to these farmers and who 
()f ' the Government, with 4 . years' ex- might have conflicting interests. 
perience. I do · not believe there is a · ¥r . . ABERNETHY. I respect the gen
member of the legislative committee on tleman's vi~ws and I agree with him 
agriculture who will not say that Mr. that the Farmers' Home Administration · 

, ~as done a fine job. We are all inter
: Lasseter and his organization has done a est~d in the Farmers' Home Administra~ 
; very splendi~ job. While unfortunately tion. In fact, this committee created: the 
' he personally is no longer head of that Farmers' Home Administration, but I be
. agency, the agency has had 4 years of ex- lieve. if _the gentleman will go, back and 
· perience in doing the job, a good job. I ~nspect the hearings anct examjne the 
say that this amendment should be testimony which unfortunately has not 
adopted. It just gives back tO that· ~eep . printed .. because there was not time 
agency, or ad~s to it ~his enlargement of for them to be printed, and just see what. 
a program . 'Ylth Which they are thor· exactly , was said by the various. and sun~ 
oughJ~ .fam1~1ar and _on .which they have dry witnesses about the very point. that 
done such a splend1d JOb.- _ I hope the ;._ the gentleman raises, I think the gentle-

man himself would go along with what 
the committee recommended. This is· 
one instance where I sincerely and per
sonally entertain · 'the belief that the 
committee has established by this bill 
what is vitally necessary to the proper 
servicing-not ~ervi~ing, but making
of these loans. That is my honest 
feeling. · , 

Mr. WHITTEN. I can fully appreciate 
the attitude of my colleague. I know he 
is sincere and knows this subject. If I 
had sat through -the hearings, I might 
have a different view. However, our com
mittee does deal with the actual opera-

. tions of all the laws affecting agriculture. 
Once each year I have reviewed in de
tail the actual operations of the disaster
loan program, have reported to the 
Congress en such operations with rec
ommendations as to the money to be ap
propriated. I believe if you have some
thing that is good, that is sound, with 
a proven record of successful' operation, 
it is well to be afraid of innovation, es
pecially where, notwithstanding the good 
intentions of the members of the com-· 
mittee, it would appear that this Com-· 
mittee on Loans, composed of represent.:· 
atives of local lending institutions, · at a · 
cost of $75 per day, supervise and handle 
to a considerable extent the terms and 
conditions of Goverriment loans to per
sons in debt perhaps to the· same insti
tution. Even if you believe that such a 
procedure is sound, why spend the extra 
money for a new· and additional local 
board at $75 per day? 

Some folks here have said these par
ticular borrowers want to borrow from 
the Government without having to go 
to a Government agency; that they had
rather deal with representatives of their 
own local banks. As to that I do not. 
know . . Others go to the Goverrunent 
agency. , At least I cannot see why we 
should spend this extra money. for that 
reason. I hope the amendment will be 
adopted. , 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe it would be 
a great mistake to adopt the amend
ment which has been proposed by my 
distinguished friend from Mississippi 
[Mr. WHITTEN]." ' I share with him the 
feeling that the Farmers' Home Admin
istration has done a splendid job, but 
it has been operating in a field which 
is completely outside of most of .the loans 
that will be made under . this provision. 
The title of this subs.ection itself indi
cates that because it is entitled "Special 
Livestock Loans." These are matters 
with which the Farmers' Home Admin
istratio.n have not been dealing. They 
have been making loans to small farmers. 
This type of ioan goes up to $50,000 .or 
more, whereas the loan limit . of ·the 
Farmers' Home Administration is $7,000. 
It will be .an . entirely different type of 
loan .. The Farmers'. Home Administra
tion w~ll do mo~t of the work in making 
these loans, but they will have the bene
fit of the advice and counsel of this 
special committee which must approve 
them: The Farmers' Home Administra
tion will process the loans. They will 
tentatively approve them and then they 
~ust be approved · b;r this special com
mittee. If they are more than $50,ooo; 
they must be approved·by the Secretary. 
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I do not believe in-a situation of this ·· I only hope the executive branch of . 
kind, which is dtllicult at best, that we our Government will move just as speed
should deprive ourselves of the oppor- ily to extend this program to areas also 
tunity of getting the services of the best suffering from the effects of drought, 
people we possibly can in every area to and not yet covered by the proclamation. 
deal with these loans. Let us use the In . my own Second District of Okla
Farmers' Home Administration. In ad- bema, there are widespread and dis
dition, let us use the brains and experi- astrous ·effects of drought and falling 
ence of the people in the area who are cattle prices, and many farmers and cat
familiar with livestock loans and can tlemen have requested that our section 
give good advice on that matter. be included in this proclaimed area. The 

I hope the amendment will be voted State's Acting Governor, the Honorable 
down. . . ' Raymond Gary, has requested ·inclusion . 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on of the- entire State in the drought dis
the amendment offered by the gentle- aster zone. 
man from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN]. ~ · We are· hopeful that passage of this 

The amendment was rejected. bill will be quickly followed by Execu
The . CHAIRMAN. · The gentleman tive action .to make this program avail

from Montana [Mr. D'EWART] is recog- able to eastern Oklahoma. 
nfzed. . . The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog .. 

Mr. D'EW ART. Mr. Chairman, I want nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
to join with the others in supporting LucAs]. . .. 
this legislation today and to express my Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, I cannot 
appreciation to this committee for bring- let this opportunity escape me to express 
ing· out this bill. my confidence and ·appreciation to the 

My state is ·not suffering from drought Committee. on Agriculture, which has 
this year. In fact, we have had excel- done such an excellent job in bringing 
lent rains, good crops, good grain, and this legislation before us. I take great 
good grass. However, a few years ago, solace in the fact that the chairman of 
in the thirties, we went through 7 years the committee, Mr. HOPE, a really great 
of drought, one year after another, dry Member of the House, has assured the 
hot winds, crops dried up, farmers run- House that if this legislation is not suc
ning out of seed, livestoGk being moved cessful, other legislation will be brought 
out. The families who lived there did , before us. 
not have enough to eat and finally they There was considerable amusement-
had to move out. . during the debate on the rule about 

It is a terrible thing when a drought Texans asking for aid, and some people 
hits an area: There is nothing that the made some rather derogatory remarks 
farmer himself can do about it. There about Texas. I think it would be apro· 
is no way he can alleviate this situation. pos for me to tell you that even in the 
It rs · a . disaster over which he has no face of this catastrophe Texans have, 
control. - · ·· characteristically, found some means of 

I am therefore glad to see this coni- turning this dire disaster into a source 
mittee come to the relief of these people of amusement. Texans. as you all 
that I know from experience are suffer- know, do not scare easy. 
ing, not only physically but mentally The story goes that when Secretary 

Benson was down there he was looking 
and financially. - over the property of a poor old farmer. 

We are suffering in my State. from. a. In ·talking with him he tried to find 
fall in cattle prices. It started 2 years something optimistic to sa~ to him. He 
ago and lasted up until a few days ago. . . 
we are hoping the action taken by this saw a couple of fleecy clouds up in the 
great committee will be helpful in liv.e- blue sky, and he said: "Well, there is a 
Stock.prices. A break in livestock prices couple of clouds; perhaps they will bring 

you rain." . 
does not compare to a drought disaster The old farmer looked up, squinted out 
that hits a farmer, his family, his chil- of the corner of his eye, and said: "Mr. 
dren, and the wife, and their whole way 
Of ll.ving.- When the hot winds come his . Secretary, them clouds has been going 

back and forth from the Gulf of Mexico 
crpps dry up and his family goes hUngry. · for' the last 4 ·months. They are just 

Mr. BELCHER. Mr.- Chairman, will coming back today to get another load 
the gentleman yield? . of sand.'" 
· Mr. D'EWART. I yield-to the gentle- Texans do not give up easily, and we 
man from Oklahoma. do not come ·easily to Washington asking 

Mr. BELCHER. I think the· gentie- for help, but in this instance we think 
man Will realize that ·although the this is a national disaster and that, UD• 
drought has not hit his area·, the depres· less relief is granted here in the form of 
sion in cattle prices has been brought credit, this emergency will spread until 
about by the dumping of cattle from the every area of the Nation is affected, and 
drought areas onto the market. we believe tha.t this emergency legisla· 

Mr. D'EW ART. That dumping has tion, if. it can be termed such-and I con .. 
made the price break much worse than sider it to be so--should be enacted im· 
it would have been otherwise. mediately in order to prevent the spread 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman~ of economic depression. 
will the gentleman yield? Again I would like to thank the chair .. 

Mr. D'EW ART. I yield. . man of the committee and the members 
Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, of the committee who have done such a 

I want to . join my friend in expressing magnificent job in bringing this Iegisla· 
thanks to the Committee on Agriculture tion before us. I hope it may be enacted 
for the nonpartisan and speedy action soon so that we may give needed help 
which they h;1.ve ta~en in bringing . be· to those who are suffering the most in 
fore us this legislation -to help meet the ·· the southwestern part · of the United 
disaster of drought i:p. o~:r .country. States:. 

. Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I . 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MARSHALL: 

Page 5, line 21, after the words "of this 
subsection loans", strike out "for $2,500 or 
more." 

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. · Chairman, I 
have offered this amendment because I 
believe that it will avoid some difficulty. 
Loans are made upon the availability of 
funds. The distinguished chairman . of 
the Committee on Agriculture pointed 
out that ·the Farmers' ·Home Administra
tion had · available funds for making 
these loans; however, that' is based upon · 
an availability of funds, and in the dis· 
tribution of funds it is often difficult to 
distribute those funds. · 

What my amendment does is to strike 
out the sum $2,500. This will eliminate 
the possibility of such a case as this 
happening: Where a man may come in 
and request a loan- of $1,500 and the 
agency will say that there are no funds 
available to make a loan or $1,500 but 
you go over to this committee that is 
making this new type of disaster loan 
and they will lend you $2,500. · That is 
the only alternative some of those people 
will' have at such time. To grant a loan 
over and above what the applicant needs · 
because it is the only ·way they can pos· · 
sibly grant ·a loan. · · · 

I .would like to say in passing that we 
are talkfng about a small and lar'ge 
farmer, that this has very little to do 
with that; this is a small and a large 
loan th'at \ve are dealing with. You 
might have a rancher worth- $100,000 · 
who needs only :$500 to tide hlin over
because his credit has been extended: : 
lie would come in under this . phase of 
loan. ·You may have a small farmer in 
the livestock business who might require · 
$2,600. He goes to the Qther source. 

My ~mendment in striking this lan
guage out has attempted to make it ad· 
ministratively-practical to handle these 
loans. · 

I yield at this time to the distinguished 
chairman of. the Committee on Agricul·· 
ture. r 

Mr. HOPE. I am cognizant of what 
the gentleman has in mind, but I hope 
his amendment does not prevail because 
the man he is thinking about is well 
taken care of, not only under this legis·· 
la tion but under the general Farmers' 
Home Administration legislation. 

Mr. MARSHALL. - That is based upon .. 
availability of funds, is it not? 

Mr. HOPE . . That is true, but I have
no reason to believe that funds will not 
be available. The special funds that will 
be available in .the drought areas sho-qld 
take the load off the amount of funds to 
be loaned in other areas, making more 
:funds available for that purpose. 

Mr. MARSHALL. I hope my amend· 
ment will be agreed to. · 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in' 
opposition to the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from-Minnesota. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe ·it would be a 
great mistake to adopt this amendment. 
This is a special loan proposition. It 
deals with a special situation. There is 
ample provision under other legislation •. 
and in this bill for farmers in and out 
of disaster areas who need Farmers• 
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Home Administration type loans. · It 
would very largely vitiate the purpose 
for which these special loans are made 
if we should adopt this amendment. · 
Furthermore it would create very serious 
administrative difli.culties. 

The CHAmMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kansas has expired. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, ·I · ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
who have spoken on this bill today may 
have permission to revise and extend 
their remarks. 

The CHAmMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. MARSHALL]. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. MARSHALL) 
there were-ayes 27. noes 46. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the committee amendment as amended. 
The committee amendment as amend

ed was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule. the 

Committee rises. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. ARENDS, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 

. Union, ·reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 

. (H. R. 6054) to amend the act of April 6, 
1 1949, · to provide for additional emer-
gency assistance to farmers and stock- . 
men, and for other purposes, pursuant to 

·House Resolution 325, lie reported the 
1 bill back to the Ho~se with an amend- · 
ment adopted by the Committee of the 
:\vhole. 
i The SPEAKER. Under the rule the 
'previous question is ordered. 

The question is on the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on· 

the engrossment and third reading of 
the bill. 
· The bill was ordered· to be engrossed 

and read a third time, and was read the 
'third time. 
· The SPEAKER. ·The ·question· is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken, and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I ob
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present, and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER <after counting). One. 
hundred and seventy-six Members ar.e 
present, not a quorum. 
. . The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there· 
were-yeas 387. nays 4, not voting 38, 
as follows: · 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Adair 
.,&ddonizlo 
Albeit 
Alexander 
Allen, ·calif. 
Allen, Dl. · 

[Roll No. 82) 
YEA&--387 

Andersen, 
H. Carl 

Andresen, 
August H. 

Andrews 
Angell 
Arends 
Ashmore 

Aspinall 
. Auchincloss · 

Ayres 
Bailey 
Baker 
Barden 
Barrett 
Battle 

Beamer 
Becker 
Belcher 
Bender 
Bennett, Fla. 
Bennett, Mich. 
Bentley 
Bentsen 
Berry 
Betts-
Bishop 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bolton, 

Frances P. 
Bolton, 

Oliver P. 
Bonin 
Bonner 
Bosch 
Bow 
Boy kin 
Bramblett 
Bray 
Brooks, La. 
Brooks, Tex. 
Brown, Ga. 
Brown, Ohio 
Brownson 
Broyhill 
Buchanan 
Budge 
Burdick 
Burleson 
Busbey 
Bush 
Byrd 
Byrne, Pa. 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cannon 
Carlyle 
Carnahan 
Carrigg 
Cederberg 
Celler 
Chatham 
Chelf 
Chenoweth 
Chiperfield 
Church 
Clevenger 
Cole, Mo. 
Colmer 
Condon 
Coon 
Cooper 
Corbett 
Cotton 
Coudert 
Cretella 
Crosser 
Crumpacker 
Curtis, Mass. 
CUrtis, Mo. 
Curtis, Nebr. 
Dague 
Davis,' Ga. 
Davis, Tenn. 
Davis, Wis. 
Dawson, Dl. 
Dawson, Utah 
Deane 
Deianey 
Dempsey 
Derounian 
Devereux 
D'Ewart 
Dies · 
Dodd 
Dolllnger 
Dondero 
Donohue 
Donovan 
Dorn,N. Y. 
Dorn, S.C • 
Dowdy · 
Doyle 
Eberharter 
Edmondson 
Elliott 
Engle 
Evins 
Fallon 
Fefghan 
Fenton · 
Fernandez 
Fine 
Fino 
Forand 
Ford 
Forrester 
Fountain 
Frelinghuysen 

Friedel Madden 
Fulton Magnuson 
Gamble Mahon 
Garmatz MaUliard 
Gary Marshall 
Gathings Martin, Iowa 
Gavin Matthews 
Gentry Meader 
George Merrill 
Golden Merrow 
Goodwin Metcalf 
Gordon Miller, Call!. 
Graham Miller, Kans. 
Grant MUler, Md. 
Green Miller, Nebr. 
Gregory Miller, N.Y. 
Gross Mills 
Gubser Mollohan 
Gwinn Morano 
Hagen, Cali!. Morrison 
Hagen, Minn. Moss 
Hale Moulder 
Haley Multer 
Halleck Mumma 
Hand Murray 
Harden Neal 
Harris Nicholson 
Harrison, Nebr. Norblad 
Harrison, Va. Norrell · 
Harrison, Wyo. Oakman 
Hart O'Brien, Ill. 
Harvey O'Brien, N. Y. 
Hays, Ark. O'Hara, Ill. 
Hays, Ohio O'Hara, Minn. 
Heller O'Konski-
Herlong O'Neill 
Heselton Osmers 
Hiestand Ostertag 
Hill Passman 
Hlllelson Patman 
Hoeven Patten 
Hoffman, Ill. Patterson 
Hoffman, Mich. Pelly 
Holifield Perkins 
Holmes Pfost 
Holt Philbin 
Holtzman Phillips 
Hope Pilcher 
Horan Pillion 
Hosmer Poage 
Howell Po1f 
Hruska Polk 
Hunter Preston 
Hyde Price 
Ikard Priest 
Jackson Prouty 
James Rabaut 
Jarman Radwan 
Javits Rains 
Jenkins Ray 
Jensen Rayburn 
Jonas, Dl. Reams 
Jonas, N. c. Reece, Tenn. 
Jones, Ala. Rees, Kans. 
Jones, Mo. Regan 
Jones, N.c. Rhodes, Ariz. 
Judd Rhodes, Pa. 
Karsten, Mo. Richards 
Kean Riehlman . 
Kearney Riley 
Kearns Roberts 
Keating Robeson, Va. 
Kee Robsion, Ky. 
Kelley, Pa. Rodino 
Kelly, N.Y. Rogers, Colo. 
Keogh Rogers, Fla. 
Kilburn Rogers, Mass. 
King, Cali!. Rogers, Tex. 
Earwan Rooney 
Klein Roosevelt 
KluczynSkl Sadlak 
Knox St. George 
Krueger Saylor 
Laird Schenck 
Landrum Scherer 
Lane Scott 
Lanham Scrivner 
Lantatr Scudder 
Latham Secrest 
LeCompte Seely-Brown . 
Lesinski Selden 
Long Sheehan 
Lovre Shelley 
Lucas Sheppard 
Lyle Short 
McCarthy Shuford 
McConnell .Sieminski 
McCormack Simpson, Ill. 
McCulloch Simpson, Pa. 
McDonough Small 

·McGregor _ Smith·, Kans. 
Mcintire Smith, Miss. 
McMillan Smith, Va. 
Machr_owicz Smith, Wis. 
Mack, Ill. Spence 
_Mack, Wash. Springer 

~taggers Trimble 
stauffer Tuck 
Steed' Utt 
Stringfellow Van Pelt 
Sullivan Van Zandt 
Sutton Velde 
Taber Vinson 
Talle Vorys 
Taylor Vursell 
Teague Wainwright 
Thomas Walter 
Thompson, La. Wampler 
Thompson, Warburton 

Mich. Watts 
Thompson, Tex. Weichel 
Thornberry Westland 
Tollefson . Wharton 

Clardy 
King, Pa. 

NAYB-4 
Mason 

Wheeler 
Whitten 
Wickersham 
Widnall 
Wier 
Williams, Miss. 
Williams, N.Y. 
Willis 
Wilson, Tex. 
Winstead 
Withrow 
Wolcott 
Yates 
Yorty 
Young 

· Younger 
Zablocki 

Reed,N. Y. 

NOT VOTING-38 
Bates Fisher 
Blatnik Fogarty 
Buckley Frazier 
Canfield Granahan 
Case Hardy 
Chudotr Hebert 
Cole, N.Y. Hess 
Cooley Billings 
Cunningham Hinshaw 
Dingell Johnson 
Dolliver Kersten, Wis. 
Durham Kilday 
Ellsworth McVey 

So the bill was passed. 
The Clerk announced 

pairs: 

Morgan 
Nelson 
O'Brien, Mich. 
Powell 
Reed, Ill. 
Rivers 
Shafer 
Sik-es 
Wigglesworth 
Wilson, Calif. 
Wilson, Ind. 
Wolverton 

the following 

Mr. Wigglesworth with Mr. Hebert. 
Mr. Bates with Mr. Cooley. 
Mr. Kersten of Wisconsin with Mr. Durham. 
Mr. Wolverton with Mr. Fogarty. · 
Mr. McVey with Mr. Powell. 
Mr. Dolliver with Mr. Buckley • 
Mr. Ellsworth with Mr. Sikes. 
Mr. Nelson with Mr. Dingell. 
Mr. Reed of Illinois with Mr. Granahan. 
Mr. Wilson of Indiana with Mr. Chudotf. 
Mr. Hinshaw with Mr. Morgan. 
Mr. 'Wilson of California with Mr. Fisher. 
Mr. Hillings with Mr. Blatnik. 
Mr. Canfield with Mr. Hardy. 
Mr. Cole of ·New York with Mr. Kilday. 
Mr. Hess with Mr. Frazier. 
Mr. Cunningham with Mr. Rivers. 
Mr. Shafer with Mr. O'Brien of Michigan. 

So the bill was passed. 
Mr. COUDERT changed his vote from 

"nay" to ''yea." 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
· The doors were opened. 
. A motion to reconsider was laid on 
~he table. 

SUBCOMMITTEE NO. 2 OF THE COM· 
MITTEE ON THE JUpiCIARY 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent that Subcommittee No·. 
2 of the Committee on the Judiciary 
may be permitted to hold hearings for 1 
hour tomorrow morning while the House 
is in session. 

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

There was no objection. 

HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW 
Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker. I ask 

· unanimous consent that when the House 
adjourns today ·it adjourn to meet at 10 
o'clock tomorrow morning. 

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

There was no objection. 
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EXCESS-PROFITS TAX EXTENSION 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois, from the Com.;. 
mittee on Rules, reported the following 
privileged resolution <H. Res. 326, Rept. 
No. 757), which was referred to the 
House Calendar, and ordered to be 
printed: 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of 'fihe 
Union for the consideration of the bill 
(H. R. 5898) to extend until December 31, 
1953, the period with respect to which the 
excess-profits tax shall be effective. After • 
general debate, which shall be confined to 
the bill , and shall continue not to exceed 4 
hours, to be equally divided and controlled 
by the chairman and ranking minority mem
ber of the Committee on Ways and Means, 
the bill shall be considered as having been 
read for amendment. No amendment shall 
be in order to said bill. At the conclusion 
of such consideration, the Committee shall 
rise and report the bill to the House, and 
the previous question shall be considered 
as ordered on the bill to final passage with~ 
out intervening motion, except one motion 
to recommit. 

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 
Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to revise 
and extend th~ir remarks on the bill 
H. R. 6054. 

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

There was no objection. 

NIAGARA FALLS AND RIVER 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 

by direction of the Committee on Rules, 
I call up House Resolution 322 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill 
(H. R. 4351) to preserve the scenic beauty 
of the Niagara Falls and River, to authorize 
the const ruction of certain works of im
provement on that river for power purposes, 
and to further the interests of national 
security by authorizing the prompt develop
ment of such works of improvement for 
power purposes. After general debate, which 
shall be confined to the bill, and shall con
tinue not to exceed 2 hours, to be equally 
divided and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on Public Works, the bill shall be read for 
amendment under the 5-minute rule. At 
the conclusion of the consideration of the 
bill for amendment, the Committee shall rise 
and report the bill to the House with such 
amendments as may have been adopted, and 
the previous question shall be considered as 
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto 
to final passage without intervening motion 
except on e motion to recommit. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 30 minutes to the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. CoLMER] and yield my
self such time as I may use. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 322 
makes in order, under 2 hours of general 
debate, and under an open rule whereby 
any and all amendments can be con-

sidered, H."R. 4351. This bill, H. R. 4351, 
provides for the preservation of the 
scenic beauty of Niagara Falls and the 
Niagara River; would authorize the con
struction of certain works of improve
ment on that river for the purpose of 
generating electric power and energy, 
and would otherwise further the inter
ests of national security by authorizing 
the prompt development of such works 
and improvements for power purposes. 

· The purpose of H. R. 4351 is to carry 
out the basic ideas and principles in
volved and set forth in a treaty which 
was made between the United States and 
Canada back in 1950. This treaty spe
cifically provides by a reservation voted 
into it by the Senate of the United States, 
that the Congress shall determine how· 
the provisions and purposes of the treaty 
shall be carried forward and imple
mented. The treaty not only provides 
that the scenic beauty of the falls shall 
be properly preserved, but also that plans 
shall be made for the diversion of the 
excess waters of the river and from the 
falls to be used for power purposes. · 

The bill we will have before us under 
this rule provides that five large pri
vately owned, or free enterprise, power 
companies which now furnish electric 
energy to the State of New York, to New 
England, and to a part of Pennsylvania, 
and who now have power installations 
along the Niagara River, shall be per
mitted to install the additional Ameri
can-owned generating facilities set forth . 
in the treaty mentioned a moment or so 
ago. These private power companies, ·I 
understand, would take on the obligation 
of constructing these new facilities at a 
cost to themselves of somewhere around 
$400 million. 

It is estimated that under this ar
rangement · the Federal Government 
would receive somewhere between $9 
million and $10 million a year in tax 
revenues from these new projects. It is 
also estimated that the State of New 
York would receive somewhere around 
$4,500,000 or $5 million a year in revenues 
from these private power projects. In 
addition, there will be something like $9 
million a year paid, in local taxes, city, 
county, and school taxes, by these private 
power projects. 

This is a very, very important measure. 
There is considerable controversy about 
it. There are those who think the Fed
eral Government should develop the 
power potential involved in this legisla
tion. There are those who believe the 
State of New York should, through some 
State power authority, or State-owned 
corporation, go into the power business 
and take over the land now owned by the 
private power companies along the 
Niagara River, and develop these 
projects. 

Then, of course, there are those who 
favor this bill to permit the private 
power companies to make the new in
stallations. It is my understanding that 
the public works committee voted 2 to 1 
in favor of this bill. 

The Rules Committee granted an open 
rule on this measure by a unanimous 
vote, feeling that it is a matter the House 
should discuss and should debate rather 
thoroughly. I am hoping there will . be 
no objection to the adoption of this rule, 

and that we may proceed as prompt;Iy as 
possible to the consideration of this very 
very important legislation. 

In conclusion may I point out that 
time seems to be of the essence in this 
matter, because if there is no develop
ment of the Niagara power potential on 
the American side within the very near 
future it will be possible for our Canadian 
friends to move in, where we have failed 
to act, and get the benefit and use of all 
of the flow of water, one-half of which 
would otherwise belong to the American 
people. , 1 

As someone said in the Rules Commit- · 
tee, the Niagara River is presumed to be 
a navigable stream, for you can travel 
down the river in a barrel. It certainly 
is an international river. We have a 
situation involved in this legislation 
which does not apply, as I understand, 
to any other power or river development 
in the entire country. The Niagara proj
ect provided for in this legislation would · 
be a power project only. There is no 
question of recreation, or of multiple
purpose use, involved in thi~ legislation. 
The only question involved is one of gen
erating power, and at the same time 
preserving the scenic beauties of Niagara 
Falls and the Niagara River. 

I ask that the rule be adopted. 
Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from Massachusetts [Mr. McCOR• 
MACK] • . : J I 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, Dr. · 
Frank Howard Lahey, a great surgeon. 
died at Boston, Mass., on June 27, 1953, 
from a heart attack. By his death the 
country has lost a very great American. 
He was a man of genius, who as a sur
geon and a medical administrator had a 
worldwide influence on the thinking 
both of specialists and of the general 
public. 

His distinguished career as a medical 
administrator is mirrored in the many 
posts of eminence which he came to oc~ 
cupy. During World War II he was 
chairman of the War Manpower Com· 
mission's medical procurement and as
signment service. He also was one of 
the surgeons on the Board of Honorary 
Consultants to the Surgeon General o! 
the Navy. Two Presidents singled him 
out for responsible service. President 
Franklin D. Roosevelt appointed him to 
a special commission to report on medi
cal standards during World War II. 
President Truman named him to a com
mittee to coordinate Government medi· 
cal services. 1 

Dr. Lahey's genius as a surgeon was 
expressed in his important contribution 
to the surgery of the thyroid gland and 
the digestive tract. His colleagues paid 
him the signal honor of dedicating a 
book of scientific papers to him on his 
60th birthday with these words: 

All men desire to be immortal but few ful• 
fill that desire in life. Yet fame gives im· 
mortality; and to have attained immortality 
in 60 short years is an enviable achievement. 

We of the medical profession, partakers 
of that fame which you have gained for us 
no less than for yourself, offer to you this 
birthday volume, in which you will find your-:
self reflect ed more often than we intend to 
confess. You have honored medicine, and 
medicine delights to honor you. This is our.J 
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, birthday gift to you, our friend, adviser, and 
inspiration. . 

Yet we alone could not have made this 
offering. You have been a friend to man. It 
is fittfng, therefore, that some of those to 
whom you have been physician, healer, and 
friend, should have made possible the publi~ 
cation of this volume .. 

Because of his ability as a teacher, he 
was a popular speaker on the medical 
lecture platform where he impressed 
everyone with the thorough grasp of his 
subject, the earnestness and excellence 
of his presentation, and the honesty with 
which he presented his views. His writ
ings include many articles on surgical 
subjects. 

In 1922 Dr. Lahey established the La
hey Clinic, which has since become 
known worldwide for the high caliber of 
its staff and its contribution to the field 
of surgery. Its clinic members represent 
many diversified interests. In keeping 
with Dr. Lahey's maxim that only by per
forming surgical operations over and 
over, as nearly as possible in the same 
way, can they be done with the greatest 
assurance, they have done much to de~ 
ve1op standardized methods of opera
tions as well as to widen operaoility, de
crease mortality, and improve end re
sults. Another of Dr. Lahey's maxims 
was, "In the hands of a good surgeon a 
patient doesn't die.'' 

· · Finally, there was the man himself
dynamic, hard working, young looking to 
the very end. His entry into a room in

. variably raised the spirits of those 
i within, whether they were a group of col
leagues, a patient, or a patient's family. 

:He dedicated his life to the service of the 
:ill. His lifelong activities constituted a 
sustained effort to improve himself to-

' ward this end. He had the courage, 
steadfastness, and the humane outlook 
that mark a truly g1,·eat and honorable 
man. It made no difference to him 
whether the sick who visited his offices 
were poor. He cared for all regardless 
of their race, creed, color, or economic 
circumstances. · His charitable acts were 
~nlimited. 

~ Educated at Harvard, he received hon
orary degrees from Tufts College, Boston 
University, and Northwestern University. 
He later served as professor of surgery at 
the Harvard Medical School, and was a 
professor at Tufts. 
. Dr. Lahey died at the age of 73 at New · 
England Baptist Hospital, where he was 
~hief surgeon. His life ended within the 
shadow of its beginning at Haverhill, 
Mass. The medical profession has lost 
one of lts greatest members. Massachu
setts has lost a native son who brought 
renown to our Commonwealth. The Na
tion has lost a citizen who accepted with 
enthusiasm the broader responsibilities 
of his profession. The world has lost a 
man who was unequaled in his services 
to mankind. 

1 Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman fr'om New 
York [Mr. ROOSEVELT]. 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I 
hope I will not take my 5 minutes, but I 
want the RECORD to show that I cannot 
go along with my good friend, the gen
tleman from Ohio, on many of the re
marks he has made concerning this rule. 
The questions he 1·aises, however, I think 

are more properly the subject of debate 
when we are in the Committee of the 
Whole. I assume that the rule will be 
adopted. The gentleman from Ohio 
very rightly says that there are three 
schools of thought on this bill. There is 
that school which supports this bill
the so-called private enterprise bill. 
There is the other school which is repre
sented and led by the Governor of my 
State, unsupported, I might say, by all 
but 1 or 2 members of his delegation 
here in the Congress. 

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

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I yield. 
Mr. McGREGOR. Does the gentle

man support the Governor of New York 
on this issue? 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. No, I do not sup- · 
port him entirely, and I will explain that 
in just a moment. That position calls 
for State development, and then the sale 
of the power at the bus bar, which is at 
the plant, to the private utilities for dis
tribution 'with no safeguards whatso
ever. The third position is that held by 
the Senator from New York, my col
league, Mr. LEHMAN, and a -number of 
my colleagues in the House and myself. 
We favor ultimate ownership of the pow
er plant by the State of New York. We 
do not care whether the Corps of En
gineers builds it or whether the New 
York State Power Authority builds it, 
and I would like to just say for the in
formation of my friend, the gentleman 
from Ohio, the New York State Power 
Authority is not some agency which 
might come into existence-it has been 
in existence since 1931, and in fact was 
the first State power authority to be 
created in the 48 States. It is headed by 
a most able gentleman, a Mr. John Bur
ton, at this time. 

So far as the construction of the proj
ect, the governor's position and my po
sition do not differ. I do not care wheth
er the State huilds it or whether the Fed
eral Government builds it. Our position 
of difference is upon the question of dis
tribution. I feel that the Congress since 
1906, and certainly the intent of the New 
York State Power Act has been to set up 
what is sometimes wrongfully called a 
preference-it might better be called an 
equalization clause. That means simply 
that nonprofit, municipally-owned as
sociations and rural cooperatives have 
the right to obtain this power with a 
J?reference. In other words, they can 
get it first. 

The Governor does not go along on 
this preference clause. He thinks the 
private utilities should get it all at the 
bus bar. That is the basic difference 
'between us. The basic issue here is 
whether we are going to turn over Niag
ara Falls which, under the laws of the 
State of New York, and under the plat
forms of both the Republican and Demo.::. 
cratic Parties of the State of New York, 
and under the preachments of every 
Governor of the State of New York since 
Theodore Roosevelt, has been recognized 
as the property of the citizens of -the 
State-the question is, Is this property 
to be taken a way from us and turned 
over to the private utilities-a monopoly, 
and in this case a five-headed monster 

monopoly-and then the benefits sold 
back to the people who will pay the 
taxes you refer to? I am going to take 
up .that question in general debate. The 
people will pay the interest rate on the 
bonds and the equity stock of the cor
poration. Or, are the people to develop 
this for their own benefit and at a 
cheaper cost? · That is the basic issue. 

I oppose the rule but I assume it will 
pass. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen~ 
tleman has expired. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 1 additional minute to the gen
tleman from New York that I may ask 
him a question. 

Did I understand the gentleman to say 
that he approved the rule or opposed 
the rule? 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I oppose the rule, 
but I accept its immediate passage. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I am not sure 
that I understand the gentleman. 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I will vote against 
the rule, but--

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. But the gen
tleman feels that the House is going to 
approve it? · 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I am sure the 
House will approve it. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield so I may ask him a ques
tion? 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 
means that if the rule is defeated the 
bill will not be considered . 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I Yield to the gen
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Is not this bill the same 
in principle- as the bill under which the 
Congress during the 1920's proposed to 
grant to Henry Ford the power to de
velop Muscle Shoals? Is not this bill 
exactly comparable to the one defeated 
by Senator Norris which proposed a 
giveaway of the people's resources in 
the Tennessee River, and which would 
have prevented its development for the 
benefit of all the people through the 
Tennessee Valley Authority? 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I agree with the 
gentleman. And I am proud to asso
ciate myself with one of the greatest Re
publ~cans of all times, Senator George 
Norns, and two other great Republicans 
Teddy Roosevelt and Gifford Pinchot. • 

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Speaker, had there 
been any doubt in my mind as to the 
economic justification for private indus~ 
try's claim to the development of electric 
power on the Niagara River, that doubt 
would. have been completely resolved by 
the evidence submitted during our recent 
committee hearings. 

Let me call attention to some cold 
facts, most of which were clearly shown 
at these hearings. Private industry pio
neered the hydroelectric power develop
ment at Niagara. It was made possible 
by the subscription of risk . capital fur
nished by individuals and small groups 
of frugal, confident citizens. It was 
managed by courageous men of ingenious 
minds, ever ready to correct mistakes and 
adopt new and improved methods the 
persistent trial and error overco~in(J' 
difficulties one by one, so that at th: 
expense. of the original investors the pat
tern for the development and distribu-
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tion by hydroelectric -power was estab
lished on the banks of the Niagara. 

During these years, profits ·derived 
from this venture, controlled as they 
were by the Public Service regulations, 
limited the returns to the stockholder to 
a minimum, regulating the rates to the 
consumer in line with the standards set 
by the regulatory powers. Yet, during 
the years it returned in taxes its pro
portionate share of moneys to support 
the State of New York. I need not repeat 
the figures revealed by former speakers 
this afternoon, suffice it to say, that nor
mal obligations to labor, consumer, State 
and Nation, have been consistently main
tained during the years required to de
velop this great pattern for industrial 
power. 

Now again, as we experienced in the 
development of the Tennessee Valley 
there comes the question as to whether 
the State of New York or the United 
States Government is entitled to the 
privilege of usurping from the private 
capital heretofore credited with the crea
tion of a well developed plan of produc
tive activity, the rights, the privileges 
and the knowledge heretofore gained 
through this experiment, simply to con
vert one of America's greatest resources 
into a Government operation entirely 
under the control of a political bureau
cracy. 

Jt is estimated that this venture will 
approximate $400 million in cost. Pri
vate industry is ready to do the job with 
money subscribed by individuals who 
have faith in the ability of its leaders to 
show a profit and return dividends. At 
the average rate being paid by private 
utilities, the stockholders' return on this 
investment should be at least 5 to 6 per
cent. This alone will return to the 
stockholders more than $20 million an
nually, to the State of New York the per
sonal property and other taxes which 
may be assessed against it, to the Gov
ernment of the United States any ex
cess profits tax, together with withhold
ing workmen's compensation, social se
curity and unemployment taxes and all 
that go with these. In addition to this, 
we must remember that the individuals 
will likewise pay taxes to the Federal 
Government on their dividends. 

It is unthinkable, with all the power 
stations, distribution lines and connect
ing facilities now existing in the State 
of New York, working harmoniously un
der the combined resources of this power 
system, that it should have to compete 
with a government or state supported 
project which, in order to meet the de
mands necessary for adequate distribu
tion, must either create additional trans
mission services or pay to the utilities 
the cost of using their facilities. . 

History has shown that no govern
ment operated facility of any sort has 
ever been able to compete in efficiency 
with one operated by private industry. 
History likewise shows that Government 
operation of whatever facility it has un
dertaken, has in almost every instance, 
in the final event, resulted in complete 
failure. 

It is certainly plain to all of us that 
the difference in· rates between power 
furnished by private industry and that 

XCIX-527 

of Government operated agencies, is 
clearly defined by the difference which 
exists by reason of the facts that pri
vate industry pays its share of the taxes 
and publicly created powez: does not. 
Since experience shows clearly that Gov
ernment has never, and will not be able 
to operate with the same efficiency that 
is shown in the operation by private 
industry, all the arguments favoring the 
development of Niagara power through 
any governmental agency falls fiat. 

I shall support and vote for this meas
ure. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time. 
· Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time. 

I move the previous question, Mr. 
Speaker. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the resolution. 
Mr. YATES. On that, Mr. Speaker, I 

demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were refused. 

. The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. YATEs) there 
were-ayes 153, noes 28. 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
· Mr. DONDERO. Mr: Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill <H. R. 4351) to preserve the 
scenic beauty of the Niagara Falls and 
River, to authorize the construction of 
certain works of improvement on that 
river for power purposes, and to further 
the interests of national security by au
thorizing the prompt development of 
such works of improvement for power 
purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 
· Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill H. R. 4351, with Mr. 
CuRTis of Nebraska in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the first read

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 

gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DONDERo] 
will be recognized for 1 hour and the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. FALLON] 
for 1 hour. -

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 10 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Michigan is recognized. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, this 
bill presents to the House one single 
issue: Whether we desire to have free 
enterprise continued in this particular 
area, or whether we want to have the 
Federal Government or the State of New 
York take its place. To give you briefly 
a little history of this project I may say 
that there have been three hearings 
which affect it: One is 1951 in the 
Senate of the United States; another in 
1952 before the Committee on Public 
Works of the House of Representatives; 
and now a third hearing before the full 
Committee on Public Works of the ·House 
together with a subcommittee of the 
Committee on Public Works of the Sen
ate. In other words this year we had a . 
joint hearing of both bodies on this par-

ticular project. · I also add at this junc
ture that had it not been for a reserva
tion in the treaty entered into between 
the United States and Canada in 1950, 
undoubtedly this question would have 
gone to the Federal -Power Commission. 
But the Senate in its wisdom attached a 
provision or reservation to the Treaty of 
1950 which explicitly provides that no 
project shall be commenced or under
taken at Niagara Falls unless specifically 
authorized by the Congress of the United 
States. Undoubtedly the Senate had in 
mind that the Congress of the United 
States should keep its hand on a project 
of such importance as this one. 

Under the treaty between the two 
countries, both countries get additional 
water, from Niagara River and share it 
equally. It also expressly provides, as 
already stated, that if either country 
proceeds with the development of its 
share of the power and proceeds first, 
then the country which proceeds first 
shall also have the privilege of using the 
water power of the other nation. 
Canada is already proceeding. We have 
not done anything. If she builds her 
power facilities on her side of the river 
and we do nothing, she would have the 
right to use that additional power allot
ed to the United States under the treaty. 
Therefore, time is of the essence, as ex
plained by the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. BROWN] in his remarks. 

A project plan has been filed and 
there is no dispute about it, everybody 
agrees, the Army Engineers, and the 
State of New York, the Federal Govern
ment and the private enterprise com
panies who seek a license to develop the 
power at Niagara. That project plan 
has this unique feature: It provides for a 
storage reservoir for water. The water 
will be taken out of the river at night, 
stored in this reservoir, and used during 
the· day in order that the scenic beauty 
of the falls would in no way be affected. 

In addition to that, for 55 years the 
Niagara Mohawk Co. has been develop
ing power at Niagara Falls. It is the 
first company in the history of the world 
to establish and create a major hydro
electric power system. They are there 
now. This company is 1 of the 5 that 
offer to develop the · power which can be 
developed by this extra water which we 
receive under the treaty. Not only are 
they in business there at Niagara Falls 
but they own the land on which the new 
development would be built and they 
own the transmission lines. They have 
been serving the people in the State of 
New York well. May I say that in the 
two hearings before the Committee on 
Public Works of the House never has 
there been filed or lodged a single com
plaint with the committee that the 
power companies involved in this bill 
have not served the people of the State 
of New York adequately and at reason
able rates. The people are satisfied. In 
fact, if you will look on page 56 of the 
hearings you will find that the power 
rates in the State of New York-I antici
pate that those opposed to granting a 
license to the five power companies are 
going to say that the rates are too high
are several points below the national 
average. 
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Mr. ROOSEVELT: Mr. ·-Chairman, 

will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. DONDERO. I yield to the gen

tleman from New York. · 
Mr. ROOSEVELT. I think th~ gen

tleman must be in error on that because 
my figures show that the 100-kilowatt
hour use, which is the average monthly 
use--

Mr. DONDERO. Will the gentleman 
from New York use some of his own time 
if he is going into the power rates? I 
simply point to the hearings to show 
where that testimony was offered. 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. May I just say 
that the average national rate is $3.75 as 
against $4.25 for New York. We are 50 
cents over the national average. 

Mr. DONDERO. If the 5 companies 
are not granted a license to develop this 
power, and it goes either to the State 
of New York or the Federal Government, 
both agencies admitted to our commit
tee that if they could not make a deal 
or a contract with the power companies 
now producing electric energy at Niagara 
Falls they would have to build parallel 
competing transmission lines. Both said 
they would-try to make a contract with 
the power companies to . transmit this 
power to the people of the State of New 
Yorl::. I point out that such failure 
would cost millions of dollars to be borne 
by the _people-and all needless expense. 
Then we would have a situation where 
14 percent of the power used in the ·state 
of New York would be public power, the 
other 86 percent would be private power. 
What a ridiculous situation that would 
be if such power was transmitted over 
the same powerlines. The cost of con
structing transmission lines is about 
$60,000 per mile and for the construction 
of underground cable it is about $400,· 
000 per mile. 

The 5 companies involved in this 
proposal now own and operate about 
11,000 miles of transmission lines, mostly 
in the State of New York, and have al
most 1,000 miles of underground cable; 
'They have assets of more than $2 bil
lion and have a complete and inter
connecting grid system and are furnish
ing to the people of the State of New 
York 90 percent of all the power and 
electric energy used in the Empire State. 

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DONDERO. I yield to the gen
tleman from Connecticut. 

Mr. SEELY -BROWN. I hope that the 
gentleman, before he concludes his re
marks, will answer a question which was 
raised in a telegram which ·I received 
from Mr. Theodore Braaten, the gen
eral manager, City of Norwich Depart
ment of Public Utilities, in which he 
urges me to vote against the Dondero 
bill because, as he says "It would com
pletely foreclose municipal systems from 
obtaining any power from this project." 
I wonder if the gentleman would care 
to comment on that statement. 

Mr. DONDERO. That statement is 
false. If this bill is adopted and be
comes law, the five companies which will 
generate this additional power will fur
nish electric energy through their grid 
systems not only within the State of 
New York, but to their interconnecting 
companies outside of the State of New 

York, particularly in New England and 
Pennsylvania. In that way more power 
becomes available not only to munici
palities, but everybody else. This bill 
contains no preference clause. It in
tends to serve all of the people and not 
just a few of the people or select classes. 
That is one of the differences we have 
on the floor today. That statement or 
telegram is entirely incorrect. 

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. In other words, 
no municipal system is going '!;v be denied 
the opportunity of getting power. 

Mr. DONDERO. Not in the slightest. 
· Mr. McGREGOR. · Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 
_ Mr. DONDERO. I yield to the gentle- · 
man from Ohio. 

Mr. McGREGOR. I might refer the 
gentleman to page 5, section 4 of the 
bill and I quote: 

Upon the complaint o! any interested 
State, the Federal Power Commission shall 
have jurisdiction, after due notice to all 
interested States and to the licensee and 
opportunity for hearing, to require the 
licensee to enter into reasonable and prac
tical arrangements whereby project power 
will be apportioned equitably among States 
within economic transmission distance. 

. Mr. DONDERO. I think that is a com
plete answer. 

The purpose of H. R. 4351 is to author
ize a redevelopment project for the Ni· 
agara River which will preserve the 
scenic beauty of Niagara Falls -and as
sure the development of hydroelectric 
power by private enterprise under the 
conditions set forth in the bill. This 
bill is identical to H. R. 2289, introduced 
.by Mr. MILLER of New York, and S. 689, 
introduced in the Senate by Senators 
MARTIN of Pennsylvania and CAPEHART 
of Indiana. 

This measure authorizes and directs 
the Federal Power Commission, as soon 
as practicable, to issue a license for the 
redevelopment of the water power from 
the Niagara River to citizens of the 
United States, to any association of such 
citizens, or to any corporation organized 
under the laws of any State. This pur
pose is to be accomplished in accordance 
with the project plans outlined in the 
report of the Bureau of Power of the 
Federal Power Commission. The Com
mission shall have authority to require 
such modifications of the project, not 
inconsistent with this bill, as it may 
deem advisable in accordance -with the 
provisions of the Federal Power Act, as 
-amended. In issuing the license, the 
:J<'ederal Power Commission is directed 
to give preference to the applicant most 
able to commence actual construction of 
the project and put it into operation 
promptly. 
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In contracting for the disposition of 
project power, preference shall be given 
to directions from the Department of De
fense for supplying power to governmen
tal installations or to industries requiring 
power to produce materials essential to 
the national security. 

The bill also provides that the licensee 
shall pay to the United States and in
clude in its net investment in the proj
ect the United States share of the cost 
of the construction of the remedial 

· works for preservation of scenic beauty 
to be undertaken in accordance ·with 

article II of the 1950 treaty whenever 
such works · are constructed by the 
United States. · 

The rights of the people in nearby 
States who have long been interested in 
this source of power are protected un
der section 4. This provision gives the 
Fedet al Power Commission jurisdiction 
to require the companies to enter into 
reasonable and practical arrangements 
whereby power from the project will be 
apportioned ·equitably among States 
within economic transmission distance, 
provided project power is not needed by 
the Dt!partment of Defense for purposes 
of defense production. 

Why is this matter before the Con
gress instead of before the-Federal Pow~ 
er Commission? The answer is simple. 

The United States ratified the Niag
ara River Treaty on August 9, 1950, and 
in its resolution of ratification provides 
this reservation: 

The United States on its part expressly 
reserves ,the right to provide by act of Con
gress for redevelopment, for the public use 
and benefit, Of the United States share of 
the waters of ·the Niagara River made avail
able by the provisions of the treaty, and no 
project for the .redevelopment of the Unite~ 
States share of such waters shall be under
taken until it is specifically authorized by 
~ct o! Congress. 

The Senate resolution of ratification 
makes it clear that ·the Senate of the 
United States did not want the Federal 
Power Commission to have jurisdiction 
with respect to the license for the re
development' of the Niagara River . . This 
reservation explicitly denies any dele
gation of authority by the Congress to 
the Commission. H. R. 4351 conforms 
with the Senate resolution. Any pro
posal that Congress delegate its respon
sibility to the Federal Power Commis~ 
sion is repugnant to this provision. Only 
an · amendment by two-thirds vote of 
the Senate to this treaty reservation 
could alter that fact. 

This measure provides that the project 
be constructed by private enterprise. A 
representative of five companies now 
operating in the State of New York in
formed the Committee on Public Works 
that the group is now ready to start con
struction immediately and put the proj
ect into operation promptly. The Niag
ara Mohawk Power Corp., one of the 
companies, already owns all of the ripar
ian lands and all of the rights-of-way 
required for the redevelopment, together 
with the acreage required to provide for 
the construction of the storage reservoir. 
·Time is important, since Canada under 
the Treaty of 1950, may take all of the 
authorized additional water until such 
time as the United States is ready to 
claim its share. Moreover, testimony 
indicates that early operation will relieve 
an impending need for expanded power 
facilities in the area. 

Does . development by private enter
prise infringe upon public interest? 
Certainly not. 

The development plan will be the same 
whether the project is constructed by 
private enterprise, the Federal Govern
ment, or the Power Authority of the 
State of New York. However, there is 
this very significant difference-the ex
penditure of no Federal funds will be 
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required if the license is granted to pri
vate enterprise but the taxpayers of the 
Nation will be required to furnish nearly 
400 millions of tax dollars for construc
tion and an unspecified additional num
ber of · millions of dollars for the con
struction of transmission lines if the 
Federal Goverliment undertakes the 
·project; also the public must lose the 
·collecti-on of more than $23 million in 
taxes annually. · , 
· To resolve the problem of redevelop
ment of the Niagara River, several bills 
have been introduced and considered in 
this and in the previous Congress. 

These bills may be classified as rep
resenting two philosophies of govern
ment. H. R. 4351 and H. R. 2289, intro
duced by ·Mr. MILLER of New York, pro
vide for granting of a Power Commission 
license to construct and operate the proj
ect within the framework of the · free
-enterprise system of America. 

A group of five utility companies
Niagara Mohawk Power Corp., New York 
Electric & Gas Corp., Rochester Gas & 
Electric Corp., Consolidated Edison Co. 
of New York, Inc., and Central Hudson 
Gas & Electric Corp.-seeks a license un
der this provision. These companies 
would act as one entity in constructing 
and . operating the project. They . ip
formed the Committee on Public Works 
that they are. ready, willing, and able to 
undertake the job promptly and to press 
it to completion at the earliest possible 
date. · 
. One <>f the companies, the · Niagara 
Mohawk Power Corp., now owns all .of 
the riparian lands and all of the rights
of..;way required for the redevelopment, 
together with the acreage required to 
provide for the construction of the stor~ 
age reservoir. As a conseq~ence, no time 
will be-lost in the usually lengthy process 
of obtaining rights-of..:way. The stabil
ity and service capacity of the associated 
utility companies is indicated by the fact 
that they now have more than 90 per.;. 
cent of the entire generating capacity in 
the State of New York and their total 
capitalization exceeds $2% billion. 
· The private enterprise way for Niagara 
River is provided here. The expenditure 
of any Federal funds is not involved. 
The taxation rights of the Federal Gov
ernment and the State and local govern
ments of New York are preserved. Un
der this bilf the associated companies will 
pay $23 million annually in taxes. At 
the present time the Niagara ·Mohawk 
Co. pays to the State of New York an 
annual rental of $1.9 million for the use 
of Niagara River water. Under H. R. 
4351 the annual water rental will amount 
to $5 million. 
· The other philosophy of development 
.is ' that the Government, Federal and 
-State, would construct and operate the 
project. Under this method the tax
payers would pay the cost estimated at 
$400 million. 

Since the Nation · is now staggering 
under a huge public -- debt and we have 
just concluded a fiscal year with a deficit 
.of more than $9 billion, the Government 
does not appear . to be in a position to 
safely add to . its financial burdens by 
$400 million. 

The private group not only will con
struct and pay for the power phase of 
the project but will reimburse the Fed~ 

.eral Government for its entire cost of 
the remedial works. 

This is a sound business proposition 
_that will benefit all the people, taxpayers 
.and consumers: . 

First. The Federal Government will 
not ·have to expend $400 million· for 
construction and a·n unspecified addi
tional number of millions of dollars for 
duplicating transmission lines. · 

Second. The Federal, State, and local 
governments will .collect $23 million an
nually from the private companies. 

Third. The State of New ·York will 
-collect an annual water rental of $5 
million. · 

Fourth. In 18 years the State of New 
York and the Federal Government will 
have collected in taxes an amount ap
proximating the cost of the project. 

Fifth. The scenic beauty of Niagara 
·Falls will have been protected without 
cost to the United states. 

Here we have ari opportunity to pro
tect and develop a great natural resource 
in the interests of the people without the 
expenditure of Federal funds. In my 
judgment it-is just good commonsense to 
-adopt H. R. 4351. It will be a step toward 
a balanced budget and a stronger na
tional economy. 

This is not just low-cost hydroelectric 
-power . for the State of New York. It 
means the addition of 8,600,000,000-
kilowatt-hours to our national power 
production. 

The affiliated utility companies offer
ing to develop the Niagara power now 
have approximately 11,000 miles of over
head transmission lines and 950 miles of 
underground cable. ·Their systems are 
interconnected with the New England 
Power Co., the Connecticut Power Co., 
the Public Service Electric & Gas Co. of 
New Jersey, New Jersey Power & Light 
Co., the Northern Pennsylvania Power 
Co., the Pennsylvania Electric Co., and 
:transmission -systems· in other States. 
Under existing private utility practices 
the transmission systems of all · com
panies are interconnected so that de
pendable widespread service may be ren
-dered throughout the country. 

Construetion cost of the initial de· 
velopment of the Niagara River project 
exclusive of interest, was estimated by 
field engineers as ·$268,470,000 at April 
1951 construction cost-levels. That esti
mate was based on using an open inland 
canal headrace. In House Report No. 
713, there is a printer's error giving this 
figure as $26,470,000 instead of $268,-
470,000. It is estimated that the use of 
a tunnel instead of the open canal would 
increase the cost by approximately $69 
million. It is also estimated that the 
control structure and remedial works 
will cost approximately $17,500,000. 
Adding 10 percent to the above esti
mates to cover the increase in construc
tion costs since A,pril 1951, the result is 
a current estimate between $390 million 
and $400 million for the redevelopment. 

The five New York companies with 
capitalization in excess of two and a 
quarter billion dollars are~ well qualified 
to undertake a project of this character 
and they will be rendering a valuable 
public -service in getting the project into 
operation without delay.. It is impor
tant that we pass H. R. 4351 as soon as 
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po_ssible for ev:ery montb of delay means 
a loss of nearly $2 miilion in taxes and 
a loss of 700 million kilowatt-hours of 
electrical energy vitally needed in the 
Northeastern States and our overall de
fense-production program. Further
more, under the terms of the treaty of 
'1950, Canada may take all of the diverted 
water until such time as the United 
J~tates is in a position to utilize its share. 

This program is sound. It will greatly 
benefit the people of the United States. 
It should be adopted. 

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Ala
bama [Mr. JONES]. 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. ·Mr. Chair
man. the reason that this bill is brought 
before you today is because of a rider 
·adopted in the Senate on the treaty of 
1950. This treaty was a renegotiation 
of a treaty entered into between the 
United States and Canada in 1909. To
day we are not dealing with an ordinary 
natural resource. We are dealing with 
the most valuable water resource, not 
only in the United States, but in the 
North American Continent, for at this 
power si_te there will be generated over 
8 million kilowatt-hours annually. In 
other words, it will have an installed ca· 
pacity of 1,600,000 kilowatts, almost one
half the amount.of power generated by 
some 27 dams on the Tennessee River. 

Now let us examine the situation and 
see what is unusual about· this bill. In 
1906, in the Roosevelt administration, 
there was passed the first Reclamation 
Act and it provided a preference clause 
in the development of our water re
sources to be sold to the municipalities 
.and to cooperatives, so that the people 
could enjoy the benefits of their great 
national resources. 

In 1933 we wrote the same preference 
clause in the Tennessee Valley Authority 
Act. We also wrote the same provisions 
into the Bonneville Act, into the South
western Power Administration Act, into 
the Southeastern Power Administration 
Act, and all ·the flood-control acts that 
have been passed -by the Congress. 

In 1920 we passed the Federal Power 
Act, giving the preference to whom? 
First, to the States. They, like all other 
applicants, · could petition the Federal 
Power Commission to examine their 
petitions and see who was best able to 
serve the people in the area of the situs 
of the current. 

What takes place if we enact the Don
dero · bill? It means that the Federal 
Power Commission cannot examine the 
applicants and dispose of them on their 
merits· and adjudicate the virtues of all 
the applicants. In addition, we violate 
-every historical principle that has been 
enunciated by this Congress · and ac
cepted throughout the country for the 
past half century. It would leave us in 
this sort of position. It would mean that 
the rest of the 47 States would continue 
to come to the Federal Power Commis· 
sion, yet we would deny the right of the 
State of New York to petition alor.~ with 
other applicants to acquire this power. 
It would also destroy the safeguards for 
preferential customers. . 
- Let us examine it a little further. The 
estimates of the survey made in 1949 by 
the Federal Power Commission were that 
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the cost of generating power through a 
public institution would be 2.08 mills per 
kilowatt-hour. By private ' development 
it would be 5.7 mills. The testimony be
fore the committee by the officials of the 
Mohawk-Niagara group was that it 
would be 6 mills. 

You will deny the people of New York 
$32 million annually in savings on their 
electric bill if you reject this proposal. 
Can you imagine the difference of 4 mills 
on 8 million kilowatt-hours of electricity 
to be utilized in an area.that is in distress 
as far as energy is concerned? 

I have heard here the pleas of those 
who said, "Let's let the States . do it." 
Yet the first opportunity we have to turn 
.to State rights and give full recognition 
to that principle meets with strong op
position.. It means that the valuable 
properties there belonging to the people 
o~ this Republic will be turned over to 
a few to profiteer. 

I have heard complaints time and 
time again that "We in New England 
are having all of our industries stolen 
away from us because we do not have 
cheap power." I will help you get cheap 
power because we need cheap power in 
New England to keep. that great section 
of this. country economically well and 
sound. I assure you that this bill as 
presently drawn is the most iniquitous 
proposal I have ever seen · since I have 
served here. We must not turn our 
.backs upon the opportunity to P.roduce 
hydroelectric power at a cheap rate. If 
we vote down this bill, there is but one 
thing needed and that is -to strike out 
the rider placed -ori the treaty enact
ment of 1950. Then each· party, the 
State of New York, the Mohawk group, 
can petition the Federal Power Commis
sion and that Commission can ascertain 
exactly the merits -of each. · 
- In a letter transmitted to the chair
man of the Publi.c Works Committee of 
the other body, a copy of which letter 
was sent to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. DoNDERO], chairman of the 
House Committee on Public Works, the 
Assistant Director of the Budget asked 
that no legislation ;be passed, and that 
the Federal Power Commisison be given 
an opportunity to . examine this case as 
it does all others. In spite of the pleas 
of the administration, and in spite of 
the pleas of those who objectea to this 
on the ground of the principles involved, 
this bill has been reported out. It must 
be rejected if we are _ going to be con
stant in our policy of disposition and 
utilization of valuable, national assets. 

In a study .carried out by the Federal 
Power Commisison in 1949, these are the 
figures which they compiled in evalu
ating these water rights on the Niagara. 
It was estimated that the cost per kilo~ 
watt.for .public construction and use of 
these waters was 2 and 8/ 100 mills, as 
compared with 5 and 57/ 100 mills for 
private financing. This great disparity 
and difference shown in these calcula
tions, dictate that we abandon the policy 
of trying to write this type of legisla
tion which violates all the legislation 
on the subject that we have on the sta-t
ute books at the present time. Let us 
abandon this attempt now, and reject 
this bill and brand it for what it is. 

Th.e committee by a vote of. 14 to 7 
voted to report this bill vut. Yet, there 

were 12 Members who signed this minor
ity report. I invite you to read that re
port, because we believe that the perti
nent facts attending the consideration 
of this matter are worthy of your atten
tion. · 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr.· ·DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, i 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. McGREGOR]. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I 
concur in · the statement made by the 
distinguished chairman of the commit
tee. In my opinion,. the issues are clearly 
defined in this particular legislation. 
You are going to be given .an opportunity 
to vote on whether or not you believe in ' 
private enterprise or. bureaucratic con
trol. I would like to discuss for a feW 
minutes some of the statements made by 
my distinguished friend, and I recognize 
that some of those who are in opposition 

. to this particular legislation have always 
been opposed, if you please, to private 
power. in any manner, shape, ·or form
and you can check the record for that 
statement. The statement was made 
by my distinguished friend the gentle~ 
man from Alabama [Mr. JoNES], who 
is a very capable Member of the Con:
gress, - that the people would have no 
rights if this legislation were passed. 
·May I refer you to page 3 of the bill, line 
18, section 2, and I quote: 

The Federal Power Commission ls hereby 
authorized and direc,ted to issue, as soon as 
practicable, to .citizens of the United States, 
or to any association_ of such citizens, or to 
any corporation organized under the laws of 
any -State, ·a license for the purpose of pro
secuting works" of improvement for redevel
opment of the Niagara River. , · · 

_That does. not bar anyone, Mr. Chair
~an, from petitioning the commission 
in .order to develop power and it assures 
them of every consideration. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 
. Mr. McGREGOR. I yield to my chair

man. 
Mr. DONDERO. The reason the five 

companies have been named, their rep
resentative came before our committee, 
and they were the only ones who told 
us they were ready, able, and willing to 
proceed with the construction of this 
·development if a licen~e was -granted to 
them. 

Mr. McGREGOR. · That is correct, 
and those companies, if you ple.ase, have 
been in operation in that very area for 
over a period of 60 years. Today those 
very companies, private enterprise if 
·you ple&se, are paying in excess of $170 
million per year in local, State, and Fed
eral taxes. Should this legislation be 
passed, which would give that group an 
opportunity to advance, because they 
are there, they would increase that $170 
million annual taxes to $190 million or 
possibly $200 million. 

Some say. it ·is preferential treatment. 
May I explain to you why if such might 
be the case. On page 4, line 9 of the bill, 
it reads: 

In issuing a license under this act, the 
Commission shall give preference to the ap
plicant most able to commence actual con
struction of and .to put the project· into op
eration promptly. 

· That is possibly the recognition of 
those five companies--who certainly are 
able and willing to develop this project-
and can do so at a very early date. · 

The distinguished gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. JoNES] referred to the 
treaty of 1950. May I read you from 
that treaty? The gentleman quoted 
only a portion of it, if I may be so bold 
as to ·call it to your attention.· I quote: 

The United States on its pa-rt expressly re
serves the right to provide by act of Con
gress ·for redevelopment, for the public use, 
and benefit, of the United States' share of the 
waters . of the Niagara River made available 
by the provisions of the treaty, and no proj
ect fo.r redevelopment of the United States' 
share of such waters shall be undertaken 
until it is specifically authorized by act of 
Congress. · · · · 

It has been said and will continue to 
be said by those who oppose private en
terprise that we should strike out that 
particular section of the act relating to 
Congress retaining its power, so that the 
power authority of the United States 
would have authority to determine who 
is going to produce power -on the Niagara. 
River. 

Mr. Chairman, at the last election, the 
people spoke in both political parties, 
in the Democratic Party as well as the 
Republican Party, that they wanted the 
rights of Congress preserved. They 
wanted us to continue the authority 
that has been -vested in US" by· the Con
stitution. l"or that reason I certainly 
disagree with the opponents of this par
ticular legislation, when they are asking 
us to strike out that provision which re
tains the rights of Congress and turn it 
back to the Federal Power Commission. 
That is the authority of this Govern
ment, if you please, and of this Con
gress; and let us keep it .there. 

As I said before, the issues are clear. 
You will hear shortly that the natural 
resources should be for the entire people 
of the United States. Absolutely, they 
should. be. But does that mean that the 
natural resources are going to be con
trolled by either a State or the Federal 
Government? The Niagara River is a. 
natural resource but certainly private 
enterprise has a right to develop those 
natural resources. They are not a State 
subsidy. If such were the case, how 
about the farmers back in my good 
State of Ohio. Their soil is a natural 
resource. Does that mean that the Fed
eral Government or the State of Ohio is 
going to come in and develop and 'oper
ate that particular farm? Of course 
not, Mr. Chairman; it is a right of pri
vate initiative and the :;:ight of that 
farmer to operate his farm 'and take ad:. 
vantage of natural resources. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not . want to interrupt the gentleman, 
but the Hudson River is also a national 
resource. However, does it follow that 
the boats, the barges, the ships, and the 
yachts that travel on that river have 
got to be owned by the Government? · 

Mr. McGREGOR. It certainly does 
not. My good friend, the gentleman 
from Washington [Mr. MAcK] told us 
sometime ago about the salmon trade, 
in or near his fine district. That salmon 
comes from a -natural resource, if you 
please, ·but I am certain that in his 
logic he would be the last man to main-
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tain that those seamen, those ship oper- . capital which, 'to my mind, . has made. 
ators should come under tpe jurisdiction our Nation great, or believes in Govern
of the state ·of Washington or the Fed- ment operation and socialism. I have 
eral Government. always taken the position that I would 

:Now I would like to clear up this situa- favor that which I thought would do the 
tion relative to cost; and I refer you to most people the most good and, in my 
p'a,ge 55 of . the hearings. My friend opinion, H. R. 4351 will qualify under 
from New York said my chairman was that rule. 
in error in his statement relative to There are only three things involved 
rates. All we have to go on is the testi- in this legislation: No. 1, to pr-eserve the 
mony submitted to our committee, and scenic beauty of Niagara Falls and its 
on page 56, if you please, appear these environment; No. 2, to further the na
statements: tiona! security; and No. 3, to assure the 

I 

bureau. The people~ some months ago •. 
spoke in ioud t~rms, on both political 
tickets, that they wanted Congress to 
maintain its authority and not relinquish 
it to any bureau or commission . . The 
people do not want socialism or Govern .. 
ment control. They want to give private 
capital, private industry, and individuals 
the opportunity. to survive. 

The average cost per kilowatt-hour for devel~pment of lo:v-cost elec.tric power 
farm service in our territories in 1952 was by pnvate enterprise. Questions 1 and 
2.26 - cents per kilowatt-hour as compared 2, as far as I can determine, are not 
with the national average paid by farm cus- controversial. The scenic beauty must 
tamers of over 3 cents. be maintained and greater power must be 

For residential and farm customers com- developed for the strength of our coun
bined the average use by customers of the . t t f • 
4 upstate companies in 1952 was 2,279 kilo- try. Mr: Chairma~, the s reng h o om 
watt-hours as -compared with the national country IS not en~Irely dependent upon 
average of 2,175 kilewatt-hours. the number of airplanes, guns, battle-

The cost for residential and farm service ships, and armament that we have. It 
combined in 1952 in the upstate area of the is dependent upon the econom~c and 
4 companies was 2.71 cents per kilowatt-hour financial status of our country as well. 
as compared to the national average of 2.77 our Treasury is $267 billions in debt and 
cents. . many are fearful that it might be more 

The question has been raised, Mr. 
Chairman, that this legislation gives pre
ferential treatment to five companies 
and no one else would be considered as 
eligible for the development of this proj .. 
ect. May I quote from page 3, line 18, 
section 2 of the bill: 

The Federal Power Commission Is hereby 
authorized and directed to issue, as soon as 
practicable, to citizens of the United States, 
or to any association of such citizens, or to 

. any corporation organized under the laws of 
any State, a license for the purpose of prose
cuting works of improvement for redevel
opment of the Niaga):"a River in substantial 
accordance with the project plans outlined 
in the Report of the Bureau of Powel,' of the 
Federal Power Commission dated September. 
28, 1949. 

May I reiterate, the cost per kilowatt- unless we make arrangements for addi- This clearly demonstrates that no one 
hour is not an issue here because the tional taxes. This legislation will bring fs barred, Mr. Chairman, from receiving 
great State of New York like every other to our Government, if it is put on our this license if they can qualify under this 
state has a· power commission and they statute books, additional taxes because legislation. 
will determine the price per kilowatt- private enterprise and private industry May I also quote from page 4, line 9: 
hour regardless of who constructs it, will be taxed and I am reliably informed In issuing a .license under this act, the 
whether it be private industry, the State this project, if private capital builds it, Commission shall give preference to the ap
of New York, or the Federal Government. will bring in in excess of $20 million a plicant most able to commence actual con
But let us remember that the strength year in taxes alone. The power com- struction of and to put the project into 
of this Nation is not dependent entirely panies operating this now pay approxi- operation promptly • . 
upon aircraft and battleships; it is de- mately $170 million in taxes, Federal, Probably this clause has led some to 
pendent upon our financial status- as State, and local. believe that it is preferential legislation 
well. Here you have private enterprise · If the Government or the State of New but, let us be fair, five of the biggest 
paying $170 million per · year in taxes. York is allowed to build this project the companies in the world are willing to 
We need those taxes, Mr. Chairman, we Federal Government will get no taxes expand a project that is now in existence 
need them more now than possibly ever and the private industry. ·that is now at a cost of $400 million without a single 
before. We certainly are not going to established and producing power and penny cost to the taxp;:tyers of these 
throw money away ·and allow the State has been for many years, will practically United states. Why .should they not be 
or Federal Government to build this be driven out of business because all of given the opportunity to do so when we 
project and throw away $192 million us know that private industry, where recognize that we must have the power, 
taxes per year. That is . the problem they have to pay taxes, cannot compete and we recognize that we must have the 
with which you are faced. with Government ownership with no money paid in the form of taxes that 

we are a great Nation, Mr. Chairman, taxes. Do we want to lose the $170 these organizations will pay. 
but we became a great Nation because million of taxes now being paid plus · The question ·0 r rates has been raised. 
we recognize the rights of the individ- $20 million more? Can we afford to This question is simply to draw a cloud 
ual over State and local control. throw that money away? Many of us over the issue, because, Mr. Chairman, 

Mr. JONAS of North Carolina. Mr. have favored public power when it was regardless of who builds the project, the 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? proven beyond a question of doubt that Federal Government, the state of New 

Mr. McGREGOR. I yield. private enterprise could not establish a York or private industry, the Power 
Mr. JONAS of North Carolina. Does project that would ·give to the people Commission of the state of New York 

not the -bill provide that within a cer- that which they so badly needed. In will establish the rates. There will be 
tain period of time any agency of the this area, Mr. Chairman, private indus- no difference in rates but there will be 
United States Government created for try developed in the locality · nearly 60 hundreds of millions of dollars differ
that purpose, or any agency created by years ago a power project and this legis- · ence in · taxes coliected. Because if 
the state of New York for that purpose, Iation simply would allow private indus- private industry does not build it there 
may take over this project? · try to expand that project. 'A great will be no Fe<;ieral taxes, no State taxes, 

Mr. McGREGOR. That is absolutely deal has been said relative to the reser- and only token local taxes. 
correct, in the year 1971-and I refer you vation to the treaty of ·1950 and ·may I Mr. Chairman, the argument has been 
to page 4, line 18. B~t to be perfectly quote a part of this treaty, Mr. Chair-· set up -that the state -of New York should 
honest I do not like that paragraph. I man: develop this power . . The proposal that 
think that paragraph should be removed The United States on its part expressly private industry construct and operate 
from the -bill, because if private capital reserves the right to .provide by act of Con- this project h~s been endorsed by the 
builds and establishes this project let us· gress for redevelopment, for the public use,. New York state Grange. It has been· 
no. t have the sword of the Government and benefit, of the United f:!tates share of. t 

· i · d 11 sup·ported by the New York Sta e Farm 
C·ontrol hangi·ng o· ver it all the time . . I the waters of the Niagara Rver rna e ava • b . 

i i f th t t - and no Bureau Federation ·and endorsed Y 
W .. I.ll vote ·to take the· p·aragraph from able by the prov sons o e rea y, . 

· 't project for redevelopment of the United more than 30 labor organizat~ons in-
the bill if given the opportum y, . states share of such waters sh~ll be under~ eluding the International Brotherhood 

Again, Mr. Chairman, if I may be par- taken until it 1s specifically authqrized by of ·Electrical Workers, the New ·York 
doned for repeating, the issues are clearly act of congress. State Association of Electrical Workers 
defined. We 'have ·our· choice between . d d th and the Union of Utility workers, all 
tw. o· I'deas of government. 'The legisla..; The Senate, in its WlS om,. 1tla e e . 

· · th t c · ld t ·n three of which have had special expen:-ti·-0n befn.-... e us, II. ·a: 4351 .• gives each reserv-atlOn. a ongress. :wou . re ai . 
..,... ·· · hts d t· d would ence with electrical industry. a··nd every Member of Congress the op.;. its .ng. an preroga Ives an 

t · ld th ·· hts to the Fe'deral A state get'ting in.· tO the power _busi-portu·ni·ty to te·n his people whether he no Yie · ose ng . . · · t 
· t - ,. - tli r ness I·s something· new and there 1s no believes in private industry and private Power CommisslOn or o· any ·o e _ 
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a State in these United States that op- · 
erates a power project as such. There 
is no flood control or anythiJJ¥ else con
nected with this project except power. 
It was shown in the testimony that the 
Power Authority of New York has no 
experience whatsoever in such a proj
ect as contemplated and certainly, Mr. 
Chairman, when power is so badly 
needed in that area it is no time for 
experimentation and establishing new 
commissions with additional authority. 
Private capital is willing and ready to 
put up their own money to develop this 
needed power and I say to you, let us 
give them an opportunity and pass this 
legislation today. If this bill is defeated 
and public enterprise triumphs in the . 
waters of Niagara, there is no reason 
why it would not dominate and operate 
our natural resources everywhere. The 
soil on our farms is natural resources. 
Should we allow the · government to op
erate our farms? Let us take a :firm 
stand here today and protect our future 
against government control and social
ism-pass this bill by an overwhelming_ 
vote-tell the people that the Congress 
still believes in the right of private en
terprise. 

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
15 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. ROOSEVELT]. 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr: Chairman, I 
have been interested in this project al
most ever since I can remember, and I 
have heard over this period of years a 
great deal of confliCting information. 
So my purpose this afternoon is to an
alyze for you the provisions of this bill, 
the history of this legislation with facts 
and not with fancy. 

Frrst. I want to remind you that 
Niagara Falls belongs to the people of 
the State of New York and the people of 
the Nation. This has been the position 
taken by every Governor, Republican 
and Democrat, since 1900. It has been 
the position of the platforms of both 
parties in our State since 1900. It is 
written into our State law, and I quote 
to you as follows: 

Those parts of the Niagara and St. Law
rence Rivers ·within the boundaries of the 
State of New York are hereby declared to be 
natural resources of the State for the use and 
development of commerce and navigation 
:ln the interest of the people of this State 
and the United States. In order to provide 
for the most beneficial use of these natural 
resources, for the creation and development 
of hydroelectric power in the interest of the 
people in this State, • • • such natural re
sources, • • • waters, power, and power 
sites • ·• • owned or controlled by the peo
ple of the State, or which may be hereafter 
recovered by or come within their ownership, 
possession, and control, shall always .remain· 
inalienable to and ownership, poss.ession, and 
control thereof shall always be vested in, 
the people of the State. (New York State 
Laws of 1951, ch. 146, sec. 1.) 

Because of that statute I want to point 
out in passing that there is serious doubt 
as to the constitutionality of this pri
vate utility grab bill. If it is passed by 
the Congress and signed by the Presi
dent, undoubtedly there will be a long 
drawn out battle in the courts over its 
constitutionality. . 

Second. I point out that those of you 
who support this bill on my left are fiy-

ing fn the face once again of the man 
who won an overwhelming personal, and 
some hoped a party, victory last Novem
ber. His position as reported to your 
committee, Mr. Chairman, is that he 
feels the problems involved are so intri
cate that they should be settled only 
after thorough analysis by the Federal 
Power Commission. 

That has been the history of the con
gressional position since 1920. Instead 
of that the Congress is taking unto itself 
the right to brush aside . the State of 
New York and this long established con
gressional precedent. 

Mr. Chairman, let us look at the 3 
proposals as I analyzed them before. All 
3 proposals aim to build this project un
der the same specifications. So there is 
no question what the project will look 
like when it is finished. It will be the 
same under all 3 proposals. Whether the 
State builds it, with my preference or 
without it, or whetner the private utili
ties build it, the same amount of hydro
electric energy is going to be produced. 
There is agreement on that. 

A question has been raised as to the 
cost of building this project. It will cost 
about $400 million. A great to do is 
raised over the fact that these 5 private 
utility companies, this monopoly, will 
use their own funds, instead of the tax
payers' money. Mr. Chairman, they will 
go to the free bond market in New York 
City just as will the State Power Au
thority go to the free bond market. Un
der the Lehman-Roosevelt bill we are 
perfectly willing to have this financed by 
a bond issue sold in the free bond mar
ket as Senator Lehman has testified. So 
there is going to be no taxpayers' money 
used in the construction of this project. 
It is going to he done with self-liquidating 
bonds no matter whose proposal you 
take. 

Let us look for a moment at this ques
tion of free enterprise. Do not be mis
guided, Mr. Chairman; What we are 
doing here is to give this 5-headed mon
ster a property that belongs to the peo
ple of New York not for the people's ben
efit but for the private utilities benefit. 
This means no competition. This coun
try has been built on the free enterprise 
system, and I would be the last to deny 
that the hope in the future of our coun
try is the continuance of the free enter
prise system, but it is a free enterprise 
system based on the concept of competi
tion, not of monopoly. There is a big 
difference, and under my bill you will 
have competition just as you have it 
down in the Tennessee Valley, just as 
you have it up in the Northwest, just as 
you nave it in the Southwe.st, and that 
~ompetition is what brought the rates 
down, and that is what is referred to as 
the preference clause. Competition has 
resulted in more cheap power for the 
consumer and continuing profits for both 
private enterprise and the publicly de
veloped natural resources. 

So, my friends, do not be misguided by 
this private enterprise ft.ag-waving that 
is going on over here on the Republican 
side. What they want is private monop
oly to have the complete benefit of the 
natural resources owned by the people: 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman; 
will the gentleman yield?. 

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

Mr. McCORMACK. As a matter of 
fact, the very provisions of the bill itself 
destroy the argument made by the Chair
man of the Committee when he said the 
issue was private enterprise, because the 
hill says that on March 2, 1971, the Fed
eral Government or the State govern
ment can· buy it. 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. That is correct. 
Mr. McCORMACK. There is a con

tradiction there. 
Mr. ROOSEVELT. That mumbo

jumbo, I will say to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts, was put in as a rather 
hopeful sop to some of us who believe in 
free, private enterprise, based on com~ 
petition. 

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

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I yield to the gen
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Would the gentle
man vote to take it out? 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I will not vote for 
this bill; I do not care what you do to it. 
I am against the grab. I am for com
petition. I am for more power for more 
people at cheaper rates. · _ 

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

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. JOHNSON. On page 4 of the 
bill there is a provision that says: 

In issuing a license under this act; the. 
Commission_ shall give preference to the ap
plicant most able to commence actual con
struction of and to put the project into op-. 
eration promptly. · 

Does that mean if these five com
panies get a license. that that will fore
close anybody else, including the State 
of New York? 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. If you read that 
in connection with the paragraph on 
page 2 at the bottom, everybody is pre
cluded from getting a license under this 
bill except these five companies. There 
are three sections of the bill which you 
have to read together. They put in 
some mumbo-jumbo about citizens asso
ciations, and corporation·s, and so forth, 
but if you read these three together
and I am not the greatest lawyer in the 
world, but I am a good enough lawyer 
to realize that this, without actually 
naming these companies, is an absolute 
give away to these five companies. 

Mr. JOHNSON. In other words, if 
they get the license, that ends it; nobody 
else can get in? 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Everybody is out, 
at least until 1971, and by that time, the 
good Lord knows what will have hap
pened. The· people of New York will 
have paid $32 million ·more for their 
power each year until 197L 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I yield to the gen
tleman from Alabama. 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Nobody con
tends there is any likelihood of anybody 
getting a license exc_ept the five com
panies~ 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. No; nobody con
tends otherwise. ' 

Mr. McCORMACK. What does this 
language mean "project power will be 
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apportioned equitably among States 
within economic transmission distance"? 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. There is some de
bate as to what the economic transmis
sion distance is. Some people say it is 
100 miles, some say 150 miles, some say 
it is further than that, if you have a grid 
system. I have not the time to explain 
that. The answer is that the adjacent 
States of Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, 
and Connecticut are in--

Mr. McCORMACK. Not all of the 
States. It would never hit Boston, for 
example . . 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. It is very doubtful 
that it would hit Boston and it is very 
doubtful that it would hit most of Con
necticut. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, may I suggest that 
if Federal power is granted, or State 
power, Boston would not get any more 
power than it would get under the free 
enterprise system. 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. That is correct, but 
this was in particular reference to this 
transmission distance. 

So the cost of developing this project 
is not going to come out of any tax
payers' money, it is going to -come out 
of a bond issue no matter who builds it. 

Let me go into this rate question for 
a minute. My friend the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. McGREGOR l quoted 
f1·om whose testimony · when he talked 
about these cheap rates tha;t Niag
ara-Mohawk is giving us in New York 
State? He quoted from the president 
of Niagara-Mohawk. I have here the 
analysis by the Federal Power Commis
sion of the rates of all the States. It 
is very interesting. Here is a little com
parison, and perhaps this one simple 
figure may influence my good Republi
can Governor, Mr. Dewey. He has a 
farm in Dutchess County and I have 
a farm in Dutchess County. Instead of 
paying the $3 rate the gentleman quotes 
which Mr. Machold told him about, Mr. 
Dewey and I have to pay $5.71 for 100 
kilowatt-hours. That gets pretty expen
sive if you are in the agricultural busi
ness. And here is how it compares to 
the New York State average; and I might 
say we are very unhappy about this 
average, because we are almost the high
est State in the Union in our average 
electric rate. Our average is $4.23 for 
100 ·kilowatt-hours around the State. 
That compares with the national average 
of $3.75, which, in turn, compares with 
·a · rate in the Tennessee Valley, where 
there is competition, of $2.50. All of 
the rates are per 100 kilowatt-hours. 
So we in New York have to pay almost 
twice as much as our friends in Tennes
see. Rhode Island has to pay twice. 
Massachusetts pays even more. New 
Hampshire pays more yet, and Vermont 
pays more. Maine pays $4.72 against 
Tennessee's $2.50. 

You fellows from New England have 
been screaming about the plight of in
dustry. One of the reasons is that you 
have to pay too much money for your 
power. If you want to vote for this bill 
you are going to continue these high 
rates because Mr. Machold, and I quote 
him against himself, admits that under 
private-utility development this power 
will be sold at the bus bar at 6 mills, as 

against 2.3 mills it State-developed o~ 
even federally developed. More than 
double, mind you, if the private utilities 
should get their hands on this people's 
resource, than if developed otherwise. 

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

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I yield to the gen
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. BENDER. I call the attention of 
my good friend to the fact that my own 
State of Ohio has contributed substan
tially to the building of the Tennessee . 
Valley Authority and establishing--

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I cannot yield for 
a speech, only a quick question, five 
words in a question, and that is all. 

Mr. BENDER. I am sorry I cannot 
accommodate the gentleman. 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Then I am sorry, 
I cannot yield further. 

I now refer to a letter I wrote to the 
chairman of the committee with regard 
to these rates. He thought, during the 
hearings, that these five companies had 
been so good to the consumers of New 
York State that they had not increased 
their rates for a long, long time. I wrote 
him on June 11, after considerable re
search, because the five companies are 
not very happy about giving out their 
increases in rates, and pointed out to him 
that in 1951 and 1952 each of these five 
companies received rates which in
creased their gross revenues. In the case 
of one company it was $1,686,000, in the 
case of Niagara Mohawk $2,767,000, and 
the case of the Rochester Gas & Electric, 
$1,180,000. 

Following is my letter to Chairman 
DoNDERO: 

JUNE 11, 1953. 
Hon. GEORGE A. DONDERO, 

Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: At the time I testified 
With respect to the various proposals to de
velop the hydroelectric potential at Niagara 
Falls on May 15 I promised the committee 
that I would submit figures to substantiate 
my contention that everyone of the five big 
electric utility companies in the State of New 
York has demanded 'and received permission 
to increase their rates during the last 2 years. 

This data was somewhat difficult to obtain 
and I, therefore, apologize for the delay. The 
statistics, however, do bear out my conclu
sion. 

In 1951, Central Hudson Gas & Electric 
Corp. was granted a rate increase amounting 
to $1,686,000 in gross revenue. In the same 
year, Niagara-Mohawk Power Corp. received 
a. rate increase amounting to $2,767,500 in 
gross recenues and Rochester Gas & Electric 
Corp. was allowed an increase in gross rev
enue of $1,180,000. 

In 1952, Consolidated Edison received a. 
net increase of rates which were calculated to 
produce $7,194,300 additional revenue, New 
York State Electric & Gas Corp. received an 
increase producing $2,427,800, Rochester Gas 
& Electric Corp. $1,337,000, and Niagara-Mo
hawk Power Corp. $615,800. 

I trust this information will be helpful to 
you and the committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT, Jr. 

The adoption of one of the alternative 
proposals to this private utility grab will 
not put the utility companies out of 
business. 

The public construction of the Niagara 
project, and for that matter of the St. 
Lawrence project, will not put the pri
vate utility companies in that area out 

of business. The Niagara and the St. 
Lawrence alone cannot serve the power 
demand of the region. Additional power 
facilities are and will continue to be nec
essary. The Niagara redevelopment, re
sulting in a net maximum increase of 
1,330,000 kilowatts of hydroelectric ca
pacity plus the St. · Lawrence project 
with a maximum 940,000 kilowatts of in
stalled capacity, will not begin to meet 
the estimated additional capacity needed 
for the New York, New England, Penn
sylvania and Ohio area. St. Lawrence 
and Niagara would total just slightly 
over 2 million kilowatts of additional ca
pacity from which, if construction were 
started today, there would be no power 
generated for several years. This com
pares with an estimated increase of re
quired capacity in that area of 6 million 
kilowatts by 1960. Obviously, and as I 
have alreaqy stated, there must be a 
further substantial expansion of private
ly owned steam power capacity. This 
will enable the private utility companies 
in the area to expand rather than re
quire them to contract. It has been this 
Nation's experience that where private 
companies operate in competition with 
public power sold with a marketing pref
erence for public agencies and coopera
tives, steam power rates tend to go down 
also. There is no evidence that such a 
reduction of rates would in any way in
jure the five major private power com
panies now operating in the State of New 
York. The President's Water Resources 
Policy Commission in its 1950 report . 
analyzed the financial record of power 
companies which are predominant in 
the area served by public power projects 
granting preference- to municipalities 
and cooperatives. This report reveals 
that throughout the period from 1937 to 
1950 these companies have consistently 
enjoyed satisfactory earnings and 
profits. Their annual rates of return 
have in general been above the level 
which regulatory commissions have con
sidered fair and reasonable, and they 
compare favorably with the average for 
the United States as a whole. It is al
most axiomatic in the utility industry, 
that a low-rate, load-building policy re
sults in more stable profits for the pri
vate utility industry -itself as well as for 
the important industries which supply 
electrical machinery and appliances. 

The question of the preference clause 
and its effect in and its importance to the 
State of New York is very clearly set 
forth in the following letter which I re
ceived from Mr. Lawrence Potamkin. 
counsel to the National Rural Electrifica
tion Cooperatives Association: 

JUNE 19, 1953. 
Hon. FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT, Jr .• 
· House Office Building, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR CoNGRESSMAN: As you requested, I 

am submitting a brief analysis of the es
sential points involved in the consideration 
of the preference provisions of Federal power 
legislation. Although on particular points 
I relate my discussion to the situation in 
New York State, all of tlie principles and 
arguments involved have general applica
tion. 

Before discussing questions specifically re
lating to the power issue, I should like to 
mention certain matters pertaining to the 
handling-and mishandling-of material on 
this subject. 
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I believe that there is a general failure to 
adjust the material to the type of audience
that will see or hear it. I know that I my· 
self have frequently been asked questions 
which clearly demonstrated that I had not 
handled my material properly for tlte type of 
audience involved. The best article can do 
more harm than good if it is presented to 
the wrong audience. For example, the clear· 
est presentation of the present attack on the 
preference provisions, if presented to an au
dience that does not understand their pur
pose or effect, would probably produce a 
reaction against those provisions. For such 
an audience, the need is education on the 
preference provisions before the informa
tion about the attack. 

Another error we tend to make is to as
sume that our audience already understands 
certain fundamentals. Too often I have 
encountered questions on the very matters 
that I had assumed as the basis of an article. 
I, therefore, feel that in dealing with the 
power problem it would be wise to start from 
scratch and assume no knowledg_e on the part 
of the audience-except, of course, in cases 
of specialized types of audiences. Also
and this I am especially concerned with
we do not always define our problem clearly. 
with the result that before long ou is
cussion becomes- entangled in what are 
really separate questions. For example, I be
lieve that the principle governing the per· 
ference provisions has no relationship to the 
question of transmission. The problem of 
transmission is a later and separate problem 
to be discussed in connection with what is 
to be done to make the preference effective
but it is not related to the question of 
whether the peoples' distributing agencies 
are entitled to preference. Yet I have al
most never heard any discussion on the 
principle of the preference provisions that 
did not get entangled with discussions of 
transmission, so that the question of the 
principle involved became lost in the shutne. 
I shall attempt to discuss briefly some of the 
major questions, and to demonstrate their 
separateness as well as their interrelation. 

T'HE UNDERLYING PRINCIPLES OF THE 

PREFERENCE PROVISIONS 

As a matter of theory and principle the 
people, in their capacities of rural and do
mestic consumers, are entitled to the right 
of first purchase or availability of the power 
marketed by a public agency. I do not want 
to repeat here all that I have said on this 
point in my articles in Rural Electrification 
Magazine. I feel that the position espoused 
in those articles is definitely correct and to 
deny that position is to deny a fundamental 
concept of our form of Government, namely, 
that the people are the actual owners of the 
natural resources. 

However, certain questions have been 
raised which I should like to discuss. The 
question still comes back as to the domestic· 
and rura~ consumers served by commercial 
power companies, in the form of "aren't they 
also owners of the public project?" And 
"should they not, therefore, be entitled to 
benefits from that project, the same as do
mestic and rural consumers served by their 
own instrumentalities?" 

Certainly all domestic and rural consumers 
share in the ownership of the public proj
ects-but it does not follow that they, there
fore, in whatever way they choose or is neces
sary, have the same rights of use of the 
power. Wherever we turn we find illustra
tions where some citizens cannot take full 
advantage of their rights of citizenship. In 
those cases those that can take ·advantage 
o! their rights are, of course, permitted to 
do so. The fact that other citizens are not 
in a position to do it is no reason whatso
ever for denying the rights of citizenship 
to those who are in a position to use them. 

Let us consider again the situation where 
the Government decides to make public 
lands available !or settlement. Obviously. 

there will be many citizens who would like 
to take advantage of the offer but who, 
for one reason or another, cannot do so. 
For example, they may lack even the money 
necessary to move to the new locality. And 
they may lack the know-how, the strength, 
etc., to clear the land and construct build
ings. Suppose a land-development company 
were to say to the Government that if the 
Government would convey part of the land 
to it, it would develop that land, build 
homes and then sell or rent the properties 
and the land to the people. Suppose also 
that the only way that the Government 
could convey land to such a company would 
be by denying the applications of people 
who were ready, able, and willing to take 
title directly and develop the land them
selves. Obviously, in such a case it would 
be very wrong for the Government to deny 
indi-:idual applications in order to take care 
of the request of the land-development 
company. 

Now to the extent that there may be land 
left after the individual applications have 
been taken care of it would be proper for 
the Government to deal with the land-devel
opment company. And that is precisely the 
situation with the power generated at a 
public installation: After the peoples' in
strumentalities have been taken care of the 
remaining power is sold to commercial power 
companies. 

In other words, if your primary benefit is 
declared to be for the domestic and rural 
consumers, then the domestic and rural con
sumer who is in a. position to take the power 
directly, through his own instrumentality, 
must be given the first call on the power. His 
is the clear-cut case where the only benefit 
is for hiinself. When, however, a. commer
cial power company becomes involved, the 
first and direct benefit is to the power com
pany itself or, if you will, to the investors in 
the power company. Or, if you choose, it is 
a. joint benefit for both the power company 
and its consumers. But it definitely is not 
solely--or even primarily-for the benefit of 
the domestic and rural consumer. 

The fact that a commercial power company 
will in turn sell and deliver the power to 
domestic and rural consumers is quite beside 
the point. If that is the approach to be 
taken, namely, that eventually domestic and 
rural consumers will get some benefit because 
the power companies will resell the power to 
them, and, if the power companies' cost of 
power is low, they can charge low retail 
rates-if that line of reasoning is to be fol
lowed, then why not argue that the same 
thing would be true if the power were turned 
over to industry? After all, the cost of power 
is an element in the cost of manufacture of 
any product and, if the cost of power is re
duced, the price of the article can be reduced 
and, therefore, the individual citizen will 
benefit. It must be remembered that we are 
at all times considering the benefit to the 
rural and domestic consumer as such a con
sumer-we are thinking of the citizen in a 
particular situation and capacity. And as 
long as we do that we must follow through 
logically from that beginning. Therefore, to 
the extent that there are citizens who can 
derive the direct and sole benefit of this Gov
ernment power they must be taken care of 
before any other group who will use the 
power for their own benefit, even though in 
so doing they may also benefit the domestic 
and rural consumer. 

What I am trying to do at this point is to 
limit consideration of the problem to that of 
the principle involved. I do not say that 
other considerations are unimportant or ir
relevant. Far from that, I am only too ready 
to admit that matters of principle can be car
ried too far and that at aU times the overall 
problems and result must be considered. I 
intend to discuss the other probleins, but it 
must be kept in mind that the other prob
lems really concern the question of whether 
or not there is any compelling reason to limit 

a fundamental principle of our form of· gov
ernment. In other words, I feel that as a 
matter of principle the Federal preference 
provisions .are correct. The question of 
whether or not they are also desirable is to be 
discussed separately. 
THE PRACTICAL IMPORTANCE OF THE PREFERENCE 

PROVISIONS 

One of the questions involved in the mat
ter of the desirability of the Federal pref· 
erence provisions,. as distinguished from 
their correctness as a matter of principle, 
is whether those provisions are fair to the 
consumers served by commercial power com
panies. First, we must be reminded that 
as a matter of principle there is no ques
tion involved here of discrimination against 
power companies' consumers. As already 
pointed out, once you establish the right 
of the people to a certain priority, the fact 
that some of the people will not be in a 
position to take advantage of that right 
does not constitute discrimination against 
them. Instead, to deny the exercise of that 
right to those in a position to use it, merely 
~cause others are not in a position to use 
it, wouid be a very real discrimination against 
the former group. Thus, as a matter of prin
ciple, no discrimination is involved in the 
application of the Federal preference pro
visions, but the failure to apply them would 
operate as a very real discrimination against 
the consumer groups who would otherwise 
be able to exercise those rights. 

Now, as a practical matter, experience has 
shown that in the operation of public power 
projects under the preference marketing pro
visions the consumers of the . commercial 
power companies have benefited very sub· 
stantially. The bulk of the power still goes 
to the commercial power companies because 
the so-called preference customers have been 
able to take only the smaller part of the 
power. In addition, practically all of the 
cheap power goes to the commercial power 
companies. In explanation of this: in al
most all hydrogenerating projects there are 
at least two kinds of power: namely, firm and 
secondary. The· firm power is the power that 
will always be available despite fluctuations 
in the water supply. The secondary power 
is the power that is available only when 
additional water is available for generation 
and, therefore, cannot be counted upon at all 
times. The firm power is sold at a higher 
rate because its availability can be guaran
teed. As a general rule the so-called prefer
ence customers can buy only firm power. 
They have either Vftry little generation of 
their own or no generation and, therefore, 
they must rely upon the public installation 
entirely. They cannot take any chances on 
not having the power needed by their con
sumers so they must contract only for the 
firm power. 

The commercial power companies, how
ever, with their own generating facilities are 
usually in a position to use the secondary 
power. For example, the secondary power 
is often so cheap that its cost is less than 
the actual fuel costs of the steam plants. 
Therefore, a commercial power company 
could shut down its steam plant when sec
ondary power is available from the hydro
project and save money by buying the sec
ondary power at a cost less than that of the 
coal needed to fire its boilers. Thus, as a. 
practical matter, the commercial power com
panies, even under the Federal preference 
provisions, not only get substantial blocks 
of firm. power from the public installations, 
but they also get huge amounts of secondary 
power at even cheaper costs. 

The question, therefore, as a practical 
matter, is not whether the so-called prefer
ence customers should get all of the power 
from a public hydroinstallation, but mere
ly whether they should get what they need 
when the result will be that the commer
cial power companies will still get the lion's 
share. 



1953 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD =-HOUSE 8393 
Now, if we were to allocate the hydro

power on a pro rata basis to all the distrib
uting agencies what would happen would be 
that the so-called preference customers 
would get only a fraction of their needs from 
the public project. One result of this would 
be that we would lose the benefit of using 
the sales by the preference customers as a 
yardstick by which to help measure the rates 
charged by the commercial companies. Aft
er all, if a cooperative or a municipality 
could get only a small part of its needs from 
the public project and had to buy the bal
ance of its needs from the commercial power 
companies we would have no real yardstick 
on retail sales, because the final cost to the 
municipal or cooperative consumer would 
result from a combination of wholesale costs 
and not be a true refiection of what power 
can be sold for when it is obtained solely 
from a public hydroinstallation. And this 
yardstick has had more effect than any other 
factor in reducing the rates charged by com
mercial power companies. It is a matter of 
fact that the rates charged by commercial 
power companies in areas receiving power 
from a public hydroinstallation have been 
reduced substantially and are much lower 
than the rates charged by commercial power 
companies elsewhere. Also, despite the re
duction in rates by companies operating in 
the hydroproject areas they have all pros
pered. Therefore, the yardstick furnished 
by these preference sales has directly bene
fited the domestic and rural consumers of 
the commercial power companies. Destroy 
that yardstick and you lose · all of its bene-. 
fits, and the consumer of the commercial 
power company would lose his most potent 
aid to lower rates. 

What would the elimination of the pref
erence provision mean to the municipalities 
and the cooperatives? It is very doubtful 
whether they would then derive any benefit 
from the public installations. True, they 
would get some insignificant amount of 
power at a low rate, but they would have to 
buy the rest of their power from the com
mercial power company. And the commer
cial power companies are entitled to a fair 
rate of return for the investments they have 
made. The commercial power companies 
could then be expected to incre~e their 
rates to the municipalities and the coopera
tives because they could maintain that they 
need a certain amount of income to enable 
them to meet their obligations and pay their 
dividends. And if they must spread the cost 
of their obligations over a smaller number 
of KWH's they will have to be paid a higher 
amount per KWH. In other words, the bene
fit that the cooperative or the municipality 
might realize from the small amount of pub
lic hydro power it receives could be wiped 
out by the higher rate it would have to pay 
the commercial power company for the test 
of the power it needs. Similarly, the mu
nicipalities that have some generation of 
their own could find the average KWH cost 
of their own generation so increased by try
ing to combine it with only a small amount 
of hydro power that they would be better 
off without the hydro power. In other words, 
removing the preference may very well have 
the result of denying the consumer of a 
cooperative or municipality any of the actual 
benefits of the Government hydro installa
tion. 
OBJECTIONS TO PREFERENCE PROVISIONS ARE 

WITHOUT REAL FOUNDATION 

One of the fears expressed by opponents 
of the preference provisions is that the com
munities served by preference customers 
would steal industry from the areas served 
by commercial power companies. This is 
not so, for a number of reasons. 

In the first place, the preference customer 
:would not be entitled to preference treat
ment for the power it wants for any and all 
industrial uses. It is entitled to preference 

. treatment only for such industrial sales as 

are needed to enable it to serve the domestic though the prinCiple may be right 1t doesn't 
and rural consumers more cheaply. The like it because of its possibile encouragement 
preference provisions in the Federal statutes toward municipal ownership. By so doing 
specifically provide that sale for industrial the authority adopts a policy in violation of 
use shall be secondary and shall be made a sound principle for the purpose of dis
only for the purpose of reducing the cost couraging the people from exercising a right 
to the domestic and rural consumers. That which their legislature has given them. This 
same rule applies to the distributing agency, is an untenable position. 
and if the distributing agency tries to make And, practically, it is wrong to think that 
sale for industry an important object in the adoption of the Federal marketing prin
itself, it is not entitled to preference treat- , ciples would lead to more municipal owner
ment for the power it wants for those indus- ship. In the northwest, for example, the 
trial sales. coming into being of Bonneville did not 

Also, as a practical matter, the managers cause any change to municipal ownership. 
of the hydro installation can control the After all, it is not a simple matter of private 
matter. The preference provisions are not versus public ownership. The question goes 
enough in themselves to bring the power to much further than that. A commercial 
the preference customer. The power must be power company, by operating over a large 
transmitted to the preference customer. It area and being able to ta~e advantage of a 
is the hydro management that makes the great diversity of loads and also of types of 
provisions for such transmission and it can generation, can frequently produce lower cost 
through its control of transmission prevent power at the retail end even though its 
abuse of the preference rights. wholesale power costs are higher. Municipal 

Thirdly, the hydro people must operate ownership does not, per se, mean lower rates. 
the project on an emcient basis. They must In the final analysis I believe we will al
make arrangements to sell all of the power ways find that where the commercial power 
that will be available. While they should company is doing a good job there will be no 
ailow some leeway for normally growing loads move toward municipal ownership. But if it 
of the preference customers they cannot is doing a bad job then the people may re
be in the position of reserving unlimited sort to municipal ownership, but the reason 
amounts of power for the phenominal type will be the bad job that the commercial 
of growth in the preference customers' loads power company has been doing and not the 
which would result from industry stealing. cheap power that is available from the hydro 
In other words, this whole objection is basic- installation. 
ally fictitious and the fears expressed are not These are some of the major points that 
justified either by the principles involved or occur to me at this time. If you should 
by the actual control which the marketing desire additional treatment of any of the 
agency exercises. points discussed, please let me know. 

The discussion above also disposes of the Sincerely, 
tear that a large block of power might be con- LAWRENCE POTAMKIN. 

sumed by a preference customer to operate Thus, briefly, I have sought to give you 
a municipal enterprise, such as the subway the facts of how the Niagara Falls is the 
system in New York. The point is that 
merely because a municipality or a coopera- property of the people of New York State 
tive wants power does not automatically and of our Nation; of how this bill is a 
;means that it is entitled to preference treat- vicious and selfish grab of the people's 
ment for that power. The way in which the property by the private utility monopoly 
power is to be used must be considered and for their own benefit. This has been an 
it must be such a way as will benefit the do-. · f f d t 1 to th 
mestic and rural consumer as a consumer of Issue 0 un amen a concern e peo-
electricity. There are three categories of such ple of my State and our Nation for many 
benefit: (a) actual use by the domestic or decades. If you vote for this give away 
rural consumer himself in the home or on today, you will hear from an aroused 
the farm; (b) a use by his distributing in- populace tomorrow. 
strumentality which is basically the same Mr. AUCHINCLOSS. Mr. Chairman, 
type of use that the domestic or rural con- I ask unanimous consent to extend my 
sumer could make for himself if the distri- remarks at this point in the RECORD. 
buting agency would not do it. Although 
the point is arguable, I consider street light- The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
ing to be in this category because when a to the request of the gentleman from 
municipality lights the streets it is doing New Jersey? 
something which the individual citizens There was no objection. 
could do themselves, as domestic and rural Mr. AUCHINCLOSS. Mr. Chairman, 
consumers of electricity, by having outside this legislation is of great interest and 
lights at their residences; (c) such indus-
trial use as is needed to make the rates to importance to the country and deserves 
the domestic and rural consumers as reason- the serious consideration of every Mem
able as possible. ber of Congress. Its importance is not 

Another type of fear expressed is that the .only due to the fact that it provides for 
preference provisions might induce all the the development of additional much
municipalities near the hydro installation to needed electrical energy but it deviates 
"go public." There is no factual basis for somewhat from the policy of the Federal 
such a fear, but before discussing that it Government in permitting the develop
should be pointed out that as a matter of 
principle such a position is untenable. ment of this energy through private 

If the laws of the State permit it and enterprise. Such a policy is entirely 
the people of a municipality desire it, they foreign to that which the country has 
have every right to go municipal if they been working under during the past 20 
want to. It is not the function of the Power years. 
Authority or any other operating group to The United States under a treaty with 
operate a public hydro installation so as to 
attempt to influence the people on this point. Canada dated February 27, 1950, which 
It would be just as wrong for the authority was ratified by the Senate on August 9, 
to adopt operating principles because they 1950, agreed that a certain portion of 
might encourage a municipality to go pub- the water in the Niagara River above 
lie as it is to argue against an operating the Falls might be used in equal quanti
principle on the ground it wants to dis- ties by the two countries for the develpp
courage such action. The decision on mar- ment of electrical energy, with the pro
keting principles should be made without 
regard to whether it would encourage or dis- vision that if either the United Stat~s 
courage municipal ownership. What the or Canada does not use its share of this 
authority in effect 1a sayi~g_ls __ ~~- even 1 water, th~ other nation may use it until 
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such time as the nonuser is prepared to · I want to say here that I recognize 
do so. Immediately after this treaty was there are some projects which the Fed
ratified Canada started work to bring eral Government alone can handle be
about the utilization of its share of the cause they are too vast for private enter
water and today the construction of its prise and because they are in the inter
facilities is well advanced. Therefore-, ests of the country as a whole. I refer 
it is necessary and expedient that the .particularly to flood-control measures 
United States delay no longer in pre- and navigation measures, but in the 
paring to utilize its share of the water establishment of flood-control niea·sures 
for the creation of hydroelectric power .... where there is an opportunity to develop 

Various bills were introduced for this 
purpose and were considered by the 
Committee on Public Works; represent
ing three different ideas concerning the 
development of hydroelectric power, and 
may be summed up as follows: (a) The 
cost to be borne by the Federal Govern
ment and the power to be distributed by 
it; (b) the cost to be borne by the State 
of New York and distributed by it, us
ing present facilities wherever possible; 
and (c) the cost to be borne by 5 elec
trical power companies operating in New 
York State and at present supplying 90 
to 95 percent of electrical power to con
sumers in that State. It is important to 
note that this project is not a multiple 
purpose proposition involving the con
struction of dams; it is solely for the de
velopment of electrical energy to be dis
tributed within a 30-mile radius. 

I am a believer iri encouraging private 
enterprise wherever possible and this 
project presents an outstanding oppor
tunity to do just that. Our country be
came great because its citizens were 
permitted to promote its potentialities 

· without the interference of Government, 
and if private enterprise today were to 
receive more encouragement our coun
try would continue to grow and become 
an even greater and more powerful in
strument for good in the world. Private 
citizens, willing to take a chance, built 
our railroads and our telephone systems. 
They also developed the distributive sys
tems of our electrical power and as these 
great undertakings grew and expanded, 
laws were enacted to curb the avarice of 
man for the protection of the ·public. 
This is as it should be; it is the free 
American way. 

In recent years a new philosophy has 
crept into our economy which claimed 
that the Federal Government could do 
these things better and cheaper but the 
people failed to realize that what .ap
peared to be cheaper was only made pos
sible by increased general taxation. The 
idea has been advanced that the Federal 
Government should develop all natural 
resources and by the collecting of tax
p_ayers' money from all parts of the 
country, these resources might be de
veloped for the benefit of a comparative
ly small segment of the Nation. This is 
done in competition with private busi
ness and because the Federal Govern
ment with its powerful bureaucracies 
and freedom from taxes is able to sell 
its product more cheaply, private enter
prise withers on the vine and dies. By 
this shriveling up of private enterprise 
the Government loses various taxes and 
is forced to find additional revenue !rom 
other sources in all parts of the country. 
This is not the true concept of the 
American way of doing things. It has a 
socialistic tinge about it which is entire
ly contrary to the fundamental princi· 
pies on which our Republic was founded. 

electrical power, ·· private enterprise, 
properly controlled, should be the dis
tribution medium and not the Federal 
Government. The Federal Gover.nment 
should not be permitted to compete with 
private enterprise. 
' In the instance before us today we 
find that private industry in the form 
of five electric companies which have 
been operating for something· like 80 
years in New York State are prepared 
to pay all the costs invoived in doing 
the necessary construction . work and to 
distribute this power over facilities they 
now have or are prepared to build. I 
emphasize that there is no expense 
whatever to the Federal Government 
which means the American taxpayer. 
These companies now furnish something 
close to 95 percent of the· entire electric 
energy in the State of New York and 
why in the name of common sense is it 
necessary to bring in a new agency to . 
construct new facilities at a tremendous 
expense to the American taxpayers all 
over the country when these facilities 
already exist and c~n ·be had without any 
cost to the taxpayer. The operations 
and rates charged by these companies 
are regulated by the appropriate State 

. commissions, and it is assumed that in 
the event this electrical energy is sold 
in other States, the rates would be con
trolled by the Federal Power Commis
sion. 
· This in essence is what this legislation, 
H. R. 4351, provides, and I think it is 
most refreshing to have such a clear-cut 
example of the willingness of American 
businessmen to do a job for the benefit 
of the people without any expense to the 
taxpayer. I sincerely hope this legisla
tion will pass. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. MILLER], who is really 
the author of this bill and who lives 
where the project is to be built. 

Mr. MILLER of New York. Mr. Chair
man, in my humble judgment, the issue 
to be decided here today is one of the 
most important that will face this ses
sion of the Congress. There have been 
some peculiar statements made here, 
and unfortunately they find their way 
into politics. This should not be a po
litical issue. Where I come from, the 
county of Niagara, the city of Niagara 
Falls, the boards of supervisors, the 
members of the common council have 
unanimously, Democrats and Republi
cans alike, voted in favor of the private 
enterprise bill. The gentleman from 
New York · [Mr. :RoosEVELT] made a 
statement to the effect that what we 
should do is to send this back to the 
Federal Power Commission by striking 
out the treaty reservation. Why are we 
here today on this bill? I will tell you 
why~becalfSe the reservation was put 
into the Senate ratification by his good 

colleague and cosponsor of the Federal 
bill, the senior Senator from New York 
[Senator LEHMAN]. Why? Because 
without that reservation, the Federal 
Government had no standing under the 
law before the Federal Power· Commis
sion to get a license. It was with the 
hope and intent of making this a Federal 
development that these people-these 
very people today are saying strike out 
the treaty ratification and are coming 
before you today with these arguments. 
So as a consequence when now they have 
little hope for the Federal development. 
they. will take any kind o.f development 
that destroys the system in my area of 
free and private enterprise. The people 
of New York, the people where I live, 
and where this project is to be built, are 
nverwhelmingly in favor of private en
terprise. The New York State American 
Federation of Labor endorses this pri
vate-enterprise bill. Over 44 other labor 
·unions in the State of New York and 
elsewhere have endorsed this private
enterprise bill. I have 268 resolutions 
·passed by different organizations in the 
state of New York in favor of this devel
opment by private enterprise. I do not 
own a single share of stock in any power 
company. I did not have any money 
when I came here, and heaven knows I 
do not have any money now, but I will 
tell you this, my area has been served 
well by the private enterprise utilities 
which operate· in that area. Regardless 
of the figures quoted by the gentleman 
from New York, the figures from the 
Federal Power Commission in its 1952 
report show that for an average 250-
kilowatt-hour monthly bill submitted to 
a family in the city of Buffalo a'nd Niag
ara Falls, the average per kilowatt hour 
was 2 and 1/ 10 cents. And in Knoxville, 
Tenn., it is 2 cents. So it is one-tenth of 
a cent more per kilowatt in my area for 
·average residential bills; although these 
companies pay $170 million a year in 
taxes. The gentleman from New York 
mentioned the difference or the vari
ance in the figures sabmitted by the Fed
eral Power Commission and the price per 
kilowatt hour developed by the Govern
ment and that developed by private en
terprise. That report will show that the 
only single variance, the only variance 
at all in the costs by private enterprise 
and by the Federal Government is a dif
ference in taxes. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 
. Mr. MILLER of New York. I yield to 
the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. JENSEN. Irrespective of the fact 
that privg,te utilities in America pay on 
an average of 3 % mills per kilowatt
hour of power which they produce and 
·market in local, State, and Feder31 taxes, 
which is twice as much as the Federal 
Government, in many instances, ·charges 
for its subsidized power. 

Mr. MILLER of New York. I thank 
the gentleman. 

In 1952 the commercial and indus
trial rates in western New York were 
7.4 mills compared with TVA of 9.8 mills. 
In other words, the industrial rates in 
western New York are lower than TVA's 
industrial rates. 
· It is true that the average rate in 

New York will be higher than in most 
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States, but that would be so whether the 
Federal Government or the State of New 
York or private enterprise did the job 
because of the very peculiar and diffi· 
cult problem in the city of New York, 
where all installation lines, transmission 
lines; must be underground, under thick, 
hard concrete and granite. The cost of 
servicing and the cost of transmission, 
particularly to apartment houses, where 
there are small users, is proportionately 
great to the number of kilowatt hours, 
and that factor would be the same no 
matter who developed it. 

On the question of bureaucracy, of 
noncompetition or monopoly, or private 
enterprise, let us just look at the picture. 
If the State of New York developed this 
power under a Power Authority of the 
State of New York, that Authority is not 
even subject to the Public Service Com· 
mission in the regulation of rates in the 
State of New York. There is no limi
tation to the power of the New York 
State Power Authority to do anything 
they want, charge anything they want, 
hire any number of people they want. 
The only limitation upon their right to 
act is the whim of the bureaucrats in 
charge of the program. I claim that it 
should not be placed in the hands of 
the Government, no matter what party 
is in power, or in what State. 

If private enterprise is allowed to de
velop this project, what is the real and 

· the true picture? That is the only way 
you can have proper and adequate regu-

· latfon and safeguards for the consumers 
and for all of the American people. If 
private enterprise develops this, in the 
first place, · they have got to develop it 
exactly as the Corps of Army Engineers, 
acting under the Federal Power Commis• 
sion, tells them to do it~ · 

Second. They have to pay to the $tate 
of New York $5 million a year just for 
permission to take the waters out of the 

· river and put them back a little ways 
further down undiminished, as the 
rental use of the water. 

Third. They have to keep their books 
in accordance with the accounting 
methods set up by the Federal Power 
Commission. . 

Fourth. The Public Service Commis· 
sian of the State of New York regulates 
the rates and gives them only a fair re
turn on the investment, which does not 
include the water or any part of it but 
simply tlie investment capital which they 
put into it. . 

In addition to that, they will pay in 
Federal, State, and local. taxes over $200 
million a year. 

The city of Niagara Falls,_ which city 
I represent, now receives one-third of all 
of its revenues, for all municipal func
tions, from the private utility operating 
in the city of Niagara Falls. I canna~ tell 
you what a tragedy it would be if this 
project were not allowed to be developed 
in the true American way of regulated 
private enterprise, with all of the safe
guards of the Federal Power Commission 

. and the Public Service Commission of 
the State of New York which, from the 
beginning of our country, have been 

. thought to be adequate and proper for 
the full protection of the American peo
ple in the use and development of their 
resources. 

Mr: FALLON. Mr. Chairman, :,l yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Okla· 
homa [Mr. STEED]. 
Mr~ STEED. Mr. Chairman--
Mr. JONES. of Alabama. Mr. Chair

man, will the. gentleman yield? 
Mr. STEED. I yield. 
Mr. JONES of Alabama. I would like 

to suggest that the figures just given to 
us by the gentleman from the state of 
New York comparing rates in the New 
York area with TVA rates ·a:te not the 
same as those given by the Federal Pow
er Commission. 

I would like to point out the difference. 
In the TV A area in a town of 5,000 the 
rate per hundred kilowatts is $2.50; for 
250 kilowatts, $5; and for 500 kilowatt· 
hours, $6.90. In Utica, N. Y., the rate for 
100 kiiowatts is $3.49; for 250 it is $6.69; 
and for 500 kilowatts it is $10.44. So it 
does not seem as though the rates in the 
State of New York are comparable with 
the TV A rate . . I suggest that the gentle
man examine those figures in the light 
of the Federal Power Commission report 
. of January 1952. . 

Mr. STEED. Mr. Chairman, as I come 
here this afternoon, I am very much of 
the mind that seemed to exist the other 
day in our committee when this bill was 
taken up when some of those who showed 
a desire to discuss the bill in more detail 
and fairness than others were making a 
point of it and the remarks was made: 
"What is the use of discussing the bill? 
Everyone knows how he is going to vote; 
let us get on with the vote." I suspect 
that the opinion of most of the Members 

-Of the House is likewise pretty well made 
. up already on this bill, so I am not here 
. with any expectation of swaying anyone 
from one position to the other; but I 
am here because I think there are some 
remarks that ought to be made regarding 
this matter for the record. It ought to 
be obvious to all the Members of the 
House by now that this is a tremendously 
important matter and one that will be 
before the people of this country for a 
long time to come regardless of what 
we do here today. 

Something has been said today about 
time being of the essence for action on 
this bill. I must disagree with the rea· 
sons given by some as to why there is 
such a big hurry about this matter. For 
what it may be worth, for those who are 
interested, I would like to suggest that 
for some days the Eisenhower adminis
tration through its Bureau of the -Budg
et has addressed a letter to the United 
States Senate asking the Senate to 
rescind the reservation it placed in this 
resolution approving the treaty with 
Canada so that this matter automatically 
would go to the Federal Power Commis· 
sian without any further action by Con· 
gress. It seems to me that when we 
pass this bill today it might create a 
situation under which the Senate would 
be more reluctant to abide by the request 
now pending before that body from the 
administration; and that might be an
other reason why all the hurry on this 
bill . 

Much has been said here today about 
private enterprise. I am not one who 
thinks the roof is going to fall in if pri
vate enterprise gets some consideration 
in .this country; as a matter of fact, I am 

not going to be too _greatly concerned if 
the Congress or the Federal Power Co~n
mission or the powers that be decide to 
let private enterprise develop this proj .. 
ect at Niagara, but I would feel a lot 
better about it in terms of the rights of 
the people if whoever gets this license 
and develops this project does it under 
existing laws laid down by this Congress 
and under which other hydropower 
projects now operate in this country. 

It is all right to talk about private en. 
terprise, but when you talk private 
enterprise as a label to cover what actu
ally by its terms becomes private mo
nopoly, you have another matter alto
gether. There is no question in my mind 
but what this bill as drawn does consti
-tute private monopoly and not private 
enterprise. 

Let us assume that the arguments 
made here today on behalf of private en
terprise are true, let us assume that it 
is all to the good to place this matter 
in the hands of private enterprise, let us 
assume that the arguments made in fa • 

·vor of private enterprise so far as these 
five companies are concerned as against 
the other proposals in reference to this 
matter are all to the good, if all those 
things are true, why, then, are those who 
are so energetically pushing the cause of 
these five companies afraid to permit the 
matter to be decided on its merits by 
the Federal Power Commission? What 
would they have to lose if their case is 
the best, as has been argued here so well 
today? 

In order to carry through on tnis idea 
and in order to give the House an op,. 

.portunity to show whether it really wants 
private enterprise or not in the real sense 

·of the word, I intend to offer an amend
ment when the bill is read for amend
ment to strike out section 6 of the bill 
which, in my opinion, is the worst thing 
in the bill. Section 6 provides that if 

· there is anything in the Federal Power 
Act which conflicts with this bill that 
this bill is supreme. In other words, 
what that means is that if we pass this 
bill with section 6 in it we have cre
ated a special Federal Power Act apply
ing only to Niagara in behalf of these 
five companies and have removed them 
from any conflicting regulations of the 
Federal Power Act which was created for 
the protection and benefit of the people 
of this country. 

If seems to me if those proponents of 
private enterprise are acting in good 
faith they will accept such an amend
ment and permit the developers of Nia
gara to go along under the same rules 
and regulations that Dther developers of 
hydroelectric power must comply with 
and have been required to comply with 
all along, ever since we have had a Fed
eral Power Act. In my opinion, if that 
section is knocked out, those who oppose 
this bill and those who are alarmed about 
private enterprise will have a lot less rea
son to be very much alarmed about this 
issue. 

You may have your mind made up that 
this really is private enterprise, but here 
is a thought I would like to leave with 
you: If this bill contains what I think it 
does and what many others think it does, 
the time will come when the American 
people are goi!'1.g to know what it really 



8396 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -HOUSE July 9 

is and the time will come when those re;. 
sponsible for putting such a thing on the 
statute books can be held to account for 
it. We find a peculiar situation here. 
We · find a Republican administration 
addressing itself officially to the Congress 
asking for something entirely different 
from what is proposed here and we find 
the proponents of this bill overwhelm
ingly drawn from the Republican side of 
the House pushing as hard and as ener
getically as they can to ignore the writ
ten expressed wishes of the administra
tion. 

The significance of that situation will 
not be lost by the American people and 
as this thing goes on and an· these argu
·ments we make here today become fac
tual and easy for all to see, the conse-
quences of those who tried lightly to 
claim that this bill is private enterprise 
will become something that they will be 
held to account for. As an example, ref
erence has been made to the fact this 
power will be made available to other 
States, but if you tie the hands of the 
Federal Power Commission in the is
suance of this license, what protection 
are other States going to have as they 
go to these five companies to get power? 
If you read this bill carefully, you will 
see that there is nothing in it that com
pels these five companies to do anything 
:for any State except what the companies 
would like to do. So I think that taking 
out section 6 would eliminate any objec
tion to that particular language in the 
bill. 

Mr. MILLER of New York. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEED. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. MILLER of New York. Has the 
gentleman read section 4 on page 5 of 
the bill, which says: 

· Upon the complaint of any interested 
State, the Federal Power Commission shall 
have jurisdiction, after due notice to all in
terested States and to the licensee and op
portunity for hearing, to require the licensee 
to enter into reasonable and practical ar
rangements whereby project power will be 
apportioned equitably among States within 
economic transmission distance. 

Mr. STEED. Yes; I read that. 
Mr. MILLER of New York. That par

ticular provision is part of the Power Act. 
That is the only way in which it has ever 
been carried out in the case of an inter-
ested State. _ 

Mr. STEED. I read that section, but 
when you consider it in the light of sec

. tion 6, in my opinion, it has very little 
meaning and no protection for any other 
State. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman I 
· yield myself 2 minutes. · '_ 

Mr. Chairman, the administration has 
been brought into this discussion. The 
name of the President has been men
tioned. If the President of. the United 
States has injected himself into this con
troversy, the chairman of this committee 
has never heard about it. He has never 
talked with me, never conferred with me 
written me, or anything else. ' 

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

Mr. DONDERO. I yield to the gen
tleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. STEED. Am I mistaken in as
suming that when· the Bureau of the 

Budget makes a written recommendation 
to the Congress that that is not the posi
tion of the President? 

Mr. DONDERO. I anticipate the 
question of the gentleman. On the 14th 
day of May the Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget wrote a letter. I received 
that letter on the 29th of May in which 
the Bureau of the Budget, signed by the 
Director, left it to the judgment of this 
Congress what should be done in this 
matter. Later, on the 24th of June, on 
the·very day that the committee was in 
executive session to take a vote on this 
project, a letter was handed to me signed 
by an Assistant Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget in which he suggested that 
because the matter was complex-un
doubtedly he meant that Congress was 
not competent to take care of it-we 
should turn this project over to the 
Federal Power Commission, and that is 
all I heard about it as far as the ad
ministration is concerned. 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DONDERO. I yield to the gen
tleman from Alabama. . 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. The gentle
man is not attempting to say that this is 
not the position of the administration 
with respect to this legislation, is he? 

Mr, DONDERO. I am attempting to 
say as far as the administration is con
cerned, it put itself on record through 
the Bureau of the Budget in the letter 
signed by the Director, which left the 
matter entirely to Congress. 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. The subse
quent letter was dated June 24. The 

. gentleman is as good a lawyer as I am, 
and he knows that the last will governs. 
So. this is the last will of the adminis
tration. 

Mr. DONDERO. I do not know who 
prompted him to send the letter. 

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

Mr. DONDERO. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. RAYBURN. I would like to say 
that if the Bureau of the Budget does 
not speak for the administration in this 
administration, it is the first adminis
tration I have ever heard of when it 
did not. 

Mr. DONDERO. I am trying to im
press on the House that the letter of 
May 14 signed by the Director of the 
Budget did speak for the administration. 

Mr. RAYBURN. The gentleman is 
certainly begging the question on that. 
Does the gentleman think that an As
sistant Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget would send up a recommenda
tion without the endorsement of the Di
rector of the Bureau of the Budget? 

Mr. DONDERO. The gentleman 
thinks if this is the position to be taken, 
that the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget would sign it, and not an assist
ant. 

Mr. RAYBURN. I have known for a 
long time that there was a good deal of 
confusion around here, but not that 
much. 

· Mr. DONDERO. I have been a wit
ness to confusion here for over 20 years. 

Mr. MILLER of . New York. Mr. 
Chairman. will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DONDERO. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. MILLER of New York. Does the 
chairman realize that on yesterday Mr. 
Nat Finney of the Buffalo Evening News. 
as reported in the New York Times, 
questioned the President on this very 
bill when he said: 

Mr. President, action on the Dondero-Mil
ler bill, which will control whether there be 
private or New York State development of 
Niagara Falls, has been held up pending Gov
ernor Dewey's visit. Governor Dewey op
poses the M,iller bil.J. Do you have any posi
tion on that which you could describe at 
this time'? · 

The President answered: 
Well, here w~s a point. In 1950, when the 

treaty-he · believed ·it was 1950 when the 
treaty was made with Canada-Co{lgress 
made a .definite reservation that in this one 
case it reserved itself the right and the au
thority to say exactly how that power should 
be developed. 

Then it w~nt on to say that when the 
bilLcame to him, if it passed the Senate 
and the House, he would examine it very 
thoroughly and take what action .he saw 
fit on the bill, and that he had no doubt 
but that the Congress had the right to 
make this determination by itself. 

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

Mr. SCUDDER. Mr. Chairman, the 
people of the United States of America 
·are not much different from peoples · of 
_other countries. The difference is be
tween the form of government under 
which they live. If you· should rob the 
American people of their guaranty .of 
-i.ndependence· and their constitutional 
protection, we would soon bankrupt our 
civilization. 

To me America is the vehicle of self
respect, it is opportunity, it holds out in
centive, and it awards those who by their 
ability and ingenuity rise to do a better 
job than is expected of them. It en
courages groups of people to band them
selve~ together to do collectively that 
which they could not do as individuals 
in the improvement of their country. 
For this incentive, there must be a re
ward. 

This is the basis for the forming of 
corporations and affords the opportuni-

. ty for investment by our people. This is 
sometimes called the free enterprise sys
tem. They ask to be treated no different
ly than any individual and ·they pay 
their taxes to the local, State, and Fed
eral Governments in support of our in
stitutions. 

Your Committee on Public Works has 
reported to you H. R. 4351 an American 
enterprise · bill, and believes that all the 
people of our country will benefit by the 
construction of the improvements and 
the development of hydroelectric power 
on the Niagara River. 

If there is one policy that is in thor
ough agreement it is that all the people 
in a watershed have claim to its water. 
The waters of the Niagara and St. Law
rence originate in several States and 
Provinces, is actually an international 
boundary and just happens to :fiow by 
the State of New York. Therefore, I can 
see no reason why the State of New York 
or its political subdivisions have any 
priority for the development of the proj
ect. Nor should the Federal Govern-
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ment embark on the project in compe
tition with its constituent investors. 

This project is estimated tO cost 
$337 million. If done by free enterprise 
in accordance with this legislation it will 
not cost the taxpayers one cent but, oii 
the contra·ry, will' broaden the tax base 
and m~ke annual-tax payments of ap
proximately $23 million. · In my opinion 
this is just good, sound, business sense. 

The Niagara River is one of- the most 
natural and ideal sites for the develop
ment of hydropower. The Army engi
neers figure the benefit-to-cost ratio to 
be 4 to 1 on this project. No big im
pounding dams are involved, it means 
simply diverting an agreed volume . of 
water . . The low-cost power developed 
by this project will be integrated with 
the power .of the companies now supply
ing this northeastern area of the United 
States. 

The Utilities Commission of the State 
of New York has full control of power 
rates, and such rates are based on rea
sonable return · on inv,ested capitaL 
Therefore, the low-cost power developed 
by this project will be reflected in rates 
charged consumers of all the companies 
who participate in this development. 

The Niagara development would serve 
no other purpose than the production 
of power. It does not involve flood con
trol, reclamation, irrigation, sanitation, 
or the improvement of navigation. 

It was brought out conclusively in tes
timony at · hearings on this subject ex
tending over a period of 2 days .that the 
industr~es, . businessmen, and labor or-

, ganizations . in the Niagara . area were 
wholeheartedly in favor of private de
velopment. Their reasons are simple 
and fundamentally sound in' that under 
private de.velopment the project would 
be completed more quickly; it would 
yield tax revenue; it would prevent ex
penditure of public funds; and that pri
vate dev.elopment is in accord with sound 
government. 

It is ·gratifying to note what the pres
ent Secretary of the interior said in a 
speech on April ,13, and I quote: 

At no time should we, the Government, 
put roadblocks in the way of private enter
prise ln attempting to serve customers by 
g_enerating and distributing hydroelectric 
power . . • • • The Federal · Government just 
simply do~s not have the money, as we tax
payers know, to do all of the job of develop- · 
ment of hydro power. · . · 

The purpose of H. R. 4351 is to allow · 
for private development of Niagara pow
er by companies already operating · in· 
tht;l area, who ar~ able to do the job 
without cost to the Government, and 
who would do the job iri a manner con:. 
formfng to the desires of consumers in 
that and adjacent areas. · 

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
12 minutes to the gentleman from New 
Me~dco [Mr. DEMPSEY]. . 
~~. DEMPSEY. Mr. Chairman,. as a 

member of the Com:ritittee on Public
Works, I listened to much of the t'esti~ 
mony on this very ·controversial ques- · 
tton . . To my mind, ·it is a question of 
whether the things we say during cam .. · 
paigns and at other times should be . 
li.ved up to or not. It .is a question of 
private enterprise against Government 
op.eration. That is what is involveci'here. 
The company that is operating the 

hydroelectric plant at Niagara ·Falls is 
one of the oldest power companies in 
America. The other four companies 
further downstate have also been in the 
business a long, long time. You heard 
about five-headed octopuses and various 
other things here in connection with 
these companies, In all of the hearings, 
there was not one criticism of the· com
panies' rates or the service performed by 
these five companies--not one. We had 
resolutions from chambers of commerce 
and communications from many com_. 
panies, as well as from individuals, rec
ommending that private industry be per
mitted to build this plant at Niagara 
Falls, and that it should not be turned 
over to the Federal Government because 
the Government should not be in too 
many different classes of business. I 
agree wholeheartedly with that position. 
I believe in public power where private 
money is not available. I have worked 
for and have voted for rural electrifica
tion before many of you young men came 
to this Congress. I worked and · helped 
in behalf of the Tennessee Valley. Au
thority, and also for the Columbia Basin 
Authority in the great Northwest. This 
is not in any way similar to that type of 
project. Rural electrification users in 
northern New York receive power from 
these companies. They are not com
plaining. They are asking that it be 
continued. The labor unions who work 
for the companies and for other indus
tries ask that the·'private companies be 
permitted to operate this plant. -

You have heard a great deal around 
here about a monopoly. There is only 
one .plant. You cannot give it to the 
State of New York, to the Federal Gov
ernment, and· to private industry at the 
same time. If you want to give it to the 
group that is most competent to oper
ate it, you would give it to.the group that 
have been successful companies for more 
than a half century. 

There has been a great deal said about 
cheap power. Naturally, if a govern
ment operates a power station and pays 
no taxes, the rates should be lower than 
where taxes are paid. In this instance, 
it is definitely shown that these compa
nies last year pa1d taxes of about $170 
million. That is not small money, and 
I understand from those people with 
whom I have talked and who represent 
the administration .. that the Federal 
Treasury is sadlyjn need of funds . . We 
are not go_ing to increase the funds in 
tne Federal Treasury by having the Fed
e,ral Government put $400 million of the 
taxpayers' ~oney into a project about 
the operation. of whjch the Government 
knows nothing. The money to be spent 
should come from the Niagara Falls area 
and _by c~nnpanies . that can pay the bills. 

There has been much said about the 
fact that they would have to issue bonds 
in either case. That is true. But in the 
case of a company putting out bonds and 
interest being paid on those bonds-and 
they . cannot be sold. without bearing 1n-
terest--the Federal Government partiqi
pates to the f'Qll extent in that interest. 
The;re is no interest to be paid on bonds 
th~~ the Upited States Goveri)lil.ent will 
put out, in my opinion. .. . . 

Upstate. New York probably .has more 
electrification per family than any .other . 
part of the United States. The rural 

areas, the farmers, are 96 percent cared 
for by rural electrification generated by 
the Niag~ra and. Mohawk companies.' 
Those companies have done a great job. 
Do we want to stifle private power in the 
United States, or -do we want it to go 
hand in hand with public power? There 
was great need for- rural electrificationr 
and we obtained it. Many co~plaints 
were made about it; that we were spend
ing too much money, but I never felt 
that way about it.. I voted last year and 
the year before for rural electrification; 
but the time has come, in my opinion. 
when the Federal Treasury had better be 
taking in money and not paying it out. 
Some say that great sums of money will 
be made by these private companies. 
What will happen to it? After they pay 
their expenses, 52 cents of every dollar
not taking into account the excess
profits tax-52 cents out of every dollar 
goes into the Federal Treasury. If they 
are doing well enough-and apparently 
they are going to. from what some of the 
opponents have said-they would de
clare dividends to their stockholders. 
And 30 percent of the stockholders' divi
dends will go to the Federal Treasury. 
When the Federal Treasury can get a 
proposition that returns to the Govern
ment from 70 to 75 percent of the ·earn
ings made by private ·capital, I say the 
Government had better take it. It has a 
good deal. And it should not be invest_. 
ing the taxpayers~ mo,ney in projects 
about which it knows nothing. There 
has been much said here about some 
rider placed on ·the treaty with Canada, 
in the United States Senate..;_a rider, if 
you please. The Senate very wisely, 
recognizing that this was a new proposi
tion and something that should be care
fully thought out, said the Congress of 
the United States will pass on this, and 
the Congress of the United States will 
pass on it first. . 

For 20 years the Niagara and Mohawk 
companies have been trying to get an
other · plant at Niagara Falls. Because . 
of the water situation it was not deemed 
advisable. In 1950 it was found · that 
certain waters could be taken out, to be 
equally divided between Canada and the 
United States. 

Beauties of Niagara Falls must be re
tained and· protected. There was a pro
posal about canals to take the water 
down to Lewiston, but the company said, 
"'No; we will take the water down by 
tunnel, so that there will not be any 
chance of marring the scenery of Ni
agara Falls." That is what they pro
pose to do. Those companies are hooked 
up in part with the · State of- Pennsyl
vania, and practically all of the New 
England States. In any emergency in 
any of those states, standby plants to 
provide additional power that may be 
needed by those States will be provided. 

I think they have done a magnificent 
job . . I am -not one to come here and · 
snap at the heels of those who will put · 
some of their own money into a proposi
tion. I hope. they make. some money in 
return. Who are these -great companies 
that are to be feared so much by the · 
Congress of the United States? They 
are the hundreds and thousands of clean 
decent American citizens who have taken 
a calculated risk investing their money 
in American industry • . They have made 
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this Nation the Nation that it 1s, made 
possible the thing that we have been 
asking for. 

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

Mr. DEMPSEY. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. DONDERO. I think it has not 
been brought out that whoever gets the 
license to build this project, the cost of 
the compensatory works to preserve the 
scenic beauty of the falls, will be paid 
in full by the licensee and not by the 
Federa1 Government. The compensa
tory works will be built by the Army en
gineers. 
Mr~ DEMPSEY. I am happy that the 

gentleman has called ·my attention to 
that. The scenic beauty must be re
tained and protected, and whatever 
money it takes to do that job is provided 
by the operating companies; that is part 
of the arrangement. 

In addition to that the Niagara Mo
hawk Co. is now paying the State of New 
York, $2 million a year for the temporary 
use of certain waters. With the addi
tional plant they are going to pay $5 
million to the State of New York to per
mit the company-not to tatte the water 
away from Niagara Falls-but merely 
for running the water through the tur
bines of the power company and turning 
it back again into the stream undimin
ished. The State of New York gets $5 
million for that. 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEMPSEY. For a brief question. 
Mr. JONES of Alabama. Does the 

gentleman know whether or not the 
Niagara-Mohawk group will ask for tax 
amortization on the construction of 
these generating facilities? 

Mr. DEMPSEY. I will say to the gen
tleman-you are an attorney-! have 
never met any of the people of the Ni
agara-Mohawk Co.-being the high
grade attorney that I think you are--

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I do not 
think that- · 

Mr. DEMPSEY. I am bragging on 
you-I would assume that you would 
look that up or get your information 
from the income-tax department. 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I do not 
know about the tax department-

Mr. DEMPSEY. I am not yielding 
further. I do not know whether they 
would or not, and I assume that if they 
did apply, the request would be rejected. · 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. If the gen
tleman will yield--

Mr. DEMPSEY. Mr. Chairman, I am 
not yielding further. We were very gen
erous in giving the opponents on our 
side of the aisle more than half our 
time; nevertheless, the gentleman from 
New York said they should get more 
time. Of our hour we gave you 35 min- . 
utes. I will gladly yield for a question. 
but I cannot go into technicalities I know 
nothing about. 

Nor do I believe this Congress should 
delegate authority to the Federal Power 
Commission-or any other Commission, -
for that matter-to make determination 
in matters of this kind. We would be 
doing that under a public-power -plan. 
I. for one, as a Member of the Congress 
am not willing to do that. I believe we 

should retain complete and permanent 
control over the disposition of the nat
ural resources that belong to the people 
of this Nation. That, as I understand it, 
is what the Constitution provides we 
should do. We can do it under a con
tract the terms of which we have to 
approve. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New Mexico has ex
pired. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. MAcK], a member of 
the committee. 

Mr. MACK of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I appreciate the kind com
ments of my friend the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. McGREGOR] about my interest 
in behalf of the fishing industry and its 
employees, but I am not going to permit 
his remarks to divert me into discussing 
fish instead of hydroelectric power. 

All sides of to this controversy agree 
that there is a great need for increased 
production of power in the New York 
State area. All are agreed that the 
project involved in this bill should be 
constructed at the earliest possible time 
in order to relieve the existing power 
shortage in that area. All are agreed 
that whoever . is granted permission to 
build this hydroelectric power installa
tion shall build it according to the speci
fications and plans of the United States 
Army engineers. 

There are two points, however, on 
which we are in disagreement. 

We are divided into three camps over 
who should be granted permission to 
build the project. Some hold that the 
Federal Government should build it; 
others, that the State should build, own 
and operate the project, while a third 
group holds that the private power com
panies should .be .. granted the permit to 
build, operate, and own this power facil
ity. 

The second disagreement is over 
whether the Congress should grant the 
permit for building the project or 
whether the Federal Public Power Com
mission should continue to exercise juris
diction over this matter as it has over all 
other similar undertak.j.ngs of this kind 
during the past quarter century. 

Frankness demands that I state my 
position as to the Federal versus State 
versus private power proposed for this 
development. 

I am much opposed to the so-called 
Lehman-Roosevelt bill which would au
thorize the Federal Government to build 
the Niagara project. I am opposed to 
the Lehman-Roosevelt proposal because 
of unusual provisions in these bills. I 
n"Ced not discuss these here now but will, 
if one of these bills should be offered as a 
substitute to the present bill. 

As between State versus private power 
company ownership and operation of · 
this .proposed project, I favor State own
ership. 

Under the water laws of our country, 
a State has right to and juris~iction 
over the use of the waters in the rivers 
that lie within that State. 

There is no dispute over the fact that 
New York State owns and has jurisdic
tion over the use of the waters in the 
Niagara River. 

That the State does own the use of 
the water of this river is indicated by the 
fact that even now the private power 
company, Niagara-Mohawk Power, 
which has two plants on that river, is 
paying the State a rental of a million 
dollars a year for the right to use the 
waters that go through its present two 
privately owned hydroelectric plants. 

If the State owns the rights for the 
use of the waters of this river, which it 
is admitted the State does, then for the 
Congress to grant private companies the 
privilege of using this water, is in effect 
taking property rights away from New 
York State wh!ch the State now owns. 

This bill does that. It takes away 
from the people of New York State 
something New York State now owns. I 
do not believe the Congress should thus 
rob the State of something that belongs 
to the people of the State of New York. 

If the State of New York had said it 
did not want to use this water for power 
generation, then I would not object to 
the Federal Government giving these 
water rights to the private power people. 
But the State of New York has said that 
it does want to use these waters for the 
generation of public power. 

Some may dispute this. They will say 
that certain chambers of commerce, 
business operators, and some labor 
unions want the private power com
panies to have the use.of these waters for 
power generation. 

The fact, however, remains that Mr. 
John Burton, chairman of the New York 
Power Authority, appeared before our 
committee and asked for the State to use 
these water1=l for the generation of power. 
Chairman Burton is the official repre
sentative of the present New York State 
government. In testifying before our 
committee he said· he spoke not only for 
himself but also for the present govern
ment of the State of New York. That 
government, the Tom Dewey administra
tion, is the official representatives of the 
people of New York State. When Mr. 
Burton. the chairman of the New York 
State Power Commission,. asked that the 
State get permissien to build the Niagara 
power installations, he was expressing . 
the official position of the people of New 
York, and the Congress should accept it 
as the official position of the State of 
New York. 

No bill, such as the one now before the 
House, giving a license to any State, to 
any subdivision of any State or to any 
private power company for a power de
velopment has been on the ftoor of Con
gress in' more than a quarter of a cen
tury. No bill of this kind is likely to 
come here at any time in the foreseeable 
future unless the present water laws of 
this Nation are repealed or changed. 

Under the Federal Power Act of 1920, 
the Federal p'ower Commission was given 
authority to issue permits for power in
stallations on all rivers. it has been is
suing these permits to States, subdi
visions of States and to private com
panies for more than 25 years. The 
Congress has not been issuing any per
mits of this kind. 

Then why is this bill giving special 
privileges to private power companies · 
un.der ·COnSideration here today? 
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The only reason this bill is here is 

that the United States and Canada, in 
1950, negotiated a special treaty for the 
diversion of a certain amount of addi
tional water from Niagara Falls into the 
Niagara River for power generation pur
poses, Canada to get half of this addi
tional water and the United States half. 

When the treaty of 1950 was under 
consideration for ratification in the Sen
ate, the Senate, with little debate, added 
a rider or reservation to that treaty 
which read: 

No project for redevelopment of the United 
States share of such water shall be under
taken until it be specifically authorized by 
act of Congress. 

The Niagara River, thereby · became · 
the only river in the entire Nation, and 
the project involved in this bill, the only 
one in the Nation where the Congress 
took over the authority of the Federal 
Power Commission to determine who 
was to develop a project. In every other 
case of water use in the Nation, the 
Federal Power Commission makes the 
decision as to who will get the permit 
to develop a water power site. In this 
Niagara case, and it alone, does the Con
gress undertake to exercise this author- · 
ity. 

This Senate reservation to the treaty 
was not part of the treaty itself. This 
reservation did not appear in the text 
of the treaty but at the bottom of the 
treaty, below, not above, the signatures 
of those who signed th~ treaty. 

This reservation. did not relate to a 
matter in which both Governments were 
concerned but only to a matter in which 
the United States should and did have 
complete jurisdiction. canada did not 
care who--the Federal Government, 
New York State, or private power com
panies-developed· the American share 
of the water rights on the Niagara. 

The Budget Director, on June 24, sent 
the chairmen of the Senate and House 
Public Works Committees a letter. As 
was stated by the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. RAYBURN] the Budget Director was 
the official and recognized representa
tive of the administration. What he 
said in that letter must be accepted as 
the official position of the present ad
ministration, the Eisenhower adminis
tration. Here is what the Budget Direc
tor said in that letter: 

Since the relative merits of the differing 
proposals for such a large development are 
necessarily complex, it is the view of this 
office that a complete analysis is essential 
and can best be accomplished by removing 
the existing barrier to the consideration by 
the Federal Power Commission under the 
Federal Power Act of proposals for redevel
opment. 

In other words, I take this to mean 
that the administration said it wants no 
action upon these bills and that it wants 
the Federal Power Commission to make 
the determination as to who shall build 
this new hydroelectric installation on the 
Niagara River. 

Why should not the Federal Power 
Commission make that determination? 
It is composed of a nonpartisan, semi
judicial body of experts, who know the 
power question and who have at their 
disposal a large staff of qualified experts. 
This Commission is far better qualified 

to study this matter than are we of the. That is the President's position. If 
Congress. . ~ou can make anything out of it, that 

I believe this bill should be recom- IS more than I can do. 
mitted and that a bill should be adopted Mr. FALLON. Mr. Chairman, I sat 
repealing the. Senate reservation to the through the hearings on this project on 
Niagata treaty of 1950. Such an action several occasions, and I must say that 
would place in the hands of the Federal the proponents of this particular bill 
Power Commission the decision as to were more numerous than the · oppo
what agency-the Federal Government, nents. Of all the correspondence and 
the State of New York, or the public testimony that was brought before the 
power company-is in the best. position committee from the people living in this 
to serve the best interests of the people area that is to be affected, I do not think 
of New York State and the Nation. The we had one opponent before the com
Power Commission then should give to mittee . . As the case developed, I read 
the agency best qualified to serve the in the newspapers many comments from 
people the permit to build this power many different sources. There, again, I 
installation. got a better knowledge of this bill. I 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I also read some. comments that were det-
yield myself 1 minute. · rimental to this bill being turned over 

Mr. Chairman, in answer to the gen- to private industry, and one of them used 
tleman from Washington [Mr. MACK], the word "grab" in a number of in
I want to read to the committee the stances. Their argument was that this 
provision in the report of the Senate international boundary waterline be
committee on this reservation made in longed to all of the people of the United 
the treaty: States. Then, I thought to myself, how 

The committee is fully aware that the sub- are the people of all of these United 
ject matter of the reservation concerns the States going to benefit by this legisla
United States constitutional process alone. tion? I came to the conclusion that if 
It deems it important, however, that all in- this bill that is before us now is passed 
terests in the United States should be con-
sidered, and that the implementation of the and private enterprise is allowed to de-
treaty shall be made by specifically author- velop it, it is the only way for people 
ized acts of Congress. Thus without the in the South, the East, and the West to 
reservation the redevelopment for power pur- get their fair share out of the benefits of 
poses would be governed by the Federal the Niagara River-through tax col· 
Power Act. The committee intends by the 1ections. I do not consider myself a pri
reservation to retain that power in the hands vate power man or a public power man 
of the Congress. because I have been on this committee 

There has never been a statement since the reorganization of the House 
made that this authority should be abro- and I have voted in many instances 
gated by the Congress and turned over to authorize multiple-purpose dams 
to the Federal Power Commission. throughout the United States. That 

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Chairman, I yield took care of flood control, erosion, irriga-
myself such time as I may desire. tion, power, and navigation. I voted to 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Chairman, authorize the expenditure of many mil-
will the gentleman yield? · lions of dollars because I thought the 

Mr. FALLON. I yield to the gentle- private interests in those sections could 
man from New York. not do the job. Then, too, there were 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Chairman, added benefits because it extended the 
reference has been made to the Eisen- economy of our country. 
hower press conference yesterday, and· As the hearings progressed, when the 
for the information of the House I think cost of this was brought to the attention. 
the entire statement should be read to of the committee, that it would be be
make clear exactly what the President tween $350 million and $4{)0 million, the 
said: · only people who came forward and said, 

Well, here was a point. In 1950 when the "We will have the money and we are 
treaty-he believed it was 1950 when the ready to go ahead with the job," were 
treaty was made with Canada-congress these power companies that now exist in 
made a definite reservation that in this one that area. As I understand, they have 
case it reserved itself the right and the au- been operating there for some 60 years. 
thority to say exactly how that power should· As to the question of benefits, it was 
be developed. 

In the ordinary or normal case, the process explained that at the present time they 
would be to refer it to the Federal Power pay upward of $170 million a year in 
Commisison. So, here we had a case where· taxes, and if this project were added the 
Congress had decided that it should take figure would be over $200 million a year. 
unto ·itself this authority. Without putting up a dollar we could 

Now, he didn't question their right to do join them and be a better than 50-per
so in the first place, nor their right now cent partner in the great earnings of 
to decide. For himself, he had always said these companies. I do not know any 
that he believed that maximum local au-
thority should be exercised in the han- man in this House who be given an op-
dling of all of those problems. And he portunity to become a better than 50-
would say his own philosophy largely would · percent partner of a company without 
be when you didn't have interstate prob- · risking $1, that is what will happen if 
lems-would be that the State itself should the private power companies are al
decide who and how these things should lowed to develop this power. 
be done. There is another reason. I believe if 

But in this case, it was a very special one. we expect to pay the many appropria
He could take no action or even express a 
specific opinion, he should say, until the tions we have made since the first of 
bill was drawn, and if passed, was presented the year here on the floor of this House, 
to him; and then, o! course, with an his· if we expect to continue to expand :tlood 
advisers, there would be an analysis of it . control, soil erosion, beach erosion, aid 
and action taken. ·-..,\.to schools, free lunches, aid to the States 
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that have met this Tecent disaster, the Northwest through an authorization of 
drought, and all the other expenditures- $75 million for the Columbia River just 
this Government has, we have to look a few ·weeks ago and to many other 
around for revenue. I believe this ~s the projects. I am not here saying that you
first project· you have been able to vote should not pay your part, or that the 
for this year that will bring in to this state of Maryland should not pay its 
Government additional revenue without part. 13ut I say it is sound philosophy· 
hurting one single person in the United· to have private enterprise do the job· 
States. wherever possible, arid many times on· 

May I close by saying that I find my- this committee I have voted f<>r power 
self in a very happy position to be on where private enterprise could not do the · 
the side of the people who have ex- job and where it was strictly for the 
pended their money and contributed to- purpose of flood control and navigation. 
the economy in the greatest State in the But for hydroelectric power and hydro
Union. The only way we can keep it electric power alone, I believe-and, of 
that way is to think a little more along course, you can have your own belief
these lines and, use a little more of this that wherever possible it should be given 
philosophy. over to private industry so that they can 

Mr. BECKER. Mr. Chairman, will the develop it. . 
gentleman yield? . Mr. ROOSEVELT. Do you believe 

Mr. FALLON. I yield to the gentle~ that the people should pay taxes for the 
man from New York. , development of something that they,_ 

Mr. BECKER .. The gentleman in his themselves, own? 
statement said that the private power- Mr. FALLON. I do not know of any
companies were the only ones that came body who says that the State of New. 
before the committee and said they were . York owns the Niagara River. . 
ready, able, and willing to proceed. May Mr. ROOSEVELT. The people of this· 
I refresh the gentleman's recollection by. country own the Niagara River, and the 
saying that Mr. John Burton, chair- state of New York has declared that to 
man of the New York State Power Au~ be a part of its natural resources. 
thority, came befDre the committee and. Mr. FALLON. May I point out to the. 
testified that they had been ready for gentleman from New York that the only 
years to proceed on the same basis. way the people from the State of Mary~ . 

Mr. FALLON. I am sorry I did not land can get any benefit out of Niagara. 
make myself clear. ~thought the com- is for it to be taxed through private 
mittee understood that there were two enterprise so that they can carry some of_ 
other possibilities. One was the power the burden along with other taxpayers .. 
was to be developed by the Federal Gov- .· Mr. ROOSEVELT. So you want the 
ernment and the other it was to be de~ people of the state of New York to pay. 
veloped by the State of New York. Of more taxe.s and carry more of a burden. 
course, the Federal Government does not than the people of the state of Mary
have any trouble getting its money, and land. Well, I do not agree with you .. ' 
the State of New York is pretty well off. Mr. FALLON. No; I did not say that .. 
I am talking about the private interests. You are asking questions and answering· 
There is no other private combine or them yourself. Here is what 1 said: that. 
groups that has the capital to go be- you should pay your fair share and we 
fore the Federal Power Commission and. are willing to pay our fair share. But. 
ask for this permit. why should the State of Maryland, 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Chairman, through the Federal Government and_ 
will the gentleman yield? tbrough taxes, develop the Niagara River. 

Mr. FALLON. I yield to the gentle~ so that you can get a cheaper rate? 
man from New York. ' Mr. ROOSEVELT. You will not be 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. As I understand, paying any taxes to develop the Niagara.. 
the gentleman feels that the taxes will River. I pointed out in my remarks that 
come in to Uncle Sam~and even the this will be developed through the sale· 
head of the private utilities said the of a bond issue: No taxes will be pal.d 
taxes would amount to only nine to ten· for the development of the river. 
million dollars in the case of the Niagara Mr. FALLON. What you are saying 
development-and therefore it would be is that public power in this country is 
a good thing to have the power developed· self-liquidating. . 
by the private utilities. Actually, who Mr. ROOSEVELT. There is no ques- . 
pays the taxes? The consumers of the tion that Niagara is a self-liquidating 
power produced by these companies. proposition. 
So those consumers in New York State · Mr. FALLON. Is the Columbia River 
are going to pay more taxes through the a self-liquidating proposition? 
private utility company into Uncle Sam's · Mr. ROOSEVELT. Yes; the Colum~ 
Treasury, and those taxes will be used· bia ls a self-liquidating proposition, too .. 
all over the country. Incidentally, the Mr. FALLON. When did it start to be 
taxpayers of New York State paid more self-liquidating? 
than 15 percent of the cost of the con-· . Mr. ROOSEVELT. I cannot give you 
struction of the Northwest· power, the the exact figures on that because I do 
Southwest power, the Tennessee Valley,' not happen to have them on hand, but I : 
and now you are proposing to handicap· know that Niagara is a self-liquidating 
the taxpayers of New York State once situation; otherwise the private utilities 
again. would not want to grab it. · 

Mr. FALLON. Will the gentlem-an Mr. MILLER - of . New -York. Mr. 
from New York yield to me? Chairman, wUl the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Yes. Mr. FALLON. I yield . . 
Mr. FALLON. This is of no benefit to - Mr. MILLER of New York. Is it not 

my State at all. We made our contri-· true that taxes which are paid are paid 
bution the same as you did to the great .... from the profits arising out of the crea-

tion and generation of this· electricity 
from the tunnels and turbines, and so 
forth, which are put in there at the ex~ 
pense of the private utility and no assets 
such as the river itself is considered a. 
part of the investment of the utility? 

Mr. FALLON. Let me say to the gen~ 
tleman from New York [Mr. MILLER]# 
along that same line, wherever any com
pany can operate without paying taxes,, 
they can deliver the product cheaper. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Maryland has expired. 
· Mr. DONDERO. · Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. OAKMAN]., a member of 
the committee." 
. Mr. OAKMAN. Mr. Chairman, there , 

has been a parallel or similarity drawn 
between the bill H. R. 4351 and the 
St. Lawrence power project. I would 
like to point out there is no similarity 
between the St. Lawrence power project. 
~nd this Niagara project. In the first: 
place, they are over 250 miles apart. 
The Federal Power Commission alone has 
the right to 'grant a permit for the de-· 
velopment of the St. Lawrence power 
proj~ct. They have seen fit, it appears,. 
to grant it ·to the New York State Power. 
Authority, which is well and proper, be
cause this .is an international joint. ven~ 
ture to he built in conjunction with the 
Ontario Hydroelectric Power as the agent· 
of the Canadian Government. This is,
on the other hand, to an · intents and 
purposes, a go-it-alone project. Canada: 
started its portion of the work in the1 

Niagara River 3 years ago, and they will 
be using our half of the water for power,' 
while the gentleman from New York 
would have this bill referred to the Fed~ 
eral Power Commission for protracted 
hearings over months and months of 
time. · 

Time Is of essence. I heard quite a bit 
Qf comment from the other side of the' 
aisle last week that time is of the essence 
in the matter of 143 air wings; not 3 
years, or 2 years, but immediately, be~ 
cause a real threat to our national secu .. · 
rity exists. 

Does anybody believe that this country 
can wage war without power? Do you 
deny that power is needed at Niagara, 
and this bill, H. R. 4351, will give the 
power to the Nation immediately? It is 
the cheapest power, together with·the St. 
Lawrence power project, left' in America. 
But notwithstanding that, the opponents 
of this bill would have the people of' 
America further subsidize the future rate 
payers of New York an~ the Northeast
ern States that are going to use this
power, by making it impossible for the 
Federal Treasury to recover one sou. 
through taxes· on the project forever. 

In other words, all of America is to 
subsidize the industries in this particular 
section of the country against other in
dustries in all sections of the country. 

Tomorrow there will be a bill before 
the House under which one industry in 
lily State will pay 30 percent of the total · 
for the -next 6 months. for the whole 
United States of America~ yet I intend 
to vote for that bill because I feel it is 
necessary for the solvency of America. 
. I think,. Mr. Chairman, that the will 

of the people is important. It has been 
clearly shown that the consumers in this 
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area.. large _ and small; the chambers of 
commerce, the civic groups, the electrical 
industry groups, the representatives in 
Congress, as the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. RoosEVELT] states, and as the 
distinguished Congressman who repre
sents this particular district has so clear
ly pointed out; and, if you will, Mr. 
Chairman, the labor unions are ·for this 
bill. 

A spokesman for the Utility Workers 
Union of America, CIO, pointed out that 
their national convention, held in De
troit on April 25, 1953, unanimously 
adopted a resolution which was presented 
as part of _ the testimony given to the 
committee. Here are some excerpts: 

Whereas the ' national officers and local 
union officers of the Utility Workers Union 
of America, CIO, :nave made public pro
nouncements against further Government 
encroachment into the light and power busi
ness either on the National, State, or local 
ieve~; and . . _ . · , 

Whereas the record of the conventions or 
1950, 1951, ~nd of the Utility Workers Union 
of America, CIO, contain full exposition of 
the reasons why this union.is opposed to fur-. 
ther encroacl!ment J:>y Government in the 
field of light and power; and 

Whereas numerous local unions and re
gional councils of the Utility Workers Union 
of America, CIO, have also gone on record 
against Government operation of all kinds
in the field of light and power; and • • • 

No Federal agency should construct or op-' 
erate, except for natiomil defense o.r ·wher~
private industry fails or refuses to provide 
adequate service, any project the .sole pur-: 
pose of which is the generation of electri.c 
energy. 

A spokesman for the International 
Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, affil-· 
iated with the American Federation of· 
Labor, in his testimony stated, ·in part,. 
as follows: · 

The association definitely and unequivo
cally supports the development .of electric 
power at and transmission from Niagara. 
Falls by private capital. • • • , 

What I am presenting to these honorable 
committees today is what I may call a brief
balance sheet, which I believe shows inc·on
trovertibly that the' Niagara power develop-· 
ment . should be placed in the hands of pri-' 
vate c~pital !rom. every .. viewpoint: that of. 
net cost to the public, that of speed of de-. 
velopment, that of favorable rates, ~nd not 
least, from our point of view, that of decent 
wage rates and working conditions for our 
m~bHL . . . 

• • • From the viewpoint of the taxpayer, : 
State or Federal development will require an 
estimated $390 million of -the . taxpayers' 
money and will be largely tax free in opera- · 
tion. Private development will ~-:>t require 
one nickel of the taxpayers' money and will 
return each year to the Federal and local 
governments an estimated $23 million in · 
taxes. With the burden of taxes on workers 
now virtually unsupportable and with every 
effort being made to cut them, it would be 
folly to throw away this substantial tax 
source. 

Mr. DONDERO.- Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. GEORGE]. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. Chairman,' as one · 
of those ·who supported ·the , proposal 
now on the tloor to .allow the private 
power companies of New York to develop 
the· hydraulic power in the Niagara de
velopment, I wish to state that I was 
governed by the -evidence submitted to : 
our committee. This evidence showed 
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that the·flve New York power companies 
are now serving over 90 percent of the 
area of the State of New York, and over 
90 percent of the people of New York 
State~ These five companies are ready 
and willing to invest up to the amount 
of $400 million in this power develop
ment. 
. · If this development is ·done by private 
industry, the evidence showed that $9,-
500,000 would be paid in additional Fed
eral taxes each year. The State of New 
York would collect $4,500,000 more iii 
taxes . and the local taxes paid by these' 
companies for this development would 
amount to $9 million, or a total of $23· 
million in tax revenues to be paid by 
these companies each year to support 
our various governmental units. These 
5 companies paid over $170 million· 
in regular taxes last year. With. the' 
added taxes these companies will pay 
$190 ~ million each year. 

The evidence also showed that these 
power companies are under the .regula-~ 
tory bodies of New York State, which 
:fixes rates on a formula so that the peo
ple pay on a fair and equitable basis. 
During the past 28 years the members 
of this commission who fixed these rates,
have been appointed by such liberal 
governors as AI Smith, Franklin D.
Roosevelt, Senator Lehman, and Gov
ernor Dewey. Surely these g-overnors 
have seen -that people of their State· 
have not paid excessive· rates fixed by the 
commission they have appointed and 
controlled. 
· I am for the free- enterprise system 
which in years past has developed and 
made this country great. Of course, I 
think that monopolies should be prop-· 
erly supervised and controlled. Surely· 
the State of New York has had such· 
protection under the previous governors· 
I have just named. 
· As a member of the Public Works' 
Committee, I know that the history has 
been that where Federal power or State. 
power moves in in a small way-in any 
\vay-in any State, they finally take 
over and stifle private initiative and pri
vate industry in whatever field .the Gov-· 
ernment may engage in. The Congress 
is beseiged repeatedly for additional 
funds to carry on these experiments 
wherever and whenever the Government 
engages in competition with private in-' 
dustry. 

For my part, I wou1d much rather see 
tbat the Government acts as a regula
tory body, protecting our business, our· 
industry, our ·Iabor, and our people, and 
that free enterprise is allowed to pro- · 
duce within prescribed rules and regu
lations. If we are going to continue to· 
have taxpayers in this country and not 
tax consumers, we are going to have to 
follow such an American system. , 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Bowl. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, the bill we 
are debating today, it seems to me, 
should be passed at once. Everything· 
a.rgues for its imp1ediate passage, for ' 
delay on the part of Congress will merely 
postpone action on the part of the Fed
eral Power Commission in issuing a li-: 

eense and delay the beginning of con
struction by the companies. 

This is a tremendous project and will 
make an enormous contribution to the 
strength and vitality of the economy or 

. States in the Northeast. In the final 
analysis the companies will spend be-· 
tween $390 million and $400 million on 
the power redevelopment to provide an 
installed capacity of 1,300,000 kilowatts 
with an annual output of 8.6 billion 
kilowatt-hours. 

As noted in the hearings, the proposed 
development represents an important· 
addition to the power supply of New· 
York State. Its potential is 15 percent 
of the presently installed capacity in the 
State. Last year the five companies that 
would build the -project sold over 29 bil- ' 

· lion kilowatt-hours of electricity, and, in· 
New York State as ar wliole, 34 billion. 
kilowatt-hours were produced. ·The out
put of the proposed redevelopment would' 
approximate a fourth of total production 
in the State last year. 

It is contended by some that we should· 
postpone -action so· that we can further 
study the question to make certain that 
the public ·interest' is fully protected. 
Few realize the extent to ·which the over-· 
all operations of an electric company are· 
regulated today to safeguard and protect 
the public interest. As a matter of fact, 
every important activity . is thoroughly, 
scrutinized to make certain that the pup
lie interest is not jeopardized. The Pub
lic Sei·vice Commission of the State of 
New York regulates rates upon a cost-of-_ 
service basis and operating savings are 
thereby passed on to the consumers. 
Furthermor,e, the Federa.l Power Com
mission also regulates wholesale inter~: 
state power rates. A major contention 
of those who see some advantage to the· 
people of this country in delaying con
struction is that huge and monopolistic· 
profits will result from electric-com-· 
pany construction and operation. This 
is one of those statements that has been 
repeated arid repeated, and those who. 
have repeated it have taken no time to· 
analyze whether or not it conforms to 
the facts as they are today. Before the 
day of State and Federal Government 
regulation of' the electric company oper
ations, there was a great element of 
truth in the charge. In other words, 30 · 
to 50 years ago, the charge more closely 
reflected the facts. Those who use this 
argument today, however, are simply re
peating something that was true decades 
ago without realizing-intentionally or 
unintentionally-that times and situa
tions have changed. Some of them de- · 
liberately overlook the progress that the 
people have made in perfecting· truly· 
democratic procedures to protect the 
people's interest. The charge is that' 
the electric companies make an exorbi- · 
tant profit on a God-given natura'! re
~ource, which in this instance is the_ 
water and -the fall in the water at Ni
agara. Companies, however, cannot: 
make money on the water. They can_ 
only make a return on the capital which 
they must ·invest in construction and 
equipment to generate ·power from the· 
water and to make that power available . 
to people: A fair return is an essential 
~ost factor, a factor which lf destroyed 
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or eliminated, would be to destroy the . 
entire free-enterprise system in this 
country. _ 

Those who use the charge of huge and 
monopolistic profits, in addition to ig
noring the fact that rates are regulated, 
never take into consideration the ques
tion of taxes paid by companies to Fed
eral, State, and local governments. 
These taxes, of course, are used to sup
port governmental services of all kinds 
for the people's benefit. In addition to 
taxes, the State of New York collects an 
annual payment for each year's use of 
the water of the Niagara River. Ni
agara-Mohawk's annual payment to the 
State of New York for each year's use 
of the waters of the Niagara River on its 
existing developments at the falls totals 
$1.9 million. . 

Secretary of Commerce Sinclair 
Weeks in a recent momentous speech 
emphasized the importance of -keeping 
the return on capital ·in the regulated 
industries at fair and reasonable levels. 
In a speech on May 28, 1953, before the 
American Iron and Steel Institute, he 
said: 

In regulating utilities and in managing 
other things, it is cheaper for the public in 
the long run to have those that serve it 
well fed and strong rather than half starved 
and weak. There are ways of getting good 
service out of the strong. No one can get it 
out of the weak. 

tion of flood control, navigation, 1rrlga ... 
tion, reclamation, or water sanitation 
involved. No great dams are to be built. 
This is no multiple purpose project. It 
is purely and simply a project to utilize 
the additional amounts of water made 
available for the generation of hydro
electric power under the terms of the 
treaty of 1950 with Canada. Power is 
not here a byproduct; it is the only prod
uct. 

The question then presents itself: Who 
is to develop this project? Is the Fed
eral Government to develop it? There 
is no Federal function involved. The 
question of preservation of the scenic 
values of the falls is amply provided for· 
under the treaty and will be safeguarded 

. by the International Joint Commission 
no matter by whom the power is devel
oped. To allow the Federal Government 
to develop this project would mean, in 
its simplest form, .that the Federal Gov
ernment would be in the power business, 
in competition with private enterprise, 
with no pretext of national necessity. 
This, to me, is socialism; it cannot be 
anything else. Our people do not want 
more Government; they want less bu
reaucracy. In this connection it is 
worth noting that the Supreme Court 
jn a recent decision-Roanoke Rapids 
case-decided in favor of private enter
prise as against Federal construction of 
a hydro project because, as the Court 

Those who are opposing consideration said, "of the manifest reluctance of Con
and passage of this measure would gress to enter upon power projects hav
weaken essential industries and compa- ing no flood control or navigational 
nies on the assumption that this is a way benefits." This would equally apply at 
to make us strong. . Niagara. And we then ask, should the 
. If anything, we should take deliberate · State construct the project? The an
action to strengthen regulated indus- swer is "No." Why not? Because there 
tries by removing some of its shackles. is no State agency qualified to undertake 
For one thing, I feel certain that ·the such a monumental task. The New York 
provisions of this bill in sect~on 3 (a) State Power Commission is a paper or
which would permit an agency of the ganization, established to further the 
State or Federal Government to take cause of the St. Lawrence seaway and 
over the project after March 1971 upon power project, and only recently ex
not less than 2 years written notice and tended to cover the Niagara. It has 
payment to the licensee of its net invest- never built a dam, never generated or 
ment is an unnecessary shackle which sold a kilowatt of electricity. It has no 
should be removed. It seems to me the engineering or construction staff of its 
very inclusion of such a provision _will own to carry out the project. It owns 
merely mean that the companies would no facilities and has no vast experience 
have to pay more for their money and to call upon. If we .were to allow the 
that this would add an unnecessary bur- State to construct the project, it would 
den upon the people of this area. have to call upon private contractors to 

If it is in the public interest for the carry out the project in any event. 
companies to build this project today However, a different picture is pre
and if it is in the public interest for sented if this bill is passed by the Con
these same companies to operate this gress. Let me explain why. There are 
project from now until 1971, it seems five great utility companies in the state 
Y> me that. p~ivate operation will be .of New York, who provide 92 percent of 
m the public mterest thereafter. For all the power in the State. These same 
these reasons I sincerely question the va- companies serve a total of 14 million 
lidity and the wisdom of this ~rovision. people scattered over 90 percent of the 

. Mr. D<?NDERO. Mr. Chairman, I , area of the State. These utility com
Yield 3 mmutes to the gentleman from panies are spending over $200 million 
New York [Mr. FINO]: this year to increase the power supply 
. Mr. ~INO. ~r · <?ha1rman, in the con- of the State. All of these companies put 

s1~erat10~ of th1s b1l~, we are confronted together supply all of the power needs of 
w1th a s1mple questiOn, but yet one of . . . 
great significance. The issue here is, ~he great mdustnes o.f the Emp1re state 
whether the redevelopment of the power 1n all of the metropolitan centers as_ well 
resources of the Niagara is to be done by as ~6 percent of the farms .of th~ State. 
private enterprise or by the Government, Th1s figure of 96 percent 1s of mterest 
Federal or State. · compared to the TVA area where 87 per-

Private enterprise is ready, willing, and cent of farms are e~ec~rified. These 
able to undertake this project _ al) pro- companies' .facilities are interconnected 
vided in this bill. No traditional public in a vast power and distribu~ing power 
function is involved. There is no ques- _ generated by 110 hydroelectric and 28 

steamplants with a total capacity of 
6,700,000 kilowatts. 

The amount of additional hydropower 
which can be developed at Niagara would 
make a 17 percent increase in the capac
ity of these companies. Together these 
companies have developed plans, in ac
cord with the conditions contained in the 
treaty; and which will meet all of the 
conditions which have been laid down. 

The most important reasons for this 
bill are: First, they will build the project 
at no cost to the taxpayer; second, pri
vate power will pay additional taxes on 
the finished projects; and third, they 
can start at once and complete the proj
ect within 3 years. Indeed .they have 
been ready to do so for some years. 
Fifty_ years of experience and an already 
existing, efficiently and economically 
fu~ctioning plant weigh heavily among 
the ~etermining factors on this question. 

It is neither desirable nor necessary for 
Government, Federal or State, to be in 
the power b~siness. To me it represents 
governmental encroachment. There is 
no occasion for a subsidy in the form of 
exemption from taxes in an area where 
private business ably and completely oc
cupies ' the field at the present time; 
wher.e private enterprise is seeking only 
expansion. 

This project must be undertaken as 
soon as possible. Canada can, under 
treaty terms, utilize any of the United 
States share of water that we do not, 
and they will have completed their re-' 
development by 1954 and be ready to use 
our share. 

The question I pose for the Members 
of this House is this: Shall this power · 
project be done with a tax loss to com
munities, the State and Federal Govern
ment, with an illusory saving to con
sumers? Or, by private enterprise, with 
a tax gain to the communities, State and 
Federal Government, and those who ben
efit to pay the fair cost of the benefits? 

The answer can be found only in this 
bill. Private enterprise should develop 
this power potential, which is of great 
concern . to not only the people of the 
State of New York but all of the people 
of this country. 

I am happy to note that organized 
labor has come out in full support of this 
bill. Also, the vast majority of my con
stituents have urged me to give my com
plete support to this type of legislation, 
which will not only favor free enterprise 
over bureaucratic encroachment and in
difference, but will continue to uphold 
and maintain the hard-won standards of 
American labor. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. OSTERTAG]. 

Mr. OSTERTAG. Mr. Chairman, one 
of the cigarette companies ran a very en
tertaining series of ads a few years ago, 
which showed first, some magicians' 
tricks, and second, how they were per
formed; and the catch line was,_ ~'It's fun 
to be fooled, but it's more fun to know 
the facts." 

The slogan applied merely to the field 
of entertainment, but I sometimes won
der if the Government has not appro
priated the first half of it, in the benign 
hope that the last half will be forgotten. 
In our public power projects, as in cer-
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tain other areas of Government, we are 
fooling the people as to the true costs in
volved. I am confident they prefer to 
know the facts, and to base their deci
sions on the facts. 

The proposal under discussion is a case 
in point. We are being asked to permit 
private enterprise to develop the unused 
power at Niagara Falls. The opponents 
of this measure insist that Government 
should be authorized to do the job, be
cause, they contend, Government can do 
it cheaper. But there is no magic in Gov
ernment operations and Government fi
nancing. Government can deliver the 
power cheaper to consumers, only, if it 
conceals some of its costs, shifts others 
to the backs of taxpayers who will never 
benefit from the project, and deprives 
the localities involved, of the taxes they 
must have, to survive. In short, it can 
do the job cheaper, only if it fools the 
public as to who pays the bill. It does 
not cut its costs in half any more than 
the magician cuts his beautiful assistant 
in half. It achieves the illusion simply 
by the use of financial mirrors. 

I am convinced that the public prefers 
to have its business run on the basis of 
the facts. 

What are the facts in this case? 
Private enterprise has been developing 

hydroelectric power at Niagara Falls for 
50 years. It is ready today to expand its 
plants there to develop the additional 
power potential made available through 
the United States-Canadian Treaty of 
1950. It also stands ready to provide the 
remedial works necessary to preserve the 
scenic beauty of the falls. 

Who is opposing private enterprise? 
The answer is the proponents of public 
power through the means of the Gov
ernment of the United States and the 
government of New York State. Each 
would like to develop the power at Niag
ara, and, moreover, they are so deter
mined in that objective that they appear 
ready to make common cause, if neces
sary, to prevent private enterprise from 
doing the job. 
· Who is for private enterprise in this 

undertaking? 
Mr. Chairman, the people of the entire 

area are for the private-enterprise de
velopment. Labor is for it. Business is 
for it. The municipalities and political 
subdivisions are for it. The farmers are 
for it. The clubwomen and professional 
organizations are for it. The people are 
for it. They have weighed the problem. 
They know the facts. They do not want 
to see this resource taken over and run 
by a huge Government bureaucracy. 
They know that, under private enter
prise, those who take the risks and pay 
the costs will also reap the benefits, 
which is as it should be. They know that, 
under pr ivate enterprise, the consuming 
public will be provided with power at fair 
rates. They know that, under private 
enterprise, consumers will be protected 
by the State Public Service Commission 
against unfair rates; that labor will re
ceive a fair share of the fruits of its 
work; that the municipalities in which 
the power facilities operate will receive 
substantial and greatly needed taxes 
from the undertaking, and that the bond 
and shareholders, who assume the risks 
in financing the project, will also receive 

their rewards in taxable interest and 
dividends. 

They know that none of these things 
will be true if either the State or Fed
eral Government moves in to develop this 
resource. 

If Niagara Falls were a vast multiple
purpose project, involving such things 
as irrigation, reclamation, :flood control, 
or navigation, there might well be a 
legitimate basis for Government inter
vention. But there is only one resource 
to be developed at the falls, and that is 
power. 

It certainly cannot be contended that 
Government should move in here because 
the area to be served is undeveloped 
and incapable of helping itself. So far 
from it, it is a highly favored area, eco
nomically. It includes some of the high
est concentrations of industry and some 
of the richest dairyland in America. 
Both industry and agriculture are being 
well serviced at present by the existing 
privately owned power companies of the 
area. A total of 96 percent of the farms 
of New York State are electrified now, 
as, of course, is all of the industrial area 
from Buffalo to New York. Moreover, 
the farms use substantially more elec .. 
tricity per year than the national aver
age, because, for one thing, it is cheaper 
electricity than the average for the 
United States. But both industry and 
agriculture need more power. They are 
willing to pay for it. They are not ask
ing for a Government subsidy, which is 
what Government development of Niag .. 
ara power would amount to. 

In short, the issue here is sharp and 
clear-cut. We have said we want to 
check the needless expansion of Govern .. 
ment. We have said that Government 
should concern itself only with those 
functions or activities which private en .. 
terprise cannot or will not undertake. 
We have here a hydroelectric-power 
project which private enterprise is ready 
and willing to undertake, and under con .. 
ditions which will serve, the best inter .. 
ests of everyone concerned. We should 
stand by our precepts, by our faith in 
ourselves, and by our American way of 
life, and approve this bill. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. JENSEN]. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I shall 
support this bill because it squares with 
the American way of doing things; that 
is, the traditional American way of do .. 
ipg things. However, I am opposed to 
one provision in the bill which provides 
that the Federal Government may ac .. 
quire these dams after the lapse of about 
20 years. I certainly hope that pro
vision will be stricken from the bill. I 
understand an amendment will be offered 
to that effect; is that correct, Mr. 
DoNDERO? 

Mr. DONDERO. That is correct. I 
hope it will, and as far as I can speak 
for the committee on this side, it will 
be accepted. 
· Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I want 

to point out what happens when a Fed .. 
eral Government becomes so powerful 
that it can dictate the policies of the 
American people. As you know, many 
contracts have· been entered into between 
the Bureau of Reclamation and anum
ber of REA cooperatives. · 

Mr. Chairman, an examination has 
recently been made of Bureau of Recla .. 
mation power contracts to determine 
such contracts as provided for purchase 
by the Bureau of the facilities of REA 
cooperative systems to whom the Bureau 
had contracted to supply power. 

For example, this examination found 
that the contract entered into between 
the Bureau of Reclamation and the East 
River Electric Power Cooperative, Inc., 
on the 18th day of December 1950, pred .. 
icated the delivery of power to the mem .. 
bers of the cooperative upon the grant
ing to the Bureau of an option to pur .. 
chase the cooperatives' transmission 
system to wit-item 5, page 2 of con
tract: 

5. Whereas the United States is willing to 
supply the power and energy requirements 
of the contractor's members listed in ex
hibit B exclusively by means of the license 
granted to the United States for use of the 
contractor's transmission lines, provided the 
contractor grants the United States the right 
at its option to purchase the contractor's 
transmission system. 

With respect to the Option, the con
tract provides-21 (b), page 12 of con
tract: 

The United States at its sole option may, 
at any time during the life of this contract, 
upon giving the contractor at least six (6) 
months' prior written notice, purchase the 
contractor's electric system, consisting of 
those certain transmission lines, substations, 
and appurtenant facilities, including rights
of-way .together with transportation equip
ment and tools used in connection therewith, 
which have been constructed or acquired by 
the contractor pursuant to article 14 hereof 
and which are subject to that certain mort
gage between the contractor and REA, dated 
November 15, 1950; a copy of which is at
tached hereto and made a part hereof as 
exhibit D. 

It is apparent that the Bureau has in .. 
eluded in this contract provision for ex .. 
pansion of the Bureau system at its sole 
option. 

In consequence thereof, I wrote the 
following letter to the Secretary of In .. 
terior and to the Administrator of REA: 
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., June 5, 1953. 

The Honorable DOUGLAS MCKAY, 
Secretary of the Interior, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR MR. SECRETARY: For the past several 

years I have been gravely concerned about 
the methods employed by the Bureau of Rec
lamation under the previous administration 
regarding contracts entered into between 
the Bureau and several REA cooperatives for 
the delivery of power from Federal hydro
electric dams. 

For example the provisions written into a 
contract entered into between the Bureau of 
Reclamation and the East River Electric 
Power cooperative, Inc., on December 18, 
1950. In this contract the cooperative was 
forced to agree to the granting to the Gov
ernment, at the Bureau's sole option the 
right to purchase the transmission and re
lated facilities of the cooperative at the Bu
reau's own discretion, as a condition upon 
which the Government would agree to sup
ply electric power and energy to the REA 
cooperative's customers. 

It is unthinkable that the outgoing high 
official of the Bureau of Reclamation, who 
was delegated with the authority to dispose 
of power from Federal projects, by the law 
of the land, should use that authority to fur
ther its own ambitious dream of a federally 
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controlled electric power e.mpire without ·re· 
ga;rd to the rights and privileges of the _citi· 
zens of an area it seeks to serve and event~· 
ally to dominate. That such action may 
have been taken with the acquiescence or 
connivance of high Washington headquar· 
ters officials of the Rural Electrification Ad· 
ministration, in no way detracts from the 
reprehensible action of the Bureau. 

Of similar character is the attempt of the 
Southwestern Power Administration to pro· 
vide for the acquisition of transmission lines 
through leasing contracts that are in reality 
contracts that provide for the installment 
purchase of these facilities for which Con· 
gress has not authorized or appro='riated the 
required funds. 

I hope that you will take the steps neces· 
sary to eliminate or nullify such obnoxious 
provision in these and any other contracts 
now in force and under your jurisdiction, or 
else by court action completely nullify such 
contracts, and make certain that such pro· 
visions are not incorpora:ted in future con· 
tracts for the protection of the members of 
the REA cooperatives, as is their right under 
our American system. 

I cannot and will not be a party in appro· 
priating the taxpayer's dollars in the future 
for starting construction of any federally 
fi.nanced transmission line, or to complete 
any such transmissio:t;l line now under con· 
struction from any Federal hydroelectric 
project to any electric power utility or 
agency, or customer, who· has signed a con· 
tract which included like provisions as 
above mentioned, unless and until such pro· 
visions have been completely deleted from 
said contracts. 

I trust this will be accomplished before 
Congress again convenes in January 1954. 
Knowing you as I do, I believe you W\61 . con· 
cur in my position as set forth in this letter. 

Respectfully yours, 
BEN F. JENSEN, 

Member of Congres~. 

The CHAffiMAN. The clerk will 
read the bill for amendment. 

The clerk read as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc.-

FINDING AND POLICY 
SECTION 1 .. (a) The Congress hereby finds 

that the United States is obligated t.o pre· 
serve and enhance the scenic beauty of the 
Niagara Falls and River. 

The Congress further finds that it is neces· 
sary and desirable for the public welfare and 
for the security of the 'United States that the 
share of the waters of the Niagara River 
made available for power purposes under the 
treaty between the United States of America 
and Canada, dated February 27, 1950, and 
ratified by the Sepate of the United States 
on August 9, 1950, be utilized promptly. 

The Congress further finds that low-cost 
power is urgently required to supply among 
other purposes, the greatly expanded de· 
mands of the Department of Defense upon 
the electrometallurgical and electrochemical 
industries and .other industries maintained 
in the vicinity of Niagara Falls, 

. The Congress further finds that utilization 
of the United States share of the waters of 
the Niagara River for the production of 
hydroelectric power is not.an incident of the 
exercise of the public functions of the United 
States to improve navigation, fiood control, 
reclamation, irrigation, or sanitation. 

· The Congress further finds that in view 
of · the public burden of the increasing 
obligations of the United States, it is most 
desirable that development of hydroelectric 
projects be made by private enterprise and 
without recourse to public funds particularly 
where, as here, private enterprise is able 
most promptly to commence actual construe. 
t~on of and to put the project, as hereinafter 
authorized, into.operation. 

· The Congress further finds that the Fe.d· 
eral Power A<;t (49 Stat. 838), as amended, 

provides adequate safeguards deemed es· 
sential for the protection.of broad local and 
national interests in navigable waters of the 
United States, at the same time permitting 
full development and utilization of water· 
power resources with due regard to the pro· 
tection .of the interest of t)le United States 
therein. 

The Congress further :finds that further 
development of any hydroelectric project at 
Niagara Falls requires the enactment of leg· 
islation prescribing special conditions to be 
incorporated in any license issued by the 
Federal Power Commission for such devel· 
opment as hereinafter provided. 

(b) It is hereby declared to be the policy 
of the Congress ( 1) to preserve the scenic 
beauty of Niagara Falls and its environment; 
(2} to further the national security; and (3) 
to assure the development of low-cost elec· 
tric power under the private enterprise sys· 
tem. 

SEC. 2. The Federal Power Commission is 
hereby authorized and directed to issue, as 
soon as practicable, to citizens of the United 
States, or to any association of such citi· 
zens, or to any corporation organized under 
the laws of any State, a license for the 
purpose of prosecuting works of improve· 
ment for redevelopment of the Niagara River 
in substantial accordance with the project 
plans outlined in the report of the Bureau 
of Power of the Federal Power Commission 
dated September 28, 1949, entitled .. Possi· 
bilities for Redevelopment of Niagara Falls 
for Power-Niagara River-New York" (such 
works of improvement being hereinafter 
referred to as the "project"). The Com· 
mission shall have authority to require such 
modifications of said project, not incon· 
sistent with this act, as it may deem advis· 
able in accordance with the provisions of 
the Federal Power Act, as amended. In is· 
suing a license under this Act, the Com· 
mission shall give preference to the appli· 
cant most able to commence actual con· 
struction of and to put the project into 
operation promptly. 

SEc. 3. Except where inconsistent with 
the provisions of this act, the license to be 
issued hereunder shall incorporate all of the 
provisions of the Federal Power Act, as 
amended, and in addition shall expressly 
include the following terms and conditions: 

(a) Any agency of the United States as 
may hereafter be created for such purpose 
or any agency created and designated by 
the State of New York for such purpose may 
after March 2, 1971, upon not less than 2 
years' written notice, take over and there· 
after maintain and operate the project upon 
the condition that before taking possession 
such .agency of the United States or of the 
State of New York shall pay to the licen· 
see its net investment, as that term is de· 
fined in the Federal Power Act, as amended, 
in the project. The net investment of the 
licensee in the project for the purpose of 
this act shall be determined by the Federal 
Power Commission after notice and oppor· 
tunity for hearing. 

(b) In contracting for the dispostion of 
project power, preference shall be given to 
directions from the Department of Defense 
for supplying power to governmental instal
lations or to industries requiring power to 
produce materials essential to the national 
security. 

(c) The licensee shall pay to the United 
States and include in its net investment in 
the project herein authorized the United 
States share of the cost of the construction 
of the remedial works to be undertaken in 
accordance with article II of the treaty re· 
ferred to in the first, section of . this act 
whenever such remedial works are con· 
structed by the United States.' 

SEC. 4. Upon the· complaint of any· inter• 
ef:ted State, the Federal Power Commission 
shalL have J:urisdiction, after due :potice to 
all interested States and to the licensee an 
opportunity :for hearing, to require the Ucen-

see to enter hi to r~~~on~ble and practical 
arrangements whereby project power will be 
~pportioned equitably among Stat~s within 
economic transmission distance, subject, 
however, at all times to the priority in re· 
spect of project power acc<?rded to the De· 
partment of Defense as hereinabove provided 
in section 3 (b). 

SEc. 5. Nothing in this act shall be con· 
strued as affecting .a11y valid existing rights 
under licenses heretofore issued pursuant to 
the provisions of the Federal Power Act ( 49 
Stat. 838}, as amended, or as now or here· 
after affecting the applicability of the pro· 
visions of that act in the case of waters of 
the Niagara River presently authorized to 
be diverted for power purposes under licenses 
heretofore issued under that act. 

SEc. 6. In the event of any conflict be· 
tween the provisionS of this act and the 
provisions of the Federal Power Act and of 
the license to be granted for the project 
herein authorized, the provisions of this 
act shall govern in respect of the project 
herein authorized. 

SEc. 7. This act may be cited as the "Ni· 
agara Redevelopment Act of 1953." 

Mr. DONDERO (interrupting the 
reading of the bilD. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the bill be 
considered as read and open to amend
ment at any point. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BECKER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BECKER: Strike 

out all after the enacting clause and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 

"That it is the policy of Congress and is 
hereby declared to be the intent of this act 
to promote interstate and foreign commerce 
and the national defense, and to provide for 
the preservation of the scenic beauty and 
for the public development and beneficial 
public use of the undeveloped water power 
of Niagara Falls and the Niagara River in 
the State of New York, in accordance with 
the provisions of the Niagara Redevelop
ment Treaty between the tJnited States and 
Canada signed February 27, 1950, and ratifi· 
cation advised by the Senate of the United 
States on August 9, 1950 (Executive N, 81st 
Cong., 2d sess._). 

"SEc. 2. (a) To Implement the foregoing 
policy, the Federal Power Commission is 
hereby authorized and directed to issue a 
license under the Federal Power Act ( 49 Stat. 
838}, as amended, to the Power Authority 
of the State of New York as the accredited 
public agency of the State of New York upon 
its application to undertake the construction 
of all power facilities to be installed on the 
United Sta:tes side of the Niagara River in 
the State of New York .Pursuant to the afore. 
said treaty, and in substantial accordance 
with the project plans outlined in the report 
of the Bureau of Power of the.Federal Power 
Commission, dated September 28, 1949, en· 
titled 'Possibilities for the Redevelopment of 
Niagara Falls for Power-Niagara River-New 
York'; such plans xp.ay be modified by the 
Commission pursuant to the terms of the 
Federal Power Act or pursuant to recom
mendations of the Corps of Engineers .• United 
States Army. 

"(b) The licensee shall reimburse the 
United States Government for the United 
States share of the cost of . works necessary 
to preserve and enhance the scenic beauty 
of Niagara Falls. The license shall incor
porate all of the provisions of the Federal 
Power Act, as amended, and in addition shall 
require equitable distri.bution of the hydro
electric energy. gen~rated . by such facilities 
for the _b_enefi:tof the _ peop~e as a whole and 
particularly the domestic and rural con-
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sumers, to whom the power can economically 
be made available, through any agency, cor
poration, or association, public or ·private, 
engaged in the business' of distribution and 
s a le of electricity to ulttm·ate consumers, 
and shall be consistent with the ·Power Au
thority Act of the State of New York and 
protect th e interests of the United States 
and the St at es involved, allowing for mak
ing available a fair proportion of the power 
generated by said facilities to other States 
within economic transmission distance. 

"SEc. 3. Nothfng in this act shall be con
strued as diminishing or enlarging any valid 
existin g r ights under any license heretofore 
issued pursuant to the provisions of the 
Federal Power Act ( 49 Stat. 838) , as amended, 
or as now or hereafter affecting the applica
bility of t he J>rovisions ' of that act in the 
case of waters of the Niagara River presently 
authorized t o be diverted for power purposes 
under licenses heretofore issued under that 
act . _ 

"SEc. 4. This act may be cited as the 
'Niagara Redevelopment Act of 1953' ." 

Mr. BECKER (interrupting the read
ing of the amendment). Mr. Chairman, 
I ask unanimous consent that the fur
ther reading of the amendment be dis
pensed with in view of the fact that it 
is the same as my bill H. R. 5335 which 
I introduced. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to ·the request ·of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BECKER. Mr.. Chairman, the 

amendment I have just proposed is a 
substitute !or the so-called Dondero bill. 
My amendment would provide that the 
great natural power resource of the 
Niagara River, on the American side, be 
developed and managed for all of the 
people of the State of New York and 
for the people of the United states. 

We from New York, of ·course, have a. 
tremendous appreciation of what it 
would mean to our State to have the 
·Niagara River power potential developed 
as a public resource by the New York 
State Water Power Authority. And this 
is what would be achieved if my amend
ment were to carry. 

It was my good fortune to be a member 
of the New York State Legislature. It 
was my happy privilege, also, in 1951 as 
a member of the New York State As
sembly, to support and to vote for the 
establishment of the Power Authority of 
the State of New York, whose special 
obligation and concern it is to develop 
this great power resource. 

Section 1001: Declaration of policy: Those 
parts of t he Niagara and St. Lawrence Rivers 
within the boundaries of the State· of New 
York are hereby declared to be natural re
sources of the State for the use and develop
ment of commerce and navigation in the in
terest of the people of this State · and the 
United States. In order to provide for the· 
most beneficial use of these natural resources 
for the creation and development of hydro
electric power in the interest of the people of 
this State_, and to preserve and enhance the 
scenic beauty of the Niagara Falls and River, 
~uch n atural resources, including the beds 
and waters of the said rivers as instrumen
t alities of commerce and navigation, and the 
beds, wat ers, power and power sites in, upon, 
or adjacent to or within the watersheds o! 
the said rivers, owned or controlled by the 
people of t he State, or which may hereafter 
be recovered by or come within their owner
ship, possession, and controi, shall always 
remain inalienable to, and ownership, pos
session, and control thereof .shall always be 

vested in, the people o( the State. (Became 
law, March 20, 1951.) 

Section 1002: Creates the Power Authority 
of the State of New York to effectuate and 
implement the declaration of policy above. 

Section 1005 ( 5) : It is to be especially 
noted, places on the "power authority the 
responsibility and obligation to develop, 
maintain, manage, and operat e this project 
owned or controlled by it-and I am speak
ing now of the Niagara River especially-so 
that the benefits from this project shall fiow 
primarily and particularly to the domestic 
and rural consumers to whom the power can 
economically be made available. · 

It is not my purpose, in the brief re.:. 
marks I am going to make, to sketch out 
in detail the proposal of the Power Au
thority of the State of New York for the 
development of the Niagara Rfver power. 
We are on notice of what the power au
thority of my State is willing and anx
ious to do. A tremendous amount of 
'information descriptive and explanatory 
of this project has been put before every 
Member of the Congress. 
· What I should like to point out-and 

to have the special attention and con
sideration of my colleagues-is the fact 
that the power authority bill which I 
introduced in the House of Representa
tives and which is precisely the subject 
of my amendment, has the complete 
support of my State. 

My party, the Republican Party o! 
New York, has consistently and perse
veringly supported State development of 
the Niagara River power. The plat
form of the Republican Party of New 
York in 1932, in convention assembled, 
spoke out vigorously on this subject of 
hydro power development by the State. 
The platform of 1934 reiterated the prin
·ciple of State power development. The 
platform of - 1938 reemphasized this 
'pledge: The platform of 1946 again put 
our party back of its historic position 
and in the platform of 1950 the Repub
lican. Party of New York underscored 
and reemphasized the principle of State 
development of this resource. 

The New York State Legislature, un
der the leadership of Gov. Thomas 
E. Dewey, has spoken out in unequivocal 
terms for State development. The 
chairman of the Power Authority of 
the State of New York only a few days 
ago appeared before the Committee on 
Public Works in advocacy of State de-
velopment. . 

The Governor of my State, Governor 
Dewey, has declared in and ou£ of season 
for State development of this resource. 

I think it fair that this be placed on 
the record. - It indicates the earnestness 
and the desire, by the government of the 
state of New York, to initiate, develop, 
and manage this power resource in trust 
for the people. 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair
man, I offer an amendment to the Beck
er substitute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. JoNES of Ala

bama to the substitute offered by Mr. BECKER: 
At page 3, line 4, after· the word "require" 
insert "that:" delete the remainder of section 
2 and insert the following in lieu thereof: 

"(1) full recognition shall be given to the 
interests of· national security as provided in 
section 15 of the Federal Power Act (16 U.S. 
c. 809); 

"(2) in contracting for the disposition or 
project power, (A) preference shall be given 

to States, counties, and municipalities, ln .. 
eluding agencies or instrument alities of any 
of t hem, and to cooperative or other organ
izations not organized or administered for 
profit but primarily for the purpose of sup
plying electric energy to their members as 
nearly as possible at cost, and to the Depart
ment of Defense, and other defense agencies, 
and on fair and reasonable terms to other 
Federal agencies and to private enterprises 
requiring p·ower to fulfill defense contracts, 
and (B) arrangements shall be made suffi
ciently flexible so that the foregoing recipi
ents of preference now or hereafter au
thorized by law to engage in the distribution 
of electric energy, may secure a reasonable 
share of the project power; and 

" (3) in contracting for the disposition ot 
project power, commitments shall be so made 
as to provide and allow for a determination 
of disputes as to apportionment of project 
power among _States within economic trans
mission distance whereby the Governor of 
any State, believing that his State is or may 
be denied its fair share, may make complaint 
to the Federal Power Commission which, af~ 
ter due notice to all States which may have 
an interest in the availability of project 
power and opportunity to them for hearing 
under the Commission's Rules of Practice 
and Procedure, shall determine reasonable 
and practicable arrangements whereby and 
the extent to which project power shall be 
made available in the public interest to pur
chasers in States within economic trans
mission distance of the project: Provided, 
That such determination shall be final and 
binding in the operation of the project ex
cept as it may be thereafter revised in fur
ther proceedings before_ the Federal Power 
Commission as herein provided; 

" ( 4) (A) in order to render financial as
sistance to those States and counties in 
which the agency carries on its operations 
and acquires properties previously subject 
_to State and local taxes, the agency of the 
State- of New York shall pay to such States 
and counties for each calendar year such 
amount as the agency deems fair and equi
table, taking into account the State and local 
taxes which would be payable if such opera
tions were · carried on by private corpora
tions, but in no event ~ore than 10 percent 
or less than 5 percent of the gross proceeds 
derived from the sale of power by the agency 
for the preceding calendar year,. except a.S 
hereinafter provided; and ~ 

"(B) the payment for each fiscal year shall 
be apportioned among such States and coun
ties in the · following manner: One-half o! 
such payment shall be apportioned by pay
ing to each State (including payments to 
counties therein) the percentage thereof 
which the gross proceeds of the power sales 
by the agency within such State during the 
preceding calendar year bears to the total 
gross proceeds from all power sales by the 
agency during the preceding calendar year; 
the remaining one-half of such payment shall 
be apportioned by paying to each State (in
cluding payments to counties therein) the 
percentage thereof which the book value of 

. the power property held by the agency with
in such State at the end of the preceding 
calendar ·year bears to the total book value 
of all such property held by the agency on 
the same date. The book value of power 
property shall include that portion of the 

' investment allocated or established to be 
allocable to power: Provi ded, That the mini-
mum annual pa·yment to each State (includ
ing payments to counties therein) shall not 
be less than an amount equal to the 2-year 
average of the State and local ad valorem 
property taxes levied against power property 
purchased and operated by the -agency in 
such State. Such 2-year average shall be 
calculated . for the last . 2 tax years during 
which such property was privately owned 
and - operated or such land was - privately 
owned. The agency shall pay clirectly to the 
respective counties the 2-year average of 
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eounty ad va~orem property ta.xef!! (lnclud:o 
ing taxes levied by taxing districts within 
the respective counties) upon power property 
and reservoir lands allocable to power, de.;:. 
termined as above provided, and all pay• 
ments to any such- county within a · State 
.shall be deducted .from the payment other
wise due to such State under the provisions 
of this section. The determination of the 
agency of the .amounts due hereunder to 
the respective States and counties shall be 
final." 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair
man, the purpose of this amendment is 
to write into the Becker. amendment .the 
same provisions that now prevail in all 
general acts of similar kind and 
character. 

The first preference clause was con
tained in the ReClamation Act of 1906. 
In that act the preference was retained 
for the ultimate consumers. That act 
was followed by an act known as the 
Raker Act of 1913. The Federal Water 
Power Act of 1920 contained the same 
language and the same philosophy 'aS 
e~braced in this amendment. The 
Boulder Canyon Project Act also con
tained the same language in substance. 
The Tennessee Valley Authority Act of 
1933 and the Rural Electrification .Act 
also contained this preference clause. 
The Bonneville Act of 1937, the Fort Peck 
Act, the Reclamation Act of 1939, the 
Water Conservation and Utilization Act 
of 1940, and the Flood Control Act of 
1944,' also contained this clause. 
. Mr. Chairman, we have consistently, 
in every type of project such as we 
have under discussion here today, pro
vided a preference clause for the grant
ing of a license in the operation of a 
project of this size and of this propor· 
tion. I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, 
that if this substitute bill is adopted 
containing the amendment which will 
preserve the Federal interest in insuring 
that the electricity generated at Niag
ara will be sold at rates that will reflect 
the local cost of the generation, then 
we will be protecting the Federal' inter· 
est in these properties. It would seem 
~0 me inconsistent that we would place 
a preference clause in all other legisla
tion concerning the Federal policy with 
respect to the sale and disposition of 
electricity and omit the same preference 
clause with respect to this project. The 
preference clause has proven satisfac
tory and successful and there is no justi
fiable reason to abandon it. I might 
say to my friend that this is a States 
rights proposition contained in the 
Becker bill. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 
· Mr .. JONES of Alabama. I ani ghid 
to yield to the gentleman. 

· Mr. DEMPSEY. The gentleman 
speaks of ratemaking. The Public Serv
ice Commission of New York State fixes 
the rates. 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. :Yes, sir; I 
understand that. 

Mr . . DEMPSEY. And if you want 
States' rights, then would you want the 
Federal Government to fix the rates in 
the State of New York or do. you want 
the established authority to fix . the 
rates? 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Of course, 
we have ratemaking bodies in every 
State. · · 

~- Mr. DEMPSEY. Not sucn as .the terested in, beca~~' ~ compact with Can
Public Service. Cpmmission of the ·state -ada would be necessary~ It was felt that 
of :New York. .- . . . . . . , ~ lega.I . statU$- sh<juid . be given to the 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. . We have 'State of New York in order to participate 
ratemaking bodies i~ e~e~y State, witli in the negotiations with Canada for a 
the exception of the States of Texas multiple-purpose project on the St. Law
.and Tennessee, and I believe there is renee, but only the St. Lawrence was 
another State where the contracting ·under the jurisdiction of the New York 
parties or· municipalities for t:t:J.e area. State Power Authority; not the Niagara. 
make their individual contracts.. . River at all. Why? Because the private 

We have repeatedly heard today dur· utility had already been in the Niagara 
ing the course -of this d.ebate that a 'niver !or 30 years a:r;td was doing a good 
private utility is a completely private job and was serving the people of the 
business venture. State' of New York ·very well. 

certain,ly the term "private utility" is Mr. FALLON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
a misnomer. A private utility exercises gentleman yield? 
a public furiction. It is a monopoly and Mr. MILLER -of New York. I yield to 
in every instance operates on a fran- the gentleman from Maryland. 
'Chise obtained from some government- Mr. FALLON. Could the gentleman 
either State, county, or municipal. tell the committee how many transmis:. 
Where does the private utility obtain its sion lines the New York Power .Authority 
authority to operate? It acquires its owns? . 
authority from the people. It exercises Mr. MILLER of New York. I do not 
it in behalf of the people and should have that figure at this time. It was 
be made accountable to the people. A n-ot until 1951 that the · New York State 
private utility is not like a corner drug Legislature amended the State Power 
store nor is it like any ordinary business Authority Act to include and give New 
enterprise that we commonly accept as a York State jurisdiction over the Niagara. 
private business concern. It is my earn- River. 
est hope that we will not lose our sense Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will 
of responsibility and turn over this great the gentleman yield? 
natural resource without making the Mr. MILLER of New York. I yield. 
private .utilities accountable for the Mr. DONDERO. Is the State of New 
proper disposition of the energy, The York now engaged in the production of 
people will expect no less of them. The electric powerJ 
people will expect no less from us. Mr. MILLER of New York. I am com· 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the ing to that, Mr. Chairman. Why was it 
gentleman from Alabama has expired. included in 1951? Because the treaty 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair· with .Canada had already. been consum
man, I ask unanimous consent to pro- mated, providing for the extra diversion 
ceed for 2 additional minutes. of water, and Senator LEHMAN and Con

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. gressman RoosEVEL:r had already intra-
Chairman, I object. duced their bills in the Senate and the 

Mr. MILLER of New York. Mr. Chair- House to provide for the development of 
man, I move to strike out the last word. this power by , the Federal Government. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, if the My State senator and my assemblyman 
gentleman will yield for a unanimous- voted to amend the act in New York to 
consent request, I ask unanimous con- provide jurisdiction for the State power 
sent that all debate on the pending authority over the Niagara River in 1951 
amendment, and all amendments there- only as a defense to the Federal project. 
to, close in 13 minutes with the la&t 3 and they so stated the day after they 
minutes to be reserved to the committee. voted, 2 years ago, that they voted only 
. Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Chairman, re- to plac~ the State of N,ew York in a 
serving the right to object, how will the bargaining position against the Federal 
time be divided? Government, and they never expected to 

Mr. DONDERO. I have only asked for use it as a defense against the extension 
the last 3 minutes to be reserved to the of the private utility facilities, should 
committee, which will give each of the the Congress ever permit them to do so. 
2 gentlemen standing 5 minutes. Wnat .is .the State power authority? 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection It is composed of 5 or 6 people who never 
to the request of the gentleman from generated one kilowatt of electric energy; 
Michigan? they do not own a mile of transmission 

There was no objection. lines; they have never been in the elec-
Mr. MILLER of New York. Mr. Chair.. trical construction business; they do 

man, I would like to address myself to not know anything about hydroelectric 
the substitute amendment offered by the power. Here is a $400 million proposi· 
gentleman from New York [Mr. BECKERL tion. Please do not do this to the people 

I want the Members to know that the of the State of New York. Do not turn 
New York State Power Authority was this over to 4 or 5 people who have never 
created by the late President, then Gov- had 1 single day's experience in the 
ernor, Franklin D. Roosevelt, in the year generation or transmission of electric 
1931. . At the time that authority was ere- power. 
ated by statute in New York, it did not in-. Now, on the amendment offered by the 
elude, nor did it have jurisdiction over, gentleman from Alabama rMr. JONES]. 
the Niagara River. It related exclusively Mr. EVINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
and solely to the St. Lawrence River. gentleman yield? 
Why? Because on the St. Lawrence Mr. MILLER of New York. I yield to 
River, as long as there had. been white the gentleman from Tennessee. 
men on both sides of the river, there Mr. EVINS. There are 3 members of 
had been a:n agi~ation for a _ multiple· the Tennessee.· Valley Authority. They 
purpos~ seaway a~d P~~lic-power . pr~j-. have not had any experience, but they 
ect, wh1ch no pubbc utility would be 1n· ~ are doing a splendid job • 

•• 
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Mr. MilLER· of New -York. I WO'I.lld 

not know about that, not coming from 
the State of Tennessee; but I do know 
in the State of New York. 
. Now, on this amendment. - Only re
cently the Fede·ral Power Commission 
found that in the State of New York 
there was no need for a preference clause. 
The utilities now serving_ the State of 
New York serve over 90 percent of all 
the people. Only one-tenth of 1 percent 
are served by cooperatives. Only about 
1 percent are served by municipal power
plants. There are adequate transmission 
lines all over the State of New York, and 
it has always been the generally accepted 
policy that preference clauses only per
tain to surplus power generated by Gov
ernment funds, and it does not apply in 
the State of New York. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from. New York [Mr. 
ROOSEVELT]. 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Chairman, a 
great deal has been made of this ques
tion of taxes, and I think we should ad
dress ourselves to some facts in this situ
ation. 

The amendment offered by my col
league, the gentleman from Alabama 
[Mr. JONES] perfects the substitute of
fered by the gentleman from New York 
t:Mr. BECKER] in that it will direct the 
New York State Power Authority to make 
payments in lieu of taxes to the State 
and local governments. The only re
maining question, therefore, is the ques
tion of Federal taxes. There is complete 
agreement .that the Federal taxes in

. "\colved in the Niagara project, if it is con-
structed and operated by the private 
utilities, amount to ·about $9,500,000. 
That is all that Uncle Sam is going to 

. g·et ouf of the private utilities from the 
development of this Niagara power
$9,500,000. 

Now, let us just look at the record of 
what the taxpayers have paid in sub
sidies in two forms to those same pri
vate utilities-and this is your taxpay
ers' money. First of all, in the general 
area of the Northeast about 40 percent 
of all the defense contracts since Korea 
have been placed. The power differen
tial, in other words, the high cost of 
power in the Northeast as compared 
with the national average is such that 
in these defense contracts Uncle Sam 
has subsidized the private utilities of the 
Northeast to the tune of $180 million 
since Korea. In the case of one private 
company, Alcoa, at the Massena alumi
num plant, refused to put that plant 
back in operation unless Uncle Sam was 
willing to pay the difference between the 
national average power rate and the 
excessively high private utility rate 
charged by 1 of these 5 companies. 
In the 18 months since that plant has 
been in operation at Massena, since Oc
tober of 1951, Uncle Sam has paid-that 
is your taxpayers and mine have paid 
out--for this high power cost of the pri
vate utilities $6 million to only 1 of these 
5 companies. 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I am glad to yield 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. In addition 
to those payments made to those so· 

called private utilities, I wonder if the 
gentleman from New York would give us 
some figures on the tax amortization 
they have enjoyed. 

Mr:. ROOSEVELT. I am coming to 
that; I am glad. the gentleman brought 
that up. 

Since Korea the five companies that 
are trying to grab this people's resource 
have been granted tax amortization cer
tificates for plant expansion to the tune 
of $325 million, which amounts to a tax 
writeoff of $114 million. That means 
that we are telling these five companies: 
Do not pay Uncle Sam $114 million in 
taxes; and you-fellows are worried about 
$9,500,000 in taxes that will come if they 
develop this. Why, you have already 
paid them over $300 m~llion as a tax
payers' subsidy since i~orea. . . 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. ~hair· 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I yielQ.. 
Mr. JONES of Alabama. If these 

corr panies go ahead and build this proj .. 
ect, will we be held up for tax amorti
zation? 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I am glad the gen
tleman brought that up. These five com
panies have been asked whether they 
expect to file for tax amortization cer
tificates on the $400 million to build this 
project, and they have artfully ducked 
and dodged that question ever since it 
first came up a number of: years ago. 

If you pass this bill this administra
tion can expect that they will file for 
tax amortization certificates for an ad· 
ditional $400 million. It means the tax
payers will pay about $150 million as an 
additional subsidy on tax writeoff on this 
project. · What you are saying is that 
the taxpayers should now put up a total 
of almost half a billion dollars in tax
free money: all of this taxpayers' money 
on top of stealing the resource itself, 
which the people own. This is why I 
say, and the people will say when they 
know the facts, that this is the biggest 
and most :flagrant grab in the Nation's 
history. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. JAVITS]. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Becker amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that we are 
engaged here in considering substance, 
not form, and that none of us here will 
be panicked by tirades either against the 
Federal Government or against the pri
vate utilities. I think it has already been 
pointed out that we are not engaged in 
any fundamental question of ideology, 
because every public utility enjoys a 
franchise from some governmental en
tity and is a monopoly, and that we are~ 
therefore, not dealing with free competi
tive enterprise in terms of the market 
place. It is just a question of which way 
the public interest will be best served by 
the sovereign, in this case the State of 
New York, retaining ·continuously the 
title to this fundamental resource or by 
turning the title-and I emphasize the 
word "title"--over to the utility com.:-. 
panies which are bidding for it. 

It is my conviction, and I believe it is 
keeping faith with the people of the State 
of New York, to ·take the position here 
that the public ·interest will be best 

served by keeping the title continuously
and I emphasize the word "title"-to 
this fundamental resource in the name 
of the people of the State of New York. 
That is in substance what the State plan 
implies, because once you get by the title 
about everything else remains the same 
if these parties are proceeding in good 
faith and if they really intend to go 
through with all of their representations 
of serving the public interest in the 
administration of this property. 

Let me prove that to you. Mr. Burton, 
chairman of the New York Power Au
thority, who testified on behalf of the 
State pf New York, said at page 211 of 
the testimony: 

The State _will pool its power with exiSt
ing private, public, and cooperative utllity 
systems. This will be done under agree
ments fair and equitable to consumer and 
company alike·. If the existing utility com
panies prefer not to transmit and market 
the power, the State is empowered to build . 
transmission lines to load centers. State 
transmission o! St. Lawrence and Niagara. 
power would be wasteful, insofar as it would 
duplicate existing lines and would block the 
stronger integration o! our existing utility 
systems. · 

In short, the State will own title con· 
tinuously to the fundamental resourc_e 
and the State will utilize that funda
mental resource in the best public in
terest through private enterprise, 
through cooperatives, through munici· 
palties, and through any agency that is 
necessary to give the people the full 
benefit of that fundamental resource. 
That, I think, is our fundamental ob• 
jective. 

'The first reason I ·believe that we 
s~1ould -stand against the ownership of 
tl1e title to this fundamental resource 
by the private public 'utility companies 
is that this resource should not be alien· 
ated because it belongs to all the people: 
The people of the State of New York have 
asserted themselves on that subject and 
we, I believe, are morally bound to re-:
spect that assertion. The people of the 
State of New York say: We wish to own 
the title, we wish to control disposition 
of this power, and it is our intention, 
clearly expressed by the chairman of 
this power authority, that we will dis.;. 
pose of it without duplicating transmis· 
sion lines, without competing with pri· 
vate industry, without endeavoring to 
have the Government run the power in· 
dustry. The bill which the committee 
has brought in has had to include pro· 
tections against the fact that some might 
be unfairly treated in the utilization of 
this fundamental power resource, and I 
attribute this to the fact that for 48 
years the title is being alienated. If 
title remains continuously in the state of 
New York you would not need these pro· 
tections and the committee itself admits 
that the people own this resource be· 
cause they say in 48 years they shall get 
it back. I say, let the people keep the 
title now. That is the fundamental pol
icy of the State of New York expressed 
time and time again since the beginnin!~ 
of the century. I believe we are in duty 
bound to respect the wishes of the people 
of the State of New York. 

There has been a lot of talk here about 
the attitude of the President. Regard
less of what the Bm·eau c;>f the · Budget 
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said and it is my deep conviction that 
it represents the attitude of the admin
istration which favors referring this 
whole matter to the Federal Power Com
mission under the Federal Power Act, 
the President himself has said that the 
best way to develop a natural resource 
is in partnership between localities-the 
States-and the private enterprises in 
those States. That is just exactly what 
the New York State plan proposes, and 
that is just exactly what Mr. Burton tes
tified to; that New York State would pool 
with existing private, public, and cooper
ative utility systems the utilization of its 
title to this fundamental resource which 
inalienably, according to the assertion 
t>f the people of the State of New York, 
should belong to them. 

Mr. Chairman, I think we ought to 
respect that, and I think .we ought to, 
therefore, adopt the Becker amend
ment-the New York State plan. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
DoNDERO]. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. JONES] intends to 
add to the Becker amendment the pref
erence clause. 

I just want to say- to the House that 
Mr. John H. Burton, director of the· New 
York Power Authority, came before our 
committee and frankly told the · com
mittee that if the State of New York was 
given the right to develop this power 
there would be no preference clause in 
their regulations. That is No. 1. 

Secondly, the courts have passed upon 
this question before. In the District 
circuit court, in the Roanoke Rapids 
case, the court said: "The preference 
clause merely provides how the surplus 
power developed at Government projects 
shall be disposed of." There is no such 
question as surplus power in the bill be
fore the House today, none whatever. 
Quite recently, in fact last May, the Fed
eral Power Commission examiner, in 
proceedings on the St. Lawrence power 
·project, practically took the same posi
tion. There is no such thing as surplus 
power involved here, therefore the pref
erence clause has no place in this discus
sion and the amendment should be 
voted down. · 

Mr. MILLER of New York. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DONDERO. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. MILLER of New York. Is it not 
also true that this bill gives no title to 
the utilities, to any part of the Niagara 
River, and never intended, and by no 
.stretch of the imagination does. 

Mr. DONDERO. That is correct. 
Mr. MILLER of N.ew York. All it-does 

is to give the utility the right to put 
tunnels and intakes into the river and to 
use the water temporarily and replace it 
in the river, and the State of New York 
always will have title to the river under 
this or any other bill. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask that the Committee vote down the 
Jones amendment and also the Becker 
substitute amendment which turns this 
power over to the State of New York. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment o:tiered by ·the gentleman 

from Alabama [Mr. JoNEs] to the sub
stitut-e amendment offered by the gentle
man from New York [Mr. BECKER]. 

The question was taken; and on a divi
sion <demanded by Mr. RoOsEVELT) there 
were-ayes 55, noes 128. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 

the substitute amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. BECKER]. 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr. BEcKER) there 
were-ayes 17, noes 136. 

So the substitute amendment was re
jected. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. McGREGoR·: On 

page 4, line 16, after "amended," strike out 
the comma and insert a period, and strike 
the balance of lines 16 to 25, inclusive, and 
lines 1 to 5, inclusive, on page 5. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, due 
to the lateness of the hour and the fact 
that this amendment has been discussed 
a number of times during the hearings, 
I am not going to take my 5 minutes. 

This simply strikes out the recapture 
clause as shown on page 4. As the bill is 
written, an agency of the United States 
Government could come into the State 
of New York and, if this bill passes, after 
March 2, 1971, make a claim on and a 
purchase of this particular property. I 
contend that if private enterprise is going 
.ahead and develop the property and 
.establishing a given service, certainly it 
should not have the threat of public own
ership or Government ownership hang
ing over its head all the time. Let us 
give private ownership a chance to sur
vive. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. STEED. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. STEED: On page 

..6r strike out all of lines 11 to 15, inclusive. 

Mr. STEED. Mr. Chairman, the pur
pose of this amendment is to strike out 
section 6 of this bill. Section 6 is the 
section which provides that if there is 
any conflict between this bill and the 
Federal Power Act this bill prevails. In 
other words, this section has this e:tiect: 
It repeals the Federal Power Act insofar 
as it applies to the Niagara River project. 

This bill is designed to be in favor 
of private enterprise. If we are going 
to take that position, it seems to me 
that even the most ardent champion of 
private enterprise would be willing that 
this project be developed and regulated 
under the law of the land that Congress 
has created in times gone by known as 
the Federal Power Act, and under the 
regulation of the Federal Power Com
mission. 

In my opinion, this is the real bug 
under the chip in this bill. There has 
been some talk today about this being 
a. giveaway bill. In my opinion, the real 
giveaway, if there is such in this bill, is 
~ontained in section 6~ because if this 
,section stays in the bill you are in effect 
giving away the rights the people have 

under the Federal Power Act. So I say 
that if .you are in good faith, and if 
you want private enterprise to operate 
under the laws ::ts we now have them, 
surely you will agree that this section 
should go out of the bill. 

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

Mr. STEED. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Is not the gentleman's 
amendment in accordance with the pro
visions of the bill itself at the top of page 
3, where it i~ stated: 

The Congress further finds that the Fed· 
eral Power Act, as amended, provides ade
quate safeguards deemed essential for the 
protection of broad local and national in
terests in navigable waters of the United 
States. 

So that your amendment essentially 
carries out that purpose as contained in 
the bill? 

Mr. STEED. Of course, if section 6 
stays in the bill that language you just 
read would be just so much language 
and would have no force or effect. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, if the amendment of 
the gentleman from Oklahoma should 
be adopted, it would practically destroy 
the provision in the treaty between the 
United States and Canada, especially 
reserved by the Senate of the United 
States to safeguard the public interest 
in regard to this project that the Con
gress of the United States shall-keep its 
hands on it and control over it. If this 
amendment is adopted, it turns the en
tire matter over to the Federal Power 
Commission and the reservation of the 
treaty would be completely destroyed and 
nullified. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask that the amend
ment be voted down. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment o:tiered by the gentle
man from Oklahoma [Mr. STEEDL 

The question was taken; and on a. 
division (demanded by Mr. STEED) there 
were-ayes 41, noes 109. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
· Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
the bill and amendments thereto close 
in 15 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

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

man, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. JoNES of Ala

bama: On page 3, delete lines 1 through 7 • 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair
man, this amendment seeks to delete 
lines 1 through 7 on page 3. This lan
guage in the bill is offensive to the 
historical policy of the Government in 
the exercise of these licenses that are 
outstanding. I realize it is late, and I 
do not want to burden the committee 
any longer. It seems useless to offer 
perfecting amendments. I expect at 
the proper time to Otrer a motion to re
commit. 

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

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I yield. 
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Mr. PRIEST. The gentleman men
tioned franchise. I was just wondering 
if there is any provision in this bill 
whereby the utilities that might under 
the terms of the bill develop this proj
ect would pay any sort of franchise or 
pay for a franchise privilege? 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Of course, 
these franchises are issued by the State 
governments and they do not have a 
Federal franchise because there is no 
field in which the Federal Government 
has authority to issue a franchise to a 
local or State operated corporation. 

Mr. MILLER of New York. If the 
gentleman will yield to me to answer 
that question, at the present time the 
private utility pays to the State of New 
York the sum of $2 million annually for 
the use of the waters of the Niagara 
River. It is estimated that if this proj
ect is permitted to be built by private 
enterprise, they will pay to the State of 
New York a total sum of $5 million an
nually. 

Mr. PRIEST. i thank the gentleman. 
Mr. JONES of Alabama. I might say, 

going a little further, that if these 5 
companies develop the power, the addi
tional cost to the consumer will be ap
proximately $32 million more than they 
would pay if the state of New York de
veloped it with a preference provision 
written into the authority, turning over 
the Federal properties at Niagara to the 
New York State Power Authority. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. What 
this bill does is simply to direct the Fed
eral Power Commission to issue a license 
for the production of power at Niagara. 
In no way does it take away from the 
Federal Power Commission any safe
guards over the na-vigable waters of the 
United States. The gentleman's amend
ment would take that section out of the 
bill and therefore weaken the hands of 
the Federal Government. I am opposed 
to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask for a vote. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. JoNESJ. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. RoosEVELT: At 

page 5, line 6, delete paragraph (b) and 
insert the following in lieu thereof: 

"(b) in contracting for the disposition of 
project power, (A) preference shall be given 
to States, counties, and municipalities, in
cluding agencies or instrumentalities of any 
of them, and to cooperative or other organi
zations not organized or administered for 
profit but primarily for the purpose of sup-:
plying electric energy to their members as 
nearly as possible at cost, and to the De
partment of Defense, and other defense agen
cies, and on fair and reasonable terms to 
other Federal agencies and to private enter
prises requiring power to fulfill defense con
tracts; and (B) arrangements shall be made 
sufficiently flexible so that the foregoing re
cipients of preference now or hereafter au
thorized by law to engage in the distribu
tion of electric energy may secure a reason
able share of the project power.'' 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I 
make a point of order against the 
amendment that what it seeks to do is 
simply to put back what the House has 

already voted out, namely: the prefer· 
ence clause. The House has acted on 
that. I do not think the House should 
be called upon to vote upon the same 
proposition the second time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from New York [Mr. ROOSEVELT] 
wish to be heard on this point of order? 

Mr. :ROOSEVELT. Mr. Chairman, I 
do. First of all, there is considerable 
difference between this amendment and 
the previous amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. JoNES], 
which ran some 2% pages and covered 
2 other topics. This amendment only 
covers the preference clause. 

Secondly, this amendment is directed 
at the Dondero bill. The other broader 
amendment was directed at the Becker 
bill. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. CURTIS of Ne
braska). The Chair is prepared to rule. 

The point of order is overruled. 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from New York [Mr. RoosEVELT]. 
Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Chairman, 

very simply, this is the traditional pref
erence clause that the Congress has in
serted in legislation for 47 years. If you 
reject this preference clause at this time, 
you are rejecting the actions of every 
Congress in the last 47 years, Republican 
and Democratic alike, and under the 
leadership of Republican and Democrat
ic administrations. 

If you reject this amendment at this 
time, you are rejecting the competitive 
system by which our country became 
strong, You are telling the private util
ity monopolies, "Boys, go ahead; sell to 
whomever you want. Charge whatever 
you want. The people's resources are 
turned over to you, lock, stock, and bar
rel. Grab them and get fat on them." 

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

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I yield to the dis
tinguished majority leader. 

Mr. HALLECK. Since it is quite evi
dent, at least at this stage, that this 
power is to be developed by private com
panies, as I understand it, the gentle
man's amendment would require them 
to sell the power that they generate at 
cost. Does the gentleman think it is 
right that the power to be sold at cost 
and that no money be received above 
that to pay any sort of return on the in
vestment involved? 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. May I clarify the 
majority leader's understanding? Much 
as I respect his usual understanding of 
problems such as this he fails to com
prehend the purpose of this amendment. 
It in no way removes the profit motive 
if the private utilities are to get it which 
I do not concede; it simply says that if 
a municipal association, a rural coopera
tive, or the State of New York, or any 
agency of the Federal Government 
which needs power for national defense 
comes to the private utilities they can 
get it before private companies requir· 
ing it, or anybody else requiring it. In 
other words, this does not remove the 
profit motive from the utilities at all. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I yield. 
Mr. HALLECK. I just read the gen

tleman's amendment hurriedly, but I am 

sure the language is there including the 
proposition that preference on power 
shall be to the municipality at as near 
cost as possible. 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. If this bill goes 
through, the selling price would be reg
ulated by the Public Service Commission. 
All it says is that if some municipality, 
rural cooperative, or Federal agency 
needs the power it shall get it first. 

Mr. MILLER of New York. Does not 
that amount to discrimination in the 
sale of competitive power? 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. No. 
Mr. MILLER of New York. How 

could it be otherwise if you insist upon 
the preference clause? 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I simply point out 
that this does not discriminate against 
anybody. All it permits is competition. 
If you do not pass this preference clause 
you are telling the private utilities, the 
five companies: "You have the right to 
develop the power, and you have the 
right to sell the power at whatever rate 
you can get for it." This amendment 
simply provides a slight modicum of 
competition. · 

I am rather embarrassed to be in the 
position of having to urge some of my 
Republican friends to stand by the com
petitive private enterprise principles 
that have made our country great. 

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

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I yield. 
Mr. MASON. What does the word 

"preference" mean? 
Mr. ROOSEVELT. It really means 

equality of opportunity to buy. ; 
. Mr. MASON. Oh, the dictionary says 
It means preference; and preference 
means giving to certain people more ad· 
vantage than you give to others. 1 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. It means this, that 
the little consumer has the right now to 
go in and say, "Look, I want this for my , 
rural co-op." It allows the Alcoa Co., up 
in Massena, if they are operating under . 
a defense contract, to get a priority. It ! 
means simply that these nonprofit or
ganizations, including our Defense De
partment, will have a prior right to get 
the power; and that has been the policy 
of Congress for 47 years. I 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. No; I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman's 
amendment seeks to at least point out 
that there is no preference provision in 
the bill to protect the security of the 
United States. I want to read from sub· 
section (b) on page 5 these words: 

(b) In contracting for the disposition of 
project power, preference shall be given to 
directions from the Department of Defense 
for supplying power to governmental instal
lations or to industries requiring power to 
produce materials essential to the national 
security. 1 

The bill has a proper safeguard in it. 
The amendment is not necessary and I 
ask that the amendment be voted down. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle· 1 man from New York [Mr. RoosEVEL'Ilej 

The amendment was rejected. 
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The CHAIRMAN. If there are no 
further amendments, under the rule the 
Committee will rise. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. CuRTIS of Nebraska, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under considera
tion the bill <H. R. 4351) to preserve the 
scenic beauty of the Niagara Falls and 
River, to authorize the construction of 
certain works of improvement on that 
river for power purposes, and to further 
the interests of national security by au
thorizing the prompt development of 
such works of improvement for power 
purposes, pursuant to House Resolution 
322, he reported the bill back to the 
House with an amendment adopted- by 
the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule the 
previous question is ordered. · 

The question is on the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the engrossment and third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, 
I offer a motion to recommit. · 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman 
opposed to 'the bill? 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I am. 
The SPEAKER. Tlie gentleman qual

ifies. The Clerk will report the motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. JoNES of Alabama moves to recommit 

the hill (H. R. 4351) to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

The SPEAKER . . Without objection, 
the previous question is ordered on the 
motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the motion to recommit. 
· Mr. JONES of Alabama . . Mr. Speaker, 

on that I demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 130, nays 254, not voting 46. 
as foilows: 

Abernethy 
Albert 
Andersen, 

.H . Carl 
Angell 
Aspinall . 
Bailey 
Barrett 
Becker 
Blatnik 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bonner 
Brown, Ga. 
Buchanan 
Burdick 
Byrd 
Byrne, Pa. 
Canfield 
Cannon 
Carnahan 
Celler 
Chelf 
Chudo!f 
Condon 
Cooper 
Crosser 
Davis, Tenn. 

[Roll No. 83] 
YEAS-130 

Deane 
Dollinger 
Dor;n, S.C. 
Dowdy 
Doyle 
Eberharter 
Edmondson 
Elliott 
Engle 
Evins 
Feighan 
Fine 
Forand 
Friedel 
Gordon 
Granahan 
Green 
Gregory 
Hagen, Calif. 
Hagen, Minn. 
Hays, Ohio 
Heller 
Heselton 
Holmes 
Holtzman 
Horan 
Javits 
;Johnson 

Jones, Ala . 
Jones, Mo. 
Karsten, Mo. 
Kee 
Kelley, P a . 
King, Calif. 
Kirwan 
Klein 
Kluczynski 
Landrum 
Lane 
Lanham 
Lesinski 
Long 
McCormack 
Machrowicz 
Mack, Ill. 
Mack, Wash. 
Madden 
Magnuson 
Mahon 
Marshall 
Metcalf 
Miller, Calif. 
Miller, Kans . 
Mills 
Moss 
Multer 

Murray 
Norblad 
O 'Brien, Til. 
O'Hara, Ill. 
O'Neill 
Patman 
Patten 
Pelly 
Perkins 
Pfost 
Pilcher 
Poage 
Polk 
Price 
Priest 
Prouty 

Abbitt 
Adair 
Addonizio 
Alexander 
Allen, Calif. 
Allen, Ill. 
Andresen, 

August H. 
Andrews 
Arends 
Ashmore 
A uchincloss 
Ayres 
Baker 
Beamer 
Belcher 
Bender 
Bennett, Fla. 
Bennett, Mich. 
Bentley 
Bentsen 
Berry 
Betts 
Bishop 
Bolton, 

Frances P. 
Bolton, 

Oliver P. 
Bonin 
Bosch 
Bow 
Boy kin 
Bramblett 
Bi·ay . 
Brooks, La. 
Brooks, Tex. 
Brown, Ohio 
Brownson 
Broyhill 
Budge 
Burleson 
Busbey 
Bush 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Campbell 
Carlyle 
Carrigg 
Cederberg 
Chatham 
Chenoweth 
Church 
Clardy 
Clevenger 
Cole, Mo. 
Cole, N.Y. 
Colmer 
Coon 
Corbett 
Cotton 
Coudert 
Cretella 
Crumpacker 
Curtis, Mass. 
Curtis, Mo. 
Curtis, Nebr. 
Dague 
Davis, Ga. 
Davis, Wis. 
Dawson, Utah 
Delaney 
Dempsey 
Derounian 
Devereux 
D'Ewart 
Dies 
DOdd 
Dondero 
Donohue 
Donovan . 
Dorn, N.Y. 
Fallon 
Fenton 
Fernandez 
Fino 
Ford 
Forrester 

Rabaut 
Rains 
Rayburn 
Reams 
Rhodes, Pa. 
Roberts 
Rogers, Tex. 
Rooney 

. Roosevelt 
Shelley 
Sheppard 
Smith, Miss . 
Spence 
Staggers 
Steed 
Sullivan 

NAY8-254 

Sutton 
Thompson, Tex. 
Thornberry 
Tollefson 
Trimble 
Vinson 
Westland 
Whitten 
Wickersham 
Wier 
Willis 
Winstead 
Withrow 
Yates 
Zablocki 

Fountain Miller, N.Y. 
Frelinghuysen Morano 
Fulton Morrison 
Gamble Mumma 
Garmatz Neal 
Gary Nicholson 
Gathings Norrell 
Gavin Oakman 
Gentry O'Brien, N.Y. 
George O'Hara, Minn. 
Golden O'Konski 
Goodwin Osmers 
Graham Ostertag 
Grant Passman 
Gross Patterson 
Gubser Philbin 
Gwinn R.l-J.illips 
Hale Pillion 
Haley Poff 
Halleck Radwan 
Hand Ray 
Harden Reece, Tenn. 
Harris · Reed, N. Y. 
Harrison, Nebr. Rees, Kans. 
Harrison, Va. Rhodes, Ariz. 
Harrison, Wyo. R iehlman 
Hart Riley 
Harvey Robeson, Va. 
Hays, Ark. Robsion, Ky. 
Herlong Rodino 
Hiestand Rogers, Colo. 
Hill Rogers, Fla. 
Hillelson Rogers, Mass . 
HUlings Sadlak 
Hoeven St. George 
Hoffman, Ill . Saylor 
Hoffman, Mich. Schenck 
Holt Scherer 
Hope Scott 
Hosmer Scrivner 
Howell Scudder 
Hruska Secrest 
Hunter Seely-Brown 
Hyde Selden 
Ikard Sheehan 
Jackson Short 
James Shuford 
Jarman Sieminski 
Jenkins Simpson, Ill. 
Jensen Simpson, Pa. 
Jonas, Til. Small 
Jonas, N.C. Smith, Va. 
Jones, N.c. Smith Wis. 
Judd Springer 
Kean Stauffer 
Kearney Stringfellow 
Kearns Taber 
Keating Talle 
Kelly, N . Y. Taylor 
Keogh Thomas 
Kersten, Wis. Thompson, 
Kilburn Mich. 
King, Pa. Tuck 
Knox Utt 
·Krueger Van Pelt 
Laird VanZandt 
Lanta!f Velde 
Latham Vorys 
LeCompte Vursell 
Lovre Wainwright 
Lucas Walter 
Lyle Wampler 
McConnell Warburton 
McCulloch Watts 
McDonough Weichel 
McGregor Wharton 
Mcintire Wheeler 
Mailliard Widnall 
Martin, Iowa. Williams, Miss. 
Mason Williams, N.Y. 
Matthews Wilson, Tex. 
Meader Wolcott 
Merrill Wolverton 
Merrow Yorty 
Miller, Md. Young 
Miller, NebJ;. Younger 

Barden 
Bates 
Battle 
Boggs 
Buckley 
Camp 
Case 
Chiperfield 
Cooley 
Cunningham 
Dawson, Ill. 
Dingell 
Dolliver 
Durham 
Ellsworth 
Fisher 

NOT VOTING-46 
Fogarty 
Fra zier 
Hardy 
Hebert 
Hess 
H in shaw 
Holifield 
Kilday 
McCarthy 
McMillan 
McVey 
Mollohan 
Morgan 
Moulder 
Nelson 
O 'Brien, Mich. 

Powell 
Preston 
Reed, Ill. 
Regan 
Richards 
Rivers 
Shafer 
Sikes 
Smith, Kans. 
Teague 
Thompson, La. 
Wigglesworth 
Wilson, Calif. 
Wilson, Ind. 

So the motion to recommit was re
jected. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

Mr. Wiggleswort h with Mr. Hebert. 
Mr. Bates with Mr. Boggs. 
Mr. Hinshaw with Mr. Preston. 
Mr. Shafer with Mr. Mollohan. 
Mr. Case with Mr. Dingell. 
Mr. Ellswort h with Mr. Frazier. 
Mr. McVey with Mr. Sikes. 
Mr. Wilson of Indiana with Mr. Durham. 
Mr. Chiperfield with Mr. Cooley. 
Mr. Nelson with Mr. Hardy. 
Mr. Wilson of California with Mr. Teague. 
Mr. Hess with Mr. Thompson of Louisiana. 
Mr.' Smith of K a nsas with Mr. Barden. 
Mr. Cunningham with Mr. Battle. 
Mr. Dolliver with Holifield. 
Mr. Reed of Illinois with Mr. Buckley. 

Mr. JUDD changed his vote from 
"yea" to "nay." 

Mr. BECKER changed his vote from 
"nay" 'to "yea.'' 

Mr. VELDE changed his vote from 
"yea" to "nay.'' ~ 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the :Passage of the bill. 

Mr. RAYBURN. -Mr. Speaker, on that 
I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 262, nays 120, not voting 48, 
as follows: 

Abernethy 
Ada ir 
Addonizio 
Alexander 
Allen, Calif . 
Allen, Ill. 
Andrews 
Arends 
Ashmore 
Auchincloss 
Ayres 
Baker 
Beamer 
Becker 
Belcher 
Bender 
Bennett, Fla . 
Bennett, Micll; 
Bentley 
Bentsen 
Berry 
Betts 
Bishop 
Bolton, 

FrancesP. 
Bolton, 

Oliver P . 
Bonin 
Bonner 
Bosch 
Bow 

[Roll No. 84) 
YEA8-262 

Brooks, Tex. 
Brown, Ohio 
Brownson 
Broyhill 
Budge 
Burleson 
Busbey 
Bush 
Byrnes, Wis. 
c ampbell 
Carlyle 
Carrigg 
Cederberg 
Chatham 
Chenoweth 
Church 
Clardy 
Clevenger 
Cole, Mo. 
Cole, N.Y. 
Colmer 
Coon 
Corbet t 
Cotton 
Coudert 
Cretella 
Crumpacker 
Curtis, Mass. 
Curtis, Mo. 
Curtis, Nebr. 
Da gue 
Da vis, Ga. 
Davis, Wis. 
Dawson, Utah 

Boykin 
Bramblett 
Bray 
Brooks, La. · Delaney 

Dempsey 
Derounian 
Devereux 
D'Ewart 
Dies 
Dodd 
Dondero 
Donohue 
Donovan 
Dorn,N. Y. 
Dorn, S.C. 
Dowdy 
Fallon 
Fenton 
Fernandez 
Fino 
Ford 
Forrester 
Fountain 
Frelinghuysen 
Friedel 
Fulton 
Gamble 
Garmatz 
Gary 
Gathings 
Gavin 
Gentry 
George 
Golden 
Goodwin 
Graham 
Grant 
Gross 
Gubser 
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Gwinn Lovre 
Hale Lucas 
Haley Lyle 
Halleck McConnell 
Hand McCulloch 
Harden McDonough 
Harris McGregor 
Harrison, Nebr. Mcintire 
Harrison, Va. Mahon 
Harrison, Wyo. Mailliard 
Hart Martin, Iowa 
Harvey .Mason 
Hays, Ark. Matthews 
Herlong Meader 
Hiestand Merrill 
Hill Merrow 
Hillelson Miller, Md. 
Billings Miller, Nebr. 
Hoeven Miller, N.Y. 
Hoffman, Til. Mills 
Hoffman, Mich. Morano 
Holt Morrison 
Hope Mumma 
Hosmer Neal 
Howell Nicholson 
Hruska Norrell 
Hunter Oakman 
Hyde O'Brien, N.Y. 
Ikard O 'Hara, Minn. 
Jackson Osmers 
James Ostertag 
Jarman Passman 
Jenkins Patterson 
Jensen Philbin 
Jonas, Ill. Phillips 
Jonas, N.c. Pillion 
Jones, N, c. Poff 
Judd Radwan 
Kean Ray 
Kearney Reece, Tenn. 
Kearns Reed, N.Y. 
Keating Rees, Kans. 
Kelly, N. Y. Regan 
Keogh Rhodes, Ariz. 
Kersten, Wis. Richards 
Kilburn Riehlman 
King, Pa.. Riley 
Knox Robeson, Va. 
Krueger Robsion, Ky. 
Laird Rodino 
Landrum Rogers, Colo. 
Lantaff Rogers, Fla. 
Latham Rogers, Mass. 
LeCompte Rooney 

Albert 
Andersen, 

H. Carl 
Angell 
Aspinall 
Bailey 
Barrett 
Blatnik 
Boland 
Bolling 
Brown, Ga. 
Buchanan 
Burdick 
Byrd 
Byrne, Pa. 
Canfield 
Cannon 
Carnahan 
Celler 
Chelf 
Chudoff 
Cooper 
Crosser 
Davis, Tenn. 
Deane 
Dollinger 
Doyle 
Eberharter 
Edmondson 
Elliott 
Engle 
Evins 
Feighan 
Fine 
Forand 
Gordon 
Granahan 
Green 
Gregory 
Hagen, Calif. 
Hagen, Minn. 

NAYS-120 
Hays, Ohio 
Heller 
Heselton 
Holmes 
Holtzman 
Horan 
Javits 
Johnson 
Jones, Ala. 
Jones, Mo. 
Karsten, Mo. 
Kee 
Kelley, Pa. 
King, Calif. 
Kirwan 
Klein 
Kluczynskl 
Lane 
Lanham 
Lesinski 
Long 
McCormack 
Machrowicz 
Mack, Ill. 
Mack, Wash. 
Madden 
Magnuson 
Marshall 
Metcalf 
Miller, Calif. 
Miller, Kans. 
Moss 
Multer 
Murray 
Norblad 
O'Brien, Ill. 
O'Hara, Ill. 
O'Konski 
O'Neill 
Patman 
Patten 

Sadlak 
St. George 
Saylor 
Schenck 
Scherer 
Scott 
Scrivner 
Scudder 
Secrest 
Seely-Brown 
Selden 
Sheehan 
Short 
Shuford 
Sieminski 
Simpson, Ill. -
Simpson,Pa.. 
Small 
Smith, Va. 
Smith, Wis. 
Sprin.ger 
Stringfellow 
Taber 
Talle 
Taylor 
Thomas 
Thompson, 

Mich. 
Tuck 
Utt 
Van Pelt 
VanZandt 
Vel de 
Vorys 
Vursell 
Wainwright 
Walter 
Wampler 
Warburton 
Watts 
Weichel 
Wharton 
Wheeler 
Widnall 
Williams, Miss. 
Williams, N.Y. 
Wilson, Tex. 
Wolcott 
Wolverton 
Yorty 
Young 
Younger 

Pelly 
Perkins 
Pfost 
Pilcher 
Poage 
Polk 
Price 
Priest 
Prouty 
Rabaut 
Rains 
Rayburn 
Reams 
Rhodes, Pa. 
Roberts 
Rogers, Tex. 
Roosevelt 
Shelley 
Sheppard 
Smith, Miss. 
Spence 
Staggers 
Steed 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Thompson, Tex. 
Thornberry 
Tollefson 
Trimble 
Vinson 
Westland 
Whitten 
Wickersham 
Wier 
Willis 
Winstead 
Withrow 
Yates 
Zablocki 

NOT VOTING-48 
Abbitt 
Andresen, 

August H. 
Barden 
Bates 

Battle 
Boggs 
Buckley 
Camp 
Case 

Chiperfield 
Condon 
Cooley 

. Cunningham 
nawson,m • . ··· 

Dingell Kilday 
Dolliver McCarthy 
Durham McMillan 
Ellsworth McVey 
Fisher Mollohan 
Fogarty Morgan 
Frazier Moulder 
Hardy Nelson 
Hebert O'Brien, Mich. 
Hess Powell 
Hinshaw Preston 
Holifield Reed, Dl. 

So the bill was passed. 
The Clerk announced 

pairs: 

Rivers 
Shafer 
Sikes 
Smith, Kans. · 
Stauffer 
Teague 
Thompson, La. 
Wigglesworth 
Wilson, Calif, 
Wilson, Ind. 

the following 

Mr. Wigglesworth with Mr. Hebert. 
Mr. Bates with Mr. Boggs. 
Mr. Hess with Mr. Preston. 
Mr. Shafer with Mr. Mollohan. 
Mr. McVey with Mr. Dingell. 
Mr. Case with Mr. Frazier. 
Mr. Ellsworth with Mr. Sikes. 
Mr. Nelson with Mr. Durham. 
Mr. Wilson of California with Mr. Cooley. 
Mr. Hinshaw with Mr. Hardy. 
Mr. August H. Andresen with Mr. Teague. 
Mr. Reed of Illinois with Mr. Thompson of 

Louisiana. 
Mrs. St. George with Mr. Barden. 
Mr. Chiperfield with Mr. Battle. 
Mr. Cunningham with Mr. Holifield. 
Mr. Wilson of Indiana with Mr. Camp. 
Mr. Dolliver with Mr. Buckley. 
Mr. Smith of Kansas with Mr. Powell. 
Mr. Stauffer with Mr. Fogarty. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 
Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
extend their remarks on the bill just 
passed. 

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

There was no objection. 

AUTHORIZING CLERK TO CORRECT 
SECTION NUMBERS ON H. R. 4351 
Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Clerk be 
authorized to correct section numbers in 
the engrossment of the bill H. R. 4351. 

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

There was no objection. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate, by Mr. 

Carrell, one of its clerks, announced that 
the Senate had passed, with an amend· 
ment in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested, a bill of the House 
of the following title: 

H. R. 6054. An act to amend the act of 
April 6, 1949, to provide for additional emer· 
gency assistance to farmers and stockmen, 
and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendment t.o 

. the foregoing bill, requests a conference 
with the House on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints 
Mr. AIKEN, Mr. THYE, Mr. HicKENLOOPER, 
Mr. HOLLAND, and Mr. ANDERSON to be 
the conferees on't:he part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendments of the 
House to a bill of the Senate of the fol
lowing title: 
· S. 1644. An act to amend the act of May 

27, 1940 (54 Stat. 223). as amended, and the 
act of February 14, 1931 ·( 46 Stat. 1111). to 
remove the limitation upon the rank of the 
Director of Music, the leader of the Military 
Academy Band, and to remove the limitation 
upon the pay of the leader of the United 
States Naval Academy Band, and to author· 
i?'e the appointment of Lt. Comdr. Charles 
Brendler, United States Navy, to the perma· 
nent grade of commander in the Navy. 

The message also announced that the 
Vice President has appointed Mr. CARL
soN and Mr. JoHNSTON of South Carolina 
members of the joint select committee 
on the part of the Senate, as provided 
for in the act of August 5, 1939, entitled 
"An act to provide for the disposition 
of certain records of the United States 
Government," for the disposition of ex. 
ecutive papers referred to in the report 
of the Archivist of the United States 
numbered 54-1. 

EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE TO FARM
ERS AND STOCKMEN 

Mr. HOPE. ' Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent to take from the Speaker's 
table the bill (H. R. 6054) to amend the 
act of April 6, 1949, to provide for addi
tional emergency assistance to farmers 
and stockmen, and for other purposes, 
with an amendment of the Senate there
to, disagree to the Senate amendment, \ 
and agree to the conference asked by 
the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Kan
sas? [After a pause.] The Chair hears 
none and appoints the following con
ferees: Messrs. HOPE, AUGUST H. ANDRE- 1 

SEN, HILL, COOLEY, and POAGE. 

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENTS 
Mr. CHUDOFF. Mr. Speaker, on roll

call No. 82 this afternoon, I did Bot 
answer to my name due to the fact that 
I was attending a meeting with the As- · 
sistant Secretary of Defense, the Assist· 1 

ant Secretary of the Army, and the 
Quartermaster General concerning prob
lems of the Philadelphia Quartermaster 
Depot. Had I been present, I would have 
voted "yea." ' 

Mr. GRANAHAN. Mr. Speaker, on 
rollcall No. 82 this afternoon I did not 
answer to my name for the same reason 
as the gentleman from Pennsylvania. I 
was attending a meeting with the As
sistant Secretary of Defense, the Assist
ant Secretary of the Army, and the 
Quartermaster General concerning prob· 
lems of the Philadelphia Quartermaster 
Depot. If I had been present, I would 
have voted "yea." 

LE4VE OF ABSENCE 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan • . • 

imous consent that I may be granted 
leave of absence tomorrow because of 
official business. . 

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

There was no objection. 
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HOUSE 'RESOLUTION 306 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that 'House 
Resolution 306 be recommitted to the 
Committee on Rules. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?. 
There was no objection. 

VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION HOS
PITAL APPROPRIATIONS 

The SPEAKER. Under special order 
heretofore entered, the gentlewoman 
from Massachusetts [Mrs. RoGERS] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend as a part of my remarks the re
port of the Senate Appropriations Com
mittee on the second independent offices 
appropriation bill for 1954. I think the 
Members would like very much to see 
what has been cut from the bill. Three 
hospitals have been cut very much, 1 in 
California, 1 in Topeka, and 1 in Texas. 

Also, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to include a letter from Admiral 
Boone, Director of the Administration, 
describing the cuts and the practical 
elimination of funds for the three 
hospitals. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
<The matter referred to follows:) 

SECOND INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATION 
BILL, 1954 

Mr. SALTONSTALL, from the Committee on 
Appropriations, submitted the following re
port: 

The Committee ·on · Appropriations, to 
whom was referred the bill (H. R. 5690) 
making appropriations for additional inde
pendent executive bureaus, boards, commis
s-ions; corporations, agencies, and offices, for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1954, and for 
either purposes, report the same to the Sen
ate with various amendments and present 
herewith information 1·elatlve to the changes 
made. 
.Am()unt of bill as passed 

House ____________________ $5,284,369,664 

Amount of decrease by sen-
ate . (net) ---------------- 46, 367, 000 

Amount of bill as re-
ported to Senate___ 5, 238, 002, 664 

Amount of appropriations, 
1953 _____________________ 8,642,124,460 

Amount of regular and sup:. 
plemental estimates, 1954_ $6, 455, 758, 664 

The bill as reported to the 
Senate: . 

Under the estimates 
for 1954 ___________ 1,217,756,000 

Under the appropria-
tions for 1953 ______ 3,404,121,796 

SUMMARY 
The bill as it passed the House provided 

for a total appropriation of $5,284,369,664. 
This was a reduction of $1,171,389,000 from 
the estimates of $6,455,758,664. 

The Senate recommends a change in only 
one item of appropriation, under "Hospit~l 
and domiciliary facilities" of the Veterans' 
Administration. Funds for construction of 
new hospitals are denied in the amount of 
$48,867,000 and funds for planning are pro
vided instead in the amount of $2,500,000. 

The bill as . reported to the Senate . pro• 
vides for a total appropriation of $5,23.8,-
002,664, or a reduction from the estimates' of 
~1,217,756,000. - . 

LIMITATIONS ON TRAVEL FUNDS 
The House has inserted limitations in the 

bill on the amounts available for expenses 
of. travel, amounting to $7,386,865. The com
mittee recommends increasing these limita
tions tq a total amount of $8,411,005. 

'July 9 
Other travel· funds in the bill are limited 

to the budget estimate by section 102 of the 
general provisions. 

The following tabulation shows the 1953 
allowance, the estimate for 1954, the House 
limitation, and the Senate recommendation: . 

1953 Estimate, 
1954 

House Senate 
limita- recom-

tion, 1954 mendation 

Atomic Energy Commission: Operating expenses .•••••••••••••• $2,509,350 $3,587,000 $2,389, 130 $2, 739,130 
Selective Service System: 1 (See note below) 

National Administration, Planning, Training, and Records 
Management ______________ -- ___ -- ____ --_----- __ -- ____ ---_- 'iS, 125 120,000 80,000 80,000 

State A~ministration, Planning, '!'raining, and Records 
ServlCmg _______________ ----------------------------------- 230,925 350,000 200,000 200.000 

National Selective Service Appeal B-oard ____________________ 3, 875 3, 875 3, 875 3, 875 
National Advisory Committee on the Selection of Doctors, 

Dentists, and Allied Specialists. __ ------------------------ 35,000 4.5, 000 35,000 35,000 
T01messee Valley Authority-·----------------------------------- 1, 648,275 2, 765,532 2 773,000 1773,000 
Veterans' Administration: 

General operating expenses ___ --- __ ------- ____ ---- __ ---_--- __ 2, 482,573 4, 013, 582 2, 675,720 3, 200,000 
Medical administration and miscellaneous operating ex-penses ___________________________________________________ -- 596,832 1, 130,700 753,800 856,000 
Maintenance and operation of hospitals _________ ____ _______ _ 258,201 405, ()()() 270,000 305,000 
Maintenance and operation of domiciliary facilities __________ 2, 458 4, 800 3,200 4,800 
Outpatient care _________________________________ ------------ 178, 305 286,700 190,140 196,000 
Maintenance and operation of supply depots---------------- 12,331 19,500 13,000 18,200 

Total, tra velllmitations ____ •• --••• _ •• --.------------------ 8, 046,250 12,721,689 7, 386,865 8, 411,005 

t Sec. 102· exempts from budget limitations on travel "members of local draft boards." Senate amendment changes 
to read "uncompensated officials of local boards and appeal boards." Travel is limited to budget estimates for 
"Registration, classification and induction"; estimates for administrative travel for 1953, $545,900; for 1954, $582,500. 

:Exclusive of travel for work in connection with the construction of transmission lines, dams, and steam plants. 

INCREASES AND LIMITATIONS in the estimates for the Department Of Com-
The changes recommended by the com- merce under the access roads certified as 

mittee in the amounts of the House bill are important to the national defense, but that 
as follows: the amount allowed in that bill as it passed 

Atomic Energy Commission 
' · ; Plant and Equipmen1; 

In -order to provide the Commission with 
necessary authority to purchase passenger
carrying motor vehicles only after determi
nation is made that such vehicles cannot be 
obtained by transfer from other depart
ments or agencies under the proposal of the 
House committee, the committee recom
mends that the following be added . to the 
bili: "purchase of 526 passenger-carrying 
motor vehicles (of which . 426 shall be for 
replacement) in the event adequate vehicles 
cannot be obtained by transfer from other 
departments or agencies." 

It is the sense of the· committee that the 
door should not be closed on research and 
development or on construction of reactors 
which will advance technology toward both 
ship propulsion and the generation of indus
trial power. Accordingly, the committee 
recommends changes in such proviso in order 
to remove the limitation on· the number of 
re.actors that the Commission could under
take to construct for. such purpose, and re
quests the Commission to reprogram without 
such restriction. . - . . 

The committee recommends, in order to 
allow the Commission to operate effectively 
under · the provision requiring funds to be 

.available for completion of a unit of a project 
before construction is started, that the fol
lowing be added to the b111: "at the start of 
such construction to meet the currently 
estimated cost." 
· To allow the Commission to make altera

tions and improvements leading to increases 
in productivity or reductions in cost which 
were not foreseen in time for inclusion in 
the budget estimate, the committee recom
mends that the following be .added to the 
bill, as -estimated: ": Provided further, That 
the foregoing proviso shall not apply to any 
project for the alteration, extension, or im
provement of technical or production facili
ties unless such project includes the con
struction of a new building estimated to cost 
in excess of $100,000." 

The committee is informed tiiat access 
roads are . l,Jrgently needed . at .the 'Pike 
County, Ohio, plant of the Commission,; 
that' :funds fen; that purpose were . inciudecl 

the Senate is not sufficient to provide the 
requirements of the Commission. The com
mittee is also informed that there is urgent 
need for funds for replacement roads around 
the Arco, Idaho, plant of the Commission, 
which have not as yet been certified as im
portant to the national defense. 

The committee realizes it is not good leg· 
islative technique to allow funds in one bill 
that have been disallowed in another bill, 
and emphasizes that its act.ion in this rec
ommendation to take care of an urgent need 
is not to be taken as a precedent for future 
action. 

The committee recommends, ln order to 
authorize the transfer of $10 million to the 
Bureau of Public Roads, Department of Com
merce, to enable that agency, in carrying out 
the provisions ·of section 6 of the Defense 
Highway Act of 1941, as amended, to pro
vide such access roads required by Com
mission plants in Pike County, Ohio, and at 
.Aico, Idaho, as are . certified to the Secre
tary of Commerce as important to the na
tional defense pursuant to section 12 of the 
Federal Aid Highway Act of 1950, as amended, 
that the following be added to the bill: 
": Provided further, That the Commission is 
authorized to transfer not to exceed $10 mil
lion to the Bureau of Public Roads, Depart
ment of Commerce, to provide for construc
tion of access roads to the Pike County, Ohio, 
plant and to the 4\l'co, Idaho, plant of the 
Commission." 

The committee is informed that $1,800,000 
would be required for replacement roads to 
the Arco, Idaho, plant. The balance of the 
$10 million would, therefore, be available for 
access roads to the Pike County, Ohio, plant. 

In order to reinstate the transfer provision 
contained in the 1953 act, with an additional 
r,equirement.for reporting such transfers, the 
committee recommends that the following 
be added to the bill: 

"Not to exceed 5 percent of any appropria
tion under this head may be transferred to 
any other such appropriation, put no such 
appropriation shal~ ·be increased by more 
than 5 percent 'by' any ~uch transfers, and 
any such tran~fers shall be rl;lported promptly 
to the Appropriations Committees ot. the 
House and Senate." 



1953 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - .HOUSE 8413 
Selective Service System. 

For the purpose of clarifying the. exemp• 
tion from budget limitation of . travel per• 
formed by members of local draft bqards and 
appeal boards, the committee recommends 
the following substitute for "members ·or 
local draft boards" in the proviso of sectio'n 
102 of the general provisions: "uncompen-. 
sated officials of local boards and appeal 
boards." 

Tennessee Valley Authority 
The committee agrees with the- disallow· 

ance by the House of $2,209,000 as an appro
priation for the resource development 
program. Included in the total amount 
appropriated, however, is $230,000 for admin
istrative and general expenses of the pro· 
gram. 

The committee directs the Authority by 
the end of fiscal year 1954 to turn over to 
Federal, State, or local governments or public 
or private agencies the responsibility for con
tinuing their respective parts of the resource 
development program, so that no further 
appropriations may be required to the Au
thority for that purpose. Meantime, in view 
of the importance of such work to the TV A 
area, the Authority is directed, within the 
funds available to it, to continue the forest 
resource development portion of the pro
gram at the estimated level .o! $654,000 for 
1954. • 

In the limitation on funds to be available 
for acquiring a building for use as an admin
istrative office of the Authority, 'the commit
tee recommends that the following be 
stricken from the bill: "so long as the 
amount appropriated annually for . the con
struction of power facilities exceeds the 
amount deposited annually in the Treasury 
for repayment of the investment of the Fed
eral Government in the · power facilities of 
the Authority" and that the following be in;. 
serted in lieu thereof: "until the Director of 
the Bureau of the Budget makes a study and 
report with recommendations not later tbau 
January 1, 1954, to the appropriations com
mittees of the House and Senate on the ad
visability and feasibility of the acquisition 
of said building." 

The committee also recommends that the 
following proviso be stricken from the bill: 
": Provided further, That no funds available 
for expenditure by this agency shall be used 
for the payment of the salary of any em
ployee in the District of Columbia at a rate 
in excess of $8,000 per annum." 

The committee is informed that 64 per
cent of the present power capacity of TVA 
is in hydroelectric and 36 percent is in ste~m. 
but that upon completion of the projects 
now under construction and authorized in 
this bill, 37 percent of such enlarged capacity 
will be in hydroelectric and 63 percent will 
be in steam. The committee is also informed 
that while TV A is currently supplying 65 
percent of the power requirements of the 
Atomic Energy Commission, by 1956 under 
steady operating conditions TVA will be sup
plying apout 52 percent and 48 percent will 
be supplied by; private companies. 

In agreeing with the House provision for 
· new steam facilities at John Sevier and 
Kingston, the committee believes a careful 
review should be made of this changing 
power situation and therefore directs the 
staff of the committee to gather essential 
facts which will enable the committee to 
study the matter at the next session of the 
Congress. 

Veterans' Administration 

Outpatient Care 
In order to clarify the purpose . of the 

limitation of $23 million for outpatient den
tal care and to distinguish between fee basis 
work and s.taff work in VA clinics, the com· 
mittee recommends the insertion ot the 
words "fee basis.'" 

For the purpose· of not precluding thou
sands of veterans who are entitled to dental 
service and should have such service from 
getting it, the committee recommends the 
deletion of the restrictive language "2 years 
after separation from active service" and 
"whichever is later" from the proviso re
quiring application for treatment, so that 
such application can be made within 1 year 
after enactment of the act. 

In this connection, the committee recom
mends that the entire program of dental 
service to veterans be reviewed by the legis
lative committees of the Congress. 

Compensation and Pensions 
In agreeing to the reduction of $300 mil· 

lion below the estimate of $2,546,291,000 for 
compensation. and pensions, the committee 
concurs with the statement of the House 
that such funds are to meet a contractual 
obligation of the Federal Government and 
if additional funds are required during the 
fiscal year they will be recommended. Such 
re.duction in total funds does not mean a 
denial of compensation or· pension to which 
a · deserving veteran is entitled. 

Readjustments Benefits 
In order to clarify the proviso that the 

cutting off of the 4 percent gratuity on 
loans to veterans for the purchase or con
struction of homes, farms and business 
property by September 1, 1953, would not 
apply to loans previously made, the commit
tee recommends that the following be added 
to the bill; "or commitments for loans made 
by the Veterans' Administration." 

The committee also recommends that the 
following be added to the bill: "Provided 
further, That under any contract between 
a State, or any political subdivision of a 
State, and the Veterans' Administration pro
viding for the furnishing of instruction in 
a course of institutional · on-farm or other 
training under part VIII of Veterans Regu
lation Numbered 1 (a), as amended (Public 
Law 346, 78th Congress, as amended) lia
bility authorized by this section by reason 
of payments of subsistence allowance which 
were ·illegal because of failure of the veteran 
or the course to comply with the applicable 
statutory, regulatory. or contractual require
ments shall not be applied to the contract
ing State, or political subdivision, unless 
the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs, after 
investigation, finds that an employee or rep
resentative of such State, or political sub
division, conspired with the veteran by, or 
was guilty of fraud or gross negligence in, 
falsely reporting to the Veterans' Adminis· 
tration that the veteran was in a proper 
course of training, fa111ng to report unauth· 
orized or excessive absences from, or inter
ruption or discontinuance of, his course of 
training, or not discovering the failure of 
the veteran to comply with the applicable 
statutory, regulatory, or contractual require
ments and not promptly terminating the 
course of training of the veteran. The pro
visions of this proviso shall be effective as of 
July 13, 1950, but shall not require repay
ment of any funds heretofore properly re
covered by agreement of the parties to any . 
such contract, and shall not be applicable · 
to any other liabilities or agreements pur
suant to such contract." 

Transfer Provision 
The committee recommends that the fol

lowing be added to the paragraph author· 
!zing not to exceed 5 percent of ·certain ap
propriations to be transferred: "but not to 
exceed 10 percent of the appropriation so 
augmented." 

DECREASES 

Veterans• Administration: Hospital and 
domiciliary facilities, $46,367,000. 

The net decrease recommended by the 
committee results !rom the disallowance of 

$48,867,000 provided in the bill for construc
tion of new hospitals and the substitution 
of $2,500,000 in the bill for planning funds 
for such hospitals. 

The House report states these funds were 
intended for the following: 

San Francisco, Calif., 1,000-bed NP. 
$23,377,000. 

Topeka, Kans., 1,000-bed NP, $20,490,000. · 
Houston, Tex., addition or extension, 125 

NP, 125 TB, $5 million. 
The committee is advised that such con• 

tracts would not be awarded in fiscal year 
1954, and would not be completed until fiscal 
year 1957 and thereafter. 
· Accordingly, the committee recommends 
the inclusion of the words "planning for," to 
conform to the allowance of $2,500,000 for 
planning funds, and that the following pro
visos be stricken from the bill: ": Provided, 
That no part of the foregoing appropriation 
shall be used to commence any major alter
ation, improvement, or repair unless funds 
are available for the completion of such 
work; and no funds shall be used for such 
work at any facility if the Veterans' Adminis
tration is reasonably certain that the in· 
stallation will be abandoned in the near 
future: Provided further, That not to exceed 
5.5 percent of the amounts available under 
this head shall be available for the employ
ment of all necessary technical and clerical 
personnel for the preparation of plans and 
specifications for the projects as approved 
hereunder and in the supervision of the ex
ecution thereof, and for all travel expenses, 
field office equipment, and supplies in con
nection therewith, except that whenever the 
Veterans' Administration finds it necessary 
in the construction of any project to employ 
other Government agencies or persons out· 
side the Federal service to perform such serv· 
ices not to exceed 9 percent of the cost of 
such projects may be expended for such 
services." · 

General Provision~ 
Section 105. Limitation on information 

specialists : 
In agreeing to the limitation of 26 placed 

by the House on the number of persons en
gaged in the Veterans' Administration . on 
public relations work, .the c.ommittee recom
mends that the following be stricken from 
the bill: · 

"SEc. 105. (a) No part of the money appro
priated by this act to any department, 
agency, or . corporation or available for ex
penditure by any department, agency, or cor· 
poration which is in excess of 75 percent of 
the amount required to pay the compensa
tion of all persons the budget estimates for 
personal services heretofore submitted to the 
Congress for the fiscal year 1954 contem
plated would be employed by such depart· 
ment, agency, or corporation during such 
fiscal year in the performance of-

"(1) functions performed by a person des• 
tgnated as an information specialist, infor
mation and editorial specialist, publications 
and information coordinator, press relations 
officer or counsel, photographer, radio expert, 
television expert, motion-picture expert, or 
publicity expert designated by any similar 
title, or 

"(2) functions performed by persons who 
assist persons performing the functions de
scribed in (1) in drafting, preparing, editing, 
typing, duplicating, or disseminating public 
information publications or releases, radio or 
television scripts, magazine articles, photo· 
graphs, motion piCtures, and similar ma· 
terial, · · 
shall be available to pay the compensation of 
persons performing the functions described 
in (1) or .(2)." 

Total decreases, $46,367,000. 
Amount of blll as passed House, $5,284,369,• 

664. Less decrease by Senate, $46,367,000. 
Amount of hill as reported to the Senate. 

$5,238,002,664. 
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Comparative statement of appropriation3 for 1953, estimater for 1954, and amounts recommende.d.in the .bil~ /'Or 1954 

'Increase{+) or decrease(-) Senate bill 

Corporation or agency Appropria
tions, 1953 

Budget esti
mates, 1954 

Recommended ~:~ed 
in -House bill . by Senate 

· · · compared with- · 

for 1954 ·Committee Appropria
tions, 1953 

Estimates, 
1954 House bill · 

Atomic Energy Commission: 
Operating expenses------------------------------- ------ t $797,080, 500 Plant and equipment ___________________________________ 2 3, 270, 541,000 
Liquidation of contract authoritY----------------------- 57,000,000 

$1, 156, 418, 000 $891,781,000 $891, 781, 000 +$94, 700, 500 -$264,637,000 --------------436, 371, 000 166, 000, 000 166, 000, 000 -3,104,541,000 -270,371,000 --------------
---------------- ---------------- ---------------- -57, 000, 000 ---------------- --------------

~o~tAtom~~ergyC~m~------------l==l=1=U='=6=2=~=~=~======~=======~======~======~======1====~ 
Eelective Service Sys~em-----------------------------------l===36='=7=72='=ooo==l==='=====l=======l=======l=======l=========l,====~ 

1, 592, 789, 000 1, 057, 781, 000 1, 057, 781, 000 -3, 066, 840, 500 -b35, 008, 000 --------------
34,400,000 29,882,400 29,882,400 ~6,889, 600 -4,517,600 --------------

Tennessee Valley Authority---------------------------.:·--- a 336, 027, 000 254, 355, 000 188, 371, 000 ' 188, 371, 000 -147,656,000 -65, 984, 000 --------------
J=========l=========l==========l==========i==========i=========i======== 

Veterans' Administration: 
.Administration, medical, hospi~l, and domiciliary 

services.--------------------- ------------------------- 4 853, S82, 260 921, 100,000 0 0 
General operating expenses _______________ ___ __________ _ (5) (6) 193, 531,000 193, 531, 000 

-853, 382, 260 
+ 193, 531, 000 

-921, 100, 000 
+ 193, 531, 000 

Medical administration and miscellaneous operating 
expenses---------------------------------------------- (6) (6) 14,870,400 14,870,400 + 14, 870, 400 + 14, 870, 400 

+548, 000, 000 
+20, 583, 100 
+2lU8,200 
+92, 677, 900 

Maintenance and operation of hospitals __ _____________ _ (5) (6) • 548, 000, 000 e 548, 000, 000 +548, 000, 000 
+20, 583, 100 
+.U,248,200 
+92, 677, 900 

Contract hosp~lization _________________________ ------- (6) (6) 20,583,100 20,583,100 
Maintenance and operation of domiciliary facilities ____ _ (6) (6) 24,248,200 U,248, 200 
Outpatient care ____________________________ -·-------- __ _ (6) (6) 92,677,900 92,677,900 
Maintenance and operation of supply depots ___ -------- (6) (6) 1,800, 000 1,800, 000 
Compensation and pensions.--------------------------
Readjustment benefits __ - - -----------------------------

7 2, 441, 924, 000 2, 546, 291, 000 2, 246, 291, 000 2, 246, 291, 000 
+1,800,000 

-195, 633, 000 
+30, 403, 800 
-5,358,000 

+1,800,000 
-300, 000, 000 

8 633, 907, 200 884, 962, 000 664, 311, 000 664,311,000 -220, 651,000 
Military and naval insurance ______________ ~------ ------ 6, 854,000 1, 496,000 
Hospital and domiciliary facilities _____________________ _ 49,791,000 92,368,000 
Hospital and domiciliary facilities (liquidation of con-

tract authorization) _____ ----------- - -----------------
Major alterations, improvements, and repairs ____ ______ _ 
Nati?nal se~v~ce life iJ?.~urance. -------------------------
Servteemen s mdemruties.. ___ ------------------------- -

59,000,000 21,185,664 
8, '700, 000 7,'344, 000 

54,072,000 r 45, 836, 000 
10 10, 595, 000 llJ4,~000 

Veterans' miscellaneous benefits ___ --------------------_ 12 18, 567, 000 35,743,000 

1, 496,000 1,496, 000 
48,867,000 2,~.000 

21,185,664 21,185,664 
.0 0 

75,000,000 75,~,000 
18,000,000 18, '000 
35,743,000 35,743,000 

-47, 291, 000 

-37, 81l336 
- 8,750,000 

-89, 868, 000 -$46, 367, 000 

-- --=7~344~000- ============== 
+29, 164,000 ------------ -· 
+3, 396,000 --------------

Grants to the Republic of the Philippines. __ ----------
Automobiles and other conveyances for disabled vet-

132,861,~ 3, 285,000 H 1, 731,000 H 1, 731,000 

+20, 928, 000 
+7,405,000 

+17, 176,000 
-1,130,500 ----=i;554;ooo- ===========:: 

erans.----------------_--------- __ ----------------- -_ 5, 000,000 .. --------------- ---------------- ----------------- -5,000,000 

Total, Veterans' Administration____________________ 4, 1~ 703,960 l574, 21l664 l 008,335,264 3, 961, 96S, 264 -182, 735,696 -612, U6, 400 -46,367,000 

Total, independent offices-------------------------- 8, 642, 1U, 460 6, 455,758,664 5, 284,369,664 5, 238,002,664 -3,404,121, 796 -1,217,756, ooo -46,367, ooo 

· t Includes $88,094,000 contained in the Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1953. 19
8

5~cludes $75,000,000 contained in tbe Second Supplemental Appropriation Act, 

g Revised budget estimate is $75,000,000. 
J Includes $2,898,800,000 contained in the Supplemental .Appropriation Act, 1953, 
a Includes $150,000,000contained in the Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1953. 
4 And $12,500,000 of 1952 funds continued available. Amount includes $10,000,000 

eontained in the Second Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1953. 
10 Includes $2,000,000 contained in the Second Supplemental Appropriation Act, 

1953. 
6 Consolidated in the foregoing appropriation. 

. • And in addition $7,000,000 from reimbursements for services performed for other • 
Government agencies and individuals. 

11 Revised budget estimate is $18,000,000 . 

19~lncludes $1,361,000 contained in tbe Second Supplemental Appropriation Act, 

7 Includes $237,573,000 contained in the Second Supplemental Appropriation Act, 
1953. . 

13 Includes $1,000,000 contained in the Second Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1953. 
u .And reappropriation of $769,000 of prior year unobligated balances. 

JULY 9, 1953. 
Hon. EDITH NoURsE RoGERS, 

Chairman, Committee on Veterans' Affair.s, 
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
• DEAR Mas. RoGERS: H. R. 5690, "An act 
making appropriations for additional inde
pendent executive bureaus, boards, commis
sions, corporations, agencies, and offices for 
the fiscal year el".ding June 30, 1954, and for 
other purposes," as reported by the Senate 
Committee on Appropriations, eliminates 
funds for construction of a neuropsychiatric 
hospital in San Francisco, a ~eplacement of 
the Winter General Hospital at Topek-a, 
Kans., and additional tuberculosis and neu
ropsychiatric beds at the Veterans' Adminis
tration Hospital at Houston. Tex., which 
were included in H. R. 5690 as it passed the 
House of Represent~tives. You have re
quested a statement regarding the projects 
involved. Fol" your information and con
venience there -are set forth herein pertinent 
facts pertaining to eacl}. project. 

REPLACEMENT, VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION 

HOSPITAL, TOPEKA, KA.NS. 

The Veterans' Administration is presently 
operating at Top·eka, Kans., the ·farmer Win
ter General Hospital that W1iS erected by the 
Army in 1943 and acquired by the Veterans' 
Administration in December 1945 for tem
porary use. The preponderance of patients 
in ·this hospital are those suffering mental 
disabilities and are thereby under restraint 
at all times .. The present buildings are of 
nonfireproof, temporary construction with 
extremely high maintenance costs., Because 
~t their condition, the continued use of these 
substandard structures for housing mental 
patients presents increasing hazards. 

On October 19, 1946, the President ap
proved the replacement of this hospital and 
authorized the Veterans' Administration to 
request an appropriation for additional land 
needed in connection with the' replacement. 
Appropriations for this purpose were ob
tained for the fiscal year 1948, and on Sep
tember 30, 1947, the President approved the 
acquisition of an additional 173 acres ad
joining the site of the present hospital. The 
Veterans' Administration Hospital, Topeka, 
Kans., is the largest psychiatric training unit 
in the Veterans• Administration. Its loca
tion at Topeka enables the hospital to secure 
assistance from the Menninger Foundation 
in the training and supervision of residents 
in psychiatry, neurology, and other ancillary 
disciplines. The training . of psychiatric 
residents is the largest program. This has 
been in existence since 1946, and has to date 
trained several hundred resident physicians 
in psychiatry. At the present time there are 
57 residents in psychiatry in training there. 
There is also a training program in neurology 
and one in internal medicine. The other 
types of training consist of a program in so
cial service, in psychology, and a rather ex
tensive in-service training program for 
nurses and aides. The Veterans' Administra
tion has also held a number of training 
courses in physical medicine, rehabilitation, 
and special services. Affiliation has been ar
ranged with the Mennin~r Foundation to 
assist in· planning, supervision,' and actual 
training, principally in psychiatry, but also 
to some degree in these other training pro
grams. This affiliation has resulted ln con-' 
siderable prestige to the hospital. This, in 

. turn, has made it fairly .easy to . secure the 
sufficient number of residents · and other 
trainees. Prior to the beginning of :the 

Korean situation, there were always more ap
plications for ·residencies than could be ac
cepted. Even following this there hav~ been 
an adequate -number, which is not true of 
many of the other training centers. The fact 
of this hospital being a large training center 
facilitates greatly the securing of full-time 
personnel of ' the various categories, particu
larly full-time -psychiatric staff which is most 
difficult to secure in many other places. l;t 
would appear from conditions as they are at 
present that this hospital will be able to ob
tain an adequate staff at all times. This 
training center furnishes a very necessary 
source for assignments of trained psychia
trists, nurses, and others to Veterans' Admin
istration clinics and other hospitals, includ
ing those hospitals in isolated areas. · 

-SAN .FRANCISCO, CALIF. 

On October 19, 1946, the President ap
proved the recommendation of the Federal 
Board of Hospitalization, which provlded for 
a 1,000-bed neuropsychiatric hospitaJ in the 
San Francisco Bay area. The site .at Fort 
Funston was acquired as a location for this 
hospital and necessary construction surveys, 
soil tests, and certain preliminary grading 
have already been accomplished at this loca
tion. 

The construction proposed provides for 
some 800 beds for psychiatric veterans and 
approximately 200 beds for medical and sur
gical cases. The project is necessary to meet 
our hospital requirements for veterans with 
neurophysciatric disorders 1n northern Cali
fornia. 
• ·The situation ln this area is· desperate, with 
more .than .1,400 ~ mental patients -new on 

1 Of this number, over 700 are on the wait
ing list in nortberu, Califorz;Ua. 



1953 . CONGRESSIONAL ' RECORD~-~ HOUSE · sti5 ~ 
the waiting. list and many · more who could 
be considered potential but because of the 
inability to secure admission to existing fa
cilities are discouraged and, therefore, never 
apply for hospitalization. Including vet~an 
mental patients in contract hospitals and 
beds for these patients in Veterans' Adminis.:. 
tration hospitals at the end · of 1952, there 
were 344 veterans per neuropsychiatric bed 
for the country as a whole but 453 for Cali
fornia. The addition of this hospital would 
result in a ratio of 350 veterans per bed. 

Staffing opportunities in this area are very 
favorable and it is not anticipated that there 
will be any problems with respect to recruit
ing sufficient staff for the operating of this 
facility. 

HOUSTON, TEX. 

An addition or extension of existing fa
cilities at the Veterans' Administration hos
pital at Houston, Tex., to provide 125 neuro
psychiatric beds and 125 tuberculosis beds: 

There is now under construction at the 
Veterans' Administration hospital, Houston, 
Tex., a new 200-bed neuropsychiatric unit, 
which will come into being later this year. 

When this construction is completed, total 
beds at the Houston hospital will be 1,110: 
290 psychiatric-neurologic, 185 tuberculosis, 
and 635 for medical and surgical cases. . 

There has never been any difficulty what
soever in obtaining the required staff for the 
Houston hospital and we anticipate no trou
ble in staffing the new 200-bed psychiatric 
unit, which is scheduled for early completion. 

The Houston location would, therefore, be 
an excellent one for providing additional tu
berculosis and neuropsychiatric beds, inas
much as the patient load exists · and the pos
sibilities of staffing are the best: 

day it' occurred. The service of the gen
tlewoman during all these years has been 
very faithful. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
appreciate that very much. It has been 
a pleasure to serve with the distinguished 
gentleman and I assure the gentleman I 
could have accomplished nothing with
out the help of the Members of Congress. 
It is a great privilege to serve here in the 
greatest parliamentary body in the world. 

·· N~t by providing Malenkov with life .. I 
saving prestige by recognizing him as an 
equal in any four-power conference. 

Not by letting down the trade barriers 
that are exposing the failures of the Rus
sian economic system. 

Not by discouraging our oppressed 
friends within the Soviet slave-labor 
camp, which we will do if by any foolish 
diplomacy we give the impression of 
bailing out communism. 

The time- is ripe for a bold, imagina- · 
MUST WE BLUNDER AND LOSE tive, positive, foreign policy. , 

And of a declaration, in the name of 
ANOTHER OPPORTUNITY? the American people, that we want to 

The SPEAKER. Under previous or .. : see the people of every captive nation 
der of the House, the gentleman from win their own freed-om. We should offer 
Massachusetts [Mr. LANE] is recognized them food and machinery to improve 
for 10 minutes. their·own standard of living. Give them 

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, we have suf.. the choice to go on existing under Com
fered a defeat in Korea. We passed up munist guns, or to enjoy the food and 
many opportunities to win, because freedom and · opportunity that we offer 
Britain and France insisteP. that we 'them without any strings. 1 
should not offend the aggressor-Com- Berlin, in the heart of the Communist 
munist Russia. India, and others, pre- wasteland, is the place to start this 
tending to be neutral, have given aid dynamic counterrevolution of· helpful 
and comfort to the common enemy. · Ap- friendship. ·Stock it with food marked 
peasement is riding high. In spite of "Free to all who want to be free." With 
every fact to the contrary, the govern- our surpluses this can be done easily, ! 
ments of too many nations are wishfully and at a fraction of the money we are 
thinking and acting on the theory that ·spending for defense. By such a policy 
it is possible to do business with Russia, we will seize the initiative in the cold 
forgetting that no real compromise is war, and win the friendship · of millions 
possible with communism, for it is dedi- in a way that guns could never accom· 
cated to world revolution and human plish. · ·'!. 

enslavement. · What are we waiting for? ) Sincerely yours, 
H. v. STIRLING, The sure instinct of most Americans So that our allies can muddle again? 

Acting Administrator. · resents the sell-out of Korea. We know So that the rebellious people behind 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Speaker, I would like also to announce 
that a subcommittee of the Committee 
on Veterans' Affairs is b,olding a hearing 
at 8:30 o'clock tomorrow morning on the 
hospitalization of veterans. 

Mr. CHuDOFF. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania. 

Mr. CHUDOFF. In that report which 
the lady just mentioned, are there any 
further cuts for the Philadelphia hospi
tals? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. No 
cuts that I have discovered thus far. I 
know of the gentleman's great interest 
in the Philadelphia hospitals. I think 
the gentleman would like to read the let
ter from Admiral Boone. They allowed 
$2,500,000 for plans for three hospitals, 
but no more money. I have mentioned 
Kansas, California, and Texas for them 
at this time. An effort will be made in 
the House, if the Senate does not put the 
money in, to restore that money. 

Mr. CHUDOFF. Are you putting Ad
miral Boone's letter in the RECORD? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Yes. 
Also the report of the Senate. I know 
the Members are interested. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. ROONEY. In all sincerity, I wish 
to .extend my congratulations to the gen
tlewoman from Massachusetts upon the 
completion of her 28 years of service 
during the past week. I regret I did 
not have an opportunity to do so on the 

that it will play right into the hands of the Iron Curtain, seeing no encouraging 
the Communists who will trumpet to tJ:ie and helpful reaction from us, will sink 
world-: "The United States talks loftily back into despair? 
'about freedom, but it· will abandon you Or to permit our State Department to 
whenever it is politically expedient to negotiate endlessly so that this oppor-
do so." tunity will pass, never to be recovered? 

Unfortunately, ·the charge will stand. Some leaders in the Western· World, 
So far, no matter how the apologists of prisoners of an unreasoning fear, might 
appeasement try to rationalize retreat. protest, pointing to the lives that may 

The better judgment of the American be lost by revolt, but oblivious to the 
people has been ignored. There is not American lives we have already given in 
much we can do about it now. But, in Korea to help others. 4 

return for capitulating to our allies on Lives have already been lost in East 
Korea, we have the right to insist upon Germany and in other satellite countries 
a vigorous and forthright policy of pres- because human beings dared on their 
sure against the Russian Communist re· own, and without the permission of our 
gime, whose weaknesses are beginning to State Department to challenge Soviet 
show through the Iron Curtain that is armor with their desperate hunger for 
cracking. freedom. · I 

We can do this without military Satellite soldiers and police threw away · 
action. their uniforms in order to join the up- : 

Russian tanks are shooting down rising. It is the Kremlin that is scared 
workers-! repeat, workers-among the because it cannot handle such a situa
restive peoples of East Germany, Czecho· tion. All the massive propaganda about 
slovakia, and Poland. Many are starv- the alleged "workers' paradise" has been 
ing within the Soviet "paradise." If destroyed in a day. The initiative is 
they had twice as many tanks, planes, now with the people of the satellite na
soldiers, or secret police they could not · tions, needing just a little encourage
suppress the downtrodden people who ment from us to pour on the pressure 
have proven during recent weeks that that could be the beginning of the end 
they value freedom more than life. The for the shaky foundations of commu
three jumpy men in the Kremlin, afraid nism. 
of each other and afraid of their slaves, During recent years we have been 
know this better than anyone else. falsely impressed by its superstructure. 

This presents us with a wonderful op.. Recent events, set in motion by a few 
portunity to increase the strains and ten- thousand unarmed people, have exposed 
sions within the Communist empire that the ferment that is ready to boil. It 
will force it to break up or to retreat would not take much to make the Com
from the lands it has conquered by munist army and secret police turn on 
treachery and force. '' their masters to save their own necks 

How to do this? - if from the wrath of a long-suffering pe~J 
Not by giving the Communists a ple. 

chance to recover. _,.. - . America, speak up. 
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Tell all the peoples of the Communist 
empire that we will give them every as
sistance short of war to help them over
throw their jailers. 
. Give them food now. 

Solemnly promis.e to provide economic 
help once they have won their freedom. 

Do not let this great opportunity for 
them, for us, and for the cause of lib
erty and peace, wither and d-ie because 
we failed to move in time. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks 
was granted to: 

Mr. ANGELL and to include extranoous 
matter. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Texas and to include 
extraneous matter. 

Mr. GoRDON and to include an edi
torial. 

Mr. WIER and to include newspaper 
articles from a St. Paul paper and from 
a Minneapolis paper. 
1 Mr. FINE <at the request of Mr. WIER). 
· Mr. BoLAND and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. O'NEILL <at the request of Mr. Bo
LAND) and to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. McCoRMACK and to include an 
article. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi and to in
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. HoLT and to include extraneous 
matter. 
· Mr. SHEEHAN and to include extrane
cus matter. 

Mr. McDoNOUGH. 
Mr. OLIVER P. BoLTON and to include 

an article by George Gallup. 
Mr. SAYLOR and to include extraneous 

matter. 
Mr. HILLELSON and to include extrane

cus matter. 
Mr. DoRN of New York and to include 

extraneous matter. 
· Mr. WEicHEL-and to include extrane
cus matter. 

Mr. FEIGHAN and to include extrane
.ous matter. 

Mr. LANE in three instances and to in
-elude extraneous matter. 

Mr. PHILBIN in three instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas and to include 
an address by Ambassador Lodge to the 
Kiwanis International Convention. 

Mr. EVINS in two instances and to in
clude an editorial and an address by the 
Governor of Tennessee to the Kiwanis 
mternational Convention. 

Mr. PATMAN in four instances and to 
include certain excerpts and statements. 
· Mr. BLATNIK and to include an article 
by Dr. Klay. 

Mr. HOPE to revise and extend the re
marks he made in the Committee of the 
Whole this afternoon by including cer-
tain extraneous matter. · 

Mr. RADWAN. 
Mr. REED of New York notwithstanding 

that the cost is estimated by the Public 
Printer to be $252. 

Mr. REED of New York in two instances 
in each to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Bow and to include an editorial. ' 
· Mr. CRETELLA and to include a copy of 
a letter. · 

Mr/"MuLTER in two instances notwith
standing the cost is estimated in one in
stance to be $210 and in the other $193. 

Mr. HELLER (at · the request of Mr. 
RoosEVELT) in three instances in each to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. MACK of Illinois in two instances 
in each to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois in three in
stances. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. SCHERER, for July 13, 14, and 15, 

on account of hearings of the - Com
mittee on Un-American Activities at 
Albany, N.Y. 

the United States Marine Corps, and for 
other purposes; 

H. R. 4823. An act to convey by quitclaim 
deed certain land to the State of Texas; and 

H. J. Res. 292. A joint resolution authoriz
ing Lyle 0. Snader temporarily to serve con
_currently as Clerk and Sergeant at Arms of 
the House of Representatives. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
. The motion was agreed to; according
ly <at 7 o'clock and 53 minutes p. m.>. 
under its previous order, the House ad
journed until tomorrow, Friday, July 10, 
1953, at ·10 o'clock a. m. 

. Mr. BEAMER, for July 10 and ~1, on EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 
account of pers<?nal affairs. · 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
Mr. LECOMPTE, from the Committee 

on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the 
·following title, which was thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H. R. 1528. An act to authorize the ex
change of lands of the Appomattox Court 
House National Historical Monument, Va., 
for non-Federal lands. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 
Mr. LECOMPTE, from the Committee 

on House Administration. reported that 
that committee did on June 8, 1953, pre
sent to the President, for his approval~ 
bills and a joint resolution of the House 
of the following titles: 

H. R. 444. An act to amend the act of May 
19, 1947, so as to increase the percentage of 
certain trust funds held by the Shoshone and 
Arapaho Tribes of the Wind River Reserva
tion which is to be distributed per capita 
to individual members of such tribes; 

H. R. 490. An act to authorize the use of 
the Sackets Harbor Military Cemetery for the 
burial of war and peacetime veterans of the 
Armed Forces of the United States; 
· H. R . 662. An act for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. Joseph W. Furstenberg; 

H. R. 1532. An act to provide for the add!
. tion of certain Government lands to the 

Cape Hatteras National Seashore Recrea
tional Area project, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 2201. An act for the relief of Con
stantinous Tzortzis; 

H. R. 2582. An act to amend section 12 of 
chapter V of the act of June 19, 1934, as 
amended, entitled "An act to regulate the 
business of life insurance in the District of 
Columbia"; 

H. R. 3411. An act to direct the Secretary 
of the Army to reestablish and correct the 
boundaries of the Quincy National Cemetery 
by the exchange of Government-owned lands 
in the Qulncy-Graceland Cemetery, Quincy, 
Ill.; 

H. R. 4779. An act to authorize the adop
tion of a report relating to seepage and 
·drainage damages on the Illinois River, Ill.; 

H. R. 4978. An act to repeal the act of 
September 30, 1950, authorizing the trans
fer to the State o! Iowa of Fort Des Moines, 
Iowa; 

H. R. 5527. An act to authorize the em
ployment in a civilian posit!on in the Office 
of the Secretary of Defense of Lt. Gen. Graves 
'Blanchard Erskine, upon retirement from 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
.communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

831. A letter from the Acting General 
Counsel, Ofilce of the Secretary of Defense, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
entitled ·'A bill to authorize certain con
struction at military and naval installations, 
and for other purposes"; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

832. A letter from the secretary, United 
States Olympic Association, Princeton, N. J., 
transmitting a report covering the financial 
operations of the United States Olympic 
Association and the United States Olympic 
Committee, pursuant to Public Law 805, 81st 
Congress; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

833. A letter from ·the Archivist of the 
United States, transmitting a report on rec
ords proposed for disposal and lists or sched
ules covering records proposed for disposal 
by certain Government agencies; to the Com
mittee on House Administration. 

REPORTS OF COMMITI'EES ON PUB· 
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to· the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska: Committee on 
Interior and Insular A1fairs. H. R. 4024. A 
bill to change the name of the Appomattox 
Court House National Historical Monument 
to the "Appomattox Court House National 
Historical Park"; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 753)'. Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska: Committee on 
Interior and Insular A1fairs. H. R. 3986. A 
bill to authorize the appropriation of addi
tional funds to complete the International 
Peace Garden, North Dakota; with amend
ment (Rept. No. 754). Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State ot 
the Union. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska: Committee on 
Interior and Insular A1fairs. H. R. 5804. A 
bill to authorize the Secretary of the In
terior to grant easements for rights-of-way 
through, over, and under the parkway land 
along the line of the Chesapeake and Ohio 
Canal, and to authorize an exchange of lands 
with other Federal departments and agencies, 
and for other purposes; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 755). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. SHORT: Committee on Armed Serv
ices. S. 2277. An act to authorize the loan 
of two submarines to · the Government of 
Italy and a small aircraft carrier to the 
Government of France; without ..amendment 
·(Rept. No. 756). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. · 
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Mr. ALLEN of ·Illinois: Committee on 

Rules. House Resolution 326. Resolution 
for consideration of H. R. 5898, a bill to 
extend until December 31, 1953, the period 
with respect to which the excess-profits tax 
shall be effective; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 757). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. WOLVERTON: Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. H. R. 356. A 
bill to amend the Railroad Retirement Act 
of 1937, as amended; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 758). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. McCULLOCH: Committee on the 
~udiciary. House Joint Resolution 118. 
Joint resolution to designate the 1st day of 
.May in each year as Loyalty Day; with 
.amendments (Rept. No. 759). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 

Mr. JENKINS: Committee on Ways and 
Means. H. R. 5877. A bill to amend certain 
administrative provisions of the Tariff Act 
of 1930 and related laws, and for other pur
poses; without amendment (Rept. No. 
760). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Vnion. 

REPORTS OF . COMMITTEES ON 
PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judi
ciary. H. R. 3006. A bill for the relief of 
;Ruth Irene Ledermanh; without amend
ment (Rept. No. 744). Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi
ciary. H. R. 3046. A bill for the relief of 
William Urban Maloney; without amend
ment (Rept. No. 745) . Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mr. CELLER,: Committee on the Judi
ciary. H . R . 3268. A bill for the relief. of 
Hiraki Hollopeter; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 746). Referred to the Committee of 
the V/hole House. 

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judi
ciary. H. R. 3396. A bill for the relief of 
Dr. Hhmdi Akar; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 747). Referred to the Commit
tee of the Whole House. 

Mr. HILLINGS: Committee on the Judi
ciary. H. R. 3749. A bill for the relief of 
Waldemar Jaskowsky; .wlth amendment 
(Rept-. No. 748). Referred to the Commit
tee of the Whole House. 

Miss THOMPSON of Michigan ~ Commit
tee on the Judiciary. H. R. 4056. A bill for 
the relief of Manfred Singer; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 749). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi
ciary. H. R . 4328. A bill for the relief of 
Mrs. Edith D. Williamson; without amend
ment (Rept. No. 750). Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mr. CELLER: Committee on the Judi
ciary. H . R. 4886. A bill for the relief of 
Ingrid Bir_gitta Maria Colwell (nee Friberg);. 
without amendment (Rept. No. 751). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Miss THOMPSON of Michigan: Commit
tee on the Judiciary. H. R. 5486. A bill for 
the relief of Irene Andrews; with amend
ment (Rept. No. 752). Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House. 

/ 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows~ 

By Mr. ASPINALL: 
H. R. 6173. A bill to provide for the use of 

the tribal funds of the Southern Ute Tribe 
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-of the Southern Ute Reservation, to author
ize a per capita payment out of such funds, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. BAILEY: 
H. R. 6174. A bill to encourage coal exports 

in order to ease the critical situation which 
exists in the domestic coal industry and to 
strengthen the other nations of the free 
world, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. BUCKLEY: 
H. R . 6175. A bill to extend and improve 

the old-age and survivors insurance system, 
to provide permanent and total disability 
insurance and rehabilitation benefits, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. · 

By Mr. GUBSER (by request}: 
H . R. 6176. A bill to provide for -the deposit 

of bids by subcontractors in advance of bids 
by general contractors on certain Govern
ment contracts for construction of build
ings; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GUBSER: 
H. R. 6177. A bill · relating to the income

tax treatment of gains and los~es from the 
involuntary conversion of real property held 
for 5 years or more; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

H. R. 6178. A bill relating to the income
tax treatment of gains and losses from the 
-sale or exchange of real property which has 
been held for 5 years or more for rental pur
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. JAVITS: 
H. R. 6179. A bill to authorize the coinage 

of $1 or 50-cent pieces to commemorate the 
tercentennial of the foundation of the city 
of New York; to the Committee on Banking 
and currency. 

By Mr. RODINO: 
H . R. 6180. A bill to extend and improve 

the old-.age and survivors insurance system, 
to provide permanent and total disability 
insurance and rehabilitation benefits, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts 
(by request): 

H. R. 6181. A bill to exclude life-insurance 
payments from any source in the annual 
income computation for death-pension pur
poses; to the Committee on Veteran!i' Affairs. 

By Mr. UTT: 
H. R. 6182. -A bill relating to the basis, 

for income-tax purposes, of certajn property 
includible in a decedent's gross estate; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means: 

By Mr. BOGGS: 
H. R . 6183 . A bill to amend section 217 of 

the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, so as to pro
vide that Federal departments and agencies 
shall not act as forwarding agents thereunder 
except in connection with certain shipments 
of munitions; to the Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. BOLAND: 
H . R. 6184. A bill to provide for uniforms 

for employees of the United States Govern
ment; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil service. 

By Mrs. ST. GEORGE: 
H. R. 6185. A bill to amend the Veterans' 

Preference Act of 1944 with respect to pref
erence accorded in Federal employment to 
disabled veterans, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. D'EW ART: 
H. R. 6186. A bill to authorize the Secre

tary of· the Interior to grant a preference 
right to users of withdrawn public lands for 
grazing purposes when the lands are re
stored from the withdrawal; to the Commit
tee on Interior and Insular A1Iairs. 

By Mr. SIEMINSKI; 
H. R. 6187. A bill to provide that the In

terstate Commer.ce Commission may deter
mine toll charges over certain bridges and 

tunnels crossing State Unes; to the Commit
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. PELLY: 
H. J. Res. 293. Joint resolution permitting 

articles imported from foreign countries for 
the purpose of exhibition at the Washington 
State Third International Trade Fair, Seattle, 
Wash., to be admitted without payment of 
tariff, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
. Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BOLAND: 
H. R. 6188. A bill for the relief of Franca 

Mastromarino; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. DOLLINGER: 
H. R. 6189. A bill for the relief of Michele 

Miliziano and Leonard Miliziano; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GUBSER: . 
H. R. 6190. A bill for the relief of Marino 

and Gfselda Proni; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H. R . 6191. A bill for the relief of Iva and 
Elia Manari; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. HELLER (by request}: 
H. R. 6192. A bill for the relief of Mario 

Segman; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. JAVITS: 

H. R. 6193. A bill for the relief of George 
Mechial Mourkakos; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LESINSKI: 
H. R. 6194. A bill for the relief of Marian

tenia D'Alessandro, formerly Mariantonia 
Santavicca; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. 

By Mr. REECE of Tennessee: 
H. R. 6195. A bill for the relief of Jamil 

Masri; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. REED of Illinois: 

H . R. 6196. A bill for the relief of Duncan 
M. Chalmers and certain other persons; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROOSEVELT: 
H. R. 6197. A bill for the relief of Majer 

Grable, Mariasza Grable, and Morris Towia 
Grabie; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SMALL: -
H. R. 6198. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 

Katherine Baden Stewart; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. WALTER: 
· H . R. 6199. A bill for the relief of Sozaburo 
Kujiraoka; to the Committee on the Judi
~iary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 

and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

388. By Mr. CANFIELD: Statement of 
principles adopted by the Savings' Banks As
sociation of New Jersey at its 45th annual 
conference endorsing the fiscal policies of 
the Eisenhower administration; to the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

389. Also, resolution adopted by the New 
Jersey State Federation of Women's Clubs 
urging that our country direct its emphasis 
from aid to trade; to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

390. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the as
sistant city clerk, Los Angeles, Calif., re
questing passage of H. R. 5664, which 
amends the mineral-leasing laws with re
spect to their application in the case of pipe
lines passing through public domain; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 
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