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The Senate met·at 12 o"cloek meridian,. 
on the ~piration of the recess. 

The Cha:plam, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Barris, D. D., offered the f ollowi:ng 
prayer; 

Our F'athe:r God. bowing for a, hallowed 
moment a\ this sh:rine oi Thy grace we 
acknowledge befo:re.-Thee that. too often 
our lives are :restless pools, we are per
plexed and disturbed by the social tur
moil of our times,, our minds are bur
dened by many anxieties, tempted to cyn
icism by human pexveFSity and ci:uel,t;y;, 
dishea:rtened and disillusiQned b~ human 
folly which seems to profit.so little by bit
ter reaping. We would lay ou:r p:roblems 
and tasks beiore Thee-not. to escape 
them, but praying for Thy empowering 
so that. with str.ength and cOW"age we 
ma~ CaJ!'l'Y them with a. new gallantiy, 
And so we look upward in our mo:rning 
prayer that in a continual sense. of Thy 
presence we may be de1.ive;red fl'om the 
fret. and fe.ver of today's demands. upon 
us, from the world.'s. discoo:danit, noises,. 
from the praise or blame of men, a:nd 
f~om the confused thoughts and vain 
:imaginations. of our own hearts. We ask. 
it in the. Redeemer"s name. .Amen. 

'l'HE JOURNAL 

On ret:r:uest of Mr. CLEMENTS, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday, 
January 26, 195&, was di!pensed with. 

MESSAGB FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message. in writ.mg f:rom the Presi

dent of the. United States submitting a 
nomination was oommunicated te· the 
Senate by Mrw Miller, one of hi& sec:re-
iaries.. · 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE' 

A message from the. House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of itis 
clerks, announced that the House hacf 
passed the· bill cs. 1289) to establish a 
domestic reratioll8' branch in the mu
nicipal court for the District of· Colmn.
bia, and for other purposes-. with an 
amendment. in whtch it requested the 
concurrence of the. Senate. 

cn--111 

SUBCOMMITTEE MEEnNG DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate Per
manent Subcommittee on Investigations, 
under the chairmanship of the semor 
Senator fFom Arkansas [M:r. McC'.tEL
LANJ, be peirmitted to sit during theses
sion or the Senate. today, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objectwn., it is so ordered. 

BIRTHDAY GREETINGS TO 
SENATOR GEORGE 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi
dent, through my "sec:ret service,"' I 
ha:ve been informed that. the distin
guished President pro tempore of the, 
Senate,' the senior Senator from Geol'gia 
[Mr. GE0RGEJ, now OCCUJ.1).ying the chair, 
will celebrate. the anniversary of his 
birth on the 29th of January·. r hope 
that: occasion may be appropriately cele
brated. I regret. to say that I sba1I not. 
be in the. ctcy next. week. I shall be in 
Brazil, in connection with the inaugUl'a ... 
tion of the President. C!>f that country. 

Be!Ol'e. I leave, I cannot refrain from 
expressing my affection and extending 
felicitations and best wishes, and my 
wiahes: for many happy returns, to the 
distinguished chairman of the Commit.
tee on Foreign Relation~ I express the 
i.et:vent. hope tha.t be will oo with us for 
many more yeai:s.. We need him. We 
have an aff"ec:tion for- him. I extend to 
him most. cordial birthday greetings. 

VISIT OP HISAKICHl MAEDA 
Mr. KNOWLAND, Mr. President,. 1 

am. pleased to intrC!>dute to. the Members. 
of the Senate Mr" Hisaldchl Maeda, who 
is. a member of the. House of Councillors 
o:f Japan,. the upper body in the Japa.
nese parliamentary system. Mr. Maeda. 
is also a member of the finance commit
tee of tha.t body,. who is making a visit. 
to the United States. He is also a dis
tinguished publisher in his. country r I 
take pleasure in. presenting him to the 
SenateL [Applause, Senators rising,] 

The PRESIDENT p:ro tempore. The 
Senate is very glad indeed to welcome 
Mr. Maeda to the Senate. The Chair 
hopes he will feel entirely at home with 
us here this. morning~ He can be. assured 
that we give him a hearty welcome. 

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF' 
ROUTINE :BUSINESS 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, I ask. 
unanimous. consent that. there may be the 
usual mornmg hour fo:c the presentation 

o:f petitions and memol'ials. the mt:roduc-. 
tion of bills., and the transaction of other 
routin'e business, and that any state
ment made in connection therewith be. 
limited to 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- . 
out obieetion, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT . OF SMAIL BUSINESS 
ACT OF 195-3,- CONFERENCE' RE
PORT 
Mr. CLEMENTS~ Mr. President; I 

should like to ask the Senator from Ore
gen EMr. MORSE} if he is prepared this 
mornill.g to' present. a conference report 
on the small-business bill which was 
passed some tfme ago. 

Mr. MORSE'. Mr. President. I submit 
a; report of the committee of conference 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendments of the Sen
ate to tbe bill (IL R. 'ZS71) to amend the 
Small Business:Act of 1953. I ask unani
mous consent for the present considera
tion of the report. 

'_!'he PRF.SIDENT pro tempore. The 
report will be read tor tpe information 
of the Senate. 

The report was· read. as follows: 
The committee- of conference on the dis

agreeing votes of the t.wo Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill ( H. R. 
7871) to amend the. Small Business Act of 
1953, having, metN after full and free confer
·ence, have agreed to recommend and do rec
ommend to their. :respeethe Houses as follows: 

That the House- recede from its disagree
ment to the amendment. of the Senate to 
the text of. the bill and &gJ'ee to th& same 
with an amendment as follows: In lieu of 
the matter propose.cl io, be inserted by the 
Senate amendment insert. the following: 
"That subsection (b) or section 2'04 of the 
Sm'all Busines& ltct of 196:J, M amended, is 
hereby amended to read as follows: 

.. 't bl The Admfmstration ts a.uthorlzed to 
obtain n:wney :fr.om the Treasury of the 
United. State& foi: use ill< the performance of 
the powers and dutres granted to or imposed 
upon it by law, not to exceed a total of 
$375,000,000 outstancfing at any one time. 
For this purpose appFopriations not to ex
ceed $315,000,008 Me hue.by authorized to. 
be made to a revo1'Ving; :t!und. in the Treasucy. 
Advances shall b&. made to- the- Administra
tion from the revolving fund when requested 
by the Admtnfstratfon. This revolving fund 
sball be used for the purposes- enumerated 
subsequently In section 207 (a),, (b} (1). 
(h} (2,)., and (b} (S). Not to exceed an 
aggregate of' $1!50,000,000 s-ha.ll be out&tand
ing; at. any one time for the purposes enu
merated in section. 207 fa). Not to, exceed 
an aggregate ot $125.000.000 shall be out
standing at any one time for the purposes. 
enumerated'. in se.etfon 207 (b'} ( 1}. Not to 
exceed an a~ega1e €1! $100,000,000 shall mt 
outstlUid:mg at any one tfme for the purposes 
enumerated in section 207' {b) (2:) and (I>.), 
(3}., Uei Ad.minl&Uatioa 1halli pay into 

H39i 
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miscellaneous receipts of the Treasury at th!:! 
close of each fiscal year, interest on the net 
amount of the cash disbursements from such 
advances at a rate determined by the Secre
tary of the Treasury, talcing into consider
ation the current average rate on outstand
ing interest-bearing marketable public debt 
obligations of the _United States of com
parable maturities.' 

"SEC. 2. The proviso 1n paragraph ( 1) of 
subsection (b) of section 207 of the Small 
Business Act of 1953, as amended, is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 'Proviq,ea, That 
no such loan including renewals and exten
sions thereof may be made for a period or 
periods exceeding twenty y_ears: And, pro
vided, further, That the interest rate ori the 
Administration's share of loans made under 
this paragraph shall :p.ot exceed 3 per centum 
per annum;'. 

"SEC. 3. (a) Subsection (b) of section 207 
of the Small Business Act of 1953, as 
amended, is hereby further amended ( 1) by 
striking the word 'and' which follows the 
semicolon at the end of para.graph (3); (2) 
by . striking the period ~t th.~ end _of para-. 
graph (4) and inserting in lieu thereof 
•; and'; and (3) by adding at the end of 
such subsection a new paragraph as follows: 

"'(5) to further extend the maturity of 
or renew any loan made ·pursuant to this sec
tion, beyond the periods stated therein, or 
any loan transferred to the Administration 
pursuant to Reorganization Plan Numbered 
i of 1954, for additional periods not to exceed 
ten years, if such extension or renewal will 
aid in the orderly liquidation of such loan.' 

"(b) Subsection (f) of section 207 of such 
Act is hereby repealed." 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
That the Senate recede from its amend-

ment to the title of the bill. 
WAYNE MORSE, 
A. WILLIS RoBERTSON, 
JOHN SPARKMAN, 
HERBERT LEHMAN. 

By WAYNE MORSE, 
IitVING IVES, 

By WAYNE MORSE,· 

$100 million. In conference ·· the House 
conferees insisted upon, and the Senate 
conferees agreed to, th~ continuation of 
existing separate limits for business loans 
and disaster loans, as was provided in 
the House bill. Once this agreement was 
reached, it was obvious the $35 million 
increase contained in the Senate bill was 
grossly inadequate. It would require 
approximately $50 million merely to re
store the disaster fund to its original 
position. We considered that an addi
tional $50 million would provide a fund 
for disaster loans comparable to the 
amount available if the 2 loan funds had 
been combined. Therefore, we agreed 
to the House provision for a $100 million 
increase in the disaster loan authority. 
We hope that this increase will establish 
a disaster loan authority large enough 
to avoid confusion and uncertainty 
among disaster victims of the kind which 
has been experienced over the last few 
months. 

The Senate amendment fixed the max
imum maturity for all disaster loans at 
20 years. Under existing law, the limit 
is 10 years for all disaster loans except 
for certain types of home loans, which 
may have maturities up to 20 years. The 
House bill contained no such provision. 
However, the House conferees receded on 
this point. 

The Senate amendment clarified the 
provisions of the Small Business Act as 
to interest rates on disaster loans. It 
fixed a maximum interest rate of 3 per
cent on SBA direct disaster loans and 
on SBA's share of disaster loans made in 
participation with private lenders. The. 
House bill contained no such provision. 
However, the conferees on behalf of the 
House receded and agreed to this Senate 
provision. J. GLENN BEALL, 

FREDERICK PAYN:J!:, 
Managers on .the Part of the Sen~t~ 

BRENT SPENCE, 

In connection with this provision, the 
- conferees agreed to a statement of intent 

PAUL BROWN, 
· taken from the Senate committee re

port, as fallows: 
WRIGHT PATMAN, 
ALBERT RAINS, 
JESSE P. WOLCO'IT, 
RALPH GAMBLE, 
HENRY 0. TALLE, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera
tion of the report? The matter is privi
leged. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I should 
like to make a very brief statement on 
the conference report, and after I have 
completed the statement I should like 
to yield to the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. BusH] who I observe would like to 
have the floor on this matter. 

Mr. President, the conference report 
was agreed to unanimously by all mem
bers of the conference-majority and 
minority from both Houses. The Senate 
will recall that the Senate bill combined 
the business loan authority and the dis
aster loan authority into a single fund, 
increasing the total amount of that fund 
from the present $175 million to $210 
million, an increase of -$35 million. 

The House bill, on the other hand, re
tained separate funds for disaster loans 
and business loans, and increased the 
limit of the disaster loan authority by 

After considering this testimony and the 
proposals • • •, the committee determined 
to fix a 3 percent maximum interest rate 
only on the Small Business Administration's 
portion of disaster loans to small businesses. 
This decision was reached in the understand-
ing that. private lenders will be permitted to 
participate in such disaster loans at interest 
rates in excess of 3 percent only in those 
unusual cases where such participation will 

. be advantageous to the borrower. 

A similar statement is incorporated in 
the statement of the managers on behalf 
of the House. 

The Senate bill made a technical 
change in section 207, to which the 
House agreed with an additional tech
nical ,amendment. 

On behalf of myself and all members 
of the conference, I recommend ap-
proval · of the conference report. · 

Mr. President, I yield to the Sena.tor 
from Connecticut. 

Mr. BUSH. I thank the Senator from 
Oregon for yielding · to me for a brief 
comment. 

Mr. President, ln my opinion the con
ference report just presented is very ac
ceptable, and I hope the Senate will 
adopt it. It does three important things 
which the bill orginally introduced 
sought to accomplish, namely, it in
creases the provision for disaster loans 
very substantially; extends the maxi-

mum maturity period to 20 years; and 
fixes the interest rate at 3 percent on 
disaster loans and on the Small Business 
Administration's share of disaster loans 
made in participation with private 
lenders. 

The House has gone a little farther 
than we did. But if the predictions of 
the Small Business Administration are 
borne out, the bill will not cost anyone 
any more than the original bills would 
have cost. However, I think all of us will 
have a very great feeling of comfort and 
satisfaction in the fact that the Small 
Business Administration will not likely 
be embarrassed at all by any lack of 
funds ·in connection with-disaster loans. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I wish 
to congratulate the Senator from Oregon 
for the way he has handled and expe
dited this very vital piece of legislation 
through ·the Senate. · Likewise, · I con- · 
gratulate those in charge of the bill in 
the House of Representatives, who have 
done so much in ably and speedily 
bringing the conference report to us. 

I speak for all the people of Connec
ticut when I say ·we shall be very, very 
grateful to the Congress for effecting 
this first important piece of legislation 
which has grown out of the disastrous 
floods we suffered in 1955. 

I thank the Senator from Oregon. 
Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator 

from Connecticut for his remarks. As 
chairman of the subcommittee, I wish to 
say that although the Senator from 
Connecticut was not a member of the 
subcommittee, he devoted his time to all 
our work and attended our meetings, 
and made many very valuable sugges
tions. His bill was used extensively by 
the subcommittee; and we voted to use 
the major provisions of his bill, along 
with the major provisjons of the Morse 
bill, in arriving at the bill which finally 
we reported to the Senate. The Senator 
from Connecticut was very helpful 
throughout. As chairman of the sub
committee, I wish to thank him very 
much for the assistance he rendered. 

In regard to the additional amount 
voted in the House bill, I wish to say that 
the House conferees pointed out that 
the $100 million was added on the floor 
of the House itself. The House commit
tee brought in a bill providing for a lesser 
amount; but the House itself added the 
larger amount, namely, the $100 million. 

Of course, such a thing does not often 
happen in either branch of the Congress. 

As the ·sem:,tor from Connecticut 
knows, the real point of difference be
tween the two Houses was over the· mat
ter of · combining the two funds. The 
House debate showed very clearly, and 
the House conferees made very clear to 
us, that they were simply adamant on 
that point. There was great concern in 
the House about combining the funds, 
because the Members of the House wished 
to make absolutely certain that regular 
business loans would be handled sepa
rately and that the Small Business 
Administration would have sufficient 
funds with which to make those loans. 
The House felt that the fund for dis
aster .loans should be made sufficiently 
large· to avoid any need of combining 
the two funds in order to obtain sufficient 
moneys with which to meet the needs 
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arising from such disasters. We dis
cussed the matter pro and con, and the 
conferees on the part of the Senate felt 
that they should yield to the conferees 
on the part of the House on that point. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Oregon yield for an 
observation? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. BUSH. I should like to say that 

if I had been a member of the con
ference committee, along with the Sena
tor from Oregon, I would have acted 
exactly as he did-feeling that the larger 
amount of authorization would take care 
of · the situation very satisfactorily. 
Therefore, Mr. President, in view of this 
action by the committee, the division is 
perfectly all right. 
' Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, if there 
are no further questions,' ! ask for a vote 
on the question of agreeing to the con
ference report. 

The PRESIDENT pro temPQre. The 
question is an agreeing to the report. 

The report was agreed to. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be

fore the Senate the following letters, 
which were referred as indicated: 
EXTENSION OF TIME FOR FILING ·REPORT BY 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ARMORY BOARD 
A letter from the manager, District of 

Columbia Armory Board, Washington, D. C., 
requesting a 30-day extension of the time 
in which to submit the annual report and 
financial statement of that board; to the 
Committee on the District _of Columbia~ 
STATEMENT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES, 

CHESAPEAKE & POTOMAC TELEPHONE Co. 
A letter from the vice president, the Chesa

peake & Potomac Telephone Co., Washing
ton, D. C., transmitting, pursuant · to law, 
a statement of receipts and expenditures of 
that company, for the year 1955 (with an 
accompanying paper); to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 
COMPARATIVE GENERAL BALANCE SHEET, CHESA• 

PEAKE & POTOMAC TELEPHONE Co. 
A letter from the vice president, the Chesa

peake & Potomac Telephone Co., Wash• 
ington, D. C., transmitting, pursuant to law, 
a comparative general balance sheet of that 
company, for the year 1955 (with an accom
panying paper) ; to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

REPORT OF FEDERAL MARITIME BOARD AND 
MARITIME ADMINISTRATION 

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of 
the Federal Maritime Board and Maritime 
Administration, for the fiscal year 1955 (with 
an accompanying report); to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

REPORT OF ADMINISTRATOR OJ' CIVIL 
.AERONAUTICS 

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the fifth -and 
final annual report of the Administrator of 
Civil Aeronautics, for the period July 1, 1954, 
to September 30, 1955 (with an accompany
ing report); to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 
REPORT ON TORT CLAIMS PAID BY NATIONAL 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR AERONAUTICS 
A letter from the executive officer, National 

Advisory Committee for Aeronautics, Wash
ington, D. C., transmitting, pursuant to ' law, 
a report on tort claims paid by that Com
mittee for the period January 1 throug~ De
cember 31, 1955 (with an accompanying 
report); to the Committee on the JudiciarJ. 

SUSPENSION OP DEPORTATION OF CERTAIN 
ALIENS-WITHDRAWAL OF NAME 

A letter ·from the Commissioner, Immi
gration and Naturaiization Service, Depart
ment of Justice, withdrawing the name of 
Triv.an or Thomas Dadasovich from a report 
relating to aliens whose deportation has been 
suspended, transmitted to the Senate on 
March 15, 1955 (with an accompanying 
paper); to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
GRANTING OF APPLICATIONS FOR PERMANENT 
. RESIDENCE FILED BY CERTAIN ALIENS--WITH• 

DRAWAL OF NAMES 

Two 1etters from the .Commissioner, Im
migration and Naturalization Service, De
partment of Justice, withdrawing the names 
of several aliens who have filed applications 
for permanent residence, transmitted to the 
Senate on January 16, 1956, and July 25, 1955 
(with accompanying papers); to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 
ADMISSION INTO THE UNITED STATES OF DIS

PLACED PERSONS-WITHDRAWAL OF NAMES 
A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra

tion and Naturalization Service, Department 
of Justice, withdrawing the names of Boyan 
J,>etkoff Choukanoff and Ekaterina Boyanova 
Choukanova, transmitted to the Senate on 
July 15, 1955, pursua;nt to section 4 of the 
Displaced Persons Act of 1948, as amended, 
with a view to the adjustment of their im
migration status (with an accompanying 
paper); to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
Petitions, etc., were laid before the 

Senate, or presented, and referred as 
indicated: 

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore: 
A letter, in the nature of a petition, from 

the Montana Federation of Women's Clubs, 
Forsyth, Mont., l;'ligned by Mrs. Gerry Morten
sen, president, praying for a delay in the con
struction of the Yellowtail Dam project; to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affcairs. 

A resolution adopted by the Council of the 
City of Porterville, Calif., favoring the enact
ment of iegislation to provide for the imme
diate construction of the Success Dam flood 
control project; to the Committee on Public 
Works. 

REPORT OF A COMMITI'EE 
.The following report of a committee 

was submitted: 
By ·Mr. GREEN, from the committee on 

Rules and Administration: · 
S. Con. Res. 65. Concurrent· resolution to 

create a joint congressional committee to 
make a full and complete study and investi
gation of all matters connected with the 
election, succession, and duties of the Pres
ident and Vice President; without amend
ment (Rept. No. 1462). 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
INTRODUCED 

. Bills and joint resolutions wete intro
duced, read the first time, and, by unani
mous consent, th~ second time, and re
f erred as follows: 

By Mr. BRICKER: 
8. 3066. A bill to provide for an adjustment 

1n the monthly rates of pension payable to 
the widows of Civil War veterans; to , the 

·committee on Finance. 
. By Mr. LONG (for himself, Mr. BEALL, 

Mr. BmLE, Mr. BRIDGES, Mr. BusH, 
Mr. BUTLER, Mr. CAPEHART, Mr. C~RL• 
SON, Mr. CASE of South Dakota, Mr. 
CHAVEZ, Mr. DoUGLAS, Mr. DUFF, Mr. 
DWORSHAK, Mr. ERVIN, Mr. FuL• 
imioBT, Mr. OEOao:g, Mr • . aoa:a:, Mr. 

GREEN, Mr. HENNINGS, Mr. HuM
PHREY, Mr. IVES, Mr. JACKSON, Mr. 
JENNER, Mr. JOHNSTON of South Car
olina, Mr. KEFAUVER, ·Mr. KENNEDY, 
Mr. KUCHEL, Mr. LANGER, Mr. LEH• 
MAN, Mr. McCARTHY, Mr. McCLELLAN, 
Mr. McNAMARA, Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. 
MALONE, Mr. MANSFIELD, ·Mr. MARTIN 
of Pennsylvania, Mr. MARTIN of Iowa, 
Mr. MUNDT, Mr. MURRAY, Mr. NEELY, 
Mr. NEUBERGER, Mr. O'MAHONEY, Mr. 
PASTORE, Mr. POTTER, Mr. SCOTT, Mr. 
SMATHERS, Mrs. SMITH of Maine, Mr. 
·SPARKMAN, Mr. SYMINGTON, Mr. 
THURMOND, Mr. WATKINS, Mr, WEL• 
KER, and Mr. YOUNG): 

S . 3067. A blll to provide a 1-year period 
during which certain veterans may be 
granted national service life insurance; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

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

By Mr. PASTORE: 
S. 3068. A bill for the relief of Arsene 

Kavoukdjian (Arsene Kavookjian): · to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DffiKSEN: 
.s. 3069. A blll to exempt from taxation 

certain property of the General Federation 
of Women's Clubs, Inc., in the District of 
Columbia; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

By Mr. MAGNUSON: 
S. 3070. A blll for the relief of the A-1 

Bonding Co., Inc.; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. IVES: 
S. 3071. A bill for the relief of Constantine 

Cokkinos; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. PURTELL: 

S. 3072. A blll to require the inspection and 
certification of certain vessels carrying pas
sengers; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr, SMITH of New Jersey (for him
self, Mr. GEORGE, Mr. WILEY, and Mr. 
GREEN): 

S. J. Res. 128. Joint resolution to extend 
greetings to the Sudan; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

(see the remarks of Mr. SMITH of New Jer
sey when he introduced the above joint reso
lution, which appear under a separate head
ing.) 

By Mr. MAGNUSON: 
S. J. Res. 129. Joint resolution authorizing 

the Commissioner of Public Roads to desig
nate a highway system to be known as the 
Lewis and Clark National Tourway; to the 
Commmittee on Public Works. 

RESOLUTION 
The following resolution was sub

mitted, and ref erred, as indicated: 
Mr. NEUBERGER submitted the following 

resolution: 
s. Res. 201. Resolution to express the sense 

of the Senate to provide funds for Federal 
projects for hydroelectric, flood control, irri
gation, or navigation purposes in sums equal 
to amounts extended to foreign countries for 
the same purposes; . to the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs: 

(8ee resolution printed in full, which ap
pears· under a separate heading.) 

·TIMEDURINGWHICHCERTAINVET
ERANS MAY BE GRANTED NA
l'IONAL SERVICE LIFE INSURANCE 
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, on behalf 

of Jl_lyself, and 52 of my colleagues, -! in
troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill 
to provide a further opportunity for our 
veterans to have the protection afforded 
by national service life insurance. The 
bill provides a period of 1 year from the 
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date of enactment during which veterans 
can apply for · this insurance protection. 
It is required that they be able to make 
a showing of good health to the Veterans' 
Administration. 
. What is intended by this bill is to per
mit veterans of World War II and the 
Korean war to obtain this insurance if 
they have either not previously applied 
for the insurance or have permitted their 
policies to lapse. 

In the · case of those whose policies 
have been permitted to lapse, the vet
erans concerned would not be able to 
have reinstated the original policies but 
would have to pay premiums on the basis 
of their attained age at the time of this 
new application. 

The cost of this program cannot be 
accurately estimated in advance, and I 
have not obtained any estimates from 
the. departments concerned. Inasmuch 
as the premiums to be paid are based on 

. actuarial tables, however, the only cost 
to . the Government will be the cost of 
administering the program. This cost, of 
course, will be minimized by the fact 
that the only effect of the bill will be to 
increase the number of policies in force. 

It will not require any new organiza
tion or special administrative procedures 
other than the processing of new appli
cations. It is my hope that the Vet
erans' Administrator will provide his best 
estimates with respect to costs which 
may be entailed by this proposed legis
lation very promptly, because I should 
like to proceed as expeditiously as pos
sible in obtaining consideration of this 
measure. 

Many of our young men regret very 
much that they did not take advantage 
of the OI)portunity of continuing in ef
fect or converting their insurance cover
age which was made available during 
World War IL At that time they were 
war-weary and did not give as serious 
thought to their future as they might 
have done. Some of them were tired of 
having the Government arrange their af
fairs and wanted to be free of anything 
remotely connected with Government 
service. Now they have very consider
able family responsibilities and they 
realize that they need additional pro
tection offered at a very low cost by 
national service ' life insurance. 

I should like to emphasize that the bill 
does not. make additional persons eli
gible beyond those who were made eligi
ble by the basic laws concerned. The bill 
will merely provide a:n opportunity for 
those who were originally eligible to 
submit their applications for coverage. 
. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
brief memorandum setting forth the pro
visions of the law which are affected by 
the bill, and a somewhat technical ex
planation of the effect which the bill 
would have, together with a definition of 
••good health," provided in Veterans' 
Administration Regulation 3401. · 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be received and appropriately 
referred; and, without objection, the 
memorandum and definition will be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The bill <S. 3067) to provide a 1-year 
period during which certain veterans 
may · be granted national service life 

insurance, introduced by Mr. LoNG -<for 
himself, Mr. BEALL, Mr. BIBLE, Mr. 
BRIDGES, Mr. BUSH, Mr. ' BUTLER, Mr. 
CAPEHART, ,Mr. ' CARLSON, Mr. CASE of 
South Dakota, Mr. CHAVEZ, Mr. DOUGLAS, 
Mr. DUFF, Mr. DWORSHAK, Mr. ERVIN, 
Mr. FuLBRIGHT, Mr. GEORGE, Mr. GORE, 
Mr. GREEN, Mr. HENNINGS, Mr. HUM
PHREY, Mr. IVES, Mr. JACKSON, Mr. JEN
NER, Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, 
Mr. KEFAUVER, Mr. KENNEDY, · Mr. 
KUCHEL, Mr. LANGER, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. 
McCARTHY, Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr . . Mc
NAMARA, Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. MALONE, Mr. 
MANSFIELD, Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania, 
Mr. MARTIN of Iowa, Mr. MUNDT, Mr. 
MURRAY, Mr. NEELY, Mr. NEUBERGER, Mr. 
O'MAHONEY, Mr. PASTORE, Mr. POTTER, 
Mr. SCOTT, Mr. SMATHERS, Mrs. SMITH of 
Maine, Mr. SPARKMAN, Mr. SYMINGTON, 
Mr. THURMOND, Mr. WATKINS, Mr. 
WELKER, and Mr. YOUNG), was received, 
read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on Finance. 

The memorandum and definition, 
presented by Mr. LONG, are as follows: 

MEMORANDUM 

Section 1 of the bill would restore for 1 
year the eligibility (in effect prior to April 
25, 1951) of persons who served between 
October 8, 1940, and September 2, 1945, both 
da t es inclusive, to apply for and be granted 
National Service life insurance under section 
602 (c) (2) of the National Service Life 
Insurance Act of 1940, as amended, upon 
proof of good health and payment of the 
required premium. 

Part I of the act of April 25, 1951 (Public 
Law 23, 82d Cong.) (Servicemen's Indemnity 
Act of 1951), provides for the payment of 
a maximum of $10,000 free servicemen's in
demnity for death in active service on and 
after June 27, 1950, and, under certain cir
cumstances, for death within 120 days- after 
discharge from such active service. Part II 
of the act of April 25, 1951 (Insurance Act of 
1951) added section 619 to the National Serv
ice Life Insurance Act of 1940, as amended, 
which section, among other things, prohibits 
the further issue of insurance to persons on 
active duty; to World War I veterans based on 
service between October 6, 1917, and July 2, 
1921; and to World War II veterans based on 
service between October 8, 1940, and Septem
ber 2, 1945. As indicated above, section 1 
of my bill would give World War II veterans 
another chance, for 1 year, to apply for such 
insurance. 

Part II of the act of April 25, 1951, also 
added sections 620 and 621 to the National 
Service Life Insurance Act of 1940, as 
amended, to give persons discharged from 
·s·ervice after that date a chance to obtain a 
special type of nonparticipating national 
service life insurance at lower premium rates. 
Section 620 of the act provides insurance 
after discharge from active service after 
April 25, 1951, to the service-connected dis
abled who apply therefor within 1 year from 
the date service connection of such disability 
.is determined by the Veterans' Administra
tion. Section 621 of the act provides insur
ance (without any good-health requirement) 
for persons who were ordered into active 
service for a period exceeding 30 days and 
were discharged therefrom after April 25, 
1951, 1f application: is made therefor within 
120 days after separation from such acti-ve 
service. Some persons who served during 
the Korean conflict period failed to apply 
for insurance during the required period. 
Section 2 of my b~ll would allo:w such per
sons 1 year from the date of enactment 
thereof within which to apply for insurance 
under sections 62Q and 621 of the act. How-

. ever, the bill would require submission of 
evidence- of good. health satisfactory to the 

Administrator where- application - is, made. 
under section 621 within 1 year but. more 
than 120 days after separation from active 
service. 
VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION REGULATION 3401-

DEFINITI ON OF GOOD HEALTH 

The words "good health" when used in 
connection with insurance, mean that the 
applicant is, from clinical or other evidence, 
free from disease, injury, abnormality, in
firmity, or residual of disease or injury to a 
degree that would 'tend to weaken or impair 
the normal functions of the mind or body 
or· to shorten life. 

EXTENSION OF GREETINGS TO 
STATE OF SUDAN 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi
dent,. on January 1 a new independent 
state was born. I ref er to the Sudan. 
On that day the flags of Great Britain 
and of Egypt, who had jointly ruled the 
Sudan since 1898, were lowered, and that 
country received from its former rulers 
recognition of its independence. 

On the same day Queen Elizabeth II, 
Prime Minister Eden, and Foreign Sec
retary Lloyd of Great Britain congratu
lated the Sudan on its independence. 

Similar words of greetings have been 
sent to the Sudan by our Government 
and by the President, and the . United 
States recognized the newly independent 
State of the Sudan on January 1, 1956. 

It has always been my feeling that 
when the United States-and specifically 
the Congress--"has an opportunity to 
demonstrate its approval of and sup
port for nations which are just obtain
ing their independence and seif-govern
ment, we should take that opportunity. 

The United States, as a former colonial 
power, has traditionally been most sym
pathetic toward other people who are 
striving for freedom, independence, and 
self-government. 

I believe we should always strongly 
support those in other lands who can 
demonstrate their ability to govern 
themselves responsibly and in a demo
era tic fashion. 

Mr. President, with these principles 
in mind, on behalf of myself, the dis
tinguished chairman of the Committee 
on Foreign Relations, the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], and the ranking 
members on that committee from both 
parties, the Senator from Rhode Island 
EMr. GREEN] and the Senator from Wis
consin [Mr. WILEY], I introduce, for ap
propriate reference, a joint resolution 
extending greetings of the Congress to 
the Sudan, expressing, in the words 
of the resolution, "the earnest hope that 
the Parliament and the people of the 
Sudan will enjoy continuing success in 
the development of a sovereign demo
cratic republic" and reaffirming "the 
friendship of the United States for the 
people of the Sudan." 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
joint resolution will be received and ap
propriately ref erred. 

The joint resolution (S. J: Res. 128)' 
to extend greetings'. to Sudan, introduced 
by ·Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (for him
self, Mr. GEORGE, Mr. GREEN, and Mr. 
~WILEY), was received, read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 
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FUNDS FOR CERTAIN PUBLIC 

WORKS PROJECTS 
Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, 

never before in world history has a gov
ernment solemnly announced that it was 
too poor to afford for its own people 
something which it was willing to finance 
for the people of another cduntry. 

Y-et that has occurred in the United 
States of America, under our prese_nt Re
publican administration. For this ~ea
son I am submitting, for appropriate 
ref~rence, a resolution, to state as o~r 
public policy that, whenever any sum ~s 
spent by our Government for a multi
purpcse river project outside the borders 
of the United States, an equal sum should 
be appropriated that .same. y~ar for 
multipurpose river proJects mside the 
boundaries of the United States. My 
resolution also adds: "and such equal sum 
should be in addition to ordinary appr~
priations during such rea:r for m~lti
purpose dam projects within the Umted 
States." 

Why is such a resolution necessary, 
Mr. President? I shall explain the rea
sons. 
l'UNDS FOR EGYPT DAM, NONE FOR HELLS CANYON 

According to the press, the present 
national administration is preparing to 
help Egypt erect at Aswan on the Nile 
River a great dam project for water 
power, irrigation, and flood control, 
which will cost a total of $1,300,000,000. 
Yet this same administration has told 
the inhabitants of the Pacific Northwest 
that we are too poor in purse to erect a 
dam costing $350 million-about one
fourth the cost of the Egyptian project, 
at Hells Canyon along the Snake River, 
which is the finest water-power site still 
undeveloped in the United States. 

Mr. President, if some of us read this 
in a satire by Jonathan Swift, or in a 
novel by Alexander Dumas, we would 
regard it as so fantastic as to be beyond 
human credulity, 

Yet it is happening right before our 
own eyes. The United States Govern
ment is planning to help finance Sadd 
el'Ali, as the high dam on the Nile River 
is known to Egyptians. But the leaders 
of our Government shake their heads 
negatively when the people of the States 
of Oregon, Washington, and Idaho. ask 
about the high dam on the Snake River. 
This explains why I occasionally ref er to 
Secretary of the Interior Douglas McKay, 
one of the spokesmen for this Jekyll
and-Hyde policy, as "no Sadd el'Ali.~' 

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

Mr. NEUBERGER. I yield. 
. Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator have 
the same understanding I do, that the 
proposal of the administration is to grant 
$56 million to Egypt for the Aswan Dam, 
which will be just a complete giveaway 
of tax money? But we cannot get them 
to go .along with the appropriations for a 
self-liquidating dam at Hells Canyon, a 
dam which over the years would return 
to the Treasury many times its cost. 

Does my colleague have the same feel
ing about this matter that I do? 

Mr. NEUBERGER. I certainly do. 
The administration has said there are 
not funds in the Treasury for the Hells 
Canyon Dam. 

Mr. MORSE. But apparently the ad
ministration has $56 million to give away 
to Egypt, although no return will be had 
by us from that dam, whereas from Hells 
Canyon Dam the .American people will 
get back everything they invest, and also 
the profits over the years. Is not that 
true? · 

Mr. NEUBERGER. Yes; the distin
guished senior Senator from Oregon is 
entirely correct. 

Mr. MORSE. It all seems to depend 
on whether there are in the United States 
private utilities which wish to obtain 
everything they can from the Govern
ment, by way of tax amortizations and ~Y 
way of skimmtng the cream from proJ
ects for the utilization of our rivers. 
However, we find that when it comes to 
Egypt, the administration desires to give 
away $56 million. · 

Let me serve notice now that when the 
Aswan Dam proposal reaches the floor 
of the Senate, the Senate will have an 
opportunity to decide whether it wishes 
to give away $56 million and not vote for 
an amendment on Hells Canyon. 

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I 
am very glad that the senior Senator 
from Oregon takes that position. 

In May of 19-54, Secretary McKay, who 
is an ex-Republican Governor of Oregon, 
told the residents of Oregon in a state
wide TV and radio broadcast that, be
cause our Government was burdened 
with a debt of $275 billion, it was neces
sary·to f-orego further Federal dams such 
as Bonneville, McNary, Hungry Horse, 
and Grand Coulee. The Secretary said 
that Congress, conscious of this national 
debt was beginning to be reluctant to 
app;opriate funds for Federal projects 
in the Columbia River basin. 

ate. I believe it is far cheaper for the 
United States to strengthen our friends 
and allies through financial assistance 
than to be without friends or allies when 
we would have to prepare for a possible 
defense against aggressors. On the Sen
ate rollcalls last year; when efforts were 
made to weaken our foreign-aid -pro
gram, I allied myself with those Sen
ators, under the leadership of the dis
tinguished senior Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. GEORGE]. who stood by substantial 
and generous commitments to nations 
which might be at our side in any crisis 
between the free world and the Soviet 
world. 

But, Mr. President, it is hard to justify 
a foreign-aid program which offers to 
another country a gift which has been 
denied to our own people. In the present 
instance, it is a multipurpose river proj
ects providing hydroelectric power, irri
gation, navigation, and flood control. I 
would feel the same if we presented an
other nation with food or clothing when 
we were being denied these necessities in 
America. Of course, this is not the case 
with food or clothing, which are in more 
than ample supply. 

ADMINISTRATION CHOKES RIVER PLANS 

However, the present national admin
istration has choked off a vast and suc
cessful program of American river de
velopment. For example, the budget for 
fiscal 1957 carries no substantial increase 
over fiscal 1956 in funds for river control, 
despite the fact that the past year has 
been troubled by a series of tragic and 
disastrous floods in New England, in Cali
fornia, and in the States of the Pacific 
Northwest. Flood control for Egypt, but 
not for the United States. Is this grim 
irony to continue? At Hells Canyo:r;i, 

COLUMBIA DAMS REPAY TREASURY though abandonment of the plans for 
I suppose such reluctance might be a a high Federal dam, the region where I 

fact, although it· should be emphasized live is losing nearly 3 million acre-feet of 
that existing Federal dams on the Co- valuable and perhaps lifesaving storage 
Iumbia River system are paying for which could provide flood control. 
themselves, through power revenues, and These circumstances make both ironic 
that the Bonneville Power Administra- and absurd the news in the press that 
tion is $65 million ahead of its repayment the United States is about to advance 
schedule for principal plus interest. $56 million as the first installment on its 

But in the name of reason, Mr. Presi- assistance to Egypt in the financing of 
dent if it is our $275 billion national Sadd el'Ali, the high dam across the Nile 
debt'that keeps us from financing a high River. I wonder whether one major fac
dam on the Snake River in the United tor in this amazing situation is the fact 
States of America, how can we finance that no private utility company evident
a still higher dam on the Nile River in ly covets the site on the Nile, whereas a 
Egypt? What are we using to help pay very influential private-power corpora
for the Egyptian dam-Confederate dol- tion already has a half-Nelson on the site 
lars, counterfeit coins, or wampum? along the Snake River? After all, this 

How can our Treasury be so empty administration never-no, never-does 
when we need a dam on the- Oregon- anything to offend or disturb a private
Idaho border, but so full when the ad- utility company. Never. What if 3 
ministration wants to put up a dam in million acre·-feet of storage for flood 
Egypt? I thought I knew the names of control are sacrificed for all time? What 
my 48 States pretty well, but has Egypt if more than 405,000 firm kilowatts of 
been included in the Union while I was energy are lost eterrtally? Still, we must 
not looking? Maybe we took it in as a remember that this administration can
State ahead of Alaska, inasmuch as this not jettison its political alliance· with the 
administration is so opposed to Alaska private utilities; that would be unthink
because Alaska might commit the un- able. 
pardonable crime of electing two Demo- POVERTY HANDMAIDEN TO COMMUNISM:' 
cratic Senators. Are the Senators from 
Egypt present in the Chamber? So that I not be misunderstood, Mr. 
· Mr. President, I am not an opponent President, let me say once more that I 
of foreign aid. To the contrary, I am a do not criticize American technical and 
-supporter of foreign aid. Support for econo~ic assistance to '!nderdevelo~ed 
our mutual security and technical assist- countries, whet1:1er ! or rallroads, pu~hc
ance programs was an important issue in .. , health and sa~uta_t1on systems, .agr1cul
my campaign for the United States Sen- ',. tural modermzat1on, or mliltipurpose 
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river-development project$. . In. pa.st . 
years, we h~ye spent millio~ of doll~rs 
,for such projects in m-any countr,ie.s of 
Latip · Americ~ •. Europe, and Asia; and 
_Egypt is but the latest. instance., and a. 
.spectacular one~ 

I support Ame_rican a_,gsistance of this 
type, because only rising standards of 
living will enable _the· millions·· ot peaple 
of .underdeveloped nations to take. their 
place in the kind of w:orld both they and 
the people of America w:ant. Pov.erty, 
disease, hunger, and malnutrition are 
the handmaidens of communism . . Only 
_with our lielr> can other p_eopl'f!s achieve 
the standards they seek as independent 
-nations; without a 999-year mortgage to 
Soviet imperialism. · 

A high dam is · fine for the -~Tile River 
in Egypt, just a,s a high dam is fine for 
the Snake River in the Unit.ed States~ 
lf our.help with a high dam to raise·thei:r 
_livtng standards will _give the · people of 
Egypt friendship for and confidence in 
the free and democratic West, very good. 
But I · have been concerned, Mr~ Presi
dent, with reports that the United States 
and Sovj.et Russia are virtually bidding 
against each other for a cha.nee to pay 
for Egypt's Aswan project. Under such 
circ'umstances, will no~ the people of, 
Egypt, and of all other underdeveloped 
nations, cynically conclude that we are 
merely submitting to international 
·blackmail? Will not this bidding for 
their favor strike them as reminiscent of 
buying a harem slave girl on the auction 
block? · 
ADMINISTRATION LABEL ON HIGH DAMS: "NOT 
. TO BE TAKEN INTERNALLY" 

Perhaps, Mr. President.- there is still 
hope for the people of the Pacific North
west. Perhaps even this administration, 
even Secretary McKay, would · break 
-down and favor a Sadd el'Ali at Hells 
Canyon, · if the people of the Pacific 
Northwest could obtain an offer from 
Russia, to advance the funds which ·the 
United States somehow cannot find for 
that project. 

Joke though we may, Mr. President, 
this basically is no joking matter. lt is 
sad and · distressing. What. will histo
rians say of a government which let 
floods surge down the Feather and Snake 
·and Coquille Rivers in ,its own· country-, 
but kept eyes only on the Nile River, 
6,000 miles away? Apparently high dams 
are for export only. "Not to be taken in
ternally" is the administration's label 
on the high-dam bottle, I suppose. 

Mr. President, I ask . unanimous con
sent to have the full text of my resolu
tion printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu
_tion (R Res. 201) was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Resolved, That it ts the sense of the Senate 
that whenever any sum is appropriated by 
the United States Government for the pur
pose of fl,nancing or assisting in the financ
ing, on either a loan or grant basis, of a 
multipurpose dam project for hydroelectric', 
f),ood- control-, il'rigation, or na:vigation · pur
poses in any foreign country, an equal sum 
should be appropriated during the same 
year for one or more Federal pi:ojects -for 
hydroelectric, flood control, irrigation, or 
navigation purposes within the Unfted 
States,, and such equal sum should be in 
addition to ordinary appropriations _during 

_such year for multipurpose dam projects 
Within the United states. · 

Mr. NEU13ERGER. .. Mrr .President, .I 
·also should J:U{e to propose to my col:-
1eague the·. illustrious senior Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. MoRsE], who is the 
.foremost champion of public power in 
this Chamber, · that,, as ·a member. of 
the. Foreign Relations · Committee, he 
consider the inclusion of a Hells Canyon 
provision . in the Sadd el'Ali bill, -if the 
administration . sends such proposed leg.,. 
islation to the Senate . . If anyone can 
dramatize ·this paradox . of Sadd . el' Ali 
for Egypt and no Sadd el'Ali for the 
United States, it is the senior Senator 
·from Oregon, with his fighting qualities 
and his gift of oratory and per_suasion. 
- In· conclusion, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there appear 
with my remarks a press release on this 
subject from my office, dated December 
13, 1955; an article from the Economist 
of London, dated December 3, 1955, en
'titled "The Sudanese and the High 
Dam''; and an Associated Press dispatch 
from the Oregon Dai1y Journal of Port-
1and, Oreg., dated December 17, 1955. 

There being no. objection, the docu
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
PRESS RELEASE FROM THE OFFICE OF SENATOR 

RICHARD L. NEUBERGER, DECEMBER 13, 1955 . 
A recommendation that the United States 

ask the World Bank for $300 million to build 
a high Federal dam across the Snake River 
in Hells Canyon came today from Senat.or 
RICHARD L. NEUBERGER, Democrat of Oregon. 

"Secretary of the Interior McKay has aban
doned North America's finest remaining hy
droelectric site to t.he Idaho Power Co. for · 
piece-meal use, on the grounds that our 
Treasury is- so depleted," said NEUBERGER. 
''Yet this same Republican administration 
favors both American and World Bank assist
ance to Egypt for erection of Sadd el' All, 
the high dam across the Nlle River.", 

NEUBERGER claimed ' that, if the Federal 
Treasury is too hard pressed to finance a 
great dam across the Snake River in the 
United States. he finds it· diffl.cult to under
stand how this same Treasury can help to 
pay for a dam across the Nile River 1n 
Egypt. . 

"I guess no Republican prlvate-utmty lob
byists are opposed to a dam in Egypt," NEU
BERGER added. 
· The 42-year-old Orgeon Senato!' declar~d 

that history contains "fe.w ironies to match 
that of a great nation which 1s wllllng to 
help finance a high dam on the Nile River, 
6,000 miles away, but insists it is too poor in 
purse to finance a high dam. to generate a 
·million vitally needed kilowatts of power, 
control floods, and ·assist--na:vigation and irri.;. 
gation within its own borders." 

"Apparently the administration feels that 
what's good for Egypt is not good for the 
-United St-ates,u he added. "'Is it rash to 
think America's resources deserve develop
ment at least equal to Egypt's? All possible 
steps should be taken to save the magnificent 
natural resource at · Hells Canyon, even 1f 
the United States must obtain international 
assistance from the World Bank to do so." 

The Oregon Senator, who described him
self as a supporter ,of programs to assist 
friendly nations overseas, said it was pass-
1:ng strange that administration spokesmen 
say the United States cannot raise funds to 
deyelop . Hells Canyon. 

(From the _Londo:o . (England) Economist of 
. December 3, 195.5 J · 

THE SUDAN;i!SE AND THE. HIGH. DAM. 
Colonel Nasser's .project. for a high dam on 

the Nile has so dramatic a ring tllat it has 
captured imaginatton outside_as well as in-

. side Egypt. Therefore its implications for · 

thos,~ ._who 11:ve u~t,eam of it ,_are es~plng 
attention. The world hears that-the Sudan, 
whi<;:h ls the· country principally concerned, 
,rs to have hall of the net benefit ·or tlie new 
water,_ and:since this la. more water than the 
Sudanese are . using npw, it imagines that 
they are getting a generous deal. But 1n fact 
they are per.turbed. · rn Khartoum a young 
government, l.>es~t with o.omestic_ problems, 1s 
being_ asked to give now a decision on pro
por~ions that will affect the Sudanese for all 
time. The is'sue to the Shdanese is not just 
their share in.. the immediate benefit (in the 
technical sense of . additional usable water) 
nor yet the major disturbance to the Halfa 
region. that was described, by the Cairo- cor
respondent of the Economist 2 weeks ago. It 
is to safeguard a fair share, stretching far 
into the future, in the waters of the Nile. 

The prime object of the dam is over-year 
storage, re~aining the excess of high years to 
supplement low, so that all years are aver
age and use can be constant and full. Clear- · 
ly, the capacity of.the reservoir must be very 
large, enough· to cope with a cycle of low 
years yet with room for the excess if high 
years come instead-it must never get too 
full or too empty. Norean -use begin until 
an adequate st!ll'ttng supply has been accu
mulated, which means earmarking surplus 
-water, for .an 'Qllknown and possibly lengthy 
1ni tial period. 

The idea of . the hi~ dam was developed 
from the proposal for a third raising of the 
Aswan Dam for flood protection, and as then 
conceived was combined with a project for 
flood escape into the Wadi Rayan further 
downstream. In its· present form, with over
year storage, it dates from late 1952.- Until 
then, over 50 years' study of Nile c.ontrol, 
covering the whole of the Nile Basin, had led 
to schemes for overyear storage at source-in 
the East A-frican lakes and in Lake Tana, in 
Ethiopia. The main works were to include, 
for the Equatorial (White) Nile, use of La.kes 
.Victoria, .Kioga, and Albert, with dams and 
regulators and a 170-mile channel through 
the area known as the Sudd to reduce loss in 
the Southern Sudan swamps; for the Blue 
Nile, a dam at Lake Tana and probably one at 
Roseires; and for the Main Nile, north o.f 
Khartoum, one or more dams primarily for 
flood protection. The Owen Falls Dani has 
already been.built. high enough to allow fu.;. 
ture storage in Lake Victoria, with Egypt 
making a contribution to the cost. 

These components, spread over a vast area 
and involving many countries, obviously have 
to be tackled in. stages. The fascination of 
the high-dam scheme is that it appears to 
solve all problems, technical and political; by 
a single project. For Egypt, it has the obvi
ous attractions of gathering water in one 
place ( and that on the doorstep) , giving 
flood protection, and providing power. For 
the Sudan, these attractions are reversed; the 
water is a thousand river miles downstl'eam 
from the area of use, and if it .is to be made 
avallable where needed, costly works that 
would affect the river and so themselves re
quire agreement, will' be· necessary; there is 
no flood protection element at all, and a 
share of power, if on offer, is from a. point 
hundreds · of miles over the Nubian Desert. 
Further, the As.wan region is one of the hot
test and· driest in the world, and losses by 
evaporation will be at a maximum. For com
pletely efficient control as much over year 
storage as possible should be cited where 
evaporation is lowest. 

To :fix the picture, some round figures are 
ne_cessary. The population of Egypt is about 
20 million, of. the Sudan about half that 1ig
ure7 'J'.he gross areas· under irrigation in 
F.gypt now total roughly 6 million acres, in 
t1re· sudan ro.uglily l½ million. Neither can 
be co~side_red ~imply-for example, the Egyp
tiah practice of 3 crops in 2 years compares 
with an annual crop, in ·the Sudan, and 
tallows_ differ.-and the plain fact 1s that both 
countries have enough land, and prospective 
population, 'to use any amount .o:f water. 
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The limit, tn ~ a word, ts water. The average, 
annual ffow of the Nile, measured at Aswan, 
is 85 milliard {thousand million) tons; it has 
been recorded _as ranging from 42' to 155 mi~
ltard tons. Four-fifths passes from July to · 
December, with the · peak of the flood in 
September, and much is surplus and lost to· 
the sea. At present -the Sudan uses 4, and 
Egypt 48 milliard· tons. Full control, by the 
high dam, would add 84-(4+48) =32 mil
liard tons, the division of which is now in 
question. Between 10 and 12 milliard tons 
would be lost, mainly by evaporation from
the huge reservoir, and the net gain would 
thus be about 20 m1lliard tons of usable 
water, at Aswan. The comparable aggregate
benefit of the schemes previously under study 
was ·estimated in 1952 at 10 milliard tons.· 
The figure of 20 milliard ls clearly an upper 
Hmit, assuming hundred-percent control: 
That of 10 milliard Is almost certainly conser
vative. · The high-dam project in its present
form displaces, but cannot fully replace, the 
other- schemes; they may follow, in the dh:!
tant future, but with reduced benefit to be 
shared later. 

P0SSIBU.ITIES OF DEVELOPMENT 

The half share offered by Egypt refers to 
the net benefit of 20 m111iard (1. e., at the cost 
of halt the t2 milUard loss) and may more 
than treble the Sudan's present rights. This· 
is a great increase and would certainly cover 
development for many years. But it covers 
only development already planned. Both 
closer .cropping and the utilization of further 
areas (known to be suitable for development. 
through postwar surveys in which consult,.. 
ing engineers and aerial survey took part) can 
double--and possibly treble--the Sudan's po
tential use of water. 

The Sudan does n<>* question Egypt's right 
to the 48 mllliard tons now used, but does feel 
that Egypt had several thousand years' start 
( and, incidentally, acquired the cheap wa
ter), and that fair shares should take some 
account of the. totals to date. ~o accept the· 
present offer means that the Sudanese ac
cept (besides the right of Egypt to draw on 
all surplus until the High Dam ls first filled) 
a limit of certainly half, and possibly a third, 
to their long-term development potential
while Egypt may, in comparison. nearly 
achieve its target. The Sudanese would pre
fer first to settles shares of the balance of 
32 milliard toilS' ( and so, in effect, of the. full 
84 milliard) and then to be .free to tackle 
such projects as they wished in order to make 
use of their share; at the same time they 
would be ready with consideration and assist
ance tor any project. Egypt might propose. 

[From the Oregon Daily Journal of Portland~ 
Oreg., of December 17. 1955} 

DAM GIFT OFFERED--UNXTED STATES, BRITAIN 
AID TO EGYPT PLANNED 

WASHINGTON, December 17.-The U~ited 
States and Britain have offered to give Egypt 
$70 million to begin construction of one of 
the world's greatest dams on the Nile River. 

The State Department announced today 
that the two Western Power-a had "assured 
the Egyptian Government • • • of theil' 
support in this project." 

The announcement did not disclose any 
flgures. 

The offer of an Initial $70 million, of which: 
the United Sta.tea would put up $56 million 
and Britain $14 million, was described, -how
ever, to be the heart of the proposition. 

The move by the Western Powers 1s de
aigned in part to counteract growing Russian 
influence in the Middle East bolstered par
ticularly by the sale of arms to Egypt by Red 
Czechoslovakia.. 

it was learned the Western offer was mad~ 
here last Friday to Egyptian Pina.nee Min
ister Abdel Moneim El-Kaiss~>Uni _by Unde, 
Secretary o! State Herbert Hoover, Jr., and 
British Ambassador Roger Ma.kins. 

· Kaissount was seheduled to start ba.ck to REP AIR ASSISTANCE_TO NEW HOMES -
Cairo today, by way of London, to dlscusa _ DAMAGED BY.MAJOR DISASTERS- : 
1t with his govprnment. · 

TJ:ie. .grea.t Nile project will in1gate about' DISCHARGE OF A COMMITTEE- . 
2 million acres: of a.rid land, to help feed . . JOINT RESOLUTION PLACED ON : 
Eg.ypt's increasing population, and generate CALENDAR · 
about 9 billion kilowatt-hours of power each. .· Mr. CI..EMENTS. , Mr. President, I ask 
year -to boost fndustriallzatlon. 

Congress and the British Parliament must unanimous consent- that the Senate Com- -
vote approval. mittee on Banking and Currency be dis- -

Russia has been reported offering to make charged from further consideration of 
Egypt a 50-year loan at 2½ percent interest House Joint Resolution 471. The joint 
to help finance the structure which will cost . resolution is identical with Calendar No. · 
a reported $1,soo,ooo,ooo and take 15 to 18 1426, Senate Joint Resolution 113, to 
years to complete. permit Federal Housing Administration-

Sta.te Department officials refused to say title I repair assistance to new homes 
whether one of the conditions· in the Western' damaged by major disasters. 
offer is that Russia should be barred entirely. 1 will say to Members of the Senate 
from the project but it was understood that 
this is in fact a condition, whether explicit that. this matter has . been cleared by 
or implied. · Members from both sides of the aisle in 

Mr. NEUBERGER. so, Mr. President, - the Batiking and Currency committee 
ram submitting my resolution to pla·ce and also with the minority :i.eadership. 
the Sen~te on record as telling this ad- . The ~R~SIDENT pro tempore. With- · 
ministration that, for each dollar spent ~~t obJect10~, it is so ordered, and the 
to provide power and flood control and Joint resolution will be placed on the 
irrigation overseas, at least one extra\ calendar. 
dollar should be budgeted tor these price-: 
less benefits in· the United States. I do 
not like to suggest such a condition on 
our foreign-aid program, which has 
helped through the years to strengthen 
our allies and the free world, and thus 
ourselves. But, Mr. President, never be
fore have we had a national administra
tion which proclaimed as its policy that 
what was good for Egypt was not good for 
the United States of America. To 
straighten out that policy, I submit the 
resolution. 

The resolution (S. Res. 201) was re
ceived and referred to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. · 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will my 
colleague yield to me? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator from Oregon yield to his 
colleague? 

Mr. NEUBERGER. •t yield. 
Mr. MORSE. I wish to say to my col-

league that I appreciate his very gen
erous remarks. I .desire to assure him 
that if the Aswan Dam and the $56 mil-· 
lion item get to the floor. of the United 
States Senate, I shall give my colleague 
an opportunity to vote on that dam and 
also to vote on an amendment which will 
protect the people of the United States 
in a high dam at Hells Canyon, which· 
will provide for a self-liquidating project 

RESOLUTIONS TAKEN FROM THE 
CALENDAR AND REFERRED 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Calendar No. 
1460, Senate Resolution 193, to provide· 
additional funds for the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare; Calend'8.r No .. 
1461. Senate Resolution 194, authorizing 
the Committee on Labor and Public Wel-

. fare to employ four additional temporary· 
clerical assistants; and Calendar No. 
1462, Senate Resolution 180, providing 
additional funds for the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, be 
taken from the calendar and ref erred to 
the Committee on Rules and Adminis
tration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ord~red. 

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

On request, and by unanimous consent; 
addresses, editorials. articles, etc., were 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

By Mr. WILEY: 
Address by him on the brink-of-war con

troversy, delivered be-rare the safe-deposit 
section of the .Pis.trlct of Columbia Bank.ers' 
Association on January 26, 1956. 

that will help us with flood control and REDUCTION IN FUNDS FOR" . THE 
help us obtain the cheap power we need ARMED SERVICES 
for ·our country. 

Let me say in conclusion that I am just 
at a loss to understand an administra
tion which thinks it could get by with 
a proposal to use $56 million of the 
American taxpayers' money to build a 
high dam in Egypt, and then argue that 
it is creeping socialism in the United 
states if in the United States we· build a 
dam that will pay back to the taxpayers 
of our country more than its cost over the 
years. 

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, let 
me remind the senior Sena-tor. from Ore
gon that the $56 million is just the be..: 
ginning of the first contract for the 
Aswan Dam. · 

But evidently, as he reaUzes, high dams 
are for export only, -and are not to be 
taken internally. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
the most highly publicized feature of the 
President's recent budget message was 
its prediction that the budget would be 
balanced during the ·year 1956. If these 
figures turn out to be accurate, there will 
have been a shift from a $.4.2 billion 
deficit last year to a $200· million surplus
-this- year. 

Despite all the talk about our deter
mination to increase our military 
strength, let us look from whence came 
this ability to obtain suddenly a balanced 
budget in 1956. Any American who be
lieves it important for his country to 
remain free should be interested in the 
following facts: 

To get a balanced budget this year, 
expenditures for combat aircraft are be .. 
ing reduced over a billion dollars. We 
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.. have heard much recent talk about our on costs and prices. for the production 

inability to compete . with the Commu.. of natural gas-an u'tter l~ck of facts, 
nists on a ·quantity basis; and that there.. compared to the enormous abundance of 
fore we must excel in quality, especially facts on interstate transmission of gas 
technological quality. But, 'Mr. Presi- and local distribution of gas. 
dent, in order to achieve this balanced The reason for this discrepancy is, of 
budget in 1956, expenditures for defense course, the fact that the rates charged 
research and development have been cut by local utilities are determined by State 
$27 million. or local regulatory commissions. The 

This is not all. Although we now ad- rates charged by the interstate pipelines 
mit that the Soviets are far ahead of us are an open, verified record before the 
under the sea, to achieve this balanced Federal Power Commission. But there 
budget in 1956, we are cutting our Navy is a "paper curtain" over the real facts 
$300 million. as regards the economics of the natural 

Despite tbe steady heavy reductions in gas producers. , 
the Army over the past 3 years, in order As my good friend, the Senator from 
to achieve this balanced budget, we are ·Michigan [Mr. POTTER], has pointed out, 
cutting Army expenditures some $390 not a single natural gas produc~r chose 
million. , . .to present the facts before the Senate 

We have heard and read much about Interstate Commerce. Committee. · · 
being able to cut the Army and Navy ~nd. . The chief executive of my State, rec
Marines because of the gr.owing i:rnpor ... , ognizing this and related situations, 
tance of airpowei:. Neyer.~h,eless, in order · makes the wise· recommendation that 
to achieve a balanced budget in 1956, we the senate Interstate Commerce Com
are now cutting the expenditures.for the ;: mittee should get the facts. He urges 
Afr Force more than even those for the · recommittal of the pending bill to that 
Army and Navy-$450 million. committee: 

What have been the favorable devel- As I have been glad to point out on 
opments in our internati?nal rel.ations, many occasions, I, too, believe that this 
what have been the bmldups m the matter should, at the very start of this 

. military strength of our allies, · that session have been recommitted to the 
make it possible further to reduce our Interst~te commerce Committee. Be
-expenditures for national security during cause of the relative lateness of the hour 
1956? in debate on this issue, my colleagues 

All this is even more interesting be- may feel otherwise. I commend to 
cause of testimony given the· Senate, in them however the most excellent letter 
secret session, stressing the almost un- addr~ssed to me by Governor Walter J. 
believable buildup ~n Communist air Kohler. I point out that · it represents 
and_ sea strength m recent months. another chapter in an absolutely unin-

. Their supremacy on the land has_ long terrupted record on the part of the state 
been known. of Wisconsin in defending the rights of 

Anybod,y w~o has ey~n cas.ually stud- 400,000 of. its own .consumers, and of 30 
fed t;his proplem know~ that if these r~- million naturaJ gas consumers as a whole · 
duct1ons ar~ made this year, they will throughout our Nation. · I know of no 
have to be made up next year, unless the state which has ·nad a better record in 
announce~ go~~s are changed. But a fighting the good fight. . · 
year lost m m1lltary strength can never 1 know of no state public service com .. 
be ma:de up. . mission which has done a better job in 

Is it not intere.stmg to note that scrutinizing this entire natural gas rate 
whereas th~ expend1tu~es for each of the subject than that which has been per
armed serv~c~s are bemg re~uced hun- formed by the Public Service Commission 
dreds of milbon~ of dollars m the year of Wisconsin, whose chairman is the 
1956, plans to 1~crease them are an- Honorable James R. Durfee, a man whom 
nounce~ for 1957. . . I am proud to call a friend. What is 

Despite all these cond1~1ons, we con- more important is that he is a friend of 
t~nue to cu~ our expenditures for . na- the people of his State and of the Nation. 
tional securitr and that is ~hown m a In the letter the Governor of Wiscon .. 
doc1;1ment which can be ~btamed by the sin refers, among other things, to an at
Sovie~ Emb~s~y for: nothmg. tack which was made on the regulatory 

This adm.1rustra~1on has boasted, an.d commissions of the various States. 
no doub.t will contmue to boast, that. it He suggests that this is an investiga .. 
has achieved. a balanc~d ~udget, d~sp1te tion which might very well be under• 
a tax reduction. But 1t. 1s crystal clear taken, on recommittal, by the appropri .. 
that this has been done m one w~y, and ate committee. I ask that the entire let-
one way only, namely, by reducmg the . . . 
mff tary strength of the United States. ter be prmted m the RECORD followmg 1 

my remarks. 

LETTER FROM GOVERNOR OP WIS
CONSIN URGING FACTS BE PRE
SENTED ON NATURAL GAS RA~ 
ISSUE 
Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I was 

pleased to receive this morning froni the 
Governor of my State, · the Honorable 
Walter J. Kohler, a very important com
munciation.- In · it, he rightly pointed 
out several exceedingly significant facts· 
concerning the utter lack of information . 

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

MADISON, WIS., January 25, 1956, 
Hon. ALEXANDER WILEY, 

Senator, State of Wisconsin~ 
Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D. a. 
DEAR SENATOR WILEY: The present debate 

tn· the United States Senate on the Fulbright 
bill to exempt natural-gas producers ·trom 
Federal regulation has resulted in a hopeless 
confusion of disputed figures and statistics 
about the natural-gas industry. 

There can be no .confusion as .to the . basis 
for rates charged by local utilities to the con
sumer of nat'l\ral gas in Wisconsin or else
where. These rates are determined by State 
or local regulatory commissions, such as our 
public service commission 1n Wisconsin, 
There is no myst4:lry or confusion here, as the 
utilities must file their records as to costs of 
opera~ion and testify under oath and cross
examination on their rate hearings before 
these regula tort commissions. The basis for 
these rates is a matter of public record with
in every natural-gas consumer State. 

Just as gas regulation in the State ls an 
open verified public record, so also is the reg
ulation of interstate natural-gas pipelines by 
the Federal Power Commission. There can 
be no confusion as to the basis for rates 
charged local utilities by these interstate 
pipelines. This, too, is a matter of public, 
verified record, officially determined by the 
Federal Power Commission. 

Nevertheless, in the present debates, .repre
sentatives of the gas producer States have at
tempted to place the responsibil1ty for higher 
gas consumer rates upon the State and local 
regulatory commissions. Senator MONRONEY; 
of Oklahoma, a principai spokesman for the 
Fulbright bill, asserted recently on the Sen
ate floor: 

"I cannot understand how the local publlc 
regulatory bodies, which appeared before us 
at our hearings and cried in behalf of the 
poor consumers, have been sitting so idly by, 
fail1ng to apply the yardstick of the cost of 
distribution elsewhere, and learning, per
haps, that the guilty fingerprints on the gun, 
if you please, which is holding up the con
sumers for high gas rates are their own fin
gerprints in permitting such high charges to 
go unchecked and unregulated." (CONGRES• 
SIONAL RECORD, p. 292, Jan. 9, 1956.) 

Last May and June, representatives of sev
eral regulatory commissions of consumer 
States, including Wisconsin, appeared vol
untarily' and testified before the hearings of 
the Senate Committee on Inter!,tate and For
eign Commerce, against the Fulbright bill, 
They were cross-ex·amined at length by Sen
ators from. producer States, including Sena
tor MONRONEY. Neither Senator MONRONEY 
nor any other Senator ever raised these un
founded accusations against our State · com
mission or any other State or local regula
tory agency during the committee hearings, 
Such unfounded charges are now being 
made, for · the first time, from the secure 
sanctuary of the Senate floor, without oppor
tunity for reply by those accused. I am con
fident that this last minute vil1fication of the 
integrity and competence of an essential part 
of the government of the many consumer 
States will be resented and repudiated by 
them, regardless of political consideration. 

The real confusion in statistics on natural 
gas prices lies in the fact that there are 
no accurate verified figures for costs and 
pric~s for production of natural gas compara
bl_e to the figures for interstate transmission 
or local distribution. While the case of the . 
State of Wisconsin et al. v. Phillips Petroleum 
Company et al. was decided by the United 
States Supreme Court in June 1954, not one 
natural-_gas producer has yet been required 
to submit its records in proof of its demands 
for _ increased price_s, although producer in
creases totaling over $32 million have been 
allowed since the Phillips decisions. (F. P. c. 
News Digest, January 9, 1956.) 

Furthermore, not one natural-gas producer 
ever appeared before the Senate committee 
hearings last summ.er to testify in support 
of their own bill, Senator POTTER of Michi
gan; a member of the Senate committee 
which conducted the hearings last summer, 
stated Just the past week in the Senate de
bate on the Fulbright b1ll: 

"Not one single producer-I should llke to 
emphasize -that-not one single producer at-
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forded btmself ·of -the ampie .opportunttj to . 
plead his financial dlstresa. · 

"Not one single producer appeared before 
the committee to show us the records, to give 
us his figures, to point out in what way he 
was suffering financially from the present · 
regulatory situation. -

"If their situation ls as bad as they would 
like to have us think, ·why dfd they not ap
pear to testify? There is a good reason, and 
I think that reason 1s quite apparent. 

"The natural-gas producers feared to RP- -
· pear, to open their books. and present exact 
figures, because to do so would be to open 
a. Pandora 'I box of questlom, the answers to 
which would have been embarrassing to their· 
cause, to say the least!' (CONGBUISION.AL. 
REcoR.D, p. 898, Jan.- 19, 1956.) 

If, as Senator MoNRO:m:T, of Oklahoma, now 
charges, there are guilty fingerprints on the 
gun, the State· and local regulatory commis
sions have registered their fingerprints as a 
matter of public record. The only missing 
fingerprints on the record are those of the 
natural gas producers. Let the producer.a · 
them.selves, who now seek exemption from · 
the law, come forward before the Senate 
committee with their records. Let· Senator 
M,o·NRONEY withhold his last minute charges 
against the integrity and competence of State 
and local regulatory commissions all over this 
Nation until his own producer constituents 
from Oklahoma show their hands to the 
Senate. . 

This natural gas issue does~not only involve· 
their industry, the sixth largest in our coun
try, but also involves about 80 millioll nat
ural gas consumers. including about 400,000 
in Wisconsin. There may be substantial 
merits to both sides of the controversy which 
must bp determined on the facts. What 
are the real first hand f,acts as to the natural 
gas production-industry?. How can the Sen
ate determiq.;, these facts when not one pro
ducer has- testified before the Senate com
mittee? 

I therefore respectfully recommend that 
you · ask that the Fulbright blll be rebom
mitted to the Senate Committee on Inter-· 
state and Foreign Commerce for further 
hearings, and specifically for hearlngs on first 
ha~d, direct testimony from the producers 
of natural gas themselves as to the real facts 
concerning their claim for exemption from 
the present Natural Gas Act. 

If this measure has real merit, let the pro
ducers themselves furnish the proof. They 
are the ones who now seek to be exempted· 
from the present law. Until this proof 1s 
forthcoming, the State of Wisconsin will con
tinue to oppose the present Fulbright bill. 

Respectfully yours, 
WALTEa J. KOHLER, 

Governor. 

THE ADMINISTRATION'S SCHOOL 
CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres
ident, on January 12 I introduced for 
myself and 16 of' my colleagues Senate 
bill 2905, to implement the administra
tion's school construction program. 

This bill has received a great deal of 
supportirom the leaders in the education 
fleld and also from the press. 

A recent Gallup poll indicates great 
support from the American public for a 
program of Federal aid for public-school 
construction. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the body of the RECORD the 
article by Dr. George Gallup, published 
in the New York Herald Tribune on Jan
uary 22, 1956. 

I also ask unanimous. consent to have 
printed in the body of the RECORD as part 
of my remarks sundry editorials and arti-

cles · from · newspapers ·1n Washington~ · Begf(m 
New York, Philadelphia, and Chicago East (Con~ecti~u~. ~at~e. ~assachu
supporting, the . administratioll.'s . emer- _· · setts; New Hampshire, Rhode Island, 
gency public school cori.struction pro,;;. · Ve~ont, Delaware, Maryland, New 
gram. · , - · · · Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, and 

, West Virginia):-
Fin~lly, I ask unanimous consent to -Percent 

have printed in the body of the RECORD Favor aid___________________________ 69 

as part of my remarks a statement by the Oppose aid-------------------~------- 23 
National F.ducation Association support- · No opinion ____________________ :_ __ _: _ _; a 
iilg the administration's school construe:.. , Mip.west (Ilµnois, Indiana, Michigan, 
tion proposal. Ohio, Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Mis-
. There being no objection, the· article, · sou.rt, Nebraska, North Dakota, South 

editorials, and statement were· ordered Dakota, and Wisconsin): 
to · be· printed in the REcoai>,' as fallows: 
(From the New York Herald Tribune of 

January 22, 1956] . 
SIXTY-SEVEN PERCENT OF Pou. VOTE BACKS . 

FEDERAL Am TO SCHC>Or.s--:-GALLUP FINDS ALL 
MA.Toa GROUPS FOB PLAN, REGARDLESS 0:1' 
POLITICS 

(By George Gallup) 
PRINCETON, N. J., January 21.-'l'he Ameri

can public is solidly ·1n agreement with · 
President ·Eisenhower's· proposal to gran~· 
Federal aid to the , public schols. 

All major groups of the population, an . 
parts of the country, and the rank-and-fl.le 
of both the Republican and Democratic Par
ties approve of Government financial help for 
the building of new public schools, in the 
latest institute survey. 

In a special message to Congress earlier 
this month, President Eisenhower proposed' 
an emergency 5-year $2 billion Federal aid 
program for school construction. 

NEW POLLS PLANNED 

Interviewing in today's survey was com
pleted before the President, made his pro-· 
posal. New polls ·will be taken to determine 
the effect of his message on United States 
publlc opinlon. 

The issue was posed to a scientifically 
drawn cross-section of the public 1n the fol
lowing manner: 

"'Some ·people say that the Federal Govern
ment 1n Washington should give financial 
help to build new public schools, especially 
in the poorer States. Others say that this. 
will mean higher taxes for every one and that
States and local communities should build 
their own schools. How do you, yourself, 
feel~o you favor or oppose Federal aid to 
t ·p build new public schools?" 

The results for all adults: 
Percent Favor _____________________ · ________ 67 

Oppose---------·--------------------- 24 
No opinion____________________________ 9 

Although every population group 1s in fa
-vor of such a proposal, the following differ
ences are observed: 

1; Democrats are slightly more in favor 
of the proposal than are Republicans and in
dependents. 

2. By regions of the country, far western
ers give proportion~tely the greatest indorse
ment to the Federal aid plan. Southerners, 
on the other hand, show the least inclination 
to favor such a proposal. 

RESULTS BY PARTIES 

The results on the above are given 1n table 
form below: · · 

Politics 
Favor aid: Percent. 

Republicans_________________________ 64. 
Democrats _____________ ._____________ 70 

Independents______________________ 67 
Oppose aid: · 

Republicans________________________ 28 
Democrats-------------------------- 21 
Independents ---------------------- 22. 

No opinion: 
Republicans_________________________ 8-
Democrats ---------------------- .g. 
Independents -----=--------------- 11 

Percent Favor aid.. ___________________ : __ ~_..:_ 69 
Oppose aid ________________________ 22 · 

No opinion__________________________ 9 

South (Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, 
Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mis
sissippi, North Carolina, pklahoma, 

· South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, 
and Virginia) : 

Percent 
Favor aid___________________________ 60 · 

Oppose aid-----------------------~-- 29 No opinion __________________________ 11 

Far West (Arizona, Colorado, ~daho, 
Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah, 
Wyoming, Cali,fornia, Oregon, and 
Washington) : 

Percent 
Favor a.id..__________________________ 75 Oppose aid __________________________ 17 

No opinion_________________________ 7 

PUBLIQ SYMPATHETIC 

Today's survey ls one more -example of a 
general public sympathy toward educational 
problems. 

An earlier surv:ey, reported ln October 1955, 
found that 2 out of 3 adults would be wllUng 
to pay more in taxes, 1! the extra money were 
used to raise school teachers' salaries. 

The sa_me survey . also revealed that the 
public thought higher salaries would be the. 
key factor in getting more personnel in the 
teaching profession. 

(From the .Philadelphia Inquirer of January_ 
18, 1956] 

lf.N EMERGENCY UNITED STATES ScHOOL 
PROGRAM: 

President Eisenhower's request for congres
sional action on a 5-year, $2 billion Federal 
school program points up 2 vital aspects of 
the crisis in the Nation's educational system. 

One is that shortage of educational racm
tles for our children--due to a wartime lag 
in construction combined with a soaring 
birth rate-poses a national problem de
manding prompt action if we are not to pay 
a heavy price tomorrow for fa111ng to edu
cate our children today. 

The other is that providing proper school
ing for our children is and should remain a 
local responsibility-but many communities, 
to· their shame, have avoided it. 

Because any failure to give our children 
proper educational opportunities can weaken. 
the Nation, the President proposes that the 
Federal Government take unprecedented ac
tion to alleviate the shortage of public school 
classrooms which has denied schooling to 
some, and subjected mllllons of children to 
overcrowding. 

Major part of the program 1s a proposal 
that the Federal Government provide a total 
of $1,250,000,000 over the next 5 years to aid 
in the construction of new public schools and 
additional classrooms. "Aid" ls the key word, 
for Mr. Eisenhower insists that any sums 
granted by the Federal Government be 
matched by the states. 

To complement this system of grants, the 
Federal -Oovernment · also would purchase-
up to a total ot t750 million-local school 
construction bonds where the local diatric, 
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cannot sell them 1n private markets at-rea
sonable rates. 

Need would be the basis for the grants. 
In a way this would penalize communities 
which have acted on their own to build· their 
own schools. But the President suggests a 
formula. for denying a.id to States or com
munities which have the resources to build 
schools, but have simply failed to use them. 

There is no question that this program or 
any like it, if passed by Congress, would put 
the Federal Government into. the business of 
helping to pay for public schools which, up 
to now, has been a. local responsibility. But 
the President feels that the need calls for 
drastic temporary measures, and statistics 
on the lack of classrooms back- him up. 

There is ample evidence, however, that Mr. 
Eisenhower- has - not- shifted his ground. on 
the imperative need for local communities 
to handle their own problems, in this and 
many other fields: · · · 

The requirement for matching contribu
tions by the States is one provision · he rec
ommends to insure local action. Another 1s 
his request that any legislation con¼,in sa$e
guards against the danger that Federal aid 
will diminish local control of education. 

Most important is the time limit. Mr. 
Eisenhower emphasizes that current and re
placement needs for public school classrooms 
in general are being met. The 5-year pro
gram is to catch up with the war and post
war backlog of needs. After that 1s done, 
the Federal Government would step out of 
the school picture. 

We hope that is the way it works out. For 
essential though it may be at this time, the 
Federal aid-to ... schools plans demonstrate 
once more the way the Federal Government 
1tnoves in when local communities fail to 
meet their own problems. And once the 
Federal Government has started to handle 
local problems-and to pay the bills-it is 
far to easy for the local communities to let 
down. · 

If this program goes through, it may give 
hard-pressed communities a. chance to catch 
up on their job of schooling their children. 
It should spur local efforts to get :more, bet- · 
ter-trained and better-paid teachers-surely 
as important as school buildings. . · 

Above all, if it 1s to be successful, it 
ought to strengthen the willingness of peo
ple in every State and local community to 
meet their own school responsibilities once 
the emergency is over. 

[From the New York Mirror of January 13, 
1956] 

IKE'S SCHOOL-Am PROGRAM 

President Eisenhower's proposed 5-year, 
$2 billion plan for Federal help in school 
construction is as follows: 

Direct aid of $250 million each year for 
the neediest school districts, with the States 
matching the funds on a sliding-scale, 
ability-to-pay basis. Plus $750 . million 
available for Federal purchase· of school 
bonds where local school districts cannot 
find buyers at reasonable interest rates. 

The program is to overcome the classroom 
shortage. After that, says the President, 
who emphasizes local and State .responsibil
ity {or education, '!The Federal grant pro
gram can and must terminate." 

We take no quarrel with this enlightened, 
emergency proposal. Who · could oppose the 
expenditure for schools, over a 5-year period, 
of less than half the amount projected for 
foreign aid in 1 year? 

[ From the Washington Post and Times 
Herald of January 13, 1956] 

HOPE FOR · THE SCHOOLS 

The President's special message to Con
gress 011 · education propOlSes a genuihe and 
effective program of Federal aid for. the Na
tion's public schools. The grants to be made 

under· the proposal are somewhat less gen
erous than those of the Kelley bill now pend
ing before the House-$1,250,000,000 over a 
6-year period as compare9- with $1,400,000,-
000 over a. 4-yea.r period. But the President 
has entirely abandoned the lamentable re
quirement of his last yea.r's proposal that 
school districts take something in the nature 
of a. pauper's oath before they could receive 
any; grant at all. His new message reveals 
a much livelier understanding of the realities 
of the school problem. A great deal of the 
credit for this belongs, we fancy, to Marion 
Folsom, the new Secretary of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare. 

Mr. Eisenhower accompanied his specific 
recommendations with an outline of essen
tial principles to be observed in connection 
with Federal grants. They are, briefly, that 
grants must not reduce the incentive for 
State and local e~orts, that they should be 
distributed in accordance with relative need 
and that they should not in any way weaken 
"the American tradition that control of edu
cation must be kept close to the local -com
munities." With the first and last of these, · 
tp.ere will be little dispute in Congress and 
none whatever among educators. Th,e Kel
ley bill would distribute Federal grants 
strictly in accordance with the distribution 
of school-age population. Allotment taking 
relative State resources into account has 
much to recommend it but many encounter 
political difficulties. 

The President's sponsorship, at long last, of 
a full-fledged, bona fide Federal grant-in-aid 
program for education makes enactment of 
the program in this session of Congress a 
real possibility. He has been slow in recog
nizing the necessity for this program. The 
opening sentence of his message-"For sev
eral years now, our educational system has 
been the object of intensified appraisal"
is a marvel of understatement. The need for 
Federal aid was generally recognized long, 
long before the White House Conference. 
It is now an imperatively pressing need; and 
the President can best make ame:tids for the 
delay by putting the full force of his office 
behind congressional action now. An edu
cation bill can be enacted if Mr. 'Eisenhower. 

. and · Republican leaders in Congress getr 
vigorously behind it. The importance of the· 
program 1s plain. "We must recognize," as 
the President put it, "that a. weakness in 
education anywhere is a. weakness in the 
Nation as a whole." 

[From the Washington Evening Star of 
January 13, 1956] 
FEDERAL ScHOOL Am 

The Federal Government, after much 
hesitation, has plunged headfirst into the 
turbulent waters of the Nation's school prob
lem. 

President Eisenhower's message outlines a 
proposed Federal-aid program which is de
signed to make possible, assuming a. deter
.mined local effort; the construction of some 
410,000 new classrooms in the next 5 years. 

By any standard ·of measurement this is 
a big undertaking. The suggested Federal 
effort may be too much, too little, or about 
right; That is something which can be 
threshed out in the congressional debate 
which is certain to envelop this politically 
potent project. 

For the moment it may be bette~ . to dwell, 
not upon the details of the President's pro
gram, but upon what he calls · certain prin
ciples which are indispensable if Federal aid 
is to serve the cause of American education 
most effectively. 

In summary form, these principles are: 
(1) Federal grants must not reduce the in
centive for State and local effort, but, in
stead, should stimulate an increase in those 
_efforts. To this end, it is proposed that 
grants be made only on a matching basis, 
and that proportionately smailer- grants be · 
made to States which are not exerting a 

maximum effort in their own behalf. , (2) 
Federal funds should be distributed among 
the States according to relative need. In 
other words, the matching formula would 
be worked out so that the poorer States 
would get proportionately more Federal 
money, and the wealthier States propor
tionately less. 

It seems to the Star that these are emi
nently sound principles, which should be 
faithfully adhered to. There is perhaps one 
more relevant principle which the President 
did not mention, but which should be kept 
in mind. 

It is a fine thing to supply our children 
with modern schools and ample classrooms. 
But an up-to-date school system in terms 
of classrooms does not_ necessarily result in 
a good education. Frt>m all indications the 
Russians are leaving us behind in certain 
critical educational areas. Yet the chances 
are that their physical school plant, by and 
large, would look like a pretty primitive af
fair compared to ours. The difference lies 
"in the kind of education which is offered, 
and which Russian youngsters are required 
to take. Our own educational probl'em is 
not going to be solved by 410,000 new class
rooms, or by twice . that. many, as long as 
our sights are set on pushing the maximum 
number of children through school with a 
minimum of cerebral activity on their part. 

[From the Chicago Sun-Times of January 13, 
1956] 

IKE'S PLAN To BUILD SCHOOLS 

School construction was seriously cut back 
during World War II and afterward because · 
of a shortage of material and labor. After 
the war, the baby boom soon filled ·up the 
schools to overflowing. 

Hundreds of thousands of children all 
over the country.study in doubled-up classes 
or in makeshift buildings. And the tidal 
wave on the schools continues. The short
. age of classrooms will get worse as time goes 
on. 

Local communities have been trying to 
keep up with the increased 'demands, but 
there exists· today a shortage of 203,000 class
rpoms. Many communities simpfy do not 
have the wealth required to meet the sudden 
need for new and modern school bulldings. 
There is general agreement by all who have 
studied the problem that the Federal Gov
ernment should help out; 

In his special message on the subject yes
terday, President Eisenhower said: 

"The responsibility for public education 
rests with the ·states and local communities. 
Federal action which .infringes upon this 
pri_nciple is alien to our system. But our 
history has demonstrated that the Federal 
Government, in the interest of the whole 
people, can and shoUld help with certain 
problems of a nationwide scope and concern 
when States and communities-acting inde
pendently-cannot solve the full problem or 
solve it rapidly enough." 

In this complicated atomic 20th century 
the educatio·n of youngsters must be of Fed
eral concern. National security as well as 
needs of industry demand an edllCated and 
skilled citizenry. 

The question before the Nation, tl1,erefore, 
ls not whether the Government should hf:llp 
build schools, but how. 

One plan, sponsored by Demo·crats, would 
simply qole out Federal money to communi
ties or States · on the basis of school-age 
population. The President instead proposes 
formulas that will not only help local com
munities but encourage them to do all they 
can on their O.Ylll to meet the schoolroom 
shortage. 

Under the Democratic plan, Federal funds 
might merely replace funds which otherwise 
would be raised at State and local levels. 
Ike's' plan would require that Federal grants 
be matched by State appropriations. More-
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over, he proposes a formula by whl__ch States 

. that are lagging behind thelx: ability to .. sup
port public schools would not get as much 
Federal money .. This should prod them into 
spending a greater proportion of t_heir own 
funds for schools, to the ultimate benefit of 
the children. · 

In addition, the President proposes that 
Federal aid be distributed according to rela
tive need . . Larger amounts of _money per 
school-age child would go to States with 
lower · income per · child; such States would 
not be required to put up as large a propor
tion of matching funds. 

The President is saying that communities 
must do all they can to provide school 
facilities, but in those areas that are truly 
J1andicapped for lack of money, the children 
should not be handicapped for lack of edu
cation. A nation's greatest resource is its 
people; tbe next generation must be properly 
prepared for the great decisions and jobs it 
will face. 

We hope this well thought out Eisenhower 
plan will not be handicapped by attempts 
to relate it to efforts to end segregation in 
public schools. These efforts should be di
rected at the local level, and any attempt to 
make school aid contingent on nonsegrega
tion will, as a practical matter, simply doom 
the school aid program in Congress. 

[From the New York Times of January 15, 
1956) 

EDUCATION IN REVIEW-PRESIDENT'S PLAN FOR 
FEDERAL Am TO SCHOOLS REMOVES 0BJEC• 
TIONS TO HIS F:qtST PROPOSALS 

. (By Benjamin Fine) 
The President's message on education was 

well received -in the academic field. Spokes
men for representative educational groups 
agreed that the proposals were a constructive 
step in tb-e direction of better schools. 

This is in marked contrast to the reception 
given to the President's program a year ago. 
Then the leading educators, almost without 
exception declared the plan impractical, un
workable, and without merit. They did not 
believe the school would he helpful. 
. When Presi~ent Eisenhower presented his 
program on education Thursday, he showed 
a much deeper insight, and a broader grasp 
of the Nation's school needs than at any 
previous time. He presented a program that 
may well prove a landmark in Federal aid 
to the Nation's schools. 

MAJOR PROPOSALS 
In essence, these were the highlights of 

the President's plan for Federal support: 
· (1) A program of Federal grants amount
ing to $1,250,000,000 at a rate of $250 million 
annually for 5 years. This would be matched 
with State funds, to supplement local con
struction efforts. 

(2) A program to authorize $750 million 
over 5 years for Federal purchase of local 
school-construction bonds when school dis
tricts cannot sell them in private markets at 
reasonable interest rates. 

(3) A 5-year program of advances to help 
provide reserves for bonds issued by State 
school financing agencies. These bonds 
would finance· local construction of schools 
to be rented and eventually owned by the 
local school systems. 

( 4) A 5-year $20 m1llion program of 
matching grants to States for planning to 
help communities and States overcome ob
stacles to their financing of school construc
tion. 
. The key to the above program is item 
No. 1-the direct grants in aid of $260 mil
lion annually for 5 years. This wc;mld mean, 
since the loans would be almost matched 
by the States, a total of close to $2,500,000,000 
over the 5 years. It was estimated that about 
60,000 classrooms could be constructed -with 
this amount (at the prevailing cost of some 
$40,000 for each classroom). The additional 
classrooms may be Just enough to meet the · 

needs of a growing . sphool popula tlon, pro
viding the present rate of 60,000 or more 
classrooms· a year is :maintained., -aside from 
the Federal program. 

Whether the Democrats go along with the 
President's message remains to be seen. A 
bill, introduced by Representative AUGUSTINE 
B. KELLEY, Democrat, of Pennsylvania, and 
receiving bipartisan support, has been ap
proved by the House Labor and F.ducation 
Committee. It is scheduled to come __ up for 
~ vote during this congressional session. 

MATCHING AID 

The blll calls for direct Federal aid, on a. 
matching basis, of $400 million a year for 
4 years. This would mean $1,600,000,000 in 
4 years, rather thari the $1,250,000, in 5.

0 
It 

is doubtful whether the administration will 
accept this measure. 

But the difference is not too deep. Cer
·tainly, the difference has been whittled down 
drastically since the message of a year ago. 
And it is altogether likely that a compromise 
will be affected. 
· The President laid down several essential 
principles in his proposed Federal-aid pro
gram. The first, and most important, is that 
Federal grants will not reduce the incen
tive for State and local efforts. Rather, it 
is hoped that the Federal funds will stimu
·1ate an increase in such efforts. As the Pres
ident noted, if Federal funds are used merely 
to replace funds that otherwise would or 
could be provided at State and local levels, 
there will be no net gain to the schools. 

Accordingly, the m~ssage suggested that 
the grants be matched on a sliding scale. 
Some States have more resources than 
others. This formula was proposed by the 
President: 

In distributing Federal funds, larger 
amounts per school-age child should be al
lotted to States with lower income per child. 

In fixing matching requirements States 
with low income should not be required to 
put up as large a proportion of funds as 
higher income States. 

As the States distribute these funds, the 
highest priority should be given to school 
districts with the least economic ability to 
meet their needs. 

The Secr.etary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, Marion B. Folsom, presented some 
rather interesting statistics concerning the 
school building program. This phase of 
education has been covered with political 
fog in recent months. Fortunately, the Sec
retary cut away the doubts, and came up 
with some constructive figures. 

In the 1949.:...50 school year, he said, 36,000 
classrooms were built in the country at a cost 
of about $1 billion. This last year the coun
try built 67,000 classrooms at a cost of nearly 
$2,500,000,000. Yet this did not make a dent 
in the problem of overcrowding and obso
lescence. 

CLASSROOMS NEEDED 
In the next 5 years, based on population 

trends, 210,000 new classrooms will be needed• 
to keep up with the additional pupils who 
will crowd ·the schools . .,\nother 80,000 units 
will be needed to relieve overcrowded condi
tions that already exist. And still another 
180,000 classrooms will be n~eded to get rid 
of the obsolete buildings. This will make a 
total of 470,000 classrooms needed. 

At the present rate of construction it ls 
expected that the country will construct 
410,000 classrooms. This will mean a short
age .of 60,900. And here is where the Federal 
program enters the picture. The grants-in
aid from the Government are expected to 
provide funds for these classrooms. 

Thus it can readily be seen the great bulk 
of the school-building financing w111 con
tinue to come from the local and State au
thorities. This ls in keeping with the ad
ministration policy of priming the States, 
but not replacing their responsib111ties with 
Federa.~ funds. '1?1e initiative, President 

Eisenhower stresses, must ever remain _with 
the local communities . 

Few would challenge that viewpoint. The 
proposals of the President appear to be both 
sound and practical. Even the former critics 
are now in President Eisenhower's corner. 
Typical of others is this statement by Dr. 
Worth McClure, executive secretary, Ameri
can Association of School Administrators, a 
group that charged the President with play
ing poll tics last year : 

"The President's message on school hous
ing should bring hope to parents, teachers, 
.and others concerned with the mounting 
threat to our · public school system. 

"I wish his proposal for grants to the States 
for school construction had carried a more 
nearly adequate amount. However, the 
amount will be fixed by the Congress anyway. 
Let us hope that the Congress, in its wisdom, 
will see fit to face the emergency and make 
realistic provision for it." 

SEGREGATION QUESTION 
Whether Congress will pass the measure, 

though, remains to be seen. The question of 
segregation may enter the picture, some of 
the educators warned. The belief has been 
expressed that States that do not conform 
with the Supreme Court ruling to desegre
gate should not get any of the proposed Fed
eral funds. If that proviso enters the picture 
and gains support, the entire administration 
program is seriously endangered. 

Some educators were unhappy about the 
limitations of the program. They would have 
wanted funds to go for the everyday opera
tion of the schools, and for higher teacher 
salaries. But on the whole, the feeling is 
that the message went ·about as far as could 
be expected at this time. 

[From the National Education Association 
News) 

NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION SUPPORTS 
NEW EISENHOWER EDUCATION PROPOSALS 

WASHINGTON, D. c., January 14.-The Na
tional Education Association (NEA) today 
expressed general approval of the $1,250,-
000,000 school building program which Pres
ident Eisenhower submitted to Congress on 
January 12. 

NEA President J. Lester Buford praised 
the proposals. He noted that they are in 
line with the recommendations of the dele
gates to the recent White House Conference 
on Education and close to the long-time leg
islative program of increased Federal sup
port for education advocated by NEA. 

It was pointed out by Dr. Buford that the 
new proposals center around direct Federal 
grants totaling over a b1llion dollars in 5 
years, with Federal bond buying and credit 
assistance included as supporting features. 

"Aside from substantially increasing the 
amount of money suggested for grants," Dr. 
Buford stated that, "The significant major 
change from the 1955 Eisenhower plan is 
that now each section of the four-part pro
gram can be put into operation independ
ently, or can be used in conjunction with 
the others." 

Dr. Buford added: "The President's re
vised and broadened program will be espe
cially heartening to the parents of nearly 
1 million American children who are being 
deprived of full educational opportunities 
during the current school year. A report 
completed by the National Education Asso
ciation only last week revealed that sh'ort
ages of teachers and classrooms are contin
uing to squeeze children into understaffed, 
overcrowded, often obsolete school build• 
"ings on hb.if or part-time schedules. 

"A quarter-century of inadequate support 
for schools has now developed into an edu
cational crisis. • It 1s no longer a question of 
whether the Federal Goyernment ought to 
act in this matter. The question is: How 
quickly can it a.ct?t' 

' 
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.ARTICLE BY DREW' · PE-ARSON REr- In volume l!I,' -No. ?, of a. newsletter 

GARPINGROGUERIVERNATIONAL to home, a remark was: made by, a Sen
ator who has- long- associated' himself 

FOREST with the. highest. ideals f)f politics. He 
Mr. GOLIDW .A:TER.. Mirr President, has written ex.tensive!~.- and has spoken 

last week on th.e- floer of' the- Senate I irequently, t0i that point. 
called the attention of this bedy- to a What has happened to make him 
number of errors. Dre.w Pearson had change? Is tbe atmosphere of Washing
made in reporting the AI Sarena case now ton so bad an iiE.fluence ?- l hope- it is 
being heard before a subcommittee of not· and I hope th~t the Senator will 
the- Senate Inte11ior airuJ: lnsular- Affairs ,, not r in the future infer that any mem
Committee. T0day: I wish t0 invite the ber of the RepubM'can Party would sug
attention. of the Senate tOJ another of gest the use of drugs by the President 
this irresponsil!>lewriteF's e:tI~:uts to smear of the United States, as he- did, when he 
the S'eere1lary of tn.e Inte:umr a:nd the ·said in his newsletter; 
Republican Party, only this· effort cannot There· even exists the danger that panicky 
be called an erro:~ It mu~t carry the politicians in the Presiden,t's. entourage, 
ugly· and correct title of a lie. more intereste.d in theiJJ own ambiti(Dns 

Yest.er.day~ Janua:uy 26., thene -appeared than in the :eresideni's health,, might t:i.y 
in the Washington Post unde:it the b:s~-line to. hav:e him propped up unwisely with drugs 
of Mr. Pearson the following statement: ·and other sucla. aids, so that he. could fulfill 

Bw-ied in the Senate Interiar Commit.tee 
files is an interesting lett.er which was. pickeGl 
up when the Senate subpenaed the records of 
Secretary McKay~ 

It's a letter. from a friend of President 
Eisenhower addressed to him, asking that 
the Al Sarena seetion of the Rogue Riv.er 
National Forest be released to the McDonald 
family. 

Across the- letter in his own. handwriting 
Presid.e.nt. Eisenhower had scribbled "D.ear 
Doug." Then followed a p.ersonal request 
from Ik.e to Doug to see what he could' do 
ab0ut gr.anting the Rogue River request. 

Mr. President, at the subcommittee 
hearing yesterday, January 26, I asked 
committee counsel if such a fetter were in 
the files of the committee. He said none 
existed. The same qu~tlOl'l: was put to 
each of the staff members present, and 
the same negative answer was received. 

· Un-der SecTetary Davis· on being· ques
tioned denied the e-xistenee of such a 
letter. House staff members· voluntarily 
offered. the information that their files 
contained no such letter. 

Mr. President, it is clearly evident that 
no sueh letter exists. It is. furtaer obvi
ous that Mr~ Peat:son wUll stop, at no-thing 
to further his efforts ta smeal' the Sec
retary of the Interior and the Republican 
Party, but it is difficult for one· accus
tomed as I am to his constant flow of 
inaccuracres and half truths to believe 
that he would. s.toop to. a lie in an. e:trort 
to smear the President of the United. 
States; but his words convict him~ 

THE PRESIDENT'S HElAL:I'H-NEWS 
LETTER FROM SENA'FOR NEU
BERGER 

speaking and TV commitment&, to the per
manent detriment. of hi& well-being;-iust 
_to get by election day. 

In order to re perfec11Iy fair in this 
presentation, I ask unanimous. consent 
that the portion of tl'Ie newsletter under 
the headfng ' 'Why I Think the President 
WilI Not. Run Again'' be printed in the 
R'EcoRI;>- a.t this point as a pairt of my 
i.:emarks. 

There beimg· n0, obj ecti0n, the staite
men t was ordeJZed to be, printed in the 
·RECORD, as follows·: 
WHY I THINK 'l:HE PRESIDENT Wn..L NOT RUN 
, AGAIN 

Every day somebodYi from. Ol'eg0n, wnites 
to ask whether I think President Eisenhower 
will run fci>r reel,ecti<iln. Alithough I ha.ve 
no more inforu:nati@n ab©utt this than.. the 
next pei;son, it is mi Ei>pinion the President 
does not intend to be a candidate in 195&. 

I base this -on one ass:umpti0n. Much as 
,1 disagr.ee with the President on. many major 
issues, I. have. faith in his commonsense 
on so personal a matter as his own health. 
I d'oubt if he would want a presiclential 
campaign to take place in which his physi-cal 
well-bemg would. dominate the ·other g;r.eat 
questions facmg; our country and the world. 

Yet, what if the President ran. again, and 
a virus or infect.ion struck him midway 
through the campaign? This, of course. can 
happen to anyone at,.any time .. If the v:irus 
were severe enough to compel the. President 
to cancel engagements and· speeches, mil
lions of Americans inevitably would assume 
he had' been striclten.. seriouslj once more. 
·That mfght decide tfie election then and 
there. There ev.en exists the danger that 
panicky politicians in the President's en
tourage, more interested in their own am
bitions than in the President's health, might 
try to have him propped up unwisely with 
drugs an.d other such aids so that he ce>11ld 

• :flulflll speakfng and 'FV. commitments, to 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I the permanent detriment of his well-being-

am very· much p1:ease .. : that the junior }ust t0 get by eleetion day. 
Senator from Or.egon [Mr. NEUI:!ERGER] This wo1:1ld be a tragic state of affarrs, 
ha. s remained in the. Chamber, because ·sad for E>wight Eisenhower and ba;d for the 

United States. I question whether the 
I did not wish to discuss the s-ubdect to President will enter a campaign where the 
which I am a.bout to ad-dress myself im slightest illness or in-di-sposi~ion on Jl.is part 
his absence. could become an fssue subordinating for-

Politics has: neve:rr had th.e reputation eign po·m:cy, agriculture-, resources, and au the 
of being a soft game. rt fs a, hard one, pr@blems whicli coE.:t:ront us. 'li'hat is why· 1, 
·and in an election year things are said with no inside s0urces of in-formation to go 

on, still think those prophets· wrong who 
'intemperately, and personal feelings predict the Fresident w:1:11 run again in 1956i 
may be strained. We in politics expec.t 
that, and we have become_ ·accustomed . Ml!r.:NElJBERGER. Mr. President, will 
to the. rigors of p01itics. Th~ year will the Senator y:ield? 
·be- :no exception to the: established)_ rule; Mr. GOLDWATER. Ji yield. 
but it is becoming ob.vic,us, ·irom remarks Mr. NEUBERGER. I should like- to say 
made by certain members of the oppo- to the Senater from· Arizona that I am 
sition, that the gt1tter might become tn:-e happy-he accepte.cf m:v, suggestion that 
new level for their remarks. the- entire' text of that part of the new&.-

leffter be printed irI the CONGRESSION'AL 
RECORD. Anyone reading· the text cannot · 
help noting the- frfendly tone in whiC'h it 
is written~ Indeed,. ff the· Senator had 
read the en.trre Ietter on the floor, I be
lieve Senators wouid ha've noted tha.t I 
said in the lette-:r ·I had great faith in the 
J?i:esident's; good c0mmomse:ase coneern
mg mis own health: a,nd his relationship 
to the country. . 

The letter is sa friendly, in my opinion, 
that I took the 'ini-tiati ve-I. believe. it was 
either. yeste:i.day or the day bef.ore--of 
sending, a copy of it to the President, so 
that lile could read the full text of it. I 
sent it with a personal note expressing 
my good Wlfsliles toward him in thematte:r 
of his healtn.•. 

I believe that the entire letter is justi
fied by tl'le fact alone that after the P.L'es
ident,. at the. age of 65, has had a. serious 
hea:i.:t attack, there are peOJ>le m his.party 
all ovei' tlll-e country who al!e urging him 
to. run again in a strenaous campaign for 
a. very exacting office. 

I am a Democrat and the Senator from 
Arizona is a Republican, but ·in retro
spect, now, I do not hesitate to say that 
I believe my party made a mistake in 
1944' when FrankMn D. Roo"Bevelt was en
couraged to run f ~r a fourth term, even 
tneugh Pres1d'ent Roosevelt, to my 
knowledge, had had no warning of any
thing like a heart attack. 

I believe the distinguished Sena.tor 
from Arizona and I will just-have to leave 
it, to the future to see what happens. I 
have no .. inside info:cmation at all~ even 
far less. than the Senator :fr0~ Arizona 
has,., but it. is; my 0pinion that tire Presi
dent will not run fer a second term. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
the Senator from Oregon. is entitled to 
his opinion as. to whether or not the 
P.ll'esiden.t will run again. I could not 
agree with him more about ex.-Presidem:t 
Re>0se¥e1'1i. 

I agree with him also that the letter 
was written in a · very frfendly tone. 
However, -1 am not discussing the cor
diality of the writfng; I am discussing 
the fact that in the letter the junior 
SeRator from Oregon suggested that 
drugs might be urged upon the Presi
dent in order to enable him to feel that 
he should nm or to enable him to make 
television appearances. 

I believe that the junior SenatOT from 
Oregon, on proper reflection, wm agree 
that that was a most improper remark 
fo make, even. though it was made in 
the heat of a political campaign. 

I have tried io approach this discus
sion t.hlis' morning-and I am sure the 
Senator has too-in a vein that will pre
vent this sort of thing happening in the 
future. There-is-no need to become acri
monious. about. it,. arnhough if the other 
side continues in that vein, I can assure 
them that, we- on this side of the, aisle 
can. g.et very bitter, too. 

I do not like to be accused, as a mem
ber of my party, of going to a man who 
has- been ill and saying ta him, "Mr. 
.Eres1dent, maybe you had petter take a 
s-hot. in the arm." 

Mr. NE.U:BERGER. Mr. President, I 
sh@uld like to say to the distinguished 
Senator from .Arizona that I hope he 
and all the members of his party and all 
members of my party· will approach and 
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discuss this question with the health of 
President Eisenhower and his future per
manent health foremost in mind. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I might say, in 
closing, that probably there are just as 
many Democrats as Republicans in the 
country who are urging Pre~ident Eisen
hower to run, because universally the 
people of America recognize his worth. 

Mr. LEHMAN obtained the floor. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield to me-·briefly? 
Mr. LEHMAN. I am glad to yield to 

the distinguished minority leader. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

had not intended to discuss this subject, 
but it has come upon the floor of the 
Senate and I must, as a Member of the 
Senate, say that I was deeply shocked 
when I had called to my attention the 
newsletter of the distinguished junior 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. NEUBERGER]. 

I merely wish to say that I believe it 
casts a reflection on the President of the 
United States to say he would permit any 
such thing to be done. I believe it casts 
a reflection upon the integrity of the 
White House staff, to suggest they would 
urge that any such action would be 
taken~ I believe it casts a reflection 
upon the integrity of the medical pro
fession to say that a member of that 
honored profession would advise the 
President of the United States that any 
such course be taken. 

I hope that in the heat of the cam
paign we will not have a .repetition of 
-this type of statement. 

Mr. PO'ITER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New York yield on that 
point? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Washington will state it. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Are we still in the 
morning hour? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senate is in the morning hour. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. May those of us 
who have committee meetings transact 
routine business now? 

The PRESIDENT pro . tempore. Ob
jection is heard. 

BIRTHDAY ANNIVERSARY OF AL
BERT GALLATIN, FORMER SECRE
TARY OF THE TREASURY 
Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, Sun

day, January 29, will be the anniversary 
of the birthday of the great Albert Gal
latin, the Secretary of the Treasury, who 
assumed that office on May 14, 1801. 

He was a Swiss by birth. Indeed, he 
still spoke English with a strong accent 
while he was abroad representing the 
United States as Minister to France and 
to England. 

He was a great man, reflecting the 
highest traditions of democracy which he 
learned in his native Switzerland and 
which he acquired in the new republic 
of his choice, the United States. His 
statue stands at the entrance to the 
Treasury Building here in Washington. 

I have prepared a statement com
memorating the anniversary of his birth, 
and I ask unanimous consent that it be 
presented fn the CONGRF.SSIONAL RECORD. 

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR LEHMAN 

The name Albert Gallatin, besides bring
ing to mind our second and perhaps great
est Secretary of the Treasury, has always 
been for me the symbol of financial wisdom 
and integrity. His other roles as Senator, 
Congressman, Minister to France and Eng
land, president of the National Bank of New 
York City, and father of American ethnology 
only serve to reveal the breadth of service 
and interest of this multi-faceted genius. 
He was born 194 years ago tomorrow in Ge
neva, Switzerland, and emigrated to his 
adopted land at the age of 19. I would like 
today to pay tribute to his exceptional con
tributions to our country as a great Demo
crat, financier and builder of solid commer
cial relations with foreign lands. 

Gallatin began to make his political 
weight felt in his early thirties when he 
helped redraft the Constitution of Pennsyl
vania to give due representation to the newly 
arrived immigrants. He had gone to that 
State to engage in real estate operations 
after a brief career in New England as busi
nessman and teacher at Harvard. His out
spoken opposition to the heavy internal tax 
policy of Hamilton during the presidency of 
John Adams sent Gallatin to Congress. 

Although he was not to see taxes lowered 
until the administration of President Jeffer
son, Gallatin, as a young Congressman and 
intellectual leader of the Jeffersonian party in 
the House, did succeed in making the repre
sentatives of the people the custodians of 
Government spending. He founded and was 
first chairman of the House Ways and 
Means Committee, whose function it became 
to initiate Federal revenue bills. · 

After his appointment as Secretary of the 
Treasury by President Jefferson in 1801, he 
saw to it that tax collectors were appointed 
on the basis of fitness rather than patron
age, and worked to liquidate the public debt 
and lower taxes. Unlike his predecessor 
Hamilton, Gallatin favored a system of 
yearly appropriations by Congress and curbs 
on his personal power as an executor of the 
will of Congress. Appropriations were to be 
for a calendar year and the unspent money 
would revert to the Treasury. Any other 
course, Gallatin contended, opened the path 
to corruption. 

Honesty and integrity, plus a warm regard 
for the rights of average citizens, were the 
guideposts of this idealistic, yet thoroughly 
practical man. 

In the wider sphere of ·international rela
tions, the extension of trade, Gallatin held, 
was the key to progress and prosperity, just 
as commercial war was the enemy. 

As a representative of the United States 
overseas, Gallatin served on a commission 
that negotiated the Treaty of Ghent with 
England that concluded the War of 1812. In 
1818, he assisted United ·States Minister 
Richard Rush in London in concluding a 
commercial convention. In 1827, at the be
hest of John Quincy Adams, Gallatin as 
Minister to England, sent the problems of 
the delicate northeast boundary dispute 
with Britain to the King of Holland for arbi
tration. Had the Senate not rejected Galla
tin's efforts in this arbitration, Maine would 
today be larger by several thousand square 
miles, for this issue was not to be settled
adversely for the United States-until 16 
years later. 

In New York City, from 1'831 to 1839, Gal
latin was president of the national bank 
which was to bear his name until 1912 when 
it was absorbed by the Hanover Bank. 

Switzerland, the land of his birth, gave 
the illustrious immigrant the training in 
fundamentals (he distinguished himself as 
a scholar at Geneva Academy); while the 
young republic of America provided him 

with the opportunity to employ his vast 
talents in her development. 

From time to time in the history of our 
country's commercial relations with other 
nations, sight is lost of the wise precepts 
of Gallatin. Errors in judgment, politically 
motivated, are often made. One such step 
backward was .committed not long ago when 
a higher .tariff was imposed on Swiss watch 
imports. This error was more recently com
pounded by the increased bicycle tariff. Our 
country"s position as a reliable commercial 
partner has been senselessly and seriously 
weakened in the eyes of other nations. 

But today, since Gallatin was born a Swiss, 
I would like to mention briefly the problem 
of trade as it concerns both his adopted 
and native lands. Since the bulk of the 
American watch importing industry is cen
tered in my home State, I have a special 
interest in this matter. 

The tariff increase not only hurts the 
Swiss, but, because of reduced imports, lev
ies a serious threat to the livelihood off 
American importers, as well as the skilled 
assemblers who work for them and the 
wholesale and retail jewelers who sell the 
watches. The American consumer, whose 
interest Gallatin had always in mind, and 
for whom he worked to reduce taxes, is also 
adversely affected. We must pay more for 
our watches. Also, with fewer watches be
ing brought in, revenues from import duties 
are not increased, but rather may actually 
decrease. 

Both within and without my State, the 
manufacturers and farmers who send 
goods-for which they are paid in cash-to 
Switzerland, must view with alarm any at
tempt to weaken the purchasing power of 
America's best cash customer in Europe. 
For it is only reasonable that· the Swiss, in 
shifting markets for their products to other 
areas, will buy their necessities increasingly 
from other nations. 

Wise tariff policies in Gallatin's time 
proved to pay substantial dividends. There 
is to me no doubt that they will today. Let 
us honor the memory of a great American 
by looking again at his farsighted policies 
and adapting them to our present needs in 
a vastly shrunk and interdependent world._ 

EZRA T. BENSON, SECRETARY OF 
AGRICULTURE 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have the priv
ilege of addressing the Senate for not 
more than 10 minutes. 

The 'PRESIDENT pro tern.pore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
Senator from Minnesota? · 

The Chair hears none, and the Sen
ator may proceed. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
am sure that many of my colleagues will 
be interested in what I have to say, and 
I would appreciate their attention, if I 
may have it. 

Some of my colleagues are aware of 
the fact that in past weeks I have been 
spending a little time reading publica
tions. For instance, I read the January 
16 issue of Life magazine with consid
erable interest. I am a subscriber to 
Harper's magazine, and I read with con
siderable interest an article appearing 
in the December issue. It was delayed 
reading, for I have been behind in my 
reading because of pressing duties in the 
Senate. However, I did read an article 
by John Fischer, entitled "The Country 
Slickers Take Us Again." 

Listen, Mr. President, to what Mr. 
Fischer had to say, and then listen to 
what someone else had to say about it. 
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I sbalI quote· enly a few sente:nces,. and' 
then ask unanimous- consent to have· the 
entire· article printed in the RKcORD~ · 

I: read from. the, article:.. 
om pamp.ered1 t-yraat~ the. American 

farmer~ 1& about toJ get; hi& boots licked: again 
by boib politrc~ parties-.. 

r read f\ll'thel: from. the article~ 
"mle record ot re.cent elections indica,tes 

tb.at- the farmer. 1s, geDera.Uy eager: to sell his 
~ote. to the h.ighent bidder, and that ctty, peo
ple axe too 1:ndifferenn: tor be-num·bed), to re
sent this: legalized corrupti{)n, ev.en :When 
:the bitibe is lif.ted rig;ht, out o:Jl theil' own 
pocket&. 

Anoth.er quofati'on:, · 
When. an.~ hog, keeps- his jewls in the 

trough long enough, .. he: g,ets to tb.in~ing, h-e 
&w_ns:- the trougp.., 

Listen. to tnia:. 
~ ordina:ny 1-owa. farmeii· has. a mimmum 

ot two- ne~ cans and the:Y: are usually· b11a,nq. 
new Buicks: or Oldsmobiles 011. CadiUa_cs-, 
'l.'hes.e Iowa swine~owers, and, steer fatten
ers a.re- oi eoUi'se bettrer· off than mMl.J of 
taet.r bnethr:e:n_. in o.ther States. · 

Lis.ten to this. ctuotatian.: 
M a result. the indl.ivi<ilual hrmen lsn 't 

:rn.ueh WOl!se 01I--0n1y about 5 pere.ent--tb.an 
he was at the peak of his scandaloua war.
time. prosperltiy .. 

Listen to this:-
The artiele says, fila.t Assistant. Sec .. 

1teta.JZY Earl L, Butz centendS: that "teo 
Jnall.lt people are. tllying ta s.t.a~ in. ag~ 
wlltu:re..'' 

Heading furtheF::-
Tnat rs the nuf> or the, whole story-and 

polL.ticlans of 'both. par.ties have, heen a,~icf
ing. it f'or years At least. 4<:> milifon o! our 
3.50 miliion acres o! cropland ougl'lt t .o be 
taken: out, of. pr.ocluctron. At least. r mIT.
llon. out, of. our 5½ m11Iron !arm !amnres 
ougpt to be nudg_j:id grad.ually off tfie rand, 
ancr hefpe<i to. :flncL so.me, usef.ul occupation. 

And, Mr. Pr.esident,, he gets better-or 
worse,, I should say. The articl~ goes on 
te !a.y: 

A grand-sc-a-I-e• reslmfflin,g of districts, both 
for· Congress and1 the l,egislatul'es-; seems, to: be 
tbe. only 1'>ng.-ra.nge nemedf. That will. re
.quire. S€>me.thing akin to. a.n hasurrectfon by 
the Iong-swindTed city voters.-foll:owe'd by 
-y;ears of patient Iog:-rolling and polltiei:rl 
maneuver. We can maike. a start nerl No

·vember, however, hy, thr.:ov..nng eggs at:. every 
candidate who poses as the. Farmer's Frieng; .. 'Pba• will lb.eip g_l:lt rid: ® one surplus .. a:nd a 
lot of political hypocrisy_ at, the. same timer : 

M~ President',' I -ask umanimous con-
5en1r that this ne:fa:Fious-no, I wfthd:raw 
the word "z:iefarieas:," and wilt sa,y tJ.:Iis 
injiuiiei-Ous· a,11ti-cle-be pi;inted in H;s full 
text in the body of the RBCORB at this 
point in my remal!ks. 

"l'h~re be-i:ng· PW 0bjectton, tbe- a,.yffi.cle 
was ordered te l9e· p.mited· in the REC0RD, 
as- follows-= 

Tkr CoUNTRT SLICKERS TAKE' Us AGAIN· 

(.B~ .lc>Im Flseher ), 
Ow: pampered.. tyrant, the American 

farmer., Is about to get his boots licll.:e_<.I. 
·again by both: poI1ttcar 1,?-arties: _ 

Before· next November's- erectfomt; Demo
aats'. a:nd! Repuli>I.icarnJ, afte: wnr be grovelfng 
all. o:ue:n the barn,y,ard as, they court, the 
emmtry vo.te-but: the· Democra.,tfe antics. will 
be the most embanta.Ssil!lg Nearly a:11 Demo':" 
ex.tic politicians are, now convinced that the 
farmers, otrer tlle. lar.ges.t single. · blo_ck of 
detachable vote&--:-an<f many seem willing. t6 
·me ahnost- a:ny-.'too-1< o:- demagoguery wrrtch 

promises 'Co pry it loose fl"om the- ltepubncan 
grasp. 

So when Congress opens up !o:c buslness 
next month, the Democrats will set up ·a 
pious, barftone> m0a-n a.oout 1ihe wretched 
plight of American agrieul ture. 'Fhey will 
pass a fann-i:ellef bill., loaded till its. axles 
cl'eak .w1th rJgid pmc_e 11uppG:rt8) loans, con
aerv.atton. payment&, and ather shabbily dis
guised subsidies., Then they will pray !0~ 
the P:ce.stdent to veto· it. Quite: possibly he 
willl have the courage and::. honesty, to da 
,tust thaitr---and. Demoeratic, C'ongnessmen wilt 
then. bei sure that they b.ai.v:e, the farm vote 
m a. gull1ll.-y sack. 
- 'Ji'his cy;ntcism: bi- p:robablJ ,tustifted. The 
r.e.cordt ot re.cent elee.ttons. indrcat.es. that the 
f.a:rmeir ta g,eneralty e.a;gJlr. to sen his V'Ote to 
the, highest biGldei:,. and thatc city, people a.re 
too indiffenent ( or benumbed) 101 resent this 
legalized corruption, ev.en. when: the bribe is 
lifted right. out, o!. theill' &wn. :pocke.ts. But 
don't , blame the politicians, f0r tlata :necard. 
They didU:t make it. We· did-all of us., 

Our onty, e-xc.use; is that for 20 years,-from 
'19.20 untilt 1Q40--the; fanners we11e in. pretty 
badi shape~, I>uring th.ese. decades, city, people 
got in the habit, o!. giving them handouts, 
a.ind, lm:ven.'t. ;yet. discove-reo that; times have 
change.er. The fa.mer not onlly got. m the 
1:l.wbit. ot accep:ti:m.g 'his dole;· hes came, to be
lieve that:111 belon~d. tClthhn permanently, as 
a matter of J.:igb:.t 'Whem an-y, hog ke.eps his 
jowls- in the t:1.QUgb long enough he. gets, to 
thinking. he owns the treugh. 

.lust. how rugged. isJ tlile, farmer's plight 
today;?-

You sho1:1ld have auch• a plight. 
When. Ha.ri:ison Sa.lisbur~, of the· New, York 

Times,,. tra\lelecl. thrcmgpi the MJddle West last 
summer, he repor1:ed1. tb.a t ''the ordinany Iowa 
fannell *' *' • has: • minimum of tw.o new 
cars and they are-- US1Iailhy brand. new Buie~ 
or Old1!m<!>biles or. Gadil'lacs." These Iowa 
swine grewers and steer: :G.atteners. are of 
course betten off. tb.&n manyr of their breth
ren in other States_ Still,. the averag_e- f,arm 
fam.11J,. taken the c0Untvyr ove11, has assets 
totaling about $22.,000., 

It is true that the: slice of. the, national 
in~me. which gpes t& agpicrulture has. shrunk 
in the last 4 yeans-that.is what.the moaning 
is: all about-but the- farm popul-a--tion has 
dwindled, teo. As a result, tb.e ind'1'~Jtl,ual 
fa:J.Tme:tt- 1:sn't much wo11s.e' off~Bly about 5 
percent-than he was at the ~ak of his scan
dalous wartime prosperity. 

Everybod~ knows -that. it, is- the ta:xpa:yer 
,who, kee.ps..the· farme:i,,s, (or 11ath~, a favored 
gr(l)UP, of t4eml Uving in clove:11 and Cadil
lacs; but even the taxpayer selaom nealizes 
how much. it. is ce.s.ti.ng him. The, Tr.eas
ury sp.ent nearly $3 billion during the la&t 
fiscal jear. to suppor.t , fa.rm, pi:ices-w.ht tha.t 
was just the. beginning. The scheme. is 
rlggf;ld. t.a nick the. taxpay.er. -twice; once when 
he pay.s. to take, s.urp.Lus, crops off: the. mar.i:et, 
thus propping. up, pr.lees;, a.nd ~in when. he 
has to pay these. ar.tificial prices at, the g;ocery 
stone. . 

r:r ;iOU compfaJ.n, tne. farmer-o:c rather the 
highly sll.:illed roobyis.ts who !rant for. him 
fu Washfngton,-l'l.ave a plausible a:raswer:.. 

"Why shourcrn•t. I. gf:)t a. subsidi, when 
nearli every,bodj else does? Look at the 
airlines. the. steamship companies~ the ma.n.
u:factw:ers. wfffi. their tal'it!s,-all getting fat 
at the tax.payer's, expense_ Tha.t has become 
the Am.erican way o:t llfe..:' 

But, there 1s,a.catch. to tnis· argument .. The 
other &Ubsidized . ind.U&tr~1 a.re producing 
something that we need or, at le~t, can use. 
The f£U;"mera a.H, being su'bsidized, to produce 
millions. or· tons. or things-cotton., wheat, 
rfce,, butter,, and. ro on-wh.ichr ~e don't, need, 
can't possibly us.e,, and ca.n't, even.give away. 

Tlie Govemment ha& "lnvested" $'l bi11ion 
to hide.. the~e us.eToss CJ:o.ps away in dead 
starag~~ Wheat,, for ex.ample, almost. a bil
lion busb.e!s of rt~ is now 0-~erflowi,n.g. from 
every g,:-ai.l1 elevator in the coitntry-s.tcir.ed 
ln old' Liberty sfllps tfed up as floatfng- ware'-

h~uses~, he~:ped fn, long ye-MOIW' mounds en 
the, bare g;round all, ~ough the Southwest. 
Nobody wan.ts .it, .because. wheat is. in moun
tainous s.mplus the world o.ver. Ye.t Wash
fug1lon is encouraging the farmers to plant 
still more, a:nd promising to take it off their 
:taa11c1& at- a. guaranteed JlI.igh price. 

Who gets the money? 
Not the needy f8ll'mers~ There· are' some 

of them-a.bout, 1 ½ mH11en fam111es. whose 
acreage prod.u-eesi less than $1,000 a year. If 
the. Federal bount~ went, to them, maybe it 
could' be justified' as sheer charity. In fact, 
relatively· ltttle ot this· river of greenbacks 
evel' triekles in their direction. 

The big suosicl.ies. go ta the big farmer:;,, 
a.ucl'll. as. the. Delta , Pine & Land Cb., of 
_13co1lt,, Miss. -It ha-a $1,292,472 worth af 
.cotton ~·uBClen loan" to the Government. 
("Loan" is part of •the e.labo•ate. semantics 
used' b~ the farm. lobb.yists. to cone.ea! the 
real nature of' these· subsidies. "P-awn" 
would be- more accurate, since< the Govern
ment is gomg to . keep the eotton and the 
f'axmeJ1 the money. Nobody even pre-teDGls 
that; these "loans:• will ever be paid off~) 

'Fl'le Chandler Co., (l)f Sarar;osa, Tex .. is in.to 
the, Tz:ea.s-ury far $8L4,.00Q w0rth of cotton. 
Sena.tar HOMER, E. CAEEHART, fa:cmer, of In..
dlana is. on the records for a $21/742 wheat 
roan. Adams Bros. & Co., o'!' Odebolt, Iowa, 
got $179',12'7. Tl:le Louisiana Irrigation & 
Mill Co., of Crowley, La., turned, 1t8' surpll!IS 
:riee o..ver to the-taxpayer·f'or $486,'Z27r 

'IDle lmt runs on for page after alarming 
:pag~. What it shows is that the big he1p'
ings of. Governme:a,t, gra-vy are g0ing, to abou.t 
2 million farmer&-ma.Jil.y of. them. corpor.a.
tions-who grow 85 percent of the total farm 
output. They operate. a little. more than 
a third of the farmS'. Yet they fE>rm the 
most, power:lJul vested interest in the Amer
ican economy. Since.r they dug in.to. 'their 
p0Sitfums. of special privilege durf,ng. Demo
cratic, ailm.i'nistrations, Mr. Truman-does not 
sound entirely convincing when he describes, 
the. Eisenhower :cegime- as "a speci:a.l privi
lege government." . 
. In fact, Secretary o! Agriculture Ezra Taft 
Benson• has made ~ few gingerly efforts to 
l>ri•ng a:. little• sen-se back into, our farm eco:a,.. 
omyr · Whereupon, Democratic COng1essmen, 
and some Republicans, promptly denounced 
him as a.. callous-hearted ogre. They 
pounced with even_ more indecent glee on 
one. of his undel'straP.pers, Assistant Secre
tary, Earl L. Butz, who WR'S indiscreet enough 
to. blurt. Q.lilt. fhe· trut h>. 

"Too many people are trying t~ stay 1n 
ag_ricul-ture-.:· BUtZ" saitl 

That is the nub of the whore story-and 
politicians of both parties have been avoid
ing it for yeal'S'. At' feast' 40" million of our 
350 millio:Q acres of cropland.. oug}lt, to be 
·taken 0ut of production. At least f million 
.out of. our 5.½ m.1mon fal'lll.. families ought 
to be nufllged KJ'ad'llalrl;yr oftl the land, and 
helped to find some. 1,1seful occupation . . 

One· respected econemi'st, Ross D. Robert
Sli>n, o:fi: the 81!; L©uis· Federal Reserve• Bani, 

. goes much further. He. suggeats that "1 t. Is 
not ine0Iilce1'vable that & percen-t oil the work 
force, c_ould 1»7oduce all the f.al'm products 

,Which the United States and a. part of the 
re·st o! the worrd would take at profita,ble 
pri'ces'."' 11' he ts right, we could' get along 
with less than half of the pe-opre we are now 

. supponting i:n agric-a1tme-. . 
The explanation is that durb1g the: past" 20 

·years 'fa:rmf!r;rg; has, undergone a: mote swee»
img technologj..cal :nev0h1.twn than· anything 
1ndusti:~ has. yet- seen. New maehinery, new 
f'er.tUlzers.,. he,w ya,rieties. ~ hy;bJ:id seed, new 
pest killers,, new techniques have caused an 
astronomfcal rtse- in output, per m.an and per 
acre. Elementary commonsense, then, 
would suggest, tha-t the> unneeded people 
ought ta, be shfftect into other jab, and the 
un-ne.e~d acres. into, 'betier uses-not.abllf 
timber and grass. 

Our present. ta.rm..' p.olicJ,. of cour.se, · works 
fu l>recrsery ffie opposrte direction. · It tenets 
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to freeze' both manpower- and rescrurees int~ 
their present obsolete and wasteful patterns. 
Moreover, the nostrum favored by mast 
Democi:atic Cong,ressmen--higher and even 
fess flextbre ' farm ·supports:..a...wourcr- merely 
freeze these patterns higher still. 

Why Is it that any word of' commonse:nse 
about fa.rm pr©blems is such politfcal dyna_
mite2 Fundamentally... beca-use our. whol-e 
political s.tructure-, on evei'y le.vel, is. stacked 
in. favor. 8f the :Carmer. North Dakota. with 
its 680,000 people ( mostly farme:cs), alee.ts 
.t,ust as ma:c.:y; Senators as New York with its 
I2 mtmon (mostly city folks)' . Many a· rural 
Congressman represents only one-half to 
one-fE>\!lrth a,s many voters, as his. colleagues 
from city. d.istticts. In like fashion,.. nearly 
e,zery Btafe. legislaturE: is rigged to give an 
outrageeusly o;v:ersized representatwn. to the 
country districts. ,Th& politic.al li>eundai:ies 
wer.e dra.Vl!l years ago, bet.ore the. c.itie's grew 
up· the.y can. be changed' onfy by legislative 
action, and the cornf'ed statesmen d.E>n't U.ke 
to- vote themselves out.} . 

A grand-scare :i:eshuffling o:t diatrfcts-, both 
for Congress. and t~ legislatures-, see1:1ar to 
be. the only long-range> remedy. Tha:t wil:1 re
quire something akin to an insur.rection. by 
the long-&windled cit-y votei:s--followe~ by 
years of · patient log-rolling- and poUttcal 
maneuver. We can make a start next Novem-
ber, however, by throwing eggs at every can
didate. who JM>Se& as. "the. farmer's..flliend T,hat 
wm hel'p. get. rid of_ one surplus, and a lot' oI 
p0Ittical hypocrisy at the same tme. 

By way of footnf>te,. it might be· well to 
add that the writer. of these churlish lines 
is not mereI:Ji!: ·an exasperated er~ taxpayer .. 
He. Is t4at, alt right: But he also comes :from 
a; farmiirg family, grew up in farming- com
munities, did a certain amount- o:ll farm wo:clt 
himee¼f, owns an. Interest in farm property, 
and' benefitB" fn>m farm subsidies which · he 
bas done nothing to dese:cve.. Tb.ls is worth 
mentloru:ng only because it suggests that 
there rtu'l,y' be otner people with a. financial 
stake in our presen.t ridicn!OUS' fanning. sys
tem-perhaps- more than a-nybody suspects
w-ho a.Fe Fea.dy for a change. in the dJ.recUou 
of sanity. . 

Mr. MORSE: Mr. President~ wilt the 
.Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY~ I yield. 
. Mr~ MORSE. I would subs.titute for 

''injudicious"' the. word "·nefarious.'"' 
Mr. HUMPHREY~ The article is: out;. 

rageous~ It .. is. designed to set cfty, worke! 
and city dweller against. count:ry w.orkef 
and country dweller~ But the author 
bas a tight to state his. own views ... and 
is entitled to a full. expression of his 
views,. wrong though they may be-and 
those. v:iews are., 'Co, my mind,. unbeliev~ 
ably and· ilicreqibJy w.rong. . 

Mr. President, in the · Febru~ issue 
of Harper's, magazine which r hold in 
my hand, among. letters. to the editor 
appears a letter which I now i:ea.d. Lis
ten to this.: 

I have read the, article by: John Fischer in 
the Oece-mber issue. of Harpel'.S, with a ~eat 
deal of Interest. rt, fs excelfen t. 

Itis signed. "Ezra, T. Bens:on, SeCl!e.tary 
of Ag:rfc.ulture, Wa.shington, D C " · · 

Now Mr~ President •. Mr. Benson's,. let .. 
ter t0. the etiirtor is not. only i:mjudieious;; 
it is. another example of the Eisenhower 
Cabinet getting into piint when it. ought 
not to. be~ but, worse than that,. this 
letter is an insult to every :larmer m 
America.. This man .shouid be fired-
now-this attemoo:n_ -

Mr .. President,. when the Secretary of 
Agriculture, as the :fartne:rs' spokesniari, 
,can endorse statements sncn as. "'scan.:. 
dalous wa:r-time-Pl"os-perit~"; whe-n he; can 
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endorse: statements a:bom· fai:mers such 
as this: "When_ any hog; keeps hisr j<l\\ds: 
in the trough long enough., he, gets: to 
thinking he ow:mS' the .trough~' .. when any 
Secretary of Agrlcultul!e. can call .tlie: 
farm progi:am '"legalized corrup,tfon"; 
when a Secretacy of Agticultm:e. can :nec.
ommend and endo.me-not. just endo:rs-~ 
hut sny that such a statement as. that 
the people should stand and throw eggs 
at Members of Congress, is excellent,..........
- Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, Wi'll' 
the Senator from Minnesota.yietd? 

Mr. HUMPHRE:Y!. · I. yicld 
Mr. DOUGL..AS. I rise in defens:e of 

Sea:etary Benson. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. · l app:ceciate, that: 
Mr L DOUGLAS.. Is ti. n©t tme thal 

Mr. Benson,. in adopting the. policy he 
has. espoused-., is merely- voicing the opin
ions: and policies: of the IB.esent admini&~ 
tra.1iion? 
· Mr L HUMPHREY. That, happens: t.o 
be my conviction. 

Mr~ DOUGLAS. Then why not center 
the responsibility .where it belmngs-,. am;! 
:mot make Mr: Benson the. whipping bay? 

Mr~ HUMPHREY. 1 said, first of alf, 
that the administratic>n shmtld fure Mr. 
Beru;on, hut I. did not. get around to the 
latte1: part of my thought, which is that 
what we need is a, new administration. . 

Mr. MORSE. Mr~ P'r.esident.,. will the 
Senator from. Mimresata yield2 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I . yield. 
Mr. MORSE- Does: the Senator. ha..'\!'.e 

any smp:idon or rea:son, to believe: that 
the letter attributed to. the: Secretary of 
Agriculture, whie-h he: ha.s .iUSl read,. may 
be a forgety'l Does the. Senator believe 
it is an authentie- letter~ I cannot be
lieve it could: be. anthentie:. 

Mr HUMPHREY. I. wotrld not inmg .. 
ine that Harpers magazme would: pnnt 
a l'.etter: with the name: of Ezra T. BensOill, 
.Secretary · et ·Agrteuiture,. Washington, 
f>. C., stg:med. · with~ being sure tt. had 
a. genuine. letter~ 

M:r. MORSE'. I think. that is; a;. rea,., 
sonable. presumption,. but I wish to. say, 
frankly,. that l. am. at: a loss. to under.
s.tand how .the. Se:ciretary: of Agricullture 
could wtite that: letter,, if he. did write: m;;. 
I have always consideired: him a very 
shortsig:hted irea:ctionary, hut r never 
believed ll.e: woul6il supply us. with e.vi
dence that. he would!. be just a plain f.ooL 

Mr. HUMP:HR.EY~ Mirr Presi'1ent, if 
the Secretary of. Agriculture. did not 
write that Iet.ter; I. shall be the iiir,st to 
stand on this :fi.oor and apologize. I. want 
the Secretary to know that. But. r shall 
not accept. the excuse that "someone in 
my office- wrote it., andi I. signed it .. but I 
did not know about it:•· 

Mr. MANSFIELD Mr. P:cesident,. 'will 
the Senato:r :firom MinneSDta yield.? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. MAmFIEil.D'. Mr. :aensorr has 

_been Secrettaey; of. Agriculture for 3 years,. 
has he not? 

Mr. HUMPHREY~. 'Thatiac0rrect.. 
Mr: M!ANBF.IELD~ How much. lilave 

agJrlcultmal pric.esr declined during his 
s.iewardship! · 

Mr, HUMPHREY. · ApproximateTy· 20 
p.eJ!cellt. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Dees. he- belie~e in 
parity?' 

.Mr." IroMPHREY. His- chief sai<l he· 
dfdl.. -

· · M:c. ·MANSFIELD~· Mr. ':Benson has 
became quite proficient in· speaking out 
E>f bath mies 0t his. mouth:, with. one. ex-· 
ceptionr am that 'is tllat he. is; abdm:ate 
so far, as:. flexible price 3UJlPOl'ts. are can,
eerned. I hope, he wiU come- out: so.on 
with. at le-a.st a. QO" percent paricy bilL 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Let me state: ID& 
exact pmpose, in making these. remarks. 
l did not c0me to the: :floor in a.. trlckt 

. p?ay with tlre.se magazine s.rlicles l 
:read them to members ot the. commit?! 
tee before I came here, and' I was. not 
e*act1y in a kindly atiitude. when I read 
them.. My- friends on tti.e other side will 
undoubtedly speak fE>r th-emselves; but 
1 will say in their beshalf that they were 
indlignant and upset- They could not 
'believe that this.. llad .happened,. but: it 
has· happened. rt explains what I have 
repeatedly. said is tfie attitude of the.Sec
retary towaro the. f'al'm programs. He 
has made statement a-ft.er statement m 
befiaif of the a;dmi:m,istratio:m whi.ch m
tUcated that C he, waS' net; going to ad
ministe-r. the programs as they should be 
admfnistered. 

The PRES!D'EN1I' pro tempore. The 
time of tile, Senator from Minnesota has 
exp.ired. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President-
Mr. DOUGLAS. MF. PPesident, r ask 

unanimous consent that. the tim.e of the 
Sen81tor from Mmn-esota may be- ex
tended 5 min·utes. 

The PRESIDEN'F pro tempore. Is 
there E>bj-eetion,? The Chair hears none-; 
and the Sena tor from Minnesota is rec-
ognfzed for· an admtionaF 5 mirmtei . 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish particular
ly to thank the junior Senator from 
California rM:r. K~i;J, who is- seek
ing- the> floor-. He is always cou:rteous 
and- considerate-. I S'ha-H be glad to re-
ciprocate his kindness. · 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will 
the Sef.ia·t&r yield? ' 

Mr-~ HBMPHREY. I yield . 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Did the· S'enator 

:f:rom Minnesota happen tO' 3ee the tele
vision program fast nig'ht on which the · 
Seeretary ef Agrrculture appeared? _ 

Mr. HUMPHREY. rregret that I did 
not: l was at a dinner 11:tst night, given 
in eehalf of our eoUe~gue, the seniot 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRsEJ1, 
where· :F heard delivered by, our friend, 
Senator MORSE, one· of th~ most· bril.:O 
:Hant" addresses r have ever heard!. 
Therefore-,, I wa-s 1:1nable to see the tele
vision broadcast. l should a-lso say that 
the senior Senator- from Oregon was the 
recipient of the Sidney Hillman award, 
a singufar honor. 

Mr. SYM1NGTON. I mn certain it 
was a netable- oceasion, one worthy · of 
the great senior Senator from Oregon'. 

In the broadcast to which I referred, 
the Secl'etary o'I! Agriculture mentioned 
that· at the· time he toE>k · o:fflee, he- was 
much worried about the fall fn · farm 
p:rices whieh had been in progress dur
ing the years prior te his taking office. 
Does the- Senator from· Minnesota know 
that in July 1955 the· Seereta:ry of Agri
c·urture said In my State he was happy 
with th.e prospepfty of the American 
:rarma-·? · 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I was: not aware of 
that statement. I am very glad to, get 
tlns informat1tm .. :I am aware- that- an 
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economist of the Department of Agri
culture, speaking in one of the New 
England states, I believe it was Massa
chusetts, reminded the American people, 
particularly the farmers, that the 
farmers had been living in a dream 
world in 1951, and could never expect to 
return to it. 

Of course, other people were living in 
a nice dream world in 1951. This ad
ministration does not want farmers to 
have dreams; it wants them to have 
nightmares. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, wlll 
the Senator yield for another question?. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. How can the peo

ple of the cities be swindled when, ac
cording to a group of figures I have seen, 
labor has increased its return 14 percent; 
corporations have increased their earn
ings 18 percent before taxes, and 32 per
cent after taxes; while the income of the 
farmer in the same 3-year period has 
been reduced around 20 percent? How 
can it be said that the town and city peo
ple, laboring people, or business people, 
are being swindled? I am glad the latter 
groups received increased incomes. In
cidentally, the stock-market values have 
increased some 50 percent in the last 
3-year period. Some of those people 
say, "How can Mr. Benson approve any
one saying these people have been swin
dled by American farmers." 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator's fig
ures are self-revealing in terms of what 
the truth is. 

I disagree completely with the article 
by Mr. Fischer. I do not intend to attack 
Mr. Fischer. He has a right to his point 
of view. I will debate the farm question 
with Mr. Fischer as an individual. But 
I think it is fair t.o expect that a man 
who is the head of a department and who 
was appointed by a President who said 
he wanted to see the farmers get 100 
percent of parity-I think it is fair to 
expect that such a Secretary would not 
endorse this article, and certainly would 
not say that it was excellent. 

It seems to me that what the Secretary 
should have done was to have demanded 
equal space in Harpers and to have 
answered the article, as he did on Ed 
Murrow's show last night. 

Is it not interesting that when there 
was something favorable for the farmer, 
as has beeh reported. to me from Mr. 
Murrow's show, Mr. Benson wants to an
swer it? I did not hear that Mr. Benson 
wanted to answer the article in Harpers 
magazine. If Mr. Benson does not have 
time to answer it, perhaps it can be an
swered by the White House. 

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. I am asking for-infor

mation. As the Senator from Minne
sota knows, one of the alibis of Secre
tary Benson has been that he has been 
unable to place the :flexible Benson price
support Program into operation as yet 
because he inherited a high-support pro
gram. Am I correct in my understand
ing that, since Benson has been Secre
tary of Agriculture, in the case of every 
commodity over which the Department 
of Agriculture has had jurisdiction, it 
has lowered the parity p:i;ice, with the 

exception of the price of wool; and that 
in the case of wool, Congress passed a 
wool bill? Then, just 2 days before the 
President's state of the Union message, 
in which the President made his com
ment about agriculture, the Department 
of Agriculture lowered the parity price 
on rice? Is that true or false? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Oregon is correct. 

Mr. MORSE. It is to be noted that the 
wool bill adopted in principle for wool 
·the Brannan plan. 

I think the time has come to make 
clear to the people of the country that 
Benson does not tell them the facts 
about whether or not he has been put
ting the flexible price-support program 
into effect. He has been putting it into 
effect on every commodity over which 
he has had jurisdiction, and the pur
chasing power of the American farmer 
has been going down ever since he took 
office as a result of his program. His 
policies have been to the detriment of 
the American · farmer. 

I think the time has come to go after 
Secretary Benson for what he has done 
to American agriculture, and to make 
clear to Americans that he is America's 
No. 1 economic enemy, both to the 
farmers and to the economy as a whole. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I was interested in 
the comments of the minority leader, 
when he said he was deeply shocked by 
the comments of the junior Senator from 
Oregon. I wonder if the minority leader 
is deeply shocked by the letter of the 
Secretary of Agriculture. 

I observe that a very good friend of 
agriculture has just come to the floor, 
the distinguished junior Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. YOUNG]. The Sen
ator from North Dakota and I had an 
opportunity to look at this article to
gether. I shall not speak for the Sena
tor from North Dakota, but I may say 
that as I read the article, I wished that 
I had followed his lead when he voted 
against the confirmation of Benson's 
nomination. The junior Senator from 
North Dakota is one of the Senators in 
the chamber today having good sense 
about agriculture. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator from North Dakota is recognized, 
under the rule, for 2 minutes. 

Mr. YOUNG. I think the article which 
appeared in Harper's magazine is one of 
the most untrue, unfair, and dastardly 
articles ever written against the farmers 
of the United States. If it is true that 
Secretary of Agriculture Benson signed 
the letter, in which he said he read the 
article and approved it, I think he ought 
to resign immediately and to apologize 
to the farmers of America. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, will the Senator from North 
Dakota yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield. 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I, too, 

read the article bearing the initials of 
Mr. Fischer in the December issue of 
Harper's. I, also, was among those who 
were angered by it. I think it was en
tirely uncalled for. 

I am shocked, if what now purports to 
be a letter praisJng the article by the 
Secretary of Agriculture was written by 

him, and if it is the entire letter as 
signed by him. I have some doubts on 
that score. 

Mr. YOUNG. I may say that I have, 
too. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. At pres
ent I have a call in for the Secretary at 
his office. A search is being made to de
termine whether or not this is an au
thentic letter, whether or not the Secre
tary signed it, and whether or not the 
letter was printed in full. If the facts 
are as Harper's would make them appear 
to be, Mr. Benson has ended his useful
ness as Secretary of Agriculture. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from North Dakota yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Would it be appro

priate if the junior Senator from Minne
sota should communicate with Harper's 
to see if they have the letter? 

Mr. YOUNG. Yes; it would be. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I shall do so 

immediately. 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. YOUNG. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. I think the Senator 

from South Dakota [Mr. CASE] has raised 
an important point, one which I raised in 
a question in my earlier remarks. We 
ought to know whether or not Benson 
signed the letter. The presumption is 
that he did, but certainly we should know 
whether it is a forgery. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President-
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Chair reminds the Senator from Cali
fornia that the Senate is operating under 
the 2-minute rule. 

Mr. KUCHEL. I ask unanimous con
sent that I may speak for not to exceed 
10 minutes. 
. The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 

there objection? The Chair hears none, 
and the Senator from California is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. KUCHEL. My only purpose in 
rising to speak very briefly is to refute 
some of the statements which have been 
made by a few of my brethren on the 
other side of the aisle with respect to 
agricultural legislation. I do not speak 
as an expert on that subject. Indeed, on 
the one, single occasion during my short 
tenure in the Senate when ~, major piece 
of agriculture legislation was before the 
Senate, I cast my vote as an American 
rather than as a partisan. So did the 
Senate of the United States. That one, 
single occasion was when the Senate had 
before it the question whether the Senate 
should continue rigid price supports or 
should adopt flexible price supports. 

To those of my brethren who have 
spoken during the last few minutes, and 
who have denounced the administration 
because it has followed a policy of urging 
:flexibile price support legislatiQn, I wish 
to recall now, that in 1948 the Demo
cratic Party publicly promised the people 
of America that it would advocate flex
ible price support legislation in the next 
session of Congress. 

It did that, and, to the credit of then 
President Truman, he followed his plat
_f orm and he urged flexible price support 
legislation. But the Congress of the 
'United States, which convened after the 

. 1948 election, turned it down. 
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- Two years· Iater the incoming Presi
dent ·ot the United States asked congress. 
to adopt flexible price S.UPJ>€>rt legisl:a.
tion., During debate: in the Senate: I 
sat,. and listened ta ffexib'le price support 
Iegjslation. being peYsuasi.Yely ·advocated, 
not alone by Senate Republiea:ns.y but 
also by- Senate Democrats, and particu
larly b~ one individual on. the Den:ro
cratic side of the aisle who. is highly 
qualified to speak on agriculture. 1 re
f er to the distinguished iunior Senator 
from New· Mexico [Mr. ANnEasONrl, who 
was Seci:etanyr of Agriculture in. the 
.Caoinet of President Truman. CLliN'ION 
ANDEJlSON,,.Democra:t, and GEORGE AIKEN", 
Republican, led the fight :for the Eisen
howe:c proposal .. 

When I voted in favor of flexible price 
support legislation, I. did it as an Ameri
can. l. think it iU becomes some few 
Members of tbe Senate to denounce the 
Secretary of Agriculture. 

l beli:eve the senior Senator born. Ore
go:m.i called Mr. Benson •<ca f oor• during his 
comments ai a few moments ago.. r: deny 
that. Whatever else can be said, I am 
sure the Secretary of Agriculture is a 
man of hcmor and. integrity, and is a 
man who is: doing his level best to give 
assistance in the acknowledged plight of 
the farmer in the American economy, to
day. And he is d0ing it under a !aw 
which Democrats helped to pass and 
which they used as. a national ple:dge a 
few years ago. 

That is all I have to say, M"r: :President. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 

there further- morning business? 
Mr. AI.LOTT. Mr. President,. I ask 

unanimous consent to speak for 5 min
utes on the subject of agriculture. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the Sen
ator from Colorado? The Chair hears 
none. The Senator is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I should 
like to address myself to the same. sub
ject which has been so vehemently dis
cussed here in the last few minutes. I 
should like. to call the attention of my 
colleagues on the Senate floor to a few 
inescapable facts. which cannot be avoid
ed in a discussion of this controversy. 

Let us take a look at the record of farm 
prices in this country. Under President 
Roosevelt. from March 1937 to August 
1939, farm prices fell 35 percent in 29 
months 

Under President Truman, from Janu
ary · 1948 to January- 1950, they fen 22 
·percent in 24 months. 

Under President Truman, from March 
1951 to December 1952, they· fell 16 per
cent in 21 months. 

In other words, under those 3 Demo
crat Presidents fa:rm prices fell 3~, 22, 
and 16 percent, er a total of 73 percent, 
in that period of time. 

Lase summe1:', in a discussion of the 
matter on the floor of the Senate, the 
very distmguished Senator who is chair
man of the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry talked about approaching 
the agricurtural problem from. a non
political viewpoint. At that time., as the 
jumor Senator from Coloradb, I second
ed that thought. And I say to my col
leagues in the Senate today 'that· the 
sooner some of the intemperate remarks 

being bi'.oadc:ast. over the countey cease l: know for a;, :fact-and I ob.tamed th!~ 
the sooner will we be able to take care of informatiml. after· insis.tence-that the 
this great mmorftyr of our citizens-, who Se<:retary did mot s.ee the: article. He clid 
now total only 13 percent of our popula- not s:ee the letter aecompe.nymg: it.. He 
ti.on, but whose welfare is so -vital to the did not see or sign, the lettez: which has 
welfare of the whole country~ · cansecl all the commotion here. 

Last spring 16 Senators: joined with However, as- I have said, he does as.-
me in the. intzod:uction of a, bill aff:eeting sume resPQnsibHity for it, just as, in pre
farm credit. From all over the comitzy, vious cases, he has assumed responsibil
letterS' have eome into my office pointing ity when employees of the Department 
out. the necessity ot an expanded f.orm en have ma.de mistakes. 
farm credit. Never have I taken a POfil- Teebnically he is :responsible for. the 
tion with :respect to this matter that was :thousands of letters which.go out, of the 
arbitrary. E.v-ery week last year I im- Department over his signature jus.t a.s 
portuned the chairman of the C.Ommittee the head of every other depal'tment is 
on Agricttltw"e and Fo:restry,.. and the responsible for what goes out of his de
chairman of the subcummittee c.on- partment. 
eemed, fo:r a. hearing- upon the bill to The: article in Ha:rpe:r's magazine: was 
which I referred.., entirely out of kee-piulg with the cba:rt-

other bills: for credit to the farmer are a.cter of the Secretary. I know positively 
now pending in this body. They should that if he bad had any inkling that, S:t1£h 
be considel'ed They need to be oonsid- an article existed, or that such a e.om.
ered~ They have a right to be eon- mandatory letter was being sent out over 
sidered. his signature·, he would never- ha.ve per-

Now is tne time when. we, in. this ag.:d- mitted it to be done~ 
cultural situaticm, may shaw the di.ff.er- · Mr. HUMPHREY subsequently said': 
ence between having' a partisan inte.rest Mr. President, I understand that during 
in what happens: and having a true in- my absence from the Chamberthis a:fter
terest in the welfare ot the farmer. noon, while· I was attending to other 

The few statistics. which I have quoted matters-, the distinguished senior Senator 
could be] backed up w:ith many others. from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN} made com
"Fhe· stat.ement has been. made that the men1l regarding the letter which was sent 
wool bill' is the Brannan plan. I dis·- by the- Secretary of Argieulture to Har
agree. It is the pattern of the. Sugar Act. per's magazine, such letter having been . 
It is· patterned after the Sugai: Act,. and published in the- Fel:>ruar~ issue of Har-
it was so intended~ per's magazine. 

So it seems to me that today· we wh<!> ' The letter, of course, refers to the 
really have an interest in the· welfare of article in Harper's magazine for De
the farmer should devote ourselves to a cemi>er entitled "The Country Slickers 
Judicial hearmg and consideration of Take Us Again.',. I notice that the eom
how we are going to help the farmer, ment of the distrnguisbed Senator from 
rather than indulge in name calling and Vermont indicates that he has been in 
blame placing-. touch with the Secretary's office. I also 

Mr AIKEN subsequently said: Mr. note that the Secretary assumes full 
:President, I. understand th.at early in the responsibility for the letter and its eon
session this afternoon,. while I was: st·11 tents. The Senator from Ve:rmont f'ur
in a session of the Committee on Agri- the-r stated that '"this is thoroug,hly · in 
culture' and Forestry, there was constd- keepmg with. the customary honesty of 
e:rable discussion with respect to a letter the man." 
which the Se.creta:ry of Agr.ieultu:re is I notice: that the Senator :from Ver
purported to .have written to Hairpe:r's mont stated the letter was a reply in the 
magazine relative to an ai:ticle which form of an acknowledgment, allegedly 
appeared in the. December issue of that prepared by one of the girl secretaries 
magazine. · of one of the agencies connected with 

When I learned tha.t the discussion had the-Secretary's office. Tbe Senator" from 
taken place I promptly communicated Vermont furthe:r stated that after the 
with the Secretary's office. I found that letter was prepai:ed,. the Secreta:ry'5 sig-
such a letter does exist; and that the nature was affixed by another clerk in 
Secretary assumes full responsibility for a i:athev routine. manner, "and away 
the letter and its contents. went the. letter, with the consequent 

This is thoroughly in keeping with the uproar." 
customary honesty of the man. How- · I accep.t the. explanation of the Sen
ever, I insisted upon learning the facts ator from Vermont, because I have a 
relative to the communieation. hig)l. regard for him~ However, I wish 

I find that the publisher of Harper's to say that when the Secretary of Agri
magazine did send an article to the Sec- culture permits. his. signature to be 
retary, with an accompanying letter affixed to a document, he ought to have 
stating that he thought that he would the people who prepare such letters and 
like to have it. documents state what the views of. the 

The letter from the publisher was Secretary are. I gather that that is the 
handled in a reutine manner, like thou- kind of people he has in ·his office. That 
sands of othe:rs which come to the Secre- is the kind' of people I have in my office. 
tary's desk every week. It is that caliber of people every Sen-

It appears. that the. :reply in ackno.wl- ator has in his officeL 
edgment was prepared by one of the girl · I have noticed. a tendency in. the 
secretaries.· of. one of the agencies. 'con- ·administration, when anything goes 
nected with· the Secretary's office wrong._ to say it is some.one- else who is 

It appears that then, in routine. man- :responsible. Well, Mr. President,. that 
ner, the Secretary,.s signatur.e was affixed may be fine~ Howev~, if a person wants 
by another cierlt, and away went. the to fake credit for the rain,. he must also 
letter, with the eons.equent uproar. take th~ orame fox: the. drought~ 
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I notice that when I commented on the might · call, in rationalization, a · minor 
Life magazine article~ the President of matter. • · 
the United States said he had not read I submit to my colleagues that the 
the article. At first Mr. Dulles said he article to which the letter was directed 
had not read it. Now we .find that the in terms of compliment and approval, 
Secretary of Agriculture had not read and even to the point where it was called 
this article. . a job well done, is an article that con-

However, I would have the Senate note demns in the most vigorous terms our 
that 1n the Secretary's reply-and he agricultural policies. 
assumes full responsibility for the reply- It is an article which is anything but 
he says, "I have read the article." I complimentary to .our farmers. It is an 
would gather that that means what I article which portrays the farmers of 
was taught those words to mean, namely, America as ingrates, or people on a per
that he had read the article. petual dole. It is an article designed to 

Furthermore, Harper's •magazine in- set city people against country people. 
forms us, through the press services this I have been of the opinion for some time 
afternoon, that all of the letter was not that there was far too much of that kind 
quoted; and that there was yet another of propaganda _emanating out of the De-
paragraph, which reads: partment of Agriculture. 

Please accept my thanks for sending the It is for those reasons that I take sharp 
article to me, and please convey my tha~ks exception. 
to Mr. Fischer for a job well done. - It is reassuring, of co1J,rse, to have the 

Secretary of Agriculture say that he 
-That second paragraph indicates that takes full responsibility for the . article. 

the article was not sent to · a secretary That is what a man would say. Mr. 
in Mr. Benson's office, but to Mr. Ben- Benson is a man of courage. I happen 
son himself. It is not unusual for those to believe that he is a man of poor judg
of us who are in public life to have· mem- ment in matters of agricultural policy, 
bers of our staff prepare our replies, but and, in this instance, of poor judgment 
it is generally assumed-and I would in terms of correspondence. 
hope this assumption had validity-that Mr. President, I should like to say one 
'those ·replies carry out the wishes and final word. I had expected that there 
feelings and convictions and policies of would be some effort made to rationalize 
the people for whom the letters are pre- this unfortunate and, I am sure, not in
pared for signature, namely, the prin- advertent act on the part of the Secre
cipals involved. tary of Agriculture. I indicated as 

The principal in this instance is the much at the tii:ne of my original presen-
Secretary of Agriculture. tation.in the senate. 

In order that the RECORD may be com- I must say that there have been other 
plete at this poin~, at least, I should l~ke speeches made in the past 3 years.which 
t~ say that there 1S another press service gave inspiration and, I imagine, some 
dis~atch,_ app~rentl?' out of New york, . encouragement to the publication of the 
deamg with this subJect. · I should like to article in Harper's magazine to which 
read it now. It was taken from the tick- I referred. Too many letters come to 
er in the lobby of the Senate. It reads: Members of congress which carry the 

In New York, Fischer- same kind of what I would call preju
He is the editor of Harper's magazine- dicial information and messages. I do 

said the letter was written on a Department not believe any Member of Congress on 
of Agriculture letterhead and he had no rea- either side of the aisle will wish to en
son to doubt the authenticity of the signa- dorse the Secretary's letter to Harper's. 
ture. I invite my friends on the other side of 

Fischer said that before publication of the aisle to testify to whether they ap
the article, "I sent a copy to the Informa- prove of the Secretary's letter, which 
tion Office of the Department of Agriculture 
and asked them to check the accuracy of the approved of the article as being an ex-
statistics." He said, the Information Office cellent Qne and as a job well done. 
"told me the statistics were correct, without I believe the American people have a 
assuming responsibility for any expressions right to know whether their representa
of opinion." tives in Congress-Senators and Repre-

I digress to point out, first of all, that sentatives-feel that the article was 
the article was sent to the Office of In- worthy of this kind of attention. It 
formation of the Department of Agricul- appears to me that what the Secretary 
ture. That Office is under the direction should have done was to write to the 
of the Secretary, and under the imme- editor and challenge the article. If 
diate direction of a person appointed by there were the right kind of philosophy 
the Secretary. It is to be assumed that in the Department of Agriculture, from 
the Office is responsible to the Secretary the top down, his secretarial staff, who 
of Agriculture. I continue to quote from are his appointees, would have inter-
the press release: cepted the article and proceeded at once 

He- to write a vigorous reply. 
Meaning Mr. Fischer- As I said earlier, the Secretary has 

demanded equal time to answer Mr. 
·Murrow for what was said on Mr. Mur
row's TV show last evening, even though 
the Secretary was permitted to speak 
for 5 minutes on that show. 

said that, as a purely routine matter, a page 
proof of the article was sent -to Benson, a 
day or two before publication, by H. A. 
Knowles, of Philadelphia, who handles pub
licity for Harper's. The _Benson letter, pub
lished among the Letters to the Editor in 
the magazine, was Benson's acknowledgment 
·to Knowles. 

· I wonder why the · Secretary should 
become so excited about' a television 
·show which did not seem· to please him, 

Mr. President, I know there will be and yet should wait 2 months before he 
those who will say that ·we are making even indicated anything about the Har
a rather big issue out of what ·somebody per's magazine article. 

· There would not have-been any indi
cation of interest in the Harper's article if 
I had not stood on the floor this after
noon and challenged it, or challenged the 
Secretary for what he did. I suggest 
that, if Mr. Benson gets an hour on TV, 
instead of trying to answer the splendid 
portrayal, according to those who saw it, 
by Mr. Murrow, he answer the Harper's 
article. I am confident that Mr. Fischer, 
who is a competent journalist, will give 
him plenty of space to answer the article 
if such space is requested. Harper's be
lieves in freed om of the press. 

I wish the RECORD to be clear that, 
while I disagree with the content of. the 
article and with the intent and the gen
eral philosophy of Mr. Fischer, I do not 
disagree with his right to write it or to 
state it. Do not tell me that the Depart
ment of Agriculture did not know that 
the publication contained this article. 
Do not tell me that the Secretary of 
Agriculture did not read the article in 
Life magazine some time ago which indi
cated the same kind of thinking. Yet, 
when someone goes on the radio or on 
television and points out what is really 
happening to our farm families, the Sec
retary wants to have time to reply, But 
if someone writes an article that distorts 
and paints an improper picture of the 
situation, the Secretary does not reply. 

It is rather difficult to write an article 
about agriculture from 49th Street in 
New York. The largest patch of ground 
.in New York is Central Par):{, and that is 
not cultivated for commercial purposes. 

So, Mr. President, . I say very f,rankly 
that the Secretary. should set this matter 
right first and let Mr. ;Murrow's program 
continue on in the interest of the people. 

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. . . 
Mr. LONG. Do I correctly understand 

_that the article which.the Senator is dis
cussing cast a very unfavorable reflection 
upon the farmers? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. If the people of 
Louisiana read this article and know that 
Mr. Benson said it was an excellent one, 
and a job well done, I think the Senator 
from Louisiana will have trouble re
straining them from marching on 
Washington. 

I should like to ask the Senator 
whether he thinks, from reading this 
particular article, that it correctly por
trays what is happening to the farm 
people in Louisiana. Listen to this: 

Our pampered tyr~nt, the American farm
er, is about to get his boots licked again by 
both political parties. · 

Does the Senator think the farmers 
are pampered? 

Mr. LONG. Many of them are going 
broke, if they are pampered tyrants. I 
imagine they are willing to give up their 
farming activities, because they cannot 
make a living, or at least many of them 
cannot. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Th_e article also 
states that the farmer has come to be
lieve that the dole belongs to him per
manently, as a matter of right, and it 
also says: 

When any hog keeps his 3owls In tl)e 
trough long enough, he gets to thinking he 
owns the trough. · · · · 
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Is that a -correct characterization of 

the farmer? 
Mr. LONG. So far from defending 

himself against a statement by Mr. Mur
row, the Secretary should be defending 
the farm families and not be congratu
lating Mr. Fischer upon the good job 
that had been done. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is 
correct. If someone will go out and get 
a copy of the United States Code he will 
find the public law which established the 
Department of Agriculture, and it will be 
found that it provides that the Secretary 
shall protect and promote the interests of 
agriculture. 

We have had plenty of periodicals 
lately. I do not know which department 
will take on the next magazine article, 
but I suggest that there is nothing in any 
public law which I can recall, or in . any 

. constitution.al provision, that says we are 
supposed to increase the. circulatjon. of 
magazines or approve of their articles, 
particularly when they are derogatory. 
. I think my colleagues will be interested 

to know why the Secretary thought it 
was an excellent piece and a job well 
done, when the article further says: 

A grand-scale reshuffling of districts, both 
for Congress and the legislatures, seems to be 
the only long-range remedy. 

And it goes on to suggest the throwing 
of eggs at every candidate who poses as 
the farmer's friend. 

I am sure there will be a few eggs that 
will spatter on some of our Republican 
colleagues. · 
- The article goes on to say: 

That will help get rid of one surplus, and 
a lot of political hypocrisy at the same time. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is that a quotation 
from the article? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 
There does not appear to be any depres
~ing surplus of eggs right now. The 
price went down 6 cents a dozen a short 
time ago, and when the budget message 
came through the price went down 3 
cents a dozen. 

Mr. President, I have no more to say 
on this matter. I gather it will be some
thing_ which will be dispussed from time 
to time. I think the Senator from South 
Dakota made a very appropriate obser
vation today when h~ said he was of the 
opinion that the Secretary of Agricul
ture had outlived his usefulness. There 
are those who thought possibly he had 
had a longer extension of life on the job 
than the circumstances merited. 

Mr. President, I shall await any fur
ther comment which others may have on 
this particular question, and I shall be 

. prepared Monday to place in the REcoRD 
a photostatic copy of the letter which we 
a.re discussing. I called Harpers today 
to check it, to . make sure that the 
letter was in their possession, and I am 
happy to . note that the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] also knows that 
a copy of the letter is in the Department 
of Agriculture. 
· Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 

with his customary candor the Secretary 
of Agriculture authorized the following 
.statement this afternoon: 

The article was sent into my office, but in 
the rush of my du1;ies I did not see it. The 
letter was signed with my n~e by an assist-

ant, Miller Shurtleff, who has this a.uthority 
for occasional routine a.cknowledgments. 
But, as _Secre~ry o~ Agriculture, I must take 
the responsibility for this and I so do. Of 
course, the contents of the article as reported 
to me by my staff does not in the slightest 
reflect my views. We pulled a boner on this 
one. I am sorry. 

That is the end of the quotation from 
the statement of the Secretary of Agri
culture. I think it is the type of state
ment which would naturally be made by 
a man of integrity and candor, who ad
mits that he made a mistake and 
acknowledges it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
wish to say that I feel the Secretary has 
done right in his apology. I hope my 
colleagues will not think I am too unkind 
or too unfair when I say that the article 
has been published since December. 
There was no apology about the article 
or the letter until it became -a matter of 
controversy ·on the Senate floor. · 

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
. Mr. ALLOTT. Did the Senator read 

the article when it was published? 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I regret to say that 

I was behind in my reading. 
Mr. ALLO'IT. I have not seen the ar

ticle yet, but I intend to read it. Per
haps it did not come to the attention of 
the Secretary, either. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Secretary was 
sent a page proof of the article. I was 
not sent a page proof, but may I say, Mr. 
President, that a Member of the House of 
Representatives placed it in the RECORD 
2 days ago. There was no argument 
about it, and i_t did not. hit the news. 
The Secretary did not apologize about it· 
then. ·· 

Oh, Mr. President, I will rub it off the 
board in the sense that the Secretary in 
a manly way had accepted his respon
sibility. 

I say very frankly that it is peculiar 
that the Department of Agriculture was 
willing to endorse an article like that. 
Are they writing letters, willy-nilly, en
dorsing articles which appear in peri
odicals? I have been told that there 
is a group in the Department which looks 
through the publications to find what 
are called pro-Benson articles. Then 
they write letters of congratulation. I 
am certain that that is what has hap
pened to the Secretary. All pro-Benson 
articles are not necessarily excellent. 
They are not necessarily well done. 

What I am discussing is a matter of 
public policy . . Agriculture legislation is 
one of the most tmportant public policies 
before Congress today. · 

It is unpleasant for me to · state that I 
have a difficult time getting replies from 
the Secretary of Agriculture. I may 
not be the most influential Senato"r, but 
I am 1 of 2 Senators from Minnesota. 
I write to the Secretary repeatedly. 
About all I have received from him in 
reply has been a letter in the form of an 
offs~t, inviting me to see a wheat ex
hibit. 

When l write to the Secretary of Ag
riculture, I would like to hear from the 
Secretary in return. . I am .tempted to 
send letters back to the persons who 
replied, and say: !'I did not write to 
you." I know the S.ecretary has to have 

a .staff -to answer letters, but he might 
find time to answer some of my com
munications. 

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. It is a fact that I 

have written 17 times from my office to 
the Secretary of Agriculture reporting 
specific complaints by Missouri farmers 
of maladministration of the ASC pro
gram in Missouri. In reply to them I 
have received only one answer from the 
Secretary. 

Is it not true that when the distin
guished junior Senator from Minnesota 
conducted a hearing in Missouri, he re
quested, a month beforehand, that a rep
resentative of the Department of Agri
culture be present at the hearing, and, 
that; although apparently there is much
time available for- the Department to 

. write letters to magazines, np one repre-· 
senting the Department of Agriculture 
came to the hearing? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Missour·i is correct. · I wrote in Septem
ber, but I did not receive a reply until 
the first week in November. Then the 
answer was not by the Secretary. I have 
for gotten now who replied. I believe it 
was an assistant to an Assistant Secre
tary. As the Senator from Missouri 
knows, no officer, no observer, or no coun
selor from the Department of Agricul
ture was made available. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Is it not true that 
many times questions came up during 

-the hearing which could have been solved 
without difficulty to. the inte.rest of every
one concerned i,f there had been someone 
present from the Department to inter
pret the regulations incident to the of
fice management of county committees? 
: Mr. HUMPHREY. Such a person could 

have been exceedingly helpful. 
From page 282 of volume II of the 

United States Code, 1952 edition, I read 
the following: 

There shall _be at the seat of government · 
a Department of Agriculture, the general de
sign and duties of which shall be to acquire 
and to diffuse among the people of the United 
States useful information on subjects con
nected with agriculture, in the most general 
and comprehensive sense of that word, and 
to procure, propagate, and distribute among 
the people new and valuable seeds and plants. 

The code then continues to enumerate 
the duties of the Department. I read: 

The Department of Agriculture shall be an 
executive- department, under the supervision 
and control of a Secretary of Agriculture, who 
shall be appointed by the President, by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate. 

Moreover-
The Secretary of Agriculture ·shall procure 

and preserve all information concerning 
agricµlture which he can obtain by means 
of books and correspondence, and by prac
tical and scientific experiments, accurate 
records of which experiments shall be kept 
1n his office, by the collection of statistics, 
and by-any other appropriate means within 
his power. 

It appears that one of the duties of 
the Secretary is that he "shall procure 
and preserve all information"; further
more, .that he shall, according to . the 
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code, -acquire and diffuse among the peo
ple of the United states use1'1!1 info7:IIla
tion on subjects connected with agricul-· 
ture." . 

There are a . cQnsiderable numper of 
other duties prescribed in the co~e~ but 
I think we all know what the duties ar-e. 

I repeat that it would be a little dif
ferent ff this were an ·article written for 
the February issue, of which a. galley 
proof had gone to the Secretary, and 
then as a routine matter, a letter had 
been' written commending it. I happ~n 
to believe there are -~no ugh . people m 
the information service of the Depart .. 
ment who have had sufficient time to 
send around the country all kinds of 
information about the farm program. 
They had time to put out in November 
a regular campalgn document, to . the 
effect that the farm program which 
really is not working, does work. But 
they apparently did not have time to in
form the Secretary about the article in 
Harpers, even though the facts are so 
well organized. · · 

It will have to be said that there was 
efficiency. -There was sufficient -efficiency 
for the letter to• be sent, and the letter 
speaks for itself, all the apologies to 
the contrary. I think we would all be 
better off if every Senator made up his · 
mind and so stated frankly, that -this 
kind 'of doctrine in an article, which 
apparently was endorsed advertently ... r 
inadvertently, is something which is not
a reflection of the views of Congress. -

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I have nc:f 
desire to continue the controversy about 
the article in Harper's magazine. The 
secretary has said it does not ~n tbe 
slightest degree reflect his views. I think 
that statement is truthful. 

I should like to say a word about the 
television program produced by Mr. Ed 
Murrow last night. It was an hour-long 
program, 55 minuteS' of it devoted to a 
showing of the plight of the farmers at 
their worst. At the end of 55 minutes 
the Secretary -was given 4 minutes--! 
think a commercial cut off 1 minute-in 
which to present the other side of the 
story. I think there was a good audience 
viewing the program last night. I think 
the public relations department of the 
Farmers Union had built up the audience 
as much as they could. I feel certain jt 
must- have been very disappointing to 
them to have had Mr. Benson, in 4 min
utes, give such an adequate rebuttal to 
the 55 minutes of propaganda which Mr. 
Murrow put on. However, as I under
stand it, the Columbia Broadcasting Sys
tem has agreed to give time sufficient so 
that at least one fairly well-to-do farmer 
may come before the television audience 
of America. Of course, some farmers ai'e 
in good shape; others are not. 

I believe that for tbe month of Novem
ber; 25 States showed larger agricultural 
incomes than in the last year, and 2.3 
showed less. Those which showed a 
lesser income were largely the hog_ 
states. 

It is very difficult to understand so~e 
persons. I had a letter only this after
noon from a farmer in Iowa. He is as 
mad as hops because the. price of hogs. 
went up 5 cents. He said last week he 
got 10 cents; this week he.. received 15: 

cents. I do not know what can be done 
to please him. · · 

There is one suggestion I should like 
to make. For almost a year there has 
been a very intensified, ·organized cam- ~ 
paign, attacking-the Secretary of Agri- -
culture, attacking everything he ·does, · 
attacking the President, and constantly 
predicting that agriculture has go~e to 
pieces; or if it lias not gont: to pieces, 
that it is going to pieces. This has been 
a well-organized propaganda effort to 
drive down the farm prices. To a certain 
extent it has succeeded. But farm prices 
seem to be turning Upward again. 

I know this is very disappointing to 
those who have put on such an intensive 
propaganda campaign to drive prices 
down. · 

We know that farm prices are made 
partly by the law of supply and demand 
and partly by psychology. Sometimes it 
is difficult to determine which ·percent
age can be credited to which influence. 
But I well .recall the year 1947 and ear}y 
1948 when all the farm organizations 
of &nerica were working together, 9:nd 
when a Republican Congress was working 
with a Democratic administration con
structively to improve farm conditions in 
the United States. Those were the high
est net income years this country has 
ever known. Th~t was not due to legis
lation; it was not due to the application 
of laws at that time. . It was due to the 
fact that the people who claimed to be 
interested in agriculture-and most of 
us were-were working together for a 
common purpose. 

Now we seem to have lost that common 
purpose. There seem to be some whose 
sole aim in life is .to embarrass the ~ec
retary in every effort he_ ~akes -to ~
prove agricultural conditions in this 
cuntry· who have dedicated themselves 
to doi~g all they can to impede him in 
his work and to discredit him . . ~at 
does not make for a prosperous agricul· 
ture. 

Instead of attack after attack on the 
Secretary, on the President, and on all 
those whose responsibility it is to keep 
the country prosperous, including its 
prosperous agriculture, I should like to 
see people come forwar~ with c~nstruc• 
tive suggestions, stop bemg abusive, and 
r.eallY lend themselves to the good of · 
American agriculture so that it may be 
stronger and may continue to be free. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc
NAMARA in the chair).. Is there furthe? 
business to ~ome before the Senate? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
should like to make a comment. I surely 
concur with the Senator's remark that 
constructive suggestions should be made 
and constructive attitudes should be 
taken. Constructive attitudes, however, 
do not necessarily mean we should just 
be mute rubberstamps and just accept 
any program and philosophy as laid 
down from on high. . 

I hope some of our friends will not be 
too unkind with us. if we say we may 
have gotten a little confused in the be
ginning, when in 1952 this great agricul
tural policy of ours was thro~ into the 
maelstrom of politics. I think I know 
a little bJt about that. I attended the 
ftrst meeting where. it happened, out in 
Minnesota, .near .Kasson and Plowville. 

I do · not · think any-·Member tn the 
Chamber will deny that statements were· 
made as to what the future agricultural 
policy was going to be. 

I ·can recall the statement "not less 
than 90 percent of parity." 

I can recall that the Minnea1>0lis Star· 
carried headlines, which I displayed in· 
the 'senate, and which ·_ are matters of 
official record: "Eisenhower pledges 100 
percent of parity." · 

I ' can recall pledges that there would 
be equal price supports on feed grains : 
and perishables as there were on basi~s.· 
I stand here waiting for anyone to prove 
to the contrary. That · was· the· piedge. 

Not only· was that pledge made; but 
my distinguished colleagues on the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry Jtnow 
that those pledges have been talked 
about by members of the Department of 
Agriculture themselves. It happened in 
the campaign at Brookings, S. Dak., at 
Fargo, N. Dak., and I imagine elsewhere. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, this ad
ministration has gotten every . tool it . 
has wanted for its farm program. The 
administration was able to defeat those 
of us· who believed in higher support 
levels. It has ~en able to get a foreign 
aid program, under the Mutual Security 
Act, to dispose of surpluses~ for the ~e-' 
lief of famine. I was one of the original 
proponents of such a program. To show 
my colleagues the partisanship .involved, 
when I proposed the program, there was 
opposition by the .administration. The 
same proposal, word for word, was op
posed in the committee by _repi~enta
tives of the administration. The admin- · 
istration sent down the second proposal 
I happened to have the original; the 
administration sent down the carbon 
copy. That is in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

Public .Law 480 was put on the books, 
so we could sell our surplus commodities 
tor soft currencies. 

A flexible price-support program was 
put on the books. The expanded special 
milk program was put on the books. The 
Secretary got his way on lower price sup
ports for dairy products. The school 
lunch program was expanded. 

Farm research programs were ex-
panded. • 

Despite the feet dragging of the ad
ministration, we increased soil conserva
tion and research. This administration 
has had everything to work with except 
the will and the right spirit. . 

I know that spokesmen for the admin
istration like to attribute all their ill~ to 
those who preceded them. That was 
a good argument the first year. They 
could get by with it the second year. 
They could even stretch it a bit for the 
third year. But it appears to me that 
in the fourth year they are really run
ning out of arguments. Let us not have 
any more of this rationalizing about the 
miserable failure of the administration 
in the field of agriculture. 

I was interested in what the President 
had to say in his message, when he again 
embraced the family farm. But the As
sistant Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. 
Butz, said agriculture was big business, 
and that if those in that business were 
not efficient,' they had to get ·out. And 
the Under Secretary has, time .after time.· 
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talked about · so-called marginal farms, Every day one· can read in the columns saying-and this is as I recall it, ·and 
and the fact that they are going to have of newspapers, "Republican Congress- as it will appear in the CONGRESSIONAL 
to disappear. men Go to White House on Hog Prob- RECORD tomorrow: 

The President came back again to 11s lems," "Republican Leaders Go to White Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I, too, read 
with the philosophy · about the family House About Hog Prices," or "Go to De- - the article .bearing the initials of Mr. Fischer 
farm. In his message he talked about partment of Agriculture About Hog in the December issue of Harper's. I; also, 
limiting price supports in quantity. I Prices.'' There still is not an effective was among t~ose who were angered by it. 
had a bill on tha~ subject turned down . ~rogram to ~o som~thing about hog and . 1 ih~1! ;:

0
:::d~~~ir;ta:~~~l~~;;~~ts to be 

by the same administration. I do not livestock prices paid to the producer. a letter praising the article by the Secretary 
say my bill was perfect. I do not We have made a sugge~tion. Sixteen of Agriculture was written by him, and if it 
say it was even close to being perfect. Senators signed a letter to the Secretary ts the entire letter as signed by him. I have 
But I say it was a germ of an idea, and of Agriculture on January 1, suggesting some doubts on that score. · 
the idea was rejected-not merely the that certain programs be adopted, and . Mr. YouNa. I may say that I have, too. 
mechanics of it but the idea was re- certain things be done. I regret to say _Mr. CASE of South. Dakota. At present I 
j t d - ' I h t h d 1 to th t 1 tter have a call in for the Secretary at his office. ec e , ave no a a rep Y a · e A search ts being made to determt.ne whether . 

Members in the Senate and the as yet. Today is the 27th of January. I . or not this is an authentic letter whe.theJ' . 
House-and I was one of them-made know it is a long way from the Depart- or not the secreta.ry signed it and whether 
soil-bank proposals, which could have . ment of Agriculture up · to Capitol H~ll, or not the letter was ,printed in full. If the 
gone into effect last year. This admin- . but if the mail service is not running, let facts are as Harper~s would make them appea~-" 
istration now loves the ~il ~nk. I us get one of the ponies out of the stables, - to be, Mr. Benson has ended his usefulness 
guess lt is loved because the word ''bank" and maybe a reply can be carried to Capi- as secretary of Agricultura. · 
is in it. · . . tol Hill. If they have enough time to pre- I said that~ The account· I saw on. the·, 

, Mr . . SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, pare the speeches they give, and enough news ticker indicated that I had joined 
will the Senator yield? time to· prepare the letters theY: ·write, with the remarks. made by someone els~ 

Mr. ~HR~~· N?t at. the mo- certainly they have enough t~me to an- · in demanding that the President dis
ment. This admin1Stration reJected the . swer 16 Members of the Uruted States charge Mr. Benson forthwith. 
soil-bank idea. Now it is the "new, bold, Senate. Mr. President I did not call for that. 
imaginativ~" farm progra1?. . Frankly, Mr. President, I am not happy . I do think, tho~gh, that, on the record 

Mr. Presidep.t, wear~ going to give the about the kind of official treatment that as it stands the usefulness of Mr. Ben
administration a. better farm program is given to some of us just because we dis- son as secr~tary of Agriculture has been 
th_an it has as~ed for. The Senate Com- agree with them. In this country is there compromised to the point where Mr. 
mittee o~ Agnculture and Fores~ry .has any law against disagreeing, Mr. Presi- Benson on his own initiative should very 
been t~ing to ~?r~ on a farm bill m a. dent? seriously consider whether he wishes to 
nonpar~lSall spirit. :et the Secretary_ I can recall when Members on the lay· on the President the additional bur
of Agriculture says, Let us not play other side of the aisle were disagreeing den that .is his as a result of this un
politi~s with ~rj.culture." May Isa~ to to a point almost' beyond description fortunate incident. In other words, I 
my friends OI?- the other s~de of the aisle with the Brannan plan. If one wishes to think the initiative should come from 
that even ~.~ate a& l~t mght .the Secre- talk about politics in the farm program Mr. Benson himself. · 
tary. ~!. 41p.:iculture 'Yas . bowing to the that is when politics came in:._,.ahd it I understand that the distinguished 
administration . . He ought to look at the was not brought in by Democrats. minority leader, the Senator from Cali-
mir:or. Then he ought · ~ go to the ,I did not happen ,to subscribe to all fornia, has already presented . to tJie · 
Whi~e House and look at its_ ex:cup8:-IltS, . the features of the Brannan plan, and I Senate the · following forthright state
from the top on do~n. He mi~ht find am not now subscribing to all of them. ment by Secretary Benson: 
out w:hat ~ wrong with the agricultural But I wish to make it crystal clear that The article ~as sent into my office, but in 
program. . all the explanations to the contrary are - the rush of my duties I did not see it. The · 

:No ene say~ these problems are. SlmJ?le, · not going to erase from the memory of letter was signed with my name by an assist
but I want to __ say for the RECORD, unagu_ie the American people the fact that when ant, Miller Shurtleff, who has this authority 
what Mr. ~~hchev and Mr. Bulganin . the Republicans are in power, the stock for occasional routine acknowledgments. 
would be doing if they had the surpluses market prices go up and farm c·ommodity But, as Secretary of Agriculture, I must take . 
of food and fiber that we have. The . ' . the responsib111ty for this and I so do. Of 
trip through Burma and India which P:ices g~ down. If a man _had ~een m course, the contents of the article as re
the recent! took would look like slow hi~ernation: for 20 years, llk~ Rip V~n ported to me by my staff does not in the i Y d to the next one they Winkle, or if a man had been 1Solated m slightest reflect my views. we. pulled a boner 
mo 1~nt c~mpare the Arctic or Antarctic regions for 20 on this one. I am sorry. 
wou ~ e. years or more, and if thereafter,. upon 

Here is a Government_ which cannot his return to the United States, he hap
figur~ out what to do with a~~dance. pened to hear it said, "The prices on the 
Imagme .what wo~l~ happen if it were - stock market are at an alltime high, but 
f~ce~ with scarcities. W~ wou~d. be hog prices are $10 a hundred," that man 
singing God Bless America, in a spmt of would know at once that the Republi
prayers for help, and not D:J,erely as a cans were in power. [Laughter.] He 
song. . . . . . would not have to listeri to any radio 

Imagine an adffl:imstration stym_ied broadcast or look at any television pro
by th~ facts of agricultural _economics, gram, in order to know that. 
~~e~ it can get almos~ unlimited appro- Mr. President, I have. expressed my 
prittt10ns, and when it. can get almost view. 1 shall be back again. · 
wholehearted c?operation f~o1? C?n- M CASE f So th Dakota Mr Presi-
gress. Everything the admirustration r. . 0 u . · · 
asks for, it gets. Yet officials in the ad- dent, d~ring the afternoon I saw on the 
ministration are so busy writing letters news t1ckei: a .report on some rema!ks 
of congratulation to Harper's that they I made earller in ~h.e afternoo~. I_ think 
cannot find time to have bills intro-. there was on~ misinterpretati?n m the 
duced to raise the price of hogs or live- rep~rt I saw as_ to what~ had sa~d .. That 
stock. They cannot do anything to help m.1smterpretat1on was m a~sociatmg ~e 
the agricultural economy until it is too with a demand on the President for dis-: 
late. missal of the Sec!~tary of Ag~icult~~e. 

As I sajd a while ago, up to date the I made no ~uch de:QJ.and, nor did I . JOin 
hog-purchase program has been a fail- in that. 
ure. I say officials of the Dep~rtment . I now have before me the transcrip
cannot prove io the contrary, because tion of what I said; I have obtained it. 
they have been asked to submit evidence from the Official Reporter for the CoN-
to the contrary~· GRESSIONAL REcoRD. I am reported as . 

Of course, that is a very forthright 
statement by the Secretary of Agricul
ture and a generous one in its acceptance 
of responsibility for a· "boner" that he 
did not personally commit. 

However; Mr. President; the difficulty 
is that of trying to get a constructive 
agricultural program passed by the Con
gress, when the organization of the De
partment of Agriculture is such that a 
letter can- go out: from the Secretary's 
office, pver his authorized ~ignature, say.; 
ing, "I ~ave read th~ article by John 
Fischer, in the December issue of Har- · 
per's, with a great deal of interest. It 
is excellent" when as a matter of fact 
the Secretary had no.t read the article, · 
and when it did not represent his beliefs. 
It will be very difficult for the President 
of the United States, or for anyone who 
wishes to help the President get his pro
gram enacted, to get word to enough 
people of the country so as to disavow 
effectively a letter going out from the 
office of the Secretary of Agriculture, and 
bearing his signature-although it was 
signed by someone who · is authorized to· 
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make such signatures-and ineluding - the welfare" of the people in the tnttustey 
the words.: whose cabinet Department he heads. 

I have read the article: • •· .• lt Js excel- · The Secretary of Labor gets credit for 
lent. working for laws more favorable to labor. 

It will be difficult to erase the impres- ,. He flatly says~ ' 
sion that ha.s been created of an endorse- · It ls my Job to foster, promote, and de
ment for a very great slander on the velop the welfare at wage earners, and .I will 
American tanner. · - .continue to do so. 

That is the great burden that has been Por months the major problem of Mr. 
placed upcn the President and upon Benson h_as been that too many farmers 
those who w<;>uld like to see the Presi- have not felt he is on their side. They 
dent's program for agriculture enacted. think he wants to penalize them for over
Tha.t· is why I feel that the usefulness of production and perhaps tQ liquidate 
the Secretary of Agriculture. has been . many of them. They have become sus
compromised by .. this unfortunate inci- _ picious ·Of what he espouses and do not 
dent. give him the hearing they would give to · 

It is made all the worse, Mr. President, one they looked upon as their champion. 
becaus~ -a different example of Cabinet It is incredible that a complimentary 
action was reflected in the papers this letter could go from the office of the Sec
morning. In this morning's newspapers . retary of Agriculture on any article pub
I read that the Secretary of Labor had lished under the headline "The Country 
some differences with Representative Slickers Take Us Again," and with the 
BARDER, a Member of the House of Rep. opening sentence: 
resen~tives, regarding the handling of Our pampered tyrant, the American farmer, 
certain labor legislation in the House of is about . to get his boots licked again by 
Representatives. The Associated Press- both political partiea. 
report, appearing in this morning;s The letter coming from the office of 
Washington Post and Times Herald, the Secretary of Agriculture, and stating 
reads in part as follows: that the article is excellent, that it had 

A long-developing feud over the way the been read by the Secretary of Agricul
Bouse Labor Committee has handled ad- ture, places a tremendous burden on the 
ministration proposals broke into the open President and upon the administration. 
yesterday. Disavow it, the Secretary of Agriculture 

Secretary of Labor James P. Mitchell told · has clearly and forthrightly done. He 
a news conference that Chail'man GRAHAM: 
A. BARDEN, Democrat, of North Carolina, has has manfully said he is sorry it hap-
.been bottling up. many legislative plans of pened. 
President Eisenhower without letting them But I know, and everyone.else who has 
go to hearings. been active in the field of congressional 

BARDEN laughed when he heard of Mitch- politics for any period of' time must real
ell's remarks and said: <£Somebody should ize, the difficulty, in the face of the rec
have whispered to the gentleman that I ords, of persuading the farmer, for whom 
dtd not come up here to be dictated to by the Secretary of Agriculture is supposed 
him or any other Administrator." t b ki t t· 1 

"U he would spend more time administer- o e see ng cons rue 1ve egislation, 
that anything that happens in that De

Ing the laws he already has instead of trying partment is really in the interest of the 
to run Congress, we would be better off," 
BARDEN added. farmer, if things such as the writing of 

this letter can happen. 
The Associated Press article, by Nor- Whoever actually did read the article 

man Walker, proceeds: for the Department should Qe exposed, ·· 
and whoever wrote the letter knowingly 
should be suspended as disloyal to agri
culture and disloyal to the Secretary. 

This prompted a further statement from 
Mitchell that he was glad to be able to re
pon to Congressman BARDEN that labor 
standards laws have been more .:vigorously . 
enforced by this administration than ever 
before. 

I think it is regrettable and unfortu
nate, but the usefulness of the f3ecretary 
has certainly been compromised. I sin

Then the article continues with a quo- cerely trust that he will give considera
tation from Secretary Mitchell, as fol- tion to whatever steps may be necessary 
lows: to let the administration's program re

"'It ts my Job to !oater, promote, and 
develop the welfare of wage earners and l 
will continue to do so." 

Mitchell got into the subject when news
men asked what he thought of the chances 
of administration labor plans being approved . 
by Congress this session. 

And so forth. The great · difficulty 
which Mr. Benson has had all along has · 
been to persuade the farmers that he 
has been on their side. They have 
wanted a Secretary who was outspoken 
in his efforts to foster their welfare, and 
not to liquidate them. 

A very great problem in getting sound 
agricultural legislation at this time is the 
difficulty of persuading the farmers that 
the program which has been advocated 
by the administration, and for which now 
the Secretary of Agriculture comes up to 
plead, is being advanced by a man who is 
seeking "to foster, pro:piote, and qevelop _ 

ceive fair and constructive consideration 
in the Congress. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I can im
agine that some of the headlines tomor
row may read ''Legislators Clamor for 
Benson's Scalp." I merely point out that 
th.ose who clamor for Benson's scalp to
day clamored for it in January of 1953, 
and have been continuously clamoring 
for Benson's scalp ever since. If they 
had spent half as mueh time in helping 
to carry on good, constructive agricul
ture programs as they have spent in 
clamoring for Benson's scalp, I am sure · 
the prices of agricultural commodities 
today would be higher than they are. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
listened to the distinguished seniOI" Sen 
ator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] with re
spect to the broad.cast last night, every 
word of which I heard. I have.great ad
miration for Mr. Eflwa.rd Murrow,. and I .., 

thought he was most fair. · At lea.st t, It · 
not. 2., of the farmers who .spoke on the 
broadcast expressed a philosophy which 
I felt was .quite ·close to the philosophy 
expressed many times by the Secretary 
of Agriculture, 1n his statements on the 
problems of the farmer, if not that exact 
philosophy. 

As I understand, although he talked at 
the end of the program, Mr. Benson now 
wants to have more time from the Co
lumbia Broadcasting System to answer a 
broadcast which I thought was quite fair 
in its original presentation. 

It is my suggestion that some Member . 
of the Senate-perhaps the distinguished 
senior s~nator from Louisiana CMr. EL
LENDER], chairman of the Committee on -. 
Agriculture and ·Forestry, or the distin
guished Senator from Minnesota CMr. 
HUMPHREY], who has just .spoken on the 
subject-=-should also ask for time, 1n or
der that there may be a debate before 
the American people with respect to just 
what is the problem which has resulted 
in the steady decrease in farm prices. 

The PRESIDENT pr-0 temPore. Is 
there further morning business? If not. 
morning business is closed. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Un

der the previous order, the Sena.tor from 
New York is recognized: 

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, 
w~l the Senator- from New York yield 
to me, so that- nominations on the Exec
utive Calendar may be considered? It 
will not take more than 10 minutes. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may be per
mitted to yield for not over 10 minutes · 
with the understanding that I .do not 
lose my right to the floor. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, 
and the Senator from Oregon is recog
nized. 

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished Senator from 
New York for yielding to me. 

I now move that the Senate proceed 
to the consideration of executive busi
ness, for the consideration of nomina
tions under new reports. 

The motion wa~ agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider executive 
business. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- . 

fore the Senate a message from the Pres
ident of the United States submitting 
the nomination of T. Keith Glennan of 
Ohio, to be a member of the Natfo~al · 
Science Board, National Science Foun
dation, which was referred to the Com- · 
Jl!ittee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The !ollowing favorable reports -0f 
nominations were submitted: 

By Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Committee . 
on Banking and currency: . 

_Willjam l\4cChesney ~ln, Jr., of New 
York, to ]?e a member of th'3 Board o! G_ov• 
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ernors o! the Feder1'}1 ~serve f;!y~tem - (!'e~. 
appointment) : . . . , ... 
. By ,Mr. BYRD, - from the Committee on 
Finance: · · · · · · 

Herold Christian Hunt, o! Massachusetts-; 
to be Under Secretary of Heaith, Education, 
and Welfare; 

John Edward Mulroney, of Iowa, to. be a 
judge of the Tax Court of the United .States; 

Wilbert H. Beachy. of Pennsylvania, to be 
collector of customs for customs collection 
district No. 12, with headquarters at Pitts.:. 
burgh; · · · 

Frederick C. Peters, of Pennsylvania, to be 
collector- of customs for customs collection 
district No. 11, with headquarters ~t Phila
delphia; and 
. S. Power Warren, of Colorado,; to be assayer 
CJf the mint of the United States at Denver, 
Colo. · · 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If 
there be no further reports of commit
tees, the clerk will state the nomina
tions on the Executive. Calendar under 
••new rePorts." 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
The .legisiative clerk read the nomina

tion of Harold S. Vance,. of Indiana, to 
be a member of the Atomic Energy Com
mission. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the nomination is con
firmed. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
The legislative clerk read the nomina

tion of Marvin Leland McLain, of Iowa) 
to be- an-Assistant Secretary of Agri
cultute:i·~~;"': .'.: :· -· 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the nomination is con
firmed. 

COMMODITY CREDIT .' , 
. CORPORATION 

The legislative clerk read the nomina
tion of Marvin Leland McLain, of Iowa-, 
to be a member of the Board of Directors 
of the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

The PRESIDENT pro·temPore. With
·out objection, the nomination · is con
firmed. 

EXPORT.:.JMPQRT BANK OF 
WASHINGTON 

The legislative clerk read the nomina~ 
tion.of Samuel C. Waugh, of Nebraska, to 
be President of the Export-Import Bank 
of Washington. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection., the nomination ·is con
firmed. 

Mr. · NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I 
ask that the President be notified forth
with of the nominations today confirmed. 

The PRESIDENT_pro temPore. With
out objectiona. the President will be not~ 
fled. 

NOTICE CONCERNING NOMINA-
TIONS BEFORE' COMMITI'EE ON 
THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, -the 
following nominations ·have been re
ferred to, and are now pending before 
the Committee on the· Judiciary: 

Lyle F. Milligan, of Wisconsin, to be 
United States marshal for the eastern · 

district of Wisconsin, for a 4--year term. St~te; And they are ~11 tied in by . a 
. vice Clemens F. Michalski, resigned; . great web of steel pipes, to the p:i;q~µcers 

Justin C. Morgan, of New Yotk, to be of gas. W,hen the- price of gas goe~ up 
United States district judge for .. the in the field, the pipeline company goes 
western district of New York, vice John before the Federal Power Commission 
Knight, deceased; _ - and gets -a rate inerease,-passing along to 

Richard H . . Levet, of New York, to Qe. the distributing companies the larger 
United States district judge for the, amount it has to pay to the producers. 
southern district of New York, vice John And when the distributing companies 
C. Knox, retired; and are required to pay more to the pipelines, 

OliverGasch, of the District of Colum- their higher costs are in turn reflected 
bia, to be United States attorney for the . in the prices they ha.ve to charge the 
District of Columbia, for a 4-year term; ultimate consumers. 
vice Leo A~ Rover, elevated. - It· will not do~to· say-'-as some of my 

Notice is' hereby given to all persons colleagues have- said-that if the price 
interested in these nominations to ·file of gas goes up, the consumer -can simply 
with the committee on or before Friday, switch to another fuel. The ·consumer . 
February 3, 1956, any representations or has too big an investment. In many 
objections in · writing they may wish to cases he is still making payments on the 
present concerning the above nomina.;. gas appliances-either as mortgage pay
tions, with a further statement whether mehts · if the appliances came with his 
it is their intention to appear at any house, or time payments if they were 
hearing which may be scheduled. bought separately. ·Even when -the ap-

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. NEUBERGER Mr. President, I 

move that the Senate resume the con
sideration of legislative business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate resumed consideration of legis
lative business. 

pliances are all paid for~ he cannot throw 
away a $400 investment, or a $1,000 in
vestment in the case of house-heating 
consumers. . The suggestion that the 
consumer can switch·to another fuel dis
plays a · surprising callousness to the 
financial problems of the average man. 

Mr~ LONG. . Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? -

Mr. LEHMAN. I -yield. 
Mr. LONG. Does the Senator know 

AMENDMENT OF THE NATURAL GAS why gas in New York sells to the con-
ACT, AS AMENDED sumer for such an outrageously high 

price.? · The Senate resumed the considera
tion of the bill (S. 1853) to amend the 
Natural Gas Act, as amended. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I under
stand the Senator from New York [Mr. 
LEHMAN] has the floor. Will he yield 
to me a moment? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, since the 

debate on the Harris-Fulbright bill 
opened, I have been hopeful that a satis
factory amendment could be inserted 
into the bill, designed to protect the con
sumers of · my State and other States 
-against -unjustifiable increases in the 
price of natural , gas and assure them a. 
continuing supply of this essential fuel. 

However, prolonged discussions be
tween representatives of opposing view
points have failed to produce a work
able compromise, and for that reason I 
do not intend to off er an amendment. 
Convinced that the Harris-Fulbright 
bill, in its present form, fails to give ade
quate. protection to the consumers, I 
shall vote against it. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, gas 
has been used by homeowners in New 
York State for more than a hundred 
years. In literally millions of apart
ments and private homes it is used for 
cooking. It has a wide use for hot 
water heating, clotheS' dcying, hoilse 
heating, and many other purposes. All 
these consumers have invested substan
, tial amounts in gas appliances~ It has 
been estimated that the average gas con
sumer who· does not use gas. for space 
heating has an investment of $4.00 · in 
gas .appliances, and that the average gas 
comumer ·who uses. gas to heat his home 
has an investment o! $1,000 in gas 
appliances .. 

There are, in all, over-two and a half 
million. gas consumers.. in New .. Yo:tk 

Mr. LEHMAN. For many reasons, I 
suppose, so far as New York City is con
cerned, and so far as certain other cities 
are concerned. In Ne.w .York Cityp of 
course, the cost of installation ior dis
tribution purposes was· excee.dingly high, 
because the greater part of New York 
City rests on rock, which requires a very 
large expenditure in order to lay the 
pipes and other necessary mech-anisms to 
distribute the gas to the houses. 

I am not defending the price which 
is charged to the consumers of New York 
City by the various distributing com
·panies. I am not even defending", neces
sarily, the price charged by the pipelines 
which bring the gas to the city gate. But 
I am saying that. any increase that is 
made in the price, of gas at' the well will 
be reflected in the price of gas charged 
the consumer. 

Mr. LONG. Would the Senator like to 
have me demonstrate to him how the 
price to his consumers could be cut in 
half? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I should be very glad 
indeed to have the Senator do so, but I 
should be much more appreciative if. he 
-would demonstrate -it to the public utili
ties commission. However, I shall be 
vecy glad indeed to.hear the Senator from 
Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG. :r can demonstrate to the 
Senator, in a couple of moments, how 
that- could .be accomplished. 

In the :first place, the ·senator knows 
that the real reason why the price of gas 

-is so high in New York is the tremendous 
charge for distribution. In New York 
City the people :r,ay only 7.8, or, roughly, 
8-cents,-for their gas. On the other hand, 
in New York City; ·the city is charging 
$'1.77 · to distribute it~ If the Senator 
would like to have cheaper g~ the thing 
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to do is to get the consumers to use a same position as the industrial or com
great deal more gas. mercial user of gas. The industrial or 

The Senator knows that when a gas commercial consumer of gas is .in a posi
main is laid to a house it costs just tion to lay in supplies of coal throughout 
as much to lay a main for cooking alone the summer months, when the price of 
as it does to lay a main for both cooking coal is relatively low, as we all realize, 
and heating. '.'l'he Senator knows that, of course. He can switch without any 
does he not? difficulty whatever. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I know that the great- However, the residential consumer of 
er the volume that is involved in dis- gas is not in that position. He cannot 
tribution, the less, proportionately, will switch from gas to coal and from coal 
be the cost of distribution. That is . back to gas, depending upon the price at 
axiomatic. which he can obtain his supplies. There-

Mr. LONG. That is correct. On that fore, there has been a certain amount of 
point we completely agree. It costs just resistance. After all, there are already 
as much to send a man around to read more than 2 million consumers of gas in 

· a meter showing a small figure as it the State of New York, which is not an 
does to read a meter showing a high insubstantial number. 
figure. The Senator knows that, does Mr. LONG. When the Senator men-
he not? tions protecting the consumer, he must 

Mr. LEHMAN. I know that the less bear in mind that in most instances the 
complicated distribution is, the lower consumer is protected by competition 
the cost of distribution becomes. among producers of commodities. As a 

Mr. LONG. That is correct. Also a practical matter, I could suggest to the 
pipeline which is a distribution com- Senator what the competitive ceiling 
pany is entitled to make a 6 percent price of gas would be. It would be ap
return on its investment, regardless of proximately 25 cents, because that repre
whether the pipes are being used to sents the value of the thermal equiva
carry a great deal of gas or only a lent in coal. That represents the amount 
small amount of gas. That cost repre- of coal which would be required to equal 
sents a fixed charge which must be heat equivalent a thousand B. t. u.'s of 
written off. gas. The Senator can be sure that when 

The point I am coming to is that if it becomes cheaper, when it. becomes a 
the consumers were to _usE: a ~reat deal better investment, to heat with coal or 
more gas, the cost of distribution would fuel oil than with gas, the gas industry 
fall to a . very great degree.; and by will cease constructing pipelines to bring 
reducing the cost of distribution, in line gas to the consumer. 
with what is charged in other cities, the Mr. LEHMAN. It seems to me that 
consumers in the city of New York what the Senator from Louisiana is pro
would get their gas for half what they posing is to raise the price still further 
are paying. Let me demonstrate what and bring about less consumption, mak
I mean. ing the pro rata distribution cost even 

In New York, because so little gas is greater than it is today. I am sure the 
used by housewives, and what little is senator cannot convince me that if the 
used by them is used primarily for consumer paid 10 or 15 or 20 or 25 cents 
cooking, New York being an apartment more for his gas, whether that gas be 

· city where people find it cheaper to used for residential purposes or any 
heat apartmen~ wi~h ~oal or oil, the other purpose, such an increase in the 
charges for distribution is $1.77. On the rate would encourage additional con
other hand, at Nashville the charge for sumption. It seems to me that is a per
distribution is 60 cents. If we change the fectly untenable_position for the Senator 
:figure of $1.77 to 60 cents, ~d the figure from Louisiana to take. 
of 23 cents fo~ transportation, and then Mr. LONG. I am proposing to the 
assume that instead of 7.8 cents, the Senator that in the city of New York, in 
consumer~ ar~ paying the full therm~l the great state which he has the honor 
val?e, which_ is a°!)out 25 cents, yve still to represent, a person heating one of the 
arrive at a pr.ice for gas of app~oxi1;llately large apartment buildings CO\lld afford 
$1:10, as against the $~.42 which 15 now to heat that building wij;h gas if he were 
bemg paid. . to pay the full equiva1ent of what it 

I know that the Senator would llke to would cost to heat the building with coal 
assist consumers. I suggest that that is or oil. The reduced distribution costs 
the way it ought to be done. would permit him to heat with gas. I 

Mr. LEHMAN. ·Of course, I should like say a consumer could afford to pay the 
to see the consumption of gas in New producer 25 cents per thousand . cubic 
York increased. I should like to see it in- feet for gas, which is four times what 
creased in many other communities. they are paying now, and heat his home 
However, there is one thing which I or building for less than it would cost 
think the Senator from Louisiana must to heat it with coal or oil. 
take into account. I ask that the Senator from New York 

There has been no assurance to the consider these figures. The gas could be 
residential consumer, and there can be -transported for 23.5 cents. Because of 
no assurance that the cost of gas at the increase in the volume against the 
the wellhead is going to be even com- constant . overhead, the distribution 
paratively stable. We know that if the charge could be cut from $1.77, to as low 
Fulbright-Harris bill, which is now be- as 33 cents. Therefore the cost would 
fore the Senate, shall be enacted, there be reduced by more than one-half. 
will be virtually no protection whatso- If the Senator wishes to help the con
ever with respect to the cost which may sumers of his State, he should get be
be charged to the consumer. hind the Harris-Fulbright bill and show 

I am sure the Senator from Louisiana the consumers how they can get gas at 
knows that the homeowner is not in the half the price they are riow paying. So 

far as the consumers are concerned, they 
would not care too much, or be inter
ested too much, in how much the dis
tributor or the producer or the pipeline 
company was getting. The important 
thing to the consumer is how much he 
has to pay for the gas. The Senator 
from New York should support the bill, 
and show the consumers in his State how 
the price of the gas could be cut in half. 

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator from 
Louisiana has a very good sense of hu
mor. Therefore, I shall accept his sug
gestion as a demonstration of his sense 
of humor. It would be a very strange 
philosophy to hold that it would be pos
sible to increase the consumption of gas 
by raising its price. That is what the 
Senator from Louisiana is suggesting. 

Mr. LONG. No; I am saying that the 
way to make the price of gas cheaper is 
to use the gas for household heating as 
well as for cooking, and in that way get 
it for less than half the price the con
sumer is now paying. 

Mr. LEHMAN. If the Public Service 
Commission in the State of New York is 
willing to go into the question of the 
cost of gas distribution and the ques
tion of the cost of transportation by 
the pipeline, that is all right with me. 
However, I do not believe the Senator 
from Louisiana should say to me that 
the consumer should be told that the 
way to increase the use of gas is to pay 
5 cents or 10 cents or 15 cents or 25 
cents more for the gas. Five cents may 
sound like a very small amount, but 
when it is multiplied by the number of 
units of gas used, it can amount to a 
great deal of money. 

Mr. LONG. I ask the Senator from 
New York to please ponder what I am 
proposing. I am proposing to the Sen
ator from New York that the consumers 
in New York could afford to pay four 
times what the producer is being paid 
now. That would cause the gas to be 
sold, on a heat equivalent basis with 
coal and oil, for half the price the con
sumers now pay. In other words, if the 
Senator could persuade the consumers 
in his State to use gas for heating their 
homes, instead of using other fuels, the 
price of gas could be cut in half. 

Mr. LEHMAN. If I were to agree with 
the premise of the Senator from Loui
siana, I could have some understanding 
of his conclusions. However. I com
pletely disagree with the premise of the 
Senator.from Louisiana as he enunciated 
it. 
- Mr. LONG. I might suggest to the 
Senator that we can no longer supply 
his consumers with gas at the rate of 
7 or 8 cents. Those are the old contract 
figures. If he wants to buy some gas 
he will have to pay 12, 15, or perhaps 
even 20 cents, in order to get enough 
gas for his State. On the other hand, 
I have suggested how the cost of the 
gas to the consumer could be cut in 
half as compared with what the con
sumers are now paying, if they were to 
use the equivalent of coal or oil so far 
as equivalent heating units were con
cerned. 

Mr. LEHMAN. It would require the 
consumers to make a very large invest
ment in installations in order to make 
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it possible to use natural gas for the 
purposes the Senator suggests. 

Mr. LONG. It would be necessary to 
make an investment, but having .- made 
such an investment, a consumer would 
realize a tremendous saving in the cost 
of heating his home. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Perhaps that is so. 
Mr. LONG. Perhaps after the Sena

tor thinks about what I have said he 
may tell me why my suggestion would 
not work. I believe that with the con
sumption of more gas, even though con
sumers in New York would have to. pay 
higher prices, and even though the pro
ducers would get a higher price, and 
even with a major increase in the price 
of the gas to the producer to 400 per
cent, the price being paid by those serv
ing New York, the consumers would still 
make a tremendous saving. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I may say to my col
league from Louisiana, for whom I have 
great admiration, that certainly his 
philosophy is a very weird one indeed, 
if he means to say that the way to get 
an increase in consumption is to raise 
the price. I have never known that 
to be a fact in the many years in which 
I have been in both public life and in 
business, and I was in business for 30 
years before I went into public life. 

Mr. LONG. The Senator is a very 
able businessman. I know that he was 
very active in business before he retired 
from it to go into public life. I am sure 
he realizes that a great many economies 
can be effected -by doing business on a 
large scale. 
· Mr. LEHMAN. Not by raising the 
price in the way the Senator proposes. 

Mr. LONG. I would suggest that the 
price to the consumers be reduced, and 
I hope that the Senator will urge the 
consumers in his State to try to have the 
gas at the point of consumption sold at 
a lower price. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, per
haps I should mention as well the sit
uation of. thousands of small home 

· owners who heat their homes with gas, 
but the chimneys of whose homes are so 
constructed that other heating fuels 
cannot be used. This may seem like a 
small" matter to some, but to the hard
working owners of those homes, it is a 
serious matter indeed to be told that all 
one has to do is switch to another fuel. 

It is this utter dependence of the con
sumer that clothes the entire natural 
. gas industry with the public interest. 
. The distribution companies are close
ly regulated .today by the local State 
utilities commissions. The pipelines are 
regulated by the Federal Power Commis
sion. 

The issue is whether the public interest 
requires regulation of the rates of the 
major producers who sell in interstate 
commerce. -

A question must be asked in deter
mining whether that regulation is ap
propriate. Are the practices in the gas
producing business such that regulation 
is required to protect the public inter-
est? R"ef erence to the record requires 
that this question be answered un
qualifiedly in the affirmativer Not too 
long ago, natural gas found in connec
tion with oil exploration was. usually 
burnt off and discharged as smoke as a 

waste byproduct of petroleum deposits. 
Then later gas came to be sold in large 
amounts to interstate pipelines for . 4 
cents per thousand cubic feet. Today, 
the large oil companies which control 
the bulk of the gas reserves have forced 
up the price to levels, in the case of some 
contracts, of 21 cents per thousand cubic 
feet and even more. Furthermore, the 
producers are still insisting on the in
clusion in their contracts of the not.ori
ous escalation clauses, under which the 
price of gas under a particular contract 
can keep on going up as the producers 
push the prices up on new contracts-, 
but can never go down-because in this 
establishment all the escalators are up 
escalators, and there are no down esca
lators. 

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

Mr. LEHMAN. I am glad to yield to 
the distinguished Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, 1 
should like to thank the distinguished 
Senator from New York for the very able 
address he is delivering on the subject 
of the natural gas bill. I wish I had 
his knowledge of the subject. · 

The region which I in part represent 
is, I believe, one of the few ·major regions 
in the United States which does not 
have natural gas. However, at this very 
moment a pipeline is under construction 
across the plains and mountains to the 
Pacific Northwest from the gas fields of 
Colorado and New Mexico. That means 
that the bill now under debate will be 
very pertinent to the consumers-the 
housewives -and businessmen and indus
trialists-of the State of Oregon and to 
those in other States of the Pacific 
Northwest. 

For that reason I thank the distin
guished Senator from New York for the 
very able and valiant fight he is making 
in opposition to the bill, which undoubt
edly has as its major purpose the ulti
mate raising of the price of gas to the 
consumer.-

Mr. LEHMAN. I thank the Senator 
for his comments. New York is a pro
ducer of gas although a very small pro
ducer. However, it is a very large con
sumer of gas. I can say to the Senator 
that the gas bill which is now before 
the Senate is opposed by the vast ma
jority of the people of my State, by the 
State administration, by the Public Serv
ice Commission, and by other bodies, as 
I shall disclose later in my remarks . 

(At this point Mr. LEHMAN yielded to 
Mr. PAYNE. By unanimous consent, the 
address of Mr. PAYNE and the ensuing 
colloquy appear at the conclusion of Mr. 
LEHMAN'S address.) 
. Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, despite 
the large volume of gas contracted for in 
past years at prices of 4 cents to 7 cents 
per thousand cubic feet, the average field 
price of gas today is about 10 cents per 
thousand cubic feet. The producers have 
openly stated their intention to estab
lish prices of around 25 cents, and, as 
I have said, they are. already well on the 
way to reaching this initial objective. 

The operation of the escalation clauses 
has the gradual effect of spreading a 
price for new gas over the old contracts, 
just_ as water _poured_ into a . pail from 
one side raises_ the, level oyer the entire 

surface. What -will a 25-cent average 
price mean to the . consumers of the 
Nation? The figures are appalling. A 
15-cent increase in the field price of gas 
will cost the consumers of the Nation 
the staggering total of $900 million a, 
year. 

I do not know whether the increase 
will be 15 cents for 1,000 cubic feet, 
or 10 cents or 25 cents. But I do know, 
on the basis of conservative estimates, 
that for every 5-cent increase in the 
price of natural gas at the wellhead, there 
is a cost increase for the consumers of 
the Nation of $300 million a year. 

But that is not all. In fact, that is 
just the beginning. 
_ For every 5-cent increase in the price 
of natural gas at the wellhead, the value 
of known and proved reserves increases 
$6 billion. A 15-eent increase in the 
price of gas would mean an automatic 
increase in the value of known and 
proved reserves of $18 billion. The 
known and established gas assets of 
the producers would be increased by $18 
billion automatically. 

Just think of that. What a windfall 
this bill represents. 

Of course, the consumers of the Nation, 
including those in my own State, would 
foot the bill over the years and pay for 
this natural gas at these increased rates. 

I am going to do my best, Mr. Presi
dent, to protect the consumers of my 
State from being forced to contribute' to 
this incredible profits windfall-a wind
fall equal to almost one-third of the 
annual budget of the United States. 

Mr. President, when I indicate I shall 
do everything within my power to pro
tect the consumers within my State, of 
course I mean that I shall do everything. 
within my power to protect the interests 
of the consumers in all 48 States of the 
Union. 

This bill is not going to stimulate the 
exploration of new wells so much as it 
will stimulate the profits on those wells 
and those reserves now in existence. 

It may reasonably be asked: If the pro
ducers' prices are subject to regulation 
under the Natural Gas Act, why has the 
Federal Power Commission not prevented 
the increases that have already taken 
place? The answer requires a little his
tory. 

The Federal Power Commission had 
been persuaded that it had no jurisdic
tion over producers' prices, although it 
reached this conclusion despite the fail
~re of the Congress to pass the Kerr bill 
over President Truman's veto in 1950. 

Finally, on Jun.e 7, 1954, the Supreme 
Court decided the Phillips Petroleum 
case, Three Hundred and Forty-seventh 
United States Reports, page 672. That 
decision established firmly and finally 
the proposition that the Natural Gas Act 
does cover the rates of gas producers 
~nd that these rates are subject to regu
lation by the Federal Power Commission. 
. As of June 7, 1954; however, the Fed
eral Power Commission had no machin
ery to handle producers' prices. It had 
established no standards or techniques 
for judging them, and it had the enor
mous administrative problem of getting 
on file in some systematic order the 
thousands of producer contracts. 
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The Federal Power Commission still 
has not decided on the merits of a single 
producer rate case, although several 
cases now are in the later stages. 

I do not want to go into the question 
whether the Commission has been dil
atory in its handling of these producer 
cases, for that question is irrelevant to 
the issue before us. . . 

Mr. President, it is sufficient to ob
serve, first, that the sneer paperwork 
problem, to be handled with a limited 
staff, was considerable; and, second, that 
the strategy of the producers in these 
rate cases before the Commission has 
been to stall and stall, in the hope that 
ihe Congress would Pl;l,SS the pending bill. 

Parenthetically, it should be men
tioned that in the producer cases perid-· 
ing, and now being tried before the Com
mission, the producers have systemati
cally and uniformly refused to reveal 
any information whatever about the ex
tent of their profits. One wonders why 
they are so secretive on this subject. 
Can it be that the effect of the 27 ½ per
cent depletion allowance they received 
in their Federal income taxes results in 
the payment of so small a tax bill in 
relation to profits that they are afraid 
to reveal the facts to the public? Or is 
it to be anticipated that the opportunity 
to charge off against income, for income 
tax purposes, the cost of drilling unpro
ductive wells results in such a high level 
of profits, that the producers will con
ceal their financial figures as long as 
possible? · 

Mr. President, I wish to point out that 
the statements of many of the leading 
oil companies in the United States show 
that in the year 1954 they were able to 
avoid aU Federal income ·or corporation 
taxes, except to a very minor extent. In 
most cases, they have paid no tax; in 
many other cases they have paid very 
small taxes-taxes of only 1, 2, 5, or 10 
percent-whereas the ordinary tax on 
corporations is, as all of us kno:w, 52 
percent. I raise that question because I 
think it is a very important one. I be
lieve that the 27½ percent depletion 
allowance which is permitted to the oil 
companies is one of the scandals of our 
time; and we should and must make 
every possible effort to do away with it, 
in justice to all the people of the United 
States, the taxpayers. 

In all events, the fact remains that 
until a year-and-a-half ago a majority of 
the Federal Power Commission did not 
regard itself as empowered to regulate 
the producers, and since then it has not 
effectively regulated producer prices. 
. However, the effect of the Phillips case 

decision in 1954 was to start a train of 
events inexorably leading to regulation 
of producer rates; and in view of the sky
rocketing of prices in the last 3 years, this 
has come none too soon. 

The producer contracts are now on file 
with the Federal Power Commission. 
Many of the price increases sought by 
producers, merely on the basis of the op
eration of escalator clauses, have been 
suspended by the Commission, and are 
now the subject of hearings. Many of 
these increases are being fought by pub .. 
lie bodies and by the distribution com .. 
panies. · 

At this point I wi~h_to say that never in 
my memory has there been such a gath
ering of forces in. my State of New York 
in epposition, not only to the increases 
which have already been applied for, but 
to the pending legislation. 

The Governor of my State, Governor 
Harriman; the mayors of the leading 
cities of my State, headed by Mayor 
Robert F. Wagner, of New York City; the 
New York State Public Service Commis
sion, which is a bipartisan board exactly 
balanced between Democrats and Repub
licans; and the attorney gerieral of New 
York, who happens to be a Republican; 
both Senators from New York, and our 
entire congressional delegation, so far as 
I know, are all strongly and vigorously 
opposed to the pending legislation. 

Mr. President, in a few moments I shall 
refer in some detail to the position taken 
by these officials of New York State. 

Right now I want to comment on the 
opposition which has been offered by the 
New York Public Service Commission to 
the recent request for price ,increases. 
The New York State Public Service Com
mission is doing yeoman service in com
ing before the Federal Power Commis
sion to oppose these proposed price in
creases-increases based not on higher 
costs, on higher taxes, or inadequate 
earnings, but solely and simply on esca
lation clauses. In other words, the only 
reason why these producers claim higher 
prices is that someone else is getting a 
higher price. 
· I am pleased to express my apprecia
tion for the efforts of the New York Pub
lic Service Commission in protecting the 
consumers of New York by opposing these 
unjustified price increases. 

I wish to point out that I have not 
always been wholly satisfied with the 
attitude of the New York Public Service 
Commission on regulation matters. Al .. 
though I have not had all the facts
I have had no opportunity to obtain 
them-I have the impression that the 
New York Public Service Commission 
has, at times, been lax in allowing dis
proportionate rate increases to some of 
our utilities in New York. 

I have not believed, certainly not in 
recent years, that rate regulation was 
the whole answer to consumer protec
tion. But the consumer must be pro
tected and regulation is one of the avail
able publfo devices to protect the con
sumer against unconscionable rate goug
ing on the part of utilities which, being 
monopolies,· usually have the consumers 
at their mercy. 

That is why, Mr. President, I am so 
strongly opposed to this bill. Whatever 
the difficulties in the regulatory process 
as applied by the FPC to gas producers, 
it is better than no regulation at all. 

Regulation of producers' rates by the 
Federal Power Commission has been far 
from perfect, or even satisfactory; but 
this regulation, if it may be called that 
at this stage, has been of such short 
duration that a reasonable man must 
withhold judgment. At least it can be 
said that the process has started; that 
some brake has been imposed on the wild 
spiraling of prices; and, that in the end, 
the courts will establish the limits of ad
ministrative discretio~ within which the 

Federal Power Cqmmission will be em .. 
powered to fix rates. 

Mr. President, we should not be gulli
ble enough to believe the arguments of 
the proponents of this bill that if the 
producers' prices remain under · their 
present regulation by the Federal Power 
Commission, the regulation will consist 
in finding the original cost-of the pro
ductive wells only-~nd applying a 
wooden 6 percent return to that rate 
base. There is no reason to believe that 
the Federal Power· Commission has any 
such p~rpose or plan for the regulation 
of producers' rates. 

In the first place," it is universally ac
knowledged that the cost of digging un
successful wells must be borne by the 
consumers. Secondly, it is universally 
acknowledged that the producer, price& 
for new gas must be fixed high enough to 
encourage exploration . . It does not fol
low, of course, that gas already found, 
developed, and flowing through t}:le pipe
lines must be written up in value in order 
to encourage exploration. 
· It is enough that prices for new gas be 
high enough to make it economical for 
the speculator to run the risk of failure. 
. The extent to which cost should be an 
element in fixing producers' prices will 
one day be determined by the courts. 
But at,least the public has the protection 
of knowing that the standard which will 
be used is the time-honored standard of 

. just and reasoni:tble rates. This stand
ard has been in the Natural Gas Act since 
1938, and since time immemorial has 
been used in other statutes' d,eali,ig with 
the fixing of rates in the public interest. 
,At least there is a body of tradition to 
build on. It is not a pig in a poke. And, 
as I have stated, and as I now emphasize, 
the Supreme Court has explicitly ruled 
that this phrase does not bind the Com
mission to the use of any particular for
mula. 

What would be-the effect of the pend
ing bill on this situation? The long and 
short of it is that in place of the com
paratively well-understood phrase "just 
and reasonable rates," there would be 
·substituted "reasonable market price." 
If the pipeline were to pay more than the 
reasonable market price to the producer, 
it would not be able to pass the excess 
along to its customers in a rate case. 

The unfortunate truth is that nobody 
knows what the words "reasonable mar
ket price" mean. They are completely 
novel in the field of price regulation. We 
have no clear idea how they would op
erate-or perhaps I should say that we 
all have different ideas as tc;> how they 
will operate. But I believe that there is 
one idea underlying that phrase that 
would be common to all the interpreta
tions, fundamentally, the attention of 
the Commission is directed to what other 
people are currently willing to pay for 
gas. 
. What a shocking standard to apply in 
fixing prices which must be borne by 
27 million gas consumers in the Nation
two and a half million in New York 
State alone. The other fellow may be 
willing to pay a high price for any one of 
a hundred reasons. Perhaps he will save 
a large_ amount of buying gas in . a field 

. adja,cent to his main pipeline, and thus is 

I, 
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willing to go overboard. Perhaps he is 
buying for a special market. Perhaps he 
needs only a small amount-to complete a 
program, and will pay a high price just 
to finish the job. And surely ourhistory 
does not permit us to overlook the· pos
sibility that pipeline A may pay a higher 
price in a certain field for the specific 
purpose- . of triggering the escalation 
clauses in that field, either to benefit the 
producers in that field or to hurt the 
pipelines and distributing companies and 
consumers that take gas from that field. 

There is still another reason why a 
pipeline may be willing to pay a deliber
ately high price for the purchase of gas 
from a particular field. If the pipeline 
itself owns gas reserves in that field, it 
stands to benefit if the prices in that field 
go up, for under this bill the pipeline is 
allowed to receive the very same "rea
sonable market price" for gas it produces 
from its own wells. -In other words, the 
pipeline has an incentive to let the 
prices rise. 

Consider further the case where pipe
line A owns gas reserves in field A and 
pipeline B owns gas reserves in field B. 
This bill gives an incentive for pipeline A 
to buy some gas in field B at a higher 
price if pipeline B buys some gas in field 
A at a higher price. I contend that it is 
not only unwise and contrary to the pub
lic interest but downright immoral for 
the Congress to adopt legislation which 
presents, as I have shown, such a strong 
temptation to dip into the public's pock
etbook, a public which, as I have shown, 
is a · captive market bound to the pro
ducer~s will · because of .the public's in
vestment in facilities. I pointed that out 
very clearly earlier in my remarks 
today. 

It has been said that it is inherently 
unfair to .tie down the producers to a 
fixed price for 20 years. 

Comparison has been · made with the 
coal purchased by electric utilities. It 
has been pointed out that, if the price of 
coal or other fuel rises, the electric utility 
simply passes the increase along to its 
customers. 

But this argument overlooks some cru
cial points of distinction. If the price of 
coal goes up, the electric utility is free to 
use some other fuel. In contrast, the 
pipeline is obligated to continue to pur
chase gas for 20 years, regardless of the 
price, and anyway, even if it could get 
out of some of its contracts, the fixed 
costs of a transportation company are so 
high-that it has to use its facilities at top 
capacity to keep its own costs from sky
rocketing. Furthermore, coal prices 
fluctuate; they go up and they go down. 
But producer prices for gas have a way 
of "fluctuating'' in one direction only
they only go up. In fact, as I have ob
served, the escalation clauses in these 
producer contracts provide for increases 
in prices if others are paying more, but 
they make no provision whatever for de
creases in prices. How unfair it is to 
compare these prices with coal prices, 
which move down as often as they 
move up. 

As I have said, the phrase "reasonable 
market price" is novel and untried; it is 
bound to lead to years of-litigation;· and 
chief of its .defects is the fact · that it is 

based on the strange concept that the 
standard for rate regulation should be 
not the cost of production, but the price 
that some people may be currently will
ing to pay, for whatever reasons. This is 
no standard to be written into law if we 
are sincerely trying to protect the public 
interest. This is no criterion designed to 
protect the consuming public. 

I am proud to say that we in New York, 
whose task it is to protect our citizens, 
have not been slow to see through this 
extravagant and expensive approach. 

As I have already said, New York State 
is vigorously and unitedly opposed to this 
legislation. New York speaks with one 
voice in demanding that this legislation 
be set aside. 

I think, Mr. President, that when all 
but a handful of 16 million people iri one 

· State are in· strong opposition to a piece 
of legislation, we should think many 
times before passing it. 

I hope the producer States will take 
pause and give consideration to the im
pact which this legislation would have 
upon a · great consumer State like New 
York, and upon many other great con
suming States. 

I do not think this should become a po
litical issue. I do not think this should 
become an issue as between States. 

I dislike to see the interests of the pro-
. ducing States lined up against the in
terests of the consuming States. In gen
eral, I have always believed that what is 
good for one part of the country is good 
for the whole country. 

I have very frequently voted for ap-
. propriations for the construction of great 
Federal projects which were of no direct 
benefit or interest to the people of my 
own State, but were of great benefit to 
many other areas in this country. I did 
so under the strong conviction which I 
still hold, and which I hope I may be able 
to hold for the remainder of my service 
in public life, that what is good for one 
great section of the country is good for 
all sections of the country. 

I have never seen that statement suc
cess! ully contradicted or proven to be 
wrong. What I have described as my 
thesis of good government and sound 
legislation must be met with equal re
sponse. That thesis and that principle 
of government must work both ways. It 
cannot permanently work in one direc
tion only. 

I point out that the proposed legisla
tion is not good for the people of my 
State of New York, and therefore I do 
not think, in the long run, that it will 
b.e good for the people of Texas and 
Oklahoma. 

From all the evidence I have seen, the 
gas and oil producers can continue to 
prosper under the regulation of the Fed
eral Power Commission and they have 
prospered mightily. Certainly the Fed
eral Power Commission as presently con
stituted has shown its friendliness-its 
excessive friendliness, in my judgment-
to the producing States and to the 
proprietary interests. There is no exces
sive zeal in the Federal Power Commis
sion today to defend the interests of ·the 
consumers. ·ao I would hope that from 
the producers' ' viewpoint well enough ·is 

-left alone and that this legislation will be 
defeated. 

But to return, Mr. President, to the 
viewpoints expressed by leading figures 
·and factors in my own State. 

Governor · Harriman has expressed 
himself strongly and unequivocally on 
this matter. 

In fact, I have just received a telegram 
from Governor Harriman, which states 
in no uncertain terms how he feels, and 
how the State administration of New 
York feels, about the Harris-Fulbright 
bill. 

I should like to read this forthright 
statement of position from the Governor 
of the largest State in the Union into the 
RECORD: 

On behalf of the m1llions of people in New 
York State who are users of natural gas, I 
wish to assure you that you have their full 

· support, as well as mine, in opposing Senate 
bill 1853, which would exempt producers of 
natural gas from Federal regulatory control. 
I opposed- this measure last year when it 
was before the House committee, and. again 
before the Senate committee, and the ob
jections I made then are as valid now. 

Even with the- present Federal and State 
regulations on transmission and distribution 
rates, the price of natural gas has been 
rising sharply. We could anticipate further 
steep increases if the rate-determining ju
risdiction of the Federal Power Commission 
over the producers were to be removed . 

The so-called protective features of s. 
1853 will not effectively safeguard the con
sumer against unjust, unreasonable, and ex
cessive rates, as our New York Public Serv
ice Commission has already pointed out. 

Natural gas consumers in New York and 
. other States need, and are entitled to, pro
tection against arbitrary price increases im
posed by producers in the present ·sellers' 
market. State regulation cannot pFovide 
that protection. It can only be provided by 
the Federal Government. 

For the Federal Government to abandon 
its responsibility would adversely and seri
ously affect natural gas consumers who have 

· spent an enormous sum in the aggregate to 
convert their facilities to the use of this 
fuel on representations that it was not only 
efficient, but would be cheap. 

Householders and other consumers ·de
pendent upon natural gas must rely on their 
elected representatives and public regu
latory bodies to protect them against un
justified price increases. 

I realize, as everybody does, that producer 
prices must be adequate to stimulate a 
steady and expanding flow of gas at prices 
fair to · producers and consumers alike. I 
am confident that the Federal Power Com
mission would recognize that necessity, as 
past experience has shown. 

I know that I speak for the overwhelm
ing majority of New York_ natural gas (?On:. 
sumers in ~xpressing strong' opposition to 
the passage of s. 1853. . 

' . , . AVERELL HARRIMAN •. 

These, · Mr. President, are the views of 
Governor Harriman, of New York. 

The mayor of New York City, Mayor 
Robert F. Wagner, who is chairman of 
a committee of 259 mayors, organized 
to oppose the enactment of the proposed 
legislation, annou:n,ced only on Tuesday 
of this week that ·he was calling upon 
all his committee members to mobilize 
sentiment m· their areas against the 
Harris-Fulbright bill. -

According to Mayor Wagner, this com
mittee represents over 30 million captive 
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natural gas consumers. These · 30 mil.;. 
lion consumers would be victimized if 
this legislation passes. 

According to Mayor Wagner's esti
mate, the removal c;>f regulatory controls 
will increase gas consumers' bills in the 
Nation by as much as $800 million a year 
with individual consumers paying an 
extra $40 to $50 annually in their gas 
bills. Mayor Wagner said: 

The extensive discussions about the bill 
have ma.de it clear that there is no sound 
reason for imposing this additional heavy 
charge upon consUmers. The imposition of 
another burdensgme pr,ice increase . upon 
consumers who hav.e· already been subjected 
to several successive price increases consti
tutes an unjustifiable breach: of faith, par
ticularly with those consumers who are in 
no financial positiol;l to reconvert to other 
fuels. · . · . 

I count upon my fellow members of the 
mayor's committee to advise their Senators 
and constituents of the consumers• view
point and the urgent need to register that 
oppositio1;2 immediately. · 

Mr. President, I ask . unanimous con
sent to insert into the REc·oRD ·a press 
release from the office .oJ the mayor of 
New York City, describing Mayor Wag
ner's call to the 259 mayors who are 
organized in .opposition to this bill, and 
the views expressed by Mayor Wagner 
in this connection. Mayor Wagner was 
good enough to send me this statement 
at my request, so that it might be read 
into the REcORD of this historic debate 
here in the Senate. 

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

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I have 

ref erred to the views of the Governor 
of New York and of the mayor of New 
York. who is c}:lairman of the committee 
of the conference of mayors in opposi
tion to the pending bill. 

AB I have already indicated, the New 
York State Public Service Commission 
1s not only opposed to this bill, but has 
been opposing the requests made to the 
Federal Power Commission under pres
ent law for rate- increases. The New 
York Public Service Commission is to be 
commended for its vigilance in this 
matter. 

The Public Service Commission of New 
York is also to be commended for its 
forthright stand on the pending legis
lation. 

It has prepared comprehensive data in 
regard to what this bill will mean for the 
consumers of New York State. The 
public service commission has been 
helping to lead the fight against this 
legislation within New York State. I 
ask unanimous consent that an exchange 
of communications between myself and 
Chairman Feinberg of the public service 
commission be printed in the RECORD at 
this point, along with supporting mate-
rial supplied me by , the public service 
commission. 

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

csee exhibit 2.) 
Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, in con

nection with the material I have Just 
placed in the RECORD, I desire to reiterate 
that the Public Service .Commission of 
New York State is a bipartisan body .. 
half Republican and half Democratic. 

The present chairman· 1s a Republican. 
So far as I know; the position of the Pub
lic Service Commissi.on in this ,matter 
has. been determined by. the unanimous 
vote of the members .of that . commis
sion. 

Also, Mr. President, the. attorney gen-, 
eral of New York, the Honorable Jacob 
Javjts, a former Member of the .House of 
Representatives, has expressed his strong 
opposition to the Harris-Fulbright bill, 
and is in complete agreement with the 
New York State admin,istration in the 
attitude it takes on this matter. 

Finally, Mr. President, the public 
utilities of my State are also opposed to 
the bill, and the press of the State is 
generally opposed to it. 

Today the New York Times printed a, 
very instructive and thoughtful editorial 
on the subject, and I wish to have it in 
the RECORD. It reads: 

LAST CHANCE ON NATURAL GAS 

'rbe Fulbrlght-liarris bill to exempt inde
pendent producers of · natural gas. from Fed
eral price control is in our opinion socially, 
economically, and politically wrong. As the 
measure has passed the House by a 6-vote 
margin, the impending- vote in the Senate ls 
crucial. It offers the last chance to preserve 
effective Federal restraints on the price · of 
gas at the wellhead, which directly affects 
the price of gas to the pipeline transporter, 
thus to the local distributor, and in turn to 
the household and industrial consumer. 

The Fulbright-Harris bill is socially wrong 
because it. would relieve a vital segment of 
the gas industry from a form of Federal reg
ulation essential under the actual "circum
stances of production and marketing of nat
ural gas. Looking at the industry as a whole, 
we see that urban distribution is regulated 
and the pipeline transportation that brings 
the gas across country is regulated; yet un
der the Fulbright-Harris bill an important 
part of production would be relieved of reg
ulation except through a cumbersome device 
that would have little if any practical effect. 
In a way that does not applf to other 
extractive fuel industries such as oil or coal, 
the consumer ls a captive, ls titd through the 
pipelines to the producer and can be pro
tected adequately from undue Rrice increases 
only by utility-type regulation. Normally 
we .disfavor governmental control of prices; 
but this is a situation where it ls necessary 
despite the claim of the industry that com
petition in purchase and sale of gas in the 
field already provides adequate consumer 
protection. 

We do not think it does, and that 1s why 
we say that the Fulbright-Harris bill is eco
nomically wrong. The industry talks of 
only a few pennies· a- day; but these few 
pennies will mean millions of dollars a year 
in additional costs. Senator DouGLAS, of Illi
nois, who is leading the fight against this bill 
and has made the kind of detailed analysts 
of it that one has come to expect from him,, 
points out that the field price of gas has al
ready risen about 120 percent in the past 6 
years, with indicated _additional increases, 
In the absence of controls, of from 50 to over 
100 percent. Since large-scale industrial 
users in many cases can easily shift from 
gas to other fuels if the price of the former 
goes too high, the burden of the increase will 
undoubtedly fall on the small captive house
hold consumer. 

The Fulbright-Harris bfll ts politically 
wrong in the sense that its passage, lf it 
passes, . will surely backfire on many of the 
Senators who endorse it, on the Texas Dem
ocratic Party le~ership that ts fighting for 
lt, and on the a.dministra.tion that. to put it 
mlldly, ls not oppqslng it. The favorite 
Democratic charge of "gi~eaway .. wm soun<t 
odd to voters when they think of the Demo
cratic sponsorship of the natural gas bill. · 

The admlnlstratlon clatm that lt wishes to 
protect the consumer will sound equally 
odd when, as we venture to predict, such reg
ulation as is provided ln this blll proves to• 
tally. inadequate to regulate. 

Mr. -Pr~ident, I need not labor . this 
point any further. . My ·State is against 
this bill. I am against this bill. I think 
the · reasons for · our opposition are very 
clear. It could not be otherwise. 

We are the ones who will pay the piper 
1f this legislation is enacted-we and the 
other consumer States of the Union. 

While desiring with all my heart the 
maximum possible prosperity for the gas
producing States, I believe that their 
welfare and well-being will best be served 
by the defeat of this measure. I hope· 
they will have enough confidence in the 
Federal Power Commission to l~~lth~ 
regulation of their rates .in the hands' of 
that Commission. 

We consumers are captives of the gas 
producers_. We are at their mercy. The 
arm of Government can and must protect 
us. It can only protect us under present 
circumstances through rate regulation 
vested in the Federal Power Commission. 

EXHIBIT 1 
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR, 

Ci ty Hall, January 24, 1956. 
Mayor Robert P. Wagner, chairman of a 

committee of 259 mayors organized to oppose 
the enactment of the Harris-Fulbright nat
ur.al gas bill, today announced that he was 
calling upon all his committee members to 
"voice again their firm conviction that the 
Interests of over 30 million, captive natural
gas consumers whom they represent require 
the defeat of this bill and ~:qy oth~r .bill 
intended to lift Federa) contto.ls from nat
ural-gas producers. 

"It is es~ntial that the mlllions of con• 
sumers throughout the Nation r·epresented by 
this large group of mayors be advised imme
diately of the full impact of increased gas 
costs which would inevitably result from any 
elimination of existing controls," Mayor wag.; 
nm: said. "Informed experts have estimated 
that . removal of controls will increase gaa 
cus_tomers' bills by as much as $800 million 
a year, with individual consumers paying an 
additional $40 to $50 annually. The exten
sive discussions about the bill have made it 
clear that there is no sound reason for Im
posing this additional heavy charge upon 
conswners .. On ~e contrary, producers of 
gas do not deny that they are enjoying hand
some profits, to a large extent tax free be
cause of the availab11ity of a 27.½-percent
depletion allowance." 

Mayor Wagner, joined by other executive 
. members of the mayor's commlttee, Mayors 
Dilworth of Philadelphia, Lawrence or Pitts
bl;lrgh, West of Nashville. and Zeidler of Mtl
wauk-ee, emphasized that the "biggest and 
most important objective of our associates on 
the committee of mayors will be to acquaint 
our constituents· with the tacts in order that 
they might make their views known at this 
critical time to their Senators who are now 
debating the bilL" Mayor Wagner con
tinued: 

"Together with other · members . of the 
mayors' committee, I testified in 1955 before 
a congressional committee a.nd outlined in 
detail the deficiencies of the bill. I. am 
pleased to note that major metropolitan 
newspapers which have recently made 
thorough and objective studies of the b111 
have uniformly concluded that the bill 
should be defeated in the best interest of 
the consumera and the Nation as a whole. 

"In . ligl:l.t o! the heavy and unnecessary 
burden that this , bill would impose upon 
consumers, a brief restatement of some ot 
the important reasons for retention of Ped• 
eral regulation may be helpful. 
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. "Contrary to the claims of the gas pro• 

ducers, the natural gas industry is a mo• 
nopoly. Consumers have traditionally been 
afforded essential protection from monopolies 
by way of price regulation. The undeniable 
:fa'ct is that a handful of large producers 
control over 80 percent of natural gas pro-

. duction in this country. There ls no real 
competition among producers. Rather, since 
the demand for natural gas exceeds the sup
ply, the only competition is among con
sumers. 

"Nor is there any real merit to the pro
ducers' claim that price regulation after the 
product has entered the pipeline affords ade
quate protection to the consumer. Free
dom from regulation at the source of pro
duction substantially defeats all attempts 
at regulation y.rhen the .product is in course 
of transmission and distribution. · 

· "There ls even less merit to the producers' 
argument that increases lri field prices wlll 

'. be relatively small. An increase measured 
even in pennies· rapidly mounts to .huge 

.. sums drawn froi:p :the pockets of the .~on
sumers. There ls strong evidence supporting 
the ,conclusion that the increase in price 
per thous~nd cubi~ feet wlll be, measured 
1il dimes rather than pennies. 

"The plain fact, unchallenged in all dis
cussions, is that the removal of regulation 
proposed by the Harris-Fulbright bill will 
result in an increase in the price of gas to 
mlllions of American famUles who have made 
a tremendous investment in th.e purchase of 
gas appliances in the expectation of_ _con
tinued reason~ble charges. . The imposition 
of another burdensome price increase upon 
consumers who have already been subjected 
to several successive price increases consti- · 
tutes an unjustifiable breach of faith, par
ticularly with those consumers who are in 
no financial position to reconvert to other 
fuels. . . . . . 

"The necessity for !~mediate, con~inued, 
and vigorous opposition to the bi~l is further 

, emphasizeC!, ,bY the massive pubUc!tf, .cam
' · pa,ign no:w bein·g c.onducted .by the n,a,tural 
· gas · 1obby in , an attempt to · confu,se .the -

public. . . 
"Among other misleading statements, ,the 

lobby says that 'a l).andful o~ utiliti.es, led by 
big eastern interests, advocate' regulation of 
natural gas producers, . attempting thereby 
to . give the impression that the opposition 
to the bill is limited to eastern utilities. The 
fact is that public-spirited · consumer and 
labor groups, as well as our committee of 
mayors, representing communities through
out the Nation and over 30 million families, 
have been and are vigorously opposing the 
bill. Insofar as some local ut111ties also op
pose certain portions of the bill they are to 
be commended. 

"&enators LEHMAN and IvEs, of New York, 
have already announced their opposition to 
the Harris-Fulbright bill. I count upon my 
fellow members of the mayors' committee to 
advise their Senators and constituents of the 
consumers' viewpoint and the urgent need 
to register that oppositi<;>n immediately.'' · 

ExHIBIT 2 

STATE OF NEW YORK, 
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION, 

Albany; December 30, 1955. 
Hon. HEBRERT H. LEHMAN, 

Senate Office Building, 
' Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR LEHMAN: When Congress re
convenes next week we understand that one 
of the first items of business before the Sen
ate wm be action on S. 1853, the Fulbright 
bill to exempt producers of natural gas from 
Federal regulatory control. This bill was 
favorably reported out of committee at the 
last session, and its companion House bill, . 

knowledge of the distribution end of the 
natural-gas business in New York and our 
~ore limited, but still fairly wide, knowledge 
of the transmission and production segments 
of the industry, has convinced us that pas~ 
sage of this bill will be highly detrimental 
to the ultimate consumers of natural gas in 
this State. Consequently, we strenuously 
urge your active opposition to this bill. 

A more detailed statement of our posltlon 
ts enclosed for your information. It supple
ments Commissioner Mylott's statement be
fore the House committee co~idering the 
Harris b111, a copy of which was forwarded to 
you on April 29, 1955. Both this letter and 
the enclosure have been approved by the full 
commission. 

With kind regards, 
Sincerely yours, 

BENJAMIN F. FEINBERG • . 

' UNITED STATES SENATE, 
. . ' . Janilary 6, 1956. 

' Mr. BENJAMIN F. FEINBERG; . ' . . > • 

' Chairma,n, P'l{,blic Se,rvice Commissi(J'T?, pf 
. · the State of New York, Albany, N. Y; 

· DEAR COMMISSIONER FEINBERG: I h~ve your _ 
letter of December 30, and am pleased indeed 
to know of the stand taken by the Publlc 
Service Commission on the Harris-Fulbright 
b111. It should be almost unnecessary for me 
to tell you that I am strongly opposed to this 
legislation and will work for its defeat. I am 
very glad to have the analysis of· the b111, 
prepared by the PSC, and I assure you that 
it will be useful. Indeed, I expect · to refer 
to it on the floor of the Senate, if and when 
debate on this subject starts and, were it 
not so long, I would want to introduce it into 
the CONGRESSIONAL RF.CORD right now. 

Please convey my respects and my sense of 
gratification at the action taken by the com
mission to your colleagues on the commission 
and express- my special greetings to my very 
good friends, Commissioners ,B.alch · and . 
J!),Coby. · ·' · · · 

· Very sincerely yotirs, ' . . , . 
. . HERBERT H. LEHMAN, 

United states Senator. 

STATEMENT OF PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK ·oN S. 1853 
The Legislature of the State of New York 

created the publlc-service commission to 
insure that consumers of utility service in 
this State would enjoy the benefits of just 
and reasonable rates. In fixing the rates 
gas-distribution companies may charge con
sumers in this State, the commission must 
consider all of the distributors' costs, in
cluding, obviously, the cost of acquiring the 
gas they purchase for resale. However, since 
virtually all natural gas sold in this State 
enters from out-of-State sources, the price 
at which such gas enters New York ls beyond 
the control of State regulation. It was to 
close this hiatus and thereby assure ade
quate protection for the ultimate consumer 
that Congress passed the Natural Gas Act in 
1938, giving the Federal Power Commission 
regulatory Jurisdiction over every "sale in · 
interstate commerce of natural gas for resale 
for ultimate · publlc consumption." 

·Pursuant to the "mandate of the Natural 
Gas · Act, the Federal Power Commission 
thereupon commenced regulation of the 
transmission portion of the natural-gas in
dustry. However, notwithstanding the lan
guage of the act just quoted, the Commission 
held that it lacked jurisdiction over the sales 
made by independent producers 1 in inter
state commerce of natural gas for resale. 
This self-imposed limitation was swept aside 
by the Supreme Court of the United States 
on June 7, 1954, in the celebrated Ph1llips 
decisions. Since that date, the Federal Pow-

H. R. 6645, has already been passed by the ------
House. .1 An indepen,dent producer being. a pro-

Our study of the Fulbright bill, made ducer not afflllated with a transmlss_ion com
against the bac~ground of o~. e~t~ns1v.~ · pany. 

er Commission, in accordance with the leg
iijla tive mandate of the Natural Gas Act as 
interpreted in the highest court in the Na
tion, has with some reluctance undertaken 
to regulate producers. 

The producer interests are now before Con
gress urging that they should be exempted 
from regulation. But exemption would re
open in part the very hiatus closed by the 
Natural Gas Act and would work to the 
detriment of the ultimate consumers in 
New York and other gas-consuming States. 

Although both the Senate bill and its 
House counterpart contain some moderately 
elaborate window dressing, ostensibly giv
ing the Federal Power Commission jurisdic
tion. to null1fy producer rates in excess of 

· the r~asonable market pri~e. we are con
vinced tha:t such statutory language, if en
acted, would furnish no protection to the 
ultimate consumer against unjust, unreason
able and excessive producer rates. Currently 
and for sometime the market price has · 
been establlshed by wholly artlflcla~ means.
It is not established as the result of th.e free 
interplay of forces of competition or of the 
laws of supply and demand. Rather, it is 
attained as the result of self-serving, insidi
ous, so-called. escalation or favored-party 
price-fixing clauses contained in vlr1;ually 
every producer-pipeline contract. Under 
these clauses the price paid at every weli
head skyrockets automatically whenever an 
additional source of supply is tapped at a 
higher price. Thus, one purchase of an in
finitesimal amount of gas can and often 
does establlsh a uniform so-called market 
price for an entire area and und,er these 
boot-strap .clauses the fluctuation can only 
be upward, never downward. The enact
ment of a statute prescribing the reasonable 
market price as the standard of measure
ment of just and reasonable rates to pro-
. ducers would thus in all llkellhood merely 
l~nd legislative a~d administrative sanctity 
to . the process by which natural-gas prg
dµcers are now attempting to take advantage 
~f ·the tremendous captive market they com,. 
m'and. Rates so establlshed would obviously 
be · fixed by reference to what that market 
(1. e., the ultimate consumer in the gas-con
suming States) wm bear. 

The matter is a complex one, involving 
tremendous amounts of money,2 and its full 
understanding requires a brief summary of 
the recent history of natural-gas prices. 

The bulk of natural gas consumed in this 
country ls produced in the Southwest, far 
distant from the market areas of the North. 
In particular, most of the gas now being used 
in the State of New York is produced in the 
States of Texas and Louisiana. 

Prior to the conclusion of the Second 
World-War, natural gas in the Southwest was, 
1n large measure, a useless byproduct of oil -
production and was frequently flared as a 
waste product. However, in the postwar era 
a vast new network of plpellnes was built 
to carry natural gas from the Southwest to 
the North. During this era, and through the 
early 1950's, the transmission companies 
ser,ving the New York area paid producers • 
prices ranging from perhaps 6 cents to 10 · 
cents per thousand cubic feet. Even as re
cently as early 1954, a price in excess of 10 
cents per thousand cubic feet was unusual. 

However, during the past year. the price 
has shot up to between 17 and 21 cents 
per tho~sand cubic feet, and two of the prin
cipal plpellnes serving the New York area 
have recently been authorized to acquire sub
stantial additional volumes of gas in south
west Louisiana at 17 and 18 cents per. 
thousand cubic feet. 

2 At December 31, 1954, the estimated 
United States ·natural-gas reserves were 211 
trillion cubic feet. This means that for 
each 1 cent per thousand cubic feet increase 
in the price of gas, the value of those reserves 
to . their q:wners increases over $~ b1111on. 
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·The end does not a.ppear to be In sight. 'nils seems to be less_ deftntte ih"n the.phrase transform these producers into public 

In a recent PPC case to which we were a Just and reasonable .:- prtce- •ei:ul the -latter utilities. - In my judgment natural gas 
party, & representattve .. of one <>f the larger appears to be proper.~ . · ·.: : :·· :·_ .· · : -· · producers are not public utilities and 
producen ot natural gas indicated that his The phrase "reasonabl& tnarl:et--price'~ llt a ' , 
company was thinking ln terms of an Imme• new and undefined_ ,tegu_rator_y ~~~d; lt.&--' never should be so classified. There is 
dlate price of 25 cents per thousand cubic inclusion In the basic law wm leave the -Fed- . a very broad principle. Of national policy 
feet with rises to 80 or 40 cents per thou• eral Power Commiss100·0 wltli. .-a bur-d.ensome · involved here which would completely . 
sand cubic feet 1n the foreseeable future, , dlscretfon which may· ::Well -precipitate -end..: · reverse -long establlshed concepts if the 

In none of the many FPO cases to whlch • less litigation an'd-create uncertainty in the: position of'the·bpponents of this..mee.sure , 
we have been a party ha.s any producer al• - law, opening the d66r to 'the :posslblllty that was to prevail. 
leged that a price of 15, 16, or 17 cents per consumers may not liave·. adequate· protec~ · M.l PASTORE M p id t ill 
thousand cubic feet was necessary in order tton from excessive 1ncreases -1n the price of th r. to · r. res en • W 
to enable him to make a reasonable profit, natural gas in the future. - e Sena r from Maine Yield? 
or to enable him to raise new capital for . t In a matter of this nature the Congress Mr. PAYNE. May I suggest to my dear 
further exploration. Basically, the sole line · must carefulfy weigh the needs of the. indus- friend, the Senator from Rhode Island, · 
of proof whlch ·we have heard adduced ·1s · ti'y- agalnart the -cQnsumer interest in arriv- , that~ would ·much prefer,Jif agreeable, 1 
that the transmission companies are wtlllng : in~ at a national policy. The undersigned) to ·continue · 'with my speech~ ·becaus~> 
and can afford to pay,: the . higher price. Of : has carefully reviewed tlle hearings, reports, there are cert~in poirits wliieh I wish to I 
course, the transmissio~ co~panies . pass . and proposed legislation. It, is, felt that the make very plain:. Then,'if sufficient time : 
along any increase in the price they p·ay -the : lnct.e:pendent p:cottucers have made out a good remains,. I shall be most happy to at.:. J 

producers, to their distributing company case for exemption :f.r.om certain phases of t . . 
customers, and these companies in turn pass strict public utility type control and regu- empt to answer any questions which 
along such Increases to the ultimate con- lation. In analyzing the present price struc- may be raised. 
sumers. ture of the industry. it ls clear that the. price - · Mr. President, to me, no regulatory , 

If 8. 1853 ts enacted Into law the- result of natural gas at the wellhead ls a relatively commission, however well-intentioned, 
wm be that the rates charged by a dlstribu- minor-factor in the price to the consuming could possibly hope to devise a· fair and 
tlon company to its consumers will be reg- public and that the greater portion of the equitable pricing formula on a cost-plus• 
ulated by State regulatory commissions such consumer price ls for transmission pf the p flt b f h . bl 'sk t 

gas from the. fields to the consumption cen- . ro ase or sue a var1a e r1 - ak-
as the public service commiission, the rates · ters and for' actual distribution to consumers. ing industry. · 
charged by transmission companies to such FUrt · 
distribution companies will be regulated by· However, unless the language. In the law hennore, while some of my col-
the Federal Power commission, but the rates itself spells out the standard for the degree leagues do believe sincerely that we can 
charged by the producer to the transmission and type of control over the producers which · use the cost-plus means of regulating 

- company will be beyond any eff'ective control. the Federal Power Commission ls to exercise, field prices of natural gas without undue 
We desire to make it just as clear as we can wellhead prices might become a more ap- risk, it is my considered judgment that 
that producer rates, whether regulated or un- preciable factor in determining the price to consumers depending on interstate ship. 
regulated, will be paid for by the Ultimate the consuming public in the future. ts f t al 
consumer. I! the standard to guide the Federal Power men o na ur gas would be penalized 

we are not opposed tn principle to legis- Commission ts spelled out in the law as the ~ by .such a formula and that my col
lation which would amend the Natural Gas just and reasonable price it is believed leagues may do a great disservice to the 
Act in favor of the producer, so long as any _ that between the Federal Power Commission, consumer because of a failure fully to 
such change would still protect the ultimate with its jurisdiction over interstate com- understand the complete problem. 
consumer. It Is because we are convinced merce, and the State regulatory commissions, . PUblic utilitfes are single-s-ervice in• 
that 8. 1853 does not do this that we urge ~th their Jurisdiction over intrastate com- ~ustries that are granted a monopoly of 
your opposition to the bill. merce, all components of the Industry will th t t 

be under reasonable regulatory control and a par icular service, and whose costs 
Mr. PAYNE, Mr. · President, as a, consumers will be provide_d reasonable pro- of performing that senrice are capable of 

member of the Committee on Interstate tection without unnecessarily· hindering the accurate determination. Having deter .. · 
and Foreign commerce, the junior Sen- development of the industry. mined such cost, an addition of 6 percent 
ator from Maine has given thorough While the undersigned voted to report the on capital invested. divided by estimated 

bill to the Senate, he did so because it was ·ts f · to be l 
study to S. 1853, a bill to amend the Nat- felt that this matter should not be further uni O service .sod, would re8ult in 
ural Gas. Act. which is currently under delayed in committee and should have com- an approved, long-accepted "just and 
consideration by this body. I voted to · plete and full consideration and debate by reasonable price" yardstick. 
report the bill to the senate for debate the Senate itself in fairness to both con- Let us see what happens if we try to 
when that question was before the com- sumers and producers. apply this procedure to natural gas, 
mittee~ At that .time I filed a statement The undersigned specifically reser~es the It is possible, limiting ourselves to the• 
of independent views endorsing the bill right to offer and support amendments on ory, to develop a hypothetical case in 
i l the Senate floor to establish the regulatory h'ch tTt 1 t· Id b Ii d n prtncip e while indicating that I had standard of ''just and reasonable price" rec- W 1 u 11 Y regu a ron cou e app e . 
certain reservations in regard to the use ommended by the Federal Power Commis- Let us say that John Smith, a single 
of the phrase "reasonable market price." sfon and to otherwise improve the bill. operator getting into production for the 
I ask unanimous consent that my state- first time, has drilled a well that taps 
ment of independent views be printed at Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, since fll- an estimated billion-cubic-foot reservoir 
this point in my remarks: ing that ,statement of independent of completely dry gas, His ascertainable 

Ther~ being no objection, the state- views last July the junior Senator from costs of drilling and operation come to 
ment wa.s ordered ·to be printed in the Maine has had an opportunity not only $100,000. We divide the 1 billion into the 
REcoRD, as follows: to give further study to this question; hundred thousand and get a cost of 10 

Vmws oF Ma. PAYNE but also to analyze the applJcation of cents per thousand cubic feet. we might 
just and reasonable price" to the natural th t th · to th initial While in. general agreement with the pur- . d t ·t 1 te to . . en se e price cover e 

poses of 8. 1853, a bill to amend the Natural gas m us ry as 1 . may re ~ con- investment, plus · operating expenses, 
Gas Act, es amended, insofar as It would ex- • s~er interest, national pollcy, and ~he plus a .margin sufficient to result in a 
empt independent producers. and gatherers abihty of.the Federal Power Commission return of 6 percent after taxes. This 
of natural gas from strict public utility regu. to establish a yardstick that would be · sounds simple enough in theory but 
latlon under the Natural Gas Act as inter- botb fair and equitable to all concerned. would present insurmountable difflcul-
pre_te~ by the supreme court in the. case ~f As an accountant, this study has com- ties in practice. 
Phillips Petroleu.m Company v. Wisconsin pletely convinced me th t th · t d w f 
(347 u. s. 672). 1t Is the opinion of the under- . a e JUS an e ace no mere theory when we con-

·Slgned that the recommendation of the Fed- reasonable pnce ya~dstick cannot and template control over the producers. We 
eral Power commiss.Ion for use of the phrase should not be applied to natural gas face hard facts that have the unfortu
"Just and reasonable price" should have been producers as the courts have held re- nate habit of presenting anything but 
incorporated 1n the bill in lieu of references peatedly that this is strictly a public the simplicities of theory: 
to a so-called reasonable market price. utility phrase and as such it, of course, Take but a single well· as it exists in 

In its report on s. 1853, dated May 6, 1955. must be interpreted and applied on the actuality rather than as a hypothetical 
the Federal Power Commission stat"ed:_ long established and- well-documented case It is the pro· t t f J h 

"The phrase used in the bill for the Com- tr· t unting b ..... ~.. la4-"""' to bli · Jee no O o n 
misslon to consider fn fixing the allowance s .1~ acco . a.o.&0.re ~ PU C Smith alone 1n first-strike success but 
or payments by Interstate .Pipel~ne -c~m- utl}-!ty regulation.. . . . . . - <;>f a pa,rtnership of three. Ric-hard Roe, 
pantes to producers 1s that the payments to -To· proPose ·applicatio'.? o~ this .en.:. _ on~ of t~e. c;>tl;ler. p~rtners. has been in on 
pmducen shall not be in excess of the mar- terion in determining the price for na:tu~ ' 13 dcy:..hole ventures in 'discouraging suc
ket price or 1ihe reasonable market price. - ral gas producers is to simply and plainly - cession -before this. Edward Edmund-
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son, the third partner-, has been- in- on tual wells, -and the problems multiply repetition of specifics could serve only to 
four previous failures. What, ·now, can geometrically. For immediately we are underline the one conclusion-this for_. 
you say of the cost of this particular well involved in the intricate complexities of· mula cannot reasonably be applied. 
when finally it is brought in? Shal! relative fairness. Let us, then state the. problem as it 
three different prices be assigned to the The late Justice Jackson, in the Hope really exists. If we substitute the words 
production? natural gas case, took judicial notice of "just and reasonable price" for the 

or try another .question-how ~uch. the most salient of these problems when phrase "reasonable market price" in the 
gas will this partnership's well eventually he commented: · pending bill, we will be voting for direct 
produce, anyway? It makes quite-a dif-· Let us assume that Doe and Roe each utility-type regulation of the producers. 
ference in the preceding example if the produces in West Virginia for delivery- to It can be concluded that if we impose 
well is estimated to produce over- its life Cleveland the same quantity of natural gas- on the producers direct utility regulation 
1 billion or 2 billion cubic feet. In prac- each day. Doe, however, through luck or on a cost-plus rate basis, we will con
tice the question is unanswerable until foresight or whatever it takes, gets his gas. demn gas production to chaos. 

from investing $50,000 in leases and drill- t 1 th 1 
the- well is finally aban~oned. Drilling_ ing. Roe drilled poor territory, got smaller Tha cone usion, ough, eaves us 
to completion -depth, · this partnership_ wells, and has invested $250,000. Does any- with a question: Is it possible nonethe
may have logged three possibly produc- body imagine that Roe can get or ought to less to erect consumer safeguards beyond 
tive horizons at shallower dept)ls. ?,Jo get for his gas 5 times as much as Dow those naturally and automatically pro
one can tell whether they will produce, because he has spent 5 times as much? vided ·by producer competition? The 
much less how much, until the casing The service one renders to society in the gas answer is "Yes," and it lies in the very 
has been perforated there some years business is measured by what he gets out of phrase around which this discussion re-

the ground, not by what he puts into it, h b bef 'd 
from now. And even the yield from the and there is little more relation between the volves. T e ill ore us prov1 es such 
well they have presently tapped is a mat- investment and the results than in a game safeguard by allowing the Federal Power 
ter of slightly educated guesswork predi- of poker. Commission to disallow anything above a 
cated on arbitrary assumptions. If the "reasonable market price" as the well-
reservoir is so-and-so big, as indicated, · It is small wonder, since he saw the head value of gas. 
and if pressures can be maintained at problem so clearly, that the JuSt ice ap- · It has .been · contended, but without. 
these-and-that levels, and if the porosity plied to the utility rate-base method· supporting facts, that the phrase "rea-
averages such and such,· then probably suggeSted for gas production the ·telling sonable market price" is meaningless., 

adjectives "fantastic" and "delirious." the total yield · of gas will be this an~ It involves denying to words any mean-
swer. That is the best any engineer Yet even his analysis goes to only part. ing at all. The fact is that this phrase 

of the difficulty. Unfortunately, what 
can do. Given competitive pricing, it he considered a pertinent question has is not only definable, but already has 
matters little whether he is 10 or even 20- not had the answer it deserves. There been defined. 
percent off in his calculations. Every- really are some who imagine that Roe; "Market price" itself, of course, is a 
one knows he is no crystal-ball oracle. term with clear legal meaning. A mar-
But given rate regulation on cost, an er- under the circumstances, ought to get. ket price is one set between a seller and 
ror of 10 percent in the calculations five times as much as Doe. There are_ a buyer who are ·equally free to bargain. 
would more than wipe out all profit .. some who argue in seeming seriousness It is a competitive price, a nonmonopo
Would an engineer careto·stake his repu-· that such a utility rate formula should' listic price. 

be applied. What I have yet to hear is 
tation on a guess whether_ a given .welI anyone explain what is to happen as a The opponents of the bill rest their 
would yield a trillion cubic feet or only_ case for utility-type regulation on the practical matter if a system of cost-plus 
900 billion? The precise calculations of or "just and reasonable price" is applied.· premise that a monopoly or a semi
utility rates down to fractions of a ·cent · monopoly exists in natural-gas produc
are simply not -applicable, when dealing · Let us suppose, by stretching the - tion which makes such strict regulation 
with such imponderables, and to develop imagination, that the Federal Power essential. 
a sound and practical accounting _for- · Commission worked out some average, The facts clearly indicate that there · 

d h d . arbitrary formula for calculating costs mula to determine cost un er sue con 1- is no monopoly in natural-gas produc-and see what would happen in the case tions as these is impracticable, if not im- tion. There are more than 8,000 com-of discovering gas in, let us say, southern 
possible. I:.ouisiana. . Company A, efficient or peting producers in this industry. The -
. Yet even this does not exhaust the lucky or both, has low costs and can jus- . records show that the concentration of 
catalog of difficulties. Today this well tify a price of only 7 cents a thousand control over output is lower in natural
as it exists in actuality is producing, cubic feet for its production by the as- gas production than in 382 of our Na
not just dry gas, but some oil and some sumed formula. Company B, inefficient tion's 452 industries. They show that 
recoverable condensate. Worse than or unlucky or both, has high costs and field prices for natural gas have fluctu
that, the rate at which it is producing can justify on the arbitrary costing for- ated in almost textbook accord with the 
this crude and condensate today is not mula a pri<;e of 16 cents a thousand. shifts .of competitive pressures. No sin
necessarily .the same rate at which -it Then let us further suppose, which gle one of the many economic tests the 
will produce them a month from today. takes no stretch of the imagination at experts apply, in fact, gives the slightest 
What now do' we do about determining all, that the intrastate competitive mar- indication of monopoly in gas produc
the actual cost of the gas production ket . price, beyond the reach of Federal tion. The simple truth is that the advo
alone? Do. we simply disregard the regulation, is 12 cents per thousand cubic cates of utility-type control cannot really 
value of the associated products? Do · feet. Where will company A sell its out- substantiate their charge of monopoly in 
we arbitrarily assume some dreamed-up put? It will sell-it in the intrastate mar- this field. 
average ratio and apportion costs by ket where it will be paid 5 cents per Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, 
guess? Do we meter production daily thousand cubic feet over its cost. Where would the Senator from Maine wish to 
and adjust the rate to all the fluctua- will company ·B sell its output? Not in yield at this point? 
tions of flow? Do we fix a price for the the intrastate market, where the price is Mr. PAYNE. ·1 have requested, I may 
crude ano. copdensate even .in the . ab- - 4 cents below its cost, but in the inter- say to my good friend from Arkansas, 
sence of legislative authority? - _ state market, where it will receive its that I might be permitted to complete 

I ask these questions and am only glad cost of 16 cents plus 6 percent. The in- my speech because of the limitation of 
that I do not have to answer them. 'No '. sertion of the words "just and reasonable time under which I am speaking by 
person, no agency-not even a super price" in this bill will drive the high- agreement with the Senator from New 
Federal Power Commission---could pos- · cost gas into interstate commerce and York [Mr. LEHMAN]. Then, as I have 
sibly answer them satisfactorily. Arbi- · the low-cost gas into the intrastate mar- stated to the Senator from Rhode Island 
trary and very flexible judgment-would ket. The consumers in our nonproduc- [Mr. PASTORE], who asked me to yield 
have to be applied. ing States will be the victims of such a earlier, if it be permissible, and if time 

This is the kind of difflculty-insuper- move. · · · can be arranged in which to do so, I 
able difficulty-into which we run if we · These ate only a few of the conse- shall be happy to answer any questions 
consider just a single well in the effort · quences of chaos that must inev-itably whieh may be raised. 
to determine true cost. Move back a follow an attempt to impqse _utility-type .Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thank the Sen-
step to consider_ the multiplicity of ac:- . regulation on the producers. But the . ator. 

CII--93 
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Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, in order 
to provide thorough consumer safe
guards, however, the authors of this leg
islation have introduced a qualifying 
adjective before the "market price" 
phrase making it "reasonable market· 
price.'' 

As the House Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce observed in its 
report recommending ·passage of the 
Harris bill: 

The addition of the word "reasonable" to 
the familiar term "market price" ls to be 
viewed in conjunction with the requirement 
in the blll that in making its determination 
the Commission shall consider, among other 
things, whether such price was competitively 
arrived at, the effect of the contract upon 
the assurance of supply, and the reasonable
ness of the provisions of the contract as they 
relate to existing or future prices. When 
these provisions are all read in the Ugh t of 
each other, it is apparent that the Com
mission is not narrowly limited in the mat
ters which it . may consider in determining 
the reasonable market price, but that in
stead the Commission may look to all of 
the factors which are properly relevant. 
Among other factors requiring recognition 
and consideration are (1) the quality of the 
natural gas being purchased; (2) conditions 
of delivery; (3) the level of prices established 
currently by generally comparable contracts; 
(4) prices in different fields and producing 
areas; ( 5) whether such prices and the con
tract price have been established by arm's-
length bargaining; and (6) the variation of 
competitive market prices. 

Is "reasonable market price," then, as 
some contend,- an entirely meaningless 
phrase? Quite .the contrary. It is as 
concrete, as specific in its own way ·as 
the slow increase of judicial decision has 
made that other phrase, "just and rea
sonable price." But the phrase ·"reason
able market price," while providing full 
safeguards for consumer interest, has an 
inestimable advantage over this other· 
that has been urged as a substitute. It 
has the advantage of not being tied to 
costs, which would be an impossible yard
stick of variable length as a. measure of 
proper natural-gas prices. 

Let me conclude by recalling some 
fairly elementary, but often forgotten, 
economics from the history of utility 
regulation. There was a time in this 
Nation when what we now think of as 
utility services were being supplied by 
competing companies within given com
munities. There would be several .gas 
companies, perhaps, several transit com
panies, possil:!ly several telephone and 
electric companies. But it become ap
parent before long that, for several 
reasons, this ·competitive setup was not 
working in the public interest. For one 
obvious thing, it was annoying, and 
worse, to have these various companies 
forever tearing up property, public and 
private, to put in duplicating facilities. 
Beyond that, with all the competition, 
many of the companies were unable to 
achieve the :financial stability necessary 
to continuous service. And most im
portant of all, whole segments of the 
community were being deprived of serv
ice. There would be several companies 
scrambling for patronage in the densely 
populated areas, but none were anxious 
to serve outlying areas. 

The solution which eventually evolved 
was the creation of public utilities. One 

company alone, it was decided, would be 
given the franchise to serve a community. 
This would avoid the waste and disrup
tion Qf duplicated facilities, and would 
also insure a sound financial base for 
service continuity. Because the ex
clusiveness of a franchise gave the com
pany a public character, it was delegated 
governmental rights of eminent domain 
in acquiring property; and because one 
purpase of the franchise was to assure 
communitywide service, the single com
pany was required to accept all cus
tomers at published rates. 

In passing, I should note that none of 
the factors involved in creation of these 
utilities is at work in the field of natural 
gas production. There is no violation of 
the public tranquility in the drilling of 
gas wells. Naturally, then, no one has 
suggested giving any one producer or 
group of producers an exclusive fran
chise to drill. Public welfare has not 
been threatened by any lack of abundant 
and continuous supply. Naturally, then, 
no one has suggested that the producers 
must be ordered to serve everyone who 
wants to buy. Drilling is done on private 
land after private negotiation, so there 
has been no suggestion of giving the pro
ducers the rights of condemnation. In 
truth, then, the natural-gas producers 
have not a single one of the essential ear
marks of a true public utility, That is 
why the effort to force them under 
utility-type regulation under such cir
cumstances to me is unsound and unjust. 
. I have not recited this brief history, 

though, to make the point that the pro
ducers are not utilities. My point is, 
rather, about rates. 

Having established the utilities as 
legalized monopalies, the men in Govern
ment quickly realized they had elim
inated competition as the natural regu
lator of,rates. They had to come up with 
a substitute to prevent abuse of the 
monopoly they had created. That sub
stitute was Government regulation, Gov
ernment prescription of permissible 
rates. 

What was the basis on which the rates 
were to be prescribed? Here we are at 
the very crux of our question. The 
rates to be set, it was determined, should 
be as close as possible to those that com
petition would have established witl).out 
regulation. They were not, of course, to 
be rates that would return as large a 
profit as a high-risk enterprise might se
cure, for the risk had largely been legis
lated out of the utilities. Neither were 
they to be rates that would return only 
as small a profit as an investment in gilt
edged bonds would bring. While the 
risk was limited in the utilities, it was 
not eliminated. But the goal was to 
establish a rate which would bring a 
profit sufficient to attract the necessary 
capital, recognizing that capital could 
also go into industries of higher ' risk 
where the rate of return is not regulated. 
Given mobility of capital, the rate had 
to be fair, or the utilities could never at
tract the necessary financing. Our 
utility regulations were established, not 
to prevent the earning of profits, but 
actually, as far as possible, to guarantee 
them. 

We have before us now a proposal 
that will, without the impossibly cum-

bersome apparatus of cost guesswork, 
insure this same end in natural-gas pro
duction. A voiding the discouragement 
to incentive that is unavoidable with an 
artificial pricin:g of gas on an arbitrary 
costing formula, it will leave the pro
ducers free to explore; produce,· and sell 
in confidence that they will not be de
nied a reasonable market price, what
ever that may be, when they sell their 
gas. It will- provide a barrier against 
the intrusion of monopoly, or even semi
monopaly, in the determination of well
head gas prices. And it will furnish, not 
just 1 or 2, but 7 -separate provisions for 
consumer protection against even a hint 
of exploitation. 

Approaching a vote on this bill, Mr. 
President, we in the Senate are con
fronted by fairly simple questions: Do 
we honestly believe in the freedom of 
enterprise of which so many of us speak, 
or do we think that only an all-powerful 
Government can be trusted to run our 
lives? Do we believe in competition to 
the extent that we will act to preserve 
and strengthen it, or do we fear the very 
thing that has made our Nation great? 

Why should natural-gas production be 
singled out for utility-type regulation? 
Why not gasoline? Why not oil? Why 
not coal? They are resources used by 
distributing companies for the produc
tion of gas, power, and so forth. They 
have been produced competitively over 
the years, and have been sold on a com
petitive basis free from utility-rate reg
ulation. 

I would call your attention to what 
William E. Rappard, founder and di• 
rector of the Graduate Institute of In
ternational Studies, Geneva, writes near 
the end of his remarkable little book, 
The Secret of American Prosperity. He 
says: 

We do not know of anyone who would 
contend that the undisputed prosperity of 
the American economy was not stimulated · 
by the free and refreshing breath of compe
tition which is constantly fanning the ardor 
of its equally exceptional and undisputed 
productivity • • • of the undoubtedly nu
merous causes of the productivity which lie 
at the root of this prosperity, it is the spirit 
of competition wh1ch takes first place. 

It is - not always relaxing to watch 
competition at work, for the system is 
one of constant tensions. · Today free
dom in the market place brings high 
prices that induce a further production 
to meet the demand and so lower those 
prices. Tomorrow, the same freedom 
brings amazingly low prices that dis
courage entry into the field of produc
tion, and so result in a new balancing of 
supply and demand. 

Mr. President, there are always people 
who want to put an end to this fluctua
tion. If the prices are temporarily high, 
they want ceilings established to protect 
the consumers. If the prices are tempo
rarily low, they want floors hastily built 
to prevent economic disaster to the pro
ducers. Over and over again they pro• 
pose to freeze our flexible system at one 
point or another. But fluctuations like 
these are only part of the price we must 
pay for our economic freedom and prog
ress. And that freedom itself is a thing 
beyond price. 
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Those who argue for controls propose the privilege of making these remarks answerable; and such competition is the 

that we now cancel competition in nat- at this time. traditional method by which the very 
ural gas production, in the name of con- I should also like to ask him, for the productive economy of our Nation has 
sumer protection. I may be proved benefit of the Senator from Rhode been regulated. 
wrong in my conclusion; but it is a con- Island [Mr. PASTORE] and the Senator Mr. DANIEL. Mr: President, will the 
clusion reached only after careful study from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT], Senator from Maine yield to me? 
and analysis, and with all the consumer whether he will be willing to permit me Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, I have al
and producer interests taken into con- to yield to them for a few minutes, so ready agreed to yield first to the Senator 
sideration. It is a conclusion which I that they may now ask me the questions from Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE]. 
believe to be not only fair and equitable, which earlier I asked them to postpone. Mr. PASTORE. That is quite all right, 
but in the best interests of our Nation's Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I am Mr. President; I am glad to wait. 
future progress under a free competitive glad to ask unanimous consent for that- Mr. PAYNE. Very well; then I am very 
system, unhampered by regimentation purpose; and I also ask unanimous con- happy to yield at this time to the Senator 
or impracticable and unjustified govern- - sent-which I neglected to request -be- fl'.om Texas. 
mental controls. fore-that the remarks of the Senator Mr. DANIEL. I thank both Senators. 

For these reasons the junior Senator from Maine be printed in the RECORD at Mr. President, I desire to join in com-
from Maine will support the Fulbright the conclusion of my remarks. plimenting the distinguished Senator 
bill when this debate is concluded and The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. from Maine upon his address. 
the roll is at last called. BIBLE in the chair). Is there objection? As a member of the Senate Committee 

Mr. President, at this point I ask unan- · Without objection, it is so ordered. on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
fmous consent to have printed in the Mr. PAYNE. Then, Mr. President, I the Senator from Maine had the privilege 
body of 'the RECORD, following these re- am very glad indeed to yield at this time of hearing all the evidence; and, in my 
marks, a telegram I have received from to the Senator from Arkansas. opinion, he could look upon it as objec
the National Grange and a telegram I Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thank the Sena- tively as could any other member of the 
have received from the American Farm tor from Maine, and also the Senator committee. 
Bureau Federation, both of which-rep- fro~ New York. . . Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, let me say 
resenting, as they do, great organiza- Firs~, Mr. President, I should l_1ke to that I appreciate that statement. I 
tions concerned with the well-being of compllment the Senator from Mame on tried to look upon the evidence objec
thousands upon thousands of our people his very able and statesmanlike speech. tively, as I am sure all other members of 
scattered throughout this land-express · I believe he ~as analyzed the issue ac- the committee did. 
their concern regarding the proposed curately and ma very_ forceful manner. Mr. DANIEL. Certainly I am happy 
legislation and urge passage of the bill. If I may, I ~hould like fo~ ~ mom~nt that the Senator from Maine has reached 

There being no objection, the tele- to develop the idea ~f compet1t10n, w~1c_h the conclusion he has, especially with 
grams were ordered to be printed in the the OPJ?Onents of this measure _have rid~- reference to the necessity for using the 
RECORD, as follows: cu~ed, m a sense, or have demed that 1t term "reasonable market price," instead 

· exists. of terms which would mean a utility type 
THE NATIONAL GRANGE, 

Washington, D. C., January 13, 1956. 
The Honorable FREDERICK G. PAYNE, 

United States Senate, 
· Washington, ·n. c:. 

DEAR SENATOR PAYNE: It is our understand-· 
ing that the Senate will take up the natural · 
gas bill on the Senate floor Monday, Jauu- -
ary 16. 

In additiop. to the m_or~ than 8,000 of regulation; and I am also glad that he 
competing producers in the industry, believes that passage of the bill will bring 
who have been mentioned by the Sena- more gas into interstate commerce, and 
tGr from Maine, is it not a fact that every- · thereby will cause the price to stay at a 
citizen of the United States is free to r~asonable level, as it was before we were 
undertake to find additional supplies of- threatened with this type of regulation, 
gas? Furthermore, if there is a possi- Mr. PAYNE. That observation is a 
bility of an enormou~ increase in the correct one. I desire to assure the Sen-

The Grange urges you to vote for the bill. 
At the Cleveland session of the National 
Grange, held last November, the following 
resolution on 1-atural gas was adopted; 

"The National Grange reaffirms its stand 
in opposition to the fixing of prices of nat
ural gas at the wellhead by the FederaLGov
ernment." 

It is the opinion of the National Grange 
that there will be enough competition at the 
wellheads to protect the consumers, and at 
the same time we think that it is only fair 
that natural gas be priced competitively, like 
other fuels are. Should there develop a ten
dency toward monopolistic price fixing of 
natural gas at the wellhead, then the proper 
remedy would be the application of the anti
trust laws. We recognize the necessity of 
public utility control over the distribution 
of natural gas where a natural area monop
oly exists. 

Respectfully yours, 
LLOYD C. HALVORSON, 

Economist. 

WASHINGTON, D. c., January 16, 1956. 
Hon. FREDERICK PAYNE, 

Senate Office Building: 
Enactment Harris bill to terminate Fed

eral regulation field prices natural gas re
spectfully recommended. A free market 
in competitive conditions ls most effective 
guarantee of continuing adequate supply 
and best assurance interests of producers 
will be protected. 

price-a prediction with which some ator from Texas that, as I believe all 
· persons attempt to frighten us-is it not - Members of the Senate knew, I filed a 

true that such an increase would be a separate report because of my concern 
way to bring the supply back into line over the consumer interests, and because 
with the demand? I wanted adequate time in which to make 

Mr. PAYNE. Of co,urse that is cor- a determination clearly and concisely in 
rect. Furthermore, let me point out that . my own mind as to whether the so-called 
no element of a utility- exists in this field. reasonable market price would stand the 
For instance, there is no right of emi- reasonable test of protecting the con
nent domain. This field presents a wide- sumer interests, and would also give the 
open opportunity for anyone who wishes natural gas industry a chance to develop, 
to do so to explore the possibility of de- as it must develop, in order to supply the 
veloping new sources of gas, without be- great demands this Nation has. 
ing hampered in any way, shape, or man- Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
ner. the Senator from Maine yield once more 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think the Senator to me? 
from Maine made that point very well; Mr. PAYNE. I am very happy to yield 
and I simply wish to reemphasize it- to the Senator from Arkansas. 
namely, that not only is there freedom Mr. FULBRIGHT. One other point 
in that respect, but also that anyone who which occurs to me is that the same 
thinks there are fabulous profits to be Federal Power Commission will admin
made in this business is free to enter it ister whichever standard of regulation 
at any time he wishes. is agreed upon by the Congress; is not 

In addition, we have recently had evi- that correct? 
dence to the effect that companies in our Mr. PAYNE. That is correct. 
neighboring countries of Mexico and Mr. FULBRIGHT. So it seems to me 
Canada are seeking a market in the - quite unrealistic for the opponents of 
United States for their natural gas. In the bill to say that the Federal Power 
other words, such competition is enter- Commission will not enforce the stand- · 
ing this market from those two very ards set forth in the bill, whereas the 
large additional sources; is not that cor- same Commission would enforce the 
rect? other standards to which the opponents 

Mr. PAYNE. That is correct. refer. It seems to me ·that if the Federal JOHN C. LYNN, 
American Farm Bureau Federation, Mr. FULBRIGHT. So I think the Power Commission will enforce either 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, I wish to point the Senator from Maine makes- one, it is just as likely to enforce one 
thank the Senator from New York for namely, the point of competition exist- properly as it is to enforce the other 
his courtesy to me in extending to me ing i.n this business-is absolutely un- properly, 
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As a matter of fact, did not the repre

sentatives of the Federal Power Com
mission who appeared bef qre the com
mittee indicate that the method of regu
lation provided in the pending bill is an 
easier one-one which is easier to ap
ply, and one which they think they can 
apply very readily? 

Mr. PAYNE. I cannot say that is ex
actly the statement which was made. 
The Chairman of the Commission raised 
a ·question in regard to the difference be
tween the usage of the two phrases I 
mentioned in the course of my speech. 

But I want to point out very clearly 
that anyone who knows the accounting 
formula by which public-utility rates 
are determined, knows very well indeed 
that when a given quantity of coal or a 
given quantity of oil having a certain 
British thermal unit content, is used to 
produce steam under a certain pressure, 
it is possible to make an accurate de
termination of the amount of kilowatts 
that particular force of steam will pro
duce in going through the turbines, and 
with all the various factors taken into 
consideration. 

In the case of a head of water coming 
down over a dam and going through the 
wheels into the turbines and through the 
generators, that value can be accurately 
measured. It is easy to measure costs 
when the factors are easy of determina
tion, because we have to apply only 
known factors. But when we get into 
figures affecting the natural-gas busi
ness, with many different component 
parts to analyze, with a hole going down 
into the ground, and with no one but an 
engineer capable of making even an esti
mate, we have a different situation. The 
engineer certainly does not want to place 
himself in the position of trying to read 
a crystal ball. He must make a factual 
presentation as to the possible develop
ments. However, his estimate can be 
based only upon what he has observed in 
other places. He may or may not be 
within a mile of the correct figure. His 
estimate may be less or more than the 
correct figure. His computation may be 
valueless. 

From the standpoint of the consumer, 
there would be a great difference in the 
rate, which is based upon an estimate, if 
the figure arrived at represented an un
derestimate. There would be a great 
difference in the cost pattern to the con
sumer. If the figure were overest1.mated, 
there would be a serious effect in both di
rections, because there would be a ten
dency to dry up ·the exploration of fur-
ther gas deposits. · 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I did not phrase 
my question properly. I was trying to 
make the point which the Senator made, 
that the Commission recognizes the very 
great difficulties involved in arriving at 
cost in the gas-producing business. 

Mr. PAYNE. Absolutely. Any person 
who has had anything to do with ac
counting or ratemaking bases would say 
that it is practically impossible, if not 
absolutely impossible, to arrive at a util
ity type of rate structure and apply it to 
the gas-producing business at the ·well
head, just as a similar formula is applied 
to the normally conceived utility op
eration. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thank the Sena
tor. 

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

Mr. PAYNE. I am glad to yield to the 
Senator from Rhode Island. He has been 
very patient. 

Mr. PASTORE. First of all, I wish to 
say to the distinguished Sena tor from 
Maine that I do not question his pur
pose. Nor do I question his sincerity 
in the presentation of the position he 
takes with respect to the pending bill. 

Mr. PAYNE. I appreciate the state- · 
ment just made by the distinguished 
Senator from Rhode Island. Neither do 
I question for a single moment the abso
lute sincerity of my colleague in the 
position he has taken. This issue affords 
an avenue for disagreement among peo
ple on the basis of the way they see the 
problem. 

Mr. PASTORE. ·The Senator has de
veloped a theory which has more or less 
amazed and mystified me. The entire 
thesis of the proponents of the bill has 
been along the line that we must either 
go back to a strict 6 percent return on 
capital, under the utility formula, or ac
cept this bill. We have not had an op
portunity to explore the middle road, 
so to speak, in order to do equity to the 
producer and the consumer. 

I am perfectly willing to admit at the 
very outset that the producer is not pre
cisely in the same position as the pipe
line company. None of the opponents 
of the bill have so argued. 

I am perfectly willing to admit that 
the producers are not in the same posi
tion as the distribution companies. No 
one has ever argued that. But the dis
tinguished Senator from Maine has 
taken the position that unless we pass 
this bill we shall be in the position where 
we must accept the same formula with 
respect to the producer that we accept 
with respect to the pipeline company or 
the distribution company. That, I think, 
is the fallacy of the argument of the 
proponents. 
· I think I attended almost all the hear

ings of the subcommittee, if not all of 
them. I think the distinguished Senl;l,tor 
from Maine will bear me out when I say 
that I took occasion during the hearings 
to point out that the passage of this bill 
would be a clear-cut victory for no one, 
and that an out-and-out defeat of the 
bill would be a clear-cut victory for no 
one. This problem, whether the bill is 
passed or defeated, will arise to plague 
us again, and I am afraid pretty soon. 

The distinguished Senator from 
Maine has developed this theory: He has 
stated that we cannot apply the rule of 
a "just and reasonable" rate because the 
Supreme Court has said, in every case 
involving a public utility company, that 
"just and reasonable" means thus and 
so, which precludes the prerogative of 
the Congress to say what we mean by 
"just and reasonable" in the case of a 
producer or gatherer. 

The argument is further developed 
that, after all, the only term that can be 
accepted as a standard 'and understood 
by all people, is the standard of a "mar
ket price," because everyone knows what 
-a market price is. But having said that, 
the proponents do not terminate their 

argument. They go on to say that the 
market price which they are talking 
about is not the market price defined 
in the dictionary. What have they said? 
On page 6 they have said, in effect, "The 
market price we are talking about in the 
bill is not the market price which is the 
result of the operation of the law of 
supply and demand, as we know it, in free 
competitive enterprise." 

They are telling the Commission how 
it shall determine the market price. In 
other words, the market will not deter
mine the market price. The Federal 
Power Commission will determine the 
market price; and the proponents of the 
bill undertake to tell the Commission 
how to do it. The Senator from Maine 
says we cannot tell the Commission 
what it may do with respect to the term 
"just and reasonable," but that we can 
tell them what to do with respect to the 
term "market price." This is how it is 
done. These are the words of the bill, 
found on page 6, beginning in line 22 
and I quote: ' 

In determining the reasonable market price 
of natural gas under the provisions of this 
section 5-

The framers of the bill fail to say that 
it shall be the result of the operation of 
the law of supply and demand, in an open 
and free market, at arm's length. Oh, 
no. There are gimmicks in the bill. 
Reading further from page 6, and I 
quote-
the Commission shall consider, among other 
things-

Which might mean even throwing in 
the old kitchen sink-the bill . says, 
"among other things," No one knows 
what those things are. 

I invite the distinguished Senator from 
Maine to explain what these things are. 

Continuing-
whether such price has been competitively 
arrived at, the effect of the contract upon 
the assurance of supply-

And in that regard, I can see the su
preme Court fighting for the next 
decade, trying to decide what that 
means-
and the reasonableness of the provisions of 
the contract-

That might mean anything, in any
one's language. If we take the Senate 
membership as a criterion, it will be split 
96 different ways-
as they relate to existing or future prices. 

In the name of good commonsense, 
will the distinguished Senator tell me 
that this is ''market price" as defined in 
Webster's dictionary? 

Mr. PAYNE. Let i:ne say b my good 
friend that he is making an argument, 
basically, which I certainly do not wish 
to go along with. If I correctly under
stand the Senator, he is trying to make 
the argument that we would remove the 
independent natural-gas industry e:n,tire
ly from any jurisdiction or control what
soever on the part of the Federal Power 
Commission . . That I will not subscribe 
to. 

Mr. PASTORE. I do not say that at 
all. Let · me use the very nice words 
used by the distinguished Senator from 
Maine. I listened very attentively to 
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what he had to say. This is the crux 
of his remarks. Three times he used 
the expression ''fair and equitable." 
The word "equitable" means equity to 
the producer and equity to the consumer. 
When we talk about equity we balance 
rights. I love that expression. The 
distinguished Senator from Maine used 
it three times. I do not know whether 
that was done inadvertently or delib
erately. 

Why can we not say, in fairness to the 
consumer, that the price shall be a fair 
and equitable price, and that in deter
mining that price the Federal Power 
Commission shall take into consideration 
"among other things"-and I am willing 
to accept that expression:.._whether it 
was competitively arrived at, the reason
ableness of the terms of the contract, the 
assurance of supply, and existing and 
future prices? Why can we not do that 
and terminate this debate. The reason 
is, there is a gimmick in the bill. 

When the proponents of the bill be
gin to talk about "reasonable market 
price," they begin by saying that the 
market price is the price, for example, 
on the basis of which a piece of prop
erty is condemned. But they say, "We 
do not mean that exactly." 

They say "among other things." I 
should like to know what they are. They 
propose to determine whether 'this was 
done, or that was done, or something 
else was done. By the time we get 
through, the "reasonable market price" 
could be anything, To whose disadvan
tage would that operate? It would op
erate to the 'disadvantage of the poor lit
tle captive consumer, for whom every
one here is bleeding, when the sole pur
pose of the bill is to do one thing; 
namely, raise the price of gas. Amen. 

Mr. PAYNE. My distinguished col
league from Rhod.e Island has served as 
the Governor of his State. I had the priv
ilege of serving my State as its Governor. 
I am sure he had the highest regard for 
the public utilities commission which 
exercised jurisdiction in matters affect
ing the requirements of the consumer by 
always trying, presumably, to protect 
the interests of the consumer. 

Let me suggest that over the years, 
as a result of the prices that have been 
developing on the transmission lines in 
the utilities field, as such, I have never 
heard such a great outburst of concern 
in the name of the · consumer interests 
as I have heard in this particular case. 
Let me suggest that there are niany in
terpretations that can be applied to the 
words "reasonable market price." If we 
look up the words in the dictionary, ~e 
find several definitions given with re
spect to what is meant by that expres
sion. We could take the word ''equita
ble," and by going to the dictionary we 
could find what that word means. We 
could do the same thing with respect to 
expressions like "just and reasonable," 
which is a utility phrase. 

Let me say, with respect to what is 
meant· by a just and reasonabfo rate, 
that down through the y·ears, by test 
after test after test, there has been de
v~loped, through the courts by adjudi
cation, a precise and exact meaning of 
the phrase, which is a strict public util-

ity concept of ratemaking, That is why so-called reasonable market price. Is 
we propose a reasonable market price. that correct? 

My colleagues know very well that I Mr. PAYNE. That is correct. 
had considerable reservation on this Mr. PASTORE. If it is fair to the 
proposition, because I have the con- producer that we use a reasonable mar
sumer interests at heart now just as ket price as a standard of measuring the 
much as I ever had them at heart, re- cost or the value, why do we not also 
gardless of any difference of opinion my say, under subsections (b) and (c), that 
distinguished colleague from Rhode with relation to future contracts the 
Island and I may have. pipeline company shall not be obligated 

Mr. PASTORE. I do not question to pay more than the Federal Power 
that at all. Commission holds is a reasonable market 

Mr. PAYNE. In order to arrive at an price? Why is such a provision omitted? 
understanding of what we mean by a Why is it stated that with respect to 
reasonable market price, it becomes nee- existing contracts a pipeline company 
essary, unless that phrase is to be very shall not be obligated to pay more, but 
loosely interpreted, to spell out exactly with respect to new or future contracts 
what. is meant by it. It is necessary to the pipeline company may pay more but 
spell out the component parts of it for cannot charge off more than the reason
the guidance of the Federal Power Com- able market price. Why is that loop
mission, which will have to act in order hole left wide open, with no restriction 
to protect the consumer while at the upon the pipeline company and the pro
same time not retarding the exploita-· ducer to be bound by the price that is 
tion of further natural gas deposits in fixed by the Federal Power Commission 
the interest of the consumer. in regard to new contracts? I have been 

Mr. PASTORE. Why can we not asking that question for 2 whole weeks, 
make the same explanation with respect and I have yet not received an answer. 
to "just and reasonable?" Why can we Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, will the 
not make it in that regard just as easily? Senator yield? 
Are we not assembling here today to Mr. PAYNE. I yield. 
consider changing an opinion of the Su- Mr. DANIEL. Does the Senator from 
preme Court, with reference to pro- Maine wish to answer that question, or 
ducers and gatherers, by passing the does he want another member of the 
pending bill? If we do pass it. committee to answer it? 

We could change the opinion of the Mr. PAYNE. I am glad to yield to the 
Supreme Court by telling the Federal Senator from Texas. 
Power Commission what we mean by a Mr. DANIEL. I tried earlier in the 
"just and reasonable" rate with refer- debate to answer · that question of the 
ence to the producer. Why does ' the Senator from Rhode Island. I should 
Senator make that possibility seem so like to ask the Senator from Maine if it 
impossible of realization? What at- is not true that in committee we did not 
tracts the Senator to "reasonable mar- have such a provision in either place. 
ket price," and what repels him with In other words, when the bill was first 
respect to the other phrase? considered in the House, that provision 

What is wrong with using the phrase was not contained in the bill. I refer to 
"fair and equitable"? If we want to be a provision that the pipeline compapy 
fair, and if we want to be equitable, what .shall not be required to pay more. 
is wrong with using that expression? Mr. PAYNE. The Senator is correct. 

Mr. PAYNE. What does fair and Mr. DANIEL. However, it was thought 
equitable mean? that on contracts that are already writ-

Mr. PASTORE. Fair and equitable ten--
means a price that is fair and equitable Mr. PASTORE. It was thought by 
to the producer and to the consumer. whom, may I ask? 

Mr .. PAYNE. So does "reasonable Mr. DANIEL. By the House com-
market price." mittee. 

Mr. PASTORE. Oh, no; it does not. Mr. PASTORE. We are on the floor 
Mr. PAYNE. It does, under the cri- of the Senate now. 

terion that has been established. Mr. DANIEL. I know. In our com-
Mr. PASTORE. Why does not the mittee we happened to agree with the 

Senator leave out phrases like "among House on most of the provisions by a 
other things"? vote of 11 to 4. We went over what had 

Mr. PAYNE. Because as I explained been done by the House. We even made 
before, when a person goes to a diction- the House committee report a part of 
ary to find the meaning of a particular our committee report by a vote of 11 to 4. 
phrase he finds not one meaning, but a In committee we saw that the House had 
series of different meanings. added a provision that a pipeline com-

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, may I pany shall not be required to pay more 
ask the senator one more question? on present contracts. Some question 

Mr. PAYNE. If the Senator from New was raised that if we did not make spe
cifically clear what we had in mind, 

York will yield further. under present existing contracts, the 
Mr. LEHMAN. I shall be glad to yield pipeline companies might be required to 

an additional 5 minutes. pay more money. 
Mr. PAYNE. I thank the Senator . With respect to new contracts, cer-

from New York very much. tainly the companies can take care of 
Mr. PASTORE. I am sure the Sen- themselves. It would seem to me and 

ator is familia:r with the fact that un- it seemed to the members of the House 
der subsection (e) of section 3 of the committee and to the members of the 
bill it is provided that in the case of Senate committee, that that was a fact. 
existing · contracts, a pipeline company Certainly one thing is sure that the 
is not obligated to pay more than the pipeline companies cannot paS:S onto the 

j \ 
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consumer anything over and above . a 
reasonable market price. It is my µn
derstanding that that is what the oppo
nents of the bill are looking at par
ticularly. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield that I may ask a 
question of the Senator from Texas? 

Mr. PAYNE. I am happy to yield f<;>r 
that purpose. 

Mr. PASTORE. If it is intended that 
the pipeline company is not to pay more 
than a reasonable market price, and if 
it is intended that the producer is not 
to charge or collect more than a reason
able price in future contracts, why does 
not the Senator so state in the bill? 

Mr. DANIEL. We did not thinl: it was 
necessary to do so. If the pipeline com
panies wish to pay more, and absorb 
the difference, that is all right with us. 

Mr. PASTORE. That is the gimmick 
in the bill. 

Mr. DANIEL. The Senator calls it a 
gimmick. Does the Senator know of any 
member of our committee who put that 
in the bill as a gimmick? 

Mr. PASTORE. Oh, I think the pro
ducers wrote the bill. 

Mr. DANIEL. The Senator knows 
better than that. I do not know why 
the Senator says that. I do not know 
what reason the Senator has for making 
that statement. 

Mr. PASTORE. It is constantly being 
said that this is the bill which comes 
from the House, and we are .always 
talking about what happened in the 
House. Let us talk about what is being 
done in the Senate. Let us talk about 
o-1r responsibility. If we do not want 
the pipeline company to pay more. or if 
we do not want the producer to charge 
more, why in the name of good sense 
do we not say so in the bill? Why do 
we beat around the bush? That is what 
I want to know. 

Why should we not use the same . lan
guage in future contracts as we use in 
reference to existing contracts? What 
is · so unreasonable .about that request? 
Why are the proponents of the bill so 
concerned about that? 

Mr: DANIEL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Maine yield further? 

Mr. PAYNE. I yield. 
Mr. DANIEL. I do not know whether 

the Senator from Rhode Island has paid 
any attention to what was done in the 
House committee. It so happened that 
I was paying attention to it. The Sen
ator certainly know what went on in 
our committee. If he had studied the 
House committee's work I do not think 
he would charge Representative HARRIS 
and other sponsors of the bill with hav
ing had it drawn by the producers, be
cause, if there was ever a bill which, 
after first being dropped into the hopper, 
was changed and rewritten, with 
stronger provisions put into it to take 
care of consumers, this is that bill. · I 
think the Senator from Rhode Island 
has made a very unfair charge against 
Representative H4RRIS and other Mem
bers of the House who I happen to know 
wrote certain provisions in this bill, and 
worked on it after many, many hours of 
committee sessions. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Maine yield further? 

Mr. PAYNE. I yield. 

Mr. PASTORE. I have not said any
thing derogatory with respect to Repre
sentative HARRIS, the House committee, 
or anyon~ ~lse. However, it is not un
usual that a bill is submitted with a great 
deal of mechanical work already done. 
All I meant to say was that the amend
ments were studied by the people inter
ested in them. Of course, it was passed 
upon by lawyers representing the pro
ducers, every time a change was made. 
I do not doubt that someone looked it 
over. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Maine yield? 

Mr. PAYNE. I yield. 
Mr. DANIEL. Will the Senator from 

Rhode Island deny that those who are 
:fighting the bill, the distributing com
panies, had anything to do with it? 

Mr. PASTORE. Absolutely. 
Mr. DANIEL. In the House commit

tee? 
Mr. PASTORE. I do not know about 

the House committee, but many repre
sentatives of producers and distribu
tors have talked to me, as have repre
sentatives of consumers. It happens 
every day of every week. The gallery is 
crowded with lobbyists. [Laughter.] 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, let me 
say that my distinguished colleague, the 
Senator from New York, has been most 
kind to me, and I know he has some very 
pertinent remarks which he wishes to 
make on this subject. I think, out of 
fairness to him--

Mr. LEHMAN. May I say to my dis
tinguished colleague from Maine that 
this is a very interesting session, and I 
shall be glad to yield to him another 5 
minutes. 

Mr. PAYNE. I thank the Senator 
from New York. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, will the 
Sena tor from Maine yield? 

Mr. PAYNE. I yield. 
Mr. DANIEL. · I simply wish to say, 

Mr. President, that if the Senator from 
Rhode Island will look at the House 
hearings and examine the work done by 
the House committee on this bill he will 
find that the House committee members 
rewrote the bill and added provisions to 
it in order to meet objections wliich had 
been brought in by distributing com
panies and by consumers. In my opin
ion, they added provisions to the original 
bill which would take care of the con
sumers against any unwarranted in
crease in rates. I desired to say that for 
the RECORD, so that it will be seen that 
there will be no soundness to the charge 
that the bill was written by the pro
ducers. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, I am in 
a position similar, I think, to the posi
tion of my colleagues, the Senators from 
Oregon. We in Maine have no natural 
gas at the present time, and our people 
would like to have it. . We are in a sec
tion of the · country where there is no 
fuel except some wood. 

Mr. WILEY. There is plenty of gas 
of another kind. 

Mr. PAYNE. We hope we can bottle 
some of it. We do have bottle gas. A 
line for transmission of natural gas went 
up into New Hampshire. I am defi
nitely conv1nced, after talking with per
sons in all phases of the business, that 

if utility regulation is continued in effect 
as applied to gas producers, we will not 
get a supply at any price. I am very 
much concerned over what can take 
place which will not be of value to the 
consumers in OUI'. area, because if the 
producers find that by getting around 
interstate commerce regulations that 
place them under the Federal Power 
Commission, they can put their gas into 
intrastate shipment, they are going to 
make one of the most. carefully concerted 
drives to attract more and more indus
tries to come into their region and use 
a greater supply of gas in their areas 
than we have ever seen up to this time. 
I do not wish to see that kind of thing 
happen in my region of the country. 

When I closed my remarks I said · I 
might be proved to be wrong, but at 
least I was making my observations ex
actly as my distinguished collea·gue from 
Rhode Island has done, with a sincere, 
conscientious, and honest belief that the 
position which I have taken is good for 
the consumer and good for the develop
ment of probable reserves of natural 
gas, which will .be in the best interests 
of the entire country. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I do 
not impugn the motives, the sincerity, 
or the honesty of the distinguished Sen
ator from Maine or the distinguished 
Senator from Texas. I merely wish to 
say that if we do something here in vio
lation of the public interest, only upon 
the threat that if it is not done, the pro
ducers will do this and that, God save 
America. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Sena tor from Maine yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Maine yield for a ques
tion? 

Mr. PAYNE. I shall first yield to the 
Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. In regard to the 
last statement of the Senat~r from 
Rhode Island as to what was said by the 
Senator from Maine with reference to a 
threat, there is no threat to anyone. 
The Senator was merely stating what 
will happen because of the economic 
situation. 

Mr. PAYNE. I have set forth very 
clearly the example of one company 
which obtained a certain price, and an
other company, which was not as effi
cient, which obtained another price. 
· Mr.FULBRIGHT. There is one state

ment in the remarks of the Senator from 
Rhode Island ·that is not accurate. The 
Senator seems to assume that if any leg
islation happens to be beneficial to the 
producers it is necessarily inimical to 
the interest of the consumer. Our posi
tion is that if it is fairly drawn it will be 
beneficial to both parties. When we say 
it is in the consumers' interest, we do 
not mean that it has no relation to the 
interest of the producers or to the public 
interest, but we do mean that both par
ties in the State of Maine will benefit by 
having an adequate supply. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Maine yield further? 

Mr. PAYNE. I yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. If it is in the public 

interest to place under supervision gas 
which is sold by producers for the pur
pose of resale in interstate commerce, 
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should that responsibility not be met 
only because there may be a fear that the 
gas will not be put into interstate 
commerce? 

Mr. PAYNE. If we wish to apply that 
kind of a philosophy, why do we not put 
straight utility-type controls on the pro
duction of coal? 

Many gas companies in this country 
use coal to manufacture gas which is put 
through distribution lines for the use of 
consumers. Why do we not apply the 
utility-type control on coal mines and 
say "this is the proper price," because 
they, too, are regulated when they ship 
in interstate commerce? They · then 
come under the Interstate Commerce 
Commission as to the rates to be paid 
for the hauling of the coal to the place 
of final manufacture. The distribution 
system is regulated also. Let us apply 
the principle clear across the board and 
place these things under regimentation. 

Mr. PASTORE. Will the Senator 
from Maine perm~t me to answer that 
question? 

Mr. PAYNE. Gladly. 
Mr. PASTORE. First of all, the dis

tribution company which ultimately 
levies the charge upon the consumer has 
nothing to do with the negotiations as 
to price between the pipeline company 
and the producer. The consumer will 
be more or less at the mercy of what
ever price is arrived at between the pipe
line and the producer until ultimately 
it is passed upon by the Federal Power 
Commission. That is the first reason. 
There is no intimacy in contractual re
lationship between the distribution com- · 
pany and the producer himself. 

Second-and this is the best argument 
on this particular subject, _and we have 
to realize the characteristics of this 
business-the consumer is strictly a cap
tive customer, not from the point where 
he is attached to the service at the 
bur:ner tip; but if we follow the line, it 
starts at the point where the ga.s goes 
into interstate commerce. So the se
rious question here is, Where does the 
regulation begin and where does it end? 

In the case of coal, if a distribution 
company does not like the coal in mine 
A, where it has a right to buy its coal, 
it can go to mine B. If it does not like 
mine B, it can go to mine C. 

If it cannot carry the coal by 
freighter, it might carry it by barge. 
If it cannot carry it by barge, it is likely 
to carry it by truck. If the transporta
tion cost runs up, the distribution com
pany can even pick up a bucket and get 
a bucket! ul of coal. 

Can that be done with natural gas? 
Mr. PAYNE. Does the Senator want 

to give to the producers of natural gas 
all the benefits which the ut ility com
panies enjoy, such as the right of emi
nent domain, and the other rights they 
enjoy? What will happen then? 

Mr. PASTORE. That is where I 
think the proponents are missing the 
nicety of the question at issue. There 
is nothing in t he Phillips case and 
nothing in the Natural Gas Act which 
says that the producer shall be con
t rolled by the Federal Power Commis
sion. The Senator is missing the point 
completely. All that the Natural Gas 
Act provides, by the interpretation of 

the Supreme Court in June 7, 1954, is 
this-and it is the important point: 
Only when-and I repeat that-only 
when the gas is sold for purposes of re
sale in interstate commerce does it come 
under Federal jurisdiction. So the pro
ducer is not compelled to sell in inter
state commerce and be subject to Fed
eral regulations. The producer is · not 
bothered by any control. 

All the Supreme Court said was, "Do 
what you want with your gas. But once 
you put the gas in interstate commerce, 
once you sell the gas for purposes of re
sale in interstate commerce, it is then 
affected with the public interest." Why? 
Because of the ultimate captive con
sumer. That is the reason why it must 
be supervised by the Federal Power 
Commission. If we forget that, we can 
take the whole Natural Gas Act, as I 
said before, and drown it in the Po
tomac River. 

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

Mr. PAYNE. If the Senator from New 
York will permit me to have additional 
time, I shall be glad to yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I think 
the discussion we are having today, and 
which we have been carrying on for the 
last week or 10 days, is really the kind of 
debate and discussion in which the 
United States Senate should indulge. I 
heartily approve of it. Far be it for me 
to stop this kind of debate. I am only 
77 years old, and I expect to have plenty 
of time in which to complete my speech. 
(Laughter.] 

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

Mr. PAYNE. With that understand
ing, I am happy to yield to the Senator 
from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am trying to under
stand the argument of the eminent 
Senator from Maine. Do I correctly 
understand him to say that if we had 
Federal regulation of the price of gas 
entering into interstate commerce, the 
producers would sell their gas intrastate? 

Mr. PAYNE. I said they would, in my 
opinion, basing my feeling entirely upon 
the situation in the Northeast, for 
instance. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. But the gas would not 
reach the Northeast because it would be 
sold in the South. 

Mr. PAYNE. I feel that that might be 
so. Either that or else we would get it 
only at a high price. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The producers would 
sell their gas in the States of origin only 
if they got a higher price for it there 
than if t hey put it in the interstate pipe
lines. Is not that true? 

Mr. PAYNE. It is my feeling, from 
the study I have made-and I have given 
an example in my statement-that if 
well A and well B produced at a cost of 
7 cents a thousand cubic feet, and the 
fair market price in intrastate commerce 
was somewhere around 12 cents, but 
another producer struck a well, and the 
price of his gas got up to 14 cents, the 
producer who produced for 7 cents would 
put his gas into the intrastate field, while 
the h igher priced gas would go into the 
interstate field. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. There is no proposal 
that a uniform price should be fixed for 

all producers. No one has ever proposed 
that. 

Mr. PAYNE. But the Senator &hould 
realize--

Mr. DOUGLAS. No, no. I am asking 
the Senator from Maine a question; he 
is not asking me a question. 

What the Senator from Maine is say
ing is that if the Federal Government is 
holding down the price at which the gas 
goes into the interstate pipeline, the pro
ducers will sell their gas at home. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. PAYNE. Will the Senator repeat 
his question? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. If the Federal Gov
ernment regulates the price at which gas 
enters the interstate pipeline, and thus 
restrains it, the producer will then sell 
his gas at home. 

Mr. PAYNE. I do not say he neces
sarily will. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. But he will tend to 
do so. 

Mr. PAYNE. I think probably he will 
channel into his home market the gas 
on which he can get a better price. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. And new industries 
will come in. 

Mr. PAYNE. I think they would, if 
there were a definite drive for new in
dustries. It is as if we in the Northeast 
tapped a great source of new power at a 
very reasonable rate. I have a very 
definite feeling that we could put on a 
definite drive to attract industry. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. My friend, the Sena
tor from Maine, has made a very in
teresting argument, because what he is 
saying is that if the price at which gas 
moves interstate is kept down, the gas 
will be sold at home. But it would be 
sold at home only if higher prices were 
charged for interstate movement. Then 
more would be sold intrastate than would 
be sold interstate. 

But if that happened, industry would 
not come there. It would pref er to lo
cate along the pipelines-at least the 
petrochemical industry would-and take 
the gas as it moves along through the 
pipelines. Although the price charged 
may go up, it would not be possible to 
get new industry, because industry will 
move in the direction of cheaper gas. 

Mr. PAYNE. It generally follows that 
when there is a demand for a particular 
commodity, when that demand has been 
reached and supplied satisfactorily, and 
a great supply is coming into the area 
or into the country as a whole, prices 
automatically do not go up. Prices have 
a tendency to level off. 

The junior Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. LONG], before the Senator from Illi
nois came to the floor, gave a very defi
nite example of what he believed would 
happen in the New York area with re
gard to the price of gas if certain condi
tions were met. I am inclined to agree 
with his views as he set them forth. 
A distribution system now exists. It is 
a question of whether a greater and 
greater volume can be put t hrough that 
dist ribution system-and it is appar
ently adequate; and if a greater vol
ume is moved through the system, cer
t ainly under the utility control at t he 
State level, the prices· will show up in 
the unit cost, and the price per unit 
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will be considerably less than it is at 
present. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Maine yield back a half 
·minute to me? · 

Mr. PAYNE. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. LEHMAN. I was interested in the 

Senator's statement about what the 
Senator from Louisiana said. But the 
thesis of the Senator from Louisiana was 
that the way in which to increase the 
consumption of gas was to raise the 
price of gas. To me, that simply does 
not make the-slightest· kind of sense. 

Mr. PAYNE. I did not understand 
that to be the observation of the Senator 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Then I did not make 
myself clear in my colloquy with the 
Senator from Louisiana. 

Mr. PAYNE. I certainly would not 
dispute the Senator from New York, but 
I did not . understand the Senator from 
Louisiana to make such a statement. 
I want the RECORD .to be clear. 

Mr. President, I wish to thank my col
league sincerely for the courtesy he has 
extended to me. I appreciate it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New York withhold the 
resumption of his speech until I have had 
an opportunity to fire one more question 
at my good friend from Maine? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I shall be glad to do so. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from 

-Maine has advanced the most fantastic 
argument I have heard in a long time. 
What he is saying is that the gas pro
ducers, unless they can get high prices 
in the North, will sell their gas locally. 
If they charge lower prices, that will be 
cutting off their noses to spite their faces. 
I do not think the gas industry will do 
that. If they favor higher prices, indus
try will not go there. The petrochemical 

. industry might well go north of the gas 
fields and draw off the ethane from the 
g,as and use that. 

So the argument of the Senator from 
Maine is completely defective, wildly 
fantastic, improbable, has no basis in 
fact whatsoever, and is unworthy of 
consideration. 

Mr. PAYNE. Let me say that if my 
reasoning is fantastic, if it is unrealistic, 
and if it is impractical, I do think it is 

· probably not the first time such an obser
vation has ever been made on the floor of 
the Senate. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is probably true. 
Mr. PAYNE. Let me merely·state that 

what I was saying was that if the price to 
our people in the Northeast and the pre
ponderance of the cost to the consumers 
at the present time is not due to prices 
to the producer at the wellhead, but is 
due to prices of the distribution systems 
and the pipelines, and if the cost con
tinues to climb upward, even if it is not 
because of the producers• prices at the 
well, there will simply be thrown a way 
the possibility of natural gas being used 
as a competitive fuel in that area, so 
that there will never be consumption of 
natural gas there, because the consumers 
will not pay for it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. As the Senator 
knows, I grew up in the State of Maine 
and we had cold winters. ' 

Mr. ·p A YNE. The Senator had better 
·comeback. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. If I could have had 
.the use of natural gas, it .would have 
been a great solace. There are many 
consumers who would like to have nat
ural gas, but their income is limited. If 
the price of gas goes up, that fuel is 
going to be denied to the people o.f 
Maine. So the Senator from Maine is 
standing in the way of heat for a very 
cold part of the country, and is con
demning many thousands of his con
stituents to many cold winters. Inciden
tally, the price of oil would also go up, 
because the prices of the two fuels are 
interconnected. 

Mr. PAYNE. The State of Maine did 
· give to my distinguished friend from 
Illinois a very good background. We 
like to refer to him as a distinguished 
former son of Maine. Because he is very 
well versed in history and very well 
versed in the distribution of population 
in rpy native State and his former 
State, the senator knows beyond any 
doubt that, beyond the Portland and 
Lewiston areas of Maine, we have no 
places of mass concentration of popula
tion to such an extent that gas could be 
economically fed into that area. To the 
best of my knowledge, Portland and 
Lewiston are the only two communities 
in my State that have gas distribution 
systems. The other ones which had been 
in existence were ripped up, and bottled 
gas is now furnished to the people of 
those areas. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It is quite cold in 
Lewiston and Portland, and I dislike to 
see the Senator from Maine standing 
in the way of warm homes. 

Mr. PAYNE. The Senator from llli
nois may be sure that the Senator from 

. Maine will never stand in the way of 
progress in our State. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. PAYNE. The Senator fr-om New 
York has the floor. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I know I did have the 
floor. I just wished to point out to the 
.Senator from Maine that I realize per
fectly well that the only two areas in the 
State of .Maine which would be affected 
by the bill, even in the remote future, 
probably would be Portland and Lewis
ton. 

Mr. PAYNE. I should like to add Au
burn to those two areas. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I m.ake this very ur
gent plea to the Senator from Maine. 
There are 16 million people in the State 
of New York who would be directly af
fected by the bill. Does not the Senator 
from Maine think it is reasonable to take 
into consideration their plight, interest, 
and well being, in considering the pend
ing bill? 

Mr. PAYNE. The Senator from New 
York is correct. I want to take every
body's welfare into consideration and 
give it the due regard to which it is en
titled; and that applies across the board. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I shall touch on that 
a little later. I do wish to point out how 
it does affect the people of the State of 
New York. 
AMENDMENT OF THE N4TURAL GAS ACT, AS 

AMENDED-LETTER OF ALEX M. CLARK 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, on yes
terday a little altercation took place on 
the floor between the Senator from In-

diana [Mr. CAPEHART] and myself, in 
which he quoted a letter which I had 
written to one Alex M. Clark. . Appar
ently he himself had not read the letter, 
because, in the letter, I said, referring 
to the organization: 

They feel the organi2:ation's name is a 
phony and its purpose is a phony. 

I said further: 
I assure you, sir, I make all the above 

comments not in any personal way as a 
reflection against you or any individual 
mayor or ex .. mayor who happens to see things 
differently . from myself and from my asso
ciates in our fight to protect the Nation's 
interest. 

Yesterday on the floor I said I would 
consume a few moments in reply, and 
I have prepared quite an extended reply, 
showing that I was more than right in 
calling the organization what I did. I 
make no retraction because I mislabeled 
the group. In fact, I show that even 
Time magazine was fooled by the name. 
I have in my hand other material, which 
would make interesting reading in con
nection with the' subject. 

I may say, Mr. President, I have en
joyed the discussion this afternoon, and 
I think everyone has profited from it. 
I felt that there was not only the right 
kind of debate, but that a sense of humor 
prevailed throughout the debate. I am 
sure persons in the galleries have appre
ciated it. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ma
terial which I have prepared in reply to 
what took place yesterday be printed in 
the RECORD following my remarks, and I 
ask unanimous consent that it follow the 
speech of the distinguished Senator from 
New York . 

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

The material prepared by Mr. WILEY is 
as follows: 
SENATOR WILEY RENEWS CONDEMNATION OF 

PHONY "CONSUMER" GAS 0RGANIZATIE>N·
POINTS OUT EVEN TIME MAGAZINE WAS AP• 
PARENTLY FOOLED BY IT-URGES REAL Pno
CONSUMER AMENDMENTS TO GAS BILL 

(Excerpts of address by Hon. ALEXANDER WI
LEY of Wisconsin, in United States Sen-
ate, Friday, January 27, 1956) · 
I shall comment on the pending order of 

business before the Senate, the Harris-Ful
bright bill. 

My position ls, as follows: I completely op
pose this bill in its present form. 

I favor amendments to the bill which 
would be genuinely designed to protect the 

. Nation's consumers. 
But before I get into the substance of 

my remarks on the bill itself, I want to turn 
to the issue wliich engaged our attention 
yesterday afternoon. 

NO RETRACTION OF CHARGES AGAINST MIS• 
LABELED GROUP 

As will be recalled, my good friend from 
Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART] chose to take offense 
at an open letter which I had addressed to 
one of his constituents-former Mayor Alex 
Clark, of Indianapolis. 

I regret the decision of my colleague from 
Indiana. No offense was intended by me. 
No offense was implied. No offense was 
justified~ So, no apology will be offered. 

I stated very specifically in the open let
ter which I wrote to Mayor Clark that I was 
no~ reflecting personally upon him or upon 
anyone associated with his organization. I 
stated that competent observers and I ob
jected to the name of the organization. 
That name is utterly unjustified by the f~cts. 
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It is utterly misleading, as I shall short

ly prove, by reference to ~o less than that 
that leading peridical Time. 

I would not think, however, of reflecting 
upon a man whom I have never met, and 
of whom I know almost nothing at all-nor 
would I reflect upon a list of mayors
whether they be in Texas, Oklahoma, Flor
ida, or anywhere else in the Union-Just be
ca use they happen to disagree with me on 
this issue. 

There are probably included in that list a 
good many men with whom I ordinarily 
might agree on a great many issues. I hap
pen to _oppose them on this issue. That is 
my right, and that is their right.· 

I think, however, that 'they had no busi
ness getting involved in an organization with 
such a deceptive name. 

THE JOINT COMMITTEE OF CONSUMERS AND 
SMALL PRODUCERS 

And what is that name? It is the Joint 
Committee of Consumers and Small Pro
ducers of Natural Gas. 

SPOTLIGHTING WITH TRUTH 
Mr. President, we have laws against mis

labeling. We have pure food and drug laws. 
But when a special interest group puts on 
sheeps' clothing and attracts a lot of mis
informed mayors and with some noble t itle 
like "consumer" we have no recourse to the 
laws. But we do have recourse to throwing 
a spotlight of truth on the organization, as 
I am doing now. 

Are they afraid of the truth? 
I stated in my open letter that this com

mittee does not really represent the consum
ers of America. How could it? 

If the Harris-Fulbright bill passes un
amended the consumers will be gouged
taken for a ride. 

How. could this organization . possibly, 
therefore, represent the consumers? 

WHY IS THIS GROUP NOT IN FAVOR OF 
DOUGLAS A~ IENDMENT? 

But what of the small producers of nat
ural gas? Are they represented by this or
ganization? 

Well, I think we could tell the answer to 
that question by asking: What is the posi
tion of this organization on the proposed 
Douglas amendment which would actually 
exempt small producers from natural gas rate 
control? 

I personally favor the Douglas amendment. 
I am for freeing the small producers from 
Federal rate regulation. I do not believe that 
it is necessary to subject producers who sell 
to the pipelines less than 2 billion cubic feet 
of gas per year to Federal rate control. All 
of these small producers combined do not 
control a sizable enough volume of natural 
gas to merit control. 

Effective control can be attained by simply 
controlling the relatively small number of 
large producers who do virtually monopolize 
the market. 

There are ample legal precedents for ex
empting small producers while controlling 
large producers. 

I repeat. What is the position of the mis
named "Joint committee" on the Douglas 
amendment? 

If it is truly for the small producers, then 
let it come out in favor of the Douglas 
amendment. I have not heard a word, how
ever, from this Joint committee with regard 
to the Douglas amendment. 

LOBBY'S TACTICS IS TO AVOm ALL MEMBERS 
Its silence speaks volumes. Obviously, the 

people pulling the strings of this commit
tee are not in the slightest interested in the 
small producer; it ls the big fellows they are 
trying to help; it is the big fellows which 
they represent. 

The word has gone out: "No amendments 
to the Harris-Fulbright bill." It must be 
passed intact. 

Why? So the House won't get anotller 
chance to vote on it, and the people will be 
denied another opportunity to get their in
terests protected. 

That is the oil and gas lobby's strategy. 
Thus, we have seen that the Joint commit

tee is misnamed on both counts. It is not a 
joint committee of consumers; it is not a 
joint committee for the oost interests of 
small producers of natural gas. 

Its apparent aim is the advancing of the 
cause of the monopolistic forces which want 
to gouge the American public. 

I said earlier that the name of this joint 
committee is deceptive . .. I will prove that 
point now. 

First, I point out that our Nation's great 
periodicals are obviously somewhat com
plicating our lives and our national debates. 

First, that truly great picture magazine, 
Life, headlines a i:p,ajor article on our for
eign policy as though we were being pushed 
to the brink of war. 

Then this week, its esteemed sister publica
tion, Time, becomes confused and accident
ally pushes us over the brink into at least 
a momentary misunderstanding on an im
portant domestic issue. 

I commend to the attention of my read
ers the current issue of Time magazine. In 
~he business section, on page 78, it comments 
regarding the opposition of my colleague 
from Michigan, Mr. POTTER, to this bill. 
Then Time goes on to say that, ranged with 
Senator POTTER, is the Joint Committee o:r 
Consumers and Small Producers of Natural 
Gas. 

That reference is, of course, utterly in
correct. The joint committee is obviously 
utterly opposed to Senator POTTER'S posi
tion. 

But here we have a leading magazine of 
the United States, a magazine which rightly 
prides itself on its accuracy, a magazine 
which spends literally a "fortune" to check, 
double check, and triple check every single 
word of every single line in its 52 weekly 
issues. 

And yet, what do we find? Even Time 
magazine has been misled by the title of 
the joint committee. If Time magazine, 
with its skilled researchers, can be misled, 
what may we expect of the rest of the Na
tion? Of course, there are lobby groups on 
both sides of this issue. That is their pre
rogative. But let's get the lobbies straight 
and let none of them deceive us. 

Now, with regard to the foreign policy 
controversy, fortunately, Mr. Henry R. Luce, 
in his statement of this week, has with com
mendable forthrightness and dispatch (and 
in a manner which we would expect from 
so honored an American leader) , set the 
matter straight on the "brink of war" article. 

And no doubt, very soon Time's "letters" 
editor will be correcting the blooper on Alex 
Clark's committee. 

Time-Life, Inc., is commendably prompt 
in correcting its very rare errors. 

But how about former Mayor Alex M. 
Clark? Will he correct the misleading title 
of his group? 

CLARK AND CLARK, A CURIOUS COINCIDENCE 
And let me ask another question. Former 

Mayor Joseph Clark, of Philadelphia, had 
headed up a group of dedicated mayors who 
have wisely banded together to fight the 
genuine consumers' fight on this issue. 

Is it a coincidence-mere coincidence
leading to mere accidental confusion-that 
another Clark now pops up and heads an 
opposite-type committee? 

It reminds many people of the time when 
the late Senator George W. Norris, of Ne
braska, was running for another term in 
the Senate and the desperate opposition 
found another man named Norris to run 
against him, along with other opposition, 
so as to split away his vote by planned con
fusion. 

The tactic didn't work then. I trust it 
won't work now. 

I remarked in my open letter to former 
Mayor Alex Clark that, in my Judgment, the 
folks of Indianar like frankness, as we in 
Wisconsin like frankness. I was not and am 
not going to pussyfoot in my comments to 
former Mayor Alex Clark. As a man who 
has been in public life, and as a Hoosier, 
I know he would not want me to pussyfoot 
in talking with him. 

WISCONSINITES RECOGNIZE SPECIAL INTERESTS 
We, of Wisconsin, have a good nose for 

phony organizations. The State of Wiscon
sin ha~ ~I?,e of the most outstanding records 
in the Union for fighting special interests 
and organizations dedicated to special 
interests. 

I ask my colleague from Indiana this 
question: Suppose we in Wisconsin were to 
find that an organization has been hatched, 
called the Joint Committee of Producers of 
Natural Dairy Products. And suppose we 
were to find that this so-called joint com
mittee actually represented not natural 
products, but synthetic products-artificial 
concoctions-not, let us say, nature's fluid 
milk, but some chemical concoctions made 
in a laboratory. . 

Obviously, under the circumstances, we 
would have the perfect right to term the 
organization "a phony." We would demand 
that the organization parade under a real 
name-under its own colors. We Americans 
believe in hoisting our true colors to our 
mast and not in flying under false colors. 

This misnamert committee, with offices in 
room 220 of the Washington Hotel should 
therefore rename its·elf, in the interest of 
fair play and forthrightness. 

The members of the committee, who are 
probably estimable · gentlemen, should ask 
that the committee rename itself so that 
it does not deceive Time magazine; does not 
deceive the Members of the Senate and does 
not deceive the members of the public as 
a whole. 

PADDING OF ALEX CLARK COMMITTEE 

I should like to make just a few final 
comments on. the subject of the list of 
mayors purportedly supporting Mayor Alex 
Clark's committee. 

This list was inserted in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD yesterday, beginning on page 1376 
by my colleague from Indiana, Mr. CAPE
HART. 

It is, of course, important to devote some 
time to analyzing this list, and I have not 
had as yet very much time. 

It is obvious, however, that the list is com
pletely padded. 

In the first place, obviously Mr. Alex 
Clark lists mayors of States producing nat
ural gas. 

In the second place, when he gets around 
to listing States where natural gas is not 
produced, we find that most of the mayors 
on his list come from the tiniest communi
ties, many of which do not have gas service. 
· Of course, these communities are entitled -

to speak their position. But it would be 
one thing to claim to speak for a city of, let 
us say, 150,000, and it would be another thing 
to speak for a community of, let us say, 1,000. 

The State which has the most names of 
mayors listed on the Alex Clark Committee 
is Minnesota. Seventy-four mayors and 
communities are listed. Of these, however, 
only 13 have populations in excess of 2,000. 

In one town, Windon, he lists both the 
mayor and the mayor-elect. 

One might ask Mr. Alex Clark what is the 
position of the present mayor of Indian
apolis who succeeded him. If he wants to 
list a former mayor and a present mayor, 
why does he not refer to his own home town? 

In the whole State of Connecticut, he lists 
merely two towns. In Delaware, only one. 
In Georgia, only seven small towns. And, 
yes, in Indiana, only six. 

The great State of Virginia is represented 
by only one mayor. I think that the Mother 
of Presidents is entitled to be represented a 
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bit more when someone 'attempts to speak 
for her. 

Five towns are listed in my own State of 
Wisconsin. The mayors of these towns have 
a perfect right to speak. I do not criticize 
them at all in whate·ver views they may per
sonally hold. But, obviously, they do not, 
by the wildest stretch of the imagination, 
speak for the whole State of Wisconsin. 
And they certainly do not speak in this in
stance even for the cities of La Crosse, 
Jefferson, Sauk City, Green Bay, and Tomah. 

I have previously placed in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD a detailed .listing of the doz
ens of expressions from mayors and common 
councils all over Wisconsin, supporting my 
position and opposing the bill. 

And lastly, we get around to the State of 
New Jersey. I should like to point out that 
the Atlantic City Press of January 16, 1956, 
exposed the facts in the attack which Mr. 
Alex Clark led against the South Jersey Gas 
Co., a distributor of natural gas in southern 
New Jersey. 

In his attack, Mr. Alex Clark purported to 
have the support of 10 mayors in his attack 
on the company. 

Four · of these mayors were interviewed by 
the newspaper, and all four denied that they 
supported Mr. Alex Clark, or that they had 
even given their names to be used. 

Mayor Joseph Altman, of Atlantic City, 
stated that he had been innocently led into 
lending his name to the committee by a re
sort oil-company representative, acco~ding 
to the Atlantic City Press. He said that he 
had requested further information, but never 
heard again about it until his name turned 
up in a news release. 

"I am very suspicious, and angry," Mayor 
Altman said. 

Perhaps Mayor Altman is not alone. Per
haps, as seems likely, Mr. Alex Clark has been 
listing people whom he has no right to list. 

I shall have more to say on this whole sub
ject of Mr. Alex Clark's committee list a 
little later on. I do so merely to set the 
record straight. I do so, so that Members of 
the Senate will not be deceived into giving 
credence to his list. 

It does not speak for the consumers. It 
does not speak for the small natural-gas pro
ducers. 

But enough on this matter. 
Let the record now speak for itself.· 

FURTHER COMMENTS N:EiXT WEEK 

Now, Mr. President, it had been my inten
tion to address myself today to the substance 
of the Harris-Fulbright bill, and in particu
lar to that fantastically inept yardstick for 
regulation which it offers, the so-called rea
sonable market price yardstick. 

I find, however, that my schedule requires 
that I now briefly set out once more for my 
State, to fulfill several speaking engagements. 

I must necessarily, therefore, defer the 
bulk of my remarks until my return· early 
next week. 

THE REASON ABLE MARKET PRICE YARDSTICK 

I believe that it would be well, however, 
that we turn our attention to expert com
ments on the yardstick, which has been de
livered before the House Interstate Com
merce Committee in April of last year. They 
were submitted on behalf of the organiza.:. 
tion which, in my judgment, has done the 
most outstanding job of any similar compa
rable group in America on the natural-gas 
issue, namely, the Public Service Commis
sion of Wisconsin, ably headed by James R. 
Durfee. 
· In his brief filed with the House Interstate 

Commerce Committee, Commissioner Durfee 
utterly demolished the reasonable market 
price yardstick. 

I ask unanimous consent that excerpts 
from his brief be printed at this point in the 
body of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, They get 
to the heart of the problem far better, I 

believe, than virtually any other single pre
sentation of similar material, with the possi
ble exception of the masterly exposition on 
this same point by my colleague from Illinois 
[ Mr. DouG.LAS]. 

ExCERPTS FROM BRIEF FROM WISCONSIN 
PuBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

THE "REASON ABLE MARKET PRICE" PROVISION OF 
H, R, 4560 

A "reasonable market field price" standard 
is proposed to be applied both to gas pur
chased by a pipeline from a nonaffiliated 
pr-oducer and to gas produced by the pipe
line or an affiliate. "Reasonable market 
price" is to be determined by the Federal 
Power Commission in the light of (1) the 
effect of a contract upon assurance of sup
ply (2) relationship of contrac.t provisions 
to existing or future market field prices. 
The proposed standard, if it can be digni
fied as such, cannot be precisely defined 
and in the absence of specific limiting fac
tors is an open invitation for the Federal 
Power Commission to approve any level of 
prices the producers seek. If this bill be
came law it could be argued with consid
erable merit that any field price which was 
less than the highest price paid in the 
field would have to be rejected by the Fed
eral Power Commission because any price 
which is not as high or higher than existing 
market field prices would have an adverse 
effect upon future supplies and the existing 
level of market prices in the field. It ap
pears. to the Wisconsin commission that this 
provision is a one-way street and that it 
will accomplish for the producers every
thing that favored nation and escalator 
clauses were designed to accomplish. In 
other words we think the favored nation 
concept has been written into bill H. R. 
4560. 
THE PROPOSED METHOD OF CONTROLLING FIELD 

PRICES IS UNWORKABLE 

Aside from the merits of the reasonable 
market price standard the method of con
trolling prices for gas sold to interstate pipe
lines is completely unworkable. You have 
already been told by pipeline representatives 
that the bill should be amended so as to make 
certain that the consumers and not the pipe
lines should pay if the Federal Power Com
mission finds that a contract price is not a 
reasonable market price. Further the pipe
lines want an advance commitment from the 
Federal Power Commission that their con
tractual prices are reasonable market prices. 
Since interstate pipelines are regulated there 
is no basis for burdening them with the con
sequences of the unworkable provisions of the 
proposed bill. 

In the first place the limited control pro
vided in the bill is indirect in that it extends 
only to the pipeline companies and not the 
producers. Regulatory experience over a 
number of years demonstrates the ineffective
ness of disallowance in operating expenses of 
costs actually incurred but considered by 
regulatory agencies to be excessive or un
reasonable. This very weakpess was one of 
the reasons for passage of the Holding Com
pany Act in 1934. The information neces
sary to suppcrt reasonable market prices in 
the field in the light ·of supply and future 
prices is peculiarly within the knowledge of 
producers, to the extent that anyone knows . 
anything about it. Certai~ly neither the 
consumers, nor the distributors, can be ex
pected to be informed, and although the 
pipelines may be fairly well informed they 
lack the incentives to drive a hard bargain 
with the producers. 

THE APPLICATION OF THE "REASONABLE MARKET 
PRICE" FORMULA TO PIPELINE PRODUCED GAS 

IS UNFAIR TO CONSUMERS 
The proposal to allow reasonable market 

prices for pipeline produced gas or gas pro
duced by an affiliate would write into the 

Natural Gas Act the principle adopted by 
the Federal Power Commission in the Pan
handle case q.ecided April 15, 1954. That 
decision cost the consumers of Panhandle's 
distributing companies some 5 to 6 million 
annually more than the method which had 
previously been employed and the end is 
by no means yet in sight. The cost of de
veloping, expanding and retaining pipeline
owned gas reserves has already been paid 
for by consumers. A revaluation of these 
same reserves will place an unwarranted 
additional cost burden upon consumers. 
The principle is basically unfair to the con
sumers. The adoption of the reasonable 
market price principle means that the Fed
eral Power Commission will be required to 
accord weight to . field prices which are de-. 
termined in part by artificial means rather 
than normal demand-supply relationships. 
These artificial props consist of prices es
tablished by application of escalator and 
favored nation clauses and State estab
lished minimum wellhead prices. Prices so 
established are not necessarily related either 
to cost or value of service nor do they repre
sent prices established in a free market. 
The principle, in effect, allows the pipeline 
cost of reproduction or current prices for 
producd gas. Thus, the pipeline would re
ceive a windfall amounting to many millions 
of dollars annually at the expense of the 
consumers for gas reserves previously ac
quired and whose cost was definitely as
certainable. 

Mr. PASTORE . . Mr. President, I sug .. 
gest the absence of a quorum. 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
NEUBERGER in the chair). '!'he clerk will 
call the roll. · 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

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

:Mr. LONG. The speech I have pre
pared will take considerable time to de
liver, probably an hour. In order to ex .. 
pedite its delivery, and so that Sepators 
may find the speech at one place in the 
RECORD, I ask unanimous consent that 
any interruptions may appear at the end 
of my remarks, rather than during the 
course of them, and I ask my colleagues 
not to ask me questions until I have com
pleted my presentation. 

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

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the issue 
involved in the amendments to the Nat
ural Gas Act is a fairly simple one. The 
question is whether we believe in free 
competitive enterprise or whether we be
lieve that competition has failed to serve 
its purpose in the American economy, 
and that socialization, public regulation, 
and Federal price control must be used 
as a substitute. 

We have before us a situation never 
contemplated by the authors of the orig
inal Natural Gas Act. When that bill 
was passed by Congress it was intended 
merely to regulate the pipelines which 
carried gas in interstate commerce, just 
as any other public utility would be reg
ulated. The bill was based on simple 
utility principles, and no one thought 
it would be construed to give the Federal 
Power Commission the authority to fix 
the price at which gas could be sold by 
independent operators to pipeline com
panies. '.!'he bill passed without objec-
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tion. Not a single producer appeared to 
oppose the bill. 

The explanations given before the 
committees and on the floor were to the 
effect that the bill did not undertake to 
regulate the producer of natural gas, and 
the bill specifically stated as much. In 
at least 13 decisions, the Federal Power 
Commission so interpreted the act. Pro
ducers contracted to sell their gas relying 
upon that assurance. Nevertheless, we 
are now faced with a situation wherein 
the Supreme Court has interpreted the 
act in such a fashion as to require the 
Federal Power Commission to regulate a 
producer of natural gas on the same basis 
as a pipeline company. 

A pipeline company is a public utility 
operating under a certificate of con
venience and necessity. It has a con
tract which guarantees the monopolistic 
control of a particular market and as
sures it a fair return on the investment. 
It takes a minimum risk. 

On the other hand, an individual seek
ing to develop the production of natural 
gas is taking great risks. He has no 
guaranties whatsover. If he is explor
ing for gas, the chances are 8 out of 9 
that his exploratory well will be a failure 
and that he will lose almost the entire 
investment in the well. Even -if he is 
merely developing a field after an ex
ploratory well has been drilled, each well 
entails a considerable risk that he will 
be beyond the limits of production. 
Even the drilling itself is subject to blow
outs and similar hazards. He is not in 
any sense guaranteed a monopoly, and 
his undertaking is extremely hazardous~ 
He is competing with 8,000 other pro
ducers of the same product. ·Yet the 
act sets but a, single standard, merely 
ref erring to a fair and reasonable return 
on the investment. This is usually con
strued to mean that the person is entitled 
to a return of his investment plus 6 per
cent interest during the time that the 
money is tied up. 

.- No one has ever seriously argued that 
.this is the standard to which the pro
ducers of natural gas should be bound. 
Everyone agrees that gas producers are 
entitled to a greater return: Even the 
senior Senator from Illinois [Mr. DOUG
LAS] with his characteristic generosity 
is willing to permit as much as 8 percent. 

Not a single State in America attempts 
to place a ceiling by law on the price for 
which a producer is permitted to sell his 
gas. I repeat, Mr. President, there is 
not a single State in America in which 
gas is produced and where natural gas 
production has been subjected to a ceil
ing price, other than the limitations of 
free competition and contracts freely 
entered. 

Although ma·ny statements of error 
have been made, no one is in position to 
justify Federal price control over this 
single industry w_ithout admitting that 
many other industries should be sub,
jected to the same type of regulation and 
control. If the price of natural gas is to 
be subjected to Federal regulation and 
control, why should it be the only fuel 
so controlled? Why not oil? Why not 
coal? Why not iron ore, copper, tung
sten, sulfur, salt; and every other min
eral extracted from the soil? 

If one is to say that natural gas is 
vested with the public interest because 
it is consumed in millions of homes, why 
not oil, which serves as the base of the 
fuel that moves every automobile and 
almost every locomotive and steamship 
in the land, as well as heating untold 
millions of homes? Granted that it is 
inconvenient to convert from the use of 
gas in household heating back to oil
burning equipment, how many Senators 
have tried to convert the fuel for their 
automobiles f-rom gasoline to natural gas, 
or some other fuel? I daresay they would 
find the conversion equally as difficult. 

In addition, it is-impossible to regulate 
a gas well producing gas if the same well 
also produces oil, distillate, or other ma
terials unless the Government is to regu
late the production of the other mate
rials as well. There is no other way upon 
which a cost 'formula can be applied to 
relate the price per unit of gas to the 
investment. In some wells drilled at 
shallow depth, deposits of gas are dis
covered, perhaps 20 times as great as in 
other wells drilled to greater depths and 
at greater cost. The fact is that compe
tition always ha_s been and always should 
be the basis upon which the price of nat
ural gas should be determined. 

Reference has been made to the in
crease in the cost of natural gas. Those 
who complain about this increase do not 
usually refer to the fact that more than 
90 percent of the cost of gas to the con
sumer, more than 90 cents out of every 
dollar, results from the cost of trans
mitting the gas in interstate commerce 
and distributing it to the consumers in 
the cities.-

When gas is available· in large quan
tities, the economies of transporting and 
distributing this fuel make possible large 
·economies that result in substantial sav
ings to the consumers. For example, the 
ability of a pipeline to maintain a suffi
cient load factor so that it can obtain 
constant use of the full capacity of the 
pipeline tends greatly to reduce the cost 
of transporting the product. Likewise 
the ability of the distributor to sell in 
larger quantities to each individual cus
tomer makes possible a major reduction 
in the unit cost for gas. 

It would cost hardly any more to lay 
a distribution line to a house if the house 
is using gas for household heating, cook
ing, and refrigeration, than it would cost 
to lay a distribution line to the same 
house if that house were using gas for 
cooking only. When a man comes to 
read the meter, the cost of that service is 
no greater if he reads a large number 
than it is if he reads a small number. 
Likewise, in the accounting department 
of a distribution company, no more book
keeping is required to handle a large 
transaction than would be required to 
record a small one. 

It is easy to demonstrate that the 
unit cost of gas delivered to the con
sumer will go down if the consumer is in 
position to buy more and more gas. The 
unit cost would tend to go up if less gas 
were available. The transporting people 
can deliver gas for a lower unit cost if 
they adjust their affairs to provide large 
underground storage capacity to store 
gas delivered near the market area dur
ing summer months, when gas deliveries 
are not being fully utilized, and thereby 

make it possible to bring those stored re
serves onto the market during the win
ter months when the demand for the 
commodity is at its peak. Thus if the 
producer is permitted to make a sufficient 
price that he is willing to sell his gas 
freely in interstate commerce, the pipe
lines and the distribution companies will 
be in position to make major savings in 
the service they render for each unit of 
gas delivered. · 

If the present bill shall be passed, it 
will assist pipelines and distribution com
pa,nies in ·reducing their cost per unit of 
gas delivered. Unless this measure be
comes law, the present law will make it 
very difficult for pipelines and distribu
tors to achieve the economies to which I 
have referred. 

The small share of the consumer dol
lar that goes to the producer does not 
justify placing the producer under Fed
eral price control. Particularly is this 
the case when we recognize that Fed
eral price control will mean that gas re
serves will not be freely available to the 
interstate market. 

For gas sold in New York, the pro
ducer receives only 3 cents of every dol
lar paid for gas. In Washington, D. C., 
the gas producer receives only about 8 
cents of every dollar that the consumer 
pays for natural gas-. In Chicago, which 
is at the end of a shorter pipeline, the 
gas produper receives only about 10 cents 
of every dollar paid for natural gas. 

When the consumer looks at the small 
price tag of 10 cents to 3 cents out of 
every dollar he pays for gas as the cost 
of his supply, he would much more pre
fer to pay another cent, if need be, and 
be assured of arr unfailing abundant sup
ply to meet his demands upon the cold
est days, than he would to take the risk 
tha,t always goes with Federal price con
trol, such as inadequate supply, short
ages, and poor service. 

Unless the present law shall be amend
ed, consumers outside the producing 
States will not be able to obtain addi
tional reserves of natural gas to meet 
their needs. Available statistics show 
that already nine major pipelines are 
finding it impossible to obtain sufficient 
additional reserves to offset the amount 
of gas they are draining from their exist
ing reserves. 

I ask unanimous consent to place in 
the RECORD a statement I have prepared, 
demonstrating that the rate at which 
additional supplies of gas have been 
made available to pipelines has dropped 
off from a high of 18.9 trillion cubic 
feet in 1950 to 6 trillion cubic feet in 
1954. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
Annual additions of natural gas reserves to 

interstate pipelines, 1949-54 

[In billions of cubic feet] 1949 _______________________________ 11,500 
1950 _______________________________ 18,900 

1951------------------------------- 12,100 
1952-----------~------------------- 18,800 1953 _______________________________ 10,100 

1954 ________________________________ 6,000 

Sources: Annual reports of pipeline com
panies to Federal Power Commission; for 
1954 and prior years; statistics of natural gas 
companies, for 1954 and prior years (FPC); 
data supplied by pipeline companies. 
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The above figures represent the annual ad

ditions to natural gas reserves by the follow• 
ing major pipeline -companies, including re
serves owned and contracted for: Arkansas 
Louisiana Gas Co., Cities Service Gas Co., 
Colorado Interstate Gas Co., El Paso Natural 
Gas Co., Lone Star Gas Co., Natural Gas 
Pipeline Company of America, Northern 
Natural Gas Co., Permian Basin Pipeline Co., 
Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co., Trunkline 
Gas Co., Southern Natural Gas Co., Texas 
Eastern Transmission Co., Texas Gas Trans
mission Corp., Texas Illinois Natural Gas 
Pipeline Co., Transcontinental Gas Pipeline 
Co., United Gas Pipeline Co. 

In 1954 the 16 pipeline companies added 
5,935 billion cubic feet to their available 
supplies, including both contracted fo~ and 
owned reserves. Withdrawals from available 
supplies by these companies totaled 4,454 
billion cubic feet, so that the net additions 
to available supplies totaled 1,481 billion 
cubic feet. 

For 7 among the 16 pipeline companies, 
gross additions to reserves excedeed with
drawals during 1954. 

For 9 among the 16 companies, with
drawals during 1954 were in excess of gross 
additions. The summary figures are as fol
lows: 

[Million cubic feet] 

Additions With-
drawals to from supply supply 

Pipelines with net increase (7) .••. 4, _573, 900 1,996,200 
Pipelines with net decrease (9) ••. 1,361,400 2,457,400 

Total, 16 pipelines •••••••••• 5,935,300 4,453,600 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, further- . 
more, an analysis of 16 major pipeline 
companies shows that 9 of the 16 we~e 
unable to acquire additional reserves m 
1954 at a rate sufficient to offset the de
pletion of their existing gas supply. 

It is true that the discovery of new gas 
is sufficient to offset the depletion of 
exist:ng reserves in a general sense, but 
the fact that opponents of the Fulbright 
'bill fail to make clear is that, even before 
utility-type regulation has been placed 
upon gas producers selling their gas in 
interstate commerce, the rate at which 
new gas is being committed to interstate 
contracts has been reduced to one-third 
of its previous rate. I predict, with all 
confidence, that unless the Harris-F~l
bright bill is passed, the rate at which 
such reserves are committed to inter
state commerce will be reduced to a mere 
fraction of that one-third. 

Producers are finding it more and more 
desirable to withhold their gas from the 
market until they find a sale within the 
state where it is produced. New indus
tries are daily moving into the Louisiana, 
Texas, and Oklahoma areas, seeking to 
obtain an assured supply of natural gas. 
Even now gas to supply the needs of 
major heavy industries within the pro
ducing States is becoming in short sup
ply. If Federal price control upon a 
cost basis is to be imposed upon inter
state sales of natural gas, the large ad
ditional reserves that are being dis
covered will be held off the market until 
they can be sold within the producing 
States, where Federal price control is not 
applicable. 

Anyone who has studied economics for 
a single semester should know that those 
millions of consumers in Northern States 
who desire to purchase natural gas for 

use in their homes will not be able to buy 
it if their agents are forbidden to pay a 
price for the gas at least as high as the 
price for which the gas is being sold 
within the producing State. 

Measures that have thus far been 
taken to assure a supply of gas will not 
prove adequate. Already the Supreme 
Court has undertaken to say that a con
tract for the sale of gas can be binding 
upon the producer to sell, although the 
price can be changed by the Federal 
Power Commission or the Court. Some 
of these contracts provide that the con
tract of sale is automatically terminated 
if the Federal Power Commission or the 
courts undertake to change the price 
from that stipulated in the contract. 
The Supreme Court has nevertheless 
undertaken to hold that a producer, once 
having undertaken to sell gas, can be 
required to continue to deliver it and 
held to all terms of the contract to 
which he was compelled to agree, and 
at the same time be denied the benefit of 
the one provision for· which he bar
gained, namely, the price. 

The Supreme Court has held that a 
producer who contracteci to sell for 20 
years can be made to continue to deliver 
his gas indefinitely, or as long as the 
reserves last. But, I say, Mr. President, 
that even such outrageous injustices can
not obtain for the consumer an adequate 
supply. I say this because with the de
pletion of present reserves which have 
been contracted for sale to interstate 
pipelines, new reserves will not be avail
able. They will be sold within the States 
where they are discovered, in order t~ 
obtain the better prices which would be 
there available. 

Under the Harris-Fulbright bill, there 
would be sufficient price regulation by 
the Federal Power Commission to pro
'tect the consumer against unfair or un
reasonable increases in the price paid 
to the producers of natural gas. The 
Federal Power Commission would have 
the responsibility of reviewing the rea
sonableness of the price the pipelines 
pay under new contracts. It would also 
be necessary to obtain approval of the 
Federal Power Commission before an 
increase in gas prices as the result of 
an escalator clause or a favored nations 
clause, could cause the price to exceed 
that which is determined to be a rea
sonable market price by the Federal 
Power Commission. 

What the act does in effect is place a 
ceiling price on the sale of new gas and 
old gas alike. The principal difference 
from· the existing law, as interpreted by 
the Supreme Court, would be that the 
fair market price would be determined 
by looking to the competitive factors of 
the industry-the availability of supply 
and the pressures of demand-instead 
of a cost basis. When a fair market ptice 
-is determined by the Federal Power 
Commission, a seller could be confident 
that he could sell his gas at that price, 
or any price below it, and that he would 
be safe from being required to deliver his 
gas for a lesser price than that to which 
he agreed. 

Likewise the Federal Power Commis
sion would have the responsibility of 
protecting the public from the operation 
of ·escalator ·clauses, favored nations 
provisions, and renegotiation stipula-

tions, if the effect of any of t~ose con
tractual terms were to operate ma man
ner that would permit the price of gas 
to advance beyond the fair market price 
determined by the Federal Power Com
mission. This is a major concession to 
consumers outside the producing States. 
Even so, I predict that it would tend to 
impede the availability of new supplies 
in interstate commerce. A producer 
within his own State could expect to 
have the benefit of such stipulations if 
the gas were sold locally. It is entirely 
speculative whether he would receive 
the benefit of those stipulations if his 
gas were sold into interstate commerce. 

Thus, Mr. President, it is only fair 
that those who ·produce natural gas 
should have the right to · sell it for a 
competitive price into interstate com
merce on the same basis that they are 
privileged to sell it into purely local or 
intrastate commerce. It is clear that it 
was never the purpose of the Congress 
to attempt to place Federal price con
trols upon the producer of natural gas. 
If his price -is to be regulated, as it will 
be under the bill before us, the gas pro
ducer should not be regulated on a cost 
basis as though he were a public utility. 
He never has been, and, let us pray, 
never will be controlled on that basis. 

The 8,000 gas producers of this Nation 
are free, independent businessmen. 
Anyone else who cares to enter into the 
business has the privilege of doing so. 
While it is speculative and hazardous, an 
industry which has bankrupted far more 
businessmen than it has made them 
wealthy, yet it still offers a glowing 
promise of success and fortune. It is 
one of the few remaining industries 
where an individual with limited capital 
may compete with the great and the 
mighty, and, blessed by good fortune 
and good judgment, become wealthy. It 
is an industry operated in the best tra
dition of the American capitalistic sys
tem. 

It would be a sad day for America in
deed-a great loss to the Nation, far be
yond the loss to those participating in 
the production of gas-should this in
dustry be socialized, or should it be na
tionalized as those who oppose us would 
seek to accomplish. For what little they 
might gain, perhaps a few cents' savings 
on a utility bill during the next few 
years, they would bring to us the condi
tions that we, above all people, should 
seek to avoid. They would destroy the 
efficiency of operation that makes for an 
ever-expanding supply and better living 
conditions. They would destroy the in
centives to explore and take great risk in 
the hope of realizing great benefit. They 
·would undermine the zeal and enthusi
asm that have enabled this young indus
try to surpass many others, and they 
would set a precedent that would be an 
ill omen for our American capitalistic 
system. 

Indeed, if a mere misconstruction of 
· the congressional intent can convert a 
multibillion-dollar industry into a Fed
eral . public utility, and Senators and 
Congressmen have not the courage to 
preserve the system that has sustained 
this great Nation through good fortune 

· and adversity, then our Nation is in 
greater danger then we suspect. If 
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Senators, merely for the sake of a few 
pennies of short term savings-unjusti
fied, uncertain, and speculative savings
on a consumer gas bill, will not stand up 
and be counted in favor of free enter
prise, then God help this Nation when 
we face the difficult issue of freedom and 
survival that will compel us to make hard 
decisions in the future. Some of our de
cisions will always be unpopular. Some 
will be misunderstood. Some decisions 
will require courage and statesmanship. 
But such decisions must be made in just
ness and fairness, if the people of this 
Nation are to prosper and the Nation it
self is to survive. 
ERRORS OF OPPONENTS OF THE FULBRIGHT BILL 

I have heard a considerable number 
of errors made by individual opponents 
of the bill. I should like to address my
self to some of them. 

In my judgment, the opponents of the 
pending measure are fighting contrary 
to their own best interest and the best 
interest of the States they represent. I 
respect them for their sincerity as dis
tinguished Members of this body. Yet 
I believe that they have fallen into fun
damental errors which cause them to 
arrive at mistaken conclusions. 

Two days ago the Senator from Illi
nois concluded a 5-day speech. I am 
proud to be his personal friend. I re
gard him as a devoted public servant. 

During the last camp,aign, it was my 
.pleasure to speak in behalf of his re
election. 

As his friend and former deskmate 
in this body, I was distressed to see him 
so completely in error, notwithstanding 
the fact that he studied this matter at 
,great length. It appears to me that his 
efforts in ·opposition to the pending 
measure may stem from a deep-seated 
conviction that the producers of oil and 
gas are far from the good citizens and 
competitive businessmen that most of us 
regard them as being. 

THE FUNDAMENTAL FALLACY 

The fundamental mistake made by the 
senior Senator from Illinois and those 
who take a similar position on this pro
posed legislation is that if they prevail, 
it would be virtually impossible to pur
chase additional substantial quantities of 
natural gas for shipment into interstate 
commerce. If their effort is successful in 
imposing the utility type of regulation, 
the State of Illinois, along with the other 
gas-consuming States, would be in the 
absurd position of sending its agents to 
Louisiana, Texas, and Oklahoma with in
structions that those agents are to pur
chase gas for northern consumption at 
a price substantially below the price that 
the producers are able to obtain within 
the producing States. 

Why in the name of common sense 
would any gas producer want to sell his 
gas to customers in the State of Illinois 
for 3 or 4 cents a thousand cubic feet, 
when he could sell the same gas within 
the producing State for 12 cents, or in 
some instances for as much as 20 cents a 
thousand cubic feet? If purchasers in 
Illinois are able to offer only one-fourth 
of the price for which a gas producer can 
sell his gas in the State of its origin, any
one who has had a single semester in 
economics .should readily agree that the 

gas will be purchased within the pro
ducing States. 

I am informed that already there are 
more than 250,000 citizens of the State 
of Illinois who are presently listed on 
applications seeking gas service. As 
much as we in Louisiana, Texas, and 
Oklahoma would like to accommodate 
them, our producers would certainly 
prefer to sell their gas to be consumed 
within our own States, if Illinois buyers 
will pay us no more than 25 percent of 
the price for which gas is to be sold with
in interstate commerce. 

Thus far, Mr. President, utility-type 
regulation has not been imposed upon the 
producers of natural gas. They see the 
Supreme Court's handwriting on the 
wall, but many of them cannot yet be
lieve that the events which they dread 
will come to pass. They have confidence 
that the Congress and the Federal Power 
Commission will somehow prevent the 
type of regulation that is being recom
mended by our opponents. Yet the pro
ducers of gas are sufficiently worried that 
already they are withholding their new 
reserves from interstate commerce. 

Earlier in my speech I referred to the 
fact that 9 out of 16 major pipelines al
ready are unable to acquire sufficient ad
ditional gas to replace the reserves that 
they are depleting. Mind you, Mr. Presi
dent, the rate at which new reserves are 
being committed to interstate commerce 
has declined to one-third of its 1950 
figure. 

The senior Senator from Illinois quite 
correctly points out that the discovery 
and development of new supplies of gas 
have kept pace with the rate at which 
the existing reserves are being depleted. 
What the Senator failed to tell us is that 
the rate at which the new reserves are 
·being committed to interstate commerce 
have fallen to one-third its former total. 
Furthermore, it was not indicated that 
many pipelines already are unable to ob
tain sufficient additional gas to replace 
the supplies that are depleted. 

NEW SUPPLIES OF GAS WILL BE HELD WITHIN 
THE PRODUCING STATES 

Senators opposing the Harris-Ful
bright bill seem to be under the mistaken 
impression that producers of gas cannot 
find a market for their product within 
the producing States. This is contrary 
to the facts. Approximately 50 percent 
of marketed production of natural gas is 
already consumed within the States 
where it is produced. 

The State of Louisiana is foremost 
among the gas producers, when the 
quantities of gas produced are compared 
to the size of the State. Approx-imately 
55 percent of the gas produced in Loui
siana is sold -into interstate commerce. 
But, on the other hand, let us look at the 
rapid increase in the sales of gas within 
the State. Since 1947 the sale of natural 
gas within Louisiana has more than dou
bled. I predict that it will double again 
within the next 10 years; and in that 
case, Louisiana will need all its gas-if 
we consider only the current rate of 
production. 

This increase has resulted from the 
tendency of large industrial concerns in 
need of tremendous supplies of natural 
gas to locate near the source of supply, 
where the gas can be purchased most 

economically and can be transported for 
shorter distances, thereby reducing costs. 
This tendency has been accelerated by 
the fact that other natural resources, 
such as sulfur; salt, and water, are lo
cated in abundant quantities in the same 
region. Thus the Louisiana and Texas 
gulf coast area is rapidly becoming the 
center of the petro-chemical industry of 
the Nation. 

From 1947 to 1954, a period of 7 years, 
the consumption of gas in Louisiana in
creased from 375 to 637 billion cubic feet 
a year. Ninety:.two percent of this con
sumption in 1954 was for industrial pur
poses. Most of this increase was the re
sult of the location of new major indus
tries moving to the State to obtain the 
benefit of the abundant quantities of nat
ural gas locally available, along with the 
other natural advantages. 

Esso Standard Oil, of Baton Rouge, 
used 57.3 billion cubic feet in 1954. This 
plant has been in Baton Rouge for a 
number of years. 

Now let me list some of the new plants 
which are moving into the area and are 
asking for natural gas. Following are 
some industries that have established 
major plants within Louisiana since 
1947, together with the quantities of gas 
the new plants are consuming: 

Kaiser Aluminum, at New Orleans, 
consumes 40.3 billion cubic feet each 
year. 

The Cit-Con plant, owned jointly by 
Cities Service and Continental Oil Co., 
at Lake Charles, consumes 25.5 billion 
cubic feet a year. 

These 2 plants accounted for 25 per
cent of the increased consumption. 
They employ approximately 4,000 per
sons. 

American Cyanamid last year dedi
cated its new plant for the manufacture 
of chemical fertilizers in the New Or
leans area. It is estimated that the 
plant will consume approximately 6.6 
billion cubic feet a year. 

Lion Oil Co. erected in the New Or
leans area a chemical plant which it 
soon sold to Monsanto Chemical Co. It 
is estimated that the new plant will con
sume approximately 8 billion cubic feet 
a year. 

This is only the beginning. A few 
months ago, Kaiser Aluminum an
nounced that it is undertaking the con
struction of its third major plant in 
the New Orleans-Baton Rouge area. At 
Gramercy, La., it will erect a $60 million 
plant for the processing of aluminum. 
This plant will use approximately 15 
billion cubic feet annually. 

United States Rubber announced this 
week that north of Baton Rouge it is 
undertaking the co·nstruction of a major 
installation which will cost approxi
mately $100 million when it reaches its 
full capacity. It will use about 1 ½ bil
lion cubic feet a year. 

Mr. President, I may say that when 
we consider the amount of natural gas 
consumed by the United States Rubber 
Co., we should not overlook the fact that 
'by establishing a $100 million plant just 
to the north of the Essa Standard plant, 
it is anticipated that Esso Standard will 
be processing additional quantities of 
gas into butadiene, which in turn will 
,be sold to the United States Rubber Co. 
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That, in turn, will mean a tremendous 
increase in the use of natural gas by 
Esso Standard, which already is in the 
area. 

Another major rubber company has 
taken options in the area near the Texas 
and Louisiana boundary for a plant that 
I would anticipate to be of a similar 
nature and capacity. 

At least three other major corpora
tions of America are presently negotiat
ing for locations along the Mississippi 
River in the New Orleans-Baton Rouge 
area. 

Mr. President, this is what is happen
ing when natural gas producers are 
merely confronted with the threat that 
they will be treated unfairly and r.1ade 
to deliver their product into interstate 
commerce at a mere fraction of its actual 
market value. Already industries find it 
desirable to establish themselves in the 
area where the hydrocarbons and the 
chlorines are available in abundant 
supply. 

The Senator from Illinois made the 
point that natural gas is already in short 
supply. I say to the Senator that it is in 
short supply within the producing States, 
as well as outside. It is becoming in
creasingly difficult to locate the enor
mous quantities of natural gas to meet 
the requirements of industries like 
Kaiser Aluminum, United States Rubber, 
Cities Service, Esso Standard, Monsanto 
Chemical, and others. 

When the producer has large quan
tities of gas available for sale without 
Federal regulation, the interstate cus
tomers will plead for gas in vain, if they 
are unable to meet the price. The pro
ducers desiring to sell their gas as prof
itably as possible will hold it for the local 
market. 

INJUSTICE OF THE EXISTING LAW 

Personally I have mixed feelings with 
regard to the fate of this legislation. If 
this pending measure should fail to pass, 
the type of regulation that the Senator 
from Illinois would seek to impose upon 
interstate commerce would limit the 
3.Vailability of natural gas to the produc
ing States and tend greatly to increase 
the large number of industries being es
tablished in those States. This would be 
of tremendous advantage to the State I 
represent. 

On the other hand, it would be a com
plete injustice to the gas producers and 
the royalty owners. In more than 13 de
cisions, the Federal Power Commission 
informed producers that they could sell 
their gas freely into interstate commerce. 
Pipelines are not interested in laying 
their pipes at great expense to the mar
ginal wells that produce only a small 
amount of gas. The c:1,mount of gas 
available does not justify the expense. 
Thus, there would be many producers 
who would be limited to an 8-percent re
turn on their profitable wells. 

Many other producers have already 
amortized their investmer..t along with 
their 8-percent return, however. Pre
sumably they would be required to de
liver their gas for the remainder of the 
life of the well at no cost to the purchas
er. It would amount to a virtual con
fiscation of the producer's property. 

Such an injustice I cannot vote to 
uphold. 

On the other hand, wells that had been 
drilled unsuccessfully-wells producing 
small amounts of oil and gas, which had 
never been committed to interstate com
merce-would be losses that the pro
ducer could not charge against his prof
itable wells. With regard to the un
profitable wells, the gas would be too ex
pensive and the quantity too small to 
justify laying pipe to it under competi
tive conditions. A pipeline would be fail
ing to protect the interest of its cus
tomers were it to sign a contract to ac
cept gas from such a well. 

I know personally of wells capable of 
producing small quantities of gas at 
.rather isolated locations on a cost-plus-
8-percent basis. A price of $10 per thou
sand cubic feet could be justified, com
pared to the average price of 12½ cents 
being paid for gas today. Anyone would 
be foolish to agree to purchase such gas 
on a public utility basis. The cost would 
be too high. 

Let us consider for a moment the po
sition of a royalty owner. The royalty 
owners who have leased their property 
to a gas producer are entitled to receive 
about one-eighth of the amount paid to 
the gas producer. The great number 
of farmers and other landowners who 
have come to depend on monthly royal
ty checks from the production of gas 
beneath property in which they hold an 
interest would have their payments dras
Ucally reduced and stopped completely 
in some instances. 

Persons who have purchased royalty 
!nterests relying upon 13 decisions of 
the Federal Power Commission, looking 
to the fair market value of the product, 
as well as the price stipulated in the 
contract, would lose much of their in
vestment. These royalty owners are very 
numerous, and they certainly are found 
in all walks of life in Louisiana, where 
gas is found in all sections of the State. 

Likewise, the consumers outside the 
producing States would be denied serv
ice. The 250,000 customers who are 
seeking gas service in Illinois, for exam
ple, would not be able to obtain the 
product unless they were able to acquire 
it from a pipeline built from Canada, 
which would not be subject to the Nat
ural Gas Act. 

The existing law, as advocated by the 
Senator from Illinois, is totally unfair 
and discriminatory. Producers selling 
their gas within the producing States 
where more than 50 percent of it is sold 
already would be able to obtain the going 
market price for their gas. Producers 
in Canada and Mexico could obtain the 
going market price for gas. Producers in 
the United States selling their gas to 
pipelines constructed into Canada or 
Mexico could sell their gas for the going 
market price. Producers owning wells 
situated on the outer Continental Shelf 
jn the Gulf of Mexico could sell their 
gas for the going market price, provided 
the pipeline carrying that gas did not 
cross a boundary between two States and 
perhaps even if the pipeline did cross 
State boundaries, depending upon 
whether a sale of gas from the interna
tional zone into a particular State is 
to be regarded as interstate commerce 

when it crosses a boundary between two 
States. 

Yet those unfortunate individuals who 
were misled into committing their re
serves into interstate commerce would 
be discriminated against and victimized. 

These measures point up the complete 
impossibility of administering the type 
of price control on natural gas that has 
been advocated by the Senator from 
Illinois and others. What our opponents 
are advocating is a measure that will 
stifle and prevent interstate commerce, 
insofar as natural gas is concerned. 
THE FALLACY THAT THE PRODUCER HAS AN 

UNFAIR ADVANTAGE OVER THE CONSUMER 

Some mayors of northern cities and 
Senators representing such areas have 
argued that northern consumers are at 
the mercy of the gas producers. They 
would suggest that once a pipeline has 
connected the producers and consumers 
the producer is in position to obtain ar{ 
unfair advantage over the consumer, or 
at least that he would be in position to 
do so if the Harris-Fulbright bill were 
passed. 

No one could be in greater error. The 
truth of the matter is that the consumer 
has had an advantage in purchasing gas 
because of the manner in which the 
industry is organized. The thermal 
equivalent of gas at the wellhead would 
compare to approximately 25 cents worth 
of coal at the mouth of the mine, or 
about 25 cents worth of oil at the well. 
We are told that the average price for 
gas today is 12 ½ cents. 

Thus, the bare cold facts of the matter 
show that natural gas is still selling on 
the average at a price approximately 
one-half of its value when compared at 
the thermal equivalent of coal or oil. 
This results from the difficulties that a 
gas producer experiences in selling his 
product. In order to get it to the mar
ket, he must persuade someone to make 
a major investment in gathering lines 
and pipelines, and he must have access 
to distribution systems. 

Thus far, the producer of natural gas 
has never been in position to bargain with 
more than perhaps 2 or 3 buyers. I can 
show Senators many instances in Louisi
ana where gas producers have no buyer 
whatever to whom the gas can be sold 
because the cost of laying pipe to a 
remote location more than offsets the 
profit that could be realized from the 
sale of the gas. 

If the cities of New York, Boston, 
Philadelphia, Washington, and Balti
more, and 20 or 30 others were bidding 
against one another for additional gas 
reserves, a single seller would be in posi
tion to play one against the other and 
to bargain for a higher price than he 
could obtain if one single purchaser were 
acquiring gas for the entire group. A 
pipeline can be a single purchaser buy
ing for a large number of customers. In 
such instances, the single purchaser often 
offers only one price. Take it or leave 
it, he will pay no more. Gas producers 
generally know that they can extract 
very little, if any, additional price from 
a pipeline beyond the price that the line 
considers to be the going price for gas. 

Furthermore, the Federal Power Com
mission now has. and under the Harris-
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Fulbright bill will continue to have, ju
risdiction to review the reasonableness 
of the price. The cost of transporting 
his gas to the market is often beyond 
the ability of the producer to pay. He 
must wait until one of the few pros
pective purchasers are willing to make 
him an offer. If he will not accept the 

·offer to sell, then he continues to sit 
idly with his reserves while other pro
ducers . in the same general area may 
decide to sell their gas and proceed to 
drain the gas from under him. 

At times, the producer · is compelled 
to pay rentals to the original landown
ers and even royalties to make up for 
the fact that he is not selling gas, in 
order to hold his lease. He is unable 
to obtain a sale for his gas and he is 
unable to persuade anyone to construct 
a gathering line, or even to borrow the 
money to build a gathering line to put 
his gas into a pipeline until he has agreed 
upon a contract to sell his gas. 

Thus, although there are millions of 
ultimate customers for gas that the pro
ducer has for sale, he is in a position to 
bargain with only 1 or perhaps 2 or 
3 representatives of these customers, and 
he is not in a position to sell his gas 
until he has agreed upon a long-term 
contract with one of them. Thus, far 
from having an advantage over the ulti
mate consumer, the gas producer has al
ways been in a position where he was 
at a disadvantage-a very great disad
vantage-in his effort to obtain the true 
value of his product when he sold it. 

Now that I have discussed the long
term contract, let me refer to the con
tractual terms that have been the source 
of so much hysteria and misstatement 
of fact. A gas producer does not desire 
to sell his gas upon a long-term con
tract. The history of gas production, 
with the exception of a few years has 
indicated a steady trend toward an in
crease in the price. The same thing is 
true of almost every other product. 
Senators are well aware of the fact that 
a dollar today buys only about as much 
as 50 cents would have bought before 
World War II. 

Generally speaking, anyone who made 
a 20-year contract to deliver his product, 
let us say in the year 1936, particu
larly a contract .to deliver his entire 
production without any adjustment in 
the price during the ensuing 20 years, 
would have been in a bad position in
deed if he was still bound by that con
tract. 

Twenty years ago oil was selling for 
97 cents per barrel. Today it is selling 
for $2.83 per barrel. Coal was selling 
for $1. 77 per ton at the mine. Today 
it is selling for $4.82 per ton. For that 
matter, let us take butter: Twenty years 
ago it was selling at 36 cents per pound. 
Now it is selling at 71 cents, and the pro
ducer is complaining bitterly that his 
price is too low. 

No one producing oil, coal, or butter 
is going to sign a contract to deliver a 
given number of units every year at a 
constant dollar price for the next 20 
years. He would think you were fool
ish if you insisted upon such a condition 
in a contract. Then why should a gas 
producer sign a contract to sell his prod
uct for 20 yea,rs. It is not his idea. - He 

does not desire such a stipulation. He 
would rather leave it out and sell on a 
year by year basis. 

The reason he is required to sign such 
a stipulation is that a pipeline company 
cannot obtain sufficient capital to con
struct a pipeline; nor can it obtain a 
certificate of convenience and necessity 
unless assured of a source of supply that 
will last long enough to amortize their 
investment. Therefore, the pipeline 
companies, in order to obtain adequate 
reserves to enable them to borrow the 
money to finance their pipelines, and in 
order to obtain adequate reserves to ob
tain a certificate of convenience and 
necessity, have been required to obtain 
contracts for the delivery of gas over a 
20-year period. 

How did they hope to obtain this gas 
and persuade a producer to forego the 
much greater price that he might be 
able to obtain 5, 10, or 15 years in the 
future? They did it by offering a sub
stantially higher price than the producer 
could receive on a short-term basis. 
They also agreed that from time to time 
they would adjust the price to place it 
in line with competitive conditions at the 
subsequent date. 

Several types of stipulations have been 
devised in the effort to make it possible 
for the purchaser to obtain a commit
ment that would assure the availability 
of gas over a long period of time without 
denying the producer the advantage 
which would accrue to him if he delayed 
the sale of his gas until a better price 
was offered. A typical escalator clause 
would provide that the purchaser would 
pay the seller 7 cents per thousand cubic 
feet for the first 5 years, 8 cents per thou
sand cubic feet for the next 5 years, and 
9 cents per thousand cubic feet for the 
remainder of the life of the reserves. 

Another type of clause frequently re
f erred to is the renegotiation clause. 
This provision usually stipulated that 
every 5 years the piepline would recon
sider the price that it was paying the 
producer. If the pipeline found that it 
was necessary to pay a higher price in 
order to obtain additional gas reserves in 
the same general vicinity it would in
crease the price paid to the producer to 
the same price that was then currently 
being paid for the purchase of additional 
gas in the nearby vicinity. Under the 
Fulbright bill such renegotiated prices 
would be subject to review and approval 
by the Federal Power Commission. 

A second type of condition discussed 
was the so-called favored-nation clause. 
This was a contractual provision which 
required the pipeline buyer to meet high
er competitive prices in similar produc
ing areas recognizing like quantity and 
quality. 

Mr. President, that is what the escala
tor clauses are all about. That is all that 
is involved in a favored-nations clause. 
That is all that is involved in a renego
tiation clause. I know that the Senator 
from Illinois and other opponents of this 
bill would not stand here and fight to 
outlaw the stipulation in the contract 
between the CIO and the General Motors 
Corp. which states that if the cost of 
living goes up the workers will receive 
an automatic pay raise. I have never 
heard him or other Senators protest 

about a similar escalator clause in the 
contract between the steelworkers and 
United States Steel. This type stipula
tion is well recognized in labor-manage
ment relations. If the principle is just 
and equitable when it is applied for the 
benefit of a laboring man, why should it 
become evil when it operates to the bene
fit of an independent producer of gas? 

The purpose of such provisions is to 
make it possible for a producer to sell 
his gas under a long-term contract with
out foregoing the advantages that would 
have accrued to him had he waited over 
a long period of time in the hope of an 
increase in the going market price. 

Under the Harris-Fulbright bill the 
increases in gas prices would be limited 
to a reasonable market price as estab
lished by the Federal Power Commission. 
No one need have any fear that the pro
ducers are going to sell their gas for more 
than a fair market price because they are 
forbidden by law to do so, and the Fed
eral Power Commission is assigned the 
duty and responsibility to see that it does 
not happen. 
THE FALLACY THAT GAS COMPANIES WOULD FIND 

IT TO THEIR ADVANTAGE TO PAY MORE THAN A 
FAIR MARKET PRICE 

A few days ago the distinguished junior 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. PAS
TORE] undertook to suggest that there 
was some evil motive and some hidden 
gimmick in the pending bill. He sug
gested that a pipeline could, if it desired, 
pay more than the fair market price and 
thus increase the fair market price. The 
Senator from Rhode Island is in error 
when he suggests that a pipeline could 
advance the fair market price by paying 
more than the fair market price. As
suming that the pipeline made the mis
take of trying to do so, what would hap
pen? 

Let us take the average case. Twenty
two percent of gas reserves are owned by 
the pipelines themselves. Let us assume 
that a pipeline agreed to pay 16 cents per 
thousand for gas and the fair market 
price was determined to be only 13 cents 
per thousand. To arrive at a figure with 
which we can work, let us say that the 
pipeline paid the gas producers $1 million 
each year in excess of the fair market 
price. The pipeline would be compelled 
to go before the Federal Power Commis
sion and seek a rate increase in order to 
pay the higher price for gas. 

It takes approximately 2 years for a 
petition for a rate increase to be finally 
acted upon by the Federal Power Com
mission. Thus, if the pipeline was over
paying the producers by $1 million each 
year, in 2 years it would have overpaid 
them by a total of $2 million. Of this 
amount the pipeline would have owned 22 
percent of the production. Thus the 
Federal Power Commission would re
quire the pipeline to reduce rates to the 
consumers to permit them to retrieve the 
$440,000 for which the pipeline had over
charged the consumers for the gas pro
duced by the pipeline itself. The com
pany would also be required to reduce its 
rates to consumers or to refund a suffi
cient amount of money to compensate for 
the $1 ,560,000 which it had overpaid the 
independent producers. 



1484 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE January 27 

It is true that the pipeline could, if it so 
desired, take a loss of $1,560,000 on this 
transaction. Under the Harris-Fulbright 
bill, it could not be required to do so. It 
could insist that the producers either re
fund the overpayment or accept a lesser 
price until the pipeline had been reim
bursed its funds. As a matter of fact, it is 
rather typical of the oil and gas industry 
that a purchasing company simply holds 
up funds until it has its money back if 
the seller, for some reason, owes money to 
the purchaser. 

Thus it will be seen that this is no gim
mick. The operation of the act would 
mean that the Federal Power Commis
sion would simply fix a ceiling price on 
gas. The difference between the Natural 
Gas Act as presently interpreted by the 
Supreme Court and the amendments 
which I am here supporting would be that 
the ceiling price would be determined by 
the competitive price at which gas was 
generally available for sale both within 
and without the producing States. 
Producers would not be entitled to obtain 
a greater price. 

Frankly, I anticipate that the so-called 
fair market price for sale in interstate 
commerce would be somewhat higher, 
perhaps 1 cent per mcf, than the average 
price for gas within a State. The reason 
is rather obvious. A producer would pre
fer to sell his gas within the State where 
he is not subject to regulation by the 
Federal Power Commission, in fact, 
where his price is not subject to regu
lation at all. 

This is particularly true with a con
tract containing a favored-nations 
clause, renegotiation clause, or escala
tor clause. If any of these clauses 
exist in a contract for local sale of 
gas within the producing State, the 
producer knows that he will receive 
the benefit of those clauses when circum
stances require that their operation 
should go into effect. He has no assur
ance that he would receive the benefit of 
these clauses if he were to sell his gas in 
interstate commerce under. the am·end
ments to the Natural Gas Act. These 
factors would naturally cause a producer 
to be willing to sell his gas purely within 
the producing area for a lesser price. 
ENFORCEMENT OF THE EXISTING LAW WOULD BE 

AN ADMINISTRATIVE IMPOSSIBILITY 

The Federal Power Commission is in 
the best possible position to know what 
the job of attempting to enforce the 
present law as interpreted by the Su
preme Court in the Phillips decision 
really involves. The Commission has 
been studying this problem for several 
years. More than 2 years after the Phil
lips decision forced them to face the task 
as a matter of direct responsibility, they 
still testified that they had "not yet 
reached the point of really coming to 
grips with all the detailed problems in.,. 
volved." 

The big problem, of course, is the de
termination and allocation of production 
costs. Here the individual situations 
make for endless combinations of fac
tors, and there are fluctuations from day 
to day which would challenge the genius 
of IBM's biggest electronic brain. 

The Federal Power Commision budget 
for the present ft.seal year, as compared 

with 2 years ago, has already been in
creased by a million dollars, due almost 
entirely to this preliminary effort on 
their part. The best estimate seems to 
be that to attempt to implement the 
Phillips decision would increase the FPC's 
workload about 20 times. 

I submit, Mr. President, that some at
tention should be paid to the opinions of 
those who have been wrestling with the 
problem of placing in effect this public
utility type regulation. I have never 
known of a case in which an admin
istrator testified in advance that he 
could not do a_ job adequately, whose 
statement had not been proven correct 
when he was forced to do it anyway. 
PRESENT LAW WOULD TEND TO DRIVE THE SMALL 

OPERATORS OUT OF BUSINESS AND THUS IN

CREASE THE CONCENTRATION OF OWNERSHIP 
INTERESTS 

The Federal Power Commission is not 
the only group which has found the ad
ministrative work involved in treating 
gas producers as public utilities a matter 
of impracticality. Even small producers 
and individuals having only minor inter
ests in small holdings are being faced 
with the necessity of hiring accounting 
and legal staffs to defend these interests. 

Mr. President, from the economic and 
financial standpoint, as soon as the legal 
and accounting costs begin to mount, the 
small operators and small holders will 
find themselves with a liability instead 
of an asset. Let me give an illustration 
that comes to my mind. Picture a man 
with a marginal well that produces both 
oil and gas. Let us assume that he 
drilled to 3,000 feet at a cost of about 
$20,000. Let us further assume that his 
well proved to be a marginal one pro
ducing about $100 worth of oil and $150 
worth of gas each month. · 

When he is confronted with forms and 
applications for supplying information 
requested by the Federal Power Com
mission and is confronted with the ne
cessity of employing attorneys, account
ants, and rate experts to support his case 
for the maintenance of his contract 
price, he will find that the expense does 
not justify his continued operation of 
the well. He would pref er to sell the 
well to a larger company for the best 
price he was able to obtain. He would 
be thereby increasing the trend toward 
concentration and monopoly, which we 
all deplore. 

It is because the small operators are in 
many cases unfamiliar with the type of 
problem with which the present act 
would force them to deal that they would 
prefer to sell their small holdings rather 
than to cope with it. 

I know the senior Senator from Illi
nois [Mr. DOUGLAS] has the interest of 
the small-business men very much at 
heart. Yet the position which he is 
advocating in this debate is contrary to 
the best interest of a small oil and gas 
producer. It would spell the ruin of 
many of those small-business men. 

I have heard the Senator from Illinois 
quote figures relating to the concentra
tion of ownership in the oil and gas in
dustry. The position that he is advocat
ing would tremendously increase the 
concentration of which he complains. 

THE DOUGLAS AMENDMENT 

Perhaps it is because the senior Sena
tor from Illinois realizes the complete 
injustice, inequity, and hardship which 
the present Natural Gas Act would cause 
to the small producer of gas, that he 
has offered his amendment to exempt all 
producers except the 35 largest produc
ers. The 35 largest producers include 

· such corporations as the Standard Oil 
of Indiana, the Texas Co., Phillips Petro
leum, and others. These companies have 
literally millions of small stockholders 
in addition to those who hold large 
blocks of stock. 

Let us examine the paradox that would 
occur if opposing Senators were success
ful in applying their amendments to the 
Natural Gas Act. 

Mr. Sidney Richardson, a man whose 
net worth is estimated to be approxi
mately $200 million, would be exempt. 
The same would be true with regard 
to a large number of multimillionaires 
whom I could name. 

On the other hand, Mrs. James Smith, 
a widow with 2 children, who inherited 
from her husband 25 shares of stock in 
Standard Oil of New Jersey, would have 
her only investment subjected to regula
tion as a public utility in an unfair and 
discriminatory fashion. 

Some time ago a personal friend of 
mine and an executive of a major oil 
company, came to Washington, D. C., at 
a great loss of personal salary in order 
to serve his Government during the 
Korean war. On an occasion when I 
was arguing in favor of legislation to 
benefit small-business men at the ex
pense of larger concerns, my friend 
pointed out to me the difference in 
value between his personal savings and 
that of the larger independent oil and 
gas operators. He said, "You talk about 
those little fellows. Boy, how I would 
like to be one of those little guys worth 
a mere $100 million." 

Under the Douglas amendment, many 
millionaires would be exempt from regu
lation. The millions of small stock
holders of the 35 large companies which 
our opponents would like to regulate as 
public utilities would suffer from puni
tive, unfair, and discriminatory regula
tion. 

The Senator from Illinois suggested 
that my position on the pending measure 
was contrary to the position taken by my 
father, the late Huey Long, who cam
paigned tirelessly . for his share-the
wealth platform. Let me say to my 
good friend the senior Senator from Illi
nois that somebody has to make the 
wealth before anyone can share it. 

HOW TO REDUCE PRICES TO THE CONSUMER 

Mr. President, we who are supporting 
the bill are no less interested in reducing 
the cost of gas to the consumer than are 
those who are opposing us. The only 
difference is that we believe we know how 
to do it because we think that our eco
nomics are sound and that the free
enterprise system will bring lower prices 
than will an attempt to impose unfair 

.and despised regulation upon producers. 
I demonstrated to the Senator from New 
York [Mr. LEHMAN] how the distribution 
costs could be cut insofar as a given unit 
of gas is concerned. For example, in the 
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city of New York the consumer pays $2.42 
for gas at the burner tip. This high 
cost is broken down as follows: 7.8 cents 
paid to the producer; 23.5 cents paid as 
·che cost of transporting the gas to the 
city gate; $1.77 charged by the distribu
tor; total $2.42. 

Why is the distribution charge so 
high? In Kansas City, Mo., the charge 
for distribution is 37.5·cents. In Denver 
it is 39.5 cents. The principal reason is 
that most consumers of natural gas in 
the city of New York use it only for cook
ing. The gas could be sold much more 
cheaply if they were to use it for house
hold and apartment heating, as well. 

To be more specific: It costs just as 
much to lay a pipe from the street into a 
private home or apartment building, re
gardless of whether the pipe is to deliver 
gas for household heating and cooking, 
or only for cooking. Some apartment 
buildings would require a larger pipe, 
but the cost of laying the pipe and con
necting it to the distribution system of 
the house is about the same in either 
instance. 

It costs just as much for an employee 
to read the meter each month, regardless 
of whether the meter has a large figure or 
a small one on its face. The cost is no 
different for sending a bill to the con
sumer whether that customer happens 
to owe a large amount of money or a 
small amount. 

The company is entitled to make a 6 
percent return on its investment in gas 
mains and distribution equipment, re
gardless of whether the mains are carry
ing large amounts of gas constantly or 
only periodically. In other words, almost 
every cost, with the exception of the 
purchase of the gas itself from the pipe
line, is a fixed and constant cost. These 
costs must be apportioned among the 
consumers regardless of whether the 
consumers are using large amourits of 
gas or small amounts. The same is 
true with regard to the profits. Assum
ing that a corporation had $10 million 
invested in gas mains and other gas 
distribution equipment, the company is 
entitled to make a 6-percent return, 
which would be $600,000 each year re
turn on its investment. Likewise, it 
would be entitled to charge the consum
ers for the annual depreciation of the 
equipment, which might be approxi
mately $400,000 each year. It is also en
titled to charge for wages, salaries, and 
other expenses. In few instances would 
the laying of new mains be necessary 
if the consumers elected to purchase 
gas for household heating in addition 
to the gas they use for cooking purposes. 

Here is the way that the cost of gas 
to consumers in the city of New York 
should be reduced. Persuade those con
sumers to use gas for household heating, 
and thereby persuade them to use four 
times as much gas as they are using 
now. The gas company could then dis
tribute the gas for a mere one-fourth 
of the price that it is charging. Thus, 
instead of costing $1.77 to distribute, the 
cost of distribution would be only 33 
cents. New pipelines would necessarily 
be constructed. These new pipelines 
would charge 23.5 cents for each thou
sand cubic feet of gas as their charge for 
distribution. 

CII--94 

Unfortunately, it would be necessary to 
pay more for the gas, and there is a 
very obvious reason why this would be 
the case. New York is presently receiv
ing gas at 7.8 cents, based on old con
tracts. At the time that those contracts 
were signed the producers were delighted 
to obtain the contract price that they 
are now receiving. 

But things have changed, Mr. Presi
dent, and gas producers are able to sell 
their gas within the States of Louisiana, 
Texas, and Oklahoma to local industries, 
in some instances for as much as 15 cents 
per thousand cubic feet. I am informed 
that some contracts are presently being 
negotiated for 20 cents per thousand 
cubic feet. Obviously, if consumers in 
the city of New York desire to purchase 
enormous quantities of additional gas 
supplies, the very fact that they are in 
the market bidding for the gas will of it
self tend to force the price up. 

Nevertheless there is a practical ceiling 
on the price to which natural gas can 
rise. A person can purchase for 25 cents 
enough coal or enough fuel oil to supply 
the heat equivalent of 1,000 cubic 
feet of gas. If gas companies hope to get · 
more than that price, they are in for a 
disap:pointment. Heavy industries are 
the principal users of gas. They use a 
great deal more gas than do household 
consumers. If the price of gas should 
rise above the price of coal or fuel oil, for 
a given heat equivalent, then obviously 
most of the major industries that are 
now using gas would immediately switch 
to fuel oil or to coal. Therefore, New 
York conmmers co:ild be fairly st:re that 
the price which the producer gets for this 
gas will never go above 25 cents per thou
sand cubic feet unless the price of coal 
and oil should rise. 

Thus let us ass11r:ie that those serving 
the city of New York found it necessary 
t J pay producers 25 cents per thousand 
cubic feet in order to obtain great addi
tional quantities of gas, the price to the 
housewife could nevertheless be reduced 
because of the large reductions in the cost 
of distributing a given unit of gas. The 
price to the housewife could be arrived 
at in the following fashion: 33 cents for 
distribution; 23.5 cents for transporta
tion; 25 cents for gas in the field; total, 
81.5 cents. 

This 81.5 cents compares to the $2.42 
that the housewife in New York is now 
paying for natural gas. She· would be 
buying delivered gas for less than one
third of the price that she is now paying. 

Notice, Mr. President, the cost of dis
tribution would thus be reduced by three
fourths when compared to the previous· 
charge for a given unit of gas, a saving 
sufficient to more than wipe out the addi
tional 18 cents in increased price to the 
producer made necessary in order to ob
tain sufficient additional gas reserves. · 

I know that th".) point will be made that 
gas is already being sold for a cheaper 
price if it is being used for household 
heating. Nevertheless, even that figure 
could be cut tremendously if those con
sumers who are using gas for cooking 
alone would change over and use it for 
household heating as well. 

The fact of the increased volume would 
mean that the cost of distribution to the 
average customer would be reduced tre-

mendously. Assuming that it could not 
be cut to a mere one-fourth, the cost of 
distribution could, nevertheless, be re
duced by far more than is necessary to 
off set the increased cost of purchasing 
the gas from the producer. Assuming 
that the distributor is able to reduce his 
cost of distribution on a unit basis by a 
mere 6 percent, the savings would be suf
ficient to offset a 10-cent increase in the 
price paid to producers on new contracts. 
If there were a favored-nations clause in 
the contract under which gas is acquired 
for the city of New York, this increased 
efficiency of distribution would also off set 
the additional cost necessary to distrib
ute the gas that is presently being trans
ported to the New York area. 

On the other hand, Mr. President, un
less the Harris-Fulbright bill is passed 
the city of New York will never benefit 
from these efficiencies. I make this 
statement without fear of successful con
tradiction; and why do I do so? 

I say it because the producers would be 
unwilling to sell enormous quantities of 
additional gas into interstate commerce 
unless the interstate purchasers were 
willing to pay the same price as the local 
purchasers. 

Thus, once again, looking to the charge 
of $2.42 to a New York housewife-far 
from reducing that charge to the house
wife in New York City, the distribution 
company could not even hold it within 
the $2.42 because as gas reserves are de
pleted, less gas will be available for dis
tribution. With less gas to distribute, 
the fixed costs of the distributing com
pany will be spread across a smaller 
number of units of gas delivered. This 
will necessarily cause the charge for dis
tribution to increase on a unit basis. 

Therefore, the housewife could expect 
that price to rise in the event that the 

,bill fails to pass. Housewives in New 
York could anticipate lower prices if 
they did what housewives are doing in 
Louisiana-use their gas for heating as 
well as cooking-but only in the event 
the Harris-Fulbright bill is passed, be
cause otherwise additional quantities of 
gas could not be made available. 

The. distribution company would be 
unable to acquire supplies of gas to re
place those that are being depleted at 
the present time. Far from reducing 
the astronomical charge of $1.77 as a 
fee for distributing gas to the housewife, 
the gas company would be required to 
increase it. Thus my sincere but mis
guided friends from consuming States 
would find that their housewives would 
be paying more for gas in consuming 
States if the bill fails to pass than they 
would be paying if the Harris-Fulbright 
bill becomes law. As a matter of fact, 
Mr. President, the fact that President 
Truman vetoed the Kerr natural-gas bill 
several years ago has already prevented 
distribution companies from achieving 
economies that would have accompanied 
an expanded market, inasmuch as the 
present status of the law concerning in
terstate sale of natural gas has made 
it impossible to obtain the large addi
tional reserves that would have already 
been committed to interstate commerce. 

A'ITITUDE OF COAL PRODUCERS 

For some time I have been curious to 
know the inner thinkings of the coal 
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producers of this Nation. As a matter 
of self-interest, those producers fought 
bitterly against the construction of in
terstate pipelines. For some time I had 
thought that the coal producers would 
want to see the Natural Gas Act applied 
stringently to producers. If this were 
done, producers would be unwilling to 
sell additional gas into interstate com
merce. In that event, the coal produ
cers would need have no fear of com
petition from natural gas in retaining 
their present customers. Even if the coal 
producers were benefited by such a re
sult, I rather doubt that they would ad
vocate it, because, once the Government 
starts to nationaize any given fuel and 

The only conceivable purpose would be 
the forlorn hope that one could convince 
an uninformed housewife that he had 
been her friend, when in fact he had not; 
or that he could convince an industrial 
consumer of gas in a nonproducing 
State that he had been benefited by a 
cheaper price for gas, when in fact his 
supplies were to be cut off. In other 
words, the only purpose that I could con
ceive as an objective in voting against 
the Harris-Fulbright bill-if one fully 
understands the issue-would be the 
hope of some political gain by represent
atives of · nonproducing States. 
POSITION TAKEN BY OPPONENTS IS NOT EVEN 

GOOD POLITICS 

requires the producers to sell their prod- Even in that forlorn illusion, our oppo
uct on a public utility basis, we can ex- nents are in error. I have here, Mr. 
pect that the principle will be eventually President, a compilation of the rollcall 
extended to other fuels, as I have at- vote that occurred when the Kerr natu
tempted to demonstrate. There is also ral gas bill was before the United States 
a selfish reason why coal producers Senate in 1950. I ask unanimous consent 
should favor the pending bill. Until the that it be printed at this point in the 
price of natural gas is advanced to meet RECORD. 
the price of coal, industries will con- There being no objection, the vote was 
tinue to bypass coal. They will move 
to the gas-producing regions, where gas 0rdered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
may be acquired cheaply, if fuel is a · follows: 
major part of their expense. Yeas-Democrats: Anderson, Byrd, Chap-

I might illustrate this point simply by man, Connally, Eastland, Ellender, Frear, 
referring to the Kaiser Aluminum Corp. Fulbright, Hayden, Hoey, Holland, Hunt, 

Johnson of Colorado, Johnson of Texas, 
for one specific example. The Kaiser op- Johnston of South Carolina, Kerr, Long, Mc-
eration requires enormous quantities of Carran, McClellan, McFarland, McKellar, 
fuel. Kaiser in its recent expansion pro- Maybank, Robertson, Russell, Sparkman, 
gram undertook to erect a $60-million Stennis, Thomas of Oklahoma, Withers. 
plant, in addition to the two plants al- Republicans: Bricker, Bridges, Butler of Ne
ready located in the State of Louisiana, braska, Capehart, Darby, Ecton, Gurney, 
to achieve the economies connected with Hickenlooper, M;cCarthY, Martin, Millikin, 

Schoeppel, Taft, Watkins, Wherry, Young. 
abundant quantities of natural gas at low Paired for-Democrats: Downey, George, 
cost. Simultaneously they undertook to Thomas of Utah. Republicans: Cain, 
erect another major plant in an area Malone. 
where coal can be acquired very cheaply. Nays-Democrats: Benton, Chavez, Doug
If the price of gas were advanced out of las, Gillette, Graham, Green, Humphrey, Ke
reason, the Texas and Louisiana Gulf fauver, Kilgore, Lehman, Murray, Myers, 
Coast area would no longer be as attrac- Neely, O'Conor, O'Mahoney, Taylor. Repub-

licans: Aiken, Cordon, Donnell, Dworshak, 
tive for new industries. Ferguson, Flanders, Hendrickson, Ives, Jen-

If the price of gas were in line with ner, Kem, Knowland, Langer, Lodge, Morse, 
the price of coal, then a State like Lou- Mundt, Saltonstall, Smith of Maine, Smith 
isiana would be at a stand-off with the of New Jersey, Thye, Tobey, Wiley, Williams. 
State of West Virginia, insofar as the Paired Against-Democrats: Hill, McMa
cost of fuel is concerned, when an indus- hon, Magnuson. Republicans: Brewster, 
trialist was considering iri which of the Vandenberg. 
two areas he should like to locate his Announced against-Democrats: Leahy, 
plant. Following the same logic, Mr. Tydings. 
President, when the Sen~tors from West Mr. LONG. Mr. President, since 1950, 
Virginia voted against the Kerr natural 20 of the Senators who . voted on that 
gas bill, some years ago, they unwit- rollcall have been defeated. Of that 
tingly decreed that a considerable num- number, 7 voted for the Kerr natural gas 
ber of major industries would find it un- bill, and 13 voted against it. They are 
desirable to locate in West Virginia and as follows: 
provide employment for the distressed senators voting for, subsequently defeated: 
coal miners whom those Senators would McFarland, McKellar, Thomas of Oklahoma, 
like very much to help. · . Ecton, Gurney, Thomas of Utah (paired for), 

So, Mr. President, when we come down Cain (paired for). 
to the bare fundamentals, and lay all the Senators voting against, subsequently de
facts on the record, we find that those feated: Benton, Gillette, Graham, Myers, 
who believe they would be injured by the O'Mahoney, Taylor, Cordon, Donnell, Fergu-

son, Kem, Lodge, Tydings ( announced 
passage of the Harris-Fulbright bill against), Brewster (paired against). 
would, in fact, be helped. Far from in
juring the housewife, she would receive 
her gas at a more reasonable price. Far 
from injuring consuming States, they 
would have a better opportunity to ac
quire new industries. Far from injur
ing those who compete with the natural 
gas industry, they would be benefited. 
What earthly incentive could any Sen
ator from a consuming State suggest as 
a motive for voting against the Ful
bright-Harris bill? 

Thus, Mr. President, based on the 
record to this date, if a Senator merely 
wants to vote good politics, the expe
rience thus far is a ratio of nearly 2 to 1 
in favor of protecting the gas producers 
from utility type regulation. Far from 
being good economics, the position urged 
by our opponents is not even good 
politics. 

One of my personal friends, who has 
always been well informed on the subject 

of politics, told me that one of the prin
cipal factors in President Truman's mind 
when he vetoed the Kerr natural gas bill 
in 1950 was the fear that it would injure 
the chances of Democratic Senators 
seeking reelection. Specifically, my 
friend told me that President Truman 
felt that his approval of the Kerr natural 
gas bill might result in the defeat of 
Senator Scott Lucas of Illinois and Sen
ator Francis Myers of Pennsylvania. In 
addition, I was told that President Tru
man feared that his approval of the Kerr 
natural gas bill might result in the defeat 
of Alex Campbell, of Indiana, and A. J. 
Loveland, of Iowa, who were seeking 
election against Republican opponents 
who had voted for the Kerr bill. As it 
turned out, President Truman vetoed 
the bill. 

Mr. President, I should like to have my 
distinguished friend, the junior Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. McNAMARA], who 
now is the Presiding Officer of the Senate, 
note in particular this point: After Presi
dent Truman vetoed the Kerr natural
gas bill, all four of those Democratic 
Members of Congress were defeated. In 
the election that year, the Republicans 
were very successful. While picking up 
a number of Democratic States, only one 
of their encumbents was defeated for re
election. His name was Forrest Donnell. 
of Missouri, a Senator who had voted 
against the Kerr natural gas bill. 

I am not here contending that the vote 
on the Kerr natural gas bill was the only 
issue, or that it was even a major con
tributing cause to the success or defeat of 
a single Senator. I am only saying that 
if Senators hope to realize any political 
benefit from their vote against the Ful
bright-Harris bill, they are in for a great 
disappointment. The record indicates 
that their chances of reelection would be 
better if they voted for the bill. 

Mr. President, much as I regretted to 
see my distinguished friend, the former 
senior Senator from Michigan, Mr. Fer
guson, retire from this body, I recall that 
he was one of the great leaders in this 
body in the fight against the Kerr nat
ura,l gas bill, and was one of the great 
advocates of placing the natural gas 
industry under Federal regulation. I 
know that the present distinguished oc
cupant of the chair will recall that 
matter. 

PROFITS OF OIL AND GAS COMPANIES 

Fundamental to the arguments made 
by the Senator from Illinois and his as
sociates is the assumption that oil and 
gas companies are ma.king unreasonable 
profits. The Senator from Illinois stood 
on this floor and read at great length 
from figures for the profits of oil and 
gas companies. He told us that their 
profits were fantastic and that they paid 
very little taxes. 

Under questioning from myself and 
the junior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
MoNRONEY], the Senator from Illinois 
admitted that his figures did not relate 
entirely to gas production, but that they 
were for the combined profits of oil and 
gas companies, resulting from the pro
duction of both oil and gas. H~ said he 
was compelled to use overall figures in 
the absence of the specific figures; and 
for this, he blamed the oil companies for 
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their failure to break down their profit
and-loss statements in matters that 
would better document his argument. 

The oil and gas companies have noth
ing to hid.e in this connection. It merely 
happens that the average well produces 
both oil and gas, and it is impossible to 
prorate the costs between the two. 

Incidentally, Mr. President, that is one 
of the No. 1 headaches confronting the 
Federal Power Commission at this 
moment, when it is facing the task of 
trying to regulate as utilities the natural 
gas companies in their sales of natural 
gas. 

A seller simply sells all products-the 
oil, the gas, the butane, the propane, and 
whatever else comes out of the well-for 
the best price he can obtain for each of 
them. 

Anyone in the oil and gas business 
sets up his profit-and-loss statement on 
any given well, based on the income as 
against the cost. Anyone in the business 
would handle the matter in that way. 

But the companies do make available 
to both the Government and to business 
generally a breakdown of their profit
and-loss statements; and they make it 
available in a manner which, I believe, 
should have been presented to the Sen
ate. That is to say, the large companies 
make available a breakdown of their 
profits, as between profits from domestic 
operations-operations within the United 
States-and profits from overseas or for-
eign operations. . 

Very little, if any, of the latter group 
of profits result from the production of 
gas. Very little of it is subject to taxa
tion by the United States, for the very 
obvious reason that when the United 
States undertakes to tax- the profits a 
company makes in a foreign land, it is 
found that the foreign country is also 
taxing those profits. 

Now let us examine the figures, minus 
those for the foreign operations. On 
that basis, we find-and now I am rely
ing upon statistics provided by the 
United · States Treasury Department
that the producers of petroleum and 
natural gas are making a net return of 7 
percent on their investment. 

Mr. President, if our opponents with 
their characteristic generosity, are will
ing to concede an 8-percent return on 
the investment to be justified, I fail to 
understand why they complain about a 
7-percent return that these companies 
are making. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, oil and 
gas products are not the most profitable 
commodities produced within the 
United States. Let me ref er to a few 
that show a higher ratio of profit. The 
motor vehicle and equipment companies 
reported a net profit of 12.6, for the year 
1952. The profits after taxes of that in
dustry increased by 50 percent in 1955, 
alone. 

Chemical and allied products showed 
a net profit on investment of 9.3; paper 
and allied products, 9.2; total manu
facturing, 8.1. Why are our opponents 
worried about oil company profits? 
From domestic products of oil and gas, 
the return of profit is less than most 
of our major industries. Do they 
wish to regulate the overseas operations? 
If so, they will find that difficult in-

deed. And, here again, let me get to 
one of our opponents' additional falla
cies in referring to the failure of com
panies to pay taxes, in line with that 
which they would recommend. I am sure 
that they overlooked the foreign-tax 
problem. 

There are five major , oil companies 
which join together in one major com
pany to produce oil in Saudi Arabia. 
They agreed to pay to the Government 
of Saudi Arabia 50 percent of their prof
its under an agreement that made it pos
sible for them to take the so-called for
eign-tax credit. In other words, they 
paid a tax in excess of $200 million to 
the ruler of Saudi Arabia. The United 
States Government, in line with the laws 
adopted by Congress, thereby permitted 
them to offset the $200 million that they 
paid the Government of Saudi Arabia 
for the $200 million that they would 
have otherwise owPd the United States. 

Thus, their liability to the United 
States Government was only a few hun
dred thousand dollars. 

Mr. President, perhaps Senators think 
the foreign-tax credit is unreasonable, 
but let us see what the companies would 
have had to pay had there been no tax 
credit. Saudi Arabia taxes the compa
ny 50 percent on its profits. If this na
tion were to impose an income-tax rate 
of 52 percent, the total gross tax on in
come would reach 102 percent. I doubt 
that anyone here will recommend that 
taxes on any corporation should be as 
high as 102 percent. 

I now ask-unanimous consent to place 
in the RECORD a table that I have pre
pared showing the ratio of profits to net 
worth in selected industries as prepared 
by the United States '.rreasury Depart
ment. 

It is not possible to give separate earn
ings reports on natural gas and petro
leum. Records simply do not permit 
segregation. · 

Different people ref er to numerous 
sources of data to make such compari
sons. I feel that perhaps the most valid 
comparison reflecting similar modes of 
preparation are based upon the Statistics 
of Income published by the United States 
Treasury Department. The last volume 
published, February 2, 1955, reflects con
ditions for the year 1952. The table gives 
a comparison of profit ratios to net worth 
after taxes. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: · 
Ratio of net profit after income taxes to 

net worth petroleum and natural gas and 
other selected industries 1 

Crude petroleum and na-
tural gas production 2 ___ 

Total mining and quarry-
ing_ --------------------

Food and kindred prod-ucts ____________________ 
Tobacco manufacturers ___ 
Textile-mill products ____ 

w~:;h pfo8Jt Percent 
(millions (millions on net 

of dollars) of dollars) worth 

3,702 260. 9 7.0 

7,932 469. 4 5. 9 

8,247 506. o I 6.1 
1,474 123. 3 8.4 
6,182 197. 7 3.2 

t Statistics of Income for 1952, U. S. Treasury Depart
ment, Internal Revenue Service. Table No. 2, "Assets 
and liabilities, receipts and deductions, returns with 
balance sheets by major industrial groups." 

2 On a combined basis these 2 industrial classifications 
reported net worth, $20,771,000,000; net profit, $1,358,· 
100,000; percent on net worth, 6.5. 

Ratio of net profit after income taxes to 
net worth petroleum and natural gas and 
other selected industries L-Continued 

Net ' Net 
worth profit Percent 

(millions (millions on net 
of dollars) of dollars) wortb 

---------1-----------
Lumber and wood prod-

ucts, except furniture ___ 2,674 205. 8 7. 7 
Furniture and fixtures ____ 1,079 82. 5 7. 6 
Paper and allied products_ 4,487 412. 4 9.2 
Chemicals and allied 

products ________ - _ -- -- __ 10,339 966. 4 9.3 
Petroleum and coal prod-ucts 2 __________________ · 17,069 1,097.2 6.4 
Stone, clay, and glass products ________________ 3,139 274. 9 8.8 
Primary metal industries_ 10,624 744. 4 7.0 
Motor vehicles and 

equipment, except elec-
12. 6 trical _____ - --_____ ------ 7,583 957. 5 

Total manufacturing _____ 109,496 8,880.1 8.1 Total trade _______________ 32,525 2,161.6 6. 6 
All industrial groups _____ 254,006 19,504.4 7. 7 

NoTE.-It should be noted from the above table that 
earnings against net worth of the oil and gas industry is 
neither the highest nor the lowest on the scale among 
American industrial classifications. Actually, it is under 
the average for all industries. Obviously, the oil and 
gas industry must achieve some such representative 
earnings if capital required for expansion is to be attracted 
from the competitive ca~ital market. 

Mr. LONG. · Mr. President, although 
I have not taken as much of the Senate's 
time as has the senior Senator from 
Illinois, I have, nevertheless, been at
tempting to set forth clearly my reasons 
for supporting the pending bill. In con
clusion, let me summarize these reasons: 

First. The existing situation is dis
criminatory because it would place a type 
of control on the producers of natural 
gas which is not proposed to apply to the 
competing fuels. 

Second. The effect of the public utility 
type regulation would be ccnfiscatory 
insofar as profitable production is con
cerned, not only confiscatory of property 
owned by the producers and operators of 
gas wells, but of .the many thousands of 
people who own royalty interests in 
them. -

Third. The public utility type regula
tion is not only unfair and discrimina
tory but it is also unworkable as a type 
of control over natural-gas production, 
because: 

A. Natural gas and liquefied petroleum 
products and byproducts are produced 
from the same wells. 

B. Paperwork and redtape which 
would be required by cost accountini are 
not only beyond anything attempted 
heretofore, but actually could not pro
vide the basis for equitable decisions by 
the Federal .Power Commission. 

Fourth. Insofar as exploration and de
velopment of further supplies of natural 
gas for interstate markets are concerned, 
they would virtually cease. 

Fifth. Natural-gas producers would 
refuse to commit additional reserves for 
sale in interstate commerce, preferring 
to await a more equitable sale for use 
intrastate. Thus the controls would be
come a highly undesirable barrier to in
terstate commerce. 

Sixth. The attempt to apply public 
utility controls over natural-gas produc
tion is not only economic nonsense, it 
is directly contrary to the fundamental 
precepts of American justice and the 
concepts of free competitive enterprise 
upon which the progress of the' Nation 
has been based thus far and upon which 
we must depend increasingly in the 
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worldwide struggle against the destruc
tive doctrines of Communist strangula
tion. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, today 
the Federal Power Commission has is
sued 12 very significant rulings which 
have been called to my attention by Rep
resentative EVINS, of Tennessee, and 
with respect to which I should like to 
speak briefly, before asking that they be 
made a part of the RECORD. 

Today, the 27th of January, 1956, the 
Federal Power Commission has released 
12 orders instituting an investigation of 
the rates charged by several big gas 
producers, including such giant com
panies as the Humble Oil & Refining 
Co., Continental Oil, Stanolind Oil & 
Gas Co., Atlantic Refining Co , Chicago 
Corp., Tide Water Associated Oil Co., 
and others. 

These investigations relate to in
creased rates charged the Tennessee Gas 
Transportation Co., which the Federal 

·Power Commission, late in 1954, had per-
. mitted to be put into effect, totaling 

millions of dollars annually. 
The action by the Federal Power 

Commission today is most significant, 
particularly when it is remembered that 
in 1954 the Commission allowed these 
producers large rate increases without 
any hearing or determination as to 
whether the new and higher rates in 
question were just and· reasonable under 
the Natural Gas Act. 

The issuance of these orders has come 
· as a result of the public-spirited work 
of a number of Tennessee municipalities, 
and also the Public Service Commission 
of Tennessee, and the Knoxville Utilities 
Board, who have made a heroic fight 
in this connection supported by other 
State utility commissions, cities and 
numerous distributing companies. After 

· more than a year fallowing the effective 
date of these increased rates, and after 
these complaints had been made and 
were pending for months without action, 
the Federal Power Commission, in these 
orders, finds that the rates and charges 
of these gas companies should be inves
tigated under the Natural Gas Act, to 
determine whether they are lawful, or, 
in other words, whether they are just 
and reasonable under the law Congress 
enacted in 1938. 

Mr. President, the particular atten
tion of the Senate and the public is 
invited to the following statements and 
findings which appear in the investiga
tive orders. In each of the 12 orders the 
Federal Power Commission states that 
the rates and charges of the gas pro
ducers in question, ''upon the basis of 
data available to the Commission''-! 

· skip some lines which do not affect the 
meaning-"may be unjust, unreason
able, unduly discriminatory, or preferen
tial." 

The Commission goes on to find that 
"it is necessary and proper in the public 
interest and to aid in the enforcement of 
the provisions of the Natural Gas Act 
that investigations be instituted by the 
Commission, upon its own motion, into 
and concerning all rates, charges, or ~las
sifications demanded, observed, charged, 
or collected" by the several respondents. 

At long last the Commission, after 
much prodding, has begun to move. It 
has begun to move only after a heroic 
effort by the Tennessee authorities and 
municipalities, and certain other groups. 

But we should also realize that if we 
pass the Harris-Fulbright bill which is 
now before us, the Federal Power Com
mission will not have authority to con
tinue with these investigative orders. 

The question naturally arises as to why 
the Power Commission waited so long. 
Do they believe that the Fulbright bill is 
now about to be passed, so that they will 
clear their skirts, but no effective action 
to protect consumers will finally be 
taken? Or is this a genuine effort at 
reform? I pass no judgment, except to 
say that ultimately -tens of millions of 
dollars will be. involved. If the Fulbright 
bill is passed, this ruling, arrived at 
deliberately by the Federal Power Com
mission, will be made completely null and 
void. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the 12 orders, to
gether with a press release issued by the 
Federal Power Commission in this con
nection, be made a part of the RECORD 
at this point. 

There being no objection, the press re
lease and orders were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION INSTITUTES IN

VESTIGATIONS OF RATES CHARGED BY 16 INDE
PENDENT NATURAL-GAS PRODUCERS 

(Docket Nos. G- 9277 et al.) 
WASHINGTON, D. C., January 27, 1956.-The 

Federal Power Commission issued a series of 
12 orders today instituting in.vestigations of 
the rates charged by \6 independent pro
ducers of natural gas. 

The FPC said that the investigations were 
being instituted on its own motion to deter
mine whether any of the producers' rates 
are "unjust, unreasonable, unduly discrim
inatory or preferential." If it finds that they 
are, the Commission said, it will then fix just 
and reasonable rates. The investigation 
covers all rates of the 16 producers which 
are subject to FPC jurisdiction. Hearing 
d ates in each of the proceedings will be fixed 
by further order. 

All of the producers involved in the inves
tigations sell natural gas to Tennessee Gas 
Transmission Co., of Houston, Tex., among 
other purchasers. Changes in rates filed by 
the producers and allowed to go into effect 
about November 1, 1954, resulted in a total 
annual increase of about $6,200,000 to Ten
nessee. 

Last August 31, the Tennessee Public Serv
ice Commission and several other Tennessee 
cities and distributing companies which re
ceive gas from Tennessee's pipeline system 
filed complaints with the FPC requesting 
that investigations of the producers' rates 
be instituted. They also asked that the com
plaints and any proceedings instituted by 
the FPC on its own motion be consolidated 
for hearing with a pending rate increase ap
plication by Tennessee. The FPC, however, 
said that "no good cause" had been shown for 

. the requested consolidation, nor to delay 
final determinations in the Tennessee rate 

increase docket pending conclusion of the 
newly instituted investigations. 

Commissioner Seaborn L. Digby filed sepa
rate statements, concurring in part and dis
senting in part with the Commission's orders 
instituting the investigations. Commis
sioner Digby said that he supported the or
ders insofar as they provide for investigations 
concerning the rates specified in the com
plain ts by the Tennessee Public Service 
Commission and others. However, he de
clared that he strongly disagreed with those 
parts of the orders providing for investiga
tion of all the rates being charged by the 
producers and not covered by the complaints. 
"The enlargement of the proceeding to in
clude all rates charged by the respondent 
producers ls unfair to the parties in the 
complaint proceeding, and is completely 
baseless in factual justification," he asserted, 

The producers involved in the rate investi
gations are: The Ch.icago Corp.; Gulf Plains 
Corp.; Alfred C. Glassell, Jr.; Stanolind Oil & 
Gas Co.; Continental Oil Co.; Western Nat
ural Gas Co.; The Altex Corp.; The Atlantic 
Refining Co.; Tide Water Associated Oil Co.; 
Ralph E. Fair; Ralph E. Fair, Inc.; Gillring 
Oil Co.; Humble Oil & Refining Co.; C. V. 
Lyman; The Nueces Co.; and Sinclair Oil & 
Gas Co. 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA-FEDERAL POWER 
COMMISSION 

(Before Jerome K. Kuykendall, Chairman; 
Claude L. Draper; Commissioners Seaborn 
L. Digby, Frederick Stueck, and William R. 
Connole) 

IN THE MATTER OF THE CHICAGO CORP., DOCKET 
NO. G-9277; THE CHICAGO CORP., GULF PLAINS 
CORP., DOCKET NO, G-9280 

Order instituting investigations 
Adopted January 26, 1956. 
Issued January 27, 1956. 
The Chicago Corp. and Gulf Plains 

Corp, (respondents) are independent pro
ducers of natural gas and are natural-gas 
companies within the meaning of the Natural 
Gas Act, being engaged in the sale and de
livery of natural gas in interstate commerce 
for resale for ultimate public consumption. 

On September 23, 1954, the Chicago Corp. 
(Chicago) filed an application for a certificate 
of public convenience and necessity pur
suant to the provisions of section 7 of the 
Natural Gas Act. This application was 
designated Docket No. G-2999 and was 
amended on November 29, 1954. No hearing 
has been held or final order issued in such 
docket to date. 

On August 27, 1954, Chicago filed with the 
Commission a contract and supplement 
thereto providing for· the sale and delivery of 
natural gas to Tennessee Gas Transmission 
Co. (TOT) from the -Carthage field, Texas, 
which were designated by the Commission as 
the Chicago Corp_., et al., FPC gas rate sched
ule No. 3 and supplement No. 1 thereto. The 
rate on June 7, 1954, for the sale of gas to 
TOT under the aforesaid rate schedule was 
7.306 cents per thousand cubic feet at 14.65 
pounds per square inch absolute. 

By supplement No : 2 to the aforesaid FPC 
gas rate schedule No. 3, also filed with the 
Commission on August 27, 1954, the rate for 
the sale of gas by Chicago to TGT was in
creased from 7.306 cents per thousand cubic 
feet to 7 .547 cents per thousand cubic feet. 
This rate increase was to offset the increase 
in the production tax made effective by the 
State of Texas on September 1, 1954. 

Supplement No. 3 to the said FPC gas 
rate schedule No. 3 was filed with the Com
mission on September 30, 1954, and proposed 
t.o be made effective on November 1, 1954. 
Through the filing of this ' supplement Chi
cago proposed to increase its rate for the 
sale of gas to TGT from 7.547 cents per 
thousand cubic feet to 12.808 cents per 
thousand cubic feet, which would result in 
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a total increase in cost to TGT of approxi
mately $2,184,000 per year. The said sup
plement was allowed to become effective as 
proposed and without suspension by the 
Commission on November 1, 1954. 

On August 27, 1954, Chicago filed with the 
Commission a contract and four supplements 
thereto providing for the sale and delivery 
of natural gas to TGT from the Stratton
Agua Dulce and San Salvador fields, Tex, 
These documents were designated by the 
Commission as the Chicago Corporation, et 
al. FPC gas rate schedule No. 5 and sup
plements Nos.··1 through 4 thereto. The rate 
on June 7, 1954, for the sale of gas to TOT 
under the aforesaid schedule, was 9.781 cents 
per thousand cubic feet at 14.65 pounds per 
square inch absolute. 

By supplement No. 5 to the aforesaid FPC 
gas rate schedule No. 5, filed with the Com
mission on August 27, 1954, the rate for the 
sale of gas to TOT was increased from 9.781 
cents·per thousand cubic feet to 10.020 cents 
per thousand cubic feet. This rate increase 
was to offset the increase in the production 
tax made effective by the State of Texas on 
September 1, 1954. 

By supplement No. 6 to the aforesaid FPC 
gas rate schedule No. 5, filed with the Com
mission by Chicago on September 30, 1954, 
and proposed to be made effective on No
vember 1, 1954, the rate for the sale of gas 
to TOT was proposed to be increased from 
10.020 cents per thousand cubic feet to 11.903 
cents per thousand cubic feet, which would 
result in a total increase in cost to TOT of 
approximately $390,000 per year under the 
supplement. The aforesaid supplement No, 
6 was allowed to become effective as pro
posed and without suspension by the Com
mission on November 1, 1954. 

Thereafter, on August 31, 1955, Tennessee 
Public Service Commission, et al.1 filed with 
the Commission complaints under the pro
visions of the Natural Gas Act, particularly 
under sections 5 (a) and 13 thereof, desig
nated docket Nos. G-9277 and G-9280, where
in it was stated, inter alia, that on the basis 
of the facts recited in the ·said ·complaints the 
rates and charges demanded observed, 
charged and collected by the defendants,2 

in connection with the sa~e of natural gas to 
TOT under and pursuant to the currently ef
fective FPC gas rate schedules Nos. 3 and 
5 of the Chicago Corp., et al., are unjust, un
reasonable and otherwise unlawful, and are 
not the lowest reasonable rates, as required 
by the Natural Gas Act. 

·In their prayer for relief the said com
plainants ask this Commission to: 

1. Require defendants to answer the al
legations of the complaints in writing and 
under oath within such time as may be 
specified by the Commission; 

2. Promptly institute such investigations 
and hold such hearings as may be necessary 
to determine all facts, circumstances and 
matters required for a final determination 
as to what are just and reasonable rates to be 
paid defendants ·by TOT, and, after hearings, 

.1 The other complainants are: Knoxville 
Utilities Board; cities of Athens, Clarksville, 
F ayetteville, Gallatin, and Springfield, Tenn.; 
Chattanooga Gas Co.; Cleveland Natural Gas 
Co.; Tennessee Gas Co.; and Tullahoma Nat
ural Gas Co., Inc. All of these named com
plainants, except Tennessee Public Service 
Commission and Knoxville Utilities Board, 
purchase gas directly or indirectly from TOT 
for resale for public consumption. 

2 In addition to the Chicago Corp., the fol
lowing defendants were named in the com
plaint filed in Docket No. G-9277: Hayden Oil 
Co.; Clyde H. Alexander; Creston H. Alex
ander; Euna M. Alexander; Glenn E. Alexan
d~r; Ben R. Briggs and Hugh M. Briggs, indi
vidually and as coadministrators of the estate 
of Fanny May Briggs, deceased; Charles E. 
Dimit; Helen Mae Dimit; N. V. Kinsey; R. 
Lacy, Inc.; B. F.. :Phillip& Petroleum Co.; and 
Sabine Natural Gas & Products Co. 

fix by order the just and reasonable rates of 
defendants to be thereafter observed and in 
force with respect to sales of natural gas by 
defendants to TGT; 

·3, Consolidate the complaints and any 
proceedings instituted by the Commission 
on its motion with the proceeding in docket 
No. G-5259, for both hearing and determina
tion, and make no final determination in the 
proceedings in docket No. G-5259 prior to 
a final determination of the issues presented 
by the complaints and involved in the Com
mission's investigation; and 

4. Grant to complainants such other, fur
ther, reasonable, and equitable relief as may 
be warranted. 

In addition to the sales of natural gas 
hereinbefore specifically referred to, it ap
pears from the Commission's files that the 
said respondents also engage in other sales 
of natural gas in interstate commerce. It 
further appears that, upon the basis of data 
available to the Commission; the rates, 
charges, and classifications for or in connec
tion with the sale or transportation of nat
ural gas by the respondents herein, subject 
to the jurisdiction of the Commission, and 
.the rules, regulations, practices, and con
tracts relating thereto may be unjust, un
reasonable, unduly discriminatory, or pref
erential. 

The Commission finds: 
1. It is necessary and proper in the pub

lic interest and to aid in the enforcement 
of the provisions of the Natural Gas Act that 
investigations be instituted by the Commis
sion, upon its own motion, into and con
cerning all rates, charges, or classifications 
demanded, observed, charged, or collected 
by the said respondents in connection with 
any transportation or sale of natural gas, 
subject to the jurisdiction of the Commis
sion, and any rules, regulations, practices, 
or• contracts affecting such rates, charges; or 
classifications. 

2. No good cause has been shown for the 
Commission to grant complainants' prayer 
for consolidation of these proceedings with 
the proceeding designated docket No. G-5259, 
which is a rate increase proceeding of TGT, 
nor to delay final determinations in such 
docket pending conclusion of the investiga
tions in these proceedings, 

The Commission orders: 
(A) An investigation of respondent, the 

Chicago Corp., and an investigation of re
spondent, Gulf Plains Corp., be and they 
hereby are instituted pursuant to the pro
visions of the Natural Gas Act for the pur
pose of enabling the Commission to deter
mine whether, with respect to any trans
portation or sale of natural gas, subject to 
the jurisdiction of the Commission, made or 
proposed to be made by such respondents, 
any of the rates, charges, or classifications 
demanded, observed, charged, or collected, or 
any rules, regulations, practices, or contracts 
affecting such rates, charges, or classifica
tions are unjust, unreasonable, unduly dis
criminatory, or preferential. 

( B) If the Commission, after a hearing 
has been had, shall find with respect to the 
respondents named ·in paragraph (A) above 
that any of their rates, charges, classifica
tions, rules, regulations, practices, or con
tracts subject to the jurisdiction of the Com
mission, are unjust, unreasonable, unduly 
discriminatory, or preferential, the Commis
sion will thereupon determine and fix by 
order or orders just and reasonable rates, 
charges, classifications, rules, regulations, 
practices or contracts to be therea!ter ob
served and in force. 

(C) Pursuant to the authority contained 
in and subject to the jurisdiction conferred 
upon the Federal Power Commission by the 
Natural Gas Act, particularly sections 5, 14, 
15, and 16 thereof, and the Commission's 
rules of practice and procedure, a public 
hearing be held upon a date to be fixed by 
further order of the Commission concerning 

the matters· specified in paragr~phs (A) and 
(B) above. 

(D) The prayer for consolidation of these 
proceedings with the proceeding designated 
"Docket No. G-6259," as set forth in the com
plaints filed herein by Tennessee Public Serv
ice Commission, et al., be, and it hereby is, 
denied. 

(E) Interested State commissions may 
participate as provided by sections 1.8 and 
1.37 (f) of the Commission's rules of prac
tice and procedure (18 CFR 1.8 and 1.37 (f) ), 

By the Commission. Commissioner Digby 
concurring in part and dissenting in part. 

LEON M. FuQUAY, 
Secretary. 

Digby, Commissioner, concurring in part 
and dissenting in part: 

The Commission, by this and other orders 
adopted today, is instituting an investiga
tion of the rates of a number of independent 
producers who are selling gas to Tennessee 
Gas Transmission Co, The rates to Ten
nessee of each of these independent pro
ducers is the subject to a complaint filed by 
the Public Service Commission of the State 
of Tennessee, and joined in by many of the 
distributing companies who buy gas from 
Tennessee Gas Transmission Co. Answers 
have been filed by the independent proµucers 
to the complaints, and in most instances, if 
not all, motions to dismiss the complaints 
for reasons set out in the combination an
swers and motions are pending. These mo
tions to dismiss have never been considered 
by the Commission. Aside from the charges 
contained in the complaints, nothing has 
been presented to the Commission to indi
cate that these rates are unlawful. All of 
the rates are effective rates. I hope that 
the Commission's action in provoking 5 (a) 
investigations in these proceedings will not 
be taken as an indication that a similar 
course will be followed by the Commission 
merely because someone has asked for a 
5 (a) proceeding. Otherwise all of the rates 
might soon be under investigation resulting 
in a breakdown of the administrative proc
ess, and without hope of carrying out the 
purposes of the Natural Gas Act. Further
more, in this connection I would call atten
tion to the fact that the law requires that 
rate proceedings under section 4 ( e) of the 
Natural Gas Act be given preference over 
proceedings under section 5 of the act. At 
this time many rate hearings are in progress 
under the provision of 4 ( e) of the act. 

I am concurring in this and other similar 
orders provoking 5 (a) proceedings by the 
Commission insofar as the sales to Tennessee 
Gas Transmission Co. are concerned and 
hope that the issuance of these orders is not 
an empty and meaningless action. The com
plaint fl.led by the Public Service Commission 
of Tennessee, joined in by many others, is 
entitled to a full and complete hearing 
at the earliest possible date-. 

This order, together with others in the 
same group, contains the following state
ment: 

"In addition to the sales of natural gas 
hereinbefore specifically referred to, it ap
pears from the Commission's files that the 
said respondents also engage in other sales 
of natural gas in interstate commerce. It 
further appears that, upon the basis of data 
available to the Commission, the rates, 
charges, and classifications for or in connec
tion with the sale or transportation of natu
ral gas by the respondents herein, subject to 
the jurisdiction of the Commission, and the 
rules, regulations, practices, and contracts 
relating thereto may be unjust, unreason
able, unduly discriminatory, or preferential." 

Based on this statement, .the order insti
tutes a 5 (a) investigation of all sales of 
natural gas in interstate commerce made by 
the respondent producers. In the first place, 
I would like to state emphatically that noth
ing has been pointed out to me which would 

· cause me to join in the above statement. In 
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fact, no single rate has been identified in con
nection with any sale by any of these re
spondents other than those to Tennessee. It 
is my thought that to institute a 5 (a) in
vestigation of rates concerning which we 
have received no complaint, and concerning 
w;tiich we have no facts to support the above 
statement, is entirely unrealistic and outside 
of the purposes of the Natural Gas Act. Fur
thermore, the enlargement of these proceed
ings by including investigation of each and 
every sale of these major gas companies will 
serve only to defeat the purposes of the Ten
nessee Public Service Commission's com
plaint. Also, it will duplicate 4 ( e) rate pro
ceedings now in hearing before the Com
mission. 

I support this order insofar as it provokes 
a 5 (a) investigation concerning the rates 
specified in the complaints by the Tennessee 
Public Service Commission and others. I 
strongly disagree with that part of the order 
which also provokes a 5 (a) investigation 
of all rates being charged by respondent pro
ducers and not covered by the complaints 
:filed. Actually, no rate other than those 
complained of has been identified for con
sideration by the Commission. The enlarge
me.nt of the proceeding to include all rates 
charged by the respondent producers is un
fair to the parties in the complaint pro
ceeding, and is completely baseless in factual 
justification. 
IN THE MATTER OF ALFRED C, GLASSELL, JR,, 

DOCKET NO, G-9278 

Order instituting investigation 
Adopted January 26, 1956. 
Issued January 27, 1956. 
Alfred C. Glassell, Jr. (respondent) is an 

independent producer of natural gas and is 
a natural-gas company within the meaning 
of the Natural Gas Act, being engaged in the 
sale and delivery of natural gas in interstate 
commerce for resale for ultimate public- con- : 
sumption. · 

On September 22, 1954, respondent filed an . 
application for a certificate of public con- -
venience and necessity pursuant to the pro
visions of section 7 of the Natural Gas Act. 
This application was designated docket No. 
G-2956. No hearing has been held or final 
order issued in such docket to date. 

On September 14, 1954, respondent filed 
with the Commission a contract providing for 
the sale and delivery of natural gas to Ten
nessee Gas Transmission Co. (TGT) from -
the Carthage Field, Tex., which was desig
nated by the Commission as Alfred C. Glas
sell, Jr., et al. FPC Gas Rate Schedule No. 1. 
The rate on June 7, 1954, for the sale of gas 
to TGT under the aforesaid rate schedule 
was 7.027 cents per thousand cubic feet at 
14.65 psia. 

By supplement No. 1 to the aforesaid · FPC 
Gas Rate Schedule No. 1, also filed with the 
Commission on September 14, 1954, the rate 
for the sale of gas by respondent to TGT 
was increased from 7 .027 cents per thousand 
cubic feet to 7.2 cents per thousand cubic 
feet. This rate increase was to offset the in
crease in the production tax made effective 
by the State of Texas on September 1, 1954. 

Supplement No. 2 to the said FPC Gas 
Rate Schedule No. 1 was filed with the Com
mission on October 1, 1954, and proposed to 
be made effective on November 1, 1954. 
Through the filing of this supplement re
spondent proposed to increase its rate for 
the sale of gas to TGT from 7.200 cents per 
thousand cubic feet to 12.808 cents per thou
sand cubic feet, which would result in a 
total increase in cost to TGT of approxi
mately $1,163,000 per year under the supple
ment. The said supplement was allowed to 
become effective as proposed and without 
suspension by the Commission on November 
1, 1954. 

Thereafter, on August 31, 1955, Tennessee 
Public Service Commission et al., filed with 
the Commission a complaint under the pro-

visions of the Natural Gas Act, particularly 
under sections 5 (a) and 13 thereof, desig
nated Docket No. G-9278, wherein it was 
stated, inter alia, that on the basis of the 
facts recited in the said complaint the rates 
and charges demanded, observed, charged, 
and collected by the defendants,3 in connec
tion with the sale of natural gas to TGT 
under and pursuant to the currently effective 
FPC Gas Rate Schedule No. 1 of Alfred C. 
Glassell, Jr., et al., are unjust, unreasonable, 
and otherwise unlawful, and are not the 
lowest reasonable rates, as required by the 
Natural Gas Act. 

In their prayer for relief the said com
plainants a.sk this Commission to: . 

1. Require defendants to answer the alle
gations of the complaint in writing and un
der oath within such time as may be speci
fied by the Commission; 

2. Promptly institute such investigation 
and hold such hearings as may be necessary 
to determine all facts, circumstances and 
matters required for a final determination 
as to what are just and reasonable rates to 
be paid defendants by TGT, and, after hear
ings, fix by order the just and reasonable 
rates of defendants to be thereafter ob
served and in force with respect to sales of 
natural gas by defendants to TGT; 

3. Consolidate the complaint and any 
proceedings instituted by the Commission 
on its motion with the proceeding in docket 
No. G-5259, for both hearing and determina
tion, and make no final determination in the 
proceedings in docket No. G-5259 prior to a 
fip.al determination of the issues presented 
by the complaint and involved in the Com
mission's investigation; and 

4. Grant to complainants such other, fur
ther, reasonable, and equitable relief as may 
be warranted. 

On the basis of data available to the Com
mi~sioµ, it appears that the rates, charges, 
and classifications for or in connection with 
the sale or transportation of natural gas by 
the respondent herein, subject to the jurls
diction of the Commission, and the rules, 
regulations, practices, and contracts relating 
thereto may be unjust, unreasonable, unduly 
discriminatory, or preferential. 

. The Commission finds: 
1. It is necessary. and proper in the public 

interest and to aid in the enforcement of 
the provisions of the Natural Gas Act that 
an investigation be instituted by the Com
mission, upon its own motion, into an/:! 
concerning all rates, charges, or classifica
tions demanded, observed, charged, or col
lected by the respondent in connection with 
any transportation or sale of natural gas, 
subject to the jurisdiction of the Commis
sion, and any rules, regulations, practices, 
or contracts affecting such rates, charges, or 
classifications. 

2. No good cause has been shown for the 
Commission to grant complainants' prayer 
for consolidation of this proceeding with the 
proceeding designated docket No. G-5259, 
which is a rate-increase proceeding of TGT, 
nor to delay final determination in ·such 
docket pending conclusion of the investi
gation in this proceeding: 

The Commission orders: 
(A) An investigation of respondent, Al

fred C. Glassell, Jr., be and it hereby is in
stituted under the provisions of the Natural 
Gas Act for the purpose of enabling the 
Commission to determine whether, with re-

8 In addition to Alfred C. Glassell, Jr., the 
following defendants were named in the 
complaint: H. B. Langford; City National 
Bank of Houston, Tex., trustee for, and Al
fred C. Glassell, Jr., cotrustee for Alfred 
Glassell Comegys Trust, William McLloyd 
Comegys III Trust, Anne Bernard Crichton 
Trust, Kate Curry Crichton Trust, Janie 
Curry Lee Trust, Joanna Lee Trust, Alfred 
McIntyre Stringfellow Trust, and Charles 
Stringfellow III Trust. 

spect to any transportation -or sale of nat
ui:al gas, subject to the jurisdiction of the 
Commission, made or proposed to be made 
by respondent, any of the rates, charges or 
classifications demanded, observed, charged, 
or collected, or any rules, regulations, prac
tices or contracts affecting such rates, 
charges, or classifications are unjust, un
reasonable, unduly discriminatory, or pref
erential. 

(B) If the Commission, after a hearing 
has been had, shall find with respect to 
respondent that any of its rates, charges, 
classifications, rules, regulations, practices, 
or contracts subject to the jurisdiction of 
the Commission, are unjust, unreasonable, 
unduly discriminatory, or preferential, the 
Commission will thereupon determine and 
fix by order or orders Just and reasonable 
rates, charges, classifications, rules, regula
tions, practices, or contracts to be thereafter 
observed and in force. 

(C) Pursuant to the authority contained 
in and subject to the jurisdiction conferred 
upon the Federal Power Commission by the 
Natural Gas Act, particularly sections 5, 14, 
15, and 16 thereof, and the Commission's 

. Rules of Practice and Procedure, a public 
hearing be held upon a date to be fixed by 
further order of the Commission concerning 
the matters specified in paragraphs (A) and 
(B) above. 

(D) The prayer for consolidation of this 
proceeding with the proceeding designated 
Docket No. G-5259, as set forth in the com
plaint filed herein by Tennesse~ Public Serv
ice Commission, et al., be, and it hereby is, 
denied. 

(E) Interested State commissions may 
participate as provided by sections 1.8 and 
1.37 (f) of the Commission's Rules of Prac
tice and Procedure (18 CFR 1.8 and 1.37 (f)). 

By the Commission. Commissioner Digby 
concurring in part and dissenting in part. 

LEON M. FuQUAY, 
Secretary. 

IN THE MATTER OF SINCLAIR. OIL & GAS CO, 
DOCKET NO. G-9291; SINCLAIR OIL. & GAS CO., 
DOCKET NO. G-9292 

Order instituting investigation 
Adopted January 26, 1956 . 

·Issued January 27, 1956. 
Sinclair Oil & Gas Co. (Respondent) ls an 

independent producer of natural gas and is a 
natural gas company within the meaning of 
the Natural Gas Act, being engaged in the 
sale and delivery of natural gas in interstate 
commerce for resale for ultimate public con
sumption. 

On September 21, 1954 (Supplemented No
vember 26, 1954, in Docket No. G-2887 only), 
Respondent filed applications for certifi
cates of public convenience and necessity 
pursuant to the provisions of section 7 of 
the Natural Gas Act. These applications 
were designated Docket Nos. G- 2887 and 
G-2889. Certificates were granted by orders 
issued December 22, 1954, and were accepted 
January 17, 1955. 

On September 20, 1954, Respondent filed 
with the Commission a contract and supple
ments thereto providing for the sale and 
delivery of natural gas to Tennessee Gas 
Transmission Co. (TGT) from the Donna 
Area, Hidalgo County, Tex., which were des
ignated by the Commission as Sinclair Oil 
& Gas Co. FPC Gas Rate Schedule No. 3 and 
Supplements Nos. 1 through 3 thereto. The 
rate on June 7, 1954, for the sale of gas to 
TGT under the said rate schedule was 10 
cents per thousand cubic feet at 14.65 pounds 
per square inch absolute. 

By supplement No. 5 to respondent's FPC 
Gas Rate Schedule No. 3, filed wtih the Com
mission on October 4, 1954, the rate for the 
sale of gas by respondent to TGT was in
creased from 10 cents per thousand cubic feet 
to 10.24 cents · per thousand cubic feet. This 
rate increase was to offset the increase -In the 
production tax made effective by the State· of 
Texas on September 1, 1954, · ~ 
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Supplement No. 4 and supplement No. 1 to 

supplement No. 4 to respondent's FPO Gas 
Rate Schedule No. 3 were filed with the Com
mission September 30, 1954 and proposed to 
be made effective on November 1, 1954. 
Through the filing of these supplements, re
spondent proposed to increase its rate for 
the sale of gas to TGT from 10.24 cents per 
thousand cubic feet to 12.123 cents per thou
sand cubic feet, which would result in a total 
increase in cost to TGT of approximately 
$117,000 per year under the supplements. 
The said supplements were allowed to become 
effective as proposed and without -suspension 
by the Commission on November 1, 1954. 

On September 20, 1954;, respondent filed 
with the Commission a contract and sup
plements thereto providing for the sale and 
delivery of natural gas to TGT from the 
Mustang Island Field, Texas. These docu
ments were designated by the Commission as 
Sinclair Oil & Gas Company FPO Gas Rate 
Schedule No. 1 and supplements Nos. 1 
through 5 thereto. The rate on June 7, 1954, 
for the sale of gas to TGT under the afore
said schedule, was 10 cents per thousand 
cubic feet at 14.65 pounds per square inch 
absolute. 

By supplement No. 7 to respondent's FPO 
Gas Rate Schedule No. 1 filed with the Com
mission on October 4, 1954, the rate for the 
sale of . gas to TGT was increased from 10 
cents per thousand cubic feet to 10.24 cents 
per thousand cubic feet. This rate increase 
was to offset the increase in the prqduction 
tax made effective by the State of Texas on 
September 1, 1954. 

By supplement No. 6 and supplement No. 
1 to supplement No. 6 to respondent's FPO 
Gas Rate Schedule No. 1, filed with the Com
mission by · respondent on September 30, 
1954, and proposed to be made effective on 
November 1, 1954, the rate for the sale of 
gas to TGT was proposed to be increased 
from 10.24 cents per thousand cubic feet to 
12.123 cents per thousand cubic feet, which 

· would result in a total increase in cost to 
TGT of approximately $40,000 per year un
der the supplements. The aforesaid sup
plements were allowed to become effective as 
proposed and without suspension by the 
Commission on November 1, 1954. 

Thereafter, on August 31, 1955, Tennessee 
Public Service Commission, et al. filed with 
the Commission complaints under the pro
visions of tlle Natl.U'al Gas Act, particularly 
under sections 5 (a) and 13 thereof, desig
nated docket Nos. G-9291 and G-9292, 
wherein it was stated, inter alia; that on the 
basis of the facts recited in the said com
plaints the rates and ch.arges .demanded, 
observed, charged and collected by Sinclair 
Oil & Gas Co. (defendant) in connection with 
the sale of natural gas to TGT under and 
pursuant to the currently effective FPO Gas 
Rate Schedules Nos. 1 and 3 of respondent, 
are unjust, unreasonable and otherwise un
lawful, and are not the lowest reasonable 
rates, as required by the Natural Gas Act. 

In their prayer for relief the said com
plainants ask this Commission to: 

1. Require defendant to answer the alle
gations of the complaints in writing and un
der oath within such time as may be speci
fied by the Commission; 

2. Promptly institute such investigations 
and hold such hearings as may be necessary 
to determine all facts, circumstances, and 
matters required for a final determination as 
to what are just and reasonable rates to be 
paid defendant by TGT, and, after hearings, 
to fix by order the just and reasonable rates 
of defendant to be thereafter observed and 
in force with respect to sales of natural gas 
by defendant to TGT; 

3. Consolidate the complaints and any 
proceedings instituted by the Commission 
on its motion with the proceeding in docket 
No. G-5259, for both hearing and determina
tion, and make no final determination in the 
proceedings in docket No . . G-5259 prior to a 
final determination of the issues presented 

by the complaints and involved in the Com• 
mission's investigation; and 

4. Grant to complainants such other, fur
ther, reasonable, and equitable relief as may 
be warranted. · 

In addition to the sales of natl.U'al gas 
hereinbefore specifically referred to, it ap
pears from the Commission's files that the 
said respondents also engage in other sales 
of natural gas in interstate commerce. It 
further appears that, upon the basis of data 
available to the Commission, the rates, 
charges, and classifications for or in connec
tion with the sale or transportation of nat
ural gas by. respondent herein, subject to the 

· jurisdiction of the Commission, and the 
rules, regulations, practices, and contracts 
relating thereto may be unjust, unreason
able, unduly discriminatory, or preferential. 

The Commission finds: . 
1. It is necessary and proper in the public 

interest and to aid in the enforcement of ,the 
provisions of the Natural Gas Act that an in
vestigation be instituted by the Commission, 
upon its own motion, into and concerning 
all rates, charges, or classifications de
manded, observed, charged, or collected by 
the.respondent in connection .with any trans
portation or l:iale of natural gas, subject to 
the jurisdiction of the. Commission, and any 
rules, regulations, practices, or contracts af
fecting such rates, charges, or classifications. 

2. No good catJse has been shown for the 
Commission to grant complainant's prayer 
for consolidation of these proceedings with 
the proceeding designated Docket No. G-5259, 
which is a rate increase proceeding of TGT, 
nor to delay final determin{l.tion in such 
docket penqing con~lusibn of the investiga
tion in these proceedings. 

The Commission orders: 
(A) An investigation of respondent, Sin

clair Oil & Gas Co., be and it hereby is insti
tuted under the 'provisio·n of the Natural Gas 
Act for the purpose of enabling the Commis
sion to determine whether, · with respect to 
fJ.nY transportation or sale of natura~ gas, 
subject to the jurisdictio_n of the Commis
sion, made or proposed to be mad,e ·by re
spondent, any of the rates, charges, or classi
fications demanded, observed, charged, or 
collected, or any rules, regulations, prac
tices, or contracts affecting such rates, 
charges, or classifications are unjust, unrea
sonable, unduly discriminatory or preferen
tial. 

(B) If the Commission, after a hearing 
has been had, shall find with respect to the 
respondent that any of its rates, charges, 
classifications, rules, . regulations, · practices,· 
or contracts subject to the jurisdiction of 
the Commission, are unjust, unreasonable, 
unduly discriminatory, or preferential, the 
Commission will thereupon determine and 
fix by order or orders just and reasonable 
rates, charges, classifications, rules, regula
tions, practices, or contracts to be thereafter 
observed and in force. 

(C) · Pursuant to the authority contained 
tn and subject to the jurisdiction conferred 
upon the Federal Power Commission by the. 
Natural Gas Act, particularly sections 5, 14, 
15, and 16 thereof, and the Commission's 
Rules of Practice and Procedure, a public 
hearing be held upon a date to be. fixed by 
further order of the Commission concerning 
the matters specified in paragraphs (A) and 
(B) above. 

(D) The prayer for consolidation of these 
proceedings with the proceeding designated 
docket No. G-5259, as set forth in the com- · 
plaints filed herein by Tennessee Public 
Service Commission, et al., be, and it hereby 
is denied. 

(E) Interested State commissions may 
participate as provided by sections 1.8 and 
1.37 (f) of the Commission's Rules of Prac• 
tice and Procedure (18 CFR 1.8 and 1.37 (f)). 

By the Commission. Commissioner Digby 
concurring in part and dissenting in part. 

LEoN. M. FuQUAY, 
Secretary. 

IN THE _MATTER OF RALPH E. FAIR AND RALPH 
E, FAIR, INC., DOCKET NO. G-9285 

Order instituting investigations 
Adopted January 26, 1956. 
Issued January 27,· 1956. 
Ralph E : Fair and Ralph E. Fair, Inc. (re

spondents) are independent producers of 
natural gas and are "natural-gas companies" 
within the mean~ng of the Natural Gas Act, 
being engaged in the sale and delivery of 
natural gas in interstate commerce for resale 
for ultimate public consumption. 

On November 29, 1954 Ralph E. Fair filed 
an application for a certificate of public con
venience and necessity pursuant to the pro
visions of section 7 of the Natural Gas Act. 
This application was designated Docket No. 
G-6559. . No hearing has been held or final 
order issued in such docket to date. 

On November 29, 1954, Ralph E. Fair, Inc., 
filed an application for a certificate of pub- · 
lie convenience and necessity pursuant to the 
provisions of section 7 of the Natural Gas 
Act. This application was designated Docket 
No. G-6216. A certificate was granted by 
or.cter issued December 23, 1955 and accepted 
on January 6, 1956. 

On October 25, 1954, respondents filed 
with the Commission a contract and supple
ments thereto providing for the sale and de
livery_ of natural gas ~o Tennessee Gas Trans
mission Co. (TGT) .from the Hagist ranch 
field and other areas in Duval and Jim 
Wells Counties, Tex., which were designated 
by the Commission as Ralph E. Fair, Inc., et 
al. FPC gas rate schedule No. 3 and supple
m~nts _Nos. 1 through 5 thereto. The rate 
on June 7, 1954 for the· sale of gas to TGT 
under the aforesaid - rate .schedule was 10.0 
~ents per thousand· cubic feet at 14.65 pounds 
per square inch absolute. 

By supplements Nos. 6 and 7 to the afore
said FPC gas rate· schedule No. 3, also filed 
with tl;le Commission on October 25, 1954, 
t ,he rate for the sale of gas by respondents 
to T~T was increased from 10.0 cents per·, 
thousand cubic feet to 10.246 cents per thou
sand cubic feet. This rate increase was to 
offset the increase in the production tax 
made effective by . the State of Texas on Sep
tember 1, 1954. 

Supplements Nos. 8 and 9 to the said FPO 
gas rate schedule No. 3 were filed with the 
Commission on October 25, 1954 and proposed 
to be made effective on November 1, 1954. 
Through the filing of these supplements re
spondents proposed to increase t}leir rate for 
the sale of gas to TGT from 10.246 cents 
per thousand cubic feet to 12.123 cents per 
thousand cubic · feet, which would result in 
a total increase in cost to TGT of approxi
mately $30,.000 per year. The said supple
ments were allowed to become effective as 
proposed and without suspension by the 
Commission on November 1, 1954. 

Thereafter, on August 31, 1955, Tennessee 
Public Service Commission, et al, filed with 
the Commission a complaint under the pro
visions of the Natural Gas Act, particularly 
under sections 5 (a) and 13 thereof, desig
nated docket No. G-9285, wherein it was 
stated, inter alia, that on the basis of the 
facts recited in the said complaint the rates 
and charges demanded, observed, charged, 
and collected by the defendants/ in connec
tion with the sale of natural gas to TGT 
under and pursuant to the currently effec
tive FPC gas rate schedule No. 3 of Ralph 
E. Fair, Inc., et al., are unjust, unreasonable, 
and otherwise unlawful and are not the 
lowest reasonable rates, as required by the 
Natural Gas Act. 

In their prayer for relief the said com• · 
plainants ask this Commission to: 

1. Require defendants to answer the alle
gations of the complaint in writing and 

'In addition to Ralph E. Fair and Ralph · 
E. Fair, Inc., the following defendants were 
named in the complaint filed in docket No. 
G-9285: Woodward & Co. (a copartnership) . 
and L. W. Callender. 
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under oath within such time as may be speci
fied by the Commission; 

2. Promptly institute such investigations 
and hold such hearings as may be necessary 
to determine all facts, circumstances and 
matters required for a final determination 
as to what are just and reasOlllable rates to 
be paid defendants by TGT, and, after hear
ings, fix by order the just and reasonable 
rates of defendants to be thereafter observed 
and in force with respect to sales of natural 
gas by defendants to TGT; 

3. Consolidate the complaint and any pro
ceedings instituted by the Commission on 
its motion with the proceeding in docket No. 
G-5259, for both hearing and determination, 
and make no final determination in the pro
ceedings in docket No. G-5259 prior to a 
final determination of the issues presented 
by the complaint and involved in the Com
mission's investigation; and 

4. Grant to complainants such other, fur
ther, reasonable, and equitable relief as may 
be warranted. 

In addition to the sales of natural gas 
hereinbefore specifically referred to, it ap
pears from the Commission's files that the 
said respondents also engage in other sales 
of natural gas in interstate commerce. It 
further appears that, upon the basis of data 
available to the Commission, the rates, 
charges, and classifications for or in connec
tion with the sale or transportation of nat
ural gas by the respondents herein, subject 
to the jurisdiction of the Commission, and 
the rules, regulations, practices, and con
tracts relating thereto may be unjust, un
reasonable, unduly discriminatory, or pref
erential. 

The Commission finds: 
1. It is necessary and proper in the pub

lic interest and to aid in the enforcement of 
the provisions of the Natural G_as Act that 
investigations be instituted by the Commis
sion, upon its own motion, into and concern
ing all rates, charges, or classifications de
manded, observed, charged or collected by 
the said respondents in connection with any 
transportation or sale of natural gas, sub
ject to the jurisdiction of the Commission, 
and any rules, regulations, practices, or con
tracts affecting such rates, charges, or classi
fications. 

2. No good cause has been shown for the 
Commission to grant complainants' prayer 
for consolidation of this proceeding with the 
proceeding designated docket No. G-5259, 
which ls a rate increase proceeding of TGT, 
nor to delay final determination in such 
docket pending conclusion of the investiga
tions in this proceeding. 

The Commission orders: 
<A) An investigation of respondent, Ralph 

E. Fair, and an investigation of respondent, 
Ralph E. Fair, Inc., be and they hereby are 
instituted under the provisions of the Nat
ural Gas Act for the purpose of enabling the 
Commission to determine whether, with re
spect to any transportation or sale of nat
ural gas, subject to the jurisdiction of the 
Commission, made or proposed to be made 
by such respondents, any of the rates, 
charges, or classifications demanded, ob
served, charged, or collected, or any rules, 
regulations, practices or contracts affecting 
such rates, charges or classifications are un
just, unreasonable, unduly discriminatory 
or preferential. 

(B) If the Commission, after a hearing has 
been had, shall find with respect to the 
respondents named in paragraph (A) above 
that any of their rates, charges, classifica
tions¥ rules, regulations, practices, or con
tracts subject to the jurisdiction of the 
Commission, are unjust, unreasonable, un
duly discriminatory, or preferential, the 
Commission will thereupon determine and 
fix by order or orders just and reasonable 
rates, charges, classifications, rules, regula
tions, practices or contracts to be thereafter 
observed and. ln force. 

(C) Pursuant to the authority contained 
in and subject to the jurisdiction conferred . 
upon the Federal Power Commission by the 
Natural Gas Act, particularly sections 5, 14, 
16, and 16 thereof, and the Commission's 
Rules of Practice and Procedure, a public 
hearing be held upon a date to be fixed by 
further order of the Commission concerning 
the matters specified in paragraphs (A) and 
(B) above. 

(D) The prayer for consolidation of these 
proceedings with the proceeding designated 
docket No. G-5259, as set forth in the com
plaint filed therein by Tennessee Public 
Service Commission et al., be, and it hereby 
is, denied. 

(E) Interested State commissions may 
participate as provided by sections 1.8 and 
1.37 (f) of the Commission's Rules of Prac
tice and Procedure ( 18 CFR and 1.37 (f) ) . 

By the Commission. Commissioner Digby 
concurring in part and dissenting in part. 

LEON M. FuQUAY, 
Secretary. 

IN THE MATTERS OF THE ATLANTIC REFINING CO., 
TIDE WATER ASSOCIATED OIL CO., DOCKET NO. 
G-9283; THE ATLANTIC REFINING CO., DOCKET 

NO. G-9284 

Order instituting investigations 
- Adopted January 26, 1956. 
· Issued January 27, 1956. 

The Atlantic Refining Co., and Tide Water 
Associated Oil Co. (Respondents) are inde
pendent producers of natural gas and are 
natural gas companies within the meaning of 
the Natural Gas Act, being engaged in the 
sale and delivery of natural gas in inter
state commerce for resale for ultimate public 
consumption. 

On October 1, 1954 (supplemented on No
vember 5, 1954 and March 11, 1955) the 
Atlantic Refining Co. (Atlantic) filed an ap
plication for a certificate of public conven
ience and necessity pursuant to the provis
ions of section 7 of the Natural Gas Act. 
This application was designed Docket No. 
G-3894. A certificate was granted by order 
issued July 6, 1955 and acceptance filed 
July 18, 1955. 

On September 80, 1954, Tide Water As
sociated Oil Co., (Tide Water) filed an ap
plication for a certificate of public conven
ience and necessity pursuant to the pro
visions of section 7 of the Natural Gas Act. 
This application was designated Docket No. 
G-3736. A certificate was granted by order 
issued August 29, 1956, and accepted Septem
ber 26, 1955. 

On October 1, 1964, Atlantic filed with the 
Commission a contract and supplements 
thereto providing for the sale and delivery of 
natural gas to Tennessee Gas Transmission 
Co. (TGT) ·from the Mustang Island Field, 
Texas, which were designated by the Com
mission as the Atlantic Refining Co. FPC Gas 
Rate Schedule No. 5 and Supplements Nos. 
1 and 2 thereto. The rate on June 7, 1964, 
for the sale of gas to TGT under the afore
said rate schedule was 10 cents per M c. f. at 
14.65 psia. 

By Supplement No. 3 to the aforesaid FPC 
Gas Rate Schedule No. 5, also filed with the 
Commission on October 1, 1954, the rate for 
the sale of gas by Atlantic to TGT was in
creased from 10 cents per M c. f. to 10.246 
cents per M c. f. ThiS" rate increase was to 
offset the increase in the production tax made 
effective by the State of Texas on September 
1, 1954. 

Supplement No. 4 to the said FPC Gas Rate 
Schedule No. 5 was filed with the Commission 
on October 1. 1954, and proposed to be made 
effective on November 1, 1954. Through the 
filing of this supplement Atlantic proposed 
to increase its rate for the sale of gas to TGT 
from 10.246 cents per M c. f. to 12.123 cents 
per M c. f., which would result in a total 
increase in cost to TGT of approximately 
$219,000 per year under the supplement. 
The said supplement was allowed to become 

effective as proposed and without suspension 
by the Commission on November 1, 1954. 
· On August 30, 1954, Tide Water filed with 

the Commission a contract and supplements 
thereto providing for the sale and delivery of 
natural gas to TGT from the Mustang Island 
Field, Texas. These documents were desig
nated by the Commission as Tide Water As
sociated Oil Co. FPC Gas Rate Schedule No. 9 
and Supplements Nos. 1 through 4 thereto. 
The rate on June 7, 1954, for the sale of gas 
to TGT under the aforesaid schedule, was 
10 cents per M c. f. at 14.65 psia. 

By supplement No. 5 to the aforesaid FPC 
gas rate schedule No. 9, also filed with the 

· Commission on August 30, 1954, the rate for 
the sale of gas to TGT was increased from 
10 cents per thousand cubic feet to 10.246 
cents per thousand cubic feet. This rate in
crease was to offset the increase in the pro
duction tax made effective by the State of 
Texas on September 1, 1954. 

By supplement No. 6 and supplement No. 1 
to supplement No. 6 to the aforesaid FPC 
rate schedule No. 9, filed with the Commis
sion by Tide Water on October 1, 1954, ana 
proposed to be made effective on November 
1, 1964, the rate for the sale of gas to TGT was 
increased from 10.246 cents per thousand 
cubic feet to 12.123 cents per thousand cubic 
feet, which would result in a total increase in· 
cost to TGT of approximately $37,000 per year 
under the supplements. The aforesaid sup
plements were allowed to become effective as 
proposed and without suspension by the 
Commission on November 1, 1954. 

On October 1, 1954, Atlantic filed with the 
Commission a contract and supplements 
thereto providing for the sale and delivery 
of natural gas to TGT from the North Minnie 
Rockfield, Texas, which were designated by 
the Commission as the Atlantic Refining Co. 
FPC gas rate schedule No. 6 and supple
ments Nos. 1 through 3 thereto. The rate on 
June 7, 1954, for the sale of gas to TGT under 
the said rate schedule was 9.781 cents per 
thousand cubic feet at 14.66 pounds per 
square inch absolute. 

By supplement No. 4 to the aforesaid FPC 
gas rate schedule No. 6, also filed with the 
C<;>mm.issoin on October 1, 1954, the rate for 
the sale of gas by Atlantic to TGT was in
creased from 9.781 to 10.021 cents per thou
sand cubic feet. This rate increase was to 
offset the increase in the production tax 
made effective by the State of Texas on 
September 1, 1954. 

Supplement No. 5 to the said FPC gas rate 
schedule No. 6 was filed with the Commission 
on October 1, 1954, and proposed to be made 
effective November 1, 1954. Through the 
filing of this supplement, Atlantic proposed 
to increase its rate for the sale of gas to 
TGT from 10.021 cents per thousand cubic 
feet, which would result in a total increase 
in cost to TGT of approximately $106,000 per 
year under the supplement. The said sup
plement was allowed to become effective as 
proposed and without suspension by the 
Commission on November 1, 1954. 

Thereafter, on August 31, 1955, Tennessee 
Public Service Commission, et al. filed with 
the Commission complaints under the pro
visions of the Natural Gas Act, particularly 
under sections 5 (a) and 13 thereof, desig
nated docket Nos. G-9283 and G-9284, where
in it was stated, inter alia, that on the basis 
of the facts recited in the said complaints 
the rates and charges demanded, observed, 
charged and collected by Atlantic and Tide 
Water (defendants) in connection with the 
sale of natural gas to TGT under and pur
s.uant to the current effective FPC gas rate 
schedules, are unjust, unreasonable, and 
otherwise unlawful, and are not the lowest 
reasonable rates, as required by the Natural 
Gas Act. 

In their prayer for relief the said com
plainants ask this Commission to: 

1. Require defendants to answer the alle
gations of the complaints in writing and 
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under oath within such time as may be spec
ified by the Commission; 

2. Promptly institute such investigations 
and hold such hearings as may be necessary 
to determine all facts, circumstances and 
matters required for a final determination as 
to wha,t are just and reasonable rates to be 
paid defendants by TGT, and, after hearings, 
fix by order the just and reasonable rates 
of defendants to be thereafter observed and 
in force with respect to sales of natural gas 
by defendants to TGT; 

3. Consolidate the complaints and any 
proceedings instituted by the Commission 
on its motion with the proceeding in docket 
No. G-5259, for both hearing and determina
tion, and make no final determination in the 
proceedings in doclcet No. G-5259 prior to 
a final determination of the issues presented 
by the complaints and involved in the Com
mission's investigation; and 

4. Grant to complainants such other, fur
ther, reasonable and ~quitable relief as may 
be warranted. 

In addition to the sales of natural gas 
hereinbefore specifically referred to, it ap
pearS' from the Commission's files that the 
said respondents also engage in other sales 
of natural gas in interstate commerce. It 
further appears that, upon the basis of data 
available to the Cqmmission, the rates, 
cparges, and classifications for or in con
nection with the sale or transportation of 
natural gas by the respondents herein, sub
ject to the jurisdiction of the Commission, 
and the rules, regulations, practices, and 
contracts reiating thereto may be unjust, un
reasonable, unduly discriminatory, or pref
erential. 

The Commission finds: 
1. It is necessary and proper in the public 

interest and to aid in the enforcement of the 
provisions of the Natural Gas Act that in
vestigations be instituted by the Commission, 
upon its own motion, into and concerning 
all rates, charges or classifications demanded, 
observed, charged or collected by the said re
spondents in connection with any trans
portation or sale of natural gas, subject to 
the jurisdiction of the Commission, and any 
rules, regulations, practices or contracts af
fecting such rates, charges or classifications. 

2. No good cause has been shown for the 
Commission to grant complatnant's prayer 
for consolidation of these proceedings with 
the proceeding designated Docket No. G-5259, 
which is a rate increase proceeding of TGT, 
nor to delay final determination in such 
docket pending conclusion of the investiga
tions in these proceedings. 

The Commission orders: 
(A) An investigation of respondent, · the 

Atlantic Refining Co., and an investigation of 
respondent, Tide Water Associated Oil Co., 
be and they hereby are instituted under the 
provisions of · the Natural Gas Act for the 
purpose of enabling the Commission to de
termine whether, with respect to any trans
portation or sale of natural gas, subject to 
the jurisdiction of the Commission, made or 
proposed to be made by such respondents, 
any of the rates, charges or classifications de
manded, observed, charged, or collected; or 
any rules, regulations, practices or contracts 
affecting such rates, charges, or classifica
tions are unjust, unreasonable, unduly dis
criminatory or preferential. 

( B) If the Commission, after a hearing 
has been had, shall find with respect to the 
respondents named in paragraph (A) above 
that any of their rates, charges, classifica
tions, rules, regulations, practices, or con
tracts subject to the jurisdiction of the Com
mission, are unjust, unreasonable, unduly 
discriminatory, or preferential, the Commis
sion will thereupon determine and fix by 
order or orders just and reasonable rates, 
charges, classifications, rules, regulations, 
practices or contracts to be thereafter ob-
served and in force. · 

(C) Pursuant to the authority contained 
in· and· subject to the Jurisdiction conferred 

upon the Federal Power Commission by the 
Natural Gas Act, particularly sections 5, 14, 
15 and 16 thereof, and the Commission's 
Rules of Practice and Procedure, a public 
hearing be held upon a date to be fixed by 
further order of the Commission concerning 
the matters specified in paragraphs (A) and 
(B) above. 

(D) The prayer for consolidation of these 
proceedings with the proceeding designated 
Ciocket No. G-5259, as set forth in the com
plaints filed herein by Tennessee Public 
Service Commission, et al., be and it hereby 
is denied. 

(E) Interested State commissions may 
participate as provided by sections 1.8 and 
1.37 (f) of the Commission's Rules of Prac
tice and Procedure ( 18 CFR 1.8 and 1.37 
(f)). 

By the Commission. Commissioner Digby 
concurring in part and dissenting in part. 

LEON M. FUQUAY, 
Secretary. 

IN THE MATTER OF WESTERN NATURAL GAS CO., 
- DOCKET NO.G-9281 

Order instituting investigation 
Adopted January 26, 1956. 
Issued January 27, 1956. 
Western Natural Gas Co. (respondent) is 

an independent producer of natural gas and 
is a natural-gas company within the meaning 
of the Natural Gas Act, being engaged in the 
sale and delivery of natural gas in interstate 
commerce for resale for ultimate public con
sumption. 

On October 22, 1954, respondent filed an 
application for a certificate of public con
venience and necessity pursuant to the pro
visions of section 7 of the Natural Gas Act. 
This application was designated docket No. 
G-4549. No hearing has been held or final 
order issued in such docket to date. 

On October 22, 1954, respondent filed with 
the Commission a contract and supplements 
thereto providing for the sale and delivery of 
natural gas to Tennessee Gas Transmission 
Co. (TGT) from the San Salvador field, 
Texas, which were designated by the Com
mission as Western Natural Gas Co. FPC gas 
rate schedule No. 1 and supplements Nos. 1 
through 6 thereto. The rate on June 7, 1954, 
for the sale of gas to TGT under the aforesaid 
rate schedule was 6.09 cents per thousand 
cubic feet at 14.65 pounds per square inch 
absolute. 

By supplement No. 7 to respondent's FPC 
gas rate schedule No. 1, also filed with the 
Commission on October 22, 1954, the rate for 
the sale of gas by respondent to TGT was in
creased from 6.09 cents per thousand cubic 
feet to 6.289 cents per thousand cubic feet. 
This rate increase was to offset the increase 
in the production tax made effective by the 
State of Texas on September 1, 1954. 

On October 22, 1954, respondent filed with 
the Conunission a renegotiated contract, 
which superseded its FPC gas rate schedule 
No. 1 as supplemented and which was des
ignated by the Commission as respondent's 
FPC gas rate schedule No. 2. Supplement 
No. 1 and supplement No. 1 to supplement 
No. 1 to such FPC gas rate schedule No. 2 
were filed on November 22, 1954. Through 
the filing of these documents respondent pro
posed to increase its rate for the sale of gas 
to TGT to 11.903 cents per thousand cubic 
feet, which ·would result in a total increase 
in cost to TGT of approximately $445,000 
per year under the renegotiated contract as 
supplemented. The said rate schedule and 
supplements were allowed to become effective 
without suspension by the Commission on 
November 22 and December 23, 1954, respec
tively. 

Thereafter, on August 31, 1955, Tennessee 
Public Service Commission et al., filed with 
the Commission a complaint under the pro
visions of the Natural Gas Act, particularly 
under sections 5 (a) and 13 thereof, desig
nated docket No. G-9281, wherein it was 

stated, inter alia, that on the basis of the 
facts recited in the said complaint the rates 
and charges demanded, observed, charged, 
and collected by the Western Natural Gas 
Co. (defendant) in connection with the sale 
of natural gas to TGT under and pursuant 
to the currently effective FPC gas rate sched
ule No. 2 of respondent, are unjust, un
reasonable, and otherwise unlawful, and are 
not the lowest reasonable rates as required 
by the Natural Gas Act. 

In their prayer for relief the said com
plainants ask this Commission to: 

1. Require defendant to answer the al
legations of the complaint in writing and 
under oath within such times as may be spec
ified by the Commission; 

2. Promptly institute such investigation 
and hold such hearings as may be necessary 
to determine all facts, circumstances, and 
matters required for a final determination 
as to ,what are just and reasonable rates to 
be paid defendant by TGT, and, after hear
ings, fix by order the just and reasonable 

· rates of defendant to be thereafter observed 
and in force with respect to sales of natural 
gas by defendant to TGT; 

3. Consolidate the complaint and any pro
ceedings instituted by the Commission on its 
motion with the proceeding in docket ·No. 
G-5259, for both hearing and determina
tion, and to make no final determination 
in the proceedings in docket No. G-5259 
prior to a final determination of the issues 
presented by the complaint and involved in 
the Commission's investigation; and 

4. Grant to complainants such other, fur
ther, reasonable, and equitable relief as may 
be warranted. 

On the basis of data available to the Com
mission, it appears that the rates, charges, 
and classifications for or in connection with 
the sale or transportation of natural gas by 
respondent herein, subject to the jurisdic
tion of the Commission, and the rules, reg
ulations, practices, and contracts relating 
thereto may be unjust, unduly discrimina
tory, . or preferential. 

The Commission finds: 
1. It is necessary and proper in J;he public 

interest and to aid in the enforcement of 
the provisions of the Natural Gas Act that 
an investigation be instituted· by the Com
m•ission, upon its own motion, into and con
cerning all rates, charges or classifications 
demanded, observed, charged or collected by 
the respondent in connection with any trans
portation or sale of natural gas, subject to 
the jurisdiction of the Commission, and any 
rules, regulations, practices or contracts af
fecting such rates, charges or classifications. 

2. No good cause has been shown for the 
Commission to grant complainants' prayer 
for consolidation of this proceeding with the 
proceding designated docket No. G-5259, 
which is a rate increase proceeding of TGT, 
nor to delay final determination in such 
docket pending conclusion of the investiga
tion in this proceeding. 

The Commission orders: 
(A) An investigation of respondent, West

ern Natural Gas Co., be and it hereby is 
instituted unde:r 'the provisions of the Nat
ural Gas Act for the purpose of enabling the 
Commission to determine whether, with re
spect to any transportation or sale of natural 
gas, subject to the jurisdiction of the Com
mission, made or proposed to be made by re
spondent, any of the rates, charges or classi
fications demanded, observed, charged, or 
collected, or any rules, regulations, practices 
or contracts affecting such rates, charges or 
classifications are unjust, unreasonable, un
duly discriminatory or preferential. 

(B) If the Commission, after a hearing has 
been had, shall find with respect to the re
spondent that any of its rates, charges, classi
fications, rules, regulations, practices, or 
contracts subject to the jurisdiction of the 
Commission, are unjust, unreasonable, un
duly discriminatory, or preferential, the 
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Commission will thereupon determine and 
fix by order or orders just and reasonable 
rates, charges, classifications, rules, regula
tions, practices, or contracts to be thereafter 
observed and in force. 

(C) Pursuant to the authority contained 
in and subject to the jurisdiction conferred 
upon the Federal Power Commission by the 
Natural Gas Act, particularly sections 5, 14, 
15, and 16 thereof, and the Commission's 
Rules of Practice and Procedure, a public 
hearing be held upon a date to be fixed by 
further order of the Commission concerning 
the matters specified in paragraphs (A) and 
(B) above. 

(D) The prayer for consolidation of this 
proceeding with the proceeding designated 
Docket No. G-5259, as set forth in the com
plaints filed herein by Tennessee Public 
Service Commission, et al., be and it hereby 
is denied. 

(E) Interested State commissio~s may 
participate as provided by sections 1.8 and 
1.37 (f) of the Commission's Rules of Prac
tice and Procedure (18 CFR 1.8 and 1.37 (f)). 

By the Commission. Commissioner Digby 
concurring in part and dissenting in part. 

LEON M. FuQUAY, 
Secretary. 

lN THE MATTER OF THE ALTEX CORPORATION 
DOCKET NO, G-9282 

Order instituting investigation 
Adopted January 26, 1956, 
Issued January 27, 1956. 
The Altex Corp. (respondent) is an inde

pendent producer of natural gas and is a 
"natural-gas company" within the meaning 
of the Natural Gas Act, being engaged in the 
sale and delivery of natural gas in interstate 
commerce for resale for ultimate public con
sumption. 

On October 4, 1954, respondent filed an ap
plication for a certificate of public con
venience and necessity pursuant to the pro
visions of section 7 of the Natural Gas Act. 
This application was designated docket No. 
G-4102. No hearing has been held or final 
order issued in such docket to date. 

On October 4, 1954, respondent filed with 
the Comfnission a contract providing for the 
sale and delivery of natural gas to Tennes
see Gas Transmission Co. (TOT) from the 
East Alice area, Jim Wells County, Tex., 
which was designated py the Commission as 
the Altex Corp. FPC gas rate schedule No. 1. 
The rate on June 7, 1954, for the sale of gas 
to TOT under the aforesaid rate schedule 
was 10 cents per thousand cubic feet at 
14.65 pounds per square inch absolute. 

By supplement No. 1 to respondent's FPC 
gas rate schedule No. 1, also filed with the 
Commission on October 4, 1954, the r ate for 
the sale of gas by respondent to TOT was 
proposed to be increased from 10 cents per 
thousand cubic feet to 10.215 cents per thou
sr..nd cubic feet with respect to tax reim
bursement. This rate increase was to offset 
the increase in the production tax made ef
fective by the State of Texas on September 
1, 1954. 

Supplement No. 1 and supplements Nos. 1 
and 2 to supplement No. 1 to respondent's 
FPC gas rate schedule No. 1 were filed with 
the Commission on October 4, 1954, and pro
posed to be made effective on November 1, 
1954, with respect to a favored-nation in
crease. Through the filing of these supple
ments, respondent proposed to increase its 
rate for the sale of gas to TGT from 10.215 
cents per thousand cubic feet to 12.123 cents 
per thousand cubic feet, which would result 
in a total increase in cost to TGT of approxi
m ately $106,000 per year under t h e su pple
ment s. The said supplements were allowed 
to become effective without suspension by 
the Commission on November 4, 1954. 

Thereafter, on August 31, 1955, Tennessee 
Public Service Commission et al. filed with 
the Commission a complaint under the p ro
visions ot the Natural Gas Act, particularly 

under sections 5 (a) and 13 thereof, desig
nated Docket No. G-9282, wherein it was 
stated, inter alia, that on the basis of the 
facts recited in the said complaint the rates 
and charges demanded, observed, charged, 
and collected by the Altex Corp. (defendant), 
in connection with the sale of natural gas 
to TOT under and pursuant to the currently 
effective FPC gas rate sch_edule No. 1 of re
spondent, are unjust, unreasonable, and 
otherwise unlawful, and are not the lowest 
reasonable rates, as required by the Natural 
Gas Act. 

In their prayer for relief, the said com
plainants ask this Commission to: 

1. Require defendant to answer the alle
gations of the complaint in writing and 
under oath within such time as may be 
specified by the Commission. 

2. Promptly institute such investigation 
and hold such hearings as may be necessary 
to determine all facts, circumstances, and 
matters required for a final determination 
as to what are just and reasonable rates to 
be paid defendant by· TGT, and, after hear
ings, fix by order the just and reasonable 
rates of defendant to be thereafter observed 
and in force with respect to sales of natural 
gas by defendant to TGT. 

3. Consolidate the complaint and any pro
ceedings instituted by the Commission on 
its motion with the proceeding in docket 
No. G-5259, for both hearing and determina
tion, and make no final determination in 
the proceedings in docket No. G-5259 prior 
to a final determination of the issues pre
sented by the complaint and involved in 
the Commission's investigation. 

4. Grant to complainants such other, fur
ther, reasonable, and equitable relief as may 
be warranted. 

On the basis of data available to the Com
Inission, it appears that the rates, charges, 
and classifications for or in connection with 
the sale or transportation of natural gas by 
the respondent herein, subject to the juris
diction of the Commission, and the rules, 
regulations, practices, and contracts relating 
thereto may be unjust, unreasonable, unduly 
discriminatory, or preferential. 

The Commission finds: 
1. It is necessary · and proper in the pub

lic interest and to aid in the enforcement 
of the provisions of the Natural Gas Act that 
an in vestigation be instituted by the Com
mission, upon its own motion, into and con
cerning all rates, charges, or classifications 
demanded, observed, charged, or collected by 
the respondent in connection with any trans
portation or sale of natural gas, subject to 
the jurisdiction of the Commission, and any 
rules, regulations, practices, or contracts af
fecting such rates, charges, or classifications. 

2. No good cause has been shown for the 
Commission to grant complainants' prayer 
for consolidation of this proceeding with the 
p roceeding designated docket No. G-5259, 
which is a rate increase proceeding of TGT, 
nor to delay final determination in such 
docket p ending conclusion of the investiga
tion in this proceeding. 

The Commission orders: 
(A) An investigation of respondent, the 

Altex Corp., be and it hereby is inst ituted 
under the provisions of the Nat ural Gas 
Act for the purpose of enabling the Com
mission to determine whet her, wit h respect 
to any transportation or sale of natural gas, 
subject to the jurisdictior. of the Commis
s ion, made or proposed to be made by re
spondent, any of the rates, charges or classi
fications demanded, observed, charged, or 
collected, or any rules, r egulations, prac
tices or cont r acts affecting such r at es, 
charges or classifications are unj ust, u n 
reasonable, u n duly discriminatory or pref
erential. 

(B) If the Com m ission, after a hearin g 
h as been h ad, shall fin d wit h resp ect to the 
respondent that any of its r ates, charges, 
classifications, rules, regulations, p ractices, 

or contracts subject to the jurisdiction of 
the Commission, are unjust,' unreasonable, 
unduly discriminatory, or preferential, the 
Commission will thereupon determine and 
fix by order or orders just and reasonable 
rates, charges, classifications, rules, regula
tions, practices or contracts to be thereafter 
observed and in force. 

(C) Pursuant to the authority contained 
in and subject to the jurisdiction conferred 
upon the Federal Power Commission by the 
Natural Gas Act, particularly sections 5, 14, 
15, and 16 thereof, and the Commission's 
Rules of Practice and Procedure, a public 
hearing be held upon a date to be fixed by 
further order of the Commission concerning 
the matters specified in paragraphs (A) and 
(B) above. 

(D) The prayer for consolidation of this 
proceeding with the proceeding designated 
docket No. G-5259, as set forth in the com
plaint filed herein by Tennessee Public Serv
ice Commission, et al., be, and it hereby 
is denied. 

(E) Interested State commissions may 
participate as provided by sections 1.8 and 
1.37 (f) of the Comlllission's Rules of' Prac
tice and Procedure (18 CFR 1.8 and 1.37 (f)). 

By the Commission. Commissioner Digby 
concurring in part and dissenting in part. 

LEON M. FUQUAY, 

Secretary. 

IN THE MATTER OF STANOLIND OIL & GAS CO,, 
CONTINENTAL OIL CO., DOCKET NO, G-9279 

Order instituting investigations 
Adopted January 26, 1956. 
Issued January 27, 1956. 
Stanolind Oil & Gas Co. and Continental 

Oil Co. (respondents) are independent pro
ducers of natural gas and are natural-gas 
companies within the meaning of the Nat
ural Gas Act, being engaged in the sale 
and delivery of natural gas in interstate 
commerce for resale for ultimate public con
sumption. 

On November 1, 1954, Stanolind Oil & 
Gas Co. (Stanolind) filed an application for 
a certificate of public convenience and ne
cessity pursuant to the provisions of section 
7 of the Natural Gas Act. This application 
was designated docket No. G-4623. No hear
ing has been held or final order issued in 
such docket to date. 

On November 30, 1954, Continental Oil 
Co. (Continental) filed with the Commis
sion an application for a certificate of public 
convenience and necessity pursuant to the 
provisions of section 7 of the Natural Gas 
Act. This applicaton was designated docket 
No. G-6588. No hearing has been held or 
final order issued in such docket to date. 

On November 1 and December 13, 1954, 
Stanolind filed with the Commission a con
tract and supplements thereto providing for 
the sale and delivery of natural gas to Ten
nessee Gas Transmission Co. (TGT) from 
the Carthag~ Field, Tex., which were desig
n ated by the Commission as Stanolind Oil 
& Gas Co. FPC gas rate schedule No. 72 
and su pplements Nos. 1 through 5 there
to. The ra te on June 7, 1954, for the sale of 
gas to TGT under the aforesaid rate sched
ule was 7.027 cents per thousand cubic feet 
at 14.65 pounds per square irich absolute. 

By Supplement No. 6 to Stanolind's FPC 
Gas Rate Schedule No. 72, filed with the Com
mission on November 1, 1954, the rate for 
the sale of gas by Stanolind to TGT was in
creased from 7.027 cents per thousand cubic 
feet to 7.200 cents per thousand cubic feet. 
This rate increase was to offset the increase 
in the production tax m ade effective by the 
State of Texas on September 1, 1954. 

Supplement No. 7 and Supplement No. 1 to 
Sup plement No. 7 to Stanolind's F'PC Gas 
R a te S chedule No. 72 were filed with the 
Commission on November 26, 1954, and pro
posed to be made effective on December 1, 
1954. Through the filing of these supple
ments Stanolind proposed to increase its rate 
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for the sale of gas to TGT from 7.200 ce~ts 
per thousand cubic feet to 12.802 cents per 
thousand cubic feet, which would result in a 
total increase in cost to TGT of approximat~
ly $316,000 per year. The said supplements 
were allowed to become effective without sus
pension by the Commission on December 27, 
1954. On July 5, 1955, Stanolind filed Sup
plement No. 2 to -Supplement No. 7 to its 
FPC Gas Rate Schedule No. 72 to correct the 
rate from 12.802 .cents to 12.808 cents per 
thousand cubic feet . 

On November 30, 1954, Continental Oil Co. 
filed with the Commission a contract and 
supplements thereto providing for the sale 
and delivery of natural gas t o TGT from the 
Carthage field, Texas. These documents were 
designated by the Commission as Conti
nental Oil Co. FPC Gas Rate Schedule No. 3 
and Supplements Nos. 1 through 3 thereto. 
The rate on June 7, 1954, for the sale of gas 
to TGT under the aforesaid schedule, was 
7.027 cents per thousand cubic feet at 14.65 
pounds per square inch absolute. 

By supplement No. 4 and supplement No. 1 
to supplement No. 4 to Continental's FPC 
gas rate schedule No. 3, filed with the 
Commission by Continental on November 30, 
1954, and proposed -to be made effective on 
December 1, 1954, it was proposed to increase 
the rate for the sale of gas to TGT to 12.802 
cents per thousand cublc feet, which would 
result in a total· increase in cost to TGT of 
approximately $225,000 per year under said 
supplements. The aforesaid supplements 
were allowed to become effective without sus
pension by the Commission on December 31, 
1954. 

Thereafter, on August 31, 1955, Tennessee 
Public Servic.e Commission et al., filed with 
the Commission a complaint under the pro
visions of the Natural Gas Act, particularly 
under sections 5 (a) and 13 thereof, desig
nated docket No. G - 9279, wherein it was 
stated, inter alia, that on the basis of the 
facts recited in the said complaint the rates 
and charges demanded, observed, charged, 
and collected by the defendants / in connec
tion with the sale of natural gas to TGT 
under and pursuant to the currently effective 
said FPC Gas Rate Schedules of Stanolind 
and Continental, .are unjust, unreasonable, 
and otherwise unlawful, and are not the 
lowest reasonable rates, as required by the 
Natural Gas Act. 

In their prayer for relief the said com
plainants ask this Commission to! 

1. Require defendants to answer the allega
tions of the complaint in writing and under 
oath within such time as may be specified 
by the Commission; 

2. Promptly institute such investigations 
and hold such hearings as may be necessary 
to determine au facts, circumstances, and 
matter required for a final determination as 
to what are just and reasonable rates to be 
paid defendants by TGT, and, after hear
ings fix by order the just and reasonable 
rates of defendants to be thereafter ob
served and in force with respect to sales 
of natural gas by defendants to TGT; 

3. Consolidate the complaint and any pro
ceedings instituted by the Commission on its 
motion with the proceeding in docket No. 
G-5259, for both hearing and determination, 
and make no final determination in the pro
ceedings in docket No. G-5259 prior to a final 
determination of the issues presented by the 
complaint and involved in the Commission's 
investigations; and 

4. Grant to complainants such other, fur
ther, and reasonable and equitable relief as 
may be warranted. 

6 In addition to Stanolind and Continental 
the following defendants were named in the 
complaint: Robert K: Crain, Delta Drilling 
Co., the Hunter Co., Inc., Rogers Lacy, Inc., 
Warren Petroleum Corp .• and N. H. Wheless 
Oil Co. 

, In addition to the sales of natural gas 
Lereinbefore specifically referred to, it ap
pears from the Commission's files that the 
said respondents also engage in otiher sales 
of natural gas in interstate commerce. It 
further appears that, upon the basis of data 
available to the Commission, the rates, 
charges, and classifications for or in con
nection with the sale or transportation of 
natural gas by the respondents herein, sub
ject to the jurisdiction of the Commission, 
and the rules, regulations, practices, and con
tracts relating thereto may be unjust, un
reasonable, unduly discriminatory, or pref
erential. 

The Commission finds: 
1. It is necessary and proper in the pub

lic interest and to aid in the enforcement of 
the provisions of the Natural Gas Act that 
investigations be instituted by the Commis
sion, upon its own motion, into and con
cerning all rates, charges or classifications 
demanded, observed, charged or collected by 
the said respondents in connection with any 
transportation or sale of natural gas, subject 
to the jurisdiction of the Commission, and 
any rules, regulations, practices or contracts 
affecting such rates, charges or classifica
tions. 

2. No good cause has been shown for the 
Commission to grant complainants' prayer 
for consolidation of this proceeding with the 
proceeding designated docket No. G-5259, 
which is a rate increase proceeding of TGT, 
nor to delay final determination in· such 
docket pending conclusion of the investiga
tions in this proceeding. 

The Commission orders: 
(A) An investigation of respondent, Stan

olind Oil & Gas Co., and an investigation of 
respondent, Continental Oil Co., be and they 
hereby are instituted under the provisions of 
the Natural Gas Act for the purpose of 
enabling the Commission to determine 
whether, with respect to any transportation 
or sale of natural gas, subject to the juris
diction of the Commission, made or pro
posed to be made by such respondents, any 
of the rates, charges or classifications de
manded, observed, charged, or collected, or 
any rules, regulations, practices or contracts 
affecting such rates, charges or classifications 
are unjust, unreasonable, unduly discrim
inatory or preferential. 

(B) If the Commission, after a hearing 
has been had, shall find with respect 'to the 
respondents named in paragraph (A) above 
that · any of their rates, charges, classifica
tions, rules, regulations, practices, or con
tracts subject to the jurisdiction of the Com
mission, are unjust, unreasonable, unduly 
discriminatory, or preferential, the Commis
sion will thereupon determine and fix by 
order or orders just and reasonable rates, 
charges, classifications, rules, regulations, 
practices, or contracts to be thereafter ob
served and in force. 

(C) Pursuant to the authority contained 
in and subject to the jurisdiction conferred 
upon the Federal Power Commission by the 
Natural Gas Act, particularly sections 5, 14, 
15, and 16 thereof, and the Commission's 
Rules of Practice and Procedure, a public 
hearing be held upon a date to be fixed by 
further order of the Commission concerning 
the matters specified in paragraphs (A) and 
(B) above. 

(D) The prayer for consolidation of this 
proceeding with the proceeding designated 
docket No. G-5259, as set forth in the com
plaint ti.led herein by Tennessee Public 
Service Commission, et al., be, and it hereby 
is, denied. 

(E) Interested State commissions may 
participate as provided by sections 1.8 and 
1.37 (f) of the Commission's Rules of Prac
tice and Procedure (18 CFR 1.8 and 1.37 (f)). 

By the Commission, Commissioner Digby 
concurring in part and dissenting in part. 

LEON M. FuQUAY, 
~ecretary. 

IN THE MA'ITERS OF BUMBLE OIL & REFINING CO., 
DOCKETS NOS. G-9287, G-9288 

Order instituting investigation 
Adopted January 26, 1956. 
Issued January 27, 1956. 
Humble Oil & Refining Co. (respondent) 1s 

an independent producer of natural gas and 
is a "natural-gas company" within the mean
ing of the Nat ural Gas Act, being engaged in 
the sale and delivery of natural gas in inter
state commerce for resale for ultimate public 
consumption. 

On September 24, 1954, respondent filed 
applications for certificates of public conven
ience and necessity pursuant to the provi
sions of section 7 of the Natural Gas Act 
(amended May 12, 1955, and July 5, 1955). 
These applications were designated dockets 
Nos. G-3072 and G-3078. Certificates were 
granted by order issued December 16, 1954, 
and accepted December 28, 1954. 

On September 10, 1954, respondent filed 
with the Commission a contract and supple
ments thereto providing for the sale and 
delivery of natural gas to Tennessee Gas 
Transmission Co. (TGT) from the Hagist 
Ranch field, and other fields in Texas which 
were designated by the Commission a~ Hnm
ble Oil & Refining Co. FPC Gas Rate Sched
ule No. 11 and Supplements Nos. 1 through 7 
thereto. The rate on June 7, 1954, for - the 
sale of gas to TGT under the aforesaid rate 
schedule was 10 cents per thousand cubic 
feet at 14.65 pounds per square inch absolute. 

By supplement No. 8, to respondent's FPO 
gas rate schedule No. 11, also filed with the 
Commission on September 10, 1954, the rate 
for the sale of gas by respondent to TGT 
was increased from 10.0 cents per thousand 
cubic feet to 10.246 cents per thousand cubic 
feet. This rate increase was to offset the in
crea&e in the production tax made effective 
by the State of Texas on September 1, 1954. 

Supplements Nos. 9 and 10 tr; respondent's 
~C gas rate schedule No. 11, were filed 
with the Commission on September 29, 1954, 
and proposed to be made effective on Novem
ber 1, 1954. Through the filing of these sup
plements respondent proposed to increase its 
rate for the sale of gas to TGT from 10.246 
cents per thousand cubic feet to 12.123 cents 
per thousand cubic feet, which would result 
in~ total increase in cost to TGT of approx
imately $221,000 per year under the supple
ments. The said supplements were allowed 
to become effective as proposed and without 
suspension by the Commission on November 
1, 1954. 

On September 10, 1954, respondent filed 
with the Commission a contract and supple
ment thereto providing for the sale and de
livery of natural gas to TGT from the Mari
posa field, Texas. These documents were 
designated by the Commission as Humble 
Oil & Refining Co. FPC Gas Rate Schedule 
No. 17 and Supplement No. 1 thereto. The 
rate on June 7, 1954, for the sale of gas to 
TGT under the aforesaid schedule, was 10.0 
cents per thousand cubic feet at 14.65 pounds 
per square inch absolute. 

By supplement No. 2 respondent's FPC 
gas rate schedule No. 17, filed with the Com
mission on September· 10, 1954, the rate for 
the sale of gas to TGT was increased from 
10.0 cents per thousand cubic feet to 10.246 
cents per thousand cubic feet. This rate in
crease was to offset the increase in -the pro
duction tax made effective by the State of 
Texas on September 1, 1954. 

By supplements Nos. 3 and 4 to respond
ent's FPC Gas Rate Schedule No. 17, filed 
with the Commission by respondent on Sep
tember 29, 1954, and proposed to be made 
effective on November 1, 1954, the rate for 
the sale of gas to TGT was increased from 
10.246 cents per thousand cubic feet to 12.123 
cents per thousand cubic feet, which would 
result in a total increase in cost to TGT of 
approximately $156,000 per year. The said 
supplements Nos. 3 and 4 were allowed to 
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become effective as proposed and without 
suspension by the Commission on November 
1, 1954. 

Thereafter, on August 31, 1955, Tennessee 
Public Service Commission et al. filed with 
the Commission complaints under the pro
visions of the Natural Gas Act, particularly 
under sections 5 (a) and 13 thereof, desig
nated docket Nos. G-9287 and G-9288, where
in it was stated, inter alla, that on the basis 
of the facts recited in the said complaints 
the rates and charges demanded, observed, 
changed, and collected by the defendant 
(respondent herein) in connection with the 
sale of natural gas to TGT under and pur
suant to the currently effective FPC Gas Rate 
Schedules Nos. 11 and 17 of respondent, are 
unjust, unreasonable, and otherwise unlaw
ful, and are not the lowest reasonable rates, 
as required by the Natural Gas Act. 

In their prayer for relief the said com
plainants ask this Commission to: 

1. Require defendant to answer the alle
gations of the complaints in writing and 
under oath within such time as may be 
specified by the 0ommission; 

2. Promptly institute such investigations 
and hold such hearings as may be necessary 
to determine all facts, circumstances and 
matters required for a final determination as 
to what are just and reasonable rates to be 
paid defendant ·by TGT, and, after hearings, 
fix by order the just and reasonable rates 
of defendant to be thereafter observed and 
in force with respect to sales of natural gas 
by defendant to TGT; 

3. Consolidate the complaints and any 
proceedings instituted by the Commission on 
its motion with the proceedings in Docket 
No. G-5259, for both hearing and determina
tion, and make no final determination in 
the proceedings in Docket G-5259 prior to a 
final determination of the issues presented by 
the complaints and involved in the Commis
sion's investigations; and 

4. Grant to complainants such other, fur
ther, reasonable, and equitable relief as may 
be warranted. 

In addition to the sales of natural gas 
hereinbefore specifically referred to, it ap
pears from the Commission's files that the 
said respondents also engage in other sales 
of natural gas in interstate commerce. It 
further appears that, upon the basis of data 
available to the Commission, the rates, 
charges, and classifications for or in con
nection with the sale or transportation of 
natural gas by the respondent herein, sub
ject to the jurisdiction of the Commission, 
and the rules, regulations, practices, and con
tracts relating thereto may be unjust, un
reasonable, unduly discriminatory, or pref-
erential. · 

The Commission finds:· 
1. It is necessary and proper in the public 

interest and to aid in the enforcement of 
the provisions of the Natural Gas Act and 
that investigation be instituted by the Com
mission, upon its own motion, into and con
cerning all rates, charges or classifications 
demanded, observed, charged or collected by 
the respondent in connection with any 
transportation or sale of natural gas, sub
ject to the jurisdiction of the Commission, 
and any rules, regulations, practices or con
tracts affecting such rates, charges or classi
fications. 

2. No good cause has been shown for the 
Commission to grant complainants' prayer 
fo-: consolidation of these proceedings with 
the proceeding designated docket No. 

. G-5259, which is a rate increase proceeding 
of TGT, nor to delay final determination 
in such docket pending conclusion of the 
investigation in these proceedings. 

The Commission orders: 
(A) An investigation of respondent, Hum

ble Oil & Refining Co., be and it hereby is 
instituted under the provisions of the Nat
ural Gas Act for the purpose of enabling 
the Commission to determine whether, with 

respect to any transportation or sale of 
natural gas, subject to the jurisdiction of 
the Commission, made or proposed to be 
made by respondent, any of the rates, 
charges or classifications demanded, ob
served, charged, or collected, or any rules, 
regulations, practices or contracts affecting 
such rates, charges or classifications are un
just, unreasonable, unduly discriminatory 
or preferential. . 

(B) If the Commission, after a hearing 
has been had, shall find with respect to the 
respondent that any of its rates, charges, 
classifications, rules, regulations, practices, 
or contracts subject to the jurisdiction of 
tlie Commission, are unjust, unreasonable, 
unduly discriminatory, or preferential, the 
Commission will thereupon determine and 
fix by order or orders just and reasonable 
rates, charges, classifications, rules, regu
lations, practices or contracts to be there
after observed and in force. 

(c) Pursuant to the authority contained 
in and subject to the jurisdiction conferred 
upon the Federal Power Commission by the 
Natural Gas Act, particularly sections 5, 14, 
15, and 16 thereof, and the Commission's 
Rules of Practice and Procedure, a public 
hearing be held upon a date to be fixed by 
further order of the Commission concerning 
the matters specified in paragraphs (A) and 
(B) above. 

(D) The prayer for consolidation of these 
proceedings with the proceeding designated 
Docket No. G-5259, as set forth in the com
plaints filed herein by Tennessee Public 
Service Commission et al., be, and it hereby 
is, denied. 

(E) Interested State commissions may 
participate as provided by sections 1.8 and 
1.37 (f) of the Commission's Rules of Prac
tice and Procedure (18 CFR 1.8 and 1.37 (f)). 

By the Commission. Commissioner Digby 
concurring in part and dissenting in part. 

LEON M. FUQUAY, 
Secretary. 

IN THE MATTER OF THE NUECES CO., DOCKET 
NO. G-9290 

Order instituting inves-tigation 
Adopted January 26, 1956. 
Issuect January 27, 1956. 
The Nueces Co. (respondent) ls an inde

pendent producer of natural gas and is a 
natural-gas company within the meaning of 
the Natural Gas Act, being engaged in the 
sale and delivery of natural gas in interstate 
commerce for resale for ultimate public 
consumption. 

On October 1, 1954 (supplemented on 
January 1, 1955), respondents filed an appli
cation for a certificate of public convenience 
and necessity pursuant to the provisions of 
section 7 of the Natural Gas Act. This ap
plication was designated "Docket No. G-
3999." No hearing has been held or final 
order issued in such docket to date. 

On October 1, 1954, respondent filed with 
the Commission a contract and supplements 
thereto providing for the sale and delivery 
of natural gas to Tennessee Gas Transmis
sion Co. (TGT) from the Agua Dulce field, 
Texas, which were designated by the Com
mission as the Nueces Co. FPC gas rate 
schedule No. 1 and supplements Nos. 1 
through 4 thereto. The rate on June 7, 
1954, for the sale of gas to TGT under the 
aforesaid rate schedule was 9.781 cents per 
thousand cubic feet at 14.65 pounds per 
square inch absolute. 

By supplement No. 5 to respondent's FPC 
gas rate schedule No. 1, also filed with the 
Commission on October 1, 1954, the rate for 
the sale of gas by respondent to TGT was 
increased from 9.781 cents per Mc. f. to 9.826 
cents per M c. f. This rate increase was to 
offset the increase in the production tax 
made effective by the State of Texas on Sep
tember 1, 1954. 

Supplement No. 6 to respondent's FPC gas 
rate schedule No. 1 was filed with the Com-

mission on October 21, 1954:, and proposed 
to be made effective on November 21, 1954. 
Through the filing of this supplement re
spondent proposed to increase its rate for the 
sale of gas to TGT from 9.826 cents per 
Mc. f. to 11.903 cents per Mc. f., which would 
result in a total increase in cost to TGT of 
approximately $138,000 per · year under the 
supplement. The said supplement was al
lowed to become effective as proposed and 
without suspension by the Commission on 
November 21, 1954. 

Thereafter, on August 31, 1955, Tennessee 
Public Service Commission, et al., filed with 
the Commission a complaint under the pro
visions of the Natural Gas Act, particularly 
under sections 5 (a) and 13 thereof, desig
nated docket No. G-9290, wherein it was 
stated, inter alia, that on the basis of the 
facts recited in the said complaint the rates 
and charges demanded, observed, charged 
and collected by the Nueces Co. (defendant) 
in connection with the sale of natural gas 
to TGT under and pursuant to the currently 
effective FPC gas rate schedule No. 1 of 
respondent, are unjust, unreasonable, and 
otherwise unlawful, and are not the lowest 
reasonable rat-::s, as required by the Natural 
Gas Act. 

In their prayer for relief the said com
plainants ask this Commission to: 

1. Require defendant to answer the allega
tions of the complaint in writing and under 
oath within such time as may be specified by 
the Commission; 

2. Promptly institute such investigation 
and hold such hearings as may be necessary 
to determine all facts, circumstances, and 
matters required for a final determination 
as to what are just and reasonable rates to 
be paid defendant by TGT, and, after hear
ings, fix by order the just and reasonable 
rates of defendant to be thereafter observed 
and in force with respect to sales of natural 
gas by defendant to TGT; 

3. Consolidate the complaint and any pro
ceedings instituted by the Commission on 
its motion with the proceedings in docket 
No. G-5259, for both hearing and determina
tion, and make no final determination in 
the proceedings in docket No. G-5259 prior 
to a final determination of the issues pre
sented by the complaint and involved in the 
Commission's investigation; and 

4. Grant to complainants such other, fur
ther, reasonable, and equitable relief as may 
be wal'l'anted. 

On the basis of data available to the Com- 
Illission, it appears that the rates, charges, 
and classifications for or in connection with 
the sale or transportation of natural gas by 
the respondent herein, subject to the juris
diction of the Commission, and the rules, 
regulations, practices, and contracts relating 
thereto may be unjust; unreasonable, un
duly discriminatory, or preferential. 

The Commission finds: 
1. It is necessary and proper in the public 

interest and to aid in the enforcement of the 
provisions of the Natural Gas Act that an 
investigation be instituted by the Commis
sion, upon its own motion, into and concern
ing all rates, charges, or classifications de
manded, observed, charged or collected by 
the respondent in connection with any trans
portation or sale of natural gas subject to the 
jurisdiction of the Commission, and any rules, 
regulations, practices, or contracts affecting 
such rates, charges, or classifications. 

2. No good cause has been shown for the 
Commission to grant complainants prayer 
for consolidation of this proceeding with the 
proceeding designated docket No. G-5259, 

. which is a rate increase proceeding of TGT, 
nor to delay final determination in such 
docket pending conclusion of the investiga
tion in this proceeding. 

The Commission orders: 
(A) An investigation of respondent, the 

Nueces Co., be and it hereby is instituted 
under the provisions of the Natural Gas Act 
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for the purpose of enabling the Commlsslon 
to determine whether, with respect to any 
transportation or sale of natural gas, subject 
to the jurisdiction of the Commission, made 
or proposed to be made by respondent, any 
of the rates, charges, or classifications de
manded, observed, charged, or collected, or 
any rules, regulations, practices, or contracts 
affecting such rates, charges, or classifications 
are unjust, unreasonable, unduly discrimina
tory, or preferential. 

(B) If the Commission, after a hearing 
has been had, shall find with respect to the 
respondent that any of its rates, charges, 
classifications, rules, regulations, practices, 
or contracts subject to the jurisdiction of 
the Commlssion, are unjust, unreasonable, 
unduly discriminatory, or preferential, the 
Commission will thereupon determine - and 
fix by order or orders Just and reasonable 
rates, charges, classifications, rules, regula
tions, practices or contracts to be there
after observed and in force. 

(C) Pursuant to the authority contained 
1n and subject to the jurisdiction conferred 
upon the Federal Power Commission by the 
Natural Gas Act, particularly sections 5, 14, 
15, and 16 thereof, and the Commission's 
Rules of Practice and Procedure, a public 
hearing be held upon a date to be fixed by 
further order of the Commission concerning 
the matters specified in paragraphs (A) and 
(B) above. 

(D) The prayer for consolidation of this 
proceeding with the proceeding designated 
docket No. G-5259, as set forth in the com
plaints filed herein by Tennessee Public 
Service Commission, et al., be, and it hereby 
is, denied. 

(E) Interested State commissions may -
participate as provided in sections 1.8 and 
1.37 (f) of the Commission's Rules of Prac
tice and Procedure (18 CFR 1.8 and 1.37 (f) ), 

By the Commission. Commissioner Digby 
concurring in part and dissenting in part. 

LEON M. FUQUAY, 
Secretary. 

IN THE MATTER OF GILLRING OIL CO., DOCKET 
NO. G-9286 

Order instituting investigation · 
Adopted January 26, 1956. 
Issued January 27, 1956. 
Gillring Oil Co. (respondent), ls an inde

pendent producer of natural gas and is a 
natural-gas company within the meaning 
of the Natural Gas Act, being engaged in the 
sale and delivery of natural gas in inter
state commerce for resale for ultimate public 
consumption. 

On October 1, 1954, respondent filed an 
application for a certificate of public con
venience and necessity pursuant to the pro
visions of section 7 of the Natural Gas Act, 
This application was designated docket No. 
G-3938. No hearing has been held or final 
order issued in such docket to date. 

On October 1, 1954, respondent filed with 
the Commission a contract and supplements 
thereto providing for the sale and delivery 
of natural gas to Tennessee Gas Transmis
sion Co. (TGT) from the Agua Dulce Field, 
Tex., which were designated by the Commis
sion as Gillring Oil Co. FPC gas rate sched
ule No. 1 and supplements Nos. 1 through 3 
thereto. The rate on June 7, 1954, for the 
sale of gas to TGT under the said rate sched
ule was 9.781 cents per thousand cubic feet 
at 14.65 pounds per square inch absolute.-

By Supplement No. 4 to respondent's FPC 
Gas Rate Schedule No. 1 filed with the Com
mission on September 30, 1954, the rate for 
the sale of gas by respondent to TGT was 
proposed to be increased from 9.781 cents per 
thousand cubic feet to 10.021 cents per thou
sand cubic feet. This rate increase was ef
fectuated to offset the increase in the pro
duction tax made effective by the State of 
Texas on September 1, 1954. -

Supplement No. 5 and Supplement No. 1 
to Supplement No. 5 to respondent's FPC Gas 
Rate Schedule No. 1 were filed w-ith the Com-

mission on September 30, 1954, and proposed 
to be made effective on November 1, 1954. 
Through the filing of these supplements re
spondent proposed to increase its rate for 
the sale of gas to TGT from 10.021 cents per 
thousand cubic feet' to 11.903 cents per thou
sand cubic feet, which would result in a total 
increase in cost to TGT of approximately 
$137,000 per year. The said supplements were 
allowed to become effective as proposed and 
without suspension by the Commission on 
November 1, 1954. 

Thereafter, on August 31, 1955, Tennessee 
Public service Commission, et al., filed with 
the Commission a complaint under the pro
visions of •the Natural Gas Act, particularly 
under sections 5 (a) and 13 thereof, desig
nated docket No. G-9286, wherein it was 
stated, inter alia, that on the basis of the 
facts recited in the said complaint the rates 
and charges demanded, observed, charged, 
and collected by Gillring Oil Co. (defendant) 
in connection with the sale of natural gas to 
TGT under and pursuant to the currently 
effective FPC Gas Rate Schedule No. 1 of 
respondent, are unjust, unreasonable, and 
otherwise unlawful, and are not the lowest 
reasonable rates, as required by the Natural 
Gas Act. 

In their prayer for relief the said com
plainants ask this Commission to: 

1. Require defendant to answer the alle
gations of the complaint in writing and un
der oath within such time as may be speci
fied by the Commission; 

2. Promptly institute such Investigation 
and hold such hearings as may be necessary 
to determine all facts, circumstances, and 
matters required for a final determination 
as to what are just and reasonable rates to 
be paid defendant by TGT, and, after hear
ings, fiX by or~er the Just and reasonable 
rates of defendant to be thereafter observed 
and in force with respect to sales of natural 
gas by defendant to TGT; 

3. Consolidate the complaint and any 
proceedings instituted by the Commission on 
its motion with the proceeding in docket 
No. G-5259, for both hearing and determina
tion, and make no final determination in 
the proceedings in docket No. G-5259 prior 
to a final determination of the issues pre
sented by the complaint and involved in 
the Commission's investigation; and 

4. Grant to complainants such other, fur
ther, reasonable an equitable relief as may 
be warranted. 

On the basis of data available to the Com
mission, it appears that the rates, charges, 
and classifications for or in connection with 
the sale or transportation of natural gas by 
the respondent herein, subject to the juris
diction of the Commission, and the rules, 
regulations, practices, and contracts relating 
thereto may be unjust, unreasonable, unduly 
discriminatory, or preferential. 

The Commission finds: 
1. It is necessary and proper in the pub

lic interest and to aid in the enforcement of 
the provisions of the Natural Gas Act that 
an investigation be instituted by the Com
mission, upon its own motion, into and con
cerning all rates, charges, or classifications 
demanded, observed, charged or collected by 
the respondent in connection with any trans
portation or sale of natural gas, subject to 
the jurisdiction of the Commission, and any 
rules, regulations, practices or contracts af
fecting such rates, charges or classifications. 

2. No good cause has been shown for the 
Commission to grant complainant's prayer 
for consolidation of this proceeding with the 
proceeding designated docket No; G-5259, 
which is a rate increase proceeding of TGT, 
nor to delay final. determination in such 
docket pending conclusion of the investiga
tions in this proceeding. 

The Commission orders: 
(A) An investigation of respondent, Gill

ring Oil Co., be and it hereby is instituted 
under the provisions of the Natural Gas Act 
for the purpose ·of enabling the Commission 

to determine whether, with respect to any 
transportation or sale of natural gas, sub
ject to the Jurisdiction of the Commission, 
made or proposed to be made by respondent, 
any of the rates, charges or classifications de
manded, observed, charged, or collected, or 
any rules, regulations, practices or contracts 
affecting such rates, charges or classifications 
are unjust, unreasonable, unduly discrimi
natory or preferential. 

(B) If the Commission, after a hearing has 
been had, shall find with respect to respond
ent that any of its rates, charges, classifica
tions, rules, regulations, practices, or con
tracts subject to the jurisdiction of the Com
mission, are unjU;St, unreasonable, unduly 
discriminatory, or preferential, the Commis
sion will thereupon determine and fix by or
der or orders just and reasonable rates, 
charges, classifications, rules, regulations, 
practices or contracts to be thereafter ob
served and in force. 

(C) Pursuant to the authority contained 
in and subject to the jurisdiction conferred 
upon the Federal Power Commission by the 
Natural Gas Act, particularly sections 5, 14, 
15, and 16 thereof, and the Commission's 
Rules of Practice and Procedure, a public 
hearing be held upon a date to be fixed by 
further order of the Commission concerning 
the matters specified in paragraphs (A) and 
(B) above. 

(D) The prayer for consolidation of this 
proceeding with the proceeding designated 
docket No. G-5259, as set forth in the com
plaint filed herein by Tennessee Public Serv
ice Commission, et al., be, and it hereby is, 
denied. 

(E) Interested State commissions may 
participate as provided by sections 1.8 and 
1.37 (f) of the Commission's Rules of Prac
tice and Procedure (18 CFR 1.8 and 1.37 
(f)). 

By the Commission. Commissioner Digby 
concurring in part and dissenting in part. 

LEON M. FUQUAY, 
Secretary. 

IN THE MATTER OF C. V. LYMAN, DOCKET 
NO. G-9289 

Order instituting investigation 
Adopted January 26, 1956, 
Issued January 27, 1956. 
C. V. Lyman (respondent), is an independ

ent producer of natural gas and is a natural
gas company within the meaning of the Nat
ural Gas Act, being engaged in the sale and 
delivery of natural gas in interstate com
merce for resale for ultimate public con
sumption. 

On April 11, 1955, respondent filed an ap
plication for a certificate of public conven
ience and necessity pursuant to the provi
sions of section 7 of the Natural Gas Act, 
This application was designated "Docket No. 
G-8743" and was supplemented on December 
30, 1955. No hearing has been held or final 
order issued in such docket to date. 

On September 17, 1954, respondent filed 
with the Commission a contract and supple
ments thereto providing for the sale and 
delivery of natural gas to Tennessee Gas 
Transmission Co. (TGT) from the Agua 
Dulce and Bentonville areas, Nueces and Jim 
Wells Counties, Texas, which were desig
nated by the Commission as C. V. Lyman 
FPC gas rate schedule No. 2 and supple
ments Nos. 1 through 3 thereto. The rate 
on June 7, 1954, for the sale of gas to TGT 
under the aforesaid rate schedule was 9.781 
cents per thousand cubic feet at 14 pounds 
per square inch absolute. 

By Supplement No. 4 to respondent's FPC 
gas rate schedule No. 2, also filed with the 
Commission on September 17, 1954, the rate 
for the sale of gas by respondent to TGT 
was proposed to be increased from 9.781 
cents per thousand cubic feet to 10.021 cents 
per thousand cubic feet. This rate increase 
was to offset the increase in the production 
tax made effective by the State of Texas on 
September 1, 1954. 
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Supplement No. 5 and supplement No-. 1 . 
to supplement No. 5 to respondent FPO 
gas rate schedule No . . 2 were filed with the 
Commission on November 15, 1954, and pro
posed to be made effective on November l, 
1954. Through the filing of these supple
ments, respondent proposed to increase its 
rate for the sale of gas to TGT from 10.021 
cents per thousand cubic feet to 11.903 cents 
per thousand cubic feet, which would result 
in a total increase in cost to TGT of approx
imately $124,000 per year under the supple
ments. The said supplements were allowed 
to become effective without suspension by 
the Commission on December 16, 1954. 

Thereafter, on August 31, 1955, Tennessee 
Public Service Commission, et al., filed with · 
the Commission complaints under the provi
sions of the Natural Gas Act, particularly 
under sections 5 (a) and 13 thereof, desig
nated docket No. G-9289, wherein it was 
stated, inter alia, that on the basis of the 
facts recited in the said complaint the rates 
and charges demanded, observed, charged, 
and collected by C. V. Lyman (defendant) 
in connection with the sale of natural gas to 
TGT under and pursuant to the currently 
effective FPO gas rate schedule No. 2 of · 
respondent, are unjust, unreasonable, and 
otherwise unlawful, and are not the lowest · 
reasonable rates, as required by the Natural 
Gas Act. 

In their prayer for relief the said complain
ants ask this Commission to: 

1. Require defendant to answer the allega
tions of the complaint in writing and under 
oath _within such time as may be specified by 
the Commission; 

2. Promptly institute such investigation 
and hold such hearing as may be necessary to 
determine all facts, circumstances, and mat- · 
ters required for a final determination as to 
what are just and reasonable rates to be 
paid defendant by TGT and, after hearings, 
fix by order the just and reasonable rates 
of defendant to be thereafter observed and in 
force with respect to sales of natural gas by 
defendant to TG'l'; . . 

3. Consolidate the complaint and any-pro
ceedings instituted by-the Commission on its 
motion ·with the proceeding in docket No. 
G-5259, for both hearing and determination, 
and make no final determination in the pro
ceedings in docket No. G-5259 prior to final 
determination of the issues presented by the , 
complaint and involved in the Commission's 
investigation; and 

4. Grant to complainants such other,· fur
ther, reasonable, and equitable relief as may · 
be warranted. 

In addition to the sales of natural gas here-
1nbefore specifically referred to, it appears 
from the Commission's files that the said 
respondents also engage in other sales of 
natural gas in interstate commerce. It fur
ther appears that, upon the basis of data 
available to the Commission, the rates, 
charges, and classifications for or in connec
tion with the sale or transportation of 
natural gas by the respondent herein, sub- · 
ject to the jurisdiction of the Commission, 
and the rules, regulations, practices, and 
contracts relating thereto may be unjust, un
reasonable, unduly discriminatory, or pref
erential. 

The Commission finds: 
1. It is necessary and proper in the pub

lic interest and to aid in the enforcement 
of the provisions of the National. Gas Act 
that an investigation be instituted by the 
Commission, upon. its own motion, into and 
concerning all rates, charges or classifica
tions demanded, observed, charged, or col
lected by respondent in connection with any 
transportation or sale of natural gas, subject 
to the jurisdiction of the Commission, and 
any rules, regulations, practices, or contracts 
affecting such rates, charges, or classifica
tions. 

2. No good cause has been shown for the 
Commission to grant complainant's prayer 
for consolidation of this proceeding wi1;h.. 

the proceeding c,Iesignated docket Nor G-5259, MORSE'S devoted friend and former stu
which is a rate increase proceeding of TGT, dent, James Landye, an able and schol-
nor to delay final determination in such 1 l bo 1 
docket pending conclusion of the investiga- ' ar Y a r awyer, who died in Portland, 
tion in this proceeding. Oreg., at the untimely age ~f 45, _a few 

The Commission orders: weeks· ago. The scholarship will be, 
(A) An investigation of respondent, c. V. , jointly, a mon.ument to James Landye, to 

Lyman, be and it hereby is instituted under Sidney Hillman, and to WAYNE MORSE. 
the provisions of the Natural Gas Act for the Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
purpose of enablin~ the Commission to de- sent that the splendid address on 0 
termine whether, with respect to any trans- F'e·d 1 . . . ur 
portation or sale of natural gas, subject to . era ~ohtical systeJ?, delivered on 
the jurisdiction of the commission, made this occasion by the semor Senator from 
or proposed to be made by respondent, any of . Oregon [Mr. MORSE], be printed in the 
the rates, charges, or classifications de- body of the RECORD. 
manded, observe~. charged,_ or col}ected, or . There being no objection, the address 
any r~les, regulat10ns, practices, or cont!acts was ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
affect mg such rates, charges, or classifica- as follows. · ' 
tions are unjust, unreasonable, unduly dis- ' 
criminatory, or preferential. FREEDOM, FEDERALIS~, AND THE FUTURE 

(B) If the Commission, after a bearing (Address of Senator WAYNE MORSE on re-
has been had, shall find with respect to the ceiving the Sidney Hillman Foundation 
respondent that any of its rates, charges, award for meritorious public service, Jan-
classifications, rules, regulations, practices, uary 26, 1956) 
or contracts subject to the jurisdiction of Th 
the Commission, are unjust, unreasonable, e Sidney Hillman Foundation award is 

not deserved by me as an individual. In 
unduly discriminatory, or preferential, the all humility I accept it because of a com
Commission will thereupon determine and 
fix by order or orders just and reasonable · mon faith' shared by Sidney Hillman, that 
rates, charges, classifications, rules, regula- our Federal constitutional system is the . 
tions, practices, or contracts to be thereafter guarantor of civil rights and political and 
observed and in force. economic freedom of choice for the indi-

(C) Pursuant to the authority contained in vidual in our great Republic. 
and subject to the jurisdiction conferred up- . In accepting the award tonight, I shall 
on the Federal Power Commission by the Na- discuss Freedom, Federalism and the Fu
tural Gas Act, particularly sections 5, 14, 15, ture, because I believe that through the im
and 16 thereof, and the Commission's Rules pl~cations of that topic we ,can pay deserved 
of Practice and Procedure, a public hearing tribute to the self-sacrificing and dedicated 
be held upon a date to be fixed by further service of Sidney Hillman to the economic 
order of the Commission concerning the mat- a nd political rights of all Americans. Sid
ters specified in paragraphs (A) and (B) ~ey Hillman was a modern day federalist, 
above. m that he was a constitutional liberal. By 

(D) The prayer for consolidation of' this · that I mean that he believed, as I do and as 
proceeding with the proceeding designated I think all liberals should, that under our 
Docket No. G-5259, as set forth in the com-· Federal constitutional system it is a pri
plaint filed her.ein by Tennessee Public Serv- ~ mary responsibility of our Government to 
ice Commission, et al., be, and it hereby is, see to : it through appropriate executive, 
denied. legtslat1ve, and judicial action, that the 

_ (E) Interested State commissions may par- . people of. our. Nation are prot"ected in, and . 
ticipate as provided by sections 1.8 and 1.37 · have the opportunity. t"o. enjoy, the private 
(f) of the Commission's Rules of Practice property i·ights· guarantees and the human 
and Procedure (18 CFR 1.8 and 1.37 (f)). rights guarantees of our Constitution. 

By the Commission. Commissioner Digby We have a long way still to go in the 
concurring in part and dissenting in part, United States in seeing to it that our people 

LEON M. FuQUAY, do enjoy the constitutional ,liberalism which _ 
Secretary, our forefathers wrote so indelibly into the 

_________ Constit:i,ttion. At the -pi-esent time, reaction-
ary polltical forces of America are staging a 
resurgence of anti-federalism. Unless they 
are repudiated, the civil rights and economic 
rights of mlllions of fellow Americans will 
suffer. A serious recession in our historic 
political philosophy of constitutional rights 
for the individual is occurring in many parts 
of America these days. Before more damage 
is done to our Federal system of Govern
ment, we should affirm the sound Lincoln 
rebuttal to the Calhoun State-supremacy 
doctrine, namely-under our Federal system 
the summation of the sovereignty of the 
several States is less than the sovereignty of 
the Nation as a whole. 

FREEDOM, FEDERALISM, AND THE 
FUTURE-ADDRESS DELIVERED . 
BY SENATOR MORSE 

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, in 
the Shoreham banquet hall last night, 
the illustrious senior Senator from Ore
gon [Mr. MORSE] made a most outstand
ing address on the topic of Freedom, 
Federalism, and the Future. 

This was when the Senator from 
Oregon deservedly received the annual 
Sidney Hillman award for meritorious 
public service. The award was presented 
by the internatfonal president of the 
Amalgamated ClQthing Workers df 
America, Jacob S. Potofsky. This honor 
has gone in the past to such noted citi
zens as Dr. Frank P. Graham, former 
distinguished Member of the Senate 
from North Carolina, Herbert H. Lehman, 
Justice William 0. Douglas, and Oscar 
Ewing. Some of these men were present 
to pay tribute to my colleague. 

With characteristic generosity, Sena
tor MORSE is not retaining for his own use 
the $1,000 check which accompanies the· 
Sidney. Hillman award. Instead, it will 
be used to establish a scholarship at the 
University of Oregon Law School. The 
scholarship will be dedicated to Senator 

Thus, in accepting the Sidney Hillman 
Foundation award tonight, I do not do so 
on any assumption that I am entitled to it . 
because of my record of public service. I ac
cept it only because of my dedicated devotion 
as a constitutional liberal to a basic symbol 
of Federal constitutional government which 
Sidney Hillman shared, and to which I think 
the American people need to pay great heed 
in this year of political decision. Our Fed
eral system of Government is being under
mined and weakened by anti-federalist 
forces who know that they can best serve 
their selfish economic interests and can best 
expoit the mass of our people in their quest 
for power through a weakened Federal Gov
ernment. It is a great honor indeed to re
ceive an award that haS' been conferred in 
years past upon such great American as 
Pres.ident Truman. · Bishop Sheil, Oscar 
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Ewing, Senator Lehman, Dr. Frank Graham, 
and Mr. Justice Douglas. 

This award has been conferred for great 
accomplishments in the fields of civil liber
ties, civil rights, health, and public welfare, 
education, political science, and law. In ac
cepting the award tonight I would relate the 
liberties and individual rights of the Amer
ican people under our Federal system to their 
economic interests in our natural resources. 

LIBERTIES, RIGHTS, AN!? RESOURCES 

Some may wonder whetlier civil liberties 
and rights can be grouped in any logical 
way with the development of natu~al re- . 
sources. I submit that they are closely and 
intimately related. 

It is the purpose of our democratic way of 
life to enable each individual to realize his 
own highest capabilities. Opportunity for 
the individual must be based upon freedom 
of choice · intellectually, economically, , and 
politically. 

Centuries of suffering and searching, set
backs and steps forwar~ have taught that in
dividual freedom and opportunity are the 
indispensable conditions of progress. Our 
own Nation, although quite young in terms . 
of the history of civilizat ion, has demon
strated most fully the vigor and value of the 
democratic way of life. 

The life of Sidney Hillman is a classic ex
ample of what the democratic system means 
to the individual and how a single human 
being, given the opportunity to do so, can 
enrich the lives of countless thousands and 
contribute to the democratic philosophy. 

Where but in America ·could a Lithuanian 
immigrant develop into one of the lead!ng 
citizens of his day and have a leading role in 
creating a whole new concept of the rights 
and responsibilities of workingmen and · 
women? · Sidney Hillman, like Philip Mur-

. ray and William Green, and other great 
American leaders in other fields, came from 
stock that languished in anonymity for cen- · 
turies of poverty and toil. Surely their tal
ent for creative work and service was shared 
by their ancestors who lived out their ap
pointed time without any recorded accom
plishments. Those talents were buried and 
possibly burned out during eras when only a 
few were permitted to enjoy the fruits of 
the work of the many. 

Who knows how many Elldney Hillmans 
died unfulfilled in the ghettos of Europe? 
Who knows how many Philip Murrays were 
ground into insignificance and personal de
feat in the mines and mills and the manors 
of the Old World? 

We do know that in this new world of op
portunity, with all its imperfections and 
awkwardness of youth, their talents and 
vision were translated into accomplishments 
for them and whole generations. 

It is because of men like these and the 
system in which they could flower, that there 
is no proletariat and there are no peasants 
in the United States. 

PEOPLE AND PROGRESS 

The unequaled progress which this Na
tion has enjoyed is not the result of the 
automatic operation of history. Democracy · 
is not a frictionless machine which grinds 
out accomplishments. We have not reached 
a plateau of perfection on which we can 
travel simply on the momentum of past ac
complishments. There is no automation to 
operate a free society. 

THE LESSONS OF THE PAST 

Our advances teach that there is no sub
stitute for talent planted in the rich soil of 
democracy. 

The unparalleled progress of the United 
States has been rooted in our democratic 
processes. That progress has not been uni
form nor uninterrupted. The lessons of the 
past teach that we have moved forward by 
surges under the impetus o! national lead.• 
ership. 

Other western nations have shared 1Ii the 
general benefits of technological progress. 
We have been aided by the rich resources of 
our natural resources. 

What has set us apart from other less for
tunate nations is a system of government 
that is conducive to individual accomplish
ment and betterment that redounds to the 
common good. This is not to say that this 
Nation has moved forward while others stood 
still or declined. Progress has not been ours 
alone. But the United States has achieved a 
standard of living and a way of life that is 
the envy and often the inspiration of the 
world. 

THE FEDERAL SYSTEM 

Our Federal system, in which State and 
Nation share authority and responsibility, 
has been rich in achievement. Throughout 
our brief and hectic history there have been 
controversy and struggle over the proper 
roles of State and Nation. 

In the beginning a loose confederacy of ab
solutely sovereign St ates was abandoned for 
a federal union in which the national power 
was declared supreme in several areas. 
Sh ortly after ·the establishment of the Na
tion the repressive alien and sedition laws 
called forth the Virginia and Kentucky reso
lutions of Jefferson and Madison declaring 
the right of States to denounce Federal laws 
as unconstitutional. The Virginia and Ken- · 
tucky resolutions were adopted before the 
authority of the Supreme Court to pass upon 
the const it utionality of Federal action was 
proclaimed by Marshall, a Virginian, and be
came rooted in our system. But it was con
gressional action that ended the Alien and 
Sedition Acts and reinstated freedom of 
speech and the press. Both Jefferson and 
Madison strengthened the prestige and au
thority of the National Government during 

. th,eir Presidencies. Quite early the Supreme 
Court of Marshall asserted the exclusive ju
risdiction of the Federal Government where 
it had legislative jurisdiction. 

The question of slavery precipitated the 
most profound and desperate controversy 
over the respective powers of Nation and 
State. Calhoun developed the theory of 
State nullification of Federal acts and laid 
the philosophical basis for secession. 

That question was settled in the complex 
economic and political situation of the l860's 
by the Civil War. Abraham Lincoln, above 
all others, was the philosopher of the Union. 
That era culminated in the Federal guaran
ties of the 14th amendment of civil rights 
within the States. 

Today we find an attempted revival of indi
vidual State authority to resist Federal action 
on the ground of asserted and self-assumed 
unconstitutionality. This so-called inter
position is a new form of secession, shock
ingly expressed by a Virginia politician at the 
State level following the recent adoption at 
the polls of the Gray amendment sanctioning 
second-class citizenship in Virginia with the 
comment: "It looks as if we won the Civil 
War." Despite such braggadocio and verbal 
swagger, we can expect that the 14th amend
ment will survive and remain vigorous long 
after shortsighted racist politicians have · 
strutted their brief day in the public lime
light. 

Until the turn of the century the Federal
State controversy abated while the adolescent 
Nation grew westward and developed indus
trially and financially. Federal land policy 
in the homestead laws shaped that growth. 

Under Theodore Roosevelt the Federal 
power was given a new direction-Federal 
legislation and action in the fields of eco- · 
nomics and resource development. "Trust
busting" and Federal responsibility for 
multipurpose development of water re-· 
sources were both designed to promote eco
nomic democracy as a protection of political 
democracy. Theodore Roosevelt gave classic 
expression to the view. that large concentra
tions· of private economic power endangered 

the free exercise ·or political rights and pop
ular government. In action he demonstrated 
the responsibility of the National Govern
ment to control the growth of big business 
to preserve economic freedom. This policy 
was also applied to the use of natural re
sources to insure maximum development in 
the interests of those who owned them-the 
people of the Nation. We must never forget 
the economic rights of the individual cannot 

. be separated from his political rights, even 
though we have an administration whose 
leader says he is a liberal in human rights 
but a conservative in economic questions. 
It is the clear duty of our Federal Govern
ment to follow a course of action that will 
protect and foster the economic welfare of 
the people of our Nation as a whole. That 
is why under our Federal system it is the 
duty of the Federal Government to protect 
the economic rights of the people of the 
Nation from such exploitation as a giveaway 
of their heritage in tidelands, in the maxi
mum electric power and flood control poten
tial of their rivers, including those at Hells 
Canyon on the Snalce. The people have the 
right to be protected by their National G9v
ernment from private monopoly exploita
tion . of natural gas and executive collusion 
to the economic detriment of the people in 
such shady deals as Dixon-Yates. . · 

The obligations of the Federal Government 
to the people to protect their intertwined 
political and economic rights also underlaid 
Wilson 's New Freedom and Franklin Roose
velt's New Deal. 

By and large, the great eras of advance and 
reform were nutuxed by Federal action. Cer
tainly local and State activities contributed 
immeasurably to those waves of advance as 

. with factory inspection laws, workmen's com
pensation .and State extension of the fran
chise and other political reforms in which my 
own State of Oregon was a pioneer. 

Vigorous national government in the fields 
of -both personal liberty and economic re
forms have been resisted by a resurgence of 
the philosophy of States rights. I would not 
deprecate for a moment the enormous con
tributions of the States to the progressive 
perfection of our nationwide democracy. 
Nor would I take a backseat to anyone in 
defending the primary jurisdiction of the 
States over several areas of our organized life, 
such as in local control of education. That 
great conservative libertarian Justice Holmes 
advocated freedom for . "the making of social 
experiments that an important part of the 
community desires, in the insulated cham
bers afforded by the several States • • • ". 
That was sound doctrine when he enunciated 
it in 1921 and it is sound doctrine today. 

However, we must be on guard against the 
invoking of States rights to defeat or waken 
sound and proper and urgent national pro
grams. Throughout the New Deal programs 
to relieve mass distress and revive the private 
enterprise system were resisted and fought in 
the name of States rights. Many of those 
programs were designed to and did encourage 
the States to initiate and carry through 
needed· programs with Federal aid and 
matching State expenditures. Many of those 
programs were Federal in origin and financ
ing but administered by the States. The at
tack was made nonetheless. 

And it has continued to this day with 
vehemence and vigor. Without a doubt 
many who criticize the extent of Federal 
activities do so with the greatest sincerity 
and from the highest motives. It is unfor-

. tunate that others are impelled by lack of 
understanding. And still others cynically 
desire that the burdens of needed programs 
tie placed upon those less able to bear them. 
STATES RIGHTS AND CIVIL LIBERTIES AND RIGHTS 

No region and no group have a monopoly 
of either virtue or vision. Progress in the 
protection of individual liberty and oppor
tunity bas been uneven in both time and 
place. 



150ff CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE January 27 _ 

Yet there can be no doubt that the Uber• 
tartan philosophy of the Declaration of In• · 
dependence and the guaranties of the Fed• 
eral Constitution and Bill of Rights have · 
been the mainspring and bulwark of liberty 
and equal opportunity. 

They have shaped and inspired men of 
good will throughout our land and, indeed, 
the world. In times of challenge and doubt 
it has been the principles of the Federal 
Constitution and their application by the 
Supreme Court of the United States that 
have reaffirmed the rules of law and liberty. 

The basic freedoms of speech, assembly, 
the press and individual conscience have 
been made the law of the land by the Fed
eral Constitution. 

It has been the Supreme Court acting 
for the Nation in applying the Constitution 
that has said to local officials· and courts: 
Thou shalt not lend official aid to treat any 
group of citizens of the United States un
equally. 

THE CURRENT CRISIS IN EDUCATION 

We are faced today with a constitutional 
crisis in the field of education. There is 
no agency of Government that touches an · 
citizens more intimately than the schools. 
Local autonomy has been and must remain 
unchallenged. Equally local education must 
operate within the framework of fairness and , 
availability called for by the Federal con
stitutional guaranty of equal protection of 
tlle laws. 

Individual liberty is the highest ideal of 
our system. That system is founded upon 
the conviction that such liberty is best pre- -
served by the rule of law with all of its 
procedural guaranties and even-handedness 
insured by the Constitution. 

There are those who threaten to reject 
the rule of law because it has come into 
conflict with their beliefs as to the proper 
method of educating children who are white 
and children who are Negroes. · 

This Nation and the rule of law have with
stood such ch.allenges before. Our greatest 
safeguard has been the inherent lawfulness 
of our people in fundamental matters de
spite our usual irreverence for authority. 
That, we trust and hope will see us through 
the present difficulty. 

But I would say to those who bridle and . 
would resist the final arbiter of law under 
the Constitution. Take care that you do not 
proceed to lawlessness, for lawlessness is its 
own defeat. 

CURBING THE CONSTITUTION 

In the economic field, the battle of attri- . 
tion against the use of Federal programs to 
promote the general welfare has continued · 
unabated. 

The constitutional attacks of the Liberty 
League and like-minded opponents of Fed
eral action have been rejected. Under the 
10th amendment the States do have rights. 
As I have said repeatedly in the Senate 
States rights can be asserted only where the . 
National Government goes beyond the pow
ers given to it by the Constitution. But . 
the clamor of States rights is repeatedly . 
raised-without constitutional validity
where avoidance of Federal action, or any 
governmental action is sought. It often has 
become a slogan and a shibboleth to turn 
over a subject to the States in the confl- . 
dence that 48 legislatures are harder to per
suade than the one National Congress. 

A new phase of fear has been substi• , 
tuted. For motives both good and bad, the 
bugaboo of Federal domination has been . 
raised to frighten people into · opposition to 
Federal discharge of constitutional func-
tions. · · 

It was hardly more than a year ago that · 
the President of" the United States, while 
dedicating a Federal multipurpose dam on ) 
the Columbia River, warned against the 
evils o! Federal monopoly in the electric 
power field. · 

, This was a scare argument having no basis 
in fact. Nationally, the Federal agencies ~ 
generate only 13 per.cent of all electric 
power. In the area in which the President 
spoke private utilities distribute most of the 
Federal power. 

The present administration came into 
power on a propaganda wave of distilled dis
trust of the Federal Government. Candidate 
Eisenhower, with no civilian experience, in
veighed against long-haired bureaucrats in 
Washington. Having taken office, his ad.; 
ministration has continued to warn against 
the excesses of Federal Government. This 
administration has committed more sins in 
the name of· antifederalism than its party 
predecessors perpetrated in the cause of 
normalcy. 
· Self-denial of power is a wholesome thing. 

But the destruction and dissipation of gov
ernmental programs and the sowing of seeds 
of distrust in the National Government is 
a. d isservice to the Nation. 

This administration has attempted to ex• 
c.use unconscionable acts of favoritism-such 
as the attempted Dixon-Yates and Hells Can
yon giveaways-in the name of limiting Fed• 
er2.l activities-activities and programs sanc

·tioned by nothing less than the Constitution 
of the United States. 

The attack has been many pronged. The · 
Ijoover Commission and its task forces
loaded with biased and self-interested advo
c·ates-have spearheaded this attack upon a 
National Government that is responsive to 
national needs. 

So the Hoover Task Force on Power and 
Resources stated that "these activities should 
be reexamined in the light of what is sound 
business and good public policy, irrespective 
qf the legal extent to which they can be 
expanded under the Constitution." That has 
a familiar ring. 

I would prefer as a yardstick that what is 
good constitutional law is good for business, 
and everyone else. 
. It is one of tlie myths of anti-Federalism 

that the national debt has grown so much · 
that more and more responsibilities should 
be. handed back to the States. 

This has been a favorite of the adminis
tration and those who endorse its plan to 
t.urn the ·clock back, how far back we cannot 
be sure. Yet between the last year of World, 
War II and 1952, when the antifederalists 
took office, the gross and net Federal debt 
declined. During the same period State debt 
almost tripled and local debt almost doubled. 

The fact is that State and local govern
ments now face greater difficulties in meeting 
their already large responsibilities and many . 
have reached the statutory limits for debt 
imposed by law. In addition, despite the 
exemption of local government land income 
from Federal taxation, State and local gov
ernments pay higher interest than the Fed• 
eyal Government when they borrow. This 
difficult situation has been made more diffi
cult by the policies of this administration in 
raising interest rates on United States Gov- · 
ernment bonds, thereby raising interest rates . 
for all borrowers, including State and local 
governments. 
. This is stra.nge action indeed for a federal 

administration which ·abdicates its resp~nsi- . 
bilities and piously proclaims that it is turn
ing back to the States, programs for citizen 
welfare and service. 
· By some odd coincidence the economic and 

States' rights policies of this anti-Federalist . 
adininis.tration always result in less service 
to the public and more profits to bankers and . 
big business. 

THE DOLLAR SIGN IN STATES RIGHTS 

The crowning irony. is that there is· a most 
emphatic dollar sign in the States rights 
controversy. 'Ibis is so because State and 
local taxes bear most heavily. on low-income · 
groups, while Federal taxes, despite a trend 
since 1942 to the . contrary, ha:ve _beeµ pro- . 
gressive. · · · 

.. This is clearly shown in a recent report of 
the Joint Committee on the Economic Re
port based upon 1954 taxes. 
. Let us take a program financed by the 

Federal Government on one band, and State 
and local governments on the other. For 
each $1,000 collected for a Federal program, 
a,n individual earning under $3,000 would 
pay $81~ For the same expenditure by State 
and local governments., he would pay almost 
double. Compare this with the share paid by 
an individual earning over $10,000; he pays 
almost 50 percent more to the Federal Gov
ernment than to his State and local govern
ment. 
· My own State of Oregon is a good example 

because it is not extreme. We have beaten 
down attempts to impose the sales tax again 
and again. Yet on a comparative basis, State 
and local taxes bear more heavily on low
income earners than on those in upper 
brackets. 

Assuming a Federal aid to education pro- -
gram of $1 billion, Oregon would receive $10 
million on a per child basis. Oregon's Fed
eral tax payments for the program would be 
approximately $9 million. This difference 
represents no saving to those in Oregon with 
income of $7,500 or over. But if the revenue 
were raised in Oregon for the extra million it 
would_ receive on Federal aid that 1 million 
would have to be paid by Oregonians earning 
under $7,500 a year. 

This is the almost universal pattern, except 
that in most States it is worse. On the aver• 
age, 60 percent of State and local income
the most regressive taxes-comes from sales 
and excise taxes. The Federal Government 
obtains only 15 percent of its revenue from · 
this source. 

The pattern is clear. The reduction of 
Federal activities and shifting them to the 
States means that upper bracket taxpayers· 
bear less of the load and those less able to 
pay bear more of it. 

Progressive taxation is part of the demo
cratic philosophy. We have observed the 
comparative weakness and instability of some 
European countries that do not practice it. 
· In this country the anti-Federalists would 

eliminate or shift needed Federal programs 
to the States. This means shifting the tax 
burden to the already overburdened States . 
and localities and consumers or abandon- · 
ment of the governmental function. 

This is a key consideration in Federal aid 
to education which ·this anti-Federalist ad
ministration has fought for 3 years. Only 
recently it has modified its position-witp. 
the usual too-little, too-late formula. ) 
· In the last· 3 years this· administration has 

avoided and scrimped on medical research · 
and other social services in order to balance · 
off multi-billion dollar tax relief to large 
corporations, -large estates, and stockholders.·· 

Thfs administration has been scuttling in
vestments in flood control, power and ir
rigation development to justify its tax give:. 
away and transfer great .and profitable pow
er sites to private utilities. 

This, then, is the dollar sign in the anti• 
Federalist, States rights drive. 
DEMOCRATIC GOVERNMENT SERVES THE PEOPLE 

In past periods of progress it has been the 
Federal Government that has been the ul
timate protector of individual rights. It has · 
been the Federal Government that has done 
the necessary job to root out aepression and 
provide a measure of security for all citizens.. 
It has not done this alone, but it has set 
the pattern and the pace. .._ 
· This has been done democratically-with 

both large and small "dPs-by Presidepts 
elected by the Nation ancl l;>y the men and 
women elected to Congress. The Federal 
Government has been under the control of 
me people and responsive to their needs and 
wil_l. 

There is much to be done to improve and 
make · more democratic all levels o! Govern
ment. It is unwise and unfair to dis}1a-rage 
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the Federal · Government which · is,--through 
the judiciary, the final defender of individual 
liberty, and through the legislative and exec
utive machinery, the. p~ttern_maker for the 
national economy. If anything, the job to
day is to meet the difficulties of State and lo
cal .governments by aiding them in meeting 
their present responsibilities more adequate
ly, ther-eby maintaining .. their -integrity. 

The Federal Government, with the pro- . 
tections afforded by the separation of pow
er system of the Constitution, has been and 
should be the guardian and protector of in
dividual rights. By appropriate discharge of 
its assigned duties, it shall remain the ser- ' 
".ant of the people and the shield of economic 
and political democracy. 
· In my opinion, it is subversive to the cause 

of freedom to instill distrust and lack of 
confidence in our system of Federal sov
ereignty. As a constitutional liberal, l hold 
to the point of view that the underlying pur- · 
pose of our Federal system of delegated pow
ers is to promote the general welfare of the 
people of the Nation as a whole. It is a con
viction of mine that the promotion of the 
general welfare of the people of the Nation 
as a whole is the keystone of our Federal con
stitutional system. 

This concept of constitutionalism is the 
pulsating heart of constitutional liberalism. 
It pumps into our Government system the 
very lifeblood of our free society, 1. e., the 
gener~l welfare of our people. Therefore, I 
do not accept the point of view of those 
State's righters who still cling to the notion 
that the sovereignty of the State is superior · 
to the sovereignty of the Federal Govern
ment, even if in the exercise of State .sov
ereignty the general welfare of the people 
of the Nation as a whole is denied. 
· The approach of the consti"!;utional liberal. 
to the questions of Federal sovereignty does · 
not mean that the Federal Government be
comes the master and n·ot the servant of the 
people nor does it mean that the Federal Gov- · 
ernment encroaches upon State sovereignty 
where predominant national interests are not 
involved. What it does mean is that each 
citiz~n of each State must never forget that 
he is a citizen of the United States and that 
his primary responsibility as master rather 
than as servant of Government is to follow 
a course of citizen statesmanship actioll 
which will promote the general welfare of 
the people of the Nation as a whole. 

The State righter tends to overlook the 
dynamics of the constitutional · doctrines 
written into our basic law. He overlooks the 
flexibility and adjustability of those doc
trines to changing social, economic, and po-

· litical conditions from decade to decade. He 
tends ~o interpret the Constitution as a sys
tem of static rules to be applied by a dead, 
rather than a living hand of the law. He 
would have the Federal Government relin
quish more and more of its sover-eign rights 
and -duties in the field of interstate com
merce, natural resources, monopoly control, 
taxation, civil rights, and yes, in almost everY
fleld· in which ·the enforcement of Federal 
jurisdiction is essential to promoting and 
protecting the general welfare of the people 
of the Nation as a whole. 

We cannot escape the fact that the gen:
eral welfare of our people as a whole cannot 
be dissected according to State lines. If the 
constitutional liberal is right in his con
tention that the promotion of the general 
welfare of our people "is the keystone of our 
constitutional system, then that fact dic
tates that the several States and the Federal 
Government should approach issues involv
ing national intei:ests on a -Coordinated and 
cooperative basis. However, that does not 
mean that coordination and cooperation are 
a one-way street, calling upon the Federal 
Government to delegate more and.more of its 
Federal sovereignty· to the States. To the 
contrary, the constitutional liberal contends 
that the general welfare of our people will 
not be promoted unless the sovereign rizhts 
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of the Federal Government ·are applied and 
administered uniformly across the Nation as , 
a whole. 

One of the great dangers in the growing 
demand on the part of the_ State righter for 
a delegation of more and more Federal jur
isdiction to the States, as in the case of labor 
legislation, for exampl~. is growing legal, eco
nomic, social, and po~itic~l inequality within 
the United States. This unfortunate trend 
violates a basic guaranty of the equality -of 
justice, . to which guaranty our constitu
tional fathers were dedicated. 

It is my deep conviction that the American 
people, as the masters of their Federal Gov
ernment through the application of our con
stitutional system of checks and balances, 
have no cause in fact to fear their Federal 
Government. To the contrary, the promo
~ion of their general welfare is dependent in . 
no small measure upon the Federal Gov
~rnment, through their elected representa- · 
tives exercising, through constitutionaCleg
islation, the jurisdictional sovereignty of ·the 
Federal Government. 
· In accepting the Sidney Hillman Founda
tion award, I have discussed my views of 
federalism because I think they epitomoze 
Sidney Hillman's devotion to the ideals of 
equality of economic opportunity, equality of 
political rights, and equality of justice for 
all fellow Americans as citizens of the United · 
States, irrespective of State lines. 
~ According to my sights, if our generation 
is to keep faith with the rightful heritage of 
future generations in our Federal constitu
tional system we must resist the varied at
tempts to weaken constitutional Federal· 
sovereignty. 

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR MORSE 
Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD an article by Mr. George 
L. Scott, International News Service staff 
correspondent in Portland, Oreg., about 
the forthcoming "WAYNE MORSE Battle'' 
in Oregon, along with an article written 
by me for INS stating why I think my 
colleague should be reelected to the 
United States Senate this year. · 

In spite of charges by Oregon Republi
cans, the campaign against Senator 
MORSE cannot be based upon -facts and 
issues. It will center around personal 
attacks on Senator MORSE. This is be
cause Oregon Republicans have no real 
issue against the Senator. 

Of course, they are bitter because Sen
ator MORSE had the independence and 
pourage to change his political affilia
tion. But his attackers neglect to men
tion that such illustrious Americans as 
Abraham Lincoln, Theodore Roosevelt; 
George W. Norris, Wendell L. Willkie, 
and Robert M. LaFollette also changed 
political parties. It is an act of political 
valor when a man rises above partisan
ship to place his principles beyond politi
cal allegiance. 

I have served with Senator MoRsE dur
ing the past year in the United States 
Senate. I know him. as other Senators 
know him-as a loyal, conscientious, 
faithful and courageous public servant. 
I think our State and Nation would· be 
the losers, indeed, if Senator MORSE were 
to retire from the Senate either volun
tarily or through a defeat at the polls. . 

WAYNE MORSE offers a model of public 
service for young men and women who 
desire to enter public life in- the United 
States. Perhal>S much less known than 
his capacity for public service is the 
fact that Senator MORSE is a devoted 

husband and father. I hav-e rarely met a · 
person who shows such affection and 
fondness for his familt-and ·they for· 
him. Many times, when Senator MoRsE· 
has been holding the Senate floor in some 
lonely battle for the people, I have seen 
Mrs. _ Morse and one or more of their 
daughters in the Senate gallery, there to 
encourage him on. I know how much 
this support means to him in carrying 
on in the face of the unfair attacks so· 
frequently made against him by Republi
can spokesmen in Oregon. 

·In addi-tion to the other material, l ask 
that there also be -included in the REC
ORD an editorial from the January. 21, 
1956, edition of Labor's Daily, under the 
title "WAYNE MORSE-National Asset." 

There being no objection, the ar-ticles 
and editorial were ordered to be printed· 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

WAYNE MORSE BATl'LE IN OREGON 
(By George L. Scott) 

PORTLAND, OREG., January 20.-The Wayne 
Morse · battle will soon be in full flame 
throughout Oregon. 

With the State's primary only 4 months 
away, political observers predict the Oregon 
senatorial race will be the hottest campaign 
in the Nation. 

Oregon Democrats are determined to retain 
full senatorial power in the Senate for the
first time in 40 years. This was presented to 
them "on a platter" when GOP-elected Sen
ator MoRSE shifted to the Democratic side. 

MoRSE's defection has arouse(! political 
circles in this nominally Republican State to, 
fever pitch. Charges and counter charges 
have come from both sides. · 

To date, only the GOP candidate has signed 
for the primary contest. 'l:his is State repre-. 
sentative Elmer Deetz, Canl;>y dairy farmer. 
He registered without fanfare or apparent 
blessing from the State Republicap. com
mittee. 
. Would-be GOP candidate~ are generally 
marking ti:qie until Gov. Paul Patterson de
clares his intentions around the first of Feb
ruary. Those close to the Governor think
he will enter the primary and become an 
odds-on favorite to win the nomination and 
oppose MORSE in November. 

Two money-.ralsing banquets, a $100-a
plate function tonight to listen to President 
Eisenhower ·on a ,closed TV circuit; and a 
February 2 dinner addressed by Ezra Taft 
Benson, .Secretary of Agriculture, wi!l spark 
the GOP drive to fill its campaign coffers. 

In a statement to international news serv
ice, Oregon's Democratic Senator RICHARD L. 
NEUBERGER pointed out: 

~'Recent dispatches in Oregon newspapers 
quoted leaders of the Republican Party as 
tsaying that 'unstinted financial support• will 
pe given in 1956 to the opponent of Senator 
WAYNE MORSE. It is my opinion that. this 
torrent of money will not wash MORSE out of 
the Senate. The votes of the · people of 
Oregon cannot be swayed by a plitzkrieg of 
cash on barrelhead. 

"Although many issues will appear in the 
campaign, I believe that the entire question 
pf public power and conservation of naturai 
resources will prove to be decisive. Senator 
MORSE is on the wise and progressive side 
of this issue, so far as the people are con
cerned." · · 
· NEUBERGER predicted, "the Republicans will 
make much of the fact that Senator MORSE 
has changed his political affiliation. I doubt 
if the average man and woman will consider 
this is a sin. A political party is not sacred, 
It is the duty of an official to follow his con
science rather than a party banner." 

Speaking for the Republicans, Wendall 
Wyatt of Astoria, Republican State central 
.committee chairman, declared that they wm 
"rely on facts and issues" and "the_ facts and 
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o! our country by eliminating the inequi
ties and inequalities which are now a 
part of them. 

issues we have on Senator MoRSE are on our 
side." 

"Senator MoRSE," said Wyatt, "attacks the 
personal integrity of his opponents from 
President Eisenhower on down. We, on the 
other hand, will not descend to 'smears' or 
personalities. 

Oregon's senior Senator says he will cam. 
paign on his record. That is what we want 
him to do, because he has an inexcusably 
poor record." 

Wyatt declared that MORSE has little to 
show for his 11 years in office and charged 
that "few men in public life have been 
wrong so many times as Senator MORSE." 

STATEMENT BY RICHARD L. NEUBERGER 
Recent dispatc::hes in ,Oregon newspapers 

quoted leaders of the Repub1ican Party as 
saying that "unstinted financial support" 
will be g\ven in 1956 to the opponent of 
Senator WAYNE MoRSE. It is my opinion that 
this torrent of money will not wash MORSE 
out of the Senate. The votes of the people 
cannot be swayed by a b~i~zkreig of cash on 
the barrelhead. 

Although many issues will figure in the 
campaign, I believe that the entire question 
of public power and conservation of natural 
resources will prove to be decisive. Senator 
MORSE ls on the wise and progressive side of 
this issue, so far as the people are concerned. 

The Pacific Northwest was benefiting by a 
sound Federal program of river develoRment 
until that program was stopped by Secretary 
of the Interior McKay and the present ad
ministration. The program had been non
partisan. MORSE believes this program 
should be r--estored. A majority of Oregon's 
people emphatically agree with him. 

The Republicans will make much of the 
fact that Senator MORSE has changed his 
politica~ affiJiatJqn He was originally elected 
as a Republican . . Now he is a Democrat.' I 
doubt if the average , man ~nd woman will 
consider this a. si:Q.. A political. party is J,lOt 
sacred. It is the duty of an official to follow . 
his conscience rather than a party banner. 
Li~coln began as a Whig and enged as a Re
publican. George Norris changed from Re
publican to Independent. Theodore Roose
velt transferred to the Bull-Moose Party after 
being a Republican. Wendell L. Willkie, who 
was to be the 1940 Republican candidate for 
President, started out in politics as a Demo
crat. 

Republican . leaders cannot challenge 
MORSE'S position on fundamental issues
social security, aid to education, public 
power, world trade, the farm question. 
Therefore, th~se Republican leaders claim 
(1) that MORSE -betrayed the Republican 
Party and (2) that MORSE talks too much or 
is absent too much. 

Such trivialities, I find, have scant appeal 
to average voters. In the first place, most 
voters themselves put principles above party. 
They admire that kind of independence in 
candidates. Secondly, the other charges 
against MORSE have largely been dissipated 
by the facts. For example, the Oregon State 
Republican chairman attacked MORSE for 
allegedly having a poor attendance record. 
Figures for the r~cent first session of the 
84th Congress soon disclosed that MORSE had 
been far more often present during roll calls 
than 2 out of Oregon's 3 Republican House 
Members. 

Because of the strong Republican trend 
in Oregon in the past, many easterners think 
of Oregon as a reactionary State. This is not 
true. Oregon was the first State to adopt 
the initiative and referendum, the State 
which led in commemorating Labor Day, the 
State that showed the way in a modern road 
system. But, in the past, Republican leader.;, 
ship in Oregon, typified by McNary, was pro
gressive. Now the Republican Party officials 
in our State have reverted to extreme con
servatism.-

In c<;inclusion, I predict that the character 
assassination which was used against me in 
1954 will fail in the tense 1956 campaign, if it 
ls tried against Senator MORSE. The average 
resident of Oregon does not believe any po
litical campaign offers the slightest excuse 
for shelving the 10 Commandmants and the · 
Sermon on the Mount. 

(From Labor's Daily of January 21, 1956] 
WAYNE MORSE-NATIONAL ASSET 

The disciples of predatory wealth in Ore- · 
gon, still smarting from the walloping liberal 
Senator RICHARD NEUBERGER gave them 2 
years ago when he defeated the GOP's dar
ling of the Power Trust, former Senator Guy 
Cordon, are in for another licking. 

This time the haymakers will be delivered 
by the voters and one of the Nation's out
standing statesmen, Senator WAYNE MoRsE .. 

MORSE is running for reelection 'aS a Demo
crat. He originally was a Republican, but 
kicked out of the traces in disgust during the 
1952 presidential campaign and became an 
independent. A man of the highest integ
rity and moral stamina, MORSE was unable to 
stomach the Republicans' gutter style of 
campaigning, and threw his support to Ad
lai Stevenson. Some time later he decided 
to cast his lot with other great liberals in 
the Democratic Party. 

One of the best known figures in the Sen
ate, MoRsE has rendered outstanding service 
to the country as well as his own State. His 
brilliant mind and forceful oratory, always 
amply backed by a mastery of his subjects, 
make him a formidable opponent in debate. 

MoRsE has waged an effective battle against 
the power trust in Oregon, and nationally. 
He ridiculed Interior secretary Douglas . Mc
Kay, calling him the worst head of that De
partment since the scandals of the Harding 
administration. He voted against giving 
President Eisenhower blanket authdrity in 
the Quemoy and Matsu crisis. 

MORSE invariably is found on the side of 
labor and the plain people. 

· Thus it is inevitable that he should incur 
the wrath of Oregon's ·Republican-domi
na ted, business-con trolled · press. 

Like NEUBERGER, Who was supported by only 
two of the State's more than a score of daily 
newspapers, MORSE will be a prime target of a 
press slavishly devoted to profits instead of 
people. 

He'll be lambasted as a deserter from Re
publican ranks, as a left-winger, starry-eyed 
socialist, stooge of the labor "bosses" and all 
the other worn out, tiresome cliches greedy 
wealth and reactionaries throw at tried and 
proved servants of the people. 

But MoRsE's honesty and intelligence and 
his unswerving devotion to his country and 
his constituents will see him through to vic
tory. 

He has said that he will campaign on his 
record. Less competent candidates often say 
that. In MORSE'S case, however, it ls a rec
ord that will stand microscopic examination 
by the voters. 

WAYNE MoasE is one of America's great 
assets. Oregon voters surely recognize they 
have been accorded a rare privilege in send
ing a man of his caliber to Congress. 

They should return him there by the great
est majority ever given to a candidate for 
such an important posltion.-RSW. 

IMMIGRATION LAWS DEMAND 
ATTENTION 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, thus 
far the Senate has had no opportunity 
even to consider one highly important 
piece of legislation which demands our 
attention. 

On repeated occasions the President of 
the United States has asked Congress to 
consider revising tht: immigration laws 

I wish very briefly to repeat ~everal 
paragraphs from the state of the Union 
message which the President presented 
early in January: 

In keeping with our responsibility of world 
leadership and in our own self-interest I 
again point out to the Congress the urg~nt 
need for revision of the immigration and na
tionality laws. Our Nation has always wel
comed immigrants to our shores. The wis
dom of such a policy ls clearly shown by the 
fact that America has been built by immi
grants and the descendants of immigrants. 
That policy must be continued realistically 
with present-day conditions in ~ind. . 

I recommend that the number of persons 
admitted to this country annually be based 
not on the 192Q .census but on the latest, the 
1950 census. · Provision should be made to 
allow for greater flexibility in the use of 
quotas, so, if one country does not use its 
share the vacancies may be made available 
for the use of qualified individuals from 
other countries. 

The law should be amended to permit the 
Secretary of State and the Attorney General 
to waive the requirements of fingerprinting 
on a reciprocal basis for persons coming to 
this country for temporary visits. This and 
other changes in the law are long overdue 
and should be taken care of promptly. De
tailed recommendations for revision of the 
immigration laws will be .submitted to the 
Congress. 

. Mr. President, there is a number of 
fa~ls now pending in the Judiciary Com
mittee on this subject. I regret and de
plore the fact that thus far in this Con
gress no action of any ,kind has been 
taken upon them; and no consideration· 
whatsoever has been given to the prob
lems involved. The Senate of the United 
States has not had an opportunity to 
consid_er the matter at all, because- the 
committee has failed to make any rec
ommendations and has sent no proposals 
whatever to us. 

Mr. President, one of the great news
papers of my State, the San Francisco 
Call-Bulletin, has published an excel
lent editorial entitled "America's Racist 
Im.migration Law," under date of Janu
ary 16, and I ask unanimous consent that 
that editorial be made a part of my re- . 
m~rks at this point in the RECORD. 

"There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
as follows: ' 

.AMERICA'S RACIST IMMIGRATION LAW 

An important piece of unfinished business 
has been called to the attention of Congress 
by President Eisenhower. 

It concerns changes which should be made 
and made promptly, in our immigration laws: 

Specifically, it concerns the un-American 
discrimination inherent in certain provisions 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act of 
1952, generally known as the McCarran-
Walter Act. . 

This legislation was in many ways con
structive, and it contains many good features 
(screening out Communists who would sneak 
into the United States, for ins1;ance) favored 
by virtually all Americans. 

But it also has provisions which create an 
urgent need for revision of the law, as the 
President put it in his state of the Union 
message. And it should be kept in mind 
that in calling for a revision of the act 
neither President Eisenhower nor this news
paper is urging or favors outright repeal of 
the McCarran-Walter measure. The distinc-
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tlon between "'revi sion.,, and '"repeal" ls, we 
hope, -clear to everyone interested in seeing -
that such an important act reflects the age
less principles of true Americanism. 

The most pressing need is for revisi<m of 
that section of the act containing the form
ula setting immigration quotas. 

Whatever the original purpose -0f t his 
formula may have been, it ls in effect dis
criminatory. 

Under the act as now written, immigration 
quotas are set up according to the national 
origins of the white population in the United. 
States at the time of the 1920 census. 

The practical result of this formula has 
been to assign about 82 percent of the an
nual immigration quota to the nations of 
northern and western Europe, and to dis
criminate cruelly against th-e others. 

Another result of the present law h as been 
to hold .the immigration ceiling at the ab
normally low figure of 154,000 ,a year, where
as we could, and should, admit •more. (The 
figure of 251 ,000 has been suggested· as suit
able to the country's needs and capacities.) 

What the prElsent law says, in effect, is that 
an Englishman or a German, 1'or instance, is 
weleome 1n the United States, but that a 
Greek or an Italian or a Jew from eastern 
Europe is not. 

This, obviously, is notoriously contrary to 
the American concept of judging a man by 
his individual worth, not by his nationality 
or i"eligion, and the contrast ls so stark that 
the Communists have seized upon it to make 
propaganda against America all over the 
world. · 

Ironically, the present act is keeping out 
of this country literally thousands of 
worthy ·and distressed human beings-many 
of them fugitives from Communist oppres
sion-whose presence in this country would 
be an asset to the Nation. 

The refuge of our shores ls withheld from 
those who need 1t, and held out to those w'ho 
don't. Britain, to cite an example, now has 
an annual quota of 65,000, of which about 
8,000 a year come in. Greece has a quota of 
300-with more than 20,000 Greeks registered 
for immigration. 

President Eisenhower wisely proposes that 
the immigration act be brought up to date 
so that the quotas are assigned on the basis 
of the 1950 census rather than that of 1920. 
And he has further urged that "provisions 
should be made to allow for greater flex
ibility in the use of quotas, so if one country 
does not use its share, the vacancies may 
be made available for the use of qualified 
individuals from other countries." 

Congress should act speedily and favorably 
upon his recommendations. 

As the President said, the need is urgent. 
And it is the need of the Nation, as well 

as those from afar who would join the ranks 
of our citizens. 

UPPER HARBOR PROJECT, 
MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
head of navigation of the great Upper 
Mississipi Waterway presently lies be
low the Falls of St. Anthony at Minne
apolis. There a small landing of no 
more than 16 acres comprises the entire 
terminal facilities for the great city of 
Minneapolis-a financial, commercial 
and industrial city of well over half a 
million people. Since the 1930's it has 
been the dream of Minneapolis and the 
great area of Minnesota served by Min
neapolis to construct a major harbor · 
above the Falls of St. Anthony which 
would be capable of handling river traffic 
from the 9-foot channel of the Ohio and 
Mississippi Rivers. 

The authorized · navig-ation project 
which provided for the 9-foot channel 
up to the present Minneapolis Barge 
Terminal below St. Anthony Falls was 
modified by the Rivers and Harbors Acts 
of August 26,, 193'7, and March .2, 1945, 
to provide for extending the improve
ment a distance of 4.6 miles farther up 
the Mississippi River and through the 
heart of Minneapolis. 

During the 1st session of the 84th 
Congress I supported appropriati0ns to 
make possible the completion by .spring 
of 1956 of the lower lock and dam of the 
project. These funds were appropri
ated, and work is presently nearing eom
pletion on the lower lock. 

In the meantime, an investigation has 
gone forward conducted by the Corps 
of Engineers to .review the entire project 
in the light of the rising costs since the 
original authorization in 1945. This was 
done in eomplianee with a resolution 
adopted in August 1954 by the Com
mittee on Public Works of the House of 
Representatives. 

The district engineer's report was sub
mitted on April 15, 1955. This review 
report recommends completion of the 
St. Anthony Falls -extension. The report 
has been approved by the division engi
neer and is presently being considered by 
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors of the Corps of Engineers. A 
special hearing by the board was an
nounced for January 20, 1956, in the city 
of Minneapolis. In the weeks preceding 
this hearing, I received a statement and 
a number of letters and resolutions sup
porting the compl-etion of the project. 
At this time I ask unanimous consent 
of the Senate to print at this point in 
the RECORD a number of letters and 
resolution which illustrate the kind of 
support which the upper harbor project 
enjoys in the Minneapolis area. 

There being no objection, the state
ment, letters, and resolutions were 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
CONTINUATION AND COMPLETION OF THE Ex

TENSION OF THE -9-FOOT CHANNEL TO THE 
NORTH CITY LIMITS OF MINNEAPOLIS 

(Statement of Arthur D. Strong, president, 
A. D. Strong Co., Minneapolis, Minn.) 

My name is Arthur D. Strong. I am presi
dent of A. D. Strong Co., industrial realtors 
in the city of Minneapolis. I have beeen 
actively engaged in the rental and sale of 
industrial properties in the city of Minne
apolis since 1919, over 35 years. I was sec
retary of the Upper Mississippi Waterway As
sociation from 1930 to 1955. I have been 
actively connected with the group of river 
proponents who brought about the canaliza
tion of the 9-foot channel from St. Louis to 
Minneapolis, which as you know was author
ized in 1930 and :finished in 1940. As an 
industrial realtor in Minneapolis I have long 
advocated the extension of the 9-foot chan
nel to the north city limits of Minneapolis, 
realizing the inadequate harbor facilities be
low St. Anthony Falls within the corporate 
city limits of Minneapolis. The present ap
proximate 16 acres of land used for harbor 
facilities for our city is extremely hampered 
because of the topography of the river and 
the fact that the University of Minnesota is 
on the easterly banks of the Mississippi River 
at this point and many large hospitals are 
located on the westerly banks, limiting road 
access and rail access to the present river 
frontage at this location. 

To extend the 9-foot channel to the nort'h 
city limits .of Minneapolis above St. Anthony 
Falis an authorization was made by the Con
gress in 1937 but because of legal objections 
made by the principal railroads in this area 
on account of the changes in the bridges and 
the fact that through the authorization 
of 1937 the city money was to be used for 
the changing of these bridges, necessitated 
delay in the starting of this project which 
should have started in the year 1937 when 
costs were low. We did not get approval of 
the 1lnal authorization until -approximately 
1941 which was the beginning of World Wax 
II. Further delays because of the war pre
vented the original appropriation until 'Such 
time as costs were greatly increased. How
ever, as you know, it is a matter of history 
that the first appropriation was made for 
stage I which provided for the dredging from 
the present harbor limits to the lower dam 
and -after herculean efforts on the part of 
the proponents of this project and with the 
aid of our delegation in Washington, funds 
h-a.ve been appropriated for the completion 
of the lower lock which is now under .con
struction and whi~h will be completed in 
the fiscal year 1956. 

It was recommended by the "board of di
rectors of the Minneapolis Chamber of Com
merce at the suggestion of Congressman 
WALTER H. JUDD, that the Public Works Com
mittee of the Board of Engineers be requested 
to resurvey this project to schedule the fu
ture work on the upper lock and dam. This 
move was taken in order to help relieve the 
:financial obligations of our country which 
were carrying unusually high expenditures 
for defense purposes and foreign aid assist
ance. I would like to point out that it was 
never, in my opinion, the intention of the 
chamber of .commerce to eliminate this 
project since their present stand endorses 
the completion-of the project. The request 
was only for the purpose of rescheduling the 
timing of appropriation of funds for the 
completion of the 9-foot channel to the 
north city limits of Minneapolis, 

As you know, the tonnage on the upper 
Mississippi River has Increased far in ex
cess -0f the expectations of the proponents of 
water transportation. The tonnage to the 
Twin Cities area this year, which includes 
Minneapolis, St. Paul, and the Minnesota. 
River, totals over 5,300,000 tons, nearly a 
million tons more than the preceding year. 

As an industrial real estate man I Mn aware 
of a number of large and responslb1e indus
tries who are interested in industrial loca
tions which would give them rail, water, and 
truck transportation. As you know, there is 
a large acreage of land available on the ap
proximately 6 miles of frontage above St. 
Anthony Falls to the north city limits of 
Minneapolis. Further, the completion of this 
project will give relatively easy access to fur
ther industrial areas above the north city 
limits of Minneapolis where there is large 
acreage of land with rail and truck service 
available. I am fully aware of the small 
power dam owned by the Northern States 
Power Co. at Fridley which has a small lift. 
By the completion of this project this would 
give easy access to water transportation to 
such important industrial areas as exist in 
the county of Anoka where are located such 
industries as tlil.e Northern Pump Co., the 
Minnesota Linseed Oil Co., the new electric 
power company at Elk River adjacent to the 
Mississippi River, etc. Below Elk River is 
1,200 acres of industrial land in Anoka 
County owned by General Mills, Inc., which 
would lend itself as an excellent site should 
it have water transportation for a large chem
ical plant such as the W.R. Grace Co. or the 
Dupont Co. for the making of urea in this 
area, As you know, we have easy access to a 
large supply of natural gas and urea and its 
type of chemical industries for fertilizer 
manufacture is needed in this farm-produc
ing area to rehabilitate the soil. 
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The St. Paul district, as stated by your own 

district engineer, has benefited by the devel
opment by private capital of riverside in
dustrial plants in the amount of $125 million. 
It was the river that motivated such impor
tant industrial plants as the new oil re
finery at South Bend together with a new 
chemical plant, the installation of the Min
nesota Mining & Manufacturing Co. at Has
tings, Minn., the fertilizer plant at St. Paul, 
the Archer-Daniels elevator at St. Paul, the 
new gravel development by J. L. Shiely Co., 
together with a site for the Marquette Ce
ment Co. and others. Water transportation 
has given to St. Paul a tremendous indus
trial impetus which is truly beneficial to 
both industry and ,agriculture. 

The Minnesota River with its present 
authorized 2½-foot channel is of course 
important. At the present time there is lo
cated on the Minnesota River the Black Dog 
plant of the Northern States Power Co. which 
uses a large northern movement of bulk coal. 
Port Cargill at Savage, Minn., is a tremendous 
terminus where a great deal of bulk grain is 
moved south and they also receive bulk coal, 
bµlk oil, and molasf?eS. This tonnage on the 
Minnesota River has also proved beneficial 
to industry and agriculture. 

AB an industrial realtor and a member of · 
the Society of Industrial Realtors, who not 
only sells industrial real estate in Minneapo
lis but in other communities, such as Mem
phis, Milwaukee, East St. Louis, etc., I fully 
appreciate the important elements considered 
by large industrial organizations in need of 
low-cost water transportation on our inland 
waterways system. It is my firm belief that 
Minneapolis, St. Paul, and the present facili
ties of Port Cargill on the Minnesota River 
are all needed to fully take care of the future 
potential industrial growth of this area. The 
Minnesota River even though it is subject to 
severe high-water stages will be beneficial 
to certain types of industrial development. 
Since 1940 it has certainly been demonstrated 
that St. Paul, as the principal northern ter
minus of the 9-foot channel, has benefited 
because of water transportation. Likewise, 
the extension of the 9-foot channel to the 
north city limits of Minneapolis will give to 
Minneapolis, the largest metropolitan city 
at the northerly end of this great waterway, 
an opportunity to develop industrially, and 
to offer to large eastern industrial concerns 
an opportunity to locate in Minneapolis in 
order to take advantage of our splendid labor 
and serve a very large trade territory, includ
ing Minnesota, North and South Dakota, and 
eastern Montana. 

It is my opinion as an industrial real-estate 
man that there has been expressed in Min
neapolis a great deal of irresponsible think
ing as to the potential operations of the 
Minnesota River even though it be canalized 
to a 9-foot depth. My principal reason for 
criticizing this irresponsible thinking is the 
fact that the Minnesota River extends west
erly approximately 1,600 miles. It is an 
alluvial stream winding along the bottom 
of an old glacier bed. This river, as we know, 
is subject to severe flooding. It is not un
usual for the stretch from Port Cargill to the 
mouth of the Mississippi River to rise at least 
27 feet. This terrific rise, of course, floods 
large areas on both sides of the river and it 
would be difficult for me as an industrial 
real-estate man to recommend many types 
of industries that may wish to use this loca
tion to invest large sums of money for capital 
improvements that would be subject to such 
serious flood conditions. The danger of 
flooding industrial areas has been recently 
crystallized by the serious flood damage in 
the northeastern industrial areas of the 
United States this last year. 

There are those who. of course. wish to 
create a 9-foot channel on the Minnesota 
River to Chaska, Minn. This, of course, will 
necessitate an authorization by the Con
gress which is a long, tedious, and difficult 
task. It took many years to get the authori-

zation for the 9-foot channel from St. Louis 
to Minneapolis enacted, and equally many 
years to get the authorization for the ex
tension of the 9-foot channel to the north 
city limits of Minneapolis. 

We have been advised that public authori
ties in St. Paul are very anxious and inter
ested in authority for the development of 
Pig's Eye Island which at the present time is 
subject to severe flooding and must be raised 
and filled to safe stage to interest industrial 
improvement. This, too, necessitates au
thorization by the Congress. It is my belief 
that eventually this will be done but again 
it will take many years and such improve
ment is in the far distant future. 

Historically, Minneapolis is the 16th larg
est city in the United States, and the only 
city of its size that does not have adequate 
water transportation, and a city which is 
not only a commercial city but an industrial 
city serving probably the largest and richest 
trade territory in the United States. Its in
dustrial growth has been evidenced by these 
basic elements. 

In conclusion, the extension of the 9-foot 
channel to the north city limits of Min
neapolis is now properly authorized and is a 
continuing contract and a large portion of 
the work is qompleted and paid for. The city 
of Minneapolis has appropriated a tremen
dous sum of money, time, and effort for many 
years urging the Federal Government to 
complete this project. I personally urge that 
this Board approve unqualifiedly the recom
mendation that Congress appropriate suf
ficient funds for the early completion of this 
project as now presently authorized by Con
gress, for by so doing it will be of the greatest 
benefit to industry, labor, and commerce 
serving this important trade area. 

JANUARY 5, 1956. 

OSBORNE McMILLAN ELEVATOR Co., 
Minneapolis, Minn., January 13, 1956. 

INDUSTRIAL COMMITTEE, MINNEAPOLIS CHAM• 
BER OF COMMERCE, 

Minneapolis, Minn. 
GENTLEMEN: The hearing by the United 

States Corps of Engineers on the upper har
bor development will be held in Minneapolis 
on January 20. This is the sort of project 
on which associations such as ours always 
have done yeoman work for the cities which 
they represent, and we believe the Minneap
olis Chamber of Commerce should give it 
aggressive and wholehearted support. We 
earnestly solicit such support. 

* * * * * 
While we know that the grain tonnage on 

our rivers is now substantial, we also know 
that it will continue to grow. The present 
population of the United States is approx
imately 167 million as against approximately 
150 million in 1950. At the present rate 
of growth, and this should be accelerated be
cause of the immense number of new fam
ilies being established, the rate of increase 
could be about three to four million per 
year. That would mean that 25 years hence 
our population would be in the neighbor
hood of 240 to 250 million people. It is 
generally agreed that the largest percentage 
of population growth will be in the South
ern, Southeastern, Southwestern, and West
ern States. This is the area that has and 
will continue to depend on the upper Mid
west for a large proportion of its food and 
feeds. This means that large amounts will 
move from our northwest farms into these 
areas. In order to be competitive, these agri
cultural commodities will have to move by 
water. 

Also, the river is intended to supply an 
outlet for our -agricultural products for ex
port. The expansion of our foreign markets 
depends on South American countries and 
the East and Far East. European countries 
to which we formerly exported large volumes 
of food are becoming self-sustaining, viz, 
France which has now become an export 

\ 

nation on wheat. Th~ upper harbor would 
release 90 million bushels of landlocked 
grain-storage capacity located within the 
city of Minneapolis to help serve these out
lets. These statements are made to refute 
the idea that the St. Lawrence Seaway should 
in any way be used as an argument against 
the development of the upper harbor. We 
do not believe there is any conflict between 
the two. 

From the standpoint of nation.al defense, 
the upper harbor would be invaluable. 
Transportation facilities are always strained 
during good-business cycles and have been 
and would again be in the event of armed 
conflict. 

The Minneapolis tax load will continue 
getting heavier. The need for more teachers, 
police, firemen, and others, as well as the 
increase in compensation to these people, is 
a serious problem. 

We should try to retain industry now 
located here and encourage new industries 
to come in. The saturation point in home 
building has very nearly been reached, and 
we must turn to industry for additional rev
enue. Is it logical, therefore, that industry 
should be invited to move or locate on the 
Minnesota River or St. Paul, or elsewhere? 

We sincerely believe that in view of the 
above facts the upper harbor is economically 
justified. However, this country has been 
built on projected thinking and has become 
the great Nation that it is by preparing in 
advance for projected growth. 

In each circumstance, the realized growth 
has far exceeded the projected growth. To 
illustrate historically: the Louisiana Pur
chase, the Alaska Purchase, the Panama 
Canal. There were, of course, many others, 
but these are mentioned because they bring 
out the idea more clearly. None of these 
projects was economically justified, and each 
brought severe criticism to the administra
tion in office at the time, but they repre
sented sound thinking by responsible people. 

There are many more favorable factors jus
tifying the completion of the upper harbor 
in Minneapolis, but we believe those out
lined here are sufficient and that you will 
give this project your sincere and undivided 
support in order to assure an affirmative re
port by the Corps of Engineers. 

Respectfully yours, 
PHILIP E. PAQUETTE, 

Executive Vice President. 

RESOLUTION OF THE MINNEAPOLIS BOARD OF 
REALTORS 

Resolved by board of directors of the Min
neapolis Board of Realtors, That upon unani
mous recommendation of its Industrial and 
Waterways Committee, the board of direc
tors of the Minneapolis Board of Realtors 
reaffirms its position in support of the Upper 
Harbor project which position has been con
sistent since the inception of the project 
dating back to 1935-37; 

Further, that the board of directors are 
proud of the constructive efforts made over 
the past 30 years by such members of its 
organization as S.S. Thorpe, C. N. Chadbourn, 
W. W. Morse, and of late, of course, A. D. 
Strong, toward the construction of the 9-foot 
channel and ultimate authorization for the 
Upper Harbor; 

Further, that the board of directors of the 
Minneapolis Board of Realtors has the 
utmost faith in the future development of 
the city of Minneapolis specifically and the 
upper Midwest area generally and firmly be
lieves we should do all in our power to se
cure authority for construction of every 

· available form of transportation which will 
make for easier access to and from our city 
for industry and businesses within its limits; 

Further, that it be the considered opinion 
of the board of direct9rs of the Minneapolis 
Board of Realtors that the completion of the 
Upper Harbor project will be entirely justi
fied in the future by the expansion and in
dustrial growth of our city through full 
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utilization of excellent harbor facilities 
available to the city limits and even in the 
future beyond that point: Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That t:Qe board of directors of 
the Minneapolis Board of Realtors urges upon 
the United States Army Bo.ard of Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors, that it abandon any 
ideas of modifying the existing authority for 
construction of a Federal navigation project 
in the vicinity of St. Anthony Falls and that 
it proceed with all haste toward completion 
of this long-awaited project. 

Adopted this 10th day of January 1956 
by board of directors of the Minneapolis 
Board of Realtors. 

ANTON G. HANSON, 
President. 

BERNARD G. RICE, 
Executive Vice President. 

THIRTEENTH AVENUE BUSINESS 
MEN'S AssocIATION, 

Minneapolis, Minn., May 12, 1955. 
Senator HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 

United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR: We would like to inform 
you that our association went on record 
favoring the completion of the Upper Mis
sissippi Harbor for the following reasons: 

1. National defense (the river cannot be 
bombed out). 

2. Warehousing and storage of vital ma
terials for Middle Northwest States. 

3. Cheaper freight cost for bulk merchan
dise. 

4. Jumpoff place for air freight to Canada 
and Alaska. 

5. Possible connection-Mississippi with 
Lake Superior. 

6. Natural waterway for transportation, 
boating, recreation from the Gulf, Middle 
States, etc., to Minnesota vacation land. 

These and other arguments plead for its 
completion but we believe you know them 
all. However, we urge you ·to continue the 
good fight in our behalf and to oppose most 
strenuously any opposition. You are doing 
your utmost, we know, and thank you for it. 

RAY MIKOLAJCZYK, 
Secretary-Treasurer. 

RESOLUTION OF CAMDEN-FREMONT BUSINESS 
MEN'S AsSOCIATION, MINNEAPOLIS, MINN, 

Whereas the authorized Federal naviga
tion project in the vicinity of St. Anthony 
Falls, Minn., commonly referred to as the 
Mississippi River upper harbor project, was 
initiated upon recommendation of the Corps 
of Engineers of the United States Army; and 

Whereas, since the initiation of said proj
ect, over $12 million in Federal and local 
funds will have been expended in comple
tion of that part of the work already under
taken; and 

Whereas said upper harbor project provides 
for extension of the existing 9-foot channel 
to a potential harbor and terminal area in 
the city of Minneapolis, and no modification 
of the project as presently authorized would 
produce a satisfactory 9-foot channel to the 
proposed harbor and terminal area at lesser 
cost than the existing plan; and 

Whereas vast benefits will accrue to indus
try located in and about Minneapolis and 
St. Paul, and to farmers and business and 
labor generally throughout the upper mid
western area of the United States: Therefore 
be it 

Resolved, That the Camden-Fremont 
Business Men's Association of Minneapolis, 
Minn., in regular meeting assembled this 5th 
day of December 1955, urgently request that 
the Mississippi River upper harbor project be 
expeditiously completed in accordance with 
existing authorization, as recommended by 
the Corps of Engineers of the United States 
Army, and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
sent to the Corps of Engineers of the United 

states Army, to Minnesota's United States 
Senators and Representatives in Congress, to 
the National Rivers and Harbors Congress, 
and to all other organizations, public bodies, 
and officials concerned with said project. 

WEST BROADWAY BUSINESS ASSOCIATION, 
Minneapolis, Minn., December 19, 1955. 

Hon. HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 
United States Senate, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR: The executive board of 

the West Broadway Commercial Club has 
been directed by the members to write this 
letter at this time, strongly urging speedy 
completion of the Federal navigation proj
ect in the vicinity of St. Anthony Falls, 
M inn. 

For many years the people of Minneapolis 
and surrounding territory have looked for
ward to the completion of this project, com
monly referred to as the Mississippi River 
upper harbor project. 

Now that the work has reached nearly 
the half-way stage of construction, and 
present commitments and completed work 
involve over $12 million in Federal and lo
cal funds, it would be an economic tragedy 
to have the project abandoned or crippled 
by modification of the presently authorized 
plans. 

Extension of the present 9-foot channel 
to the potential harbor and terminal area, 
as now authorized, will bestow great eco
nomic benefits on the entire contributory 
trade area-a large part of the upper mid
western part of the United States. 

Our organization joins with other sup
porters of the project in. requesting comple
tion of the upper harbor project in ac
cordance with present authorizations, and 
at the earliest possible time. Please do all 
that you can to help and hasten this work. 

Thank you for your kind consideration 
of this matter, your past favorable action, 
and your continued cooperation until the 
project is completed. 

Sincerely yours, 
G. M. WEINBERG, 

President. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. On January 20, 
1956, I submitted testimony to the Board 
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, 
meeting at Minneapolis, Minn. This 
hearing was participated in by repre
sentatives of the city of Minneapolis and 
many of the business and industrial 
leaders of our community, as well as 
spokesmen for inland water transporta
tion. Because of the importance of the 
St. Anthony Falls extension in the econ
omy of the Upper Midwest, I ask unani
mous consent of the Senate to print at 
this point in the RECORD my testimony in 
behalf of the continuation of the project. 

There being no objection, the testi
mony was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OF HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, UNITED 

STATES SENAT}l:, BEFORE THE BOARD OF EN• 
GINEERS FOR RIVERS AND HARBORS, MINNE
APOLIS, MINN., JANUARY 20, 1956 
A generation ago, the 9-foot channel of 

the Mississippi was completed as far north 
as the municipal landing below Minneapolis, 
around the bend of the M;ississippi below 
the falls of St. Anthony. The lowest cost 
means of transportation-water transporta
tion-was thus provided to the Twin Cities 
from New Orleans on the Gulf of Mexico 
and from the great coal centers on the upper 
Ohio River. The Twin Cities, at that time, 
joined a great web of inland water trans
portation. 

Estimates of increased tonnage at the time 
this 9-foot channel was completed were con
sidered by many as visionary. "Water trans-

portation" it was said "is fading." "The 
9-foot channel will never pay for itself." 

What, in fact, ha!'/ happened to the volume 
of river traffic in this past generation? Ev
erywhere in the Nation, it has expanded 
greatly. On the upper Mississippi Water
way, it has expanded far beyond the dreams 
of the builders of the 9-foot channel. In 
the St. Paul district alone, tonnage shipped 
in and out of the district has risen more 
than 20 times, 2,000 percent. In 1935, only 
185,000 tons had been shipped in and out. 
By the end of World War II ( 1945), the ton-. 
nage had risen almost 6 times, to 1,260,000 
tons. By 1954 (my last figures) the tonnage 
had tripled again-in 9 years. In 1954, 
3,900,000 tons passed through the district, 
which includes the harbors at St. Paul and 
Minneapolis. 

The splendid harbor of St. Paul illustrates 
what proper h arbor facilities can mean to a 
city. St. Paul receipts and shipments by 
water amounted only to 70,000 tons in 1935. 
By 1954 St. Paul tonnage alone had increased 
27 times, to over 1,900,000 tons. 

The Minneapolis terminal is another story. 
While Minneapolis began with approximately 
the same tonnage as St. Paul in 1935, the 
total tonnage passing through the limited 
Minneapolis facilities below the falls of St. 
Anthony amounted to 700,000 tons at its 
peak in 1946. Minneapolis today has about 
one-third the tonnage of the St. Paul harbor. 

Minneapolis has indeed benefited by the 
9-foot channel of the Mississippi. But it 
has lagged far behind other cities-and 
notably its sister city of St. Paul-in se
curing the benefits of low-cost wa"ter trans
portation. 

What is wrong with the present Minneap
olis barge terminal? Why has Minneapolis 
so significantly fallen behind other cities on 
the Mississippi in the use of that mag
nificent waterway? The answer is clear to 
anyone who stands on the Washington Av
enue Bridge and looks down at the 16 acres 
of available space for landings and docks, for 
storage for railroad and truck terminal fa
cilities, for the development of industrial 
plants to utilize direct water transportation. 
From the bridge one looks down on a scene 
of intense, confined activity. Sheer cliffs 
make access to the terminal difficult. There 
is just not enough room. 

·Minneapolis has recognized this limita
tion for many, many years. Even in the mid
thirties, far-sighted men and wome were al
ready calling for a program to construct an 
adequate harbor above the Falls of St. An
thony. I recall vividly the intense interest 
in the St. Anthony Falls extension through
out Minneapolis when I was mayor of that 
wonderful city, right after World War II. 
Minnesotans of all areas recognized the eco
nomic benefits which would accrue to the 
entire State by making possible a great ex
pansion of low-cost water transport to and 
from the great rail and truck center of 
Minneapolis. 

As water transport across the Nation has 
proved its great worth in the past 20 years, 
the estimates of the increased tonnage-and 
therefore benefits to Minneapolis and Min
nesota from the upper harbor-have risen 
correspondingly. Today it is estimated that 
the Upper · Harbqr would increase incoming 
shipments by water by 1,300,000 tons an
nually. It would increase outgoing tonnage 
by 810,000 tons. Compare this to the pres
ent tonnage-in and out--of the present 
Minneapolis terminal-averaging in the 
neighborhood of only half a million tons. 

Increased tonnage figures, by themselves, 
do not excite wide public understanding. 
What they mean, however-to Minnesota 
shippers, manufacturers, utilities, farmers, 
consumers, and taxpayers-is lower costs. 

For example, the city engineer of Min
neapolis has estimated the saving to Min
neapolis had the city been able to bring in 
by direct water transportation the rock, 
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asp,halt cement, and e~ulsion, rpad . oil and 
fuel ·oil which were used in its street-builq-
1ng and repair activities in 1954. On streets 
alone, the saving to the taxpayers of Min
neapolis would have amounted to $304,000. 

Lower shipping costs from Minneapolis on 
grain, iron and steel scrap, concrete aggre
gate, and all types of packaged merchandise 
always mean higher net returns to Minne
sota-more cash in Minnesota pockets. 

Lower shipping costs to Minneapolis on 
coal, petroleum, sand and gravel, phosphate 
fertilizer for our farms, fabricated iron, 
steel, and many other commodities, always 
mean lower prices for the things Minne
sotans buy. They mean expanding Minne
sota markets for shippers up and down the 
Mississippi and Ohio rivers. 

Lower shipping costs-and space to build 
industrial plants anq receiving facilities ad
jacent to the water's edge-mean new in
dustry for Minneapolis and Minnesota. 

Let me expand on this point. Minnesota 
is going to grow-financially, industrially, in 
terms of population, in terms of income and 
standard of living. Minneapolis is already a 
great wholesale and financial center. It is 
already a great rail, and truck, and airline 
center. Its industrial growth has out
stripped our transportation facilities. And 
without the additional ingredient of low
cost water transportation, the growth of in
dustrial Minneapolis and of all Minnesota 
will be slower and smaller than our great 
potential. 

Transportation is the very life of industry 
and commerce. Yet we as · a people have 
consistently fallen behind the realities of 
our dynamic economy. We have shown a 
real limitation. We have planned our air
ports too small, the runways too short. We 
have built our roads too narrow, our ships too 
small, our river channels too shallow. We 
have built too few boxcars. We have con
sistently failed to see that we must build 
not for the next 2 or even 10 years, but for 
the next 50 years. 

I believe in the upper harbor. I have 
fought for the construction of the upper 
harbor throughout my 10 years of public life 
and before. I have supported it through the 
period of rising costs-which have affected 
all construction, and all of our personal lives, 
incidentally. I have watched the progress 
of the construction of the lower lock and 
dam · with great satisfaction and also with 
impatience. I want to see the great upper 
harbor of Minneapolis a reality. 

Costs have gone up. Of course they have. 
The original cost estimates of the project 
have gone up along with them. But we have 
been courageous enough to have pressed 
ahead despite the rising costs, in the con
viction that to stop would mean the loss of 
all that had gone before-millions of dollars 
of Federal funds and funds from the city of 
Minneapolis. 

Today, part one of this project is on the 
point of completion. There is actually in 
existence the lower lock and dam which will 
make possible the move up to the upper 
lock and the dredging of a major harbor in 
the heart of Minneapolis. 

More than $12 million has been invested 
in this lower lock and dam. Now we are 
ready to proceed with the completion of the 
harbor. The district engineer of the Corps 
of Engineers has made an exhaustive study 
of the costs and engineering problems. He 
bas stated that the cost of the remaining 
work to be done amounts to $20,765,900. He 
has also reported that the annual transpor
tation savings which can reasonably be an
ticipated from the channel extension are 
greater than the annual carrying charges on 
the cost of work yet to be undertaken to 
complete the project. He has recommended 
that we go ahead. 

The division engineer has concurred. He 
has recommended completion of the project. 

I respect the judgment of these .engineers 
and I commend them for their clear exposi
t ion of the cost and engineering problems. 

In the past several years, a point of view 
has been talcen by some individuals that the 
St. Anthony Falls extension should be 
abandoned-or at least set aside indefinitely. 
This point of view holds that it would be 
better and less costly to shift operations to 
the Minnesota River. 

I believe that a 9-foot channel in the Min
nesota River would be of great value to 
Minneapolis and to Minnesota. The Min
nesota River should become part of the great 
integrated water network of which the Mis
s issippi is the trunk. I have supported the 
Minnesota River Channel. The district 
engineers have reported .it to be economically 
feasible. 

But the Minnesota River Channel is no 
substitute for the upper harbor on the 
Mississippi. It can supplement, but not 
replace, the upper harbor. The Minnesota 
River development is at the stage that the 
uppe,: harbor was in the midthirties. But 
we should not drop one project, recom
mended by the Corps of Engineers, already 
authorized by the Congress of the United 
States after the most extensive and pro
tracted studies and hearings, for which heavy 
appropriations have already been made-in 
favor of a new project which is still in the 
preliminary planning and survey stage. 

I shall support the extension of the 9-foot 
channel in the Minnesota River, but it will 
require considerable time before ever a 
shovel is turned on that project. 

Those who have suggested that construc
tion on the upper.harbor project be dropped 
apparently disregaPd the waste · that would 
be involved in not bringing the entire 
extension to completion. Unless we have 
the upper lock, there would be no benefit 
to navigation whatsoever. Those who sug
gest the abandonment of ·the project at this 
point are asking us to send $12 million down 
the river. It is unthinkable that such an 
investment should be lost. But it is mm:e 
fantastic to suggest that the tremendous 
benefits of low-cost transportation should 
be denied to Minneapolis by stopping in 
midstream. 

Those who suggest h1;1,lting construction 
on the upper harbor not only disregard the 
waste involved. I regret to say that they 
also exhibit very little faith in the future 
development of Minneapolis and of Minne
sota, and very little vision as to what it could 
mean in terms of expanded use of our rail
road and truck systems. 

I should like to add that it would also 
be a breach of good faith on the part Qf 
the Federal Government to discontinue the 
work without bri.nging the project to ful
fillment; the local contributions total nearly 
$3 million. 

Others in this presentation today will 
bring forth additional facts and figures to 
demonstrate the real benefits which will de
rive for the completion of the upper har.
bor. I am familiar with those figures. I 
think that on the whole they are conserva
tive, and I say this because similar calcula.
tions in the past when applied to previous 
river developments have fallen so strikingly 
short of the actual benefits which have 
accrued. 

I urge, once again, that the board of 
engineers support the report of their district 
and division engineers so that the task of 
gaining the necessary congressional appro
priations for the completion of the St. 
Anthony Falls extension may .Proceed with 
speed and dispatch. 

In conclusion I wish everyone attending 
this meeting to know tl).at I will support the 
St. An~hony Falls extension right down the 
line-through the necessary subcommittee 
and committee hearings and to the floor of 
tbe United States Senate if necessary, This 

project must go through. Minneapolis must 
be given the opportunity it has worked fqr 
s~ lon~ and so vigorous:y. 

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 
MONDAY 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen
ate concludes its business today, it take 
a recess until Monday next at 12 o'clock 
noon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SPARKMAN in the chair). Without ob
jection, it is ·so ordered. 

TIME FOR A NEW METHOD OF 
ELECTING PRESIDENTS 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, it is high 
time that the Congress submit to the 
States and to the people a constitutional 
amendment providing for a new method 
of electing Presidents of the United 
States. There is now pending on the 
calendar Senate Joint Resolution 31, 
which would abolish the electoral college 
and divide the electoral vote in propor
tion to the popular vote in each State. I 
hope it will be scheduled for debate and 
act.ion in February soon after we have 
completed work on the gas bill and on 
the farm bill. 

The joint resolution is coauthored by 
Democrats and Republicans alike. It was 
introduced on behalf of myself, the Sen
ator from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY J, 
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
WILEY], the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DIRKSEN], the Senators from Tennessee 
[Mr.KEFAUVER and Mr. GORE], the Sen
ator from Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN], 
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. JENNER], 
the Senator from New York [Mr. IvEs], 
the Senators from New Mexico [Mr. AN
DERSON ahd Mr. CHAVEZ], the Senator 
from West Virginia· [Mr. NEELY], the 
Senators from .Montana [Mr. MURRAY 
and Mr. MANSFIELD], the Senators from 
Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN and Mr. HILL], 
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. WIL
LIAMS], the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
NEUBERGER], and the Senator from Vir
ginia [Mr. BYRD]. 

Representative FRANCIS E. WALTER, 
of Pennsylvania, and Representative 
CHAUNCEY w. REED, of Illinois, have in
troduced the same resolution in the 
House today. 

Without a doubt, the electoral-college 
method of electing the President is the 
most archaic and undemocratic feature 
of the United States Constitution. It 
was one of the few mistakes made by the 
Founding Fathers-a mistake they made 
because they thought the people could 
not be trusted to select the President and 
Vice President. 

As originally intended, the States were 
to select well-informed public men as 
electors, and they were to meet and se
lect a President and Vice President with
out reference to popular vote or any other 
method of expression from the people. 
The original form has been retained in _ 
the solemn words of the Constitution, 
although for more than a century it has 
had no practical use. 

In fact, the electoral college system 
has never functioned as contemplated 



195(1 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 1507 
by the framers of the Constitution. For 
many years the electors have been mere 
figureheads casting their votes for the 
candidate who received the majority of 
the popular vote in their respective 
States. These votes could just as well 
be reported and counted without the in
tervention of dummy officers known as 
presidential electors. 

All reason for the electoral college has 
long since disappeared, and the form 
should be removed from our Constitu
tion before it rises to haunt us by flout
ing the will of the people in selecting a 
President. As long as the form remains 
in the Constitution, it is possible for 
electors to cast their independent votes 
contrary to the expressed will of their 
constituents, and this, in fact, has been 
done in more than one instance. 

The practice which has been substi
tuted for the constitutional form is just 
as evil and undemocratic. I refer to the 
custom which is generally understood 
and followed-that all electoral votes of 
each State will be cast for the candidate 
who receives a plurality of the popular 
vote within that State. In effect this dis
franchises millions of American voters. 
Their votes for a candidate for Presi
dent are not counted in the electoral 
vote unless their candidate received a 
majority of the popular vote in their 
State. 

For instance, if a candidate receives a 
1-vote plurality in the State of New 
York, he now receives 100 percent of the 
electoral votes of New York, and the 
candidate receiving only one less vote at 
the polls receives none of the New York 
electoral vote. Is it any wonder that 
overemphasis is given to political ma
chines and pressure groups which can 
make the slight difference in the pivotal 
States? 

The proposed amendment would abol
ish the electoral college and provide for 
the division of the total electoral vote 
of each State in an exact ratio with the 
popular vote. This would mean that 
every person's vote would be counted as 
it was cast. It is the nearest possible ap
proach to electing a President by direct 
popular vote of the people·, and at the 
same time retaining and preserving the 
present proportional strength of each 
State in the election of a President. 

Although ref erred to now as the Daniel 
amendment, ' this proposed resolution is 
worded exactly the same as the so-called 
Gossett-Lodge resolution which was 
passed by the Senate February 1, 1950, 
by a vote of 64 to 27-volume 96, part 1, 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, page 1278, 81st 
Congress, 2d session. We agreed upon 
the same language because it has been 
studied thoroughly and approved by the 
Judiciary Committees of both the House 
and Senate in previous sessions of Con
gress. Briefly, the resolution would 
accomplish the following: 

First. Abolish the fictitious electoral 
college. 

Second. Abolish the office of presiden
tial elector. 

Third. Provide for direct voting for 
President and Vice President. 

Fourth. Retain the electoral voting 
strength of each State as at present-

one vote for each Member of Congress
but provide that such ,electoral vote be 
divided in exact ratio with the popular 
vote. · 

Fifth. Provide that the winning can
didate must receive at least 40 percent 
of the electoral vote, failing in which the 
Congress would select the President from 
the candidates having the two highest 
numbers of electoral votes. This was 
the so-called Lucas amendment adopted 
in the Senate in 1950 in order to prevent 
splinter parties. 

Mr. President, in due time it is my 
intention to speak at length concerning 
the evils of the present electoral-college 
system and the benefits to be obtained 
from the proposed reform. For the 
present, I shall simply summarize a few 
of the benefits, as follows: 

First. We will cleanse our Constitu
tion of an archaic provision which we 
have failed to obey and defend for more 
than a century. 

Second. We will have democratic elec
tions, with every person's vote counting 
for the candidate for whom it was cast. 

Third. There will be less opportunity 
for fraud and pressure-group action. 

Fourth. Sectionalism will be largely 
abated. A vote in every State will be 
just as important and count just as much 
as a vote in the present pivotal States. 
This is not the case now. With certain 
exceptions in 1952, the emphasis usually 
is on 8 or 10 pivotal States and the re
maining States enjoy very little of the 
campaign and are usually ignored as 
sources of presidential candidates. 

,Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of Senate Joint Reso
lution 31 be printed in the body of the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, Senate Joint 
Resolution 31 was ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled (two-thirds of each 
House concurring therein), That an amend
ment is hereby proposed to the Constitution 
of the United States which shall be valid to 
all intents and purposes as part of the Con
stitution when ratified by three-fourths of 
the legislatures of the several States. Said 
amendment shall be as follows: 

ARTICLE II 

"SECTION 1. The executive power shall be 
vested in a President of the United States of 
Americf.l.. He shall hold his office during the 
term of 4 years, and together with the Vice 
President, chosen for the same term, be 
elected as provided in this Constitution. 

"The electoral college system of electing 
the President and Vice President of the 
United States is hereby abolished. The Pres
ident and Vice President shall be elected by 
the people of the several States. The elec
tors in each State shall have the qualifica
tions requisite for electors of the most nu
merous branch of the State legislature. Con
gress shall determine the time of such elec
tion, which shall be the same throughout 
the United States. Until otherwise deter
mined by the Congress, such election shall 
be held on the Tuesday next after the first 
Monday in November of the year preceding 
the year in which the regular term of the 
President is to begin. Each State shall be 
entitled to a number of electoral votes equal 
to the whole number of Senators and Repre
sentatives to which such State may be en
titled in the Congress. 

"'Within 45 days after such election, or at 
such time as the Congress shall direct, the 
official custodian of the election returns of 
each State shall make distinct lists of all 
persons for whom votes were cast for Presi
dent and the number of votes for each, and 
the total vote of the electors of the State 
for all persons for President, which lists he 
shall sign and certify and transmit sealed 
to the seat of the Government of the United 
States, . directed to the President of the Sen
ate. On the_6th day of January following the 
election, unless the Congress by law appoints 
a different day not earlier than the 4th day 
of January and not later than the 10th day 
of January, the President of the Senate 
shall in the presence of the Senate and 
House of Representatives open all certifi
cates and the votes shall then be counted. 
Each person for whom votes were cast for 
President in each State shall be credited 
with such proportion of the electoral votes 
thereof as he received of the total vote of the 
electors therein for President. In ·making 
the computations, fractional numbers less 
than one one-thousandth shall be disre
garded. The person having the greatest 
number of electoral votes for President shall 
be President, if such number be at least 40 
percent of the whole number of such elec
toral votes. If no person have at least 40 
percent of the whole number of electoral 
votes, then from the persons having the two 
highest numbers of electoral votes for Pres
ident the Senate and the House of Represent
atives sitting in joint session shall choose 
immediately, by ballot, the President. A ma
jority of the votes of the combined author
ized membership of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives shall be necessary 
for a choice. 

"The Vice President shall be likewise 
elected, at the same time and in the same 
m•anner and subject to the same provisions, 
as the President, but no person constitu
tionally ineligible for the office of President 
shall be eligible to that of Vice President of 
the United States. 

"The Congress may by law provide , for the 
case of the death of any of the persons from 
whom the Senate and the House of Repre
sentatives may choose a President whenever 
the right of choice shall have devolved upon 
them, and for the case of the death of any 
of the persons from whom the Senate and 
the House of Representatives may choose a 
Vice President whenever the right of choice 
shall have devolved upon them. 

"SEC. 2. Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of section 
1, article II, of the Constitution, the 12th 
article of amendment to the Constitution, 
and section 4 of the 20th article of amend
ment to the Constitution, are hereby re
pealed. 

"SEC. 3. This article shall take effect on the 
10th day of February following its ratifica
tion. 

"SEC. 4. This article shall be inoperative 
unless it shall have been ratified as an 
amendment to the Constitution by the leg
islatures of three-fourths of the States with
in 7 years from the date of its submission 
to the States by the Congress." 

RECESS TO MONDAY 
Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, in ac

cordance with the order previously en
tered, I move that the Senate stand in 
recess until 12 o'clock noon on Monday 
next. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 
o'clock and 34 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess, the recess being, under 
the order previously entered, until Mon
day, January 30, 1956, at 12 o'clock me
ridian. 
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NOMINATION 

Executive nomination received by the 
Senate January 27 (legislative day of 
January 16). 1956: 

NATIONAL SCIENCE BOARD, NATIONAL SCIENCE 

FOUNDATION 

T. Keith Glennan, of Ohio, to be a member 
of the National science Board, National 
Science Foundation, for the remainder of the 

term expiring May 10, 1958, vice Chester I. 
Barnard. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate January 27 (legislative day 
of January 16), 1956: 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

Harold S. Vance, of Indiana, to be a mem
ber of the Atomic Energy Commission for 
the term expiring June 30, 1960. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Marvin Leland McLain, of Iowa, to be an 
Assistant Secretary of Agriculture. 

COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 

Marvin Leland M;cLaln, of Iowa, to be a 
member of the Board of Directors of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation. 

Exl'ORT-IMPORT BANK OF WASHINGTON 

Samuel C. Waugh, of Nebraska, to be Presi
dent of the Export-Import Bank of Washing
ton. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

Address by Hon. Alexander Wiley,. of 
Wisconsin, on "Brink of War" Contro
versy 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. ALEXANDER WILEY 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Friday, January 27, 1956 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, last eve
ning it was my pleasure to address the 
safe deposit section of the District of 
Columbia Bankers' Association. My 

·subject-was the so-called "brink of war•• 
controversy. 

I send to the desk the text of my 
address, and ask unanimous consent that 
it be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, 

There being no object.ion, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
SENATOR Wn.EY URGES END OF "BRINK OF WAR" 

SQUABBLE, SAYS WE MUST GET ON TO MORE 

SUBSTANTIAL REVIEW OF OUR PROGRAMS 

AHEAD 

I am pleased to address the members of 
this section on a subject which I know is of 
deep interest to you, as it is, of course, to all 
other thinking Americans. 

I refer, of course, to the foreign policy of 
our country. 

It will be my aim tonight to confine my 
remarks to but a few of the more basic prob
lems confronting us. 
THE MANY CRISIS AREAS ON THE WORLD SCENE 

If time were to permit, it would be a 
pleasure for me to take a detailed view of 
some of the more crucial individual settings 
on the world stage. 

One could devote an en tire evening just to 
exploring such highly significant areas of 
crises, as those I will mention now: 

North Africa, scene of continued serious 
tension and disturbances, as Morocco and 
Algeria move toward more self-government; 
North Africa, where our own strategic air 
bases represent a vital deterrent against 
world war III; 

The ever-ominous Taiwan (Formosa) 
Strait area, where recent Red artillery bom
bardment, air and naval action, may indicate 
the possibility of ~he re~mergence of .the 
Formosa-Pescadores, Quemoy-Matsu prob
lem to the No. 1 position of crisis on the 
world scene; 

Troubled India, where civil strife over the 
states' reorganization has offered another 
example of treacherous Red meddling in dis
turbed waters; 

The powder keg Middle East, where hands 
are still close to triggers on both sides of the 
Arab-Israeli borders, while arms shipments 
pour in from Soviet bloc and other areas; 

Our ally, France, where the Communists 
are cunningly maneuvering to capitalize on 
their 152-vote bloc so to form a so-called 
popular-front government in the badly splin
tered National Assembly; 

Indonesia, where the Communists are also 
maneuvering to exploit differences within 
and between Moslem parties' ranks and 
thereby get a Red toehold in a new coalition 
cabinet; 

South America, which, while fortunately 
not in crisis, per se, is studying the signifi
cant trade bait, dangled by Soviet Premier 
Bulganin; this is the latest instance of Red 
peaceful-coexistence strategy-penetration 
through "rubles now, revolution later." 

PROBLEMS BEFORE CONGRESS 

Or, getting still closer to home, one could 
review in detail the policy problems in the 
Congress, regarding mutual security legis
lation, key questions such as: "Should Con
gress write in a long-range declaration of 
intent, as regards future aid, or should it 
attempt the more unprecedented step of a 
direct, long-range commitment, as such, or 
should it cut out economic aid entirely, or 
what it should do?" 

Or, too, one could refer to the proposed 
welcome increase in the appropriations for 
the United States Information Agency-an 
issue on which the President of the United 
States feels very strongly-an issue on which 
I personaily feel very keenly, too, for USIA 
is our principal instrument in the worldwide 
battle for men's minds and, as such, the 
move to strengthen it is long overdue. USIA 
has had its ups and downs. Time after 
time, it has been pulled up from the roots, 
examined, investigated, cut, and then thrust · 
back into the earth, as if it could quickly 
take hold once again, in its worldwide opera
tions for the truth. 

And one could refer to dozens of other 
specific problems as well. 

WHY THESE PROBLEMS CONCERN US 

Now, of course, I know that passing 
through your minds, as I have mentioned this 
brief list, may have been the question, "Sena
tor WILEY, why should we be concerned with 
all these far-distant places? What business 
is it of ours if two far-off countries are quar
reling over some bit of territory, say, the Saar, 
or Dutch New Guinea, or Kashmir, or if there 
are civil disturbances in some land?" 

The answer is, I feel, very clear. The an
swer is that any situation which endangers 
the peace of any part of the world, may en
danger the peace of the whole world. 

There is no part of the world today so far 
distant from any other part as to be of no 
interest to us, and to other men of good will. 

You and I read every day i.n our newspapers 
that the world has been shrunken by men's 
!nventiveness. General Taylor has told how 
we have been developing a guided missile 

with a 200-mile range. Both the U. S. S. R. 
and ourselves have been pushing forward to 
develop the dreaded intercontinental missile, 
a ballistic-free-missile, or a guided missile 
controlled by electronic means. 

Meanwhile, planes have been piercing the 
barrier of sound at better than 1,000 miles 
an hour. Jet planes are being introduced as 
well into commercial aviation, shrinking the 
oceans and land distances, still further. 

All of these, and a hundred other factors in 
today's world, necessitate our close attention 
to once remote developments in the world 
scene. 

BANKERS CONSERVE, WARS DESTROY LIFE 

It is natural that you, in particular, as 
bankers, should be interested in this subject, 
because it is the banker's obligation to con
serve. He is, of course, a trustee of other 
peoples' funds-funds which represent not 
only their life's resources, but their very lives 
themselves. 

Nothing could be more contrary to the idea 
of conservation than war. 

The 140,000 United States lives which we 
expended-in deaths and wounds in Korea
the $22 billion which were exploded on that 
peninsula on behalf of the defense of a free 
people-these are but the smallest symbols 
of infinitely worse costs which would be borne 
in the event of a third world war. 

THE BASIC QUESTION BEFORE US 

We come now, then, to the basic question 
of the evening: "Are we on the right path? 
Are we moving in the right direction toward 
heading off such a war?" 

Has the foreign policy of your country 
and mine been a sound one, or has it, as some 
of its critics contend, been full of blunders? 

Have we needlessly pushed to the brink of 
war, as some people falsely interpret and 
unsoundly contend? 

The answer is as follows: 
OUR COURSE IS SOUND 

The basic foreign policy of our land ls 
sound. It is sound because it has been 
molded and reviewed and refined by the 
best minds, the best hearts, the best capaci
ties available to our Republic. Not just Re
publican leadership, but Democratic leader
ship as well, have contributed to every single 
major step which we have taken in recent 
years. 

Under the great leadership of President 
Eisenhower and Secretary of State John Fos
ter Dulles, we have basically moved not 
toward war, but toward an endurable and 
just peace. 

Of ·course; we have been in danger. O! 
course, we have been at the edge of war at 
times. 

But we have never been pushed to the edge 
by the design of any American. 

On those occasions when we have been a-·
mittedly close to war, it has not been be
cause of any American's foolhardy desire to 
get close to it. Rather, we have been pushed 
to the edge because of the reckless, aggres-
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