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NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate August 9 (legislative day of July 
8), 1957: 

UNITED NATIONS 

The following-named persons to be rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
to the 12th session of the General Assembly 
of the United Nations, to serve no longer 
than December 31, 1957: 

Henry Cabot Lodge, of Massachusetts. 
A. S. J. Carnahan, United States represent

ative from the State of Missouri. 
Walter H. Judd, United States Representa-

tive from the State of Minnesota. 
George Meany, of Maryland. 
Herman B. Wells, of Indiana. 

The following-named persons to be alter
nate representatives of the United States of 
America to the 12th session of the General 
Assembly of the United Nations, to serve no 
longer than December 31, 1957: 

James J. Wadsworth, of New York. 
Miss Irene Dunne, of California. 
Philip N. Klutznick, of Illinois. 
Mrs. Oswald S. Lord, of New York. 
Genoa S. Washington, of Illinois. 

INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION ADMINISTRATION 

James H. Smith, Jr., of Colorado, to be 
Director of the International Cooperation 
Administration, in the Department of State, 
vice John B. Hollister, resigned. 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 

Edward T. Gignoux, of Maine, to be United 
States district judge for the district of Maine, 
vice John D. Clifford, Jr., deceased. 

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 

The following candidates for personnel 
action in the regular corps of the Public 
Health Service subject to qualifications 
therefor as provided by law and regulations: 

I. FOR APPOINTMENT 

To be senior assistant sanitarians 
Cecilia c. Conrath Joseph A. Staton 
Mary L. Skinner John E. Baker, Jr. 
Daniel Sullivan De&mond O'Hara 
Robert E. Tumelty 

To be assistant sanitarians 
Don M. Hufhines 
Richard E. Gallagher 
Charles P. Froom 

To be assistant scientist 
Alfred L. Brophy, Jr. (This name is resub

mitted for the purpose of corecting the 
grade, indicated as senior assistant scientist 
on previous nomination which was confirmed 
by the Senate on May 23, 1957.) 

n. FOR PERMANENT PROMOTION 

To be senior assistant surgeons 
Stephen R. Dunphy 
Emery A. Johnson 

To be assistant pharmacist 
Paul 0. Fehnel,. Jr. 

TERRITORY OF HAW All 

William Francis Quinn, of Hawaii, to be 
Governor of the Territory of Hawaii, vice 
Samuel Wilder King, term expired. 

POSTMASTERS 

The following-named persons to be post
masters: 

ARKANSAS 

Mitchell A. McCoy, Kingsland, Ark., in place 
of Jessie Garner, retired. 

CALIFO~NIA 

Arthur M. Webb, Mammoth Lakes, Calif .• 
in place of S. M. Coleman, retired. 

Berniece K. Williams, Rheem, Calif. Of· 
fice established September 29, 1956. 

ILLINOIS 

Homer T. Smith, Erie, Ill., in place of R. M. 
Cocking, retired. 

Kenneth c. Hall, Lombard, Dl., in place of 
G. W. Collins, retired. 

Darwin E. Porterfield, Mount Erie, Ill., in 
place of L. S. Gardner, retired. 

Charles L. Baird, Van Orin, Ill., in place of 
D. D. Clarke, resigned. 

IOWA 

William L. Talbot, Keokuk, Iowa, in place 
ofT. J. McManus, deceased. 

Robert W. Grote, Portsmouth, Iowa, in 
place of J. J. Herkenrath, retired. 

KANSAS 

John K. Wells, Coffeyville, Kans., in place 
of J, W. Robinson, resigned. 

KENTUCKY 

Carl B. Marshall, Lewisburg, Ky., in place 
of E. L. Day, retired. 

MINNESOTA 

Julian V. Dalum, Hoffman, Minn., in place 
of R. M. Sheppard, retired. 

MISSISSIPPI 

L. Jones Hand, West, Miss., in place of 0. 
W. Thomas, deceased. 

NEBRASKA 

Arthur G. Pohl, Hampton, Nebr., in place 
of M.D. Jensen, resigned. 

NEW JERSEY 

Holger G. Holm, Metuchen, N. J., in place 
of W. H. Fraser, resigned. 

NEW YORK 

Ishmael B. Burns, Alexandria Bay, N.Y., in 
place of F. F. Cornwall, retired. 

Leo J. Morgan, Farmingdale, N.Y., in place 
of F. J. Talbot, removed. 

Glenn E. Bock, Sherman, N.Y., in place of 
G. R. Fisher, transferred. 

Raymond P. Cary, West Coxsackie, N. Y., 
in place of Oliver Townsend, retired. 

Royden W. McCullough, Wyoming, N. Y., 
in place of G. F. Powers, Jr., transferred. 

NORTH CAROLINA 

Calvin Turner Draper, Jackson, N. C., in 
place of May Calvert, retired. 

NORTH DAKOTA 

Maurice A. Ellingrud, Buxton, N. Dak., in 
place of R. B. Halvorson, resigned, 

OHIO 

Kenneth W. Folsom, Columbia Station, 
Ohio, in place of A. M. Jones, retired. 

Frank A. Kitts, Kitts Hill, Ohio, in place 
of M. E. Kitts, retired. 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Rudolph Simitz, Spinnerstown, Pa., in 
place of Laura Lancaster, resigned. 

SOUTH CA"ROLINA 

Joe H. Giltner, Jr., Chester, S. C., in place 
of C. C. Wilkes, retired. 

James T. Claffy, Eastover, S. C., in place of 
K. A. Dunn, retired. 

TENNESSEE 

W'illiam Onnie Cox, Mosheim, Tenn., in 
place of L. F. Robinette, resigned. 

TEXAS 

Dudley B. Lawson, Alto, Tex., in place of 
J. B. Thorn, Jr., transferred. 

William M. Petmecky, Fredericksburg, Tex., 
in place of R. W. Klingelhoefer, retired. 

Edward H. Leache, McGregor, Tex., in place 
of J. F. Bennett, Jr., transferred. 

Jimmy Reid Simmons, Rockport, Tex., in 
place of M. L. McElveen, removed. 

UTAH 

John B. Nelson, Goshen, Utah, in place of 
V. G. Fisher, deceased. 

VIRGINIA 

C. Ronald Woodrum, Staunton, Va.., 1n 
place of R. W. Rosen, retired. 

WEST vmGrNIA 
Leon D. Rishel, Spencer, W.Va., in place of 

W. H. Miller, transferred. 
Dillard R. Walker, Stanaford, W. Va., in 

place of W. L. Warden, resigned. 

WITHDRAWAL 
Executive nomination withdrawn from 

the Senate August 9 (legislative day of 
July 8), 1957: 

POSTMASTER 

Jack Shackelford to be postmaster at 
Webbers Falls, in the State of Oklahoma.. 

•• ... .. •• 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

FRIDAY, AuGUST 9, 1957 
The House met at 10 o'clock a. m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 

D. D., offered the following prayer: 
Almighty God, our creator and bene

factor, Thou hast created us with a 
capacity to be like Thee in spirit and 
blessed us with minds to know Thee and 
hearts to love Thee. 

Give us now a satisfying and reassur
ing sense of Thy presence, Thy peace, 
and Thy power, and may we see all our 
problems and responsibilities in their 
true measure and right perspective. 

Grant that we may never champion 
any cause or embark upon any enter
prise that is not fully in accord with Thy 
holy will for ourselves and all mankind. 

May we seek and covet earnestly Thy 
guidance and help as we face our ap
pointed tasks and may this be a day of 
marked accomplishment in establishing 
a nobler civilization. 

Hear us in Christ's name. Amen. 
The Journal of the proceedings of yes

terday was read and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Carrell, one of its clerks, announced that 
the Senate had passed without amend
ment bills of the House of the following 
titles: 

H. R. 3775. An act to amend section 20b 
of the Interstate Commerce Act in order to 
require the Interstate Commerce Commis
sion to consider, in stock modification plans, 
th~ assets of controlled or controlllng stock
holders, and for other purposes; and 

H. R. 7813. An act to organize and micro
film the papers of Presidents of the United 
States in the collections of the Library of 
Congress. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed, with amendments in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requested, a bill of the House of the fol .. 
lowing title : 

H. R. 4602. An act to encourage new resi
dential construction for veterans' housing
in rural areas and small cities and towns by 
raising the maximum amount in which di· 
rect loans may be made from $10,000 to 
$13,500, to authorize advance financing com
mitments, to extend the direct loan pro
gram for veterans, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the foregoing bill, and requests a confer
ence with the House on the disagreeing 
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votes of the two Houses thereon, and ap
points Mr. FuLBRIGHT, Mr. SPARKMAN, Mr. 
DoUGLAS, Mr. BRICKER, and Mr. BENNETT 
to be the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed, with an amend
ment in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested, a bill of the House of 
the following title: 

H. R. 6709. An act to implement a treaty 
and agreement with the Republic of 
Panama, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the foregoing bill, and requests a con
ference with the House on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses thereon, and 
appoints Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. PASTORE, Mr. 
LAUSCHE, Mr. BUTLER, and Mr. COTTON to 
be the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed bills of the follow
ing titles, in which the concurrence of 
the House is requested: 

S. 377. An act to amend the Interstate 
Commerce Act to provide a 2-year statute of 
limitations on actions involving transporta
tion of property and passengers of the United 
States Government and to provide that 
deductions for overcharges by the United 
States shall be made within 3 years from 
the time of payment; 

S. 1384. An ac't to revise the definition of 
contract carrier by motor vehicle as set forth 
in section 203 (a) (15) of the Interstate 
Commerce Act, and for other purposes; 

S. 1411. An act to amend the act of August 
26, 1950, relating to the suspension of em
ployment of civilian personnel of the United 
States in the interest of national security; 

S. 1908. An act to amend the District of 
Columbia Hospital Center Act in order to 
extend the time and increase the authoriza
tion for appropriations for the purposes of 
such act, and to provide that grants under 
such act may be made to certain organiza
tions organized to construct and operate 
hospital facilities in the District of Colum
bia; and 

S. 2520. An act to amend section 31 of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendments of the 
House to a bill of the Senate of the fol
lowing title: 

S. 1856. An act_ to provide for the develop
ment and modernization of the national 
system of navigation and traffic control facili
ties to serve present and future needs of 
civil and military aviation, and for other 
purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate disagrees to the amendment of 
the House to the bill <S. 1520) entitled 
"An act to amend an act entitled 'An 
act to provide for the disposal of fed
erally owned property at obsolescent 
canalized waterways and for other pur
poses,'" requests a conference with the 
House on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. 
CHAVEZ, Mr. KERR, Mr. GORE, Mr. MAR• 
TIN of Pennsylvania, and Mr. REVERCOMB 
to be the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak

er, I make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Obviously a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move a call of the House. 

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

lowing Members failed to answer to 
their names: 

Anfuso 
Beamer 
Bolling 
Brownson 
Buckley 
Celler 
C'urtis, Mo. 
Dague 
Davis, Tenn. 
Gray 
Gregory 
Hays, Ohio 
Hess 

[Roll No. 183) 
Hiestand 
Billings 
Holtzman 
Kearney 
Kilburn 
Krueger 
Lennon 
Machrowicz 
Mailliard 
Mason 
Miller, N. Y. 
Pillion 
Porter 

Powell 
Prouty 
Rains 
Scott, N.C. 
Shuford 
Siler 

·Taylor 
Tuck 
Van Pelt 
Vinson 
Wilson, Calif. 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 382 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

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

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND 
LABOR 

Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Education and Labor may be per
mitted to sit during general debate today. 

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

There'was no objection. 

AUTHORIZING APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR THE ATOMIC ENERGY COM
MISSION 
Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further con
sideration of the bill (H. R. 8996) to 
authorize appropriations for the Atomic 
Energy Commission in accordance with 
section 261 of the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954, as amended, and for other 
purpor~s. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H. R. 8996, with 
Mr. DELANEY in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that the further 
reading of the bill be dispensed with and 
that it be open to amendment at any 
point in the bill. 

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

There was no objection. 
The balance of the bill follows: 
SEc. 102. Limitations: (a) The Commis

sion is authorized to start any project set 
forth in subsections 101 (b) , 101 (c), 101 (e), 
101 (g), and 101 (j) only . if the currently 
estimated cost of that project does not ex
ceed by more than 25 percent the estimated 
cost set forth for that project. 

(b) The Commission is authorized to start 
any project set forth in subsections 101 (d), 
101 (f), 101 (h), 101 (i), and 101 (k) only 

if the currently estimated cost of that proJ· 
ect does not exceed by more than 10 per
cent the estimated cost set forth for that 
project. 

(c) The Commission 1s authorized to start 
a project under subsection 101 (I) only if 
it is in accordance with the following: 

1. For community operations, the maxi
mum currently estimated cost of any project 
shall be $100,000 and the maximum cur
rently estimated cost of any building in
cluded in such project shall be $10,000. 

2. For all other programs, the maximum 
currently estimated cost of any project shall 
be $500,000 and the maximum currently es
timated cost of any building included in 
such a project shall be $100,000. 

3. The total cost of all projects under
taken under subsection 101 (1) shall not 
exceed the estimated cost set forth in that 
subsection by more than 10 percent. 

SEC. 103. Advance planning and design: 
There are hereby authorized to be appro
priated funds for advance planning, con
struction design, and architectural services, 
in connection with projects which are not 
otherwise authorized by law, and the Atomic 
Energy Commission is authorized to use 
funds currently or otherwise available to it 
for such purposes. 

SEC. 104. Restoration or replacement: 
There are hereby authorized to be appropri
ated funds necessary to restore or to replace 
plants or facilities destroyed or otherwise 
seriously damaged, and the Atomic Energy 
Commission is authorized to use funds cur
rently or otherwise available to it for such 
purposes. 

SEc. 105. Currently available funds: In 
addition to the sums authorized to be ap
propriated to the Atomic Energy Commis
sion by this act, there are hereby authorized 
to be appropriated to the Atomic Energy 
Commission to accomplish the purposes of 
this act such sums of money as may be cur
rently available to the Atomic Energy Com
mission. 

SEc. 106. Substitutions: Funds authorized 
to be appropriated or otherwise made avail
able by this act may be used to start any 
other new project for which an estimate was 
not included in this act if it be a substitute 
for a project authorized in subsections 101 
(b), 101 (c), or 101 (d) and the estimated 
cost thereof is within the limit of cost of 
the project for which substitution is to be 
made, and the Commission certifies that-

(a) the project is essential to the com
mon defense and security; and 

(b) the new project is required by changes 
in weapon characteristics or weapon logistic 
operations; and 

(c) it is unable to enter into a contract 
with any person, including a licensee, on 
terms satisfactory to the Commission to 
furnish from a privately owned plant or 
facility the product or services to be pro
vided in the new project. 

SEc. 107. Increases in prior project au
thori·zations: (a) Public Law 141, 84th 
Congress' first session, is amended as fol
lows: 

( 1) By striking therefrom the figure "$14,-
850,000" for project 56-b-2, fast power 
breeder pilot facility (ERB-II), and substi
tuting therefor the figure "$29,100,000"; and 

(2) By striking therefrom the figure "$4,-
015,000" for project 56-f-3, new Sigma Lab
oratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico, and sub
stituting therefor the figure "$5,100,000." 

(b) Public Law 506, 84th Congress, 2d ses
sion, is amended as follows: 

( 1) By striking therefrom the figure "$15,-
000,000" for project 57-d-1, high energy ac
celerator, and substituting therefor the fig
ure "$27,000,000"; and 

(2) By striking therefrom the figure 
"$350,000" for project 57-h-5, cosmotron tar
get area, Brookhaven National Laboratory, 
and substituting therefor the figure "$3,-
550,000." 
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SEC.l08. Project rescissions: (a) Public 
Law 141, 84th Congress, 1st session, is 
amended by rescinding therefrom authoriza
tion for certain projects, except for funds 
heretofore obligated, as follows: 

Project 56-b-1, power reactor development 
acceleration project, $25,000,000; 

Project 56-d.-1, metallex pilot facility, Oak 
Ridge National Laboratory, $1,000,000; 

Project 56-d-3, special reactor facilities 
equipment, Hanford, Wash., $5,600,000; 

Project 56-d.-5, conversion of pilot plant 
and facility to production plant and facility, 
Fernald, Ohio, $600,000; 

Project 56-d-8, expansion of metal recov
ery facility, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, 
$370,000; 

Project 56-f- 1, art construction project, 
fiscal year 1956 increment, $17,873,000; · 

Project 56-f-2, expansion of weapons ma
terial fabrication plant and facility, $15,-
000,000; 

Project 56- g-2, reactor training school, Ar
gonne National Laboratory, $712,000; 

Project 56-g-3, chemistry cave for radio
active materials, Argonne National Labora
tory, $448,000; and 

Project 56-g-7, research reactors for the 
development of peacetime uses of atomic 
energy under agreements for cooperation, 
$5,000,000. 

(b) Public Law 506, 84th Congress, 2d ses
sion, is amended by rescinding therefrom 
authorization for certain projects, except for 
funds heretofore obligated, as follows: 

Project 57-a-1, additional feed materials 
plant, $22,200,000; 

Project 57-a-8, chemical processing facil
ity, St. Louis, Mo., $1,600,000; 

Project 57- a-9, barrier plant automation, 
Oak Ridge, Tenn., $1,400,000; 

Project 57-a- 10, reactor temperature test 
installation, Hanford, Wash., $900,000; 

Project 57-a-11, improvements to reactor 
cooling water emuent system, Hanford, Wash., 
$550,000; 

Project 57-a-12, fuel element heat-treating 
plant, Fernald, Ohio, $500,000; 

Project 57-c-10, amended reactor develop
ment project, $15,000,000; 

Project 57-f-6, manufacturing support 
plant, Kansas City, Mo., $444,000; and 

Project 57-f-8, mechanical shop additions, 
Livermore, Calif., $300,000. 

SEc. 109. Expenses for move to new prin
cipal omce: (a) The Commission is author
ized to use its funds for the following pur
poses in order to facilitate retention and 
relocation of Commission headquarters em
ployees in the course of and following estab
lishment of a new principal office outside, 
the District of Columbia, and without limi
tation on the Commission's authority under 
existing law as follows: 

(1) Allowance and payment for travel and 
transportation authorized by section 1 of 
the Administrative Expenses Act of 1946, 
as amended, in connection with the reloca
tion of residence occurring after July 29, . 
1955, prior to the effective date of the 
employee's change of omcial station: Pro
vided, however, That each employee who re
ceived payments under the Administrative. 
Expenses Act of 1946, as amended, prior to 
his change of official station shall be obli-. 
gated to reimburse the amount thereof to 
the Government as a debt due the United 
States 1! he separates from Commission 
employ, other than for reasons beyond his 
control or otherwise acceptable to the Com
mission, prior to the effective date of the 
employee's change of official station. 

(2) UntU the move to the new principal 
office is effected, providing or arranging for 
commuting transportation to present com
mission offices in Washington, District of 
Columbia, for employees, including those of 
other agencies who are assigned to fulltime 
duty at COmmission headquarters, recruited 
from, or who have relocated their residences 
in, the area of the new headquarters, to 

the extent necessary and. at such charge as 
to assure an adequate work force for the new· 
principal omce_ wher~ this purpose cannot be 
achieved by ordinary transportation. 

(3) Following the move to the new prin
cipal office, providing or arranging for com
muting transportation for Commission em
ployees and employees of other agencies who 
are assigned to full-time duty at Commission 
headquarters to and from the new head
quarters site to the extent necessary and 
at such charge as to assure an adequate 
work force where this purpose cannot be 
achieved by ordinary transportation. 

( 4) Funds in an amount not to exceed 
$75 ,000 are authorized for purposes of sub
sections (2) and (3). 

(b) Other departments and agencies of 
Government are authorized, without limita
tion upon their authority under existing 
law, to use funds available to them to make 
allowances and payments to their civilian 
officers and employees who are assigned to 
full-time duty at Commission headquarters 
prior to the time of the move to the new 
principal office, such allowances and pay
ments to be in accordance with the pro
visions of subsection a. ( 1) of this section. 

SEc. 110. Prototype power reactor facili
ties: (a) The Commission shall proceed with 
the design engineering, and construction 
under contract, as soon as practicable, of the 
prototype power reactor facilities author
ized by section 101 for project 58-e-14 and 
project 58-e-15 at installations operated by 
or on behalf of the Commission and the 
electric energy generated shall be used by 
the Commission in connection with the op
eration of such installations. 

(b) In the conduct of the work under 
this section the Commission is authorized 
to obtain the participation of private, coop
erative, or public-power organizations to 
the fullest extent consistent with Commis
sion direction of the project, ownership 
of the reactor, and utilization of the electric 
energy generated. 

(c) Each prototype power reactor facility 
constructed under this section shall be op
erated by, or under contract with, the Com
mission for such period of time as the Com
mission determines to be advisable for re
search and development purposes and for 
such additional periods as the Commission 
may determine to be necessary for national 
defense purposes and for the purposes of 
subsection (a) of this section. Upon the 
expiration of the prototype reactor opera
tions as determined by the Commission in 
accordance with this subsection, the Com-· 
mission shall dismantle the reactor and its 
appurtenax:ces. 

SEC. 111. Cooperative power reactor dem
onstration program: (a) There is hereby au-· 
thorized to be appropriated to the Atomic 
Energy Commission, in accordance with the
provisions of section 261 a. (2) of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, the sum of · 
$129,915,000 for use in a program not to ex
ceed $14S,915,000, subject to the following 
oondi tions: 

(1) Arrangements for projects sponsored 
by cooperatives and publicly owned agencies 
shall be carried on by direct contract be
tween the Commission and the equipme:pt
manufacturer or engineering organization. 
with respect to the development, design, · 
and construction of the reactor and related 
facilities, and by direct contract between 
the Commission and the cooperative or pub
licly owned organization with respect to the 
provision of a site and conventional turbo
generating facilities, the operation of the 
entire plant including training of personnel, · 
the sale by the Commission of steam from · 
the reactor complex to the cooperative or 
publicly owned organization, and other rele
vant matters. Sale of steam by the Commis
sion under contract with the cooperative 
or publlcly owned organization shall be at 
rates based upon the present cost of, or the 

projected cost of, comparable steam from a 
plant using conventional fuels at such loca
tions. 

(2) Funds in t~e amount of $1,500,000 may 
be expended for additional general research 
and development in Commission laboratories 
to advance the technology of the fast breeder 
reactor concept. 

(3) The date for approving proposals un
der the third round of the power demonstra
t ion reactor program shall be not later than 
Dacember 31, 1958, and no funds authorized 
for the third round shall be expended on 
projects approved under the first or second 
rounds of such program or on other nuclear 
power projects already under construction. 

(b) Before the Commission enters into any 
arrangement (including contract, agreement, 
and loan) or amendment thereto, the basis 
of which has not been included in the pro
gram justification data previously submitted 
to the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 
in support of authorization legislation ap- · 
proved in accordance with the provisions of 
section 261 a. (2) of the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954, as amended, and which in
volves appropriations authorized by sub
section (a) of this section, the basis for the 
arrangement or amendment thereto which 
the Commission proposes to execute (includ
ing the name of the proposed contractor or 
party with whom the arrangement is to be 
made a general description of the proposed 
reactor, the estimated amount of the assist
ance to be provided under section 261 a. (2), 
the estimated cost to be incurred by the con
tractor or other party, and the general fea
tures of the proposed arrangement or 
amendment) shall be submitted to the Joint 
Committee, and a period of 45 days shall 
elapse while Congress is in session (in com
puting such 45 days, there shall be excluded 
the days on which either House is not in 
session because of adjournment for more 
than 3 days): Provided, however, That the 
Joint Committee after having received the 
basis for a proposed arrangement, or amend
ment thereto, may by resolution in writing 
waive the conditions of, or all, or any portion 
of such 45-day period: Provided further, 
That such arrangement or amendment shall 
be entered into in accordance with the pro
gram justification data described above and 
the basis for the arrangement or amendment 
submitted as provided herein: And provided· 
further, That no basis for a particular ar
rangement or amendment thereto need be 
resubmitted to the Joint Committee for the 
sole reason that the estimated amount of as
sistance provided for therein exceeds the 
estimated amount of assistance previously 
submitted to the Joint Committee by not 
more than 15 percent. 

Mr. PATTERSON. 
offer an amendment. 
follows: 

Mr. Chairman, I 
The Clerk read as 

Amendment offered by Mr. PATTERSON: On 
page 2, line 19, strike out all of subpara
graph 8 from page 2, line 19, through page 
3, line 5. 

Mr. PATI'ERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment to strike subpara-. 
graph 8 on page 2, line 19, through page 
a. line 5. 

This project is for $3 million for de
sign study of a reactor. 

It is completely imnecessary because 
section 103 of this .bill already authorizes 
funds for advanced planning, construc
tion design, and architectural services, 
which could be applied to this project. 
It is thus a wasted authorization of $3 
million. 

This would, moreover, be a dangerous 
authorization. If $3 million is author
ized for the design study this year, it 
would logically be followed by $100 mil-
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lion or more for construction of there- from Connecticut [Mr. PATTERSON] may 
actor itself next year. proceed for 1 additional minute. 

The reactor would supposedly make · The CHAIRMAN. In there objection 
plutonium for weapons. However, the to the request of the gentleman from 
Joint Chiefs of Staff must determine re- New York? 
quirements for weapons stockpiling, and There was no objection. 
they, and the Atomic Energy Commis- Mr. BECKER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
sion have advised the committee that gentleman yield? 
there is no need for increasing plutonium Mr. PATTERSON. I yield to the 
production a~ this time. . . gentleman from New York. 

The ~tomiC .Energy C?miiDSSion O_P· Mr. BECKER. As I understand, the 
poses this particular sectiOn of the bill, gentleman's amendment strikes out from 
~d I quote from a letter that was/e-, line 19, page 2, over to line 5, page 3, 
ceived by the gentleman from New 'York and at the beginning of the gentleman's 
[Mr. CoLE]: statement I understood that this was 

The requirement to proceed with design, covered by some other section in here. 
construction estimates, and construction I could not hear it. 
schedule and to report on these matters by 
April 1. 1958, would have the unfortunate Mr. PATTERSON. This particular 
effect of freezing upon a specific reactor de- section is covered by section 103 on 
sign almost immediately and denying the page 7. It is a duplicate. 
advantages of further developmental effort. . Finally, the majority report, at page 
The Commission further points out that 25, indicates that the majority is really 
the cost of complete development and de- interested in a dual purpose reactor 
sign of a large plutonium production reac- which would produce power as well as 
tor capable of producing incidental electric plutonium. This would be power from a 
power is preliminarily estimated at a mini-
mum of $16 million; such development and federally owned reactor, and an e~ten
design. even with an accelerated program. sion of public power. I am from New 
could not be completed by April 1, 1958. For England and I oppose public power. 
all of these reasons the Commission believes In summary, this project is opposed 
the inclusion of project 58-b-8 is unneces- by the AEC, and would probably lead 
sary and undesirable. to an additional $100 million expendi-

Mr. Chairman, during some of our ture next year, at the taxpayers' expense. 
hearings on the various reactors we were I urge all those who oppose public 
informed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff power, all those who support private in
that they have enough plutonium at the dustry, all those who oppose unnecessary 
present time for weapons and with the Government expenditures, to support my 
program that has been laid out they will amendment to strike project 58-b-8 
have a sufficient amount for a number from the bill. 
of years for the development of" any Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Chairman, I move · 
weapons that they may want to make: to strike out the last word. 

Furthermore, we have been told by Mr. Chairman, I am very sorry the 
the engineers and the scientists, those gentleman who has just offered this 
who are certainly well versed and edu- amendment was not in the committee 
cated along this particular use of the when this item was acted on. Otherwise 
atom, that it is better in every case and he would have been better informed. 
much more economical to build a · re- I am certainly not for public power. 
actor which is going to produce strictly My record here proves that. It is well 
plutonium than to build a dual-purpose known. I hope the House will not strike 
reactor which, in my opinion, this par- out this item. There is no duplication 
ticulat section is set up for. If you are here. This is an authorized project, for 
going to have a reactor of any one par- this reason. I do not think this House 
ticular type, it should be confined to expects us to come in here, as a joint 
plutonium or it should be confined to committee, and tell them exactly how 
producing power, but with a combination many weapons we have or what the need 
there is too much waste and places an is in these materials down to the last 
unnecessary burden upon the shoulders · detail. We try to provide what is neces
of the taxpayers of our country. sary for the weapons that the Depart-

Furthermore, Mr. Chairman, the en- ment of Defense says is needed for the 
gineers who have a:QPeared before our security of this country. This project is. 
committee have right down the line primarily for design. The committee felt 
advised us never to build a dual-purpose that after 14% years of plutonium pro
reactor. The purpose of this particular ducing reactors at Hanford, where they 
section is to build a reactor which will provide an important part of the plu
eventually be tied into public power. tonium for our weapons, that a plant 
Coming from New England, I am strictly that old was in danger of becoming obso-
100 percent against public power. I lete. So far they have operated well, 
believe in private industry. I believe in but several have become expensive. We 
private power. In New England we have spent more than $2 million last year for 
the Yankee Reactor Corp. It is a repairs. 
corporation made up of private industry. They may build any kind of reactor 
The money has been invested by private under this provision that they want to 
individuals to the amount of something· build. · They may build a straight-out 
like $40 million-with a contribution of plutonium reactor, if they want to, or 
$5 million from the Government for · they may build a dual-type reactor, 
research design. whichever they decide is best to produce 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the the plutonium that they need. We have 
gentleman from Connecticut has ex- been told by the best experts at our 
pired. laboratories at Los Alamos, and also in 

Mr. BECKER. Mr. Chairman. I ask . California, by Dr. Lawrence, by the di
unanimous consent tha~ the gentleman, rector of the radiation laboratory there, 

CITI-896 

by Dr. Edward Teller, by Dr. Mills, and 
others, that we need more plutonium. 

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

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

Mr. KILDAY. The gentleman has 
stated that they can build any kind of 
reactor they desire. As a matter of fact, 
is it not correct that under this pro
vision they may not build anything; this 
is $3 million for development, design, and 
engineering only, so that nothing can be 
built even if this provision is kept in the 
bill. The provision sought to be stricken 
provides that the Commission shall pro
ceed with sufficient design work, together 
with appropriate engineering and de
velopment work, necessary for the Com
mission to begin construction as soon as 
practicable after authorization by the 
Congress. 

Mr. DURHAM. That 1s correct. 
Mr. KILDAY. So all this does is 

provide the money for development, de
sign, and engineering and if anything is 
to be built hereafter, Congress must 
specifically authorize it. 

Mr. DURHAM. That is correct. 
Mr. HOLMES. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. DURHAM. I yield to the gentle

man from Washington. 
Mr. HOLMES. This amendment of

fered by the gentleman from Connecti
cut [Mr. PATTERSON] would then affect 
directly, would it not, the research and 
design work, et cetera, directly con
nected with the Hanford Engineer 
Works in the State of Washington? 

Mr. DURHAM. That is correct . 
. Mr. HOLMES. Because it involves 

plutonium. 
Mr. DURHAM. That is right. 
Mr. HOLMES. Mr. Chairman, I wish 

to thank the chairman of the committee 
[Mr. DURHAM], for giving me this in
formation. I am opposed to the amend
ment. 

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Chairman, I hope 
this committee does not accept this 
amendment, because they have to re
port back to us by next April 1 as to what 
decision they make on design and study 
to improve the reactor in the produc
tion of plutonium. That is primarily 
what it is here for. 

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

Mr. DURHAM. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. HOSMER. Is this in the nature 
of a replacement for some of the equip
ment at Hanford? 

Mr. DURHAM. Primarily, it should 
be, in my opinion. 

Mr. HOSMER. The Commission did 
not asl{ for this replacement, did it? 

Mr. DURHAM. The Commission did 
not ask for it. · 

Mr. HOSMER. They operate Han
ford and presumably they know what 
they need at Hanford by way of repair 
and replacement. Yet they did not ask 
for it. -

Mr. DURHAM. We have taken a po .. 
sition against the AEC on several oc
casions, I might inform the gentleman, . 
where we pushed the H-bomb and 
Savannah River reactors and many 
others. 
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Mr. HOSMER. This is a matter of 
operating a plant and the equipment and 
machinery that you actually have in it, 
which the Commission apparently feels 
is at the present time adequate but 
which the committee feels it wants to 
replace. 

Mr. DURHAM. I happen to know 
that in our weapons condition neither 
the War Department nor anybody else 
wants more plutonium. 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, the one thing we 
should hold in mind is that regardless 
of what some may say there has been 
adequate testimony before the Joint 
Committee that there is need for further 
plutonium production. The item in this 
bill is geared toward meeting that need. 
The Commission itself has made certain 
requests along this line that were turned 
down, possibly for money reasons, I do 
not know; but I do know that there has 
been much testimony before the Joint 
Committee from our military authorities 
and from scientists as to the need for 
greater plutonium production if we are 
to maintain our weapons program. 

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

Mr. PRICE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Connecticut. 

Mr. PATTERSON. I am under. the 
impression that the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
have informed the committee that they 
do not need any more plutonium. Fur
ther, the Atomic Energy Commission say 
they have sufficient plutonium. 

Mr. PRICE. I have the gentleman's 
question. The Joint Chiefs of Staff ap
parently have some fear over this prob
lem because they are presently restudy
ing it. I will predict that they make a 
request for greater production of plu-
tonium. · 

The Congress will remember the an
nouncement from the White House 2 or 
3 weeks ago on the clean bomb, after the 
President's visit with three of our top 
scientists, Dr. Teller, Dr. Lawrence, and 
Dr. Mills. Those three gentlemen ap
peared before our committee before they 
appeared at the White House. The need 
of additional plutonium production is 
important even in the effort to obtain a 
clean bomb. But these gentlemen also 
testified before our committee on the 
great need for a substantial increase in 
plutonium production. If their testi
mony is good enough for the President 
to make a policy decision and make a 
public announcement on the clean bomb, 
it is also good enough for us to take into 
consideration when we think about pro
duction for military needs in this coun
try. If the gentleman from Connecticut 
and the others want to take the respon
sibility for holding back our military 
needs, well and good, but I as one Mem
ber of Congress am not ready to take 
that responsibility. 

I say the increased plutonium needs 
are obvious on the basis of the testimony 
that has been given to our committee by 
members of the Commission itself and 
by the scientists who know more about 
our weapons program than any people 
that I can think of. I think there has 
been ample justification for the project 
which the committee has put into this 

bill. There has been a study on this 
project at the request of the Commission. 

The testimony given to the committee 
on this project came from the people 
who operate the Hanford plant for the 
Atomic Energy Commission itself. This 
is not a new idea. We are trying to get 
this program moving. This is desirable. 
I th.ink the Commission even concedes 
that it is desirable, but because of money . 
limitations they are willing to sit back 
and wait for the time to come, and the 
time will apparently come as far as the 
Commission is concerned, when the re
actors at Hanford may be no longer op
erable. I think we should take this step 
now before we find ourselves with in
adequate production facilities at Han
ford and other plants. I would like to 
call to the attention of the House that it 
will take 4 or 5 years to build this reactor. 
I think it is high time that we got start
ed in the face of the age of our plutonium 
reactors. 

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

Mr. PRICE. I yield. 
Mr. HOSMER. How, if there is such 

a military necessity for this plutonium, 
can you justify the other item of the ex
perimental plutonium reactor in this bill, 
too? In other words, you must be tak
ing it away from the military if you are 
going to put it into the experimental 
power-producing reactor. 

Mr. PRICE. I do not think so at all. 
Mr. HOSMER. I cannot follow the 

gentleman's logic. 
Mr. PRICE. Neither can I follow the 

logic of those Members who accept the 
word of the top research scientists-Or. 
Teller, Dr. Lawrence, and Dr. Mills-as 
being so authoritative on the question of 
the clean bomb and then discard all their 
testimony on the need for greater plu
tonium production and the warnings 
that they gave to us in their testimony 
in regard to our weapons' program. 

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

Mr. PRICE. I yield. 
Mr. PELLY. I would like to say that 

the private power company in my dis
trict, which is around Seattle, and also 
PUD's, and Seattle's Municipal Light 
Co., all got together and urged that an 
experimental reactor be built somewhere 
in the neighborhood of the University 
of Washington because in its school of 
engineering all power interests are very 
much interested in the development of 
a scientific school and, of course, nu
clear scientists and I think, perhaps, 
this might be the answer to their par
ticular request for an experimental 
plant. 

Mr. PRICE. It could be. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from Illinois has expired. 
Mr. COLE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike out the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, let me assure the mem

bers of the Committee that it is our 
purpose to expedite the consideration 
of this bill as rapidly as possible. I 
realize the heavy legislative program we 
have for today, but we do feel that the 
issues involved should be thoroughly 
understood before any Members are 
called upon to vote on the pending prop
osition. I should just like very quickly 

to recapitulate the arguments in favor 
of the pending amendment. This has 
not been requested by the Commission. 
It has not been budgeted by the Bureau 
of the Budget. It calls for an expendi
ture of $3 million which invites an even
tual expenditure of $100 million. If 
there are any Members of the House 
remaining who are still interested in 
economy, it is the time for them to be 
serious in their deliberations on this 
measure. There has been some respec
table opinions that more plutonium is 
needed for our national defense. I 
acknowledge that. However, the mili
tary people, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
who have that responsibility in deter
mining whether we need more plutonium 
have not yet recommended to the joint 
committee that it is needed. There
fore, it seems to me that until that 
recommendation comes from the mili
tary people an initial expenditure, which 
will eventually cost $100 million, is 
premature. 

Another argument has been advanced, 
namely, that this study is necessary in 
order . to be in a position to replace the 
reactors at Hanford. That question was 
raised and the Chairman of the Atomic 
Energy Commission in the Joint Com
mittee stated: 

The reactors at Hanford are constantly 
maintained and we do not have any fear of 
a breakdown of those reactors. 

So in view of these considerations, it 
is my view and I urge that the amend
ment be adopted. 

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

Mr. COLE. I yield. 
Mr. DURHAM. As chairman of the 

committee this year, I have written let
ters, I think, once or twice to the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff to try formally to get 
their needs or their desires or whatever 
they need in the way of plutonium to 
the Con~ress before we adjourned. So 
far I have not been able to get it. 

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

Mr. COLE. I yield. 
Mr. BECKER. If we eliminate this 

appropriation, this same authority is 
granted in section 103, without an ap
propriation? 

Mr. COLE. That is right. It is pro
vided in other places in the bill for the 
Commission to proceed with this kind of 
study under circumstances justifying it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Connecticut [Mr. PATTERSON]. 

The question . was taken; and on a 
division <demanded by Mr. PATTERSON), 
there were-ayes 116, noes 113. 

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
for tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair
man appointed Mr. DURHAM and Mr. 
PATTERSON as tellers. 

The Committee again divided and the 
tellers reported that there were-ayes 
153, noes 135. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. VANZANDT: On 

page 5, line 9, strike out all of lines 9 through 
15. 



1957 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 14251 
Mr. VANZANDT. Mr. Chairman, my 

amendment will strike from the bill all 
of projects 5k-14 and 5k-15, lines 
9 through 15 on page No. 5 and in so 
doing save the. taxpayers of the United 
States $55 million. 

During general debate yesterday, I 
summarized my opposition to these 
projects. 

In connection with project 5k-14, I 
should like to quote from the position 
ol the Atomic Energy Commission as 
to this project: 
· Project 58-e-14, in our judgment, 1llus
trates the disadvantages inherent in direc
tives of the type embodied in this blll. By 
specifying a natural uranium, graphite-mod
erated gas-cooled reactor, the bill might well 
preclude any significant advance over the 
British technology embodied in their exist
ing reactors. 

Indeed, the newer versions now under 
consideration by the British involve slight 
enrichment with U-235, an approach with 
many well-recognized advantages, which 
this bill would prohibit. 

The report continues: 
The Commission is presently exploring the 

gas-cooled reactor concept on several fronts. 
It believes that a project for construc

tion of a large stationary powerplant of 
this type would be valuable only if it made 
very significant advances over present Brit
ish technology. 

The Commission believes that the speci
fied project could only result in a reactor 
little if any better than the dual-purpose 
Calder-Hall reactors which we feel are ob
solescent. 

No attempt has been made to estimate 
the operating costs of the project. 

In view of the bill's direction that the re
actor be constructed by AEC at an AEC in
stallation, that the power from it be used 
by the AEC, and that it be dismantled when 
it has served AEC's purpose, non-Federal 
contributions to the construction or opera
tion o! the project cannot be expected. 

For these reasons the Commission opposes 
inclusion o! this project in the bi11. 

In addition, as I mentioned earlier, 
we are receiving full information from 
the British regarding their experience 
with this type of reactor. 

We have also received information 
from the British that they are in trou
ble, and that they are abandoning the 
natural w·anium reactor. 

It would be folly for the taxpayers to 
spend $40 million on this obsolete re
actor as provided for by project 58-e-14. 

My amendment will also strike project 
f8-e-15 from the bill which would save 
the taxpayers of the United States $15 
million. 

It would be unwise to commence early 
construction of this reactor at this time, 
as would be required by section llOa of 
this bill. 

I would briefly like to say again as 
I said yesterday: $10 million is already 
being authorized in this bill in project 
58-e-3 for a fuels technology center at 
Argonne National Laboratory to ad
vance plutonium fuel technology. 

Also, the taxpayers are paying for sup
port of this project at Hanford, and 
$1,400,000 was budgeted for fiscal year 
1957 on the design phases of a pluto
nium recycle reactor. 

The Congress should defer considera
tion of this $15 million project until next 
year. 

Mr. Chairman, let me summarize my 
objections to the authorization of these 
projects at this time. 

Projects 58-e--14 and 58-e-15 should 
be stricken from the bill because, first, 
it would cost $55 million for unneces
sary reactors. 

Second, it would produce Federal pub
lic atomic power. 

Third, the Atomic Energy Commission 
opposes these projects. 

Fourth, in the case of the $40 million 
reactor, we can get the necessary infor
mation from the British. 

Fifth, the British indicate that they 
are abandoning the natural uranium re
actors in favor of our enriched uranium
type reactors. 

Sixth, the best evidence from quali
fied reactor experts indicates that the 
$40 million reactor is a poorly chosen de
sign. 

Seventh, private industry has made 
proposals under the third round to 
build natural uranium gas-cooled re
actors that will cost the taxpayers less 
money; yes, less than $40 million. 

Eighth, Representatives from the coal 
areas on both sides of the aisle should 
oppose this expenditure because it is for 
a large-scale Federal public power re
actor, and the Members interested in 
economy should oppose this authoriza
tion because it is an unnecessary au
thorization of $55 million of the tax
payers' money. 
· Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. VANZANDT. I yield to the gen

tleman from North Carolina. 
Mr. DURHAM. Will the gentleman 

explain to the House what good the in
formation will do that the AEC receives 
as far as private enterprise is concerned? 
Under our agreements, the information 
received from the British on the Calder 
Hall reactors cannot be passed on to 
private enterprise in this country, and 
that is one reason why we provided for 
the development of this type of reactor. 

Mr. VAN ZANDT. In reply to the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
DuRHAM] let me read from a letter which 
will be found in the committee hearings, 
and signed by Dr. W. F. Libby, Acting 
Chairman of the Atomic Energy Com
mission. He says: 

UNITED STATES 
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 

Washington, D. C., June 6, 1957. 
Ron. CARL T. DURHAM, 

Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy. 

DEAR MR. DURHAM: In our letter to you of 
March 8, 1957, the Commission summarized 
the present civil information cooperation 
with the United Kingdom and identified in 
particular several issues which have emerged 
in recent months. Subsequently, further 
discussions were held in London with repre
sentatives of the United Kingdom Atomic 
Energy Authority on this subject. In addi
tion, the Commission has just concluded 
talks in Washington with Sir Edwin Plow
den. Chairman of the United Kingdom 
Atomic Energy Authority. 

You may recall that one of the basic prob
lems set forth in our letter of March 8, was 
that the United Kingdom treats commer
cially valuable information di1Ierently than 
the United States. In summary, it is Gov
ernment policy in the United Kingdom to 
require private industry to pay a royalty for 

such information made ava.Uable by the 
British Government as a contribution to
ward the cost that the British taxpayers in
curred in financing the research and devel
opment work involved. This policy was 
reaffirmed by Sir Edwin Plowden during our 
Washington discussions as not only now 
applying in the atomic-energy field but as 
having been for years a general policy ap
plying to any information developed by the 
British Government which has a commercial 
application. 

Our discussions were characterized by 
frankness and there was a recognition by 
both sides that the basic problem of ex
change between the United States and the 
United Kingdom of commercially valuable 
information was very complex. As a step 
toward a solution of the overall problem, Sir 
Edwin Plowden made a proposal with re
spect to information on the Calder Hall re
actor which the Commission has accepted. 

However, it was mutually agreed that fur
ther discussion should take place, possibly 
in the autumn, to appraise progress made 
under the British proposal on the Calder 
Hall reactor and to explore possible addi
tional steps in other areas aimed at achiev
ing a resolution of the difficulties caused by 
the different policies followed by the two 
Governments in handling governmental in
formation which has commercial implica
tions. 

The United Kingdom proposal is as !ol
_lows: 

(1) The United Kingdom Atomic Energy 
Authority will make available to the AEC 
and our direct contractors an· detailed in
formation on the Calder Hall design itself, 
subject to a cutoff date of January 1, 1957, 
i. e., the original Calder Hall design and all 
modifications introduced up to the date 
stated. 

(2) The United Kin.gdom Atomic Energy 
Authority will make available for circulation 
to the United States access permit holders 
a body of information adequate in the view 
of the Authority for the evaluation of the 
Calder Hall reactor. This body of informa
tion would be subject to the same cutoff and 
would include some detailed information 
which is characterized by article II. A. 2 of 
the bilateral agreement. 

(3) If the United States access permit 
holders or any United States firms want 
more detailed information than available to 
them under the above proposal, the United 
Kingdom Atomic Energy Authority will fa
cilitate license arrangements with the Brit
ish industrial consortia. 

(4) The above proposal is not conditional 
on the receipt by the Authority from the 
Commission of similar information on Ship
pingport. 

The Commission has accepted this pro
posal and will shortly hold technical discus
sions With the appropriate representatives 
of the Authority to place this proposal in 
effect. 

Sincerely yours, 
w. F. LIBBY, 

Acting Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the House to 
support my amendment to strike from 
the bill, projects 58-e-14 and 58-e-15, 
lines 9 through 15 on page No. 5 and 
save the taxpayers the grand sum of 
$55 million. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex
pired. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word and ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 3 
additional minutes. 

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

There was no objection. 
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Mr. HOLMES. Mr. Chairman, wHl 
the gentleman yield? 
· Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gen

tleman from Washington. 
Mr. HOLMES. I would like to ask the 

distinguished gentleman from California 
this: In this dual amendment, as I un
derstand, that has been offered, there is · 
included 58-e-15. Am I right in that? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Yes. 
Mr. HOLMES. And 58-e-15 is the 

plutonium recycle experimental reactor 
directly connected with Hanford, Wash.? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. That is right. 
Mr. HOLMES. I wanted to get that 

clarified, because I am very much in
terested in the plutonium recycle ex
perimental reactor at Hanford. I am 
opposed to the amendment. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. The gentleman is 
correct, and -I was going to explain that. 
If the Members will allow me to proceed 
a little bit, I will try to be just as concise 
as possible and then yield for questions. 

Mr. HOLMES. I thank the gentle-
man. . 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Now, I think it is 
important for the House to realize that 
this involves $55 million, and the tempta
tion to strike it out in the name of 
economy is ·a hard one to · resist, I will 
admit. Your Atomic Energy Commit
tee, by a vote of 11 to 7, however, agreed 
that a natural uranium reactor should 
be built. 

Now, why was that? All of our re
actors are enriched fuel. Here is what 
I mean by enriched fuel. In any mass 
of ordinary uranium one one-hundred
and-fortieth is fissionable; that is, the 
material that goes into the bomb, which 
is the material that in burned in a re~c
tor. One hundred thirty-nine one-hun
dred-and-fortieths is waste. Now, if you 
have enriched fuel, you add one .one
hundred-and-fortieth of any amount of 
uranium 235 to the fuel plate or rod, and 
you have a faster reaction and a higher 
temperature in the reactor. 

Now, all of our reactors are on the 
basis of enriched fuel, but it costs a tre
mendous amount of money to make it en
riched uranium. You have to reduce 
the metal to powder and then to a gas 
to get this one one-hundred-and-fortieth 
out. Then it has to be worked into the 
natural uranium so you have an en
riched fuel. The English have gone the 
other way. They have built natural 
uranium reactors. What is the frac
tion involved in the natural uranium re
actor? Only one one-hundred-and-
fortieth is involved. . 

We are talking about the atoms for 
peace program, so that American manu
facturers can make these reactors and 
export them to have-not nations, to 
neutral nations, to nations that do not 
have any coal or oil supply and cannot 
get it because of the cost of transporta
tion. 

The Japanese have been considering 
buying reactors. I hold in my hand the 
Whaley Eaton Atoms for Peace Service. 
This sells for several hundred dollars a 
year and is one of the most authoritative 
that I know of. This is dated August 1, 
and it says: 

Japan's AEC has "informally" decided to 
import a 200,000-kilowatt to 250,000-kilowatt 
improved Calder Hall type reactor from Brit-

ain and a small pressurized water-type ri:l
actor, capable of producing 21,000 kilowatts, 
from the United States. 

The foreign nations are making their 
decision as to whom they are going to 
deal with. I say that we should have a 
reactor to sell so that they can buy ura
nium fuel, natural uranium, anywhere in 
the world, so that they do not have to 
come to the United states for enriched 
fuel, because we are the only ones who 
can make it in quantity. For illustra
tion, it is the difference between buying 
an automobile for which you have to go 
to one certain filling station when you 
want gas or buying an automobile for 
which you can get fuel at any filling sta ... 
tion. A reactor that uses natural ura ... 
nium can get the natural uranium any
where in the world where they have ura ... 
nium. This puts our manufacturers on 
a competitive level not only in the en
riched field but also the natural uranium 
field. 

There is not a kilowatt of public power 
involved in this. When this reactor is 
built, it will probably be built at H~n
ford, Wash., or Orco, Idaho. Any power 
that comes out as a result of this experi
mental reactor will be used by the Gov
ernment in its own facilities. There will 
not be a kilowatt sold to any private 
consumer anywhere. So that issue is not 
involved. The issue is whether we want 
to put our people on a competitive level 
with the British, possibly with the so .. 
viets, becau.se we do not know exactly 
what is going on behind that Iron Cur
tain, or whether we want to go ahead 
and just have one kind of an automobile 
to sell, that burns one kind of gasoline. 
That is the question in the $40 million 
item. 

In the $15 million item which the gen
tleman also seeks to strike, the purpose 
is an experimental reactor to learn how 
to burn plutonium. When we burn 
uranium 235, which is the %40 part of 
uranium in a reactor, we form it into 
either plates or cylinders and put it into 
the reactor and let the chain reaction 
take place. During the process of that 
chain reaction the uranium 235 slug or 
plate produces another element which 
has to be taken out of it later on. That 
is plutonium. The only use .for pluto
nium today is in bombs and one of the 
reasons why we think we ought to have 
more plutonium is that it is a very 
necessary ingredient of cleaner bombs. 
Under the law every one of these reactors 
that are built by private companies, 
practically every one of them, produce 
plutonium. The Government has to buy 
that plutonium under the law. The pri
vate companies cannot keep it, the Gov
ernment has to buy it. We have to buy 
it, and we buy it for two purposes, if 
we know how to use it. We can buy it 
for weapons or we can buy it for peace
time application. The· $15 million item 
is to build an experimental type of re
actor to learn how to burn plutonium, 
not to make power. It will make some 
power as an incident and it will be used 
in the local facility. It may run a day 
and be closed down a week or it may 
run a week and be closed down a day. 
The public power issue is not involved 
here. We want to know how to turn our 

plutonium bomb stock into peacetime 
application. The scientists have spent 
$2 million at the behest of the Atomic 
Energy Commission to find out if they 
can do this. They say they are ready 
to build a small reactor to find out if 
they can burn plutonium just as they 
burn U-235. This is what the $15 million 
is for. 

· The temptation to strike this out is 
very great, but there are some great is
sues involved _here. The President's 
atoms-for-peace program, the competi
tion in foreign fields · with natural 
uranium reactors, is involved, the con
version of our bomb stock to peacetime 
fuel use is involved. 

As far as I am personally concerned~ 
I will be satisfied with what the House 
does, but I want you to know plainly 
what you are doing in this. The ma
jority of the committee comes to you 
and says that in their judgment this 
should be done. It is up to the House 
to work its way. 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, as a reminder I would 
reiterate that $55 million of unbudgeted, 
unrequested funds is involved in this 
amendment. As the gentleman from 
California has indicated, this amend
ment does have a direct bearing on the 
world competition to build reactors. The 
principal countries supplying those re
actors, manufacturing them, are Brit
ain and ·the United States. It is indi
cated that the British approach is the 
natural uranium. The American ap
proach is the enriched uranium. The 
best scientific advice that our manufac
turers have been able to get is directed 
away from, not into line with the British 
reactors. 

Can you imagine the effect that would 
occur in the minds of potential buyers 
of atomic reactors if the Congress of the 
United States by law directed the Com
mission to build a natural uranium re
actor? Would there ever thereafter be 
any doubt iri their minds as to whether 
they should . buy a British reactor or an 
American reactor, since the Congress, 
supposedly informed on the subject, had 
thought so well of the natural uranium 
reactor that it directed the Government 
agency to go ahead and build it? 

This amendment is of far-reaching 
consequences on American industry, and 
I would urge your extreme caution in 
deciding on it. 

As to whether or not these· reactors 
should be constructed at this time, the 
recommendation by a majority of the 
committee was predicated largely on the 
alleged recommendation of individual 
scientists of great reputation. After the 
majority reached its decision last week 
I sent a telegram to these outstanding 
scientists which in substance asked their 
recommendation as to whether it was 
feasible for Congress at this time to di
rect the Commission to proceed with 
the construction of a natural uranium 
reactor. I received these responses. 

The first was from Henry D. Smyth. 
I doubt if. there is any person in this 
chamber who would . deny that Henry 
Smyth is one of the outstanding nuclear 
physicists in the country. We all are 
aware of the Smyth report published be-



1957 ·coNGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 14253 
fore the Commission was even created. 
We know that he was a member. of the 
Commission and is an outstanding 
scientist. He says: 

PRINCETON UNIVERSITY, 
Princeton, N. J., August 2, 1957. 

Representative STERLING COLE, 
House oj Representatives, 

Washington, D. C.: 
As stated in letter of June 27 to Mr. HoLI• 

FIELD. Believe Federal Government should 
give vigorous leadership to nuclear power 
program. Nevertheless believe it mistake 
in principle for Congress to insist on con
struction of a specific reactor. Such techni
cal judgments are responsibility of the Com
mission and its staff. Furthermore would 
oppose choice of gas-cooled natural uranium 
graphite moderated reactors unless clearly 
a technical advance over British type as to 
temperature and other specifications. 

HENRY D. SMYTH. 

The next response was from Alvin M. 
Weinberg, director of the Oak Ridge 
National Laboratory, Oak Ridge, Tenn. 
He says: 

OAK RIDGE NATIONAL LABORATORY, 
Oak Ridge, Tenn., August 5, 1957. 

Hon. STERLING CoLE, 
Congress oj the United States, 

Washington, D. C.: 
I consider it in principle inadvisable to 

specify in detail the type of reactor for AEC 
to build. It would be much better to allow 
AEC to decide on moderator degree of en
richment and power output in light of what 
will best further overall reactor art. I see 
no reason for great haste in building such 
a device and suggest timing be left to AEC. 

ALVIN M. WEINBERG. 

The next response was from Dr. Wal· 
ter H. Zinn, another outstanding reactor 
physicist. He says: 

AUGUST 4, 1957. 
Hon. STERLING COLE, 

House Office Building, 
Capitol, Washington, D. C.: 

In reply to your telegram and question of 
August 2. I believe the United States of 
America program must include natural 
uranium power reactors. . Because of high 
temperature pote;ntial gas cooling should be 
added to our development program. I have 
made similar statements to ·the joint com
mittee several times and in my view these 
items involve policy decisions for our atomic 
program. I have no special competence to 
comment on Government administration 
procedures. In my view, specification de
tails such as combination of fuel and cool
ant, moderator choice, size, and cost esti
mates should be left to AEC and responsible 
contractors. I believe that instructions from 
Congressional committee will be most effec
tive if limited to policy matters and if tech
nical specifications are left to agency which 
is to execute instruction. If committee does 
not approve manner in which policy is exe
cuted projects should be vetoed by denying 
funds. 

W. H. ZINN. 

Then, finally, there was the response 
from Admiral Rickover who has done 
such an outstanding performance in the 
development of military reactors. He 
says: 

AUGUST 6, 1957. 
Hon. STERLING COLE, 

House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C.: 

This is in reply to your telegram of August 
2, 1957. As I indicated in my recent testi
mony before subcommittees of the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy, I believe that 
an advanced gas cooled reactor utilizing nat-

ural uranium can be built and operated suc
cessfully. Such gas cooled reactors would 
well be the best way to produce power from 
natural uranium without dependence on 
large electric power consuming separation 
plants necessary for producing enriched 
uranium or heavy water. These reactors 
would thus be particularly attractive to un
derdeveloped countries because it would en
able them to build atomic powerplants using 
natural uranium which they might find 
within their own borders. In this way they 
would not be dependent upon others to sup
ply them with the enriched uranium or 
heavy water which are needed in other types 
of power reactors with regard to economics. 
There is at present insufficient information 
to make any realistic estimate on power costs 
on gas cooled or any type of power reactors. 
I believe that the most effective way to de
velop both economic and technical informa
tion on natural uranium gas cooled reactors 
is actually to develop, to design, and to build 
one of modest size as indicated in my testi
mony. I do not feel that it is appropriate 
for me to comment on the policy question 
of whether such a gas cooled reactor should 
be built or by whom. 

H. G. RICKOVER, 
Chief, Naval Reactors Branch, Divi

sion of Reactor Development, 
United States Atomic Energy 
Commission. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, I would like to ask 
the gentleman a question. On page 23 
of the report there are excerpts from 
the testimony of the three gentlemen, 
the witnesses to whom the gentleman 
sent telegrams. The excerpts appear on 
page 23 and seem to be in direct con· 
trast to the statements of the witnesses 
to the gentleman's telegrams. Is there 
not a conflict in the testimony of these 
people? 

Mr. COLE. Is the gentleman quoting 
from the majority report or the minor
ity report? 

Mr. YATES. Yes; I am quoting from 
the majority report. 

Mr. COLE. Since I was not a partici
pant in the majority · report, I would 
prefer that the gentleman direct that 
question to Members who did subscribe 
to the majority report. 

Mr. YATES. But the gentleman has 
given the Members of the House state
ments made by the same witnesses 
whose statements appear in the major
ity report. There seems to be a direct 
conflict. 

Mr. COLE. There does appear to be 
some kind of conflict. I have endeav
ored to be as completely objective and 
impartial as possible to allow these indi· 
viduals to reflect their individual judg
ments. 

Mr. YATES. I hope somebody on the 
majority side of the report will answer 
my question. 

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. CoLE] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
t.o the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. EVINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. COLE. I yield. 
Mr. EVINS. This House, I am sure, 

esteems and recognizes our colleague, the 

gentleman from New York [Mr. CoLE], 
and the country recognizes him as an 
eminent authority in this field, and we 
certainly respect his abilities. But the 
telegram he just read from Admiral 
Rickover certainly is not in opposition to 
the Commission building this reactor. 
Admiral Rickover developed the Nautilus. 
He favors our Government's participa
tion-not in withdrawing from active 
participation-if I understand his posi
tion and the telegram. Furthermore, 
one of the statements made by the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. VAN 
ZANDT] for knocking out this project is 
that we can get the information from 
the British. To my mind that seems one 
of the basic fundamental issues in this 
debate, as to whether we should have the 
information ourselves. or whether our 
Government should be placed in a posi
tion of having to obtain the information 
from the British and others. They are 
advancing-we are falling behind. Why 
should not our country develop the facts 
and knowledge? America should not be 
behind or dependent on the British or 
any other country. I think the argu
ment that we can get the facts from 
others is one of the weakest arguments 
the gentleman makes in support of his 
amendment. 

Would the gentleman comment on 
that? 

Mr. COLE. I thank the gentleman 
for his compliments, but I assure him I 
am no better informed on this subject 
than all the other members of the Joint 
Committee. It seems to me a wasteful 
expenditure of $40 million on a reactor, 
the basic principles of which we can 
obtain from the British ·who have al· 
ready built these reactors. · 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. CoLE] 
has again expired. 

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I am sure the gentle
man from New York [Mr. COLE] does 
not want to misinform the House. Un
der our agreement we receive a certain 
amount of information, but it is some
what limited. The Commission can use 
that in its own laboratories, but under 
the agreements they cannot pass it on 
to private enterprise unless they go out 
and contract to build it. 

In regard to the telegrams and letters, 
I do not like to get the Commission peo
ple on the spot, because they work for 
the Commission. Most of them are un
der contract with the Government. I 
think it is very unfair. Admiral Rick
over, if you will read his statement on 
page 23 of the report and his statement 
made before the committee by Dr. 
Smythe, it speaks for itself. I think the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. CoLE] 
made our case for us. You will see the 
testimony by Admiral Rickover, which is 
verbatim, and of Dr. Zinn, on page 23 
of the report are the same. I consider 
these individuals as probably the top 
people in the country on reactors, espe
cially this type of reactor; but, if you will 
notice, none of them has said we should 
not proceed and build the natural ura
nium reactor. In my opinion because of 
the fact that unless we do this, private 
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industry will not have much of a com
petitive position in Europe, because 
everybody knows that the gas-cooled 
natural uranium type reactor is going to 
be cheaper than an enriched fuel re
actor. 

As has been brought out here, I think 
it supplements the President's program 
of atoms for peace. Otherwise, I would 
not be here asking you to do. it. I think 
it has a potential for peace in the world, 
and I hope you will vote down the 
amendment. 

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

Mr. DURHAM. I yield. 
Mr. YATES. As a member of the 

Appropriations Subcommittee which 
deals with the National Science Founda
tion, I hear the testimony of many 
eminent scientists. They frequently 
point out that in the field of basic re
search there must be duplication, be
cause ·frequently no one scientist can 
find the answer. If two scientists are 
engaged in the same endeavor there is 
a greater chance of success. Is not this 
same situation applicable to the reactor 
involved in this amendment? 

Mr. DURHAM. What we are recom
mending in the report is an advanced 
type of this re~ctor. 

Mr. YATES. So that we ma:9 actually 
learn more than the British by our 
experiment? 

Mr. DURHAM. That is one way to 
do it. By trial and error. 

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

Mr. DURHAM. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. PRICE. I wish the gentleman 
would reiterate to the House the fact 
that the dissemination of information 
on the British reactor is definitely re
stricted as far as our private industry in 
this country is concerned. But whateve~ 
experience we would get from building 
our own reactor could be transferred to 
all industry and anyone who had need 
to know could have any of the knowledge 
gained from our experiments. 

Mr. DURHAM. Certainly I feel it 
would be to the advantage not only of 
AEC but to the country at large; other
wise I would not support it. 

Mr. PRICE. It would be of great ad
vantage to private industry particularly. 

Mr. DURHAM. It certainly would. 
Mr. PRICE. It would be of great ad

vantage, of particular advantage to the 
United States in world trade. 

Mr. DURHAM. I think the fact has 
already been pointed out that the Japan
ese have informally placed an order 
with England for a 250,000 kilowatt 
natural uranium gas-cooled reactor 
plant. 

Mr. PRICE. I am: afraid there will 
be an erroneous impression based on 
some of the remarks made in connection 
with this amendment that this informa
tion is currently available from the 
British. However~ we have alrea.dy 
passed the cutoii date of January 1, 
1957, and current information is not 
available to us. 

Mr. DURHAM. The gentleman is 
correct. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered ·by the gentle
men from Pennsylvania. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. DURHAM) 
there were-ayes 138, noes 119. . 

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Chairman, 1 de
mand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair
man appointed as tellers Mr. DURHAM 
and Mr. VAN ZANDT. 

The Committee divided, and the tellers 
reported that there were-ayes 162, noes 
130. . 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike out the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I would like to spend 

just a few minutes outlining the tech
nical basis for the committee's reactor 
proposals. Last year our committee 
held extensive hearings on acceleration 
of the atomic power program. We re
ceived mueh testimony on gas-cooled 
reactors in the .atomic energy 1)rogram. 
The committee engaged the well-known 
reactor expert, Dr. W. H. Zinn, as a con
sultant. Dr. Zinn was formerly Director . 
of the Argonne Laboratory for the 
Atomic . Energy Commission, and he is 
regarded as the outstanding reactor de
signer in the country. 

Dr. Zinn's reports indicated that five 
types of reactors could be selected in an 
accelerated program. One of these was 
the gas-cooled type which the House 
has just rejected. 

This year we also had testimony from 
responsible people from the AEC, from 
their installations, including Dr. Smythe 
and Admiral Rickover. They testified 
as to the need for the natural uranium 
gas-cooled reactors. Dr. Zinn testified 
as to a gas-cooled reactor of different 
design for private . development in the 
AEC demonstration program. 

I think-this is my own opinion, of 
course, and I am not criticizing the ac
tion of the House-that we leave gaps in 
the program by rejecting the proposals 
of the committee. This is a serious mat
ter that confronts this Nation. 

On April 1, 1955, W. Kenneth Davis, 
who is in charge of reactor development 
for the United States Atomic Energy 
Commission, made glowing predictions 
before the American Power Conference 
for the AEC atom power program. He 
predicted about 2 million kilowatts of 
nuclear power capability in service by 
the end of 1960 and about 5 million 
kilowatts by the end of 1965. 

On March 14, 1957, 2 years later, this 
same man in a speech stated: 

By the end of 1959 we expect 10 experi
mental plants to be producing nuclear 
power. Only one of these, however, the 
Shippingport pressurized water reactor, is a 
large scale plant, and our estimate of total 
nuclear generating capacity as of the end 
of 1959 is in the order of only 130,000 kilo
watts. 

In July 1957 Mr. Davis further indi
cated how we are losing ground when 
he issued his new forecast. He now 
predicts 1 million kilowatts of nuclear 
power stations in operation 5 years from 
now-1962. Compare this with the . 2 
million kilowatts by 1960 which he was 
predicting only 2 years ago. 

131trriSH PLANS 

In February 1955 the Blitish an
nounced plans to have between 1,500,000 
and 2,000,000 kilowatts of nuclear power 
capacity in operation by the end of 1965. 

. After their experiences with the natu
ral uranium type of reactor and realiz
ing the necessity for rapid development 
of nuclear power, the British in March 
1957 approximately tripled their desired 
and planned goals. In March 1957 the 
British officially announced that they 
now have decided to expand their goals 
to "a range of 5 million to 6 million kilo
watts of nuclear capacity in operation 
by the end of 1965." 

In other words, while Mr. Davis and 
the Atomic Energy Commission have 
been cutting back in their forecast dur
ing the same period the British are mov
ing rapidly ahead. 

SOVIET PLANS 

The Soviet Government's original 5-
year plan announced to the world in 
early 1956 that the Soviet Government 
p}anned to install _between 2,000,000 and 
2,500,000 kilowatts of nuclear capacity 
by 1960. From public announcements 
and speeches rnade by Soviet officials, it 
would appear that the Russians like Mr. 
Davis are beginning to cut back in their 
optimistic p1·edictions. The latest avail
able information indicates that the 
Soviet Government is planning to have 
1,500,000 kilowatts of nuclear power in 
operation by 1960, which is still ex
tremely substantial, particularly when 
you compare it with our latest expecta
tions of only 130,000 kilowatts by the end 
of 1959, and only 1 million kilowatts by 
1962. . -

· Mr. COLE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as foll!)WS: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CoLE: On page 

14, line 13, strike out all of section 110. 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment I feel sure will have no op
position. In view of the action taken by 
the House on the previous amendment, 
section 110 no longer applies. This 
amendment is offered simply to make the 
bill comply with the action previously 
taken by the Committee of the Whole on 
the Van Zandt amendment. 

Mr. DURHAM. We have no objection 
to the amendment, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. COLE. Mr. Chairman, I offer a 

further amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CoLE: On page 

15, line .14, strike out all of section 111 (a) 
and substitute the following: 

"SEC. 111. Cooperative power reactor dem
onstration program: (a) There is hereby au
thorized to be appropriated to the Atomic 
Energy Commission, in accordance with the 
provisions of section 261a (2) of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, the sum of 
$132,621,000: Provided, however, That not 
more than $1,500,000 is authorized for the 
Power Reactor :Oevelopment Company proj· 
ect during fiscal year 1958." 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Chairman, I shall try 
to be as brief as possible and cover 
quickly the points involved in this 
amendment. -
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At the outset, I want to assure you that 

there is no unbudgeted financial consid· 
eration involved. The amendment I 
have offered is substantially, dollarwise, 
the same as contained in the bill. 

Prior to the changing of the law in 
1954, through the persuasion of the Joint 
Committee, informally, the Atomic En· 
ergy Commission undertook a power 
t:eactor development program. Under 
the authority of the 1954 act, that pro· 
gram involved four reactors, one of which 
was the one at Shippingport about which 
you will hear some discussion, as you 
have already. That was financed en· 
tirely by the Federal Government, with 
the exception that private industry, the 
Duquesne Light & Power Co., contributed 
$5 million, and there were three other 
power reactor projects. The rest of the 
expense was borne entirely by the Fed· 
eral Government. 

In 1954, the law was changed which 
permitted a joint and cooperative opera· 
tion between the Government and pri· 
vate industry. The Atomic Energy Com· 
mission undertook what was called the 
first round of the power demonstration 
reactor program. I think there were 
three projects in the first round, one of 
which was the Consumers Public Power 
District of Nebraska, which undertook 
negotiations looking toward a project in· 
volving the expenditure of some $50 
million and the Consumers Power con· 
tributed $5 million toward the construe· 
tion of the reactor. 

'!·hen the Commission had a second 
round under the power demonstration 
reactor program. In the second round 
the only proposals were from coopera· 
tively and municipally owned groups: 
The city of Piqua, Ohio; the Chugach 
Electric Association in Alaska; the Elk 
River Cooperative Power Association in 
Minnesota, and the Wolverine Coopera· 
tive in Michigan. Those projects have 
been under discussion between the co· 
operatives and the Commission for a 
year and a half. Two of them are up 
to the point of finalization, where the 
contract may actually be signed. Funds 
for completion of those projects are car· 
ried in the bill. 

Under those arrangements with the 
cooperatives, the Commission is proceed
ing on contract negotiations with the 
cooperatives to supervise construction of 
the reactors and supervise the operation 
of the reactors. 

At the time when the demonstration 
purposes of the reactor were completed 
the reactor was to be dismantled or sold. 

The joint committee by majority vote 
has changed all that and has by the 
provisions of section 111 (a) (1) directed 
the Commission to build the reactor it· 
self, to operate the reactor, and to sell 
the steam to the cooperatives. There 
is no time limit placed on the period in 
which the Commission will operate the 
reactor so far as the bill is concerned. 
It is contemplated that the Commission 
may operate the reactor indefinitely. 

The entire funds for the building of 
the reactor would come ~rom the Federal 
Government. The cost of operating the 
reactor would come from the Federal 
Government. The Federal Government 
would sell the steam to the utility for an 

indefinite period of time. If that does 
not put the Federal Government right 
squarely in the center of public power, 
then I do not know what does. 

So it is a matter of principle that is 
primarily involved in this amendment 
and not dollars. 

To adopt the committee's provision, as 
contained in the bill, would negate all 
the negotiations that have taken place 
up to this point between the coopera
tives and the Commission, and would re
quire the negotiations to be started over 
again, involving and entailing a delay 
of, perhaps, another year or 2 years. 

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

Mr. COLE. I yield. 
Mr. WIER. I have a particular inter· 

est, as most of us in Minnesota have, in 
the project that the gentleman has just 
mentioned, the Elk River project. I 
think the other project that the gentle· 
man had some doubt about is the North-
ern Stat e Power of Minnesota. 

Mr. COLE. The Northern State Power 
has submitted a proposal under the 
third round. 

Mr. WIER. Yes. Under the gentle
man's amendment, and this has, as you 
have said, been pending a long time and 
this Elk River cooperative is ready to 
go-what effect would the passing of 
your amendment or the defeat of your 
amendment mean so far as the comple· 
tion of these cooperatives? 

Mr. COLE. It is my understanding 
that the Elk River. project has reached 
the point where the contracts are ready 
to be signed and the terms in detail have 
been arrived at between the cooperatives 
and the Commission, and if this amend· 
ment of mine is not adopted and the 
committee's recommendation as con· 
tained in the bill is adopted, that will be 
upset, and the Elk River project will 
have to start negotiations all over again. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

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

Mr. McCULLOCH. I yield. 
Mr. COLE. I am advised that I was 

not sufficiently clear in my response to 
the inquiry of the gentleman from Min· 
nesota. If my amendment is adopted, 
the Elk River contract will proceed as the 
Elk River people have negotiated and 
agreed for it to proceed. If my amend
ment is adopted, the project at Piqua 
will proceed just as the city has nego
tiated on its terms with the Commission. 
That is likewise true with the two other 
cooperatives in Michigan and Alaska. 

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

Mr. McCULLOCH. I yield. 
Mr. CEDERBERG. The gentleman 

from New York has answered my ques
tion and that is true of the cooperative 
in Michigan; is it not, may I inquire of 
the gentleman from New York? 

Mr. COLE. Yes; it is. 
Mr. CEDERBERG. That is the Wol· 

verine project? 
Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. McCULLOCH. I yield to the 

gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. WEAVER. Can the gentleman 
tell me how his amendment affects the 
project in Nebraska? 

Mr. COLE. If the amendment is 
adopted, it will not affect the project in 
Nebraska in any way. The project in 
Nebraska is near to the point of finaliza
tion and the funds are not involved in 
my amendment. But, it is involved in 
the provisions of the bill, as reported 
by the majority of the committee. If 
my amendment is adopted, the Nebraska 
deal may be carried out just as it is now. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, 
the city of Piqua has been mentioned by 
the gentleman from New York. That is 
my hometown. It is a city of some 
18,000 people. We have an unusual di· 
rector of utilities there who has done a 
magnificent job in negotiating with a 
private engineering firm, North Ameri
can Aviation, Inc., and the AEC, and 
plans have progressed to the point that 
they are now in final negotiations with 
the Atomic Energy Commission in the 
matter of the erection of an organic 
moderated reactor in that city. 

I would like again to address a ques
tion to the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. CoLE] and that question is this: If 
the amendment which he has offered 
should be adopted, does that in any way 
modify or detract from the negotiations 
between the City of Piqua and the 
Atomic Energy Commission and the 
North American Aviation, Inc., which 
have been carried on to this point? 

Mr. COLE. The amendment I have 
offered does not do violence to the Piqua 
project whatever. It contains funds 
which will permit the Piqua project 
to continue negotiations to the point of 
finality. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. I would like to 
ask the gentleman from New York one 
other question. If his amendment be 
agreed to, will the North American Avia
tion, Inc., be authorized to enter into 
contractual negotiations directly with 
the Atomic Energy Commission and the 
city of Piqua not be necessarily made a 
party to the final contract? 

Mr. COLE. The decision as to who is 
to make the contract with the manu
facturer will be up to the city of Piqua 
or the Commission. As it is now, the 
city contemplates making a contract 
with North American. If my amend
ment is adopted and the Commission in 
its discretion determines that that is the 
better way to do it, then the Commis
sion may make a contract with North 
American. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. If the Atomic En· 
ergy Commission should come to the de
cision that it did not wish to contract 
with the North American Aviation, Inc., 
there would be no recourse for the city 
of Piqua, if the constitution of the State 
of Ohio should prohibit, the city of Piqua 
from contracting with the Atomic En
ergy Commission. 

Mr. COLE. On the assumption which 
the gentleman has stated, I would as
sume that is the logical conclusion, but 
I am not advised that such is the case. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Is the gentleman 
of the opinion that the Atomic Energy 
Commission might take the position that 
it would not continue to contract with 
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the city and then the city find itself, by 
reason of the limitations in the consti
tution, utterly and completely blocked in 
this program which has been cat·ried on 
thus far? 

Mr. COLE. If · the Commission feels 
that the nature of this reactor is of suffi
cient importance, in the art of reactor 
-concepts, to justify the Commission mak
ing a contract directly with the North 
American Co., in view of the State con
stitutional limitations, then the Com
mission under its present authority 
might do so. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
-gentleman from Ohio [Mr. McCuLLOCH] 
has expired. 

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

Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. CoLE] said, this is a very 
important amendment, and the commit
tee will ask for a rollcall on this amend
ment. as well as the other two amend
ments which have been voted on. 

Now let us be very plain as to what this 
does. This strikes out all of the protec
'tion which has been placed into the 
language by the committee. I address 
myself to the gentleman from Ohio IMr. 
McCuLLOCH], who made the queries. 

I hold in my hand a letter from Mr. 
Gallagher, director of facilities in the 
city of Piqua, Ohio. I understand he has 
also sent a copy of this to several of the 
people in the Ohio area. This amend
ment strikes out any kind of protection 
which the co-ops may have. 

Understand this; The joint committee 
did not put the co-ops into this program. 
They were put in by the Atomic Energy 
Commission. · For 17 to 27 months they 
have been negotiating with these little 
co-ops, all of them small except am
sumers of Nebraska. Consumers of Ne
braska is a State-owned monopoly. It is 
not a co-op in the sense of these four 
small co-ops, but it is included in this. 
Fifty million dollars of the · $99 million 
goes to Consumers of Nebraska, which is 
a State-owned monopoly. There is no 
private power ln Nebraska. The {)ther 
$49 million goes to the~e little four 
co-ops. The Atomic Energy Commission 
has been trying to deal with them for 17 
months or more: They have not been 
able to come to an agreement. Why? 
Because the co-ops have no business in 
this program. They have no business i:1 
the program, and I told them so. The 
reason they have no business in this pro
gram is because this is an expenslve pro
gram. You are playing in a game with 
thousand-dollar chips and the co-ops 
only have two-bit chips. They are going 
to get tricked into a contract where their 
cost of power will be unknown. 

What the committee has done is to 
direct the AEC to make a straight open 
contract with the co-ops, telling them 
what their power costs will be. Do not 
mix it up now with a lot of this research 
and development contract stuff which in
volve unknown dollar cost or income. 

If the co-ops do not have every factor 
nailed down as to their costs and income 
in these contracts they will walk into a 
financial trap which will bankrupt them. 
Just let the AEC tell them frankly what 
it will cost them, like they did with the 

private power compa-ny at Shippingport, 
the Duquesne Power & Light Co.; just 
as they did in the case of Southern Cali
fornia Edison in southern California in 
Santa Susana_; just as they did in the 
case of the Niagara Mohawk Power Co. 
at West Milton, N. Y.; just give them a 
plain contract that says that steam from 
the Government-owned reactor will cost 
you so much per kilowatt. That is what 
we have done in the committee language. 

Now, the gentleman's amendment 
strikes all that out of this, and you can 
imagine what wi11 happen at this time 
with co-ops. If they are not very, very 
careful they are going to g·et sucked into 
a contract with an unknown cost factor, 
a cost that will later cause them, becaHse 
they cannot accumulate a. reserve for 
such a contingency, to go bankrupt. 
They are going to have to raise their 
rates to their customers. That means 
that the adjoining private utility will buy 
them up because they are bankrupt. 
Now, that is what the amendment will do; 

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

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield. 
· Mr. McCULLOCH. I am very happy 
that the gentleman has raised the ques
tion with reference to the city of Piqua. 
I should like to draw this question to 
the attention of the gentleman from 
California: If the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New York {Mr. 
CoLE] is adopted, would it not yet be 
possible for the cooperatives and for the 
municipal powerplants in this country 
to enter into a contract with the Atomic 
Energy Commission whereby the Com
mission will guarantee to the cooper
atives or to the municipal powerplants 
the difference between the cost of steam 
as they could produce it in their own 
plant and what it will cost under a re
actor system? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Oh, yes; it will be 
possible, but they have no mandate from 
the Congress to do it and they have been 
negotiating for 17 months because they 
will not do it. 

The city of Piqua wants its power at 
2.88 mills. 

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

<By unanimous consent, Mr. HoLIFIELD 
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. McCULLOCH . . I appreciate the 
gentleman's courtesy very much. I think 
we are getting right down to the heart 
of a very important problem. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. That is right. 
Mr. McCULLOCH. And I fully appre

ciate the gentleman's explanation even 
though there is no assurance that the 
cooperatives or the municipalities in this 
country will get such a contract. They 
may get it if they are hard enough bar
gainers and if the Atomic Energy Com
mission carries out what in my opinion 
is the plain mandate of Congress to have 
this research and development not only 
available for private power companies 
in this country but also for cooperatives 
and for municipal powerplants as well. 
.Is that logical? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. The gentleman has 
made a logical statement. They may 
do it, but they have not been able · to 
do it with consumers of Nebraska and 

they have been negotiating fo:r 27 
months. 

The Piqua power system has a man 
by the name of John P. Gallagher who 
is a real -businessman. I complimented 
him when he appeared before the com
mittee. I said: ''Mr. Gallagher, if I were 
in your shoes I would be making the 
same demand you are making.', And I 
said: "I think you are a good enough 
businessman not to go into a contract 
unless you get what you want." 

Now, just what Mr. Gallagher wants 
is what the eommittee wants Mr. Gal
lagher to get, and makes it mandatory 
that he get it. 

So you are placing your dependence 
for Mr. Gallagner's Ohio project and all 
the others, you are placing it upon your 
dependence of the AEC making this type 
of contract which they have failed to 
make for 17 to 27 months. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield for a further 
question? 

Mr. HOLIFIEI:D. I yield. 
Mr. McCULLOCH. Is it a fact, in the 

opinion of the gentleman from Cali
fornia, if he cares to express an opinion. 
that the Commission has been dragging 
its feet in completing negotiations with 
the cooperatives and municipalities on 
this type of contract? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. It is the opinion of 
the gentleman from California that the 
Commission made an invitation and re
ceived proposals and that they have been 
playing each one of these little groups 
separately, not telling them what they 
want. The little groups have been try
ing to make a deal with the AEC. They 
cannot do it because there is too much 
ambiguity in the negotiations and I think 
time has proven that. 
. Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to speak 
of another program in the gentleman's 
amendment. The language of the gen
tleman's amendment provides congres
sional authorization for the PRDC con
tract which is being challenged . under 
the Administrative Procedure Act on 
the ground of safety and with the threat 
of taking it into court on appeal with 
the right to take it into the court on 
appeal. Remember that the commit
tee has not objected to the Yankee 
Atomic project, to the Commonwealth 
Edison project, to the Consolidated Edi
son project, all private projects. We 
have not objected to them because the 
Safety Reactor Committee cleared their 
·safety design. But in the case of PRDC 
they could not find the evidence to clear 
the safety of the design. 

In all the other private projects there 
have been laboratory models, prototype 
models, then they bwld the big 1·eactors. 
On the fast breeder reactor there was 
one laboratory model and it ran wild and 
melted down. There are $29 million in 
the bill to complete a second laboratory 
model to try to see if they can make this 
fast breeder reactor work safely. They 
cannot give Clearance on the safety of 
it until they know it will not endanger 
the lives of the· people in Michigan. 

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

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan. · 
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Mr. FORD. I have read the language 

to which the gentleman from California 
refers in the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New York: 

Not more than 1 million 5 is authorized 
for the PRDC project during fiscal 1958. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. That means a mil
lion, five hundred thousand is authorized · 
for the PRDC contract, not more than 
that. It means up to that amount is 
authorized, and, therefore, it would prob
ably be claimed that it was Congres
sional approval of the contract. 

Mr. FORD. It seems to me this is 
permissive language, it is not mandatory. 
It would depend on administrative action 
to make the actual expenditure. 

Mr. MEADER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. MEADER. Mr. Chairman, I call 
the attention of the Committee to page 
14126 Of yesterday's CONGRESSIONAL REC
ORD and to the colloquy between myself 
and the gentleman from California [Mr. 
HoLIFIELD J concerning certain language 
in the majority part of the report on 
this bill. 

I gathered from the colloquy, although 
it was not completely clear, that the com
mittee did not instruct the AEC not to go 
forward with preconstruction research 
on the PRDC project at a cost of $1,-
500,000 for fiscal 1958. The amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. CoLE] will remove any doubt on 
this point. For that reason I am in 
favor of the amendment of the gentle
man from New York. 

Let me say that this is a very impor
tant matter to my Congressional dis
trict. This group of private utilities and 
industries forming the Power Reactor 
Development Co. have gotten together 
Qn a pioneering project in the field of 
atomic energy to develop the commercial 
utility of atomic power through the fast 
breeder reactor and make it competitive 
with power generated by other fuels. 
They are now building the Enrico Fermi 
atomic powerplant near Monroe, Mich., 
in my district. It will benefit not just 
my district, but since it is a pioneering 
project it will eliminate, if it proves suc
cessful, the expense of transportation of 
heavier fuels and will pave the way for 
industrial development in areas that are 
not situated near coal beds or are not 
located on streams. It is extremely im
portant for the research provided in the 
Cole amendment to be done and to per
mit the project to go forward so that 
we can demonstrate that atomic fuel 
can be used for electric power purposes. 

It is very important that this particu
lar project be supported and not be 
delayed. 

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

Mr. MEADER. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. COLE. I want to say that the 
project to which the gentleman refers 
offers the greatest promise of producing 
electric power from atomic energy on an 
economical basis, above and beyond all 
the others. It is one that should be pro
ceeded with expeditiously. And in addi
tion I should like to compliment the gen
tleman for his constant activity in pro- · 

moting the interests of his district by 
his support of this important project. 
He has been constantly alert and most 
helpful. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I ask unan
imous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD and include 
extraneous matter. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, it seems 

appropriate today to call attention to an 
activity conducted jointly by the Atomic 
Energy Commission and the- Federal 
Civil Defense Administration that has 
caused irreparable damage to a manu
facturer in my district and others across 
the country. 

AEC and FCDA have permitted a man
ufacturer of vaults and safes to gain a 
reputation as the only manufacturer of 
safes whose product has been tested and 
approved as capable of withstanding 
atomic blasts. 

The salesmen of every other safe com
pany are greeted with the question: "Has 
AEC approved your safe?" The reply 
that AEC does not approve any particu
lar product is not very helpful in the 
face of publicity in the American Banker, 
the Cleveland Plain Dealer, and other 
papers to the effect that AEC has in fact 
approved one manufacturer's product. 

This situation developed from unusu
ally poor judgment in the FCDA in nego
tiations for the test of a vault under 
atomic blast at the Nevada test site. In 
these negotiations FCDA failed to inform 
other members of the association of safe 
manufacturers until it was too late for 
them to be considered. Meanwhile the 
more fortunate and favored manufac
turer was reaping untold value from pub
licity about the impending demonstration 
of his product. 

At the time of the blast, officers of the 
Atomic Energy Commission referred to 
the product by name in a press briefing 
and a press release with the result that 
the American Banker, a reputable jour
nal in the trade, headlined a story "AEC 
Puts Stamp of Approval on Mosler Safe 
in A-Blast." Identification of the vault 
as a product of the Mosler company was 
inexcusable. AEC and FCDA assert that 
the test of the vault was in the public 
interest and that the experiment will 
provide information of value to all the 
industry. This may be true, but even in 
the ivory towers of these two agencies 
there should be men who recognize the 
immediate result o{ their activity has 
been publicity of untold value to the 
Mosler company. 

I am including as part of my remarks 
a letter from the AEC which states 
clearly that it does not put a stamp of 
approval, or in any way endorse the 
product of a particular manufacturer. 
This belated denial of the headline in 
the Banker and of the impression gained 
from other reports may be helpful to 
other manufacturers, but it can never 
overtake the original impression that 
AEC has approved this product and it 
can never repair the damage done to the 
competitive position of all other manu
facturers including the company in my 
own district. 

I also include with my remarks the 
press briefing and press release insofar 
as they relate to this vault. From these 
I believe the editor of the American 
Banker was fully justified in the as
sumption that prompted this headline. 
The fault is not with the magazine. It 
is with the indiscreet and injudicious 
press releases of the Atomic Energy 
Commission. 

I agree that there can be value in 
these tests and I do not suggest that 
they be discontinued. I do suggest that. 
AEC and FCDA take adequate precau
tions so that they can never again be 
accused in this manner. 

UNITED STATES 
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., August 7, 1957. 

Hon. FRANK T. Bow, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR MR. Bow: This is in response to your 
letter of July 30, 1957, requesting informa
tion on the policy of the Atomic Energy 
Commission in the testing of manufacturers' 
products in connection with the weapons 
tests in Nevada. You expressed particular 
concern about the headline of an article 
which appeared in the American Banker on 
July 11, 1957, which states that "AEC puts 
stamp of approval on Mosler safe in A-Blast." 

The AEC does not put a "stamp of ap
proval" or in any way endorse products of 
particular manufacturers tested at the 
Nevada test site and did not do so in the 
case of the Mosler safe referred to in the 
article appearing in the American Banker. 
Products of various manufacturers have been 
tested in Nevada at each series since 1952, 
under "Industry Participation Agreements•• 
with the Federal Civil Defense Administra· 
tion. The products to be tested under the 
terms of the agreements, the selection of the 
manufacturers, and the funding arrange
ments, are handled by the Federal Civil De· 
fense Administration. FCDA makes a de
termination that the information sought can 
only be obtained under nuclear test condi
tions and that the results will be of value 
to civil defense. The AEC, in addition, 
screens the proposals to be certain that the 
proposed tests are feasible and that they will 
not interfere with the primary purposes of 
the test series which are the development of 
weapons and the obtaining of data needed to 
carry out AEC's responsibilities for health 
and safety in its operations. The AEC fuT
ther requires that the foreseeable results of 
the tests be of scientific value beyond the 
particular interests of the manufacturer and 
that no statements or reports of any kind be 
made without the express approval of the 
AEC's Office of Test Information located in 
Las Vegas. . 

The Mosler vault test was specifically men
tioned at a press briefing in Las Vegas on 
July 10, 1957, conducted by the Office of 
Test Information. The Mosler vault was also 
identified in a prepared statement released 
by that Office the same day. Copies of both 
documents are attached for your informa
tion. It will be noted that the text of the 
article which appeared in the American 
Banker is generally consistent with the re
ports of the Office of Test Information, but 
that there is no basis for the headline. Rep
resentatives of the Federal Civil Defense Ad
ministration are endeavoring to determine 
responsibility for the authorship of the 
headline. 

In regard to your question pertaining to 
the authority of the AEC under the Atomic 
Energy Act, there is no specific provision 
in the act which would permit us to "test 
and approve products of particular manu
facturers." We do, of course, test products 
at the test sites and in our laboratories to 
determine their usefulness, safety, and reli
ability in connection with the various AEC 
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programs; but such tests are not for the 
benefit of the vendor or manufacturer, and 
in no case do we endorse the product or give 
it a stamp of approval. While the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, considered 
as a whole, contains broad authority to carry 
out its purposes, Section 31, pertaining to 
research and development, and section 161, 
entitled "General Authority," provides more 
specific authority. It should be pointed out, 
however, that in the industry-participation 
program at the Nevada test site-, the Com
mission is accommodating another Federal 
agency, namely, the Federal Civil Defense 
Administration. In our agreement with 
that agency, we have taken cognizance of 
its authority under Public Law 920, 81st 
Congress, to conduct research pertaining to 
civil defense, and also Public Law 537, 83d 
Congress, a general law enabling industry to 
deposit funds with the United States to 
the credit of agencies such as FCDA for de
fense purposes. It is under such authority 
that FCDA entertains proposals from indus
try and makes arrangements with particular 
companies (usually through manufacturers' 
associations) for the testing of their prod
ucts. At the conclusion of the test series 
copies of the technical reports on the manu
facturers' products tested . are made avail
able to industry and the public in unclassi
fied form. 

The Commission has, as a matter of policy, 
endeavored to accommodate other depart
ments and agencies of the Government who 
have a need for information which can only 
be obtained by exposing materials, products, 
and structures to a nuclear detonation. The 
Public Buildings Administration and the 
Food and Drug Administration, for example, 
also have participated in the tests and have 
gained information of great value from the 
standpoint of national protection. Thus, 
there have been extremely useful byproducts 
of the Nevada tests. It is regrettable that, 
in addition to not being factual, such head
lines as that which appeared in the Ameri
can Banker tend to discredit what is basically 
a very worthwhile and carefully developed 
program. 

If there is any additional information 
which you desire, we shall be happy to 
furnish it. · 

Sincerely yours, 
R. W. CooK, 

Deputy General Manager. 

STATEMENT BY HAL J. JENNINGS, DIRECTOR, 
PROGRAM 30, CETG, SHELTERS FOR CIVIL 
POPULATIONS-OPERATION PLUMBBOB 
The primary objectives of these tests are 

to develop engineering and design criteria 
for the development of shelters for protec
tion against blast and nuclear radiation. 

• 
A fourth project, sponsored by the Mosler 

Safe Co., of Hamilton Ohio, in cooperation 
with the Federal Civil Defense Administra
tion, is a one-half-inch plate steel vault cov
ered with 18 inches of reinforced concrete. 
It is 11 feet 2 inches by 17 feet 3 inches by 
9 feet 8 inches high fully exposed above the 
ground, except for the foundation. The one
half-inch plate steel vault liner is com
pletely welded to form an airtight chamber. 
Closure is effected by a standard steel safe 
door, which faced ground zero. The vault 
was instrumented by Sandia Corp. for load
ing to obtain diffraction pressures and pat
terns. The vault structure was designed by 
Ammann and Whitney, consulting engineers 
for the Mosler Safe Co. 

The structure has remained an integral 
unit with no apparent overall distortion or 
displacement. A layer of concrete has spalled 
off the front portion of the side walls and 
exposed some of the reinforcing bars and 
a small area of the internal 8 feet by 8 feet 
by 12 feet 7¥2 -inch box of one-half-inch 
thick steel plate. The interior of the one
half-inch plate steel liner was undamaged 

and there was no apparent breaking of the 
welds as evidenced by a postshot air test. 
While all external projections except the 
nameplate were removed from the door by 
the blast, a Mosler representative opened the 
door in a few minutes. Preliminary exami
nation of the interior gave no evidence of 
significant increase in temperature. 

PRESS RELEASE FROM NEVADA TEST 0RGANIZA• 
TION, OFFICE OF TEST . INFORMATION, LAS 
VEGAS, NEV. 
The following preliminary reports have 

been released by project officers in charge of 
the structure tests made by the Federal Civil 
Defense Administration under the civil effects 
test group program: 

• • • 
PROJECT 30.4-VAULT 

The Mosler vault tested in Operation 
Plumbbob survived in satisfactory condition. 

It is expected that instrument records 
will yield important new information on 
blast pressure phenomena in the high-pres
sure region. 

A layer of concrete was blasted off the 
front portion of the side walls and exposed 
some of tl_le reinforcing bars and a small 
area of the internal 8 feet by 8 feet by 12 feet 
TY2-inch box of one-half-inch thick steel 
plate which had been enclosed in an 18-inch 
thick reinforced concrete shell. The modi
fied Mosler bank vault door survived with 
no structural damage although all external 
projections except the nameplate were re
moved by the blast. The interior one-half
inch plate steel liner was undamaged and 
there was no apparent breaking of the welds. 
Preliminary examination of the interior gave 
no evidence of significant increase in tem
perature. 

The program was sponsored and super
vised by the Mosler Safe Co. Ammann and 
Whitney served as consulting engineers for 
design and on the testing. 

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not intend delay
ing the consideration of this bill at the 
present time. I expect to have a rollcall 
on this amendment. 

The committee, of course, held exten
sive hearings, some 700 pages, on this 
situation in regard to all of these reac
tors. I think we all want this program 
to go on, that is, the co-op program, be
cause when we wrote the 1954 act we 
tried to treat all power producing people 
alike, private as well as public, and we 
should. But, we find what happens in 
the situation here today when these lit
tle co-ops are coming down here to the 
REA and borrowing money. One bor
rowed about $5 million or something like 
that, and agreed to pay 2.5 percent in 
deferred interest and made only $16,000 
in surplus last year. 

Now, we can very easily see the situa
tion we are getting the rural co-ops in 
with closed-end amounts covering their 
operating losses. So we tried to place 
certain protection around them, and that 
is in regard to the making of direct con
tracts with the Commission, just as at 
Shippingport and all the others. And, I 
cannot see why there is any objection 
to it. Under the Cole amendment you 
are giving about $150 million in pro
gram, to be exact, to the Commission, to 
use in any way they want to. Now, if the 
Congress wants to operate in that man
ner, why, go ahead. 

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

. Mr. DURHAM. I yield to the gentle
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. JUDD. Why should the Federal 
Government be so oversolicitous allegedly 
to protect these co-ops when they them
selves do not feel the need for it? We 
have in Minnesota one of the co-ops 
affected by this bill and it is begging to 
be left alone. It has completed its pre
liminary engineering work; its plans are 
drawn; it has worked out a contract with 
AEC and in fact it has signed the con
tract, but the AEC understandably is 
now unwilling to sign until it knows 
whether the Congress in this bill is going 
to change the ground rules. 

Mr. DURHAM. I just thought I would 
give you the reasons, because REA funds 
are Federal funds, and I think the Con
gress should have some control over the 
projects in which those funds will be put. 
But, here we are giving them $2.5 mil
lion out of one pocket and $5 million out 
of the other. 

Mr. JUDD. Those REA funds are re
payable, as you know. The co-op is to 
get funds from the REA for everything 
that has to do with this project except 
the atomic reactor that it gets from the 
AEC. The co-op members and managers 
have exhibited the finest type of tracii
tional American initiative in working 
with AEC, on a mutually beneficial ba
sis, to make atomic power available on 
a relatively small scale and at competi
tive rates in the rural communities of 
our country. Minnesota is a logical 
place to experiment because it has about 
the highest cost electric power in the 
United States, due to lack of other fuels. 
The co-op is ready to go ahead, and it 
seems to me that we ought to let them 
do it, instead of Congress coming along 
now ancl in this bill saying to them, 
"Now, we have to protect you from your 
own inability to understand this compli
cated process, even though your plans 
meet the approval of the AEC." Why 
should we not adopt this amendment 
and let them do their best in this field 
where they have already made enor
mous strides? 

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

Mr. Durham. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I would like to have 
the attention of the gentleman from 
Minnesota. I wish to comment on the 
problem involved. Part of the problem 
of the Elk River people is the continuity 
of power which would be in this plant. 
Now, these plants are experimental and 
developmental plants. They may be able 
to furnish steady power, but more likely 
will be intermittent power and there may 
be shutdowns. 

Now, the El~ River Co-op, for in
stance, buys its turbo-generating equip
ment with the money received through 
the REA. Then it is hooked up to the 
reactor. The reactor cannot furnish 
them with steady power, so one of the 
things they are concerned about is what 
to do with it when the atomic reactor 
is shut down. One of the things which 
the committee formula · provides as a 
protection to these cooperative power 
groups who are not allowed to accumu
late financial reserves, is that when in
ter ruption of power occurs the AEC will 
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provide alternate power from a commer
cial source. This is the protection which 
the Elk River people want and which 
they may not get from AEC, unless AEC 
voluntarily adopts our protective prin
ciples. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina has ex
pired. 

The question is on the amendment 
o:fferd ·by the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. COLE]. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division <demanded by Mr. DuRHAM) 
there were-ayes 140, noes 89. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 

Committee rises. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. DELANEY, Chairman of the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union, reported that that Commit
tee, having had under consideration the 
bill <H. R. 8996) to authorize appropri
ations for the Atomic Energy Commis
sion in accordance with section 261 of 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as 
amended, and for other purposes, pur
suant to House Resolution 391, he re
ported the bill back to the House with 
sundry amendments adopted by the 
Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? 

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
for a separate vote on the three amend
ments. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, in 
order to clarify the situation from a par
liamentary standpoint, the first amend
ment is the amendment on page 2, 
item 8. 

The second amendment is the amend
ment on page 5, the double amendment 
on project 14, on line 9, and project 15, 
through line 15. If those amendments 
carry, it will be necessary then t? re
store section 110, which was stncken 
but which pertains to those. 
· Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, we can
not have any discussion, can we, on this? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is 
asking for a separate vote and trying to _ 
identify the amendments. . 

Mr. MAR'IIN. But he cannot go fur
ther than that. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
stay· within the rules. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I was under the 
impression I was within the rules by 
identifying the amendments. I will try 
to stay within the rules. 

Then the last amendment, which per
tains to section 111, would be the third 
amendment. 

The SPEAKER. A separate vote is 
demanded on all four amendments, as 
the Chair understands it. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. That is right. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re

port the first amendment on which a 
separate vote is demanded. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
On page 2, line 19, strike all of subpara~ 

grap'l 8 from page 2, line 19, through page 
3, line 5. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the amendment. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 197, nays 201, not voting 34, 
as follows: 

Abbitt 
Adair 
Alger 
Allen, Calif. 
Allen, Dl. 
Andersen, 

H. Carl 
Andresen, 

August H. 
Arends 
Auchincloss 
Avery 
Ayres 
Bailey 
Baldwin 

[Roll No. 184] 

YEAS-197 

Dorn, N.Y. Moore 
Dowdy Morano 
Dwyer Morgan 
Fenton Mumma 
Fino Neal 
Flood Nicholson 
Flynt Nimtz 
Ford Norblad 
Frelinghuysen O'Hara, Minn. 
Fulton O'Konskl 
Gavin Osmers 
George Ostertag 
Grifiln Patterson 
Gross Perkins 
Gubser Pillion 

Gathings 
Gordon 
Granahan 
Grant 
Green, Oreg. 
Green, Pa. 
Gregory 
Grifilths 
Hagen 
Haley 
Hardy 
Harris 
Harrison, Va. 
Hays, Ark. 
Healey 
Hemphill 
Herlong 
Holifield 
Holland 
Holmes 
Horan 
Huddleston 
Hull 
Ikard 
Jarman 
Johnson 
Jones, Ala. 
Jones, Mo. 
Karsten 

Loser 
McCarthy 
Mccormack 
McFall 
Macdonald 
Mack, Ill. 
Madden 
Magnuson 
Mahon 
Marshall 
Matthews 
Metcalf 
Miller, Calif. 
Mills 
Montoya 
Morris 
Morrison 
Moss 
Moulder 
Multer 
Murray 
Natcher 
Norrell 
O'Brien, Dl. 
O'Brien, N.Y • . 
O'Hara, Ill. 
O'Neill 
Passman 
Patman 

Rogers, Colo. 
Rogers, Fla. 
Rogers, Tex. 
Rooney 
Roosevelt 
Rutherford 
Saund 
Scott, N.c. 
Selden 
Shelley 
Sheppard 
Sieminski 
Sikes 
Sisk 
Smith, Miss. 
Smith, Va. 
Spence 
Steed 
Sullivan 
Teague, Tex. 
Teller 
Thomas 
Thompson, La. 
Thompson, N. J. 
Thompson, Tex. 
Thornberry 
Tollefson 
Trimble 
Udall Bass, N.H. 

Bates 
Baumhart 
Becker 
Belcher 
Bennett, Mich. 
Bentley 

Gwinn Poff 
Hale Prouty 

- Kelly, N.Y. Pelly Ullman 

Berry 
Betts 
Bolton 
Bosch 
Bow 
Bray 
Broomfield 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill 
Budge 
Bush 
Byrd 
Byrne, Dl. 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Canfield 
Carrigg 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
Chenoweth 
Chiperfield 
Church 
Clark 
C1evenger 
Cole 
Collier 
Corbett 
Coudert 
cramer 
Cretella 
Cunningham, 

Iowa 
Cunningham, 

Nebr. 
CUrtin 
Curtis, Mass. 
Davis, Ga. 
Dawson, Utah 
Dellay 
Dennison 
Denton 
Derounian 
Devereux 
Dies 
Dixon 
Dooley 

Abernethy 
Addonizio 
Albert 
Alexander 
Anderson, 

Mont. 
Andrews 
Ashley 
Ashmore 
Aspinall 
Baker 
Barden 
Baring 
Barrett 
Bass, Tenn. 
Beckworth 
Bennett, Fla. 
Blatnik 
Blitch 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bonner 
Boykin 

Halleck Radwan 
Harden Ray 
Harrison, Nebr. Reece, Tenn. 
Harvey Reed 
Haskell Rees, Kans. 
H~bert Rhodes, Ariz. 
Henderson Riehlman 
Heselton Robsion, Ky. 
Hill Rogers, Mass. 
Hoeven Sadlak 
Hoffman St. George 
Holt . Saylor 
Hosmer Schenck 
Hyde Scherer 
Jackson Schwengel 
James Scott, Pa. 
Jenkins Scrivner 
Jennings Scudder 
Jensen Seely-Brown 
Johansen Sheehan 
Jonas Simpson, ru. 
Judd Simpson, Pa. 
Kean Smith, Cali!. 
Kearns Smith, Kans. 
Keating Smith, Wis. 
Kee Springer 
Keeney Staggers 
Knox Stauffer 
Laird Taber 
Latham Talle 
LeCompte Teague, Calif. 
Lipscomb Tewes 
McConnell Thomson, Wyo. 
McCulloch Tuck 
McDonough Utt 
McGovern Van Zandt 
McGregor Vorys 
Mcintire Vursell 
Mcintosh Wainwright 
McMillan Walter 
]4cVey VVeaver 
Mack, Wash. Westland 
Martin Wharton 
May Widnall 
Meader Wigglesworth 
Merrow Williams, N.Y. 
Michel Wilson, Ind. 
Miller, Md. Withrow 
Miller, Nebr. Wolverton 
Minshall Younger 

NAYS-201 
Boyle 
Breeding 
Brooks, La. 
Brooks, Tex. 
Brown, Ga. 
Brown, Mo. 
Burdick 
Burleson 
Byrne, Pa. 
Cannon 
Carnahan 
Chelf 
Christopher 
Chudoff 
Co ad 
comn 
Colmer 
Cooley 
Cooper 
Dawson, Til. 
Delaney 
Dempsey 
Diggs 

Dingell 
Dollinger 
Donohue 
Dorn, S.C. 
Doyle 
Durham 
Eberharter 
Edmondson 
Elliott 
Engle 
Evins 
Fallon 
Farbstein 
Fascell 
Feighan 
Fisher 
Fogarty 
Forand 
Forrester 
Fountain 
Frazier 
Garmatz 
Gary 

Keogh 
Kilday 
Kilgore 
King 
Kirwan 
Kitchin 
Kluczynskl 
Knutson 
Landrum 
Lane 
Lanham 
Lankford 
Lennon 
Lesi.nskl 
Long 

Pfost 
Philbin 
Pilcher 
Poage 
Polk 
Price 
Rabaut 
Rains 
Reuss 
Rhodes,Pa. 
Riley 
Rivers 
Roberts 
Robeson, Va. 
Rodino 

Vanik 
Watts 
Whitener 
Whitten 
Wier 
Williams, Miss. 
Willis 
Winstead 
W'right 
Yates 
Young 
Zabiockl 
Zelenka 

NOT VOTING~34 
Anfuso Hess 
Beamer Hiestand 
Bolling Billings 
Brownson Holtzman 
Buckley Kearney 
Celler Kelley, Pa. 
Curtis, Mo. Kilburn 
Dague Krueger 
Davis, Tenn. Machrowicz 
Friedel Mailliard 
Gray Mason 
Hays, Ohio Miller, N.Y. 

Porter 
Powell 
Preston 
Santangelo 
Shuford 
Siler 
Taylor 
Van Pelt 
Vinson 
Wilson, Calif. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Taylor for, with Mr. Holtzman against. 
Mr. Hess for, with Mr. Buckley agamst. 
Mr. Beamer for, with Mr. Anfuso against. 
Mr. Brownson for, with Mr. Santangelo 

against. 
Mr. Kearney for, with Mr. Vinson against~ 
Mr. Hiestand for, with Mr. Preston against. 
Mr. Siler fQr, with Mr. Friedel against. 
Mr. Mailliard for, with Mr. Shuford 

against. 
Mr. Van Pelt for, with Mr. Hays of Ohio 

against. 
Mr. Hillings for, with Mr. Davis of Tennes

see against. 
Mr. Krueger for, with Mr. Bolling against. 
Mr. Miller of New York for, with Mr. 

Celler against. 
Mr. Curtis of Missouri for, with Mr. Mach~ 

rowicz against. 
Mr. Kelley of Pennsylvania for, with Mr. 

Porter against. 
Mr. Gray for, with Mr. Powell against. 

Mr. BURDICK changed his vote from 
"yea" to "nay." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. AL
BERT). The Clerk will report the next 
amendment-on which a separate vote is 
demanded. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
On page 5, line 9, strike out all of lines 9 

through 15. 

/ 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore; The 
question is on the amendment. 

Mr. HOLIFillLD. On that I demand 
the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 211, nays 188, not voting 33, 
as follows: 

Abbitt 
Adair 
Alger 
Allen, Calif. 
Allen, Ill. 
Andersen, 

H. Carl 
Andresen, 

August H. 
Arends 
Auchincloss 
Ayres 
Bailey 
Baldwin 
Bass, N.H. 
Bates 
Baumhart 
Becker 
Belcher . 
Bennett, Mich. 
Bentley 
Berry 
Betts 
Bolton : 
Bosch 
Bow 
Boy kin 
Bray 
Broomfield 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill 
Budge 
Bush 
Byrd 
Byrne, Ill. 
Byrnes, Wis. 
canfield 
Carrigg 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
Chelf 
Chenoweth 
Chiperfield 
Church 
Glark 
Clevenger 
Cole 
COllier 
Colmer 
Corbett 
C'oudert 
Cramer 
Cretella 
Cunningham, 

Iowa 
Cunningham, 

Nebr. 
C'Urtin 
Curtis, Mass. 
Davis, Ga. 
Dawson, Utah 
Dellay 
Dennison 
Denton 
Derounian 
Devereux 
D:es 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Darn, N. Y. 
Dowdy 
Dwyer 

Abernethy 
Addonizio 
Albert 
Alexander 
Anderson, 

Mont. 
Andrews 
Ashley 
Ashmore 
.Aspinall 
Baker 
Barden 
Baring 
Barrett 
Bass, Tenn. 
Beckworth 
Bennett,· Fla. 
Blatnik 
Blitch 

[Roll No. 185] 

YEA&--211 
Fenton Morano 
Fino Morgan 
Fisher Mumma 
Flood Natcher 
Flynt Neal 
Ford Nicholson 
Frelinghuysen Nimtz 
Fulton Norblad 
Gary O'Brien, N.Y. 
Gathings O'Hara, Minn. 
Gavin O'Konski 
George Osmers 
Grant Ostertag 
Gray Patterson 
Griffin Perkins 
Gross Pillion 
Gubser Poff 
Gwinn Prouty 
Hale Radwan 
Halleck Ray 
Harden Reece, Tenn. 
Hardy Reed 
Harrison, Nebr. Rees, Kans. 
Harrison, Va. Rhodes, Ariz. 
Harvey Riehlman 
Haskell . Robeson, Va. 
Hebert Robsion, Ky. 
Henderson Rogers, Mass. 
Heselton Sadlak 
Hill St. George 
Hoeven Saylor 
Hoffman Schenck 
Holt - Scherer 
Hosmer Sch wen gel 
Hyde Scott, Pa. · 
Jackson Scrivner 
James Scudder 
Jenkins Seely-Brown 
Jennings Sheehan 
Jensen Simpson, Ill. 
Johansen Simpson, Pa. 
Jonas Smith, Calif. 
Judd Smith, Kans. 
Kean Smith, Va. 
Kearns Smith, Wis. 
Keating Springer 
Kee Staggers 
Keeney Stauffer 
Knox Taber 
Laird Talle 
Latham Teague, Calif. 
LeCompte · Tewes 
Lennon Thomson, Wyo. 
Lipscomb Tuck 
McConnell Utt 
McCulloch · Van Zandt 
McDonough Vorys 
McGregor Vursell 
Mcintire Wainwright 
Mcintosh Walter 
McMillan Weaver 
McVey Westland 
Mack, Wash. Wharton 
Martin Widnall 
May Wigglesworth 
Meader Williams, Miss. 
Merrow Williams, N.Y. 
Michel Wilson, Ind. 
Miller, Md. Withrow 
Miller, Nebr. Wolverton· 
Minshall Younger 
Moore 

NAYS-188 

Boggs 
Boland 
Bonner 
Boyle 
Breeding 
Brooks, La . . 
Brooks, Tex. 
Brown, Ga. 
Brown,Mo·. 
Burdick 
Burleson 
Byrne, Pa. 
Cannon 
Carnahan 
Celler 
Christopher 
Chudoff 
Co ad 
Coffin 

Cooley 
Cooper 
Dawson, Ill. 
Delaney 

' Dempsey 
Diggs 
Dingell 
Dollinger 
Donohue 
Dorn, S.C. 
Doyle 
Durham 
Eberharter 
Edmondson 
Elliott 
Engle 
Evins 
Fallon 
Farbstein 

Fascell 
Feighan 
Fogarty 
Forand 
Forrester 
Fountain 
Frazier 
Garmatz 
G9rdon . 
Granahan 
Green, Oreg. 
Green, Pa. 
Gregory 
Griffiths 
Hagen 
Haley 
Harris 
Hays, Ark. 
Healey 
Hemphill 
Herlong 
Holifield 
Holland 
Holmes 
Horan 
Huddleston 
Hull 
Ikard 
Jarman 
Johnson 
Jones, Ala. 
Jones, Mo. 
Karsten 
Kelly; N.Y. 
Keogh 
Kilday 
Kilgore 
King 
Kirwan 
Kitchin 
Kluczynski 
Knutson 
Landrum 
Lane 

Lanham - Rivers 
Lankford Roberts 
Lesinski Rodino 
Long Rogers, Colo. 
Loser Rogers, Fla. 
McCarthy Rogers, Tex. 
Mccormack Rooney 
McFall Roosevelt 
McGovern Rutherford 
Macdonald · Saund 
Mack, Ill. Scott, N. C. 
Madden Selden 
Magnuson Shelley 
Mahon Sheppard 
Marshall Sieminski 
Matthews Sikes 
Metcalf Sisk _ 
Miller, Calif. Smith, Miss. 
Mills Spence 
Montoya Steed 
Morris Sullivan 
Morrison Teague, Tex. 
Moss Teller 
Moulder Thomas 
Multer Thompson, La. 
Murray Thompson, N.J. 
Norrell Thompson, Tex. 
O'Brien, Ill. Thornberry 
O'Hara, Ill. Tollefson 
O'Neill Trimble 
Passman Udall 
Patman Ullman 
Pelly Vanik 
Pfost Watts 
Philbin Whitener 
Pilcher Whitten 
Poage Wier 
Polk Willis 
Price Winstead 
Rabaut Wright 
Rains Yates 
Reuss Young 
Rhodes, Pa. Zablocki 
Riley Zelenka 

NOT VOTING-33 
Anfuso Hess M1ller, N.Y. 
A very Hiestand Porter 
Beamer Hillings Powell 
Bolling Holtzman Preston 
Brownson Kearney Santangelo 
Buckley Kelley, Pa. Shuford 
Curtis, Mo. Kilburn Siler 
Dague Krueger Taylor 
Davis, Tenn. Machrowicz Van Pelt 
Friedel Mailliard Vinson 
Hays, Ohio Mason Wilson, Calif. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Kelley of Pennsylvania for, with Mr. 

Hoi tzman against. 
Mr. Hess for, with Mr. Bolling against. 
Mr. Hiestand for, with Mr. Hays of Ohio 

against. 
Mr. Taylor for, with Mr. Santangelo against. 
Mr. Beamer for, with Mr. Vinson against. 
Mr. Siler for, with Mr. Preston against. 
Mr. Brownson for, with Mr. Machrowicz 

against. · 
Mr. Mailliard for, with Mr. Buckley against. 
Mr. Van Pelt for, with Mr. Friedel against. 
Mr. Hillings for, with Mr. Davis of Ten-

nessee against. 
Mr. Kearney for, with Mr. Powell against. 
Mr. Krueger for, with Mr. Porter against. 
Mr. Curtis of Missouri for, with Mr. Anfuso 

against. 
Mr. Miller of New York for, with Mr. Shu

ford against. 

Mr. HULL changed his vote from 
''yea" to "nay." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment on which a separate 
vote is demanded. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Page 14, line 13, strike out all of section 110. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the amendment. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr.. Speaker, the 
vote on the previous amendment· took 

care of this amendment, and there is no 
reason for a rollcall. I withdraw my 
request for ·a rollcall. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 

the next amendment on which a sep
arate vote i-s demanded. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
On page 15, line 14, strike out all of section 

111 (a) and substitute the following: 
"SEc. 111. Cooperative power reactor dem

onstration . program.-(a) There is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated to the Atomic 
Energy · Commission, in accordance with the 
provisions of section 261 a (2) of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954, as · amended, the sum 
of $132,621,000: Provided, however, That not 
more than $1,500,000 is authorized for the 
Power Reactor Development Company proj
ect during fiscal year 1958." 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the amendment. 

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 213, nays 185, not voting 34, 
as follows: 

Abbitt 
Adair 
Alger 
Allen, Calif. 
Allen, Ill. 
Arends 
Ashmore 
Auchincloss 
Avery 
Ayres 
Bailey 
Baldwin 
Bass, N.H. 
Bates 
Baumhart 
Becker 
Belcher 
Bentley 
Betts 
Bolton 
Bosch 
Bow 
Bray 
Brooks, La. 
Broomfield 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill 
Budge 
Burleson 
Bush 
Byrd 
Byrne, Ill. 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Canfield 
Carrigg 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
C'henoweth 
Chiperfield 
Church 
C'lark 
Clevenger 
Cole 
Collier 
Colmer 
Corbett 
Coudert 
Cramer 
Cretella 
Cunningham, 

Iowa 
Curtin 
Curtis, Mass. 
Davis, Ga. 
Dawson, Utah 
Dellay 
Dennison 
Denton 
Derounian 
Devereux 
Dies 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Dorn, N.Y. 

[Roll No. 186) 

YEA&--213 

Dorn, S.C. 
Dowdy 
Dwyer 
Fenton 
Fino 
Fisher 
Flood 
Flynt 
Ford 
Frelinghuysen 
Fulton 
Gary 
Gathings 
Gavin 
George 
Gray 
Griffin 
Gross 
Gubser 
Gwinn 
Hale 
Haley 
Halleck 
Harden 
Harvey 
Haskell 
Hebert 
Hemphill 
Henderson 
Herlong 
Heselton 
Hill 
Hoeven 
Hoffman 
Holt 
Hosmer 
Huddleston 
Hyde 
Jackson 
James 
Jarman 
Jenkins 
Jennings 
Jensen 
Johansen 
Jonas 
Judd 
Kean 
Kearns 
Keating 
Kee 
Keeney 
Keogh 
Kilgore 
Knox 
Laird 
Latham 
LeCompte 
Lipscomb 
McConnell 
McDonough 
McGregor 
Mcintire 
Mcintosh 

McM1llan 
McVey 
Mahon 
Martin 

, May 
Meader 
Merrow 
Michel 
M1ller, Md. · 
Minshall 
Moore 
Morano 
Morgan 
Mumma 
Natcher 
Nicholson 
Nimtz 
O'Brien, N-.Y. 
O'Hara, Minn. 
Osmers 
Ostertag 
Patman 
Patterson 
Perkins 
P1llion 
Poff 
Prouty 
Radwan 
Ray 
Reece, Tenn. 
Reed 
Rees, Kans. 
Rhodes, Ariz. 
Riehlman 
Riley 
Rivers 
Robeson, Va. 
Robsion, Ky. 
Rogers, Colo. 
Rogers, Fla. 
Rogers, Mass. 
Sadlak 
St. George 
Saylor 
Schenck 
Scherer 
Schwengel 
Scott, Pa. 
Scrivner 
Scudder 
Seely-Brown 
Sheehan 
Sikes 
Simpson, Ill. 
Simpson, Pa. 
Smith, Calif. 
Smith, Kans. 
Smith, Va. 
Smith, Wis. 
Springer 
Staggers 
Stauffer 
Taber 
Talle 
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Teague, Cali!. Wainwright Williams, N.Y. 

Wilson, Ind. 
Withrow 
Wright 
Younger 
Zablocki 

Tewes Walter 
Thomson, Wyo. Watts 
Tuck Westland 
Utt Wharton 
Van Zandt Widnall 
Vorys Wigglesworth 
Vursell Williams, Miss. 

Abernethy 
Addonlzlo 
Albert 
Alexander 
Andersen. 

H. Carl 
Anderson, 

Mont. 
Andresen, 

August H. 
Andrews 
Ashley 
Aspinall 
Baker 
Barden 
Baring 
Barrett 
Bass, Tenn. 
Beckworth 
Bennett, Fla. 
Bennett, Mich. 
Berry 
Blatnik 
Blitch 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bonner 
Boyle 
Breeding 
Brooks, Tex. 
Brown, Ga. 
Brown, Mo. 
Burdick 
Byrne, Pa. 
Cannon 
Carnahan 
Celler 
Chelf 
Christopher 
Chudotf 
Co ad 
Coffin 
Cooley 
'cooper 
cunningham, 

Nebr. 
Dawson, Dl. 
Delaney 
Dempsey 
Diggs 
Dingell 
Dollinger 
Donohue 
Doyle 
Durham 
Eberharter 
EdmondsOn 
Elliott 
Engle 
Evins 
Fallon 
Farbstein 
Fascell 

NAYB-185 

Feighan Morris 
Fogarty Morrison 
Forand Moss 
Forrester Moulder 
Fountain Multer 
Frazier Murray 
Garmatz Norblad 
Gordon Norrell 
Granahan O 'Brien, Ill. 
Grant O'Hara, Ill. 
Green, Oreg. O'Konsk1 
Green, Pa. O'Neill 
Gregory Passman 
Griffiths Pelly 
Hagen Pfost 
Hardy Philbin 
Harris Pilcher 
Harrison, Nebr. Poage 
Harrison, Va. Polk 
Hays, Ark. Price 
Healey Rabaut 
Holifield Rains 
Holland Reuss 
Holmes Rhodes, Pa.. 
Horan Roberts 
Hull Rodino 
Ikard Rogers, Tex. 
Johnson Rooney 
Jones, Ala. Roosevelt 
Jones, Mo. Rutherford 
Karsten Saund 
Kelly, N.Y. Scott, N.C. 
Kilday Selden 
King Shelley 
Kirwan Sheppard 
Kitchin Sieminski 
Kluczynski Sisk 
Knutson Smith, Miss. 
Landrum Spence 
Lane Steed 
Lanham Sullivan 
Lankford Teague, Tex. 
Lennon Teller 
Lesinski Thomas 
Long Thompson, La. 
Loser Thompson, N.J. 
McC'arthy Thompson, Tex. 
McCormack Thornberry 
McCulloch Tollefson 
McFall Trimble · 
McGovern Udall 
Macdonald Ullman 
Mack, Ill. Vanik 
Mack,Wash. Weaver 
Madden Whitener 
Magnuson Whitten 
Marshall Wier 
Matthews Willis 
Metcalf Winstead 
Miller, Calif. Wolverton 
Miller, Nebr. Yates 
Mills Young 
Montoya Zelenko 

NOT VOTING-34 
Anfuso 
Beamer 
Bolling 
Boykin 
Brownson 
Buckley 
Curtis, Mo. 
Dague 
Davis, Tenn. 
Friedel 
l!ays, Ohio 
Hess 

Hiestand 
Billings 
Holtzman 
Kearney 
Kelley, Pa. 
Kilburn 
Krueger 
Machrowicz 
Mailliard 
Mason 
Miller, N.Y. 
Neat 

Porter 
Powell 
Preston 
Santangelo 
Shuford 
Siler 
Taylor 
VanPelt 
Vinson 
Wilson, Calif. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
Mr. Santangelo with Mr. Taylor. 
Mr. Holtzman with Mr. Brownson. 
Mr. Hays of Ohio with Mr. Beamer. 
Mr. Bolling with Mr. Kilburn. 
Mr. Anfuso with Mr. Krueger. 
Mr. Buckley with Mr. Siler. 
Mr. Vinson with Mr. Hess. 
Mr. Preston with Mr. Hiestand. 
Mr. Porter with Mr. Dague. 
Mr. Machrowicz with Mr. Wilson of Cali

fornia .. 
Mr. Magnuson with Mr. Hillings. 
Mr. Powell with Mr. Kearney. 

Mr. Davis of Tennessee with Mr. Neal. 
Mr. Abernethy with Mr. Miller of New 

York. 
Mr. Friedel with Mr. Curtis of Missouri. 
Mr •. Kelley of Pennsylvania. with Mr. Van 

Pelt. 
Mr. Shuford with Mr. Mailliard. 

Mr. FOGARTY, Mr. POAGE, and Mr. 
HEALEY changed their votes from "yea" 
to "nay." 

Mr. DENTON and Mr. O'BRIEN of 
New York changed their votes from 
"nay" to "yea." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the engrossment and third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, on this vote 
I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 383, nays 14, not voting 35 
as follows: · 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Adair 
Addonizio 
Albert 
Alexander 
Alger 
Allen, Calif. 
Allen, Dl. 
Andersen, 

H. Carl 
Anderson, 

Mont. 
Andresen, 

August H. 
Andrews 
Arends 
Ashley 
Ashmore 
Aspinall 
A uchincloss 
Avery 
Ayres 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barden 
Bariiig 
Barrett 
Bass, N.H. 
Bass, Tenn. 
Bates 
Baumhart 
Becker . 
Beckworth 
Belcher 
Bennett, Fla. 
Bennett, Mich. 
Bentley 
Berry 
Betts 
Blatnik 
Blitch 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolton 
Bonner 
Bosch 
Bow 
Boy kin 
Boyle 
Breeding 
Brooks, La. 
Brooks, Tex. 
Broomfield 
Brown, Ga. 
Brown, Mo. 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill 
Budge 
Burdick 
Burleson 
Bush 
Byrne, Ill. 
Byrne,Pa. 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Canfield 

[Roll No. 187] 

YEAB-383 
Cannon 
Carnahan 
Carrigg 
Cederberg 
Celler 
Chamberlain 
Chelf 
Chenoweth 
Chiperfield 

. Christopher 
Chudotf 
Church 
Clark 
Clevenger 
Co ad 
Coffin 
Cole 
Colmer 
Cooley 
Cooper 
Corbett 
Coudert 
Cramer 
Cretella 
Cunningham, 

Iowa 
Cunningham, 

Nebr. 
Curtin 
Curtis, Mass. 
Davis, Ga. 
Dawson, Ill. 
Dawson, Utah 
Delaney 
Dellay 
Dempsey 
Dennison 
Derounian 
Devereux 
Dies 
Diggs 
Dingeli 
Dixon 
Dollinger 
Donohue 
Dooley 
Dorn, N.Y. 
Dorn,s.c. 
Dowdy 
Doyle 
Durham 
DwYer 
Eberharter 
Edmondson 
Elliott 
Engle 
Evins 
Fallon 
Farbstein 
Fascell 
Feighan 
Fenton 
Fino 
Fisher 
Flynt 
Fogarty 

Forand 
Ford 
Forrester 
Fountain 
Frazier 
Frelinghuysen 
Fulton 
Garmatz 
Gary 
Gathings 
Gavin 
George 
Gordon 
Granahan 
Grant 
Green, Ore~. 
Green, Pa. 
Gregory 
Griffin 
Griffiths 
Gross 
Gubser 
Gwinn 
Hagen 
Hale 
Haley 
Halleck 
Harden 
Hardy 
Harris 
Harrison, Nebr. 
Harrison, Va. 
Harvey 
Haskell 
Hays, Ark. 
Healey 
H~bert 
Hemphlll 
Henderson 
Herlong 
Heselton 
Hill 
Hoeven 
Hoffman 
Holifield 
Holland 
Holmes 
Holt 
Horan 
Hosmer 
Huddleston 
Hull 
Hyde 
Ikard 
Jackson 
James 
Jarman 
Jenkins 
Jensen 
Johansen 
Johnson 
Jonas 
Jones, Mo. 
Judd 
Karsten 
Kean 

Kearns 
Keating 
Keeney 
Kelly, N.Y. 
Keogh 
Kilday 
Kilgore 
King 
Kirwan 
Kitchin 
Kluczynskl 
Knox 
Knutson 
Laird · 
Landrum 
Lane 
Lanham 
Lankford 
Latham 
LeCompte 
Lennon 
Lesinski 
Lipscomb 
Long 
Loser 
McCarthy 
McConnell 
McCormack 
McCulloch 
McDonough 
McFall 
McGovern 
McGregor 
Mcintire 
Mcintosh 
McMillan 
McVey 
Macdonald 
Mack, Ill. 
Mack, Wash. 
Madden 
Mahon 
Marshall 
Martin 
Matthews 
May 
Meader 
Merrow 
Metcalf 
Michel 
Miller, Calif. 
Miller, Md. 
Miller, Nebr. 
Mills 
Minshall 
Montoya 
Moore 
Morano 
Morris 
Morrison 
Moss 
Moulder 
Multer 
Mumma 

Bailey 
Bray 
Byrd 
Collier 
Denton 

Murray 
Nicholson 
Nimtz 
Norblad 
Norrell 
O'Brien, Ill. 
O'Brien, N.Y. 
O'Hara, Ill. 
O'Hara, Minn. 
O'Konski 
O'Neill 
Osmers 
Ostertag 
Passman 
Patman 
Patterson 
Pelly 
Perkins 
Pfost 
Philbin 
Pilcher 
Pillion 
Poage 
Poff 
Polk 
Price 
Prouty 
Rabaut 
Radwan 
Rains 
Ray 
Reece, Tenn. 
Rees, Kans. 
Reuss 
Rhodes, Ariz. 
Rhodes,Pa. 
Riehlman 
Riley 
Rivers 
Roberts 
Robeson, Va. 
Robsion, Ky. 
Rodino 
Rogers, Colo. 
Rogers, Fla. 
Rogers, Mass. . 
Rogers, Tex. 
Rooney 
Roosevelt 
Rutherford 
Sadlak 
St. George 
Saund 
Schenck 
Scherer 
Schwengel 
Scott, N.C. 
Scott, Pa. 
Scrivner 
Scudder 
Seely-Brown 
Selden 
Sheehan 
Shelley 

NAYB-14 
Flood 
Gray 
Jennings 
Jones, Ala. 
Kee 

Sheppard 
Sieminski 
Sikes 
Simpson, Ill. 
Simpson, Pa. 
Sisk 
Smith, Calif. 
Smith, Kans. 
Smith, Miss. 
Smith, Va. 
Smith, Wis. 
Spence 
Springer 
Stauffer 
Steed 
Sullivan 
Taber 
Talle 
Teague, Calif. 
Teague, Tex. 
Teller 
Tewes 
Thomas 
Thompson, La. 
Thompson, N.J. 
Thompson, Tex. 
Thomson, Wyo. 
Thornberry 
Tollefson 
Trimble 
Tuck 
Udall 
Ullman 
Utt 
Van!k 
VanZandt 
Vorys 
Vursell 
Wainwright 
Walter 
Watts 
Weaver 
Westland 
Wharton 
Whitener 
Whitten 
Widnall 
Wier 
Wigglesworth 
Williams, Miss. 
Williams, N.Y. 
Willis 
Wilson, Ind. 
Winstead 
Withrow 
Wolverton 
Wright 
Yates 
Young 
Younger 
Zablocki 
Zelenko 

Morgan 
Natcher 
Saylor 
Staggers 

NOT VOTING-35 
Anfuso 
Beamer 
Bolling 
Brownson 
Buckley 
Curtis, Mo. 
Dague 
Davis, Tenn. 
Friedel 
Hays, Ohio 
Hess 
Hiestand 

Hillings 
Holtzman 
Kearney 
Kelley, Pa. 
Kilburn 
Krueger 
Machrowicz 
Magnuson 
Mailliard 
Mason 
Miller, N.Y. 
Neal 

So the bill was passed. 

Porter 
Powell 
Preston 
Reed 
Santangelo 
Shuford 
Siler 
Taylor 
Van Pelt 
Vinson 
Wilson, Calif. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Kelley of Pennsylvania for, with Mr. 

Machrowicz against. 
Mr. Hess for, with Mr. Vinson against. 
Mr. Hiestand for, with Mr. Preston against. 
Mr. Beamer for, with Mr. Friedel against. 
Mr. Brownson for, with Mr. Buckley 

against. 
Mr. Neal for, with Mr. Anfuso against. 
Mr. Siler for, with Mr. Bolling of Missouri 

against. 
Mr. Taylor for, with Mr. Powell against. 
Mr. Kearney for, with Mr. Porter against. 
Mr. Van Pelt. for. with Mr. Santangelo 

against. 
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Mr. Curtis of Missouri for, with Mr. Shu
ford against. 

Mr. Krueger for, with Mr. Holtzman 
against. 

Mr. Mailliard for, with Mr. Hays of Ohio 
against. 

Mr. Hillings for, with Mr. Davis of Ten-
nessee against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Buckley with Mr. Miller of New York. 
Mr. Boy kin with Mr. Kilburn. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded.· 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. . 

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Clerk be 
authorized to correct the section num
bers in the bill H. R. 8996 just passed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the g~ntleman from North 
Carolina? . 

There was no objection. 

PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATION 
BILL 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the managers 
on the part of the House may have until 
midnight tonight to file a conference re
port on H. R. 8090, the public-w9rks ap
propriation bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there obJection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis
souri? 

.There was no objection. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, on Wednes

day last, on rollcall No. 177, there were 
five Members of the House who were un
avoidably detained in conference with 
the Senate on the mutual security bill. 
They were the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. GoRDoN], the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. MoRGAN], the gentle
man from Missouri [Mr. CARNAHAN], the 
gentleman from Ohio £Mr. VoRYS], and 
myself. I should like the RECORD to show 
that was the reason for the absence of 
those five Members on that rollcall. 

FEDERALEMPLOYEESSALARY 
ADJUSTMENT 

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, by di
rection of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 393 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the be1. (H. 
R. 2462) to adjust the rates of basic com
pensation of certain officers and employees 
of the Federal Government, and for other 
purposes. After general debate, which shall 
be confined to the bill, and shall continue 
not to eexceed 2 hours, to be equally divided 
and controlled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member o.f the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service, the bill shall be read 
:ror amendment under the 5-minute rule. 
It shall be in order to consider without the 
intervention of any point of order the 
amendment recommended by the Committee 
on Post ·office and Civil Se1·vice now printed 
in the blll. At the conclusion of the consid-

eration of the bill for amendment, the Com
mittee shall rise and .repor:t the_ bill to the 
House with such amendments as may have 
been adopted, · and the previous questi~n 
shall be considered as ordered on the blll 
and amendments thereto to final passage 
without intervening motion. except one mo
tion to recommit. 

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
30 minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. ScoTT] and yield myself 
such time as I may require. 

Mr. Speaker, -House Resolution 393 
makes in order the consideration of H. R. 
2462 the Federal employees salary ad
just~ent bill. The resolution provides 
for an open rule, 2 hours of general de
bate on the bill, and waives points of or
der against the committee amendment 
now in the bill. 

The amendment referred to strikes all 
after the enacting clause of H. R. 2462 
and substitutes an 11-percent salary in
crease for approximately 968,000 classi
fied, judicial, and legislative employe~s 
of the Government, subject to certam 
limitations. The increase would be ef
fective on the first day of the first pay 
p·eriod which begins on or after Septem
ber 1, 1957. 

The limitations provide that no salary 
will be increased more than $1,000, that 
no salary will be increased in excess of 
the present maximum salary rate, which 
is $16,000, and no one now receiving t~is 
present maximum will receive an In
crease. The average annual increase 
will amount to $518.51. 

The bill requires the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget to provide by reg
ulation for the absorption by the agen
cies in the executive branch of most of 
the increases in compensation provided 
for in the bill within the limits of exist
ing appropriations for the fiscal year. 
However, it is estimated that the direct 
payroll cost of this proposed increase 
will amount to $503 million. 

Since there is considerable controversy 
concerning this bill and its effect on the 
Government's :fiscal policy and the na
tional economy, the Rules Committee 
has provided adequate time for the Mem
bers to fully discuss the measure. 

I urge the adoption of House Resolu
tion 393 so the House may proceed to the 
consideration of H. R. 2462. 

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask . unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Speaker, the 

pending rule will bring before the House 
H. R. 2462 for consideration. 

This bill is known as the Federal Em
ployees Salary Adjustment Act. The 
purpose of this bill is to adjust the rates 
of basic compensation for certain offi
cers and employee of the Federal Gov
ernment. 

The general effect of this bill, if 
adopted in the form recommended by 
the committee, is to provide an 11 per
cent salary increase for classified, judi
cial, and legislative employees of the 
Federal Government subject to some 
limitations as follows: First, no salary 
will be increased by more th:;m $1,000 a 
year; second, no salary will tie increased 

to an amount in excess of $16,000 a 
year-the existing maximum salary rate 
provided by the Classification Act of 
1949, as amended-which was _recently 
raised from $14,800 to $16,000 a year; 
and third, no present sala~y of $16,,000 or 
more will receive any increase. The 
average salary increase for. classified em
ployees will be $518.51 per annum. 

The committee conducted complete 
hearings with respect to adjustments in 
the compensation of classified Federal 
employees. Witnesses representing nine 
m·ajor employee organizations, members 
of the Civil Service Commission, repre
sentatives of the Bureau of the ~udget, 
and a number of .Members of Congress 
appeared and testified. Every witness 
except those from the Civil Service Com
mission and the Bureau of the Budget 
strongly urged substantial upward ad
justment in the compensation of these 
employees, and presented persuasive evi
dence in support of such adjustments. 

In my opinion, Federal employees 
made out a conclusive case for imm~diate 
and substantial salary increases. Since 
July 1, 1951, classified Federal employees 
have received only 1 basic salary in
crease of 7% percent, which was gener
ally effective March 1, 1955. That salary 
increase failed by a considerable margin 
at that time to bring the compensation 
of these employees abreast of the rise in 
the cost of living and of salary increases 
granted other employees in private busi
ness and industry. They have lagged be
hind increases in the cost of living since 
the World War II period. 

Since 1952, the average hourly 
straight-time earnings of employees in 
manufacturing industries haye increaseq. 
18.5 percent. The 7%-percent increase 
granted classified Federal employees 
during the same period suffers badly in 
comparison. On this basis alone the 11-
percent increase provided for in this bill 
is amply justified. 

As the report of the committee further 
points out, the continued and accelerated 
upward spiral in the cost of living is a 
major factor in the consideration of the 
salary adjustments provided by this bill. 
Worse still, the rate of increase is rising, 
not falling. From every indication the 
cost of living will continue to rise in the 
foreseeable future. In the light of such 
conditions, an immediate and substantial 
pay adjustment for Federal classified 
employees is imperative. They are find
ing it more and more difficult, w~th their 
incomes lagging so far behind the in
crease in the cost of living, to make ends 
meet and to purchase. the commodities 
they must have to maintain themselves 
and their families in a reasonable stand
ard of living. This situation is bound to 
have a damaging e.fiect on the employees' 
morale and, consequently, on tne effec
tiveness of the performance of their 
duties for the Government. 

Inadequate compensation was given 
as the primary reason for the high turn
over of Federal employees--particularly 
in the scientific, engineering, and tech
nical fields of Government activity 
which are essential to the maintenance 
of a strong ·national defense. Turnover 
rates of 25 percent a ye~r and higher 
were cited, with instance after instance 
of trained and highly capable employees 
leaving Federal employment to accept 
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higher paid positions in private in· 
dustry. 

The cost of recruiting and training 
new employees and bringing them up, 
through the necessary period of service, 
to the standard of production of those 
they replace is a tremendous item of 
expense which well could outweigh a 
large part of the direct payroll cost -of 
the 11-percent salary increase provided 
by this bill. The Hoover Commission 
has found that it costs $3,000 merely 
to recruit and train a new Federal em
ployee up to a reasonable standard. 
This is aside from the undoubted delays 
and impediments to progress in carry
ing out essential Federal programs 
which result from high employee turn
over. Improved morale, which would 
result from adequate pay scales, like
wise, would be of major benefit to the 
Government. 

Nor does the oft-repeated charge that 
a Federal classified pay raise will, in 
some remote way, contribute to inflation 
justify denial of the salary adjustment 
provided by this bill. The cost of this 
legislation is a little over two-thirds of 1 
percent of our $71.8 billion budget-a 
very small portion. If we can afford to 
spend billions of dollars to aid the peo
ples of other nations, we certainly can 
afford the comparatively small cost of de
served recognition of our own Federal 
employees in the form of adequate pay 
adjustments. 

Furthermore, we should never forget 
that Federal employees are bound to 
continue to work, regardless of inade
quacy of the pay schedule. They do not 
have the right to enforce their demands 
by a strike. They are patriotically 
bound to continue to work in order that 
the business of government may go on 
unimpeded. They are therefore entitled 
to have the sympathetic consideration of 
Congress to the end that they may be 
justly and adequately treated in the 
matter of wages. 

I am strongly in support of the bill 
that is to be brought before the House 
upon the adoption of the pending rule. 

Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, on this side there is no opposi
tion to the rule. 

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question. 

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

the resolution. 
The resolution was agreed to. 

TALK MAY BE CHEAP, BUT DOUBLE
TALK IS MOST EXPENSIVE 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, when 

Secretary Humphrey raised the interest 
rate on Government bonds as his last 
official act, I told this House that that 
was the signal to the bankers to raise 
interest rates across the country. 

What happened? 
First, FHA raised interest and dis

count rates. Then, while clamoring to 
legalize discount rates, so high that they 

result in illegal usurious interest 
charges, the bankers raised their inter
est rates one-half of 1 percent. 

Next, the Federal Reserve Board in
creased the rediscount rate another one
half of 1 percent to the highest rate since 
1934. 

At the same time that the Chairman 
of the Federal Reserve Board was agree
ing with his Board members to do that, 
he was emphasizing and reemphasizing 
before the House Banking and Currency 
Committee that he was for the lowest 
possible interest rate. 

Simultaneously, in the other body, the 
Under Secretary of the Treasury was 
testifying that we could soon expect a 
lowering of interest rates. 

The mad race continues between the 
moneychangers in and out of govern
ment. Like the blind Samson of old, 
their blind greed will surely pull the 
temple down around our heads. 

They are speeding tc the top of the . 
spiral of inflation. from which they will 
tumble us all into the depths of depres
sion and bankruptcy. 

The Communists in their wilde~t 
dreams, could not bring about our eco
nomic destruction any faster than the 
grasping profiteering of those in con
trol of our money-money which they 
borrow from us without cost to them or 
return to us and lend over and over 
again at ever higher interest rates for 
their own gain. 

A fine old gentleman presides over the 
House Banking and Currency Commit
tee, and daily tells us how important is 
the measure we are considering, and just 
as promptly prevents interrogation of 
the Government witnesses who can shed 
the most light on this horrible and hor
rifying situation. 

The big business-big bank collusion. 
if not conspiracy, in and out of gov
ernment, goes on day after day while we 
sit helplessly by. 

We fail to hear the whir of the vul
tures because of the roar of the wolves 
in sheep's clothing. 

I wonder, when the next veterans 
bread march on Washington occurs, who 
will be the Captain Eisenhower and the 
Colonel MacArthur who will lead our 
Army against them. 

Wake up, America. While Dulles talks 
about the brink of war on foreign fronts, 
we are about to be pushed over the brink 
of economic foolhardiness into the 
chasm of financial collapse. 

FEDERAL EMPLOYEES SALARY 
ADJUSTMENT 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill <H. R. 2462) to adjust the rates 
of basic compensation of certain officers 
and employees of the Federal Govern
ment, and for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the consid
eration of the bill H. R. 2462, with Mr. 
JoNES of Missouri in the chair. 

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

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. DOYLE]. 
MR. DOYLE TELLS OF DIRECTIVE RE LESS THAN 

HONORABLE DISCHARGES FROM DEFENSE 
DEPARTMENT 

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Chairman. I am 
pleased to advise the Rouse that I have 
in my hand a directive issued August 
7 from the Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of Defense. It reads: 

AsSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
MANPOWER, PERSONNEL, AND RESERVE, 

Washington, D. C., August 7, 1957. 
Memorandum for Assistant Secretary of the 

Army (MP&RF), Assistant Secretary of 
the Navy (P&RF), Assistant Secretary 
of the Air Force (MP&RF). 

Subject: Reenlistment of persons discharged 
under less than honorable conditions. 

Persons discharged or dismissed under less 
than honorable conditions who demonstrate 
exemplary civilian behavior for a minimum 
period of 2 years subsequent to separation 
may, under appropriate conditions, be 
granted an opportunity to reenlist in order 
to permit them to earn honorable discharge 
by performance of further military duty of 
a character which warrants such higher 
recognition. 

In determining the acceptability of such 
an applicant for reenlistment the follow
ing, among other factors, should be care
fully evaluated: 

(a) Nature, seriousness, and circumstances 
surrounding the offense(s) or conduct for 
which previously discharged. 

(b) Age and military experience at the 
time of commission of offense(s). 

(c) Civilian background, education, em
ployment record, and general reputation in 
the community before and after military 
service. 

The entitlement of an applicant to re
enlist under these conditions is subject to 
the discretion of the individual service Sec
retaries, dependent upon the needs of their 
services. It is not to be construed as estab
lishing a priority for the enlistment of this 
group in preference to other reenlistees or 
nonprior service personnel. 

This procedure was previously agreed to 
by members of the armed services in co
ordinated consultation. 

It is requested that your implementing di• 
rectives be forwarded to this office. 

STEPHEN S. JACKSON, 
Deputy. 

Accompanying said directive to me 
was the following letter from Mr. Jack
son: 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 

MANPOWER, PERSONNEL AND RESERVE, 
Washington, D. C., August 7, 1957. 

Hon. CLYDE DoYLE, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on 

Military J?ischarges, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to your re
quest on the telephone this morning, I am 
pleased to inclose two copies of the mem
orandum signed by me on this date concern
ing reenlistments of persons discharged un
der less than honorable conditions. 

As I stated at the hearings, this formaliz
ing of policy throughout the three services 
was prompted by the Interest and concern 
generated by you and your committee on the 
general subject of persons holding less than 
honorable discharges from the Armed 
Forces. As you recall I also stated at the 
hearings that I would not issue this memo
randum until I had the benefit of the com
ments from your committee, to whom I pre
sented a copy of the memorandum at the 
hearings. Until your telephone call this 
morning, I had not known of the commit
tee's reaction, wl1ich is, as you expressed, 
one of enthusiastic endorsement. 
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Although as you are aware, as representa
tive of_ the Department of Defense I strongly 
oppose the passage of the bill and will con
tinue to press this position in the event it is 
introduced in the Senate, I do wish to ex
press to you my appreciation for the cour
tesy and cooperation extended by you and 
your committee to representatives of the De
partment of Defense. 

Sincerely yours, 
STEPHENS. JACKSON, 

Deputy. 

The background of this letter to me 
and directive enclosed dated August 7, 
1957, is that during the hearings by the 
Special Subcommittee of Armed Serv
-ices, of which I had .the honor of being 
cha-irman, on H. ·R. 87?2 and related 
bills, the committee urged that th~ Mili
tary Establishment adopt a uniform pol
icy on permitting men who received less 
than honorable discharges from any 
branch of the Military Establishment to 
reenlist promptly and work out and ob
tain an honorable discharge, instead of 
carrying the load and ton of lead 
throughout their lives, which definitely 
results from them having to carry any 
type of discharge less than . honorable. 
I am pleased to say that Deputy Assist
ant Secretary Jackson and his associates 
regarded this very favorably and sub
mitted the text of the within directive 
to the special subcommittee and upon 
us approving same, which we did cor
dially and ·enthusiastically, Mr. Jackson 
signed the same and transmitted it to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman; the text of the directive 
speaks for itself. You will note that the 
(a), (b), (c) in same, together with 
other text. carries substantially the same 
factors to be considered as did H. R. 
8772, which by the action of this House 
of Representatives on last Monday was 
approved by a vote of 226 ayes to 8 nayS. 

I am sure . you and all the Members 
of this legislative body congratulate our 
military department on this directive 
and we respectfully urge that it be given 
fullest and most vigilant compliance by 
all concerned. In view of Secretary 
Jackson's letter to me transmitting the 
directive still stating strong opposition 
to H. R. 8772, and expressing intent to 
continue to press oppOsition thereto in 
the United States Senate, I wish to say 
that if the Department of Defense ·does 
so in the Senate consideration of H. R. 
8772, it will be but a continuation of 
what the Department of Defense has 
done from the beginning on this subject 

of Congress legislating anything in the 
-area of less than honorable discharges. 
I have not understood why they have. 

I would respectfully suggest to the 
Department of Defense that the over
whelming vote of 226 ayes to only 8 nays 
on Monday last is clear as crystal evi
dence to the Department of Defense, 
that the House of Representatives frowns 
upon the opposition of the Defense De
partment to this legislation and also that 
the House approval by that over
whelming vote should be clear notice to 
our Military Establishment, that this 
House expects prompt and substantially 
different treatment of all boys who re
.ceive any type of less than honorable 
discharge, by the review boards and also 
by the officers in command and by the 
military personnel which has the area 
of discharge responsibility. I believe 
Mr. Jackson's statement to us that they 
have made great advances. 

But, Mr. Chairman, I wish to repeat 
that I am sure not only the Special Sub
-committee of Armed Services, and the 
full Committee on Armed Services com
pliment the Military Establishment on 
.this directive, but that I speak for all the 
Members of this House of Representa
tives in the same vein. 

May I very humbly call your attention 
to the fact that Mr. Jackson's letter to 
us tells that the formalizing of this uni
·form policy as culminating in the direc
tive of August 7 to the commande1·s in all 
three military services, was generated by 
the special subcommittee which wrote 
the final bill, H. R. 8772, which was ap
proved Monday last. 

I am pleased to say that I am advised 
that this is a direct result of the bill 
which was passed Monday dealing with 
less than honorable discharges. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Mich
igan [Mr. LEsiNSKI}. 

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, we 
have under consideration the bill H. R. 
2462. I want the House to understand 
first of all that this. does not cover all 
Federal employees. It covers only ap
pToximately half of them. The bill also 
covers employees in the judicial and 
legislative branches. 

The raise carried in this bill is on the 
average of 11 percent. The bill H. R. 
2462 initially called for an average raise 
of 18 percent. The Cordiner . report 
recommended a raise of 12.3 percent. 
The bill now under consideration pro-

vides for an 11..-percent raise, so this bill 
is below what we believe should . be the 
actual amount paid to Federal em
ployees. 

I should like to point out a few other 
things here that I think are of very great 
impOrtance to all of us. There is a lot of 
talk about inflation. We who are spon
soring this pay increase for Federal em
ployees are likewise concerned about in
flation. When an individual requests an 
increase in his salary because the cost 
of everything around him. is going up 
and he is losing his. purchasing power, 
that is not inflation. When a person is 
paid over and beyond his ·value, that is 
in:fi.ation. We in this bill are trying to 
let the Federal employees catch up and 
not go beyond. 

The Hoover Commission claims it takes 
about $3,000 to train a civilian employee. 
There is a turnover of about 200,000 
every year. This means it costs us 
1·oughly $60(} million a year to train new 
personnel. The basic cost of this pay 
increase bill is $503 million, so if we gave 
these people more than 11 percent, which 
we think they should have, we would 
still be saving more money in the long 
1·un. 

As you have 1·ead in the papers re
cently in connection with the Cor
diner report, it takes $100,000 to 
train a pilot in the military. Therefore, 
by not paying · our Federal employees and 
our military personnel sufficiently, we 
are in the long run losing many billions 
of dollars annually. . 

As to the cost of inflation, may I say 
that the steelworkers received an in
crease in wages. The steel companies, 
instead of raising the cost of steel in 
proportion to that wage- increase multi.
plied it five times in raising their price 
of stee-l. When the cost to the producer 
of a basic commodity is increased, it 
automatically increases the price of all 
the items produced from that com
modity. 

If this trend keeps on going up and 
up, what we should do if we want to stop 
inflation is have on the books a strong 
plice-control law. This would tend to 
keep prices down and people would be 
afraid to raise their prices. 

I would like at this time to place in 
the RECORD a page of the Cordiner repm:t 
as to what they have felt should be the 
increase at this time for Federal em
ployees. It shows an average of 12.3 
percent. 

TABLE IV.-Analysis of s_ttggested inteTim salary schedule 

Grade 

GS-7 _ ..•.•..•..•...•••••••••••. 
GS-8. --------·--·-·-·········-· 
GS-9_ ----- . •.•. :.. ......••.•... _. 
08-10 •••• ·····-- ---------------

8ttk========================= .· GS-13 ..•• • .: •• _ ••••••.•••••• .' ••• 
08-14 .•••••• ---·-······ •••••••• 
08-15. ··-- ••• -.- •• ···-·----- --
08-16 •• ------ •••••••••••••••••• 
OS-17. -··········-----········· 
OS-18 •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

1 Entrance level data. 

Mini
mum 

$4,700 
5,300 
6,000 
6,100 
7,400 
8,600 

10, ()()() 
11,500 
13,100 
14,800 
16,600 
18,500 

Grade 
differ
ence 

.•••. $600" 
700 
700 
700 

1200 
1400 
1500 
1600 
1700 
1800 
1900 

Suggested schedul:e 

Steps 

Number Amount 
Spread 

---------
6 $200 $1,200 
6 200 1,200 
6 200 1,200 
6 200 1,200 
5 250 1, 250 
5 250 1,250 
5 275 1,375 
5 275 1,375 
5 300 1, 500 
4 375 1, 500 
3 500 1,500 
1 500 500 

Maxi· 
mum 

---
$5,900 
6,500 
7,200 
7,900 
8-,&50 
9,850 

11, 375 
12,875 
14,600 
16,300 
18,100 
19,000 

Midpoint Civil Scrv
l-------l ice Com

mission 
survey 
average 

Anpual Monthly 

---
$5,300 $441 1$444 
5,900 492 ----··-2-560-6,600 550 
7,300 608 
8-,025 669 ·······-708" 
9, 225 768 79'J 

10,690 890 940 
12,190 1,015 1,111 
13,850 1,152 1, 285 
15,550 1,295 ------------17, 350 1, 445 ------------18,750 1,560 

________ .;. ____ 

Comparisons 

Increase midpoint Ratio of 
schedule 
midpoint 
to survey 

p:~~t I---.----
point Dollars Percent 

average , 
---------

0. 995 $4,930 370 7. 5 
------------ 5,375 475 8.8 

. 981 5,845 755 12.9 
6,320 ~ 15.5 -----·-:945" 6, 930 1,095 15-.S 

.967 8,110 1,115 13.7 

.946 9,530 1,160 12.2 

.914 10,860 1,330 12.2 

.896 12,150 1, 700 14. 0 
------·----- 13,330 2,220 16.6 
------------ 14,405 2,945 20.3 
------------ 16,000 2,750 17.2 

2 Survey data, grades 7 and 9 combined. 
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I also have a chart of the average in .. 

crease in salaries for Federal employees 
which shows a cumulative of 81 percent 
from July 1, 1945. You want to remem
ber that some of these increases have 
been requested by the Department of De
fense because they, themselves, have ac
knowledged the fact that in certain cir
cumstances people are not getting paid 
enough. 

The chart follows: 
Average percentage increases of salaries of 

classified Federal employees provided from 
1945 to 1955, inclusive; 1945 was the ji1·st 
increase since 1939 

Effective date of salary 
increase 

July l, 1945 __ ----------------
July 1. 1946_ -----------------
June 30, 1948~ -----------------
0ct. 28, 1949 ~----------------
July 1, 1951 2_ -----------------Mar. 1, 1955 a ________________ _ 

A veragr percentage 
increase 

For eacb Cumulated 
pay raise 

~t~ ----------32 
11.0 47 
4.0 53 

10..0 68 
7. 5 81 

r Salary increases were incidental to general revision 
of Classification Act. . 

2 Effective 1st pay pcl'iod beginning after June 30. 
a Effective 1st pay period beginning after Feb. 28. 

At the same time the cost-of-living 
index was 114.3. 

The consumer price index since 1939 
has gone up to 120.2 as of June of this 
year and · is contfnuing to rise. That is 
an increase of 104 percent, as -indicated 
in the following chart: 
Increase in cost of living, ~s measured by 

Consumer Price Index. be.tween dates indi
oated; and cumuZat._ed, August 1939 to June 
1957 

Percentage increase . 
Consumer 

Month and year Price Index-----.-----

August 1939 _____ _ 
July H~45 ________ _ 

July 194~--------
July 1948. __ ------
Oct<>ber 1949 _____ _ 
July 1951_ _______ _ 
March 1955 1 _____ _ 

·June 1957 1 _______ _ 

on date :Between 
1 indicated in~f;:fed Cumulated 

59.0 
77.5 
84.6 

104. 3" 
101.5 
110.9 
114.3 
120.2 

---------31" ----------3i 
9 43 

23 77 
-3 72 

9 S8 
3 94 
5 104 

1 The price index increased 3.1 percent from July 1951 
to March 1955, and 5.2 percent from March 1955 to June 
1957. The total increase in the index from July 1951 to 
July 1957 was 8.4 percent. 

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

Mr. LESINSKI. I yield. 
Mr. JOHANSEN. Did I understand 

the gentleman to say that if we are 
going to cope with the inflationary 
trends, that we need at least standby 
legislation for price control? 

Mr. LESINSKI. I did make that 
statement. We need some such means 
to enable us to hold this thing down. 
I am not recommending it to be en
forced, and the gentleman will please 
note that. 

Mr. JOHANSEN. Would the gentle
man favor some standby controls for 
wages generally also in that case? 

Mr. LESINSKI. I will say to my dear 
f1·iend that it should include everything 
and everyone. 

Mr. JOHANSEN. I thank the gentle .. 
man. 

CIII-897 

Mr. LESINSKI. In testimony before 
the committee, the members of the pres
ent administration have stated that 
there should be some adjustment of sal
aries. But they were opposed to this in
crease for Federar employees. It is 
rather peculiar, but nevertheless that is 
the way they stated their position. They 
also state that the salaries of the so
called blue-collar workers which com
prise about 800,000 people are below the 
Federal employees'. Well, the facts are 
not correct. The truth has been that up 
to the· last couple of years that was true, 
but in recent years the blue-collar work
ers are getting more money than the 
Federal employees are. The blue-collar 
workers in comparison have received a 
greater increase than the Federal em
ployees. To show that the one hand 
does not know what the other hand is 
doing in this Government today, here 
you have an annual report of the Army 
Air Force Wage Board. It shows where 
the Wage Board employees, and I will 
read a paragraph here: 

A basic rate was increased from 98 cents 
to $1.68 per hour or 89 percent. During the 
same period, the Wage Board rates increased 
114 percent. 

So while the classification act or so
called white-collar employees, and the 
supervisors of the blue-collar employees 
increase has been 89 percent cumulative, 
the Wage Board has gone up 114 percent. 
Still, testimony before our committee 
shows, that is testimony by members of 
the Civil Service Commission, and so 
forth, that the Wage Board employees 
are below the classified employees. 

I would like also at this point to place 
in the RECORD some excerpts · from the 

. Cordiner report which show the prob
lems they have in keeping men in the 

.service at the present time. 
CASE HlSTORIES-EMPLOYEES WHO HAVE LEFT 

THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

CASE NO. 1 

J. ·L. W.: Contract specialist. Government 
salary $8,360 a year. An expert in contract 
negotiation, he was notably proficient in 
reducing costs to the Government . . His s.u
periors estimated that he saved the Defense 
Department $200,000 yearly-almost 24 times 
his salary. Mr. \V. recently resigned from 
Civil Service to accept a position as assistant 
to the president of a local engineering corpo
ration at a salary of $10,000 a year. 

CASE NO. 2 

W. J. McF.: Statistician. Government sal
ary $7,040 a year. Mr. McF. was noted !or 
his work in establlshing quality control pro
cedm·es for material. Savings from the use 
of his procedures were estimated as amount
ing to an excess of $150,000 yearly. Industry 
recognized his marked abilities, and a na
tionally known electrical manufacturing.firm 
hired him to do engineering measurement 
and analysis, at a starting salary of $9,000-
an irwrease of $2,000 over his civil-service 
pay. 

CASE NO. 3 

J. W. S.: Training specialist. Government 
salary in the $8,990 to $10,065 range (G&-13). 
Recognized throughout Defense and 
throughout his profession as one of the top 
men in his field, Mr. S. contributed many 
valuable innovations to the Defense train
ing program. Faced by a restricted future 
in Government, he accepted a position as 
president of a textile firm at $20,000 a year 
plus a percentage of profits. 

CASE NO. 4 

W. A. D., Jr.: Procurement specialist. De
fense salary $9,025. Mr. D. supervised con
tract administration in 3 large States. In 
a single year ( 1953) he saved Defense over 
$250,000. His executive ability was recog.:. 
nized by industry, and he · le:rt Government 
service to accept the position of assistant 
plant manager in an industrial firm that 
offered him $12,000 a year. 

CASE NO. 5 

H. G.: Mechanical engineer. Government 
salary range $8,990 to $10,065. A specialist 
in the field of bearings, Mr. G. served with 
the Government for almost 10 years. Re
cently he left civil-service to accept . the 
position of executive vice president of a 
bearing manufacturing firm. This company 
signed him up at $20,000 a year-twice the 
salary paid him by Government. 

CASE NO. 6 

R. · S. M.: Industrial engineer. Defense 
salary $9,205 a year. Mr. M. integrated the 
work measurement system with production 
control and accounting programs in one of 
Defense's largest projects. Result in dollar 
value of improved effectiveness for 16 months 
was $1,409,096. Offered the position of plant 
manager with an aircraft maintenance cor
poration, Mr. M. resigned from civil service 
to enter industry. The starting salary of 
$12,270 a year amounted to a one-third in
crease over · .his Government pay. 

CASE NO. 7 

J. M. G.: Deputy comptroller. Federal 
salary range $11.610 to $12,690. In fiscal 
year 1952, Mr. G . was responsible for 3Sl 
management improvements which saved the 
Government $1,593,822. In fiscal year 1954: 
his procedural improvements saved $186,-
801.56 in equipment alone. In that same 
year Mr. G. effected the reduction of 73 man
power spaces at a saving of some $200,000. 
A finn in Oklahoma then hired him at a 
salary far higher than ·his civil-service rate. 

CASE NO. 8 

G. G. W .: Aircraft production specialist . 
Government salary range $9,600 to $11,200. 
Mr. W. headed up survey teams of aircraft 
production programs and made decisions on 
terminations of contracts. These contrac
tual decisions involved hundreds of millions 
of dollars. After several outside offers, Mr. 
W. left. the Go.vernment to enter an aircraft 
company. He is now an a&.sistant general 
manager at an income double that of his 
salary with Defense. 

CASE NO.9 

J. H. J.: Tl:ansportation specialist. Gov
e.t:nment salary $7,570 a year. Mr. J. in the 
words of his superiors, demonstrated excep
tional ability in initiating and conducting 
various materials-handling projects. In 6 
months' time, his work saved his department 
$1:~'3,855 in transportation costs. It is esti
mated that his innovations will save millions 
of Government dollars in the future. Mr. J. 
left civil service to go with a leading aircraft 
company at $10,500 a year-an increase of 
about $3.,000 over his Government salary. 

CASE NO. 10 

R. J. N.: Assistant comptroller. Govern
ment salary $10,800. While employed by 
Defense, Mr. N. supervised work which re
sulted in cutting the delinquency delivery 
rate on contracts in half; improving supply 
effectiveness in the Department supply or
ganization by 3 percent; reducing sick ab
senteeism by 17 percent, thereby saving De
fense $4,095,000 in 1 year alone~ Mr. N. left 
Defense to become control officer with a na
tionally known firm at a salary much higher 
than that paid him by the Government. 

CASE NO. U 

S. J. S.: Financial management specialist. 
Federal salary range $8,990 to $10,065. Over 
a 5-year period Mr. S., through a system of 
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cash discounts, saved Defense some $10 
million. He reduced man-hours required to 
process a unit of work by one-third. He cut 
the number of unpaid accounts 30 days old 
or older from 10,000 to 500. In November 
1956, he was offered a high-paying position 
with a large construction company. Mr. S. 
accepted the offer. 

CASE NO. 12 

R. J . H.: Sanitary engineer. Government 
salary $8,430 a year. Mr. H. was responsible 
for design of industrial waste treatment 
plants at four major Defense installations. 
The plants cost $2 million. One of his de
sign innovations saved the Government 
$100,000 annually. For this, he was given a 
Government award of $275. His repute 
brought him several offers of employment 
with industry. Mr. H. finally accepted a 
position in a firm which offered him $10,000 
a year and far greater income opportunity 
than anything offered by civil service. 

The reason for that is very obvious. 
In the CAA, for instance, it takes 3 years 
to train an employee in flight control. 
Let us say he gets a salary of $5,000 a 
year. It takes 3 years to train an em
ployee and that makes $15,000. Once he 
gets trained on the job and learns what 
the job is all about, he ups and quits. 
Certainly, that is something we do not 
have any use for and this goes on 
throughout the whole Federal Govern
ment. Therefore, I recommend whole
heartedly that we pass the legislation 
as is. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. BROYHILL]. 

Mr. BROYHILL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of H. R. 2462, which provides 
for an 11-percent increase across the 
board for all classified employees with a 
maximum increase of $1,000, and no in
crease in any salary which exceeds 
$16,000. 

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield. 

Mr. BROYHILL. I yield. 
Mr. WEAVER. Could the gentleman 

tell me what the average increase per 
employee will be? 

Mr. BROYHILL. The average in
crease per employee would be $518.51. 
You will recall, about 3 or 4 weeks ago 
we passed a bill granting an increase of 
$546 for each of the 500,000 postal field 
employees. This was an increase of 
$546 across the board, which would 
average out to about a 12%-percent in
crease. This bill today provides al
most--not quite, but almost the same 
treatment for the one-million-odd clas
sified employees as we granted to the 
postal field employees a few weeks ago. 

I feel sure the membership wants to 
be equally fair to all employees of the 
Federal Government. That alone should 
be a sufficient reason for us to approve 
this legislation today. However, there 
are many other reasons to justify ap
proval of this bill. I have always felt 
that the classified employees' case could 
stand on its own merits and does not 
have to follow the trail of the postal em
ployees, but historically we always have, 
and therefore it would be consistent to
day if we considered this bill on the basis 
that it is the same treatment that we 
gave the postal field employees. 

This bill is in effect a compromise. 
Many of us felt that for a large number 

of the grades an increase in a larger 
amount would be justified. But most all 
legislation is the result of a compromise, 
so this bill today is that type of com
promise. 

Why do I say we can justify the in
crease called for in this bill? I always 
hesitate to refer to statistics, because 
they can be used by .aither side to serve 
whatever purpose you want to serve with 
them. However, we have all agreed that 
1939 is the year we refer to as the par 
year, and to which we always refer as 
to the increase in cost of living. The 
Bureau of Labor Statistics says the cost 
of living has gone up 102 or 103 percent 
since 1939. I have the figures here, com
piled by the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
and the Civil Service Commission, show
ing the actual increase in salaries for the 
classified employees in each grade since 
1939. It shows that the only grades 
which have received an increase com
mensurate with the increase in cost of 
living have been grades 1 and 2, the two 
lowest grades. The average classified 
employees grade, which is GS-7, shows 
that the increase we have granted that 
grade over the years has been a total in
crease of 74 percent. We would cer
tainly have to grant that grade alone an 
increase of 25 or 30 percent to bring it 
up to the standard of 1939. Of course, 
as the grades go up, we have not takim 
care of the grades nearly as well. But 
in the lower grades we have almost kept 
within the increase in the cost of living. 

There are two approaches to this pay 
increase problem. One is the humane 
approach. All of us recognize that the 
employees in the lower grades-three-, 
four-, and five-thousand-dollar-a-year 
bracket, who have 3 or 4 children 
and who live in metropolitan areas
have a difficult time in getting along. In 
fact, they have a difficult time in pro
viding their families witr the basic ne
cessities of life unless possibly the wife 
works, too. 

I know all of us are sympathetic with 
that point of view; we have always been; 
we have always recognized it in the past 
when this matter of the increased cost 
of living came before us. 

But there is another approach to the 
problem and that is from the employer's 
standpoint. Certainly every employer, 
and we as . the Federal Government, 
would want to have the best type of 
employee, the most efficient, the most 
qualified, the most intelligent; and we 
recognize as an employer that we cannot 
get the best type of employee unless we 
pay the proper wages. We cannot ex
pect the $10,000 enginer or a $10,000-a
year scientist, or a $10,000-a-year ad
ministrator to work in a position at a 
salary of $6,000, $7,000, or $8,000. When 
such a person cannot get ahead not only 
is he discouraged but he is going to be 
dissatisfied with his position as long 
as he holds it and be constantly looking 
for ways to improve himself. So it is 
to the advantage of the Federal Govern
ment as it is to any employer to recog
nize what is the value of the employee's 
services and pay that employee what he 
is worth rather than to have the em
ployee resigning or having the standards 
and quality of the work of that em
ployee lowered. 

I certainly am conscious, as we all are, 
of the problems of inflation; and all of us 
concerned about the cost of this par
ticular legislation. But I would like to 
submit that insofar as the inflationary 
aspects of it are concerned we are merely 
trying to catch up with this wage in
crease spiral that has been going on 
for a number of years. 

I tried to point out a few moments 
ago that by far the larger number of 
Federal employees should have their pay 
increased by at least 25 percent in order 
to be brought up to the 1939 standard. 
So if we are going to stop these wage 
increases throughout the country let us 
start where they originally started. 

When you get to the Federal service 
we are at least 25 percent behind; and 
I maintain that we would have to grant 
an average 25 percent increase to be up 
with private industry. Certainly we 
cannot economize in our Federal opera
tion as a result of cheap personnel. 

We have pending before us a $3.3 bil
lion foreign aid bill. If that bill passes 
and appropriations are made we are go
ing to have to have competent personnel 
to administer that foreign aid. We are 
constantly voting farm programs; we 
have got to have competent personnel 
to administer the programs. We have 
welfare programs under the Federal 
Government. We certainly need compe
tent personnel to administer those 
programs. 

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

Mr. BROYHILL. I yield. 
Mr. GROSS. This foreign giveaway 

program has been in operation for a 
long time. Is the gentleman suggest
ing that the personnel administering it 
has been incompetent? 

Mr. BROYHILL. Not at all; I am 
suggesting that we should have compe
tent personnel to administer it. We are 
not going to have competent personnel 
anywhere if we have cutrate employees. 

The only way to economize, and I am 
for economy, and we are all for econ
omy; the only way to economize is to cut 
out some Federal services, to cut out 
extravagances, to cut out waste, dupli
cation and overlapping in the Federal 
service. The Federal employees them
selves are the first to admit that, and 
they are just as enthusiastic in helping 
us rid the Federal service of waste and 
duplication as any group could be. 

We have a subcommittee of the Com
mittee on the Post Office and Civil Serv
ice, a Subcommittee on Manpower Utili
zation that is constantly investigating 
ways of improving efficiency in the Fed
eral service. The way we are doing 
that, as I say, is eliminating needless 
waste and duplication, but not by cut
ting the actual salaries, or by not paying 
proper salaries to the employees we have. 

I submit again that the cost of this 
bill was established by the enactment of 
other legislation prior to today creating 
the necessity of hiring the personnel and 
bringing the wages for our Federal em
ployees up to those in comparable jobs 
in private industry. 

We will get exactly what we pay for 
in personnel as we do in every other 
commodity; and I believe that in the 
long run paying the proper wages for 
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personnel will create more efficiency · in 
our Federal service and in the long run 
will make the operation of our Federal 
Government more economical. 

It would appear to the uninformed that 
an 11-percent increase is rather exces
sive compared with raises received by 
employees in private industry during the 
present year. Most of the latter groups 
have averaged only 3 to 5 percent during 
the past year. However, wage changes 
and wage movements cannot be viewed 
in isolation during any specific year. 

In order to appraise the proposed 11-
percent increase we must review the 
movement of salaries of classified Fed
eral employees over recent years. We 
must also insure that salaries of Federal 
employees are competitive with those in 
private industry so that the Government 
may be able to obtain the necessary 
trained manpower to carry out the vital 
work that Federal employees are per
forming. I am not suggesting that the 
Federal Government should compete 
with private industry in paying top sal
aries such as. executives in private indus
try receive, but I do believe that at lower 
levels, the salary schedules in Govern
ment and in private industry should be 
reasonably comparable so that we would 
be able to attract high type employees to 
Government service. We all know that 
prior to World War II Government posi
tions were much sought after. The best 
of our college graduates from all over the 
country competed for Federal employ
ment. 

During the World War, while private 
industry continued to give raises, Gov
ernment salaries more or less remained 
frozen. Thus, during the war the rela
tive position of Federal employees deteri
orated very sharply. But this process 
of deterioration did not stop with the 
war. A review of Federal Government 
salaries over the past decade reveals 
that Government employees have been 
losing ground in relation to wages in 
private industry. Since 1946, average 
salaries of Government employees have 
increased by 61 percent. But, in manu
facturing, during the same period, the 
increase was 22 percent higher, and in 
bituminous coal, building construction, 
and railroads, the increases were. just 
slightly less than in manufacturing. 
During the same period salaries of 
schoolteachers and other municipal em
ployees have actually doubled. 

Viewed in this light we can see that 
an 11-percent increase to Federal em
ployees would not even make it possible 
for them to catch up with the position 
they held prior to the past decade. To 
restore the Federal employees' pay to the 
pre-World War II status would require 
an increase three times greater than 
the one I am proposing. 

But even when we review the position 
of Federal employees within the most re
cent past we see it continuing to slip. 
I was struck the other day by an article 
I saw in the U. S. News & World Report 
which reviewed the impact of the pres
ent rise in prices upon various groups. 
The article showed that most groups are 
retaining their real income· despite the 
increases in cost of living. Federal em
ployees were singled out as one major 
group that ha~ lost most by t~e increases 

in cost of living. Since we last granted 
a wage increase to Federal employees, 
wage al).d salary earpers in private)n
dustry have won increases of 10 percent 
and more. 

We know that the relative decline of 
the position of Federal employees has 
already caused serious problems in cer
tain areas of Federal employment. 
Special provisions have to be made for 
recruiting engineering and scientific per
sonnel. A survey conducted by the 
United States Civil Service Commission 
shows that Federal salaries in these 
categories are much lower than those in 
private industry. A recent survey by the 
National Office Management Association 
shows that similar conditions have de
veloped in many office positions. Con
sequently, in some areas the Feder~! 
Government faces difficulties in hiring 
needed clerical help. 

In other words, unless we step in im
mediately and grant at least the pro
posed salary increase, the Federal Gov
ernment will not be able to get qualified 
personnel in many areas. This would 
mean that the very vital services that 
the Federal Government is now offering 
to the people in agriculture and in busi
ness would suffer, and, consequently, the 
whole economy may feel the ill effects of 
a deteriorating Federal service. 

Finally, the argument has been made 
that the wage increase to Federal em
ployees would at this time be inflation
ary. This argument appears to be most 
unfortunate. It is hardly fair to expect 
the underpaid Federal employee to be 
the only one to carry the brunt of fight
ing inflation, while wages and prices 
continue to increase in all other sectors 
of the economy. But even if we grant 
this argument-and, of course, I cer
tainly do not agree with it-the result 
would endanger our ability to recruit the 
help necessary to perform the vital serv
ices of the Federal Government. Not 
only Federal employees will suffer if a 
pay increase is not granted; all of us 
would feel the effect of deficiencies in 
personnel. 

I believe that the wage increase which 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service has recommended is a just and 
modest one. We must enact it with
out any further delay, both in fairness 
to the million classified Federal employ
ees and in the interests of the Nation. 
I urge the adoption of H. R. 2462. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. [After counting.] One hun
dred and four Members are present, a 
quorum. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Loui
siana [Mr. MORRISON.] 

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, in 
connection with this particular legisla
tion the committee held hearings from 
July 2 through July 18. We would have 
held mo1·e hearings, but it was impossible 
to start these hearings before July 2 and 
unless we stopped them and considered 
the bill after the 18th, it would have 
been impossible to have brought this 
legislation to the floor today. 

I want to assure the Members that we 
did not try to keep anybody from testi
fying. We wanted those who were for 
the bill to be heard and we wanted to 
hear from those who were against the 
bill. As a inatter of fact, I would say 
that we heard from practically all . the 
representatives of all of the organiza
tions that represent the classified em .. 
ployees in our Government. Frankly, in 
my opinion, the hearings were adequate 
and they were thorough. The fact that 
our same committee had heard similar 
testimony previous to this hearing on 
numerous occasions in other years, and 
in other Congresses on similar bills con
tributed very materially to our knowl
edge on this subject. It was not like 
taking up something brandnew and hav
ing to consider it. We have wrestled with 
this problem many, many times before. 

I happened to be a member of the 
Committee on Civil Service before the 
Reorganization Act. I took part in some 
of those pay-raise hearings then. I lis
tened to the testimony on those occa
sions. I became a member of the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service 
since it was created under the Reorgani
zation Act and since then I have taken 
part in all of the h.earings that that 
committee has had with reference to 
Federal pay raises. 

I want to say to the membership of 
this House that the committee was very 
thorough in hearing the witnesses and 
in carefully weighing the testimony of 
the witnesses of this bill. Frankly, I 
think they made a very excellent case. 
I do not know of any other time that the 
proponents of an increase for Federal 
employees pay made a better case or a 
more substantial case than they made 
on this particular bill. And, like I say, 
I have heard just about all of the testi
mony on pay legislation for the last 10 
years, which includes of course pay in
creases for classified employees. No one 
appeared in opposition to this bill ex
cept representatives of the Government 
including the Bureau of the Budget and 
the Chairman of the Civil Service. When 
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget 
was explaining his position and giving 
us the different reasons why these em
ployees should not be taken into con
sideration at this time, I asked him sev
eral questions. Mr. Merriman was the 
witness. I said, "Suppose the President 
of the United States had recommended 
this legislation, what would your posi
tion then have been?" "Well," he said, 
"I would have been for it." Then I said, 
"In other words, the only reason you are 
against is because the President did not 
recommend it, is that not correct?" 
And he said, "That is correct." Then I 
asked him, "Therefore, your testimony 
is in opposition because the President 
did not recommend it, is that correct?;' 
And he said, "That is correct." 

So, as far as the employee representa
tives are concerned. they made a fine, 
outstanding contribution in their argu
ments to the committee. They gave all 
possible information that the commit
tee wanted or asked for. Frankly, the 
witnesses who appeared before us did an 
excellent job. And, I think Mr. Merri
m~n, representing the Bureau of the 
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Budget, did an excellent job, but he just wishes. The chairman of the committee of fair and adequate salaries and wages 
happened to be, as he admitted, under seemed to think that the fact that it was for all people who work in Government. 
orders to be against this particular pay not originally in the bill made a great I also favor increases in line with the 
raise bill. deal of difference. I do not think so. I increased cost of living. Since I have 

After all the facts were presented to have seen many bills come to this fioor been a Member of this House I have 
the committee, and we discussed the· bill, that did not contain certain subject supported increases in salaries, as well 
it was then open to amendment. It matter at first, but it was inserted before as other benefits for the employees who 
was my motion that provided for an 11- the till was passed. So I think that work in Government. 
percent pay increase across the board objection is relatively unimportant. As a matter of fact you will find, if 
for classified employees of our Govern- The chairman also said that there you examine the RECORD, that postal 
ment in this bill, -H. R. 2462. It passed were not any hearings with respect to our workers and classified workers secured 
our committee, and, as you know, is legislative and judicial employees. The higher increases during the period when 
now before us for your consideration. fact is that every time heretofore we have I had the honor of being chairman of 

According to the Cordiner report, if voted a pay-raise bill we have included this great committee, than in any simi
we would bring all classified employees them in the same bill with one exception. lar period in 20 years. This was done 
up to what they deserve and are en- They earn salaries comparable to those with the assistance of the present chair
titled to in comparison with other em- of the classified workers. That is as it man and the then members of the com
ployees in private enterprise doing the should be. They have comparable jobs mittee. I mention this to indicate my 
same type of work, they would be en- and are entitled to comparable rates of interest of Federal employees in every 
titled to receive a pay raise of 12% pay. group and class. I will call your atten
percent. Since then the cost of living I did not close off the hearings in order tion to some facts and figures a little 
has gone up 1 percent. So, according to stop any testimony concerning our later on with respect to increases that 
to the Cordiner report, with the cost legislative and judicial employees. It have heretofore been approved by our 
of living index increasing by 1 percent was just a matter of being realistic. committee and by the Congress. As I 
since that :figure of 12% percent was Either we were going to have a pay-raise have said, I joined in securing their ap
brought out, the :figure now would be bill, which meant that we had to close proval. 
13% percent. So, with our 11-percent the hearings on July 18th, or we would I think the pattern has been pretty 
figure, we are really 2% percent under not get any consideration of the bill in well set by this House. A short time 
the Cordiner report, plus 1 percent cost- this session. So the majority of the ago, when the postal pay bill was con-
of-living increase. committee thought the hearings should sidered, I offered a proposed increase 

N t d h d . t' · h d close on July 18. The committee ob- that was in line with the increased cost ow, yes er ay w en our IS mgms e viously thought it was wise to include 
chairman appeared before the Commit- of living as reported by the Bureau of 
tee on Rules concerning this bill, he the legislative and judicial employees. I Labor Statistics. This House approved 
seemed to put some emphasis on the fact offered that motion, to have them in- an amount considerably higher. I must 
that we included our legislative help here eluded with the classified personnel, and agree there should not be discrepancy 
on the Hill in the 11-percent increase, it passed by a majority vote of our between the two groups. 

committee. 
as well as the judicial employees. Well, Let me tell you how many pay raises Mr. Chairman, I am willing to go along 
that is nothing unusual as far as this · with a percentage cost of increase for 
legislation is concerned. From the wa.Y. m the past included the legislative and classified employees in line with the 

judicial employees. . 
he talked, you would imagine that this . On July I: 1945, there was a pay raise. amount indicated by the Bureau of La-
was the first time that this had been bor Statistics. But this bill provides for 
done. That is not correct, for it has On July 1• 1946• there was a pay raise. increases of between 11 and 12 percent. 
happened just about every time a pay bill On June 30• 1948• there was a pay I want to be fair to Federal employees. raise. 
similar to this was passed and became There has been only one time when I want to be realistic. I am convinced 
law · · 1 · 1 t· this measure will not be enacted into law. 

· M·r. MURRAY. Mr. Cha1·1·man, wi'll pay-raise _egis a Ion has ever come out . I ld l'k t t b of our committee when these employees wou I e o suppor a ill that has a 
the gentleman yield? were not included. That was on Octo- chance of becoming law. 

Mr. MORRISON. I yield to the g{m- ber 28, 1949. The increases averaged This is not the original H. R. 
tleman from Tennessee. $140 annually, the overall percentage in- 2462. It is an amendment to that 

Mr. MURRAY. There was no provi- crease was 4 percent, and 3 super- bill which, as I recall, provided for in
sian in the bill as introduced to give a.n grades with a maximum . salary of creases from 14 to 16 or 18 percent. The 
increase in salary to legislative or judi- $14,000 were created. amended bill was hastily drawn and 
cial employees. There was no consid- on June 30, 1951, there was a 10-per- hastily approved and contains a number 
eration given by the committee before cent, across-the-board pay increase, in of inequities. In fact it would be well 
the gentleman from Louisiana offered which the legislative and judicial em- if it were sent back to the committee for 
his amendment or motion to include leg- ployees were included. further study and revision. 
islative and judicial employees. So, it On February 28, 1955, there was also Mr. Chairman, I believe, for the rec-
was passed without any consideration; an increase in which the legislative and ord, some facts ought to be considered. 
is that not true? . judicial employees were included. This bill would increase the salaries of 

Mr. MORRISON. That is just exactly I think this is a good, clean, solid bill. 957,553 classified Federal employees. 
what I am going to explain if the gen- I think it is just a question of the Four thousand two hundred in the Judi
tleman will be just a little patient. -amount. There may be one or two in- ciary branch and 6;100 in the legislative 

Every other pay-raise bill, with ·one equities as far as the legislative em- branch by 11 percent of their salaries 
exception, which I shall explain in detail ployees are concerned and as far as other with a maximum of $1,000 increase 
later, has included the legislative and employees are concerned; the same ap- annually. 
judicial personnel. The fact that it was plies to the classified workers, and those The total cost of this legislation will be 
not included in the bill that was before in the judiciary. But there are no more $537,640,000 annually. These pay in
our committee is not of importance. exceptions in the legislative or the ju- creases will raise the Federal civilian 
Everyone knows that many times a bill is dicial employees than in the 950,000 so- payroll to almost $13 billion annually or 
introduced and then everything after the called classified employees. $1 billion per month. Its enactment will 
enacting clause is stricken and an en- If you think 11 percent is a correct, require a supplemental appropriation of 
tirely new bill is written by the commit- honest, and a fair figure, then I think a half billion dollars for this fiscal year. 
tee. The fact that a bill does not con- the bill in all other respects is a solid So, adding the additional $537,640,000 
tain a certain provision when it is intra- and s. good bill, and the best possible bill in this bill, together with the additional 
duced does not· mean that the majority you could have passed out of the com- $317,000,000, and another $1 billion that 
of the committee cannot add other rele- mittee. is bound to follow for the military, you 
vant matter. There is no law, there is Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, have an additional $2 billion added to 
no regulation, there is no rule to prevent I yield myself 10 minutes. the annual cost of Government. These 
the majority of the committee from in- Mr. Chairman, let me say at the out- charges are worthy of our attention in 
serting other material in a bill if it set. I have been, and am now, in favor considering this measure. 
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On July 22, 1957, I offered an amend

ment to the postal pay bill to provide a 
5 percent salary increase to offset the 
increased cost of living since March 1955, 
when the last postal pay increase became 
effective. In view of the overwhelming 
defeat of this amendment I shall not 
offer a similar amendment at this time, 
because I believe ·all Federal employees 
should be treated alike in connection 
with pay increases. · 

If this bill is approved by the Con
gress and sent to the President and it is 
vetoed, as I think it will be, those who 
favor this legislation should not blame 
the President for his failure to approve 
the bill. 

In my judgment, to support this legis
lation is not in the best interests of Fed
eral employees. 
: Over the ye·ars our committee has been 

generous and reasonable when it comes 
to providing increases in the salaries of 
Federal employees. Employees paid un
der Classification Act schedules have had 
the following salary increases beginning 
with July 1, 1945: 

First. July 1, 1945, 20 percent on the 
first $1,200, 10 percent on the next $3,400, 
and 5 percent on the remainder, with a 
$10,000 ceiling-average increase, 15.9 
percent; 

Second. July 1, 1946, 14 percent with 
$250 minimum, subject to $10,000 ceil
ing-average increase, 14.2 percent; 

Third. June 30, 1948, $330 across the 
board increase-average increase, 11 
percent; . 

· Fourth. October 28, 1949, increases 
averaging $140 annually, overan percent
age increase 4 percent, with 3 super
grades-$14,000 maximum-created; 

Fifth.. First pay period beginning after 
June 30, 1951, 10 percent across the 
}?oard, with $300 minimum and $800 
maximum-average increase,10 percent; 
and 
. Sixth. First pay period after February 
2~. 1955, 7.5 percent increase for each 
classified employee. 

This bill does not take into considera
tion the salary increases which have 
been provided through upgrading, re
classification and within-grade promo
tions. The Bureau of the Budget in op
posing these pay increases pointed out 
that there had been an increase of 14.6 
J?ercent in the average salary of Federal 
employees from 1953 to the present time. 
Seven and one-half percent of this in
crease is attributable to the pay adjust
ment which occurred ·in 1955 and the 
remainder of the increase or almost 7 
percent resulted from what the Bureau 
of the Budget stated was upgrading, re
classification and other related person
nel actions. 

At present the average salary of em
ployees in the executive branch covered 
by this bill is $4,744 annually. This bill 
will increase the average salary to $5,266. 

There are many inequities in the legis
lation and the only way to correct these 
inequities would be for the legislation to 
be recommitted to the committee for 
thorough and complete study. For ex
ample, the bill does not provide a salary 
increase for our Foreign Service includ
ing the International Cooperation 
Agency and the United States Informa
tion Agency. The medical service per-

sonnel of the Veterans' Administration 
are not included. The committee did 
Iiot receive any information from the 
Federal judiciary concerning the need 
for salary increases for its employees. 
The increase provided in certain cases 
for legislative employees is inequitable 
and salary increases are provided in ·a 
number of cases where increases were 
just recently approved. 

It is possible that there may be a num
ber of employees who work in and 
around the Capitol who should have in
creases in salaries, but ho testimony was 
taken concerning them at all. They 
were included along with others with
out any discussion or explanation at all. 
Td add 6,000 people without even pre
senting the matter to the committee 
seems a rather hasty method of handling 
legislation of this kind. 

The President has warned the Con
gress of the grave consequences result
ing ·from the enactment of general pay 
increase legislation at this time. He has 
pointed out that hasty action will set 
off a chain reaction which will add about 
$2 billion in increased expenditures. 
The same Congress which has criticized 
the President's budget in approving this 
legislation may well take note of this 
statement in trying to curtail Govern
ment expenditures. 
. Do not misunderstand me. I do not 

say the approval Of this legislation will 
alone determine the matter of inflation. 
What I am saying is that in view of the 
President's statement and because of 
the inequities I have mentioned, he is 
not inclined to approve this bill. I be
lieve a cost-of-living increase, in line 
with my proposal, would have a real 
chance for approval. 

I regret such an important bill affect
ing the welfare of almost one million of 
our best citizens has not received the 
consideration to which it is entitled. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr: REES of Kansas. I am glad to 
yield to the distinguished Member, the 
gentleman from California and a former 
member of the committee who is quite 
familiar with this legislation. 
· Mr. MILLER of California. The gen

tleman said that this does not include 
the Foreign Service employees. Are not 
the Foreign Service employees, or their 
salaries rather, fixed under an ·entirely 
different act? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Yes. Just as 
the legislative .and judiciary employees 
are not ordinarily considered under the 
jurisdiction of this committee. Of 
course, the gentleman realizes there are 
many employees not in the bill. 

Mr. MILLER of California. I agree 
that perhaps they should be raised, and 
I hope they will be raised, but the gen
tleman knows that this matter of ad
justing the salaries of legislative employ
ees and judicial employees has always 
been the function of this committee. 
All of the long recitation that the gentle
man has made of salary increases has 
always included these people. Occa
sionally we have left out one or two cate
gories inadvertently, but the Foreign 
Service employees come under the For
eign Service Act. I am certain the dis
tin;ui::hed gentleman from Kansas would 

not want to mislead the people by saying 
we are discriminating against them. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. No; and the 
gentleman knows that they have not 
been misled. 

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

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself 3 additional minutes. 
· Mr. Chairman, the only· point I am 

making with respect to that is that if 
you are going to add additional employ
ees, then employees in the Foreign Serv
ice should have been included. But if 
we are going all the way as in this bill 
why would they be omitted? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM of Nebraska. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield to the 
gentleman ~rom Nebraska who is a very 
valuable member of our committee and 
has attended all . the hearings. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM of Nebraska. The 
legislative employees come under the 
jurisdiction of the various Congressmen, 
is that not true? Those people who 
work · for you and me are considered 
legislative employees? ,-
. Mr. REES of Kansas. Of course, we 

did think they were under the jurisdic
t~on of the Members of Congress, but 
under this proposal additional pay is 
provided, irrespective of whether we 
want to increase them or not. 

Mr. · CUNNINGHAM of Nebraska. I 
am in support of our civil service work
e·rs, but if a Congressman wishes to in
crease the pay of his staff he can do so -
without this legisiation; can he not? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. That is correct. 
Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield. 
Mr. JONAS. I understand this bill, 

plus the postal pay bill will make a total 
increase in payroll of $850 million . 

Mr. REES of Kansas. About $850 
million. 

Mr. JONAS. A few weeks ago thiB 
Chamber rang with criticisms becausr. 
of the largest peacetime budget in our 
history. Is it true that this additional 
pay raise would be over and above the 
budget figure submitted for 1958? 
. Mr. REES of Kansas. That is my un

derstanding of it. The same economic 
conditions exist today as existed in the 
House only a month ago when the pos
tal-pay bill was passed. Our No. 1 do
mestic problem is inflation. The Presi
dent warned of the consequences result
ing from increased pay. He pointed out 
that it might set off a chain of reaction 
which could add about $2 billion to our 
national budget. 

This legislation does not include a 
military-pay increase, which is bound to 
come along later. So later on we will 
be faced with a bill providing for an 
increase for those in the military service. 

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

Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield. 
Mr. DIES. What would it cost to give 

a proportionate increase to the military 
personnel? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I do not have 
those figures exactly, but it would be 
approximately a billion dollars. 
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The CHAIRMAN. 'rhe time (){ the 
gentleman :f.:rom Kansa.s bas again e~
pi.Ied. 

Mr. :MtJR.RAY. Mr. Chail:man. I. yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Georgia 
U\lr. DAVIS}. • 

Mr.DAVISo.fGoo:rgia. MY.Chail:man. 
this bill does not by any means deal with 
all of the Federal employees;. Ulis bill 
deals only with the cla.ssi:fied civil-service 
employees plus 4,.200 ofii.cers and em
ployees in the judicial branch, and 6,100 
employees in the legislative branch. 

All told the Federal Go.vemment. has 
on the payroll 2..40.(),00Q civilian em
ployees. This bill deals witb nine hun
dred fifty-seven thousand some-odd and 
leaves nearly a million and a. half more 
employees who are not dealt with in this 
bill. 

Five hundred and eighteen thousand 
postal employees will :receive a raise if the 
bill which passed the House a. few weeks 
ago. becomes law. 

There are. some sao.ooo employees of 
the Federal Government who are called 
wage board employees,. the blue-collar 
workers. Since 1951 their salary has 
been increased, these wage board em
ployees. these 800,000 Federal civilian 
employees. by 25~8 percent. to those em
ployedin theNavy.andanamount which 
pretty well corresponds to tbat in the 
other departments of the Government 
where these wage board employees work. 

In addition to that increase for the 
wage board employees. we have an in
crease across the board of $546 per year 
for the postal employees. 

Do you think under these circum
stances, it is a fair proposition to say to 
the employees covered in this bill: We 
are not going to give you a raise? That 
is unfair and on the face of it the ques
tion answers itself. You cannot fairly 
and justly give cost-of-living increases 
to wage board employees, to postal em
ployees, and then say to these remaining 
Federal employees: "We are not going to 
give you a raise." 

Other Members have spoken about the 
rate of turnover in Federal employment. 
and it is a very serious thing. The tum
over, in many instances, in our Govern
ment agencies runs as hfgh as 25 percent. 
It is a costly thing to the Federal Gov
eTnment always to have new and inex
perienced employees coming in while ex
perienced employees leave Government 
to go into private business because they 
can receive better pay, better- wages, and 
better fringe benefits than they get in 
Federal employment. 

This bill gives an overall It-percent 
increase with a ceiling of $!,00tJ. You 
will find on pages 2 and 3' of the com
mittee report a schedule of the present 
rates of pay and the proposed rates of 
pay; and it gives you to the dollar what 
the present pay is and what the proposed 
rates of pay will be. 

You will also find at the bottom of page 
3 in the report a table which gives the 
number of employees nnder the Classi
fication Act of 194-9, and the annual di
rect payroll coot. You will find Jfsted 
there the officers and employees in the 
judicial branch-and tbey are just 4,260 
as compared with 957,000 classified em
ployees. Yo.u will :find there also the 

officers and employees in the legislative 
branch. 

'l'he CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman nom Georgia bas ex.pil:ed. 

Mr. MURBAY. :Mr. Chairman. 1 
yield tbe gentleman 2. additional min
utes. 

Mr. DAVlS of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man. you will see there the officers and 
employees in the legislative branch
that is cur branch-and they number 
6.100. The annual direct payroll cost is 
$4.2~.000. . 

Scme obj eetion was made that the 
committee held no bearings on the last 
two classifications-the judicial and the 
legislative employees. wen; we have 
held hearings befo:re on these two classi
fications andF although none were held 
this year. if there is any subject a Mem
ber of Congress is qualified to legislate on 
without having hearings. we ought to be 
able to legislate on the pay of our own 
employees without hearings. We are 
familiar with every phase of information 
that ecncerns those legislative em
ployees. You know whether cr not they 
need an increase and, as the gentleman 
from Nebraska (Mr~ CUNNINGHAM] 
pointed out a mcment ago,. if this in
crease is more tham they should have the 
amount o! pay for thes:e legislative em
ployees is in the hands of each Membe-r 
and if his employees are getting more 
than they need it is a. simple thmg for 
him to :reduce them. As the gentleman 
from Kansas said., tba t would be some
thing that l!lo Member wculd want to do~ 
but if be feels tbat this is too much of 
an increase and too much money, he can 
correct that by simply reducing the 
salaryr 

The report on H. R. 246: points out 
clearly that the weight o:l testimony at 
the hearings showed tile need for such 
an increase. In 195~ the 'H'2 percent. 
increase :failed to bring Federal employ
ees in line with private industry. Since 
1952 the average hourly straight time 
wage earnings in industry have increased 
18 .. 5 percent. Based on this alone the 
1l percent increase strn won't bring the 
Federal employees up with those in in
dustry. 

Even within the Federal Government 
we find that wage board employees have 
had their salaries increased by 25.8 per
cent since 1951 as compared to 'lY2 per
cent for classification act employees. 
This is an obviously unfair situation. 

lt is common lrnowledge that the cost 
of living is rising sharply. How can we 
expect the Federal employee to feed his 
family and maintain a decent standard 
of living when his salary is not increased? 
We cannot and that i·s why we are losfng 
competent employees. That is also one 
reason why we are faced with larger and 
large numbe1·s on the payroll. We are 
paying a high price for our failn:re to 
grant a pay raise. We are paying for it 
by having to hire a greater number of 
inexperienced workers to replace the 
skilled ones we are losing. At the same 
time Government services are not being 
rendered as promptly and efficiently as 
they should. 

We a:re talking now about a relatively 
small group of employees-a little over 
a: million employees. Are they to be 
made to. suffer when the rest of the 

country is get.\.ing additional pa)l? Are 
we going to let this small group be 
crushed by trying to use them as a road
block to stop inflation? The cost. of this 
legislation is. a. little over two-thirds of 
1 pe-ycent of the budget. That will not 
up.set our economy? Also those em
ployees pay taxes. Tbat means that 
about 100 million or one-fifth of the wst 
willlile: returned to the Treasury. 

To me there is no real basis. for deny
ing this increase. In ihe name of fair
ness to. this group of employees we should 
do unto- them as has been done unto 
others. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman. 
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. HM.l.ECK.J L 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman_ I have 
no illusions about what the :result cf 
tbe vote on this Dill will. be. I have no 
misconceptio-ns at all as to what anycne 
rruiht s-ay o:r do that will materially 
cbange. the vote; but I do feel compelled 
so say a few tbings before the vote 
comes. and to expre5s something of what 
I am quite sure is the attitude of the 
President in respect to this particular 
legislation. 

M:r. Chairman, it is the responsibility 
of the Congre5s in the first instance to 
fix the pay of the people who work for 
the Government. We necessarily must 
meet this issue from time to time. 
Through the years as: we have met it, 
and may I say for myself as I have met 
it~ I have tried to be generous and help
ful and understanding. I have: voted 
for increases in pay from time to time. 
As majority leader of the House of Rep
resentatives: on occasion I have taken 
the lead in putting such legislation 
through the House. of Representatives. 
But while we always want to be gener
ons.-and, actually, if one has the human 
instincts I am sure we an have, we would 
like to be ultragenerous-we at the same 
time have a responsibility to the people 
of the country generally, yes, to the tax
payers of the country who, may I say, 
not long ago by the thousands were writ
ing me, telegraphing me~ calling me on 
the phone, and coming to see me, de
manding that the budget retain its bal
ance. that the cost of Government be 
cut in order that one day they could look 
forward again to a tax reduction. 

In a way we are on the horn of a 
dilemma. We would like to be ultra
generous, as generous as anyo·ne could 
think of being with the people who work 
for the Government, but at the same 
time the other horn of that dilemma is 
that we have a responsibility to the 
financial integrity and stability of the 
Government of the United States and 
the Treasury of the United States. Yes; 
the very people who wfll profit by the 
passage of this bill, if it ever becomes 
law, also have something at stake, too. 
But may I say parenthetically at this 
jtmcture it is my opinion that it will 
never become I a w as it is written; it is 
my conviction that it will not become 
law, and I think anyone who has read 
the pubHc pronouncements of the Presi
d'ent must know and understand that 
this bill as it iS' drawn is in direct con
travention of the policy of the admin
istration. So, while it is his practice, in
violate, not to say beforehand what may 
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happen, I think I can honestly predict, 
as one who knows something about the 
administration's attitude, that this bill, 
if it should go to the White House in this 
form, will be vetoed. 

Now, having that in mind, let us take 
another look at the situation that has 
existed since this administration came 
to power in 1953. The cost of living since 
that time has gone up, roughly around 5 
percent. Now, in all that time a_nd in 
those earlier years particularly, many 
people did get an increase in their pay. 
Government employees got an increase 
in their pay, and I would just like to 
point this out, that those increases in 
pay were actual and honest and effec
tive increases in pay. They meant more 
purchasing power in the take-home pay 
of the people who got the raises. For 
too long had increas~s in pay been illu
sory. They were not actually increases 
in pay; they were phony cost-of-living 
increases designed only to keep pace 
with the increased cost of living. As 
I say, the cost of living has remained 
relatively stable; not as stable as some 
would like to have it, but relatively sta
ble. So, in undertaking what we are 
trying to do here today, as we undertook 
to do in the postal pay bill, I think it 
should be kept in mind, as many contend, 
that this will set off another inflationary 
spiral and we will get right back to where 
we were, which is that the increases in 
pay · are immediately eaten up, if they 
ever catch up with inflation, which, as 
the gentleman from Kansas has said, is 
one of the major threats to our national 
security today. 

. Now, the gentleman from Kansas has 
pointed out another thing that I think 
we had better be thinking about. We 
have a debt limit in this country of $275 
billion. When this administration first 
came into power it is my recollection 
that the debt was right up against the 
ceiling. And, after quite a bit of argu
ment pro and con, if my memory serves 
me correctly, we had first of all a $5 
billion temporary increase in the ceiling; 
then subsequently we had 1 year with _ 
a $3 billion temporary increase, and then 
after that a $2 billion temporary increase 
in the debt ceiling. Now, this year it had 
been hoped that we would be able to 
go through this fiscal year without in
creasing that debt ceiling, but I can say 
to you, if you will get the statement of 
the Treasury that is available to all of 
us, it is going to be nip and tuck whether 
we will make it. If we cannot make it, 
there is no alternative but to call the 
Congress back into session and to in
crease that debt ceiling. The debt right 
now is close to $272 billion. We know 
that as we go into the months between 
now and the end of the year, that is the 
time when receipts coming into the Gov
ernment drop off. So you can see very 
readily how close we are now. 

- If the Postal Pay bill were to become 
law and if the bill before us were to be
come law, the total annual cost would 
be almost $900 million. If you- divide 
that by 12, that is $75 million a month. 
If it becomes effective in September, that 
would be $300 million added to the bur-
den of the budget for this year. · -

I say to you in all candor that that 
c~mld well be the straw that will break 

the camel's back. If that is what the 
Congress wants to do, that is its respon
sibility. But I say to you frankly that 
as this bill is drawn, as far as it goes 
and the fashion in which it is drawn, 
I do not see how, under my responsibil
ity as a Member of the House of Rep
resentatives, I can vote for it. 

-Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

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

Mr. EDMONDSON. Does the gentle
man take into account in his prediction 
as to the effect on the budget that this 
increase would have, the present con
tract cancellations and cut-backs in 
rates of expenditure and the imposition 
of new ceilings on expenditures below 
the level of spending provided by the 
Congress? 

Mr. HALLECK. Yes; I might say to 
the gentleman that those have all been 
taken into account. I just want to say 
to you that on the most optimistic as
sumptions it is possible to make--and 
some of them I do not think are quite 
valid-we are going to be right up against 
that debt ceiling. And if we are not 
very, very careful, we are going to be put 
to the necessity of increasing ft. 

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

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

Mr. DIES. If the postal pay increase 
becomes law and if the pending bill be
comes lavl, how can we deny to the mili
tary personnel a proportionate increase? 

Mr. HALLECK. I must say that a 
great many people believe that of all the 
folks who work for the Government, the 
people in the military service are the 
most underpaid. I saw a little item on 
the editorial page of the Washington 
Post this morning. I recall it particu
larly because one of the men named iJ 
from Lafayette, Ind., ' in the district I 
represent. I do not know how many 
Members saw it but it was headed "Quote 
Without Commen~." I include it at this 
time because it is an interesting comment 
on pay in the military services: 

QUOTE WI'l'HOUT COMMENT 

The following item is reprinted in entirety 
from the Conad News Service of the Conti
nental Air Defense Command with head
quarters at Ent Air Force Base in Colorado 
Springs: 

"LAs VEGAS, NEv.-Four Air Force men 
handled the delicate assembly job on the 
arming for firing of an air-to-air atomic 
rocket on July 19, 1957, a test so successful it 
may revolutionize the air defense system .. 

"The men were 1st Lt. Don K. Sykes of 
Lansdowne, Pa., S.Sgt. William H. Ferguson, 
Lafayette, Ind., Ale Alvin R. Cox; Ulrichsville, 
Ohio, and Melvin Miko, Larksville, Pa. 

"Their combined take-home pay per month 
equals that of another highly respected as
sembler in Las Vegas-one bartender." 

Actually, these are the people who are 
underpaid. Pressure is building up 
there. Not only that, but pressures are 
beginning to build up all over the coun
try for wage increases. Of course, many 
of those are justified. We all want to 
see everybody paid as much as it is pos
sible to pay them. At the same time, 
there is a definite responsibility on our 
part to maintain the fiscal integrity and 

stability of our Government and the 
whole economy of the country. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I think we are all concerned 
with the fiscal condition of the country. 
I know we all take our responsibilities 
seriously. But I cannot for the life of 
me understand why we should single out 
one group of Federal employees and say 
to them, "Your salaries cannot be 
brought into relationship with the sal
aries of like people in private industry 
without destroying the whole fiscal bal
ance of the country." It just does not 
make sense. 

Are we always going to place our loyal 
employees on a subsistence-wage basis? 
People who work for subsistence wages 
are the people in the undeveloped re
gions of the world where a man through 
his efforts gets merely enough to keep 
body and soul together. 

On the other hand, should not the 
Federal Government be the optimum
type employer and pay its employees at 
a rate sufficient that they can live ac
cording to the high, vaunted American 
way of life, that they can enjoy some of 
the good things of life, that they can be 
assured that their children and their 
families are taken care of, that they 

· may own some of the gadgets that are 
so blatantly displayed and advertised 
over radio and television and through 
the pages of the slick-paper magazines? 
Should they be set aside as a class apart 
and told, "You are Federal employees, 
you are not entitled to these things"? 
How do you expect to get faithful em
ployees and how do you expect to hold 
their respect in the Federal service? 

Our colleague, the gentleman from 
Georgia, Judge DAVIS, has told you that 
there is a group within the Federal serv
ice, the wage-board employees, whose 
salaries are allowed to be set on another 
basis. Their salaries have gone up 25 
percent during the period the Federal 
salaries have been allowed to go up but 
7.5 percent. 

You talk about the cost of living. It 
crept for a while and it is galloping now. 
I am not too certain that, within the 
next 6 months, it will not be going at 
supersonic speed. Are we ever going to -
close the gap between Federal salaries 
and that cost of living? We have not 
attempted it since 1951. It is time we 
acted realistically in recognizing the 
plight of our workers and bring their 
salaries into line with the salary scale 
of non-Government workers. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. WAINWRIGHT]. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, 
what we are doing here, as the former 
majority leader, the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. HALLECK] pointed out, is 
an exercise in semantics. As the gentle
man from North Dakota said when we 
discussed the postal pay raise bill, the 
Congress of the United States is acting 
like a group of kindergarden children, if 
I remember the gentleman's words cor
rectly. I think the same thing applies 
to us this afternoon. 
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We have been told by very responsible 
authority that the P1·esident of the 
United States :intends to vet& this bill. 
The bill will eost well over half a billion 
dollars. It has been pointed cut here in 
the question asked by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. DIES] that the next 
people, and deservedly so, to receive a 
raise would be the armed services of 
the United States, which would make 
a total pay raise for this year of over 
$2 billion. Consequently, it seems to me 
this is a dead issue. . 

· There is one hope, and that is an 
amendment that I hope will be offered 
by the ranking minority member of the 
committee, the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. REES], which presents the oppor
tunity to vote for a 5-percent pay raise. 
Such a raise, whether it be called a cost
of-living raise or whethe:r it be texmed 
a reasonable pay raise, would possibly be 
acceptable to the executive branch and 
would not be vetced. That kind of raise 
would then become the law of the land. 
The gentleman from Louisiana [.Mr. 
MoRRISe>N] · suggested that the only peo
ple who opposed this bill, when they ap
peared before us, were the Bureau of 
the Budget people. I was reminded of 
my four children who every year want a 
new bicycle. They are always after their 
parents. The only person who objects 
to the granting of the new bicycle is the 
parent. The United States Government 
is in much the same position. The 
United States Government is the only 
objector to this $2 billion drain on the 
Federal budget. . 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman :from 
Michigan [Mr. CEDERBERG]. 

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman,. I 
believe we :find ourselves . ve1·y much in 
the same pcsition we did when we were 
debating tbe postal salary,-increase bill. 
I take the position that there is a rea
sonable increase due to our employees. 
I set fo:rth the 'l%-percemt amendment 
at that time. l intend to d<> this-at 
tbe appropriate time. I recognize the 
temper of the House and I ,realize this 
thing is going through with a large vote. 
Everybody is going to get all the politi
cal mileage that they can out of. this 
thing except the Federal employee. 
That is the way it appears now. The 
same repeat perlormance that we had a 
couple of years ago. I do net under
stand why we cannot come to some rea
sonable compromise both from the ad
ministration's point of view and the 
point of view of the representatives of 
the employees so that the employees of 
the United States ean get. what is a rea
sonable and sound increase. Now the1te 
is another matter tba.t is going to come 
up before tbis body either late today or 
probably next week. We are going to 
have to raise a little money ~ try to pay 
for some of these bills. We have a 
postal rate inaease and that will bring 
in about four-hundred-and-some-odd 
millions of dollars. I might say. :i:f the 
postal salary increase goes tbzough and 
the civil-service salary increase. goes 
through. and the same thing !or our re
tirees .and the same thing for the mili
tary,. we are still going to be at. least a 
biJiion dollars o:tr. With reference to 
the postal rate increase, as I see it now, 

and that increase was passed out of our 
committee a few months ago, it is anti
quated and it should be amended. I do 
not intend to amend it because I recog
nize it is very difficult for people, for 
some reason or another, to face the issue 
of raising ·the money. It is awfully easy 
politically to spend the money, but when 
it comes to raising it, we have another 
problem altogether. I am not going to 
take up any more of your time, but so 
far as I am concerned we might just as 
vtell vote. Get your vote on the record 
so that everybody can be recognized as 
being for the employee. I intend, if I 
can, to offer this 7%-percent amend
ment. If it is defeated, I intend to vote 
against 'this bill because I still think that 
is the best decision as far as the em
plo-yees of the Government. are con
cerned. 

Mr. LAffiD. Mr. Chairm:m, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CEDERBERG. I yield. 
Mr. LAIRD. The statement. the gen

tleman made is that if one is truly: inter
ested in helping the Federal employees, 
the only way you can do it is to t1:y to 
reach a compromise someplace between 
the position of administration and of 
this committee; is that correct? 

Mr. CEDERBERG. It seems that way 
to me. 

Mr LAIRD. Do you not think the 
same thing is happening here that hap
pened 3 years ago. The only loser today 
is going to be the Federal employees? 

Mr. CEDERBERG. I think that is 
right. Furthermore, I find an inequity 
here. You are going to vote an 11-per
cent increase for the civil service 'em
ployees, and it is 12 or 12.5 percent aver
age for the postal employees. And un
der this you are going to do something 
else for the military. I see no consist
ency in this thing at all. There may 
be political consistency, but I see no 
consistency as far as the employees are 
concerned. 

Mr. LAffiD. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to say to the gentleman that I join 
with him and I shall support him on his 
amendment. 

I am most anxious to see the Federal 
employees receive a wage increase this 
year. Every Member of the House 
knows that H. R. 2462 will never become 
effective unless amended to meet some 
of the objectives of President Eisen
hower. 

This bill provides for an 11-percent in
crease. The President has indicated 
that he would accept a &-percent in
crease. I shall support the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Michigan 

' [Mr. CEDERBERG] providing for a 7%-per
cent increase. If this compromise is 
enacted we have an opportunity to do 
something concrete for our Federal em
ployees. If this Cederbe1·g compromise . 
is defeated, it will mean a maiority of 
this House is willing to do nothing for 
our Federal employees this year. 

The average yearly pay for Federal 
employees throughout the United States 
is $4,700. It this 1:Y2.-percent amend
ment is adopted I am confident that the 
President will sign this bm. It will 
mean an average pay increase of $352.50. 
in addition to the yearly step increase. 
It this amendment is defeatec~, we are 

asking for a Presidential veto wbich will 
mean :no increase during the next year. 

Each member must decide no.w if he is 
a true friend of the Federal wcrker or is 
only interested in making political hay 
at the expense of these loyal workers. 
A vote for this bill without the Cederberg 
amendment is in effect a vote for no 
increase for Federal employees this year. 
I plead with the Members of the House 
today to enact a bill that can become 
law. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
wm the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CEDERBERG. I yield. 
Mr. EDMONDSON. Does the gentle

man share the view of the gentleman 
from New York that the bill, which is 
before the House now, would be vetoed 
by the President if it is passed in its 
present form? 

Mr. CEDERBERG. I would say in 
my personal opinion and from past ex
perience, there is every indication that 
it will be vetoed. I will be glad to meet 
the gentleman in back of the Hall later 
on and make a little wager with him, if 
he likes. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Does the gentle
man base that opinion upon the state
ment made by the gentleman from Indi
ana that it was his opinion that it would 
be vetoed? 

Mr. CEDERBERG. No. r will tell 
you, r think the representatives of the 
postal employees know that it is going to 
be vetoed, and that is why they were so 
active, according to the newspapers that 
I read, to get so many civil-rights votes 
in the other l;Jody. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Then the gentle
man does not place it upon the state
ment of the gentleman from Indiana? 

Mr. CEDERBERG. No. . 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CEDER
BERG] has expired. 

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. CHRISTOPHER}. 

Mr. CHRISTOPHER. Mr. Chairman, 
I listened with a great deal of interest, 
as I always do when the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. HALLECK] takes the well of 
tbis House. I believe he told the Mem
bers of this House how generous he 
would like to- be if he saw any place he 
could get the money with which to be 
generous. I notice that whether the 
gentleman is generous or not depen~s a 
great deal on who is to be the recipient 
of that generosity. It seems as though 
the people who have his line of thinking 
are the people who seek to fulfill the 
Scriptures, wherein it is written: 

For unto him that hath shall it be given .. 
and. he shall h-ave abundance; but from him 
that hatb not shall be ta.ken away even that 
which be hath. 

I yield back the rest of my time, Mr. 
Chairman. 

·Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield l minute to · the gentleman from 
Miehigan rMr. JOHANSEN}. 

Mr. JOHANSEN. Mr ~ Cbainnan, I 
would like to a~ociate myself with the 
view expressed in the minority report 
by the distinguished chairman of the 
committee, when he said in the :final 
paragraph that he believed the legisla-
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tion should be recommitted and no ac
tion taken until final disposition of the 
bill providing increases in salaries of 
postal employees. 

I would like to point out that the his
tory of this legislation for the past 2 or 
3 pay raises have been either that the 
postal and classified pay raises were 
identical and incorporated in the same 
bill, as was the case with the vetoed bill 
of 1954, or that the classified pay in
creases were acted on in the House after 
the completion of all legislative · action 
on the postal pay increases. This was 

·the case in 1955 when the legislation for 
the classified increase was voted out of 
the -House 10 days after the postal pay 
bill, once vetoed, had been passed a sec
ond time and signed into law. 

It seems to me if we are to have equita
ble treatment of Government employees, 
that is the procedure that should be fol
lowed in this instance. I believe a classi
:tied pay increase is in order, but as a 
practical matter. should be acted on fol
lowing final decision on the postal pay 
legislation. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. GUBSER]. 

Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Chairman, I ·hope 
my remarks will not be interpreted as 
being in opposition to this bill, because 
I intend to vote for it. 

It is apparent to me, that in this bill 
and in the postal pay bill we have 
greased the squeaking wheel. Letters 
and phone calls and meetings have 
meunted up; pressure has mounted up, 
and we have justifiably yielded to it
I do not think that the action we have 
taken is wrong, but I do say we are 
making a big mistake in our considera
tion of pay-raise legislation when we do 
not seek out the very important wheel 
which has not squeaked so loudly. I re
fer to our scientific and technical per
sonnel. We go along and we vote bil
lions of dollars for new armaments, de
fense expenditures, mutual security, 
and we think we have protected our 
security; yet, day in and day out, in the 
most vital. scientific installations in this 
country we have capable, scientific, 
technical men who leave Government 
employment to go to private employers. 
These men are doing the research work 
which will decide whether we keep pace 
with our possible enemies. The Rus
sians realize the importance of this 
problem, and they are cultivating their 
scientific personnel. Meanwhile, we 
grease the squeaking wheel and ignore 
one of the most vital areas of pay legis
lation, one which involves our national 
safety and security. 

I sincerely hope that during the next 
session of Congress the Post Office and 
Civil Service Committee will grant 
hearings on the bills which have been 
introduced by my colleague from Cali
fornia [Mr. Moss] and myself. We be
lieve they would permanently solve this 
problem of keeping our scientific and 
technical personnel on the job. 

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

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. BALDWIN]. 

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the bill H. R. 2~62. I think 
we have to recognize the fact that if we 
are going to attract to the Federal civil 
service the type of personnel we need in 
that service, we should make available 
to them salaries comparable with com
peting types of jobs. 

I would just like to cite a few examples 
of wage rates in northern California, in 
the San Francisco Bay area. At the 
present time we are starting stenog
l'aphers in the Government Service at 
Grade GS-2 at $246 per month and in 
GS-3 at $264 per month. The city of 
San Francisco is paying stenographers 
18 percent ·above those figures. The city 
of Berkeley is paying stenographers 20 
percent above those figures. 

In the San Francisco Bay area Lock
heed is advertising for stenographers at 
an opening salary of $352 per month. I 
would like to cite 2 or 3 more sets of 
figures. As an example, the San Fran
cisco State College has been advertising 
in the San Francisco papers for stenog
rapher-clerks at $281, and for typists at 
$286 per month. 

In another case one of the large in
dustrial companies in the San Francisco 
area has been advertising for IBM tabu
lating machine operators at $346 to 
start, with progressive increases during 
the first year. 

The Federal Government pays its op
erators $286 to start, with a maximum 
of $327 after 6 years. 

Our firefighters receive a starting sal
ary of $286 and can advance to $327. 

Our guards are starting at $264 and 
after 6 years reach $307 per month. Yet 
policemen and firemen for the city of 
San Francisco receive a maximum of 
$489 per month. 

We have got to recognize this differ
ential and .take steps to correct it. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. HYDE]. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of this legislation. 

I do want to just emphasize what the 
gentleman from California [Mr. GuB
SER] spoke about a few moments ago. 

Although the Government employee 
has received a number of increases since 
World War II, nevertheless, his salary 
has not kept pace with the increase in 
cost of living. 

It, therefore, seems appropriate that 
the Congress should give favorable con
sideration to a general salary increase 
for the classified Government employee. 
The Government employee does not 
have bargaining rights with his em
ployer; consequently, it is incumbent 
upon the Congress to keep constantly on 
the alert to make sure that the Federal 
employee is paid an adequate income in 
order to enable the Government to be on 
an equal bargaining basis with private 
industry for the best qualified personnel. 

I regret that the bill before us does 
not provide adequate salary increases 
and desirable classification adjustments 
for our scientific and technical person
nel. The Federal Government is losing 
valuable scientific personnel every day 
because their salaries are so far out of 

line with what they can get in private 
industry. 

A case in point and a good example is 
our Federal Bureau of Standards. Our 
Bureau of Standards is one of the most 
important branches of Government; as a 
matter of fact, although many may not 
be aware of it, one of its most import
ant functions is to see that our economy, 
the free enterprise system, can function 
smoothly under a proper system of sci
entific standards. 

The salaries of the employees of the 
Bureau of Standards are pitiful in com
parison with what they can get in pri
vate industry. The people in this Bu
reau should be the best in their field of 
science, but the fact is we are no longer 
able to hold on to the best in that 
Bureau. 

I sincerely hope that the Committee 
will give this important subject serious 
consideration without further delay. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. CoRBETT]. 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, the 
bill before us is a good bill. It will go far 
to provide the classified workers with a 
better standard of living; perhaps it will 
only go far enough to keep for them a 
standard of living- that they presently en
joy. From the Government's point of 
view it is going to help in the matter of 
the recruitment and retention of em
ployees. 

Mr. Chairman, we used to have a Mem
ber of this Congress from the State of 
Pennsylvania, a very fine, sincere Mem
ber, Mr. Rich, who would often come to 
the well of the House and raise the ques
tion, ''Where are you going to get the 
money?" I want to face that question 
very fairly and forthrightly at this time. 
The figures will show that if the rate bill 
which is going to be the next order of 
business in this House is passed, it will 
provide funds to pay 75 percent of the 
postal and the classified pay increase. 
Then we oug-ht to remember that 20 per
cent of this raise is never going to go out 
of the Treasury. It is going to be with
held in the form of taxes. That means 
95 percent of the money is provided and, 
over and above that, the withholding for 
retirement will take some 6¥2 percent, 
which adds up to over 10 percent of this 
pay raise. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM of Nebraska. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CORBETT. I yield to the gentle
man from Nebraska. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM of Nebraska. Now 
that the gentleman is on that particular 
point I think it should be called to the 
attention of the committee that on page 
13 of the report there is the following 
provision: 
PROVISION FOR COST TO BE ABSORBED WITHIN 

EXISTING APPROPRIATIONS 

Section 6 of the reported bill requires the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget to 
provide by regulation for the absorption, by 
the respective departments and agencies in 
the executive branch, of the cost of the in
creases in compensation provided for in the 
bill within the limits of existing appropria
tions for the fiscal year in which the bill is 
approved. It is to be noted that this require
ment applies exclusively to departments and 
agencies which actually are in, and are part 
of, the executive branch. 
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Subsection (b) of section 6 stipulates that 
this section shall not be considered to re
quire the separation of any individual by 
reduction ~n force or other personnel action 
or the placing of any individual in a leave
without-pay status. 

Subsection (c) of section 6 provides that 
such section shall not apply to the postal 
field service and to such other departments, 
agencies, establishments, and corporations 
in the executive branch as the Director of 
the Bureau of the Budget, with the approval 
of the President, may designate. 

That amendment was inserted in the 
bill by our colleague from Michigan [Mr. 
JoHANSEN] and it directs the Bureau of 
the Budget to absorb so far as possible 
the additional expense that is involved 
in this pay raise within those agencies 
concerned. Will not the gentleman say 
something about that? 

Mr. CORBET!'. I would like to thank 
the gentleman for his excellent contri
bution to the logic of this particular 
point. As I recall we both voted for that 
amendment. Adding them all up again, 
if we are going to pass a postal rate in
crease which I think we will, and which 
I am willing to support, we are going to 
take care of 75 percent of this increased 
cost. We are going to retain approxi
mately 20 percent in the way of taxes 
and we will, as the gentleman from 
Kansas pointed out, save a considerable 
portion of this money by a reduction in 
the payroll. 

Likewise we must remember that this 
House and the other body in their wis
dom have been doing a pretty thorough 
job of cutting the budget for fiscal 1958. 
So I cannot for the life of me see where 
this matter of granting a reasonable in
crease to the Federal employees is going 
to break the back of the most wealthy 
Nation in the history of civilization. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to address 
myself for a moment to another sub
ject. We have been told repeatedly that 
this pay raise will spark another spiral 
of inflation. These facts, I am sure, are 
true: There is no kind of a pay raise 
that is less inflationary than a raise to 
Government employees because nobody 
can use such an increase as a justifi
cation for increasing the price of any 
commodity. There may be some in
creased demand on the part of this one 
sixty-fifth of our working force in the 
purchase of goods and supplies. Maybe 
they will utilize all of it in payment 
of their debts, I do not_ know, but I 
would say that actually what we are at
tempting to do here is to meet an in
flation which has already occurred. We 
are trying to bring our people into a 
proper balance and we need not be 
ashamed of the benefits that Federal 
employees receive for giving a dedi
cated service to the Government of 
these United States. 

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

Mr. CORBETT. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. MUMMA. I would like to ask a 
question about the wage board, because 
it presents quite a problem in my dis
trict. The blue collar workers seem to 
have an advantage over the white col
lar workers, and it causes a lot of un
happiness. Has the question of the 

wage board salary revision ever been dis
cussed? 

Mr. CORBETT. I will say that it has 
never been discussed, and it should be 
made clear here that in our many hun
dreds of area wage boards there is a con
stant revision being made to bring the 
blue collar workers' salaries up to the 
prevailing wage in the area. There 
never has been any discussion of ter
minating it but of applying it to the 
other workers. 

Mr. MUMMA. I think one or the 
other ought to be eliminated because of 
the dissension among the employees. 
What was the original rr.ethod of deter
mining the rate of wages in the differ
ent trades? How did they arrive at it? 

Mr. CORBETT. The area wage board 
is supposed to have examined into that. 

Mr. MUMMA. Who does that consist 
of? 

Mr. CORBETT. The area wage board 
is appointed by the Labor Department, 
and as to the enforcement of the vari
ous acts governing those particular 
wages, I am sure we could not go into 
it in detail right now, but I know what 
the gentleman is driving at. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope this bill will 
pass. 

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

Mr. CORBETT. I yield to the gentle
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. JONAS. Section 6 of the bill re
quires the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget to absorb those increases in reg
ular appropriations. 

Mr. CORBET!'. Yes. 
Mr. JONAS. But, subsection (b) says 

in part that this section shall not be 
considered to require the separation of 
any individual by reduction in force or 
other personnel action. Now, are not 
those two things inconsistent? How 
can the Director absorb this increase 
without making separations from the 
service? 

Mr. CORBETT. The apparent in
consistency, I think, does not exist, be
cause the attempt is being made there 
to have the Director of the Budget and 
the agencies do the job of reducing the 
work force by attrition so far as possible. 

Mr. JONAS. By not hiring new peo
ple to take the place of people who 
resign? 

Mr. CORBETT. That is right; that 
when vacancies occur, they should be 
left unfilled. 

Mr. JONAS. But will that not oper
ate to the detriment of the service? 

Mr. CORBETT. We tried to ap
proach that question in all sorts of ways 
over the years, and the last attempt was 
to give the President discretion as to 
which agency it applies to. 
. Mr. MURRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 10 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I am strongly opposed 
to the enactment of this legislation. I 
am taking the same position with refer
ence to this measure as I did when the 
postal employees pay bill was considered. 
Unquestionably both of these pay bills 
are inflationary, will add fuel to .the 
ever-increasing inflationary spiral, and 
furthermore, in my opinion, neither one 
will ever become the law of this land. 

Now, this bill, if it is approved and 
becomes law, will increase the cost of 
the operation of our Federal Govern
ment by $537,638,000. The bill already 
voted by the House increasing the postal 
employees will cost $317 million, making 
a total cost of the two proposed pieces 
of legislation over $850 million. These 
two salary increases, if they ever become 
law, will raise the Federal civilian pay
roll to a record peacetime high of $12,-
815 million. This represents over i6 
percent of our entire Federal budget. 

These salaries already are getting out 
of line, and I say that if we ever expect 
to reduce the expenditures of our Gov
ernment, we must go slow about in
creasing salaries. This is no time under 
present inflationary conditions to be in
creasing the salaries of employees, and 
for that reason I have taken a strong 
position ever since the first of this year 
against any increase this year in the 
salaries of any personnel of our Govern
ment on account of the condition of our 
National Treasury, the ever-increasing 
inflationary spiral and the urgent need 
for economy in our fiscal affairs. 

We know that if the postal pay bill and 
the classified pay bill should become 
law-and I am absolutely confident they 
will not become law-that then increases 
will be given to military personnel, State 
Department Foreign Service personnel, 
medical employees of the Veterans' Ad
ministration, and so forth. There will 
be comparable increases for the 2,800,000 
military personnel, the uniformed per
sonnel of the United States Coast Guard, 
the Public Health Service and the Coast 
and Geodetic Survey; the 12,451 Foreign 
Service personnel, including the Inter
national Cooperation Agency and the 
United States Information Agency; and 
the 23,855 medical service personnel of 
the Veterans' Administration, all of 
which would cost an additional $1,100,-
000,000. 

The end result of this chain reaction 
well could be a total increase of nearly 
$2 billion in total salary increases. Our 
Government just cannot stand this ex
penditure. As the gentleman from In
diana [Mr. HALLECK], stated, this Gov
ernment is in serious financial condition 
today. It appears to me that it may be 
necessary to have at least a temporary 
increase in our debt ceiling of $275 bil
lion. 

I have here a news story by the Asso
ciated Press, dated yesterday. It says: 

Under Secretary of the Treasury Burgess 
says he is sure that Secretary of the Treas
ury Anderson will want to talk with Congress 
about the national debt ceiling before this 
session ends. 

He goes on to say: 
Chairman BYRD, Democrat, of Virginia, of 

the Finance Committee told a reporter he 
understood unofficially that the Treasury 
might have trouble in getting by under the 
ceiling this October and November based on 
present revenue and spending estimates. 

Of course, if this bill should become 
law it would require a supplemental ap
propriation. Where is this money com
ing from? I think it is high time that 
the Members of Congress showed some 
concern and some interest in our over
burdened taxpayers. Our taxpayers 
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have been long suffering. They have 
been burdened_ with excessive taxation. 
How in the world can we ever hope to 
give our taxpayers any relief from th~ 
present oppressive and burdensome 
taxes if we keep on piling up increase 
after increase in the cost of the opera
tions of our Government? · 

I think this is a serious matter and 
pretty soon you are going to find out that 
the taxpayers of our Nation are going 
to wake up and demand economy. In 
my opinion those Members who keep 
voting for these increases for everything 
will be called to task by the taxpayers 
and their votes for various increases in 
our Government expenditures may come 
to haunt them, because this excessive, 
unbridled spending must be halted or else 
the taxpayers will throw us all out of 
office. for failing to hold down the ex
penses of this Government. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURRAY. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman. 
· Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I want 

to comPliment the gentleman on his 
forthright statement. I should like to 
have him comment on the language 
in section 6, which appears on pages 9 
and 10. One would gather from this 
language that we are saying in effect that 
this should not require a supplemental 
appropriation, that the Bureau of the 
Budget must take steps to insure that 
this increased cost of $500 million be 
absorbed by the various departments. Is 
it the gentleman's impression that we 
have so overappropriated for these de
partments that now they can assume an 
additional responsibility of absorbing 
$500 million of cost? 

Mr. MURRAY. I can assure the gen
tleman that that sectio·n is just wishful 
thinking. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. That is 
the way it appears to me. 

Mr. MURRAY. It is innocuous, and it 
is not a directive or a mandate to the 
Director of the Budget to save thi_s 
money. . 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Either we 
have overappropriated by $500 million or 
else this directive in section 6 cannot be 
carried out. 

Mr. MURRAY. Certainly the gentle
man is correct. 

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

Mr. MURRAY. I yield to the gentle
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. JONAS. Subsection (b) in effect 
tells the Bureau that we do not mean 
what we say in subsection (a). 

Mr. MURRAY. That is correct. It 
is a meaningless, powerless section, 
which has no effect whatsoever in re
ducing or taking care of any part of the 
cost of this item. 

As I said before in discussing the 
postal pay bill, I think our greatest 
problem today is inflation. It is our No. 
1 economic problem. And if Congress 
does not take some steps to help to curb 
inflation I do -not know what is going 
to happen to the economy of this coun
try. 

This bill provides for an 11-percent 
increase to all the classified employees 
and the legislative and judicial em-

ployees. According to - the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics, since the last increase 
of 7.5 percent was given to the classi
fied employees and the legislative em
ployees in 1955 there has been an in~ 
crease of only 5 percent in the cost o~ 
living. How in the high heavens can 
you now justify an increase of 11 per
cent when there- has been an increase 
of only 5 _percent. in the cost of living? 

Further, the great majority of these 
classified employees have received pro
motions and pay increases through up
grading. According to the Director of 
the Budget, the average Federal em~ 
ployee's salary has increased from 1953 
about 14.7 percent. Of that amount, 
7.5 perc,ent was due to a pay increase 
bill passed on March 1, 1955. The other 
half represents the promotions and the 
upgrading of employees, so they have 
actually gotten around 14 percent. 

I know you are going to pass this 
bill, but I think you are going to make 
a serious mistake when you increase 
these Federal employees by 11 percent. 
The Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service of the other body voted out a 
bill to increase the compensation of 
Federal employees by only 7.5 'percent, 
and here you have this bill of 11 per
cent, without any cause, reason, or 
rhyme. I say it is h igh time to stop and 
can . a halt to this excessive spending in 
our Government. 

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

Mr. MURRAY. I yield to the gentle
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. JONAS. Would the gentleman, 
for the RECORD, indicate in what other 
respects the Federal Government pro
vides for employees? 

Mr. MURRAY. We have the most lib
eral fringe benefits in the history of the 
world for Federal employees. The fringe 
benefits given to these employees amount 
to 29.5 percent of the total payroll. They 
include cheap insurance, liberal leave, 
the finest retirement system in the 
world, and many other fringe benefits 
amounting to 29.5 percent in addition to 
their salaries. 

Mr. JONAS. Does not the Govern
ment provide half the cost of the retire
ment system and one-third the insur
ance premium? 

Mr. MURRAY. That is correct; yes. 
I should like to say one word about the 

legislative and judicial employees. When 
this bill was introduced there was no 
provision in the bill for increasing the 
legislative and judicial employees' pay. 
Naturally, there was no hearing as to the 
need for any increase for legislative or 
judicial employees. 

Since the last pay bill was passed giv
ing the classified employees and the leg
islative and judicial employees a 7.5-per
cent increase, which was on March 1, 
1955, we have increased the base pay 
given to each Member of congress for 
legislative help. In 1955, after the pas
sage of the pay bill, we raised the base 
allowance of pay for each Member's staff 
from $15,000 to $17,500, which is a 16%
percent increase. Our legislative em
ployees are pretty well paid, and they are 
paid better than they are in private em
ployment. I do not believe it can be 

justified to give legislative employees an 
11-percent increase. 

Let us see about legislative employees 
outside the- offices of Members of the 
House. Since the last pay bill was passed 
this House by 7 special resolutions has 
raised the salaries of 112 officers and em
ployees. I have a list of them here, 
showing sizable increases in various of .. 
flees, of officers of the House, and other 
employees of the House. Some of them 
have gotten increases since the last pay 
bill, as much as over $3,300. Another in
crease is $2,869, another $2,350, and an
other $2,240. They have been given these 
increases since -the last pay bill was 
passed. Yet you would give these em
ployees an 11-percent increase under this 
bill. In other words, the gross pay of an 
employee who now gets $9,000 would be 
increased by $999. There would be an 
increase of not more than $1,000 to these 
employees who are getting over $9,000. 
I say it is not justified. 

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Chairma-n, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURRAY. I yield. 
Mr. WEAVER. I want to congratu

late the gentleman on his very fine 
statement. Would the gentleman care 
to comment on this question? Based on 
the increase in the cost of living, what 
would the gentleman consider as fair 
and reasonable, not only for the postal 
employees but also for the classifi3d em
ployees? 

Mr. MURRAY. I have stated my 
position several times during the de
bate on this bill and also on the 
postal pay bill. I am opposed to any 
kind of increase at this time because it 
will add fuel to the inflationary fire 
which, if it is not stopped, is going to 
ruin the economy of our Government. 
If it is not halted, in my opinion, we 
are going step by step, deeper and deep
er, into a welfare socialistic government. 
Just mark my word. If we do not stop 
this trend tha-t is what is going to hap
pen to our Government. 

Mr. WEAVER. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. Chairman, con
sider this qu-estion of the increase 
for employees of the judiciary. There 
is not one line of testimony about 
these increases. We do no.t know what 
the employees of the judiciary are get
ting. The committee does not know 
what the judges are pa,ying their law 
clerks. We do not know what the sec
retaries of the judges are getting. Yet, 
without any testimony, we increase their 
salaries 11 percent. I say that this is an 
ill-considered bill. I think it should be 
recommitted. I do not think the House 
should pass this bill. It is not going to 
become law, so why waste our time here 
with a bill that will never become law. 
I fully realize that PlY opposition is in 
vain and that my efforts are futile, but 
I cannot remain silent. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentlema,n yield? 

Mr. MURRAY. I yield. 
Mr. WAINWRIGHT. - I want to say 

that the gentleman will have the op
portunity to vote to recommit the bill 
because such a motion will be offered at 
the appropriate time. 



14276 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE August 9 

The CHAIRMAN. If there are no fur
ther requests for time, the Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That each of the exist

ing rates of basic compensation provided in 
section 603 (b) of the Classification Act of 
1949, as amended (65 Stat. 612; 54 S. C. 1113 
(b); and 69 Stat. 172), is hereby increased 
by 10 percent of that part which is not in 
excess of $2,500 per annum, plus 24'12 per
cent of that part thereof which is in excess 
of $2,500 per annum, but not in excess of 
$10,000 per annum, plus 27 percent of that 
part which is in excess of $10,000 per annum. 
Such augmented rates shall be considered to 
be the regular rates of compensation pro
vided by such section. 

SEC. 2. Section 802 (b) of the Classification 
Act of 1949, as amended, is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(b) Any officer or employee who is pro
moted or transferred to a position in a higher 
grade shall receive basic compensation at 
the lowest rate of such higher grade which 
exceeds his existing rate by not less than 
the amount of difference between the mini-

"'Grade 
GS-L •••• ---------------- __ -- - ____ • ___ • __ -- __ _ 
GS-2 •• ------------------ --------------------- 
GS-3 .••• ------------------------ ---------- ---
GS-4------------------------------------------GS-5 _________________________________________ _ 

GS-6 ____ - --- --- - - ---------------------------- -
OS-7 ---- __ : ----------------------------- _____ _ 
08-8 .• -------------------- - ----------- ------- 
OS-9·----- - ---------------------------------- -
0S-10.-------------------------"------------ --
08-1L-------------------- ------------------- -GS-12 ________________________ -- ____ __________ -

GS-13------------------- --------------------- -
0S-14 ___________ · --------------------------- --
OS-15------------- ----------------.------------
0S-16 .•••• ------- ---------------- --- ------- ---
OS-17 -------------------------------------- __ _ OS-18 •••• _ -- _________ • __________ _________ --- __ 

$2,985 
3, 285 
3, 525 
3, 790 
4,075 
4, 530 
5,020 
5, 515 
6,040 
6,565 
7,095 
8,405 
9, 990 

11,320 
12,610 
13,900 
14,975 
16,000 

"(b) The rates of basic compensation of 
officers and employees to whom this section 
applies shall be in.itially adjusted as follows: 

"(1) If the officer or employee is receiving 
basic compensation immediately prior to the 
effective date of this section at one of the 
scheduled or longevity rates of a grade in 
the General Schedule of the Classification 
Act of 1949, as amended, he shall receive a 
rate of basic compensation at the corre'
sponding scheduled or longevity rate in ef
fect on- and after such date. 

"(2) If the officer or employee is receiving 
basic compensation immediately prior to the 
effective date of this section at a rate be
tween two scheduled or two longevity rates, 
or between a scheduled and a longevity rate, 
of a gra~e in the general schedule, he shall 
receive a rate of basic compensation at the 
higher of the two corresponding rates in 
effect on and after such date. 

"(3) If the officer or employee (other than 
an officer or employee subject to paragraph 
(4) of this subsection), immediately prior to 
the effective date of this section, is receiving 
basic compensation at a rate in excess of the 
maximum longevity r .. te of his grade, or in 
excess of the maximum scheduled rate of his 
grade if there is no longevity rate for his 
grade, he shall receive basic compensation 
at a rate equal to the rate which he received 
immediately prior to-such effective date, in
creased by an amount equal to the amount 
of the increase made by this ::;ection in the 
maximum longevity rate, or the maximum 
scheduled rate, as the case may be, of his 
grade until (A) he leaves such position or 
(B) he is entitled to receive basic compensa
tion at a higher rate by reason of the opera
tion of the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amended; but, when his position becomes 
vacant, the rate of basic compensation of any 
subsequent appointee thereto shall be fixed 
in accordance with ·such act, as amended. 

" ( 4) If the officer or employee, immedi
ately prior to the effective date of this sec
tion, is receiving, pursuant to paragraph 

mum rate of the grade from which he is 
promoted or transferred and the minimum 
rate of the grade to which he is promoted 
or transferred. If there is no rate in such 
higher grade which exceeds his existing rate 
of basic compensation by the amount of such 
differences, such employee shall receive (A) 
the maximum scheduled rate of the grade 
to which he is promoted or transferred, or 
(B) his existing rate of basic compensation, 
whichever is higher." 

SEc. 3. This act shall take effect as of the 
first day of the first pay period which begins 
after January 1, 1957. 

With the following committee amend
ment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert "That this act may be cited as the 
"Federal Employees Salary Increase Act of 
1957." 

"SEC. 2. (a) Section 603 (b) of the Classi
fication Act of 1949, as amended (69 Stat. 
172; 5 U.s. c. 1113 (b)), is amended to read 
as follows: 

" '(b) The compensation schedule for the 
General Schedule shall be as follows: 

Per annum ratt>s 
$3, 080 $3,175 $3,270 $3,365 $3,460 $3, 555 
3,380 3,475 3, 570 3,665 3, 760 3,855 
3,620 3, 715 3,810 3, 905 4,000 4,095 
3.885 3. 980 4, 075 4,170 4,265 4, 360 
4, 225 4,375 4, 525 4,675 4,825 4, 975 
4,680 4,830 4, 980 5,130 5, 280 5,430 
5,170 5, 320 5,470 5,620 5, 770 5, 920 
5,665 5, 815 5, 965 6,115 6, 265 6,415 
6,190 6, 340 6,490 6,640 6, 790 6, 940 
6, 715 6,865 7,015 7,165 7, 315 7,465 
7,335 7, 575 7,815 8,055 8, 295 
8,645 8,885 9,125 9, 365 9,605 

10,205 10,420 10,635 10,850 11,065 
11,535 11,750 11,965 12,180 12,395 
12,880 13,150 13,420 13,690 
14,115 14, 330 14,545 14, 760 
15, 190 15,405 15,620 15,835 

(4) of section 2 (b) of the Federal Employees 
Salary Increase Act of 1955, an existing ag
gregate rate of compensation determined un
der section 208 (b) of the act of September 
1, 1954 (68 Stat. 1111; Public Law 763, 83d 
Cong.), plus the amount of the increase pro
vided by section 2 of the Federal Employees 
Salary Increase Act of 1955, he shall receive 
an aggregate rate of pompensation equal to 
the sum of (A) hiE existing aggregate rate of 
compensation determined under such section 
208 (b) of the act of September 1, 1954, and 
(B) the amount of the increase provided by 
section 2 of the Federal Employees Salary 
Increase Act of 1955 and (C) the amount of 
the increase made by this section . in the 
maximum longevity rate of his grade, until 

. (i) he leaves his position or (ii) he is en-
_ titled to receive aggregate compensation at a 
higher rate by reason of the operation of this 
act or any other provision of law; but, when 
such position becomes vacant, the aggregate 
rate of compensation of any subsequent ap
pointee thereto shall be fixed in accordance 
with applicable provisions of law. Subject 
to clauses, (i) and (ii) of the immediately 
preceding sentence of thi~ paragraph, the 
amount of the increase provided by this sec
tion shall be held and considered for the 
purposes of section 208 (b) of such act of 
September 1, 1954, to constitute a part of 

. the existing aggregate rate of compensation 
of sucl} employee. 

"SEc. 3. (a) The rates of basic compensa
tion of officers and employees in or under 
the judicial branch of the Government whose 
rates of compensation are fixed pursuant to 
paragraph (2) of subdivision (a) of section 
62 of the Bankruptcy Act (11 U.S. C. 102 (a) 
(2)), section 3656 of title 18 of the· United 
States Code, the second and third sentences 
of section 603, section 604 (a) ( 5) , or sec
tions 672 to 675, inclusive, of title 28 of the 
United States Code are hereby increased by 
amounts equal to the increases provided by 
section 2 of ·this act in corresponding rates 
of compensation paid to officers and em-

ployees subject to the Classification Act of 
1949, as amended. 

"(b) The limitations of $13,485 and $18,010 
with 1·espect to the aggregate salaries pay
able to secretaries and law clerks of circuit 
and district judges, contained in the para
graph designated 'Salaries of supporting per
sonnel': in the Judiciary Appropriation Act, 
1958 (71 Stat: 65; Public Law 85-49), or any 
subsequent appropriation act, shall be in
creased by the amounts necessary to pay the 
additional basic compensation provided by 
this act. 

" (c) Section 753 (e) of ti tie 28 of the 
United States Code (relating to the compen
sation of court reporters for district courts) 
is amended by striking out '$6,450' and in
serting in lieu thereof '$7,160'. 

"SEc. 4. (a) Each officer and P.mployee in 
or under the legislative branch of the Gov
ernment whose .rate of compensation is in
creased by section 5 of the Federal Employees 
Pay Act of 1946 shall be paid additional com
pensation at the rate of 11 percent of the 
aggregate rate of his rate of basic compensa
tion and the rate of the additional compen
sation received by him under sections 501 and 
502 of the Federal Employees Pay Act of 1945, 
as amended, section 301 of the Postal Rate 
Revision and Federal Employees Salary Act 
of 1948, the provisions under the heading 
'Increased pay for legislative employees' in 
the Second Supplemental Appropriation Act, 
1950, the act of October 24, 1951 (Public Law 
201, 82d Cong.), section 4 (a) of the Federal 
Employees Salary Increase Act of 1955, and 
any other provision of law. 

"(b) The rates of basic compensation of 
the Postmaster of the House of Representa
tives, the Chaplain of the House of Repre
sentatives, and the Coordinator of Informa
tion of the House of Representatives, and the 
rates of basic compensation of the Secretary 
for the Majority of the Senate, the Secretary 
for the Minority of the Senate, the Parlia
mentarian of the Senate, the Chief Clerk of 
the Senate, and the Chaplain of the "Senate, 
are hereby increased by 11 percent. 

" (c) Each employee in the legislative 
branch of the Government whose compensa
tion-

" ( 1) is disbursed by the Secretary of the 
Senate or the Clerk of the House of Repre
sen ta ti ves, 

"(2) is not increased by any other provi-
sion of this act, and ,. 

"(3) is fixed at a gross aggregate rate per 
annum, shall receive additional compensa
tion at the rate of 11 percent of the rate of 
his existing gross annual compensation. 

"(d) (1) The provisions of subsections (a) 
and (c) of this section shall not apply to 
employees whose compensation is paid from 
the appropriation contained in the paragraph 
designated 'Folding documents' under the 
heading 'Contingent expenses of the Senate' 
in the Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 
1958, or in any subsequent appropriation act, 
but the limitations contained in such para
graph are hereby increased by 11 percent. 

"(2) The limitations in the paragraph des- . 
ignated 'Folding documents' under the head
ing 'Contingent Expenses of the House' in the 
Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 1958, 
or in any subsequent appropriation act, are 
hereby increa,sed by 11 percent . 

" (e) The oftlcial reporters of proceedings 
and debates · of the Senate and their em
ployees shall be considered to be officers or 
employees in or under the legislative branch 
of the Government within the meaning of 
subsection (a) of this section. 

"(f) The additional compensation pro
vided by this section and the provisions of 
law referred to in subsection (a) of this sec
tion shall be considered a part of basic com
pensation for the purposes of the Civil Serv
ice Retirement Act. 

"SEc. 5. Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of this act, (1) no rate of compensation 
or salary which is $16,000 or more per annum 
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shall be increased by reason of · this act, (2) 
no rate of compensation or salary shall be 
increased by reason of this act to an amount 
in excess of $16,000 -per annum, and- (3) no 
rate of compensation or· salary shall be in
creased by an amount in excess of $1,000 by 
reason of this act. 

"SEc. 6. (a) The Director of the Bureau of 
the Budget is authorized and · directed to pro
vide by regulation for the absorption from 
the respective applicable appropriations or 
funds available for the fiscal year in which 
this act is enacted, by the respective depart
ments, agencies, establishments, and cor
porations in the executive branch, to such 
extent as · the director deems practicable, of 
the costs of the incre'ases in basic compensa
tion provided by this act. 
· "(b) Nothing contained in subsection (a) 

of this section shall b·e held or considered to 
require ( 1) the separation from the service 
of any individual by reduction in force or 
other personnel action or (2) the placing of 
any individual in a leave-without-pay status. 

·"(c) Subsections (a) and (b) of this sec
tion shall not apply to the field service of the 
Post Office Department and to such other 
departments, agencies, establishments, and 
corporations in the executive branch as the 
director, with the approval of the President, 
may designate. 

· "SEC. 7. This act shall take effect on the 
first day of the first pay period which begins 
on or after September 1, 1957. 

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAiRMAN. The gentleman will 
s_tate it. 

Mr. CEDERBERG. I have an amend
ment which is on page 3. Do I have to 
ask unanimous consent to return to page 
3? 

The CHAIRMAN. No. The entire 
committee amendment ·is open to amend
ment at any point. 

Mr. CEDERBERG. Then, .Mr. Chair
man, I offer an amendment. 

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

:Page 3 strike out' beginning with line 1 and 
all that follows down through the schedule 
immediately following line 5 and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 
· "SEC. 2 (a) Each per annum rate of basic 

compensation for each grade of the general 
schedule in section 603 (g) of the Class.ifica
tion Act of 1949, as amended (69 Stat. 172; 
5 u: S. c: 1113 (b)), is increased by an 
amount ·equal to 7Y:! percent of the per 
annum rate for the fourth step-rate of such 
grade of such general schedule. The 
amount of each such increase shall be 
rounded off to the nearest dollar, with one
half cent and over raised to the next higher 

. cent." 
. . 

Mr. CEDERBERG: Mr. Chairman, I 
have two other amendments. I ask 
unanimous consent that they be consid
_ered en bloc. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re

port the other two amendments. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CEDERBERG: 

Page 7, line 3, strike. out "$7,160" and.: insert 
in lieu thereof "$6,934." 

Amendment offered by Mr. CEDERBERG: 
Strike out "11 'percent" wherever it 
appears in section 4 and insert in lieu thereof 
·~7 Y:! percent." 

And on page 9, immediat~Iy following line 
12, insert the following: 
. "(g) ·The amounts of the increases pro

vided for in this section shall be r~unded 

to the nearest· dollar, With one-half cent 
and over raiSed to the next higher cent." 

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, I 
will not take over 30 seconds. This is 
a 7% percent amendment rather than 
H percent, as provided in the bill. That 
is all there is to it. The merits of the 
caf:ie have been debated back and forth 
for quite some time. This puts it in line 
with the action taken in the other body, 
and I believe ·it is an amendment that 
should merit your support. 

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

Mr. CEDERBERG. I yield. 
Mr. GROSS. Is this not the same in

crease proposed in the other body? 
Mr. CEDERBERG. This is the exact 

increase proposed in the other body. 
Mr. GROSS. I want to compliment 

the gentleman for offering this amend
ment and say to him that I propose to 
support it. 

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

Mr. CEDERBERG. I yield. 
Mr. DELLAY. I would like to associ

ate myself with the gentleman's remarks, 
and to say that I will support the amend
ment. 

Mr. CEDERBERG. I thank the gen
tleman. 

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

Mr. CEDERBERG. I yield. 
Mr. AVERY. What would be the leg

islative situation if we adopt your 
amendment? 

Mr. CEDERBERG. The legislative 
situation would be that you would be 
adopting a bill which would give an 
increase to the classified employees of 
7% percent. 

Mr. AVERY. I mean could this bill 
be substituted for the bill in the other 
body? 

Mr. CEDERBERG. The other body 
has not taken action on the committee 
recommendation as yet. 

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 
· When the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. HALLECK] spoke, he indicated that 
regardless of what · we do on the House 
floor the President would veto it. I 
wanted to ask him the question, What 
would the President accept? · Unfortu
nately I did not have time to do it. 

Since 1939 the Consumer Price Index 
has risen to 120.2. As -of 1955 the Fed
eral employees have received an increase 
of 81 percent, which means there is 
presently a 39-percent difference be
tween the cost of living today and what 
they are receiving now. With 11 per
cent in the bill that still leaves it 28 per
c_ent below the cost of living. 

The gentleman's amendment simply 
cuts it down some more and therefore it 
puts it further out of line with the needs 
of the Federal employees. I, therefore, 
recommend that the Committee reject 
the amendment. 

Mr. . BROYHILL. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment proposed by the gentle
man from Michigan [Mr. CEDERBERGL 
As I pointed out earlier in the d~bate, 
this bill is already a compromis~. There 

was legislation before the committee pro
viding for increases up to 18 percent and 
25 percent; so again I say it has already 
been compromised by the committee in 
bringing it down to 11 percent. 

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

Mr. BROYHILL. I yield. 
Mr. DIES. Who compromised? 
Mr. BROYHILL. As to that, I would 

s.ay the majority of the committee com
promised. 

As I pointed out also, the House about 
3 or 4 weeks ago, adopted a pay-increase 
bill for the 500,.000 plus . postal em
ployees, a.n increase which averaged 12% 
percent. 

The pending bill provides an increase 
for the classified employees of about 1 Yz 
percent less. I am sure the Members 
of this body want to be fair to all em
ployees in the Federal service and pro
vide equal treatment for each group. 

I am very much concerned about this 
threat of a veto, but we have no assur
ance whatsoever that the 7%-percent 
proposal would not be vetoed. We may, 
I think, have to come back with a com
promise on this proposed increase even 
further, but I am not ready to com
promise any further until we know what 
the President will do to the bill when 
it gets there. 
· I urge that this amendment be de

feated. 
Mr. DIES. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. BROYHILL. I yield. 
Mr. DIES. If this amendment is 

adopted and the same 7% percent is 
given the postal employees, and the pos
tal rate bill is passed, then will not the 
postal-rate bill provide enough revenue 
for the 7%-percent increase? 

Mr. BROYHILL. I am not so sure as 
to whether the postal rate bill will sup
ply enough additional revenue for a 7%
percent increase for both the postal 
workers and classified employees but I 
believe it will. 

Mr. DIES. Approximately. 
Mr. BROYHILL. Again I say that we 

have no assurance that even the 7%
percent bill will be signed by the Presi
dent. 

Mr. DIES. Does not the gentleman 
believe that the President would be more 
likely to sign the pay-increase bill if we 
pass the proposed postal-rate increase? 

Mr. BROYHILL. Regardless of that, 
we feel that an 11-percent increase is 
justified. 
· Mr. DIES. But where are you going 

to get the money? 
Mr. BROYHILL. From the very same 

source we get money to pay all these 
other bills that have been floating 
around here the past few years. from 
the taxpayers of the country, of course. 

Mr. DIES. The taxpayers cannot pay 
an increase. 

Mr. BROYHILL. If they cannot we 
are in very bad shape. 

Mr. DIES. Would the gentleman rec
ommend that we borrow the money at 4 
percent? 
· Mr. BROYHILL. Of course not. I 

think the Government could well afford 
to pay a living wage to its employees. 
If they cannot they better get out of 
business. 
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. Mr. DIES. Would you favor increased 
taxes? 

Mr. BROYHD..L. Of course not. 
Mr. DIES. Where are. you going to 

get the money to pay it? 
Mr. BROYHn..L. Mr. Chairman, 1 re .. 

fuse to yield further. 
Mr. SANTANGELO. Mr. Chairman, I 

rise in opposition to the pro forma 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
this amendment which would reduce the 
proposed increase from 11 percent to 7 Yz 
percent. 

This amendment really compounds the 
wrong which was perpetrated against 
the classified employees in 1951 when 
Congress passed an increase of 7% per .. 
cent. The Civil Service Commission at 
that time advised us they were being 
underpaid by about 20 percent. Even 
with this increase of 7% percent they 
were at that time receiving less than a 
living wage. 

And what are we doing now? We are 
merely keeping it at a low figure so that 
they must come back and ask for more. 

There is a limitation of increase in 
this bill set at $1,000. The overall aver
age is about $500, I believe; at any rate 
it is less than the $546 we approved for 
the postal employees. 

Do not forget that these employees 
cannot bargain with the Government; 
they cannot strike, nor can they appeal 
to any wage board which can adjust the 
differences because of need and the pre .. 
vailing wage. The only remedy the 
classified employees have is to come to 
us and ask us to give them an increase 
which will permit them to work in dig
nity and not labor in debt. I say we must 
treat these employees not as minions but 
as Government help which make the 
wheels of our Government machinery 
go around. These people need this in .. 
crease. As a matter of fact, the Civil 
Service Commission in response to an 
inquiry said, "Yes, we recognize that 
they need it but because of the economic 
and fiscal policy this administration can
not approve of this increase." An 11 per .. 
cent increase will cost $503 million in 
direct payroll. 

I believe it is more important to take 
care of our 967,000 classified Government 
employees than to throw $300 million or 
$500 million elsewhere in the Mid East 
or in Asia. 

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

Mr. SANTANGELO. I yield to the 
gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. MORRISON. In view of our for
eign aid authorization bill that we passed 
not long ago, does not the gentleman 
think these employees are entitled to an 
11 percent cost of living increase which, 
in fact, does not bring them up to the 
cost of living figure, as was brought out 
in the Cordiner report? 

Mr. SANTANGELO. I agree with the 
gentleman. In reply to the question 
which the gentleman from Texas asked 
"where are you going to get the money,'~ 
I wish to state this.' I asked the Civil 
Service Commissioner during the hear
ings, if we would reduce our budget and 
expenses sufficiently to offset this pay in
crease would this administration still 

oppose the increase and the answer to 
my question was "Yes." This adminis
tration opposes the increase because it 
does not want to give the Government 
employees a decent wage. 1 say we must 
take care of our own before we talke care: 
of the people in Indonesia, Cambodia or 
Laos or the Mid East. 

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

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

Mr. DIES. How did the gentleman 
vote on foreign aid? Did he help take 
care of these people? 

Mr. SANTANGELO. I voted for some 
cuts and I voted for granting some of 
these aids because I believe, though I 
may disagree with the President, that he 
is in a better :position to know what is 
good for the country and I went along 
with him in some measure. 

Mr. DIES. Did the gentleman vote 
for all the foreign aid bills? 

Mr. SANTANGELO. I voted for some 
of the cuts when I thought it was neces .. 
sary to cut. 

Mr. DIES. How did the gentleman 
vote on final passage? 

Mr. SANTANGELO. I voted for for
eign aid because the President said we 
need it as a defense measure and I think 
we need this bill as a defense measure 
because we have to take care of our own, 
and in my opinion our best defense is, our 
satisfied loyal Government employees. 

Mr. LESINSKI. If we pass the post
age rate increase, we would have more 
tha:l enough money to take care of these 
increases, would we not? 

Mr: SANTANGELO. Yes, and more 
than that. This bill will cost only $500 
million because it does not cover all Fed
eral employees. It covers classified em .. 
ployees who have no remedy except 
to come to Congress for relief. Who 
are these classified employees? They 
are the scientists, the engineers, the doc
tors, the lawyers, the technicians and 
executives, the · accountants and the 
stenographers, the typists, clerks and ex .. 
aminers in the patent office and immi .. 
gration service and others in various 
agencies. 

I therefore oppose the pending amend .. 
ment to reduce the increase to 7% per .. 
cent and favor an 11-percent increase. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the requisite number 
of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a motion tore
commit at the desk. If I do not have the 
right to offer that motion I believe it 
will be offered from this side and it will 
affect the legislative employees and will 
in effect send the bill back to the com .. 
mittee and instruct the committee to 
bring forth a bill with a 5 percent in .. 
crease. The reason it is impossible to 
put such wording into a motion to recom
mit is because of the technical and draft .. 
ing problems involved. I just want to 
take this opportunity to explain the mo
tion to recommit which will come from 
this side. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. r yield to the 
gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. At the proper 
time I expect to offer a motion to recom .. 

mit that will provide for a 5 percent in .. 
crease to all employees included in the 
pending bill. 

Mrs. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the day when 
a loyal member of the Republican 
Party searches her soul. It is not easy 
to go against the reported position 
of our leadership. It is, however, dif
ficult and wrong to refuse to face the 
actual need of the classified workers in 
my own district. When the bills involv
ing increases for postal employees and 
for classified employees first came up this 
year, I made up my mind that I would 
have to justify my own position to my
self. one way or the other. I can only 
speak, Mr. Chairma!ly for the 13th Dis
trict of Illinois, which is a high cost-of .. 
living area. It is an exceptionally high 
cost-of-living area. I have checked the 
:figures on food; I have checked the fig .. 
ures on rent; I have checked the figures 
on clothing; I have checked every pos .. 
sible expenditure, on which I could check, 
on the cost of living both elsewhere and 
in my area. I know just this: My clas
sified employees need an increase in pay. 
I could not go home and say to those em
ployees that I was persuaded by others in 
the Congress, whose areas may not need 
an increase. To refuse relief to those 
who have entrusted me with the respon .. 
sibHity for their care and well-being. 

I would like to say just one more thing 
in view of the question that was asked 
as to where the money could come from. 
I am always interested, Mr. Chairman, a 
bit amused, and also more than a bit 
sorrowful, that the question of increase 
in the debt limit seems never to be raised 
except when we are dealing with our 
own. So, I am very happy to remind the 
Congress that last night there was put 
into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for to
day the conference report on the au .. 
thorization bill for mutual security for 
this fiscal year. If you will remember .. 
Mr. Chairman, the Senate had voted an 
authorization of $3,617,333,000 for for .. 
eign aid in the next year. This House, 
in its wisdom, had cut that amount to
$3,116,333,000. Many in the House op
posed that huge appropriation. They 
certainly hoped that the amount would 
not be increased in conference. Mr. 
Chairman, had our conferees remained 
firm-and I am not criticizing them. be
cause nature is human even in a con .. 
feree, and the demands of the other body 
are great-but nevertheless, had they 
remained :firm, we would have had the 
full amount to pay for this increase for 
our classified employees. And, I am glad 
to point out to the gentleman from Texas, 
with whose philosophy I almost always 
find myself in agreement, that if this 
House next week will find the wisdom 
to send back to conference the mutuel 
security bill, with instructions to insist 
on the House amount, we will at least 
be able to put, toward this present pro
posal, $250,250,000. This would go half
way toward paying the increase. 

I am only hoping that someone will 
remind the House, when it once more 
discusses billions for foreign aid, that 
there is a debt limit; that we are peril
ously near the point where we shall have 
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to extend it; and that we must stick 
to the figures that this House put in the 
Mutual Security Act. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I am one of those who 
did not vote for the foreign aid bill. I 
voted for every reduction in the bill and 
then was against it on final passage. 

I do not think that the danger of in
flation is in this bill which some of the 
Members apprehend. The cost of this 
legislation, as is pointed out in the com
mittee report, is just a little over two
thirds of 1 percent of our budget of $71.8 
billion. I, of course, know, as all of us 
know, that we do face the danger of in
flation; in fact, we are in a certain de
gree of inflation now, and we are going 
to continue in it, I think, whether this 
bill passes or not. But, certainly it is not 
the alarming prospect which might be 
inferred from the discussion here by 
some of the Members if we pass this in
crease for our Federal employees. 

Now, I want to point out again, as I 
have already stated one time, that there 
is a matter of justice and equity involved 
toward these people who are carried in 
this bill. 

The 800,000 Wage Board employees, 
the blue-collar workers, the mechanics, 
carpenters, artisans, who are employed 
in the Department of Defense have re
ceived already since 1951-those in the 
Navy-an increase of 25.8 percent. We 
passed through this House unanimously, 
by an overwhelming vote just a few 
weeks ago, an across-the-board increase 
of $546 for the 518,000 postal employees. 
, Where is the justice and the equity to 

say that it is all right for 800,000 blue
collar Wage Board employees to get a 25 
percent increase, that it is all right for 
518,000 postal workers to get a $546 in
crease, but right here we turn thumbs 
down on the Federal classified em
ployees? 

Mr. CORBE'IT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. CORBETT. I would like to ask 
the gentleman, along with the blue-col
lar workers and the postal workers, does 
he know of any large group of employees 
anywhere in the United States in private 
industry who have not secured greater 
salary increases since 1951 than the 
group here under consideration? 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. No; I do not. 
And along that line I think there is 
equally as much dang~er or more danger 
of -inflation from the advancing price of 
steel, from advances in other items 
which go to make up the cost of living, 
than would be involved in this proposal. 
And while I am here I would like to say 
this as to where the money is coming 
from. Our Subcommittee on Manpower 
Utilization pointed out to the various 
Government agencies, to the Executive 
Department where a 10 percent reduc
tion in the number of employees could 
be effected without any firing, simply by 
the process of attrition, by not filling. 
vacancies when they occur. If you really 
want to get down to brass tacks and save 
enough money to pay for this and a good 
deal more to boot, I wot.Jld say at least 
$1 billion a year, then let the executive 

department follow the blueprint which 
we have laid down in that respect and 
you will have more than twice enough 
to pay the cost of this proposed increase. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I know how anxious 
everyone is to finish this long day's work. 
It has been an arduous one. But I do 
not think I should let the day go by with
out calling special attention to the re
sponsibilities that we, as Members of this 
Congress have to the country as a whole 
for keeping our national economy on a 
sound basis. 
. I am not pointing a finger of blame at 
any one group in the United States, not 
the Congress, not industry, not labor, 
nor the individual. All of us together 
share in the responsibility for and re
sponsibility to combat the upward spiral 
of wages and prices. It is a serious mat
ter, and we simply must recognize how 
serious it is. 

As Members of Congress we have a 
grave responsibility in how we spend the 
people's money. Government spending 
is a major factor in this inflation prob
lem. To help solve it we must spend less, 
not more. 

It is easy to talk about economy. We 
hear such speeches every day on this 
floor. But it takes some courage to vote 
for economy, particularly when some 
group or some section of the country, 
especially your own is affected. More 
important to me than any pressure group 
or any section is the country's economic 
welfare. It affects every group and sec
tion. 

Look at the depreciation of the dollar. 
Between 1939 and 1953 it declined in 
value from 100 cents to 52 cents. It fur
ther depreciated since then around 4 
cents. Inflation has been retarded, but 
by this proposed increase in Govern
ment spending we may undo all that has 
been done. I cannot too strongly 
emphasize that by passing a bill of this 
character we are not only making it 
more difficult to give our people relief for 
the burden of taxes, we are adding fuel 
to the fires of inflation that make it 
more difficult for people to live. 

The other day I read into the RECORD 
a very clear statement of the dangers of 
inflation, which economic process many 
do not clearly understand. It appears in 
the RECORD of August 5, on page 13637, 
and I urge the Members to take the time 
to read it. 

As Members of Congress I wonder if we 
fully realize the important part we play 
in this process that can destroy us. Rus
sia has always contended that we will 
be destroyed by ourselves, that it is only 

· a matter of time. 
In the conclusion of this article on in

flation the writer points out how the 
vicious circle of inflation operates. This 
is what he said about this spending, this 
continuing inflation: 

When someone stops buying, someone 
stops selling. 

When someone stops selling, someone stops 
making. 

When someone stops making, someone 
stops working. 

When someone stops working, someone 
stops earning. 

When someone stops earning, someone 
stops buying. 

Then we are back exactly where we 
started. 

As Members of Congress in this great 
economy of ours we are a vital part of 
the buying public. The Federal Gov
ernment is probably the largest single 
buyer in the world. · We simply cannot 
afford, from any standpoint, to approve 
a bill involving over a half billion dol
lars in additional expenditures. 

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
will the g·entleman yield? 

Mr. A~ENDS. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. CEDERBERG. I think we ought 
to correct the statement by the gentle
man from Georgia which left the impli
cation that the only increase the em
p~oyees have received since 1951 or 1952 
was 7.5 percent. We must remember that 
these employees received increases every 
year. Take our postal employees: Since 
1945 the total increases have been $2,130. 
The entrance salary was raised from 
$1,700 to $3,660, or 115.3 percent. The 
postal employee who started in 1945 
would receive an increase of 160 to 165 
percent. But I am still for a 7.5 percent 
increase. · 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, the distinguished mi
nority whip stated that "when someone 
stops buying, someone stops making." 
We are dealing here with a great many 
people who well may have to stop buy
ing. This Government is not overpay
ing its classified employees. Through
out the debate today there has not been 
a single person in opposition to the pro
posal who has suggested that we are over
paying them. They have not suggested 
that the amount proposed, before the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan was offered, was at all ex-
cessive. · 
. No, we have been given other reasons, 

which carefully avoided dealing with the 
facts. We h::we been told that an in
crease is inflationary. This is not a case 
of starting inflation, this is an attempt to 
catch up with a very deeply ingrained 
pattern of inflation which has been going 
on at a rapidly accelerated pace for the 
past 18 months, at least, because with 
one exception in each of those 18 months 
the cost of living has increased. 

We have also been given another rea
son, and this one is a time-worn one 
also. We have been told we would be 
faced with a veto. That is not the re
sponsibility of the Congress, but of the 
President. Ours is to propose, ours is to 
do the job which our own·best judgment 
indicates must be done, and leave to the 
President, his conscience, and his ad
visers, what action he can take or may 
take. 

I do not think there is a man or woman 
in this body today who would say with
out equivocation that the President has 
assured them that a veto will follow the 
enactment of this legislation. 

There are some good reasons why we 
should pass the full 11 percent and not 
the diluted portion which has been sug
gested. We are conducting a very effec
tive training school for employees. We 
are doing it in every high cost area of 
the Nation. Our turnover is far beyond 
reasonable limits. Any private business 
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faced with the same rate of turnover 
would very quickly review their policies 
toward their employees. Turnover costs 
money. Turnover produces inefficiency. 
Turnover frequently requires 2 people, 
or at least 1¥2 people, to do the job that 
1 efficient employee could do. We all 
know we are losing these people from 
Government and we are losing them be
cause we are not paying adequate sal- -
aries. We have the incongruous situa
tion of Class Act employees sunervising 
Wage Board employees and drawing less 
money than men and women they are 
supervising. 

Of course, I feel the solution would be 
a uniform wage-board policy for all em
ployees of the Government. But, that 
is not the alternative facing us here to
day. In my section of the country, Wage 
Board wages have more nearly kept pace 
with the cost of living and with the com
petitive conditions in private employ
ment and other public jurisdictions, but 
not one can contend that that is true of 
the Class Act employees. These people 
cannot strike. We deny them the right 
to bargain collectively with the Govern
ment. We deny them any effective 
means of presenting their case except 
every 1, 2, or 3 years when the Congress 
is willing to consider their pleas. 

So, inherent in any increase we give 
them, is a considerable loss because of 
the lag of time. Never do we set their 
salaries to lead the way, but always to 
try to catch up. '!'hat catching up costs 
them money. It is not proper for us in 
this instance to say that we cannot afford 
to pay the wages that decent employees 
are entitled to receive on efficient Gov
ernment demand. 

Mr. KNOX. Mr. Chairman, I move . to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I am only going to 
take a couple of minutes, but I should 
like to have the attention of my dis
tinguished colleague, the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. CEDERBERG]. On 
July 11 of this year, I appeared before 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service in behalf of the classified em
ployees to determine if there was some 
means by which we could correct the 
inequities that exist between the wage
board employees and the classified em
ployees. My question to my distin
guished colleague, the gentleman from 
Michigan is this: Will the amendment 
the gentleman has offered to the bill cor
rect the inequities that now exist be
tween the wage-board employees and the 
classified employees? 

Mr. CEDERBERG . . I would just like 
to say this to my distinguished friend, . 
the gentleman from Michigan. It is 
very difficult to say where these inequi
ties exist. As you know, the wage-board 
employees are paid on an area wage 
basis. Class act employees are paid 
across-the-board, the same wage 
throughout the country regardless of the 
area in which they live. Another thing, 
there bas been the statement made that 
since, I think it is 1951, there has been 
an increase of 25 percent for the wage
board employees. I believe if you will 
take most of the other employees and 
add the increase that was given to them 
-add this increase plus the incremental 
increases they received in in-grade in-

creases plus some promotions from one 
grade to another, you will find that most 
employees are at least equal and some 
possibly a little ahead of the-wage-board 
employees. 

Mr. KNOX. I should bring to your 
attention that in the case of a janitor 
who has had 6¥2 years of service, he was 
receiving $1.90 an hour and an account- · 
ing and auditing clerk who had 14 years 
of service was receiving $1.89 an hour. 
I feel very strongly that there is an 
inequity as far as the classified em
ployees are concerned as compared to . 
the wage-board employees. 

It was my hope that the committee . 
would bring legislation before the Con
gress to correct the inequities that now 
exist. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

· Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment offered by the -gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. CEDERBERG] because 
I believe that if adopted it would only 
compound the wrong. -We would be 
right back where we started from. We 
would be giving these people who ask 
for bread a stone. It would not be very 
palatable, because it would not bridge 
the gap between the cost of living and 
the pay of classified employees. 

Many things have been said about in
grade promotions. In-grade promotions 
are incentive pay. It is used in indus
try. It is used in the armed services. -
Let me call attention to the fact that 
since the last increase was granted to 
the Federal employees we passed an in
centive pay bill for the armed services, 
in which we bore down on that very 
fact of in-grade promotions if they 
wanted to make the men happy and 
give them an incentive to work. Take 
incentive pay, are you going to consider 
it on the basis of basic pay? If you do, 
then you destroy the theory that has 
grown up in the personnel field and it 
would not be a healthy thing. 

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

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield. 
Mr. CEDERBERG. I agree that the 

incentive pay is very desirable. 
Mr. MILLER of California. Then 

why does the gentleman bring it into 
this argument? 

Mr. CEDERBERG. I did not bring it 
into this argument. 

Mr. MILLER of California. You 
brought it in a few minutes ago. 

Mr. CEDERBERG. I just said that 
the increase in pay--

Mr. MILLER of California. Oh, we · 
are trying to create an atmosphere that 
these people have received an increase 
that they have not received. 

Now, if you want to keep a high level 
of service in Government, if you want 
to get a dollar's worth of service for a 
dollar you pay, you have to recognize 
that the laborer is worthy of his hire, 
and pay him accordingly. If you want 
to continue this substandard pay to the 
employees of the Government, then be 
prepared _to accept a lower standard of 
service. I assure you that if you want 
to get into the inflationary field, just 
lower these standards, because you will 
need more employees to do the work. 

· We hear the talk "Where is the money 
going to come from?, We were rather 
shocked a sport time ago to read of a -
directive from the Bureau of the Budget 
to all departments to live within their 
fiscal 1957 budgets, which meant .that 
about a billion dollars would be saved 
over the amount we appropriated. I 
think the savings we have made in this 
House will more than take care of this. 

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

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield. 
Mr. HOLIFIELD. Is it not true that 

we have the responsibility of raising the 
wages of postal workers and classified 
workers? That is the only place they 
can go for a raise. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Why, 
certainly. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. And is it not true 
that we have set up a formula for the 
blue collar workers which has given 
them an increase of 20.6 percent in the 
last 4 ;years. If we count that pay, we 
have given only 2% percent to the 
others; therefore, they are 11% percent 
behind. The workers in industry have 
a right to strike to get their wages 
raised, and they have done so, but the 
workers in the Government depend upon 
the CongTess of the United States, and 
we should put them up on a level with 
the workers in industry. 

Mr. MILLER of California. The gen
tleman is absolutely right; and unless 
we have paternalistic government we 
must recognize the good service ren
dered by good people to the Government, 
and pass this bill. 

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

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield. 
Mr. ROOSEVELT. I congratulate my 

distinguished colleague from California 
and agree with his argument. 

It is also true, is it not, that those who 
have more will spend more and thus 
create additional employment? 

Mr. MILLER. Yes and the benefits 
that go with full employment. 

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

The question is on the three amend
ments offered by the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. CEDERBERG]. 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr. CEDERBERG) 
there were-ayes 71, noes 110. 

So the amendments were rejected. 
Mr. MURRAY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MuRRAY: On 

page 6, strike out beginning with line 4 and 
all that follows down through line 12 on 

. page 9, and renumber the sections. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment would strike out the 2 pro~ 
visions raising by 11 percent the pay of 
legislative employees and judicial em~ 
ployees. As I said before, our committee 
had no hearings whatsoever on these 
two sections. They were not even in the 
bill when it was originally introduced. 
They were added at an executive session 
without any consideration whatever. 

We have already increased the base 
allowance for each Member of Congress 
since the last pay bill. On August 1, 
1955, our base pay for clerical hire was 
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raised from $15,000 to $11,500, ·and we 
were given a maximum of 8 employees 
instead of 7. 

On August 3, 1956, for those districts 
with over 500,000 population the allow· 
ance was raised to $20,000 and 9 employ .. 
ees. There are 67 districts which are 
getting this increased allowance to $20,· 
000 and 9 employees. 

The top salaries of our administrative 
assistants are today around $11,000 or 
$12,000. If this section is not eliminated 
and this bill becomes law these persons 
would get a $1,000 increase in salary 
which is not warranted or justified. 

It is high time that we ourselves dis
play some economy about our own office 
force and about our own legislative em
ployees. How can we criticize spending 
by the Government when we do not put 
our own house in order? 

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

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

Mr. RAYBURN. Is it not true that 
we have always kept the employees of 
the House of Representatives separate 
and distinct from the other employees of 
the Government? 

Mr. MURRAY. The distinguished 
Speaker is correct and I fully agree with 
him. 

Mr. RAYBURN. I think we ought to 
continue to look after our own employees 
and fix their salaries in this House inde· 
pendent of the others. Therefore, as far 
as I am concerned I shall support the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. MURRAY. I agree with the ob
servations of the Speaker and, as I said 
in general debate, since the enactment 
of the last pay bill there have been 112 
officers and employees of this House in
creased in large amounts; yet this sec .. 
tion would still give those employees an 
11-percent increase with a maximum of 
$1,000. . 

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

Mr. MURRAY. I yield to the gentle
man from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. I voted against this pro
vision in committee, and I am opposed 
to it now. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURRAY. I yield to the gentle .. 
man from Kansas. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. The gentleman 
recalls the.re were no hearings, no testi .. 
mony, in respect to this feature of the 
bill? 

Mr. MURRAY. The gentleman is cor
rect. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. It was placed 
in the bill without any discussion. 

Mr. MURRAY. This section was added 
without consulting the Committee on 
House Administration that should pass 
upon this question about what we should 
do for our employees. We do not know 
how many judicial employees are cov
ered. Our committee does not know 
what the present salary of the secre .. 
taries to these judges are or the law clerks 
or the other employees of the judiciary. 
We did not have one single, solitary line 
of testimony on that. Our committee 
did not consult the Judiciary Commit-
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tee or the Judicial Conference about this 
matter and I say that both of those sec
tions relating to the legislative and judi .. 
cial employees should be stricken out. 

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opp:>sition to the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Tennessee 
[Mr. MURRAY]. 

Mr. Chairman, as much as I dislike 
opposing the views of the Speaker, I feel 
it is my duty to oppose the pending 
amendment. The chairman of the Com
mittee on the Post Office and Civil Serv
ice [Mr. MuRRAY] would have you believe 
that heretofore the legislative employees 
have not been included in the classified 
pay raise. Legislative and judicial em .. 
ployees have been included in the last five 
pay raises. Legislative and judicial em
ployees and the judicial employees have 
been included in these last pay raises. In 
other words, in 5 out of the last 6 pay 
raises the legislative and judicial em
ployees have been included. 

I was a member during those hearings 
and I can truthfully get up here and say 
that to my knowledge I have not heard in 
those five pay raises where the legislative 
and the judicial employees were con
cerned that there was one word of testi .. 
mony, nor was there one word of discus .. 
sion. It was not handled any differently 
this time than it was in the other five 
cases of classified employees pay raises. 
If we included them in the last five times, 
why should they not be included this 
time? 

One thing that is very important, I 
think, and that is, we are arguing over 
something important to all of us because 
we are considering by .this proposed 
-amendment of not taking care of those 
who work for us and who do everything 
in the world to do a fine splendid job. 
There are many temptations to be not 
loyal, but these legislative employees are 
most loyal. There are only about 6,000 
legislative employees which in the over
all, when compared to 950,000 class.:!ied 
workers, is a very small percentage. 
There is only a small amount of judicial 
employees involved. If these legislative 
employees have not been getting a salary 
that is correct or if the judicial em .. 
ployees are not getting a salary that is 
correct, our committee would have done 
something about it long ago. The sal .. 
aries of the judicial employees and the 
legislative employees are in line with the 
classified employees. 

If we are going to help the classified 
workers, why should we penalize and 
why should we hurt our office staffs? 
I, for one, am opposed to it, and I think 
many Members of this body feel the 
same way. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MORRISON. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. MILLER of California. When 
you were considering this bill, were you 
considering only the employees of the 
Department of the Interior? Were you 
considering only the employees of the 
Department of Commerce down the 
street, or were you considering only the 
employees of some special committee? 
You were not? 
. Mr. MORRISON. We considered 
them all together, and we did the same 

thing in dealing with the legislative em· 
ployees and the judicial employees that 
we have done for the last 5 times. 

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

Mr. MORRISON. I yield to the gen .. 
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. JOHANSEN. Is it not true that 
as far as the hearings were concerned, 
they related entirely to the classified 
employees? 

Mr. MORRISON. That is exactly 
right, and that is what they have done 
the last 5 times that we have had hear
ings on classified pay raises. Unfortu .. 
nately the gentleman was not a member 
of the committee then and he does not 
know what happened, but I do. 

Mr. JOHANSEN. The gentleman 
concedes there was no hearing on the 
legislative and the judicial employees? 

Mr. MORRISON. That is right. 
There have not been for the 5 times 
classified pay raises were considered. 
This is the first time the question was 
raised. Previously, the members of the 
committee always said, "Let the legis .. 
lative employees and the judicial em
ployees go right along with the same pay 
raises as the classified employees and 
that is what happened." 

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair
man, on July 23 the House by an over
whelming majority voted to grant an 
increase in salary to the postal workers 
of our country. I now rise to say that 
I sincerely believe we should keep faith 
with the classified civil service workers 
who, like the postal employees, are de .. 
serving of a long overdue pay raise. 

Mr. Chairman, all of us recognize that 
our Nation today is caught in an infla .. 
tionary spiral which threatens every 
segment of our economy. And it goes 
without saying that the white co]lar 
workers, whose income always lags ~e .. 
hind increases in the cost of living, are 
the ones who are feeling the effect of 
these pressures the most. 

Inadequate wages for Government 
workers can lead only to an inferior 
caliber of personnel, decreased efficiency 
and poor Government operation. The 
combination of these undesirable con .. 
ditions inevitably results in most costly 
Government to every taxpayer. Many 
qualified civil service employees are 
forced to leave the Government because 
they receive better compensation in pri .. 
vate industry. 

The cost of Government is properly 
the concern of each of us. No one advo .. 
cates useless spending or the waste of our 
Public Treasury. However, in the mat
ter of wages for Federal employees. 
there is involved a very human question 
as well as a moral obligation on the part 
of those responsible for determining 
salaries. The human question can be 
satisfied only if the worker is gfven a 
wage that will enable him to provide 
decent and adequate care for his family. 
A moral responsibility exists as long as 
Federal employees do not have collective 
bargaining rights and in the absence of 
economic privileges accorded workers in 
private industry"in a given wage dispute. 

Every day I receive letters from Fed
eral workers, earnestly written and con· 
scientiously phrasing an appeal for an 
appropriate salary increase, at least 
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sufficient to help meet the constant rise 
in living costs. I should like to quote 
from some of these letters which reflect 
the opinions of all of them: 

DEAR MRs. GREEN: This letter is to urge 
you to support H. R. 2462 which will grant 
a much-needed pay increase to Federal em
ployees. Two reasons strongly demand your 
support of pay increases. The first is that 
the Government, as an employer, can neither 
attract nor keep capable, young, energetic 
personnel with salaries as much below com
petitive private markets as they are at pres
ent. Every day it seems another employee 
leaves for the fabulous offers of private 
employment. Even devoted Government 
workers cannot long watch those who are 
willing to move make such large gains . with· 
out following in their tracks. 

The second reason is that the administra
tion's efforts to hold the price line are not 
working and this must be recognized. 
Especially since last November's election the 
costs of maintaining a home at a respectable 
level have taken a big jump. Staple groc
eries, fuel oil, mechanical repairs, and other 
services have had an increase since the elec
tion. I assure you that a $500 per year in
crease at this time would barely offset the 
increased cost of supporting my family and 
would leave little if any for diversion into 
hard goods to boost the inflation spiral. Let 
fair action for the Federal employees come 
ahead of politics and other pressures. 

Sincerely. 

DEAR MRs. GREEN: I request your coopera
tion in connection with a pay raise for Fed
eral employees, as set forth in H. R. 2462. 
It is almost impossible for those in the 
lower income brackets to meet the everyday 
cost of living for themselves and their de
pendents, and if medical costs are added, 
at present high rates, it means no alterna
tive but to obligate future earnings over 
a period of years. As you are well aware, 
living costs have been mounting monthly, 
and industry, in general, has been increasing 
the salaries of its employees to compensate, 
wl1fle Federal workers have been forced to 
continue on the same salary basis, for the 
last 2¥2 years. Why are we discriminated 
against? 

It is very hard to understand or justify the 
thinking that inflation can be curbed by 
holding down the salary of the Federal em
ployees when all other salaries and living 
costs are being increased-steel, for instance. 
Anything you can do to help the passage of 
this bill will be appreciated. 

Very truly yours. 

DEAR MRS GREEN: I urgently request your 
support of bill H. R. 2462, granting a pay in
crease to Federal employees. This increase 
is long overdue. It is most unfair to ex
pect us to continue year after year at our 
same salaries while living costs keep rising. 
It is almost impossible for those of us in 
the lower income brackets to pay our every
day bills, particularly when there are medical 
costs to meet. Soon most of us will be 
forced into private industry or into accept
ing other work on the side. 

If the Pr·esident actually is sincere in 
wanting to curb inflation, he should restore 
price controls which, at the time he removed 
them, he promised to do if it became neces
sary. It is logical that penalizing Federal 
employees is not the answer. In fact, it will 
do more harm than good. It is obvious that 
salary conditions now are seriously handi· 
capping Federal agencies. They are even 
willing to freeze the filling of vacancies in 
order to help pay for an increase in salary 
for us. We're getting to •the point where we 
are almost ashamed to admit we work for 
the Federal Government. I again respect
fully request you to do all you can in our 
behalf. 

Sincerely. 

DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN: Your support for 
an adequate pay raise for all Government 
employees is earnestly requested. During. 
my 22 years as an engineer in the Depart
ment of Agriculture, I have seen too many 
well qualified technicians go. Now I am 
seeking outside employment too. We can 
no longer expect to hire and hold good effi
cient professional personnel at the present 
pay scales. It is high time for the Govern:. 
ment to start paying for brains to get the 
job done right. 

Sincerely yours. 

Mr. Chairman, because I believe the 
classified civil-service workers are de
serving and in need of an increase in 
salary, I shall vote for this bill. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I would like to pay tribute to 
those faithful employees who work with 
us here in the Capitol, including the 
official reporters of debates who so faith
fully and efficiently record the speeches 
in the House of Representatives, the 
pages, and others here in the Capitol 
including those who are connected with 
the committees of the House, and, last, 
but not least, our own staff. I do not 
know what we would do without them. 
They are under pretty much of a strain 
sometimes. 

Mr. SANTANGELO. Mr. Chairman, 
the House is now considering a bill of 
very great importance to every classified 
Federal employee and his family. It is 
no exaggeration to say that for many 
thousands of people, the difference be
tween bare subsistence and a decent 
standard of living depends upon Con
gressional enactment of an adequate pay 
raise, such as the one provided for in 
H. R. 2462. 

The compelling necessity for an im
mediate increase in the Government's 
classified pay schedule can be made 
abundantly clear by citing a few basic 
and unyielding facts about the American 
economy today. The cost of living has 
been very high for some time, and it is 
steadily increasing. Federal salaries 
have not increased at anything like the 
same rate, with the result that the aver
age civil servant's real income becomes 
smaller and smaller with each passing 
day. 

The House Post Office and Civil Serv
ice Committee, of which I am proud 
to be a member, has within the past 2 
months completed hearings on both 
postal and classified pay raise bills. 
Witness after witness has brought out, 
not just with emotional pleas, but with 
facts and figures and case histories, the 
unfortunate plight of those who are try
ing, without adequate funds, to make 
ends meet. · 

The last classified pay raise law was 
enacted in June of 1955 and made ret
roactive to March of that year. At that 
time, in March 1955, the cost-of-living 
index stood at 114.3. This index, 
through June of this year, was 120.2. 
The fact that this index jumped six
tenths of a point from May to June of 
1957 shows how rapidly living costs are 
now rising and further emphasizes the 
urgency for speedy action on our part. 

The administration has steadfastly 
opposed a pay increase, primarily on the 
grounds of fiscal policy and the belief 
that it would add to inflationary pres-

sures. I reject these· arguments. In
creases in salaries do not reflect them
selves in the price of goods. They ren
der services and do not produce goods. 

Even the Chairman of the Civil Serv
ice Commission, although opposing any 
pay increase, admitted that hundreds 
of thousands of (persons) on the Gov
ernment payroll, undoubt·edly need more 
money. 

By what logic is it sound fiscal policy 
to ignore the financial hardshipS under 
which many Government workers are 
now living and to oppose any action de· 
signed to relieve this hardship? 

Nobody wants inflation, but to argue 
that a pay increase will cause inflation 
is to confuse ca,use and effect. The Fed
eral payroll is not the cause of inflation, 
and an increase in this payroll is needed 
now to keep up with the effects of infla
tion. Government employees no more 
cause inflation than they control it. 
There certainly is no good. reason why 
they should be made to suffer excessively 
because of it. · 

In favorably reporting H. R. 2462 last / 
week, the Post Office and Civil Service 
Committee presented what I regard as 
cogent and unanswerable reasons for its 
immediate passage. Since 1951 classi
fied employees have received only one 
pay raise-the 7.5 percent increase in 
1955 which, as the report says, "failed 
by a considerable margin at that time 
to bring the compensation of these em
ployees abreast of the rising cost of.liv· 
ing and of salary increases granted other 
employees in private business and indus
try." This report goes on to point out 
that since 1952, "the average hourly 
straight-time earnings of employees in 
manufacturing industries have increased 
18.5 percent.'' . 

There are additional excellent reasons 
why Congress should pass H. R. 2462 
without delay. Employee turnover in 
the Government has long been a serious 
problem. Former President Hoover has 
said it costs $3,000 to recruit and train 
the average civil servant. How can the 
Government hope to attract and keep 
competent people unless we pay them a 
decent salary? What hope is there for 
greater economy and efficiency in Gov .. 
ernment if we must cope with a 25-per
cent turnover in employees each year? 

We must remember that, compared to 
workers in private enterprise, civil serv
ants have very little bargaining power. 
They have no right to strike. They are 
wholly dependent upon Congress to take 
care of their needs and interests. 

It is our responsibility to make certain 
this bill becomes law before this session 
of Congress adjourns. To do less would 
be a dereliction of duty on our part. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. MuRRAY]. 

The question was taken and the 
Chairman being in doubt, the commit· 
tee divided; and there were-ayes 109, 
noes 110. 

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair
man appointed as tellers Mr. MuRRAY 
and Mr. MORRISON. 
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The Committee again divided, and the 

tellers reported that there were-ayes 
114, noes 126. · 

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

the committee amendment. 
The committee amendment was agreed 

to. 
The CHAffiMAN. Under the rule, the 

Committee rises. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. JoNES of Missouri, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee having had under considera
tion the bill <H. R. 2462> to adjust the 
rates of basic compensation of certain 
officers and employees of the Federal 
Government, and for other purposes, 
pursuant to House Resolution 393, he 
reported the bill back to the House with 
an amendment adopted· by the Commit
tee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

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

the engrossment and third reading of the 
bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I 
offer a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op
posed to the bill? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I am, Mr. 
Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman qual
ifies. 

The Clerk will report the motion to 
recommit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. REFS, of Kansas, moves to recommit 

H. R. 2462 to the Post Office and Cl vil Service 
Committee. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the previous question is ordered. 

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

the motion to recommit. 
The question was taken, and the 

Speaker announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas · 70, nays 319, not voting 43, 
as follows: 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Alger 
Arends 
Bates 
Bentley 
Berry 
Bolton 
Budge 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Cederberg 
Chiperfield 
Clevenger 
Cole 
Colmer 
Dies 
Dooley 
Flynt 
Ford 
Gross 

[Roll No. 188] 

YEAs-70 

Gwinn Miller, Nebr. 
Halleck Mills 
Harrison, Nebr. Minshall 
Harrison, Va. Moulder 
Harvey Mumma 
Henderson Murray 
Herlong N orb lad 
Heselton Norrell 
Hoffman O'Konskl 
Jensen Potr 
Johansen Reece, Tenn. 
Jonas Reed 
Jones, Mo. Rees, Kans. 
Kitchin Rogers, Tex. 
Laird Scherer 
LeCompte Scrivner 
McGregor Simpson, Dl. 
McVey Simpson, Pa. 
Martin Smith, Kans. 
Matthews Smith, Va. 

Smith, Wis. 
Taber 
Tuck 
Utt 

Adair 
Addonizio 
Albert 
Alexander 
Allen, Cali!. 
Allen, Ill. 
Andersen, 

H . Carl 
Anderson, 

Mont. 
Andrews 
Ashley 
Ashmore 
Aspinall 
Auchincloss 
Avery 
Ayres 
Bailey 
Baker 

·Baldwin 
Barden 
Baring 
Barrett 
Bass, N.H. 
Bass, Tenn. 
Baumhart 
Becker 
Beckworth 
Belcher 
Bennett, Fla. 
Bennett, Mich. 
Betts 
Blatnik 
Blitch 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bonner 
Bosch 
Boy kin 
Boyle 
Bray 
Breeding 
Brooks, La. 
Brooks, Tex. 
Broomfield 
Brown, Ga. 
Brown, Mo. 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill 
Burdick 
Burleson 
Bush 
Byrd 
Byrne, Ill. 
Byrne, Pa. 
canfield 
Cannon 
Carnahan 
Carrigg 
Celler 
Chamberlain 
Chelf 
Chenoweth 
Christopher 
C'hudofi' 
Church 
Clark 
Co ad 
Coffin 
Collier 
Cooley 
Cooper 
Corbett 
coudert 
Cramer 
Cretella 
CUnningham, 

Iowa 
Cunningham, 

Nebr. 
Curtin 
Curtis, Mass. 
Davis, Ga. 
Dawson, Utah· 
Delaney 
Dellay 
Dempsey 
Dennison 
Denton 
Derounian 
Devereux 
,Diggs 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dollinger 
Donohue 
Dorn,N. Y. 
Dorn, S. 0. 
Dowdy 
Doyle 

Vorys 
Vursell 
Weaver 

NAYs-319 

Durham 
Dwyer 
Eberharter 
Edmondson 
Elliott 
Engle 
Evins 
Fallon 
Farbstein 
Fascell 
Feighan 
Fenton 
Fino 
Fisher 
Flood 
Fogarty 
Forand 
Forrester 
Fountain 
Frazier 
Frelinghuysen 
Friedel 
Fulton 
Garmatz 
Gary 
Gathings 
Gavin 
Gordon 
Granahan 
Grant 
Gray 
Green, Oreg. 
Green, Pa. 
Gregory 
Griffin 
Griffiths 
Gubser 
Hagen 
Hale 
Haley 
Harden 
Hardy 
Harris 
Haskell 
Hays, Ark. 
Hebert 
Hemphill 
Hill 
Hoeven 
Holifield 
Holland 
Holmes 
Holt 
Horan 
Hosmer 
Huddleston 
Hull 
Hyde 
Ilmrd 
Jackson 
James 
Jarman 
Jenkins 
Jennings 
Johnson 
Jones, Ala. 
Judd 
Karsten 
Kean 
Kearns 
Keating 
Kee 
Keeney 
Kelly, N.Y. 
Keogh 
Kilday 
Kilgore 
King 
~wan 
Knox 
Knutson 
Landrum 
Lane 
Lanham 
Lankford 
Lennon 
Lesinski 
Lipscomb 
Long 
Lmoer 
McCarthy 
McConnell 
McCormack 
McCulloch 
McDonough 
McFall 
McGovern 
Mcintire 
Mcintosh 
Mack, Ul. 

Whitten 
Williams, Miss. 
Winstead 

Mack. Wash. 
Madden 
Magnuson 
Mahon 
Marshall 
May 
Meader 
Merrow 
Metcalf 
Michel 
Miller, Calif. 
Miller, Md. 
Montoya 
Moore 
Morgan 
Morris 
Morrison 
Moss 
Multer 
Natcher 
Nicholson 
Nimtz 
O'Brien, Ill. 
O'Brien,N. Y. 
O'Hara, Ill. 
O'Hara, Minn. 
O'Neill 
Osmers 
Ostertag 
Passman 
Patman 
Pelly 
Perkins 
Pfost 
Philbin 
Pilcher 
Pillion 
Poage 
Polk 
Price 
Prouty 
Rabaut 
Radwan 
Rains 
Ray 
Reuss 
Rhodes, Ariz. 
Rhodes, Pa. 
R iehlman 
Riley 
Rivers 
Roberts 
Robeson, Va. 
Robsion, Ky. 
Rodino 
Rogers, Colo. 
Rogers, Fla. 
Rogers, Mass. 
Rooney 
Roosevelt 
Rutherford 
Sadlak 
Santangelo 
St. George 
Saund 
Saylor 
Schenck 
Schwengel 
Scott, N.C. 
Scott, Pa. 
Scudder 
Seely-Brown 
Selden 
Sheehan 
Shelley 
Sheppard 
Sieminski 
Sikes 
Sisk 
Smith, Calif. 
Smith, Miss. 
Spence 
Springer 
Staggers 
Stauffer 
Steed 
Sullivan 
Talle 
Teague, calif. 
Teague, Tex. 
Teller 
Tewes 
Thomas 
Thompson, La. 
Thompson, N.J. 
Thompson, Tex. 
Thomson, Wyo. 
Thornberry 
Tollefmn 
Trimble 

Udall 
Ullman 
Vanik 
VanZandt 
Walter 
Watts 
Westland 
Wharton 

Whitener 
Widnall 
Wier 
Wigglesworth 
Williams, N.Y. 
Willis 
Wilson, Ind. 
Withrow 

Wolverton 
Wright 
Yates 
Young 
Younger , 
Zablocki 
Zelenko 

NOT VOTING-43 
Andresen, 

August H. 
Anfuso 
Beamer 
Bolling 
Bow 
Brownson 
Buckley 
Curtis, Mo. 
Dague 
Davis, Tenn. 
Dawson, Ill. 
George 
Hays, Ohio 
Healey 

Hess 
H iestand 
Billings 
Holtzman 
Kearney 
Kelley, Pa. 
Kilburn 
Kluczynskl 
Krueger 
Latham 
McMillan 
Macdonald 
Machrowicz 
Mailliarcl 
Mason 

Miller, N.Y. 
Morano 
Neal 
Patterson 
Porter 
Powell 
Preston 
Shuford 
Siler 
Taylor 
Van Pelt 
Vinson 
Wainwright 
Wilson, Cali!. 

So the motion to recommit was re .. 
jected. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Krueger for, with Mr. Taylor against. 
Mr. Hiestand for, with Mr. Hess against. 
Mr. Wainright for, with Mr. August H. 

Andresen against. 
Mr. Neal for, with Mr. Latham against. 
Mr. Kilburn for, with Mr. Vinson against. 
Mr. Mason for, with Mr. Preston against. 
Mr. McMillan for, with Mr. Machrowicz 

against. 
Mr. Bow for, with Mr. Kearney against. 
Mr. Van Pelt for, with Mr. Kluczynskl 

against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Hays of Ohio with Mr. Beamer. 
1V£r. Healey with Mr. Siler. 
Mr. Shuford with Mr. Patterson. 
Mr. Holtzman with Mr. Moore. 
Mr. Anfuso with Mr. Mailliard. 
Mr. Macdonald with Mr. Brownson. 
Mr. Dawson of Illinois with Mr. Hillfngs. 
Mr. Davis of Tennessee with Mr. Miller of 

New York. 
Mr. Buckley with Mr. Curtis of Missouri. 
Mr. Bolling with Mr. Dague. 
Mr. Kelley of Pennsylvania with Mr. 

George. 
Mr. Porter with Mr. Wilson of California. 

Mr. McGREGOR changed his vote 
from "nay" to "yea." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 329, nays 58, not voting 45, 
as follows: 

Adair 
Addonizio 
Albert 
Alexander 
Allen, Cali!. 
Allen, Ill. 
Andersen, 

H. Carl 
Anderson, 

Mont. 
Andrews 
Ashley 
Ashmore 
Aspinall 
Auchincloss 
Avery 
Ayres 
Bailey 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barden 
Baring 

[Roll No. 189) 

YEAS-329 
Barrett 
Bass, N.H. 
Bass, Tenn. 
Baumhart 
Becker 
Beckworth 
Belcher 
Bennett, Fla. 
Bennett, Mich. 
Bentley 
Betts 
Blatnik 
Blitch 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bonner 
Bosch 
Boy kin 
Boyle 
Bray 
Breeding 
Brooks, La. 

Brooks, Tex. 
Broomfield , 
Brown, Ga. 
Brown, Mo. 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill 
Burdick 
Burleson 
Bush 
Byrd 
Byrne, Ill. 
Byrne, Pa. 
Canfield 
Cannon 
Carnahan 
Carrigg 
Celler 
Chamberlain 
Chelf 
Chenoweth 
Christopher 
Chudofi' 
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Church 
Olark 
Co ad 
comn 
Collier 
Cooley 
Cooper 
Corbett 
Coudert 
Cramer 
€retella. 
cunningham, 

Iowa 
Cunningham, 

Nebr. 
curtin 
Curtis, Mass. 
Davis, Ga. 
Dawson, Utah 
Delaney 
Dellay 
Dempsey 
Dennison 
Denton 
Derounian 
Devereux 
Diggs 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dollinger 
Donohue 
Dorn,N. Y. 
Dorn,S.O. 
Dowdy 
Doyle 
Durham . 
Dwyer 
Eberharter 
Edmondson 
Elliott 
Engle 
Evins 
Fallon 
Farbstein 
Fascell 
Feighan 
Fenton 
Fino 
Fisher 
Flood 
Flynt 
Fogarty 
Forand 
Forrester 
Fountain 
Frazier 
Frelinghuysen 
Friedel 
Fulton 
Garmatz 
Gary 
.Gathings 
Gavin 
Gordon 
Granahan 
Grant 
Gray 
Green, Oreg. 
Green,Pa. 
Gregory 
GrUHn 
Grl.filths 
Gubser 
Hagen 
Hale 
Haley 
Harden 
Hardy 
Harris 
Haskell 
Hays, Ark. 
Hebert 
Hemphill 
Herlong 
Hill 
Hoeven 
Holifield 
Holland 
Holmes 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Alger 
Arends 
Bates 
Berry 
Bolton 
Budge 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Cederberg 
Chiperfteld 
Clevenger 
Cole 
Colmer 
Dies 
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Holt 
Horan 
Hosmer 
Huddleston 
Hull 
Hyde 
Ikard 
Jackson 
James 
Jarman 
Jenkins 
Jennings 
Johnson 
Jones, Ala.. 
Judd 
Karsten 
Kean 
Kearns 
Keating 
Kee 
Keeney 
Kelly, N.Y. 
Keogh 
Kilday 
Kilgore 
King 
Kirwan 
Kitchin 
Knox 
Knutson 
Landrum 
Lane 
Lanham· 
Lankford 
Lennon 
Lesinski 
Lipscomb 
Long 

Pillion 
Poage 
Polk 
Price 
Prouty 
Rabaut 
Radwan 
Rains 
Ray 
Reuss 
Rhodes, Ariz. 
Rhodes,Pa. 
Riehl man 
Riley 
Rivers 
Roberts 
Robeson, Va. 
Robsion, Ky. 
Rodino 
Rogers, Colo. 
Rogers, Fla. 
Rogers, Mass. 
Rogers, Tex. 
Rooney 
Roosevelt 
Rutherford · 
Santangelo 
St. George 
Saund 
Saylor 
Schenck 
Schwengel 
Scott, N.C. 
Scott, Pa. 
Scudder 
Seely-Brown 
Selden 
Sheehan 
Shelley 
Sheppard 
Sieminski 
Sikes 
Sisk 
Smith, Calif. 
Smith, Miss. 
Spence 
Springer 
Staggers 
Stauffer 
Steed 
Sullivan 
Talle 
Teague, Calif. 
Teller 

Scherer 
Scrivner 
Simpson, Ill. 
Simpson, Pa. 
Smith, Kans. 

Smith, Va. 
Smith, Wis. 
Taber 
Tuck 
Utt 

Vorys 
Vursell 
Weaver 

NOT VOTING-45 
Andresen, 

August H. 
Anfuso 
Beamer 
Bolling 
Bow 
Brownson 
Buckley 
Curtis, Mo. 
Dague · 
Davis, Tenn. 
Dawson, Ill. 
George 
Hays, Ohio 
Healey 
Hess 

Hiestand 
Hillings 
Holtzman 
Kearney 
Kelley, Pa. 
Kilburn 
Kluczynski 
Krueger 
Latham 
McMillan 
Machrowicz 
Mailliard 
Mason 
Miller, N.Y. 
Morano 
Neal 

So the bill was passed. 

O'Brien, N.Y. 
Patterson 
Porter 
Powell 
Preston 
Sadlak 
Shuford 
Siler · 
Taylor 
Teague, Tex. 
VanPelt 
Vinson 
Wainwright 
Wilson, Calif. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Taylor for, with Mr. Krueger against. 
Mr. Hess for, with Mr. Hiestand against. 
Mr. Andresen, A. H., for, with Mr. Wain· 

wright against. 
Mr. Latham for, with Mr. Neal against. 
Mr. Sadlak for, with Mr. Kilburn against. 
Mr. Anfuso for, with Mr. Mason against. 
Mr. Buckley for, with Mr. McMlllan against. 
Mr. Holtzman for, with Mr. Bow against. 
Mr. Kelley of Pennsylvania for, with Mr. 

Van Pelt against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Hays of Ohio with Mr. Kearney. 
Mr. Heal~y with Mr. Beamer. 
Mr. Powell with Mr. Siler. 
Mr. Preston with Mr. Patterson. 
Mr. Vinson with Mr. George. 
Mr. Porter with Mr. Dague. 
Mr. Shuford with Mr. Curtis of Missouri. 
Mr. Kluczynski with Mr. Brownson. 
Mr. Dawson of Illinois with Mr. Mlller of 

Loser 
McCarthy 
McConnell 
McCormack 
McCUlloch 
McDonough 
McFall 
McGovern 
Mcintire 
Mcintosh 
McVey 
Macdonald 
Mack, Ill. 
Mack, Wash. 
Madden 
Magn"\lson 
Mahon. 
Marshall 
Matthews 
May 

Tewes 
" New York. Thomas 

Thompson, La. 
Thompson, N.J. 
Thompson, Tex. 
Thomson, Wyo. 
Thornberry 
Tollefson 
Trimble 

Meader 
Merrow 
Metcalf 
Michel 
Miller, Calif. 
Miller, Md. 
Montoya. 
Moore 
Morgan 
Morris 
Morrison 
Moss 
Multer 
Natcher · 
Nicholson 
Nimtz 
Norblad 
O'Brien, Ill. 
O'Hara, Ill. 
O'Hara, Minn. 
O'Konski 
O'Neill 
Osmers 
Ostertag 
Passman 
Patman 
Pelly 
Perkins 
Pfost 
Philbin 
Pilcher 

NAYS-58 

Udall . 
Ullman 
Vanik 
VanZandt 
Walter 
Watts 
Westland 
Wharton 
Whitener 
Whitten 
Widnall 
Wier 
Wigglesworth 
Williams, Miss. 
Williams, N.Y. 
Willis 
Wilson, Ind. 
Winstead 
Withrow 
Wolverton 
Wright 
Yates 
Young 
Younger 
Zablocki 
Zelenka 

Dooley · Laird 
Ford LeCompte 
Gross McGregor 
Gwinn Martin · 
Halleck Miller, Nebr. 
Harrison, Nebr. Mills 
Harrison, Va. Minshall 
Harvey · Moulder 

· Henderson Mumma. 
Heselton Murray 
Ho11man Norrell 
Jensen Po11 
Johansen Reece, Tenn. 
Jonas Reed 
Jones, Mo. Rees, Kans. 

Mr. Bolling with Mr. Morano. 
Mr. Machrowicz with Mr. Mallliard. 
Mr. O'Brien of New York with Mr. HUlings. 

·Mr. O'KONSKI changed his vote from 
"nay" to "yea." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

PROGRAM FOR WEEK OF AUGUST 12 
Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask un

animous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. MARTIN. I take this time to ask 

the majority leader if he will kindly 
inform us as to the pregram for next 
week? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I shall be pleased 
to. 

There will be no session Monday. 
Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, Fri

day, and Saturday: S. 2130, Mutual Se
curity Act of 1957 conference report, if 
the conference report is ready. 

H. R. 8090; public works appropriation 
bill, 1958, conference report, if the re
port is ready. 

H. R. 1536, the postal service readjust
ing bill, that' is, the postal rate increase 
bill. 

Mr. MARTIN. As I understand, the 
postal rate bill will come up on Tuesday? 

Mr. McCORMACK: I have it on the 
program to follow the two conference 
reports if they are ready; if they are 
not ready, the postal rate bill is the 
first regular business in order, and the 
probabilities are that the postal rate 
bill will come up on Tuesday; at any rate 
it is the first legislative business for next 
week. 

H. R. 469, the textile fiber products 
identification bill. 

s. 1383, freight forwarders bill. 
H. R. 5822, relating to air carriers and 

the reinvestment of gains. 
The above program is announced with 

the usual reservations that any further 
program will be announced later, and 
that conference reports may be brought 
up at any time. 

Will the gentleman yield for a consent 
request? 

Mr. MARTIN. I yield. 

ADJOURNMENT OVER TO TUESDAY, 
AUGUST 13 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, · in 
view of the fact there is no business 
scheduled for Monday, I ask unanimous 
consent that when the House adjourns 
today it adjourn to meet on Tuesday 
next. 

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

There was no objection. 

CALENDAR WEDNESDAY BUSINESS 
Mr. McCORMACK. · Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent, if not already 
granted, that business in order on Cal
endar Wednesday of next week may be 
dispensed wit)l. 

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

There was no objection. 

INTERIM AUTHORITY TO SPEAKER 
AND CLERK 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that notwith
standing the adjournment of the House 
until Tuesday next, the Clerk be author
ized to receive messages from the Senate 
and that the Speaker be authorized to 
sign any enrolled bills and joint reso
lutions duly passed by the two Houses 
and found truly enrolled. 

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

There was no objection. 

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND RE
MARKS 

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
extend their remarks in the RECORD on 
the bill just passed. 

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

There was no objection. 



1957 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 14285 
UNITED STATES LATIN-AMERICAN 

POLICY 
Mr. REECE of Tennessee. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad
dress the House for- 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. REECE of Tennessee. Mr. Speak

er, on August 1, 1957, tpe distinguished 
gentleman from California [Mr. JACK
soN] delivered one of the most erudite, 
thought-provoking, and all-encompass
ing statements on United States Latin
American policy ever to be made on this 
floor. The gentleman is rightly re
garded as one of the foremost Congres
sional experts in the field of Latin af
fairs. His depth of knowledge and 
breadth of experience were never more 
apparent than in those remarks. The 
gentleman speaks from the vantage 
point of 20 years' experience ranging 
from military service in Latin America 
during the era of American dollar di
plomacy to his present assignment on 
the House Foreign Affairs Subcommit
tee responsible for the Western Hemi
sphere. While one would expect such 
an expert to speak with clarity and pre
cision, the scope and import of the gen
tleman's remarks are truly impressive. 
I commend his remarks to all students 
and observers of United States-Latin 
American affairs. Through a field of in
ternational affairs dotted with pitfalls 

_and traps, the gentleman leads us on 
an unerring course to the goal of hemi
spheric solidarity. Neither stepping on 
democratic principles nor overreaching 
sovereign rights, the gentleman strikes 
that elusive balance between American 
ideology and the pragmatic demands of 
international relations in a world di
vided into two warring camps. Basically, 
this is the same dilemma, with varying 
hues, which confronts America through
out the world. Anticolonialism versus 
historical allegiance, anticommunism 
versus resurgent nationalism are similar 
contradictory influences which com
pound the problems of American for
eign policy. Architects of our foreign 
policy might well benefit from reading 
the gentleman's learned explanation of 
the basis and operation of our Latin 
American policy. 

One cannot miss the comparison be
tween the gentleman from California's 
deliberate, studied, careful approach and 
the headstrong, precipitous rushes of the 
gentleman from Oregon into this com
plex field. I had hoped that the well 
intentioned statement of the gentleman 
from California would cause the gentle
man from Oregon to pause and reflect on 
his impetuous actions and statements. 
Despite the helpful counsel of his col
leagues on the Foreign Affairs Commit
tee, the gentleman from Oregon persists 
in his attacks on our bipartisan good
neighbor policy. Appearing last Sun
day on the Meet The Press program, 
the gentleman from Oregon again in
truded on the foreign policy of the 
United States. In response to questions, 
the gentleman from Oregon stated that 
he would like to see the Government of 

the Dominican Republic overthrown, 
and he commended the American Am
bassador to Cuba's action in not re
maining aloof from the internal politi
cal struggle in that country. The im
propriety of a Member of Congress 
publicly sympathizing, on a nationwide 
broadcast, with revolutionaries plotting 
against a friendly government is so ap
parent that it warrants no elaboration. 
The gentleman's statement on the Cuban 
affair merits study. It is just this type 
of situation that calls for the most pa
tient and tolerant restraint on the part 
of the United States. Here we find a 
movement with some apparent public 
support fighting against the recognized 
existing government with whom we have 
diplomatic relations. It being impossi
ble to predict the outcome of the struggle 
or to know which government can best 
serve the Cuban people we must pains
takingly refrain from any favoritism or 
support of any group or individuals. 
Not only are we pledged to refrain by 
treaty but experience and reason dictate 
against taking sides in any other na
tion's internal affairs. Bear in mind 
the cogent observation of the gentle
man from California who said that it is 
a "demonstrated fact that no matter how 
deep one's hatred of domestic tyranny 
may be, that for foreign interference is 
greater." 

The cause celebre which propelled the 
distinguished member of the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service into 
the unfathomable intricacies of Latin 
American politics was the so-called 
Galindez-Murphy matter. While I ap
prove of the gentleman espousing his 
constituent's cause, I have heard or read 
nothing that clearly implicates the 
Dominican Government. Certainly the 
gentleman said nothing on Meet the 
Press which convinced the panel or the 
audience that the responsibility lay with 
the Dominican Government. As Sena
tor WILEY so aptly put it, the entire case 
vests on "accusation after accusation, . 
hearsay and conjection; inference piled 
on top of inference." I am in agree
ment with the distinguished gentleman 
from Louisiana who stated that "it is 
preposterous to consider that any sort 
of a bona fide case can be presented 
against a legitimate and properly con
stituted government by a set of vague, 
farfetched, and unsubstantiated circum
stances." 

I don't know all the facts, the gentle
man from Oregon doesn't seem to know 
all the facts. Under the circumstances, 
it would seem genuinely advisable to 
cease all attacks upon the Dominican 
Government until the Departments of 
State and Justice reach a final decision 
and make public their findings. 

In the gentleman's haste to discredit 
the Dominican Government, he has not 
been careful to protect the names and 
reputations of many responsible persons. 
In the midst of his August 1 discourse 
on the Galindez-Murphy affair, he inter
jected an advance copy of a Look maga
zine. article on American friends of the 
Dominican Government. The implica
tion that all of those Americans named 
in the article were somehow involved in 
the alleged nefarious activitie~ of Gen
eral Trujillo was only too obvious. That 

such an inference could be drawn was 
demonstrated when the gentleman was 
asked on Meet the Press if all those 
named by Look were part of the Domini
can scheme of terror. Included among 
those obliquely connected to the alleged 
crimes of the Dominican Government 
were three Members of this body, one of 
whom is our very able and distinguished 
majority leader, a son-in-law of the Sec
retary of State, a son of the late Presi
dent Roosevelt, a brother-in-law of Mrs. 
Eisenhower, a former aid of President 
Truman's and many, many others of 
high integrity and distinction. 

The above-mentioned persons did not 
exhaust the list of those who came 
in for criticism by the distinguished gen
tleman from Oregon. He next attacked 
the Department of Defense for their pol
icy of encouraging dictatorships upon 
the premise of a fancied military ad
vantage. Having thus summarily ex
posed the fallacy of Defense Department 
planning, the gentleman states that any 
invasion of the Western Hemisphere 
would be met by our forces, not those 
of Latin America. If we were to with
draw assistance from Cuba, Venezuela, 
the Dominican Republic, and other 
countries, and thus lose our sub, air, 
radar, and guided-missile bases, how 
would United States forces operate to 
cope with Soviet intervention in that 
area? 

On Meet the Press the gentleman said 
that he favored aid to Spain because of 
the acknowledged value ·of our military 
bases in that country. He is either un
aware of our bases in Cuba and the 
Dominican Republic or believes them to 
be of no genuine military advantage. I 
am at a loss to understand how the gen
tleman distinguished between the mili
tary advantage of bases in Spain and 
those in the Caribbean area. He admits 
the Department of Defense makes no 
such distinction. The only conclusion 
is that the gentleman considers himself 
a more qualified judge of military re
quirements than the Department of De
fense. 

The gentleman also disclaims the 
possibility and danger of a Communist 
base in the Western Hemisphere and 
repeatedly states that the danger of 
Communist aggression in Latin America 
is from subversion and not invasion. I 
agree that the main danger is from sub
version, but the gentleman's distinction 
between subversion and invasion reveals 
a naive assumption that a government 
established by subversion is less danger
ous than one brought about by invasion. 
Does the gentleman know that the Red 
Government of Guatemala, established 
by subversion, was toppled only days be
fore the arrival of a Soviet arms ship
ment en route in a Swedish ship? 

On July 15, 1957, the gentleman from 
Oregon said that he deplored acts of 
assassination and on July 22, 1957, he 
said that he was advo-cating no violations 
of treaties with the Dominican Republic, 
Cuba, Venezuela, and Nicaragua. But 
his statements and actions belie his ad
herence to these commendable principles. 
Certainly public statements that he 
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favors the overthrow of these govern
ments and sympathizes with their revo·
lutionary opponents constitute an in
fringement of our- treaties. Such re
marks similarly . encourage w'ould-be 
assassins who, as we have seen in Guate
mala, are only too eager to strike. 

The gentleman from Oregon also turns 
an incredulous eye on the endeavors of 
the able Morris Ernst and Judge Munson 
who are doing an independent objective 
investigaiton of the Galindez-Murphy 
case. The gentleman says that these 
distinguished lawyers are being used by 
Trujillo to gather secret Government evi
dence in the Galindez-Murphy ease. 
From what I know of both these gentle
men, it is grossly inaccurate and unfair 
to say ·that they are serving either wit
tingly or unwittingly as tools of the 
Dominican Government. 

The gentleman stated on Meet . the 
Press that he had no faith in Mr. Ernst's 
efforts because Mr. Ernst was being paid 
by the Dominican Government. As a 
lawyer, the gentleman should see the 
fallacy of his own logic. Every day 
Federal judges .paid by the United States 
Government are asked to resolve disputes 
in which the same United States Gov
ernment is a party. The source of com
pensation does not necessarily color one's 
objectivity. 

The. gentleman from Oregon makes 
another point which merits attention. 
He states that he has talked to many 
people in the Department of State, and 
he has yet to find one below the post of 
Assistant Secretary for Inter-American 
Affairs who disagrees with him. This is 
indeed a perplexing and intriguing asser
tion. Our policy of noruntervention and 
no'ndiscrimination among sister Repub
lics first took concrete form under the 
secretaryship of my brilliant and distin
guished fellow Tennessean, Cordell Hull. 
It has found continuing acceptance to 
the present day with the warm endorse
ment of each succeeding Congress. Sec
retary Dulles and the Congressional · 
Committees on Foreign Affairs should be 
made aware of the lack of staff support 
in the Department of State for this 
avowed policy of the United States. The 
gentleman from Oregon should make 
public the names of those State Depart
ment officials who are not in sympathy 
with our long-established bipartisan 
good-neighbor policy. In view of the 
fact that these officials are charged with 
implementing Congressional and-admin
istrative intent, their activities should 
be studied in order to ascertain how 
much their personal prejudices are 
frustrating the objectives of national 
policy. 

The gentleman from Oregon states he 
has received considerable acclaim in 
Latin America. He notes that the fer
vency of his welcome in Costa Rica was 
embarrassing and that the President of 
Costa Rica stands solidly with him in his 
activities. Has the gentleman stopped 
to ask himself if the President of Costa 
Rica embraces the gentleman only out 
of the purest motivations of democratic 
principles? Any casual observer of the 
Central American scene knows that 
there has never been any love lost be
tween Costa Rica and Nicaragua. One 

month after the gentleman from Oregon 
was, _in his own words, "lioniz~d by ~he 
p~ople of Costa Rica," he introduced an 
amendment to the mutual security bil), 
which, if adopted, might have cut off all 
aid to Nicaragua. Such action would un
doubtedly_ find enthusi~stic ·approval · in 
the councils of the Costa Rican GoverDr
ment. The gentleman states that the 
eagerness with which certain Latin 
American elements have pinned their 
aspirations on him, a freshman Con
gressman, contains a grave warning. I 
heartily concur. Any freshman Con
gressman or freshman Latin American 
expert should be forewarned to guard 
against any of their actions or state
ments. being used by any country to 
promote its selfish national interests by 
securing favored treatment from the 
United States. In the gentleman from 
Oregon's own words "we are big, economi
cally powerful" and as such, we des
perately need skilled practitioners of 
foreign affairs to insure that our wealth 
and influence are not subverted to the 
preferential interest of any one or group 
of friendly nations. 

'The gentleman from California [Mr. 
JACKSON] has direct.ed our attention to 
another problem which demands early 
resolution. I refer to the function and 
operations of the . Legislative Reference 
Service of the Library of Congress. Spe
cifically, the House should consider the 
propriety and legality of this service pro
viding personnel to Members without re
gard to the nature of the mission or the 
need for the employees' services. I do 
not believe that Congress has empowered 
the Library of Congress with the right 
to provide employees to individual Mem
bers blindly under a blanket assumption 
that official business of Congress is in
volved. 

The cause celebre which provoked my 
original inquiries was the weekend trips 
of the gentleman from Oregon and Mrs. 
Rosita Bennett of the Library of Con
gress to Costa Rica and Colombia. I 
am not as much concerned with the gen- . 
tleman from Oregon and the lady's trip 
as I am with the serious questions of 
propriety raised thereby. More partic
ularly, the attitude and explanation of 
the Library of Congress appears to be 
unsatisfactory. 

In order that you might appreciate the 
perplexity involved I will briefly review 
the facts as I know them. The gentle
man from Oregon made several unofficial 
weekend visits to Latin America. The 
gentleman, by his own admission, had 
little knowledge of the area and no fa
cility with the Spanish language. Thus, 
he requested that the Library of Congress 
have Mrs. Bennett accompany him as a 
La tin American expert. The request was 
apparently acceded to with no question. 
During the course of these excursions, 
the gentleman unqualifiedly attacked the 
governments of several Latin American 
countries. The Costa Rican papers gave 
the gentleman and Mrs. Bennett equal 
billing in their written and pictorial cov
erage of the visit. In both Costa Rica 
and Colombia, Mrs. Bennett's expenses 
were defrayed by the Costa Rican Gov
ernment and a- Colombian newspaper. 
Mrs. Bennett made at least one public 

statement and the fact that she was 
termed a collaborator of tlie gentleman 
from Oregon would indicate she was 
quite vocal in support of the gentleman's 
position. T;hey jointly discussed with 
governmental and nongovernmental 
persons the internal politics of not only 
Costa Rica and Colombia but also of 
Venezuela and the Dominican Republic. 
They reportedly interviewed would-be 
a_ssassins of the President of Costa Rica. 
Mrs. Benriett was publicly introduced by 
the gentleman as a "book I borrowed 
from the Library of Congress." Until 
now, I did not know that flesh and bone 
books were available for loan from the 
Library. 

With this background, let us examine 
the position of Mrs. Bennett's superior 
the Director of the Legislative Referenc~ 
Service, Mr. Ernest Griffith. On first 
inquiry, this gentleman informed me 
that Mrs. Bennett was carrying out her 
official duties. In light of the lady's 
actions and the political ·and interna
tional tenor of these trips, I COlild only 
conclude that Mr. Griffith was unaware 
of the facts or that he had misconstrued 
the functions of his office as drafted by 
Congress. I then brought to light the 
facts I have just outlined. Reflecting on 
the latter, Mr. Griffith refuses to concede 
that Mrs. Benn~tt was exceeding the 
confines of her official duties. He now 
says that the requirement to provide 
data bearing on legislation sustains his 
action in providing Mrs. Bennett for 
this trip. He further states that he is 
not in a position to question the source 
of travel funds available to his em
ployees, and that he aiways assumes that 
official business of Congress is involved 
in any request from a member. It would 
appear that any of us can call Mr. Grif
fith, tell him to send over an employee 
for a weekend trip and she or he will 
appear in our offices, bag in hand, ready 
to travel. By what authority or through 
what action does Mr. Griffith believe that 
he is unquestioningly required to pro
vide such service? If such was the in
tent of Congress, it is unknown to me 
and either Mr. Griffith is exceeding his 
prerogatives or his mission should be 
speedily clarified. I cannot believe that 
Congress authorized or condones such 
a service nor that Mr. Griffith must ac
quiesce in every request from a Member 
of Congress without regard to any dis
cretion on his part. 

It has been brought to my attention 
that the Associated Press, under dateline 
of June 15, reports that Mr. and Mrs. 
Porter arrived in Costa Rica on that 
date. If the press had not confused 
Mrs. Porter with Mrs. Bennett, then it is 
proper to ask the gentleman if his wife's 
expenses were paid by foreign sow·ces. 

My aim is not to condemn the gentle
man from Oregon but only to stimulate 
an open discussion and investigation of 
this matter. I have yet to discover the 
exact personnel composition of the 
gentleman from Oregon's party on these 
trips. Nor can I learn the specific 
amounts or nature of the expenses as
sumed for the benefit of Mrs. Bennett 
or anyone else in the company of the 
gentleman. 

A Federal employee cannot accept 
anything of value from a foreign gov-



1957 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 14287 
ernment without placing herself under 
obligation to that government. Such is 
directly contrary to the exclusive loyalty 
which an employee owes to his own 
government. Federal employees are ex
pressly prohibited from any support of 
or participation in partisan American 
politics. How much more circumspect 
should they be about open association 
with the political forces of foreign coun
tries. This is the conflict of interest 
question which the Library of Congress 
evades or refuses to answer. If an em
ployee of the United States Government 
is free to delve into the politics of 
foreign nations and to accept emolu
ments from foreign governments in 
carrying out official duties, then the ag
grieved party and real one in interest 
is the American taxpayer. Conceivably 
it may be that the technical letter of the 
law has not been violated by Mrs. Ben
nett accepting travel expenses but cer
tainly the spirit of the law has been 
breached by a Federal employee placing 
herself under some obligation to a 
foreign government. No servant· of the 
United States can serve two masters. 

The gentleman states that the Library 
of Congress informs him that what he 
did was entirely legal. Such an opinion 
is readily understandable since the Li
brary initially approved his action. If 
the gentleman desires an objective opin
ion of the law and ethics, he should 
seek a ruling from the Attorney General 
of the United States. 

I hope that all Members . will give 
thoughtful consideration to this prob
lem for it appears that early cHtrifica
tion of our true intent must be directed 
at the Library of Congress. 

I would remind the gentleman that on 
July 22, 1957, he rightly concluded that 
••under our Constitution, the President 
and his Secretary of State have respon
sibility for our foreign policy" and fur
ther, that "Congress has the responsibil
ity for representing the people and, in 
particular, the House of Representatives 
authorizes the spending of and appropri
ates the taxpayers money." On July 19, 
1957, the House of Representatives de
feated the gentleman's proposed amend
ment to alter our Latin American policy 
by votes of 171 to 4 and 168 to 7. Does 
anyone doubt that this body has thus 
expressed its overwhelming disapproval 
of the gentleman's proposed revision of 
our longstanding good-neighbor policy. 
The gentleman states that the amend
ments were resoundingly defeated be
cause the Foreign Affairs Committee had 
not previously considered them. Yet it 
is a fact that the gentleman brought 
these amendments and his report there
on to the attention of every Member 2 
weeks before they were voted on in the 
House. 

As I have repeatedly stated, the col
loquy between myself and the gentleman 
from Oregon is not a personal exchange 
marked by any animosity or ill feeling. 
I hope that he continues to regard my 
comments in the light of fair criticism 
and counsel. During my long years of 
service in the Congress I have learned to 
proceed in established channels, guard 
my words and actions, and accept the 
judgments of a majority of my col-

leagues. The gentleman from Oregon 
has heard the overwhelming judgments 
of his colleagues and has been cour
teously counseled-by the experts in this 
body who are responsible for Latin 
American affairs. In the interest of na
tional security and inter-American har
mony and out of due respect for the con
sidered judgment of Congress and the 
President and his Secretary of State, I 
trust that the gentleman will bridle his 
emotions and moderate his actions. The 
Committee on Foreign Affairs is more 
than willing to entertain his views and 
consider his proposals. The Secretary 
of State or the cognizant Assistant Sec
retary are most courteous in discussing 
problems of foreign affairs with any 
Member of Congress. These are the 
proper and effective channels through 
which we must act to influence foreign 
policy. Spontaneous free swinging 
charges at home and abroad do not serve 
the interests of the United States or any 
other nation, nor can they have any 
constructive effect on the conduct of for
eign affairs. Diplomacy is a precise art 
built on experience and knowledge and 
practiced through calm, intelligent de
liberation and painstaking negotiation. 
The gentleman could best serve his con
stituents and all the American people 
by utilizing these implements of the craft 
of diplomacy. 

REDUCTION OF PERSONAL INCOME 
TAXES 

The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from West 
Virginia [Mr. STAGGERS] is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, after 
long deliberation I have this day written 
to the chairman of the House Ways and 
Means Committee, calling attention to 
the need for legislation to reduce per-. 
sonal income taxes. Concurrently, I 
have introduced a bill that would in
crease individual exemptions from $600 
to $1,000. 

Periodic promises have been made by 
the administration to the effect that re
duced Federal spending is in prospect, 
bringing with it opportunities for reduc
tion of the national debt and tax relief 
for the general public. The pledges have 
consistently been violated, and it . has 
now become obvious that only through 
the concerted efforts of members of the 
Democratic Party will a brake be placed 
upon Government expenditures. In jus
tice to officials responsible for projecting 
budgetary requirements, Congressional 
intent should be made known at this 
time, thus serving notice on Secretaries 
of the various departments and on all 
supervisory personnel that there will be 
less revenue in the next fiscal year and 
that outlays must be cut accordingly. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that the time 
has come for Congress to give positive 
assurance, rather than vague promises, 
to the American citizen with respect to 
tax relief. This assurance is contained 
in the bill which I have introduced today. 

Despite the pressure of business that 
comes with the approach of adjourn
ment of Congress, I return to my Con
gressional district almost every weekend. 

The people of tne second district of 
West Virginia represent a typical cross
section of this great Nation, although 
our labor forces have perhaps been hit 
harder than· their- contemporaries in 
some of the other industrial areas. It 
is generally acknowledged that low
income groups--whether they be farm
workers, coal miners, railroaders, or em
ployees of manufacturing and processing 
industries-have been and are the prin
cipal victims of the continued rise in 
living costs. When inflation stalks the 
land, its ugly shadow brings greater 
deprivation to the low-income group 
than to any other segment of the popu
lation. We have now reached a point 
where the presence of this economic 
demon is felt in thousands of homes in 
my State and yours. Families are no 
longer able to obtain necessary food and 
clothing, and prospects for children who 
have anticipated a higher education are 
becoming dimmer by the day. 

The costs of living have soared to an 
alltime high in the past 10 months and 
at the moment there are no signs of re
tarding this trend. The one . available 
remedy is a reasonable revision of the 
income-tax laws. Our taxpayers were 
originally asked to suffer aa upward 
spiral in order to underwrite the cost of 
war. When hostilities ceased, they were 
told, relief would be forthcoming. 
World War n was concluded 12 years 
ago almost to the day, and the conflict 
in Korea came to an end 4 years ago, 
yet income-tax reduction is largely for
gotten in Washington except during 
political campaigns. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that the follow
ing paragraphs from the current issue 
of U.s. News & World Report be inserted 
at this point: 

People ask more and more often whether 
taxes on incomes will be cut, when those 
taxes will be cut and how big any cut will be. 

Answers to these and other questions can 
be given only by Congress, particularly the 
40 members who make up the House Ways 
and Means Committee and the Senate Fi
nance Committee. To get those answers, 
U.S. News & World Report interviewed mem
bers of the two committees. 

From the 35 Senators and Representatives 
ready to express an opinion come these 
-appraisals of the tax outlook: 

There are 11 members of the tax-writing 
committees who say that a cut in taxes will 
be made on 1958 incomes of individuals. At 
the same time, eight committee members say 
fiatly that there will not be a tax cut. The 
16 others who express an opinion say that 
the question of a tax reduction will depend 
on the degree of inflation next year, on the 
state of the Government's budget and on the 
intensity of political pressure in an election 
year. 

I call particular attention to the last 
sentence ·of that excerpt. I charge that 
it is the responsibility of the Democratic 
Party to remain aloof from the admin
istration's intention to use the tax cut 
as a political issue in the next campaign. 
In undertaking immediate action on this 
issue, we will not only fulfill a public 
trust but at the same time put a damper 
on an erupting fiscal crater stoked by 
irresponsible managers of the Federal 
exchequer. 

Experience. over the years has estab
lished the Republican Party as the faith
ful front of big business, which time and 
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again is the beneficiary of GOP tax con
cessions. Under the circumstances, it 
is an obligation on the part of the Demo
cratic Members of Congress to pursue our 
course as representatives of men and 
women and children who were not born 
at the social and financial level necessary 
to be accorded compassion by leaders of 
the present administration. Let me 
point out that some of our colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle-those not be
holden to the powers of affluence behind 
the administration-will, I am confident, 
join t~s move in the direction of more 
equitable tax laws. They have assured 
me that they stand ready at this very 
moment to join in support of my bill to 
increase personal income tax exemptions. 

Mr. Speaker, I am directing my re
marks to these Republican Members of 
the House as well as to my colleagues in 
the Democratic Party. Please get in 
touch with the chairman of the House 
Ways and Means Committee, as I have 
done today, and ask for an early hearing 
on my tax relief bill. Once it is enacted, 
we will have the satisfaction of knowing 
that the people who have been unfairly 
burdened for these many years will at 
least have had some measure of oppor
tunity at catching up with the cost-of
living index. Those millions of deserving 
families thus partially rewarded for their 
patience will at last be able to use a 
greater share of their earnings for their 
personal use, as against required con
tributions of unfair proportions for the 
sustenance of an ever-growing bu
reaucracy. By buying those items of 
which they have been deprived for so 
many years, these taxpayers will also 
stimulate business generally, thus giving 
the entire national economy a share in 
the benefits of this remedial legislation. 

DUAL COMPENSATION AND EM
PLOYMENT; A REEXAMINATION 
OF THE FEDERAL DOCTRINE 
Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD and to 
include extraneous matter with tables. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, at least 

35 dual employment and dual compen
sation statutes are now in efiect. It is 
a practical impossibility to administer 
them, let alone avoid repeated cases of 
inadvertent hardship and injustice. 
This is a situation badly needing a 
remedy, and the latter involves much 
more than first meets the eye. 

After briefly studying the problem I 
became aware that both a tremendous 
research job and a tremendous job of 
analysis were required. I requested help 
from the Library of Congress, and Dr. 
Freeman W. Sharp of the American Law 
Section spent many months tirelessly 
assembling and analyzing the required 
data. I present it in detail today be
cause it is important, and because I feel 
it should be preserved in a public docu
ment readily available to the many per
sons now and in the future who will want 
to study it. · 

For the purposes of clarity and refer
ence, this study, based entirely on the 
work of Dr. Sharp, to whom full credit 
is hereby given, is sectionalized under 
the following topical headings: !-The 
Problem; II-Dual Employment of Mili
tary Retirees; III-The Federal Doc
trine; IV-The Common Law and Eng
lish Background of Offi.ceholding; V
American Colonial and Post-Revolution
ary Ideas; VI-The Federal Constitu
tion; VII-The Early Federal Period, 
1789-1850; VIII-The Middle Period, 
1850-1874; rx--.:Restatement and Revi
sion, 1874-1924; and X-The Test, 1924-
1927. 
DUAL COMPENSATION AND EMPLOYMENT: A 

REEXAMINATION OF THE FEDERAL DOCTRINE 

I-THE PROBLEM 

The shortage of trained personnel to staff 
Federal departments and · agencies, from 
typists to atomic scientists, has persisted 
from the beginning of World War II to the 
present day, a period of some 15 years. 
Competition for the services of those availa
ble has led to the lowering of standards 
and the establishment of all kinds of make
shift devices without apparent effect upon 
the shortage. This has naturally caused 
Federal employment officers to eye a possi
ble source of adequately trained personnel 
beyond their reach due to the laws prohibit
ing dual employment and dual compensa
tion. In recent years an increasing number 
of bills have been introduced into the Con
gress to revise and liberalize- those laws so 
that the Federal Government might obtain 
the benefit of that potential manpower 
without the return of the evils which those 
laws were designed to prevent. 

The United States Civil Service Commis
sion in a report, Dual Employment and Dual 
Compensation in the Federal Service, dated 
June 1955, has outlined the situation re
specting the restrictions (pp. 3-4): 

"There are now in effect at least 35 dual 
employment and dual compensation statutes. 
The earliest of these was enacted in 1894, 
the most recent in 1954. 

"These statutes are extremely complicated; 
some are overlapping, some are inconsist
ent, and a number are no longer realistic 
.in light of present-day economic conditions. 
No central management agency has respon
sibility for their administration through pol
_icy guidance and regulations. This situation 
results in poor manpower utilization, con
tinuing administrative problems for agen
cies, and injustices to individuals because 
of inadvertent errors. 

"Because the statutes arbitrarily restrict 
employment, and are badly out of date, many 
exceptions are sought. In the absence of 
any administrative means, such . exceptions 
(sometimes for one individual) are obtained 
through enactment of additional laws. 

"The present dual employment and dual 
compensation statutes have the following 
principal effects on the hiring and utiliza
tion of Federal employees. In considering 
the dollar limits discussed, it is important 
to have in mind that the lowest rate payable 
under the Classification Act is now more than 
$1,800 per year. Under Public Law 763, 83d 
Congress, the lowest Classification Act rate, 
upon abolishment of the CPC schedule in 
September 1955, Will be at least $2,500 per 
year. (Today the lowest rate is $2,690.) 

"1. A civilian employee cannot hold more 
than one position at the same time, even 
while on leave without pay from one of 
them, if the pay rate for either position 
is $2,500 per year or more. 

"2. When a person does hold 2 positions, 
such as 2 part-time positions, each having 
a salary of less than $2,500 per year, he can
not receive salary from both positions for 
the same period of tim~ if the combined 

annual rate exceeds the rate of $2,000 per 
year. 

"3. The following retired military person
nel can hold civilian Government positions 
and continue to receive their retired pay 
without any limitations: 

" (a) Retired enlisted personnel other than 
warrant officers; 

"(b) Warrant officers who are retired for 
disability incurred in line of duty; and 

" (c) Retired commissioned officers who are 
retired for disability incurred in combat or 
caused by an instrumentality of war in time 
of war. 

"4. Commissioned officers and warrant offi
cers who are retired for another reason than 
disability incurred in line of duty (nondis
ability retirees) cannot hold a Federal job 
if either the retired pay to which they are 
entitled or the salary of the position is 
$2,500 a year or more. This restriction can4 
not be avoided by waiving retired pay. An 
exception exists for Reserve officers retired 
(on the basis of age and service credits) 
under title III of Public Law 810, 80th Con
gress. 

"5. Commissioned officers retired for dis
ability, but not for disability incurred in 
combat ot caused by an instrumentality of 
war in time of war, may hold any Govern
ment position and receive the full salary of 
the position, but they cannot receive their 
retired pay while receiving the salary if the 
combined rate would exceed $10,000 a year. 
If the retired pay exceeds $10,000 a year, 
the officer may elect to waive the salary and 
receive only his retired pay. Reserve offi
cers retired under title III of Public Law 
810, 80th Congress, are subject to this limi
tation. 

"6. Many agencies which have special or 
unique problems in connection with dual 
employment have obtained exceptions to all 
or· certain provisions of the statutes. Ex
amples: Panama Canal Company, Canal Zone 
Government, Post Office Department, 
·Weather Bureau, Department of Agriculture, 
Census Bureau, Federal Civil Defense Ad
ministration, District of Columbia govern
ment, International Boundary and Water 
Commission (Department of State), and 
Central Intelligence Agency. These excep
tions are contained in a number of specific 
1aws and appropriations acts." 

II. DUAL CIVILIAN EMPLOYMENT AND MILITARY 
RETIREES 

The contrast in the employment of ci
vilians and employment of military retirees 
can be gleaned from the civil service report, 
as follows (pp. 9 and 12-13): 

"We have not been able to obtain data 
on numbers of civilian personnel employed 
in dual capacities, or numbers of appli
cants found ineligible for or unwilling to 
take Federal employment because of the 
dual employment-dual compensation re
strictions. This information ls not main
tained by Federal agencies." 

"Dual civilian employment 
"Past thinking about changing the re

strictions on dual employment of civilians 
has tended in the direction of arguing for 
greater freedom to hold more than one Fed
eral job, particularly at the lower salary 
levels. However, sound personnel manage
ment indicates that dual job holding is 
acceptable practice only if it is consistent 
with efficiency and economy in Government 
operations. Such dual employment should 
be controlled so that it will not be so burden
some as to adversely affect employee effi
ciency, or be damaging to the employee's 
mental and physical well-being. 

"Except under these circ~stances, no 
employee should be permitted to hold more 
than one full-time job, or a combination of 
part-time work equaling more than a full
time job in terms of total hours worked. 
This. is equally true at all salary levels. The 
rate of an employee's pay should not be a 
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deciding factor in determining whether or 
not he should be permitted to hold more 
than one Government job. 

''Employment of military retirees 
"Civilian office holding by retired military 

personnel is not the same thing as dual 
civilian office holding. Only in a legal sense 
does receipt of military retired pay constitute 
office holding-no double work or conflict of 
work . is involved. The Government's need 
for hiring retired military personnel gener
ally differs from its need for dual employ
ment of civilians in terms of type of job, 
salary level, and duration of employment. 
Military personnel often retire at a relatively 
early age, and with service-developed special 
skills. These factors combine to make their 
Federal civilian employment particularly 
valuable and feasible. These facts argue for 
a separate policy governing civilian employ
ment of retired military personnel as dis
tinguished from dual employment of civilian 
employees. 

"The present restrictions on Federal civil
ian employment of retired military personnel 
are inconsistent and inequitable and have no 
relation to the Government's hiring needs. 
Gradually, various categories of military re
tirees have been exempted from the original 
prohibitions and restrictions. All enlisted 
:men, certain commissioned officers, and some 
warrant officers retired from military service 
now may be hired for Federal civilian jobs 
without restricton on receipt of retired pay. 
At present, certain officers retired for age and 
length of service remain as the only retirees 
who cannot hold Federal positions if either 
their retired pay or the salary of the position 
is $2,500 per year or more. Of the disabled 
commissioned officers, only those whose dis
ability was not incurred in combat or caused 
by an instrumentality of war in time of war, 
are limited to a maximum combined rate of 
$3,000 per year. 

"The two tables herewith illustrate how 
the major restrictions on employment and 
compensation apply to the approximately 
182,000 personnel on the military retired 
list as of October 1954. 
"TABLE I.-Federal civilian employment of 

retired military personnel 
Percent 

"Enlisted personnel, disabled officers, 
reservists: Can hold Federal civil-
ian job at any salary leveL_______ 87 

Nondisabled officers: Virtually barred 
from holding Federal job because of 
$2,500 prohibition_________________ 13 

Total-------------------------- 100" 
"TABLE II.-Compensation of retired mili· 

tary personnel if federally employed 
Percent 

"Enlisted personnel: No limit on com
bined salary and retired pay------ 52 

Disability commissioned officers: No 
limit if disability resulted from 
combat or instrumentality of war, 
otherwise $3,000 limit applies________ 31 

Nondisabled commissioned officers, in
cluding reservists: $3,000 limit on 
combined annual rate of salary and 
retired paY----------------------- 17 

Total------------------------- 100" 
III-THE FEDERAL DOCTRINE 

The Federal doctrine concerning dual em
ployment and compensation, since it covers 
both public ' officers and employees, reaches 
historically all the way back to the common 
law. 

The basic doctrine is presently stated in 
two sections of the United States Code, 1. e., 
title 5, sections 58 and 62. Although as 
stated by the Civil Service Commission, 
supra, numerous statutes contain exceptions, 
etc. 

· Section 58 provides: · 
"Unless otherwise specifically authorized 

by law, no money appropriated by any act · 
shall be available for payment to any person 
receiving more than one salary when the 
combined amount of said salaries exceeds the 
sum of $2,000 per annum" (R. S. par. 1763; 
May 10, 1916, c. 117, par. 6., 39 Stat. 120; 
Aug. 29, 1916, c. 417, 39 Stat. 582). 

Section 62 provides: 
"No person who holds an office the salary 

or annual compension attached to which 
amounts to the sum of $2,500 shall be ap
pointed to or hold any other office to which 
compensation is attached unless specifically 
authorized thereto by law; but this shall not 
apply to retired officers of the Army, Navy, 
Marine Corps, or Coast Guard whenever they 
may be elected to public office or whenever 
the President shall appoint them to office 
by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate. Retired enlisted men of the Army, 
Navy, Marine Corps, or Coast Guard retired 
for any cause, and retired officers of the 
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, or Coast Guard 
who have been retired for injuries received 
in battle or for injuries or incapacity in
curred in line of duty shall not, within the 
meaning of this section, be construed to hold 
or to have held an office during such retire
ment" (amended July 30, 1937, c. 545, par. 
6, 50 Stat. 549; June 25, 1938, c. 694, 52 Stat. 
1194; May 31, 1924, c. 214, 43 Stat. 245; July 
31, 1894, c. 174, par. 2, 28 Stat. 205). 

It is the purpose of this study to trace the 
history of this doctrine and to indicate the 
practice thereunder as manifested in admin
istrative and judicial decisions. 
IV-THE COMMON LAW AND THE ENGLISH 

BACKGROUND 

The common law placed no limit upon the 
number of offices which a person might hold 
at the same time provided that no one of 
them was incompatible with any of the 
others. The rule was well settled that "if 
two offices are incompatible, by the accept
ance of the latter, the first is relinquished or 
vacant, even though it should be a superior 
office, Milward v. Thacher (2 T. R. (D and E) 
81); Rex v. Pateman (2 T. R. (D and E) 777); 
In re Dyer (Dy. 158b); Rex v. Jones (1 Band 
Ad. 677); and Rex v. Tizzard (9 Band C 418). 
For a detailed discussion of the common law 
see, Mechein, Public Offices and Officers, 
1890, pp. ·42o-427; and Throop, Public Offi
cers and Sureties in Official Bonds, 1892, pp. 
30-40. 

The feudal system of the middle ages lay 
behind the concept of office holding. That 
system had been both a system of land ten
ure and a system o.f government. The tenure 
was not only applied to land but to many 
things connected with land including those 
governmental rights which went with such 
tenures. When kings desired to secure the 
performance of governmental functions they 
did not make a contract with a person to 
perform them, they granted him a right to 
perform them on certain terms. The profits 
of the office were then his. The office was 
regarded as a piece of property which gave 
the official certain rights and placed him un
der certain duties just as land gave the 
tenant certain rights and placed him under 
certain duties, Vaux v. Jefferson ((1556), 
Dyer 144 b). Thus offices might be bought 
and sold like land. This conception of the 
nature of offices and the position of office 
holders came naturally to medieval common 
law because it had a very rudimentary law 
of contract and a very highly developed law 
of property in land and rights in land. As 
might be imagined abuses and corruption 
crept in. In the sixteenth and seventeenth 
centuries, more modern ideas were begin
ning but legislation which was passed to give 
effect to such ideas was ineffectual, see 5, 
6 Edward VI, c. 16, sec. 1 (1551-1552) and 
[British] Hist. Mss. Com. Thirteenth Rept., 
Pt. V, 17 No. 244 (1690) and same Four-

teenth Rept. Pt. VI, 362 No. 710 (1692-1693). 
With respect to judicial offices, it was not 
until the beginning of the nineteenth cen
tury that medieval ideas concerning the na
ture of an office were rooted out o.f the Eng
lish judicial system, for a detailed discus
sion of office holding upon which the fore
going is based in Holdsworth, A History of 
English Law, vol. I, pp. 246-264. 
y-AMERICAN COLONIAL AND POST-REVOLUTION• 

ARY IDEAS 

When Englishmen moved to their colonies 
in North America they, of course, took their 
ideas with them including those with respect 
to offices. Two forces were at work, how
ever, in the New World, i. e., English prece
dents and local conditions. From the inter
play of these forc~s new ideas respecting 
officeholding evolved. The Pennsylvania 
Charter of 1682 provided that a person should 
hold only one public office at a time. No 
other colony went so far. Most simply pro
vided that certain offices could not be held 
simultaneously: Sheriffs could not hold office 
in the colonial assembly, etc. In some colo
nies attorneys and clerks of courts were 
barred. Several, as Virginia and New Jersey, 
required persons accepting salaried positions 
to stand for reelection in order to hold their 
place in the assembly. 

In the Revolutionary period prohibitions 
respecting multiple officeholding were ex
tended further. The Articles of Confedera
tion ( 1777) provided that no person, being 
a delegate to Congress, shall be capable of 
holding any office under the United States, 
for which he~ or another for his benefit re
ceives any salary, fees or emolument of any 
kind (article V) • Although varying in de
tail, provisions against multiple officehold· 
-ing became quite general. Most of the ne':"l 
State constitutions had sections requiring 
the three departments of the Government to 
be kept separate and barring officers of one 
holding office in another. While the original 
purpose was probably to prevent encroach· 
ment of one department on another, the pro
visions were interpreted to prevent the si
multaneous holding of offices in the different 
departments. Many States also adopted 
general provisions against holding two lucra
tive offices at the same time, see Doyle v. 
Raleigh (89 N.C. 133). All States prohibited 
holding United States and State offices at 
.the same time, see Ryan v. Green (13 N. Y. 
295). In one form or another provisions 
were adopted by most of the new States to 
prevent incumbents from holding another 
office during the term of an office to which 
they had been elected. The most common 
of these was copied from the United States 
Constitution. For a detailed discussion of 
officeholding during this period see Miller, 
Legal Qualifications for Office in America, 
1619-1899, pages 90, 103-104, and 145-150, 
upon which the foregoing statement is based. 

VI-THE FEDERAL CONSTITUTION 

Surprisingly enough the United States 
Constitution contains no prohibition against 
multiple officeholding with the exception of 
that in article I, section 6, clause 2: 

"No Senator or Representative shall, dur· 
ing the time for which he was elected, be 
appointed to any civil office under the au
thority of the United States, which shall 
have been created, or the emoluments where
of shall have been increased during such 
time; and no person holding any office under 
the United States, shall be a Member of 
either House during his continuance in of· 
fice." 

The lack of a general constitutional pro
hibition on multiple officeholding opened 
the door wide. We will see, in the early 
days of the Federal service. those charged 
with making decisions respecting multiple 
officeholding enunciating the principle that 
the law placed no restrictions on the number 
of offices held so long as they were not in
compatible. Although the Constitution left 
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the door wide open, it did not leave control 
and correction of such abuses as might oc
cur beyond the powers of the Congress. It 
provided in article II, section 2, clause 2, 
that the "Congress may by law vest the ap
pointment of such inferior officers, as they 
think proper, in the President alone, in the 
courts of law, or in the heads of depart
ments." 

Further, it gave to the Congress the 
broadest possible control over the disburse
ment of public moneys (art. 1, sec. 8). That 
abuses crept into Federal officeholding and 
that control was needed is evidenced by the 
series of acts enacted by the Congress and 
the long series of opinions and decisions by 
the Attorneys General, the Comptroller Gen
eral and the courts. 

VII-THE EARLY FEDERAL PERIOD, 1789-1850 

The early controversies took the form of 
claims for extra pay for extra duties. Ex
amples of these were Bullus case (1819) 
where a naval agent appointed for New York, 
whose duties were not defined by law, claimed 
extra compensation for being required to 
purchase and forward from New York sup
plies for the lake service ( 1 Op. Atty. Gen. 
302) and Governor Cass case (1828) where 
the Governor of Michigan was employed to 
perform services which did not belong to his 
duty as Governor. His claim was . upheld 
on the principles of a quantum meruit (2 
op. Atty. Gen. 189). As a result of such 
claims provisions were included in a series 
of appropriation bills as follows: 

1. The Civil and Diplomatic Expenses Ap
propriation Act, 1839 (5 Stat. 349, sec. 3): 

"That no officer in any branch of the 
public service, or any other person whose 
salaries, or whose pay or emoluments is or 
are fixed by law and regulations, shall re
ceive any extra allowance or compensation in 
any form whatever for the disbursement of 
public money, or the performance of any 
other service, unless the said extra allow
ance or compensation be authorized by law." 

2. The Civil and Diplomatic Expenses Ap
propriation Act, 1842 ( 5 Stat. 487 (item No. 
200)): 

"That no allowance shall be made, out of 
any moneys appropriated by this bill, to any 
clerk or other officer for the discharge of 
duties, the performance of which belongs to 
any other clerk or other officer in the same 
or any other department; and that no allow
ance shall be made for any extra services 
whatever, which any clerk or other officer 
may be required to perform." 

3. The Army and Military Academy Appro"! 
priation Act, 1842 (5 Stat. 510, sec. 2): 

"That no officer in any branch of the 
public service, or any other person whose 
salary, pay, or emoluments, is or are fixed 
by law or regulations, shall receive any addi
tional pay, extra allowance, or compensa

.tion, in any form whatever, for the disburse
ment of public money, or any other serv
ice or duty whatsoever, unless the same shall 
be authorized by law, and the appropriation 
therefor explicitly set forth that it is for 
such additional pay, extra allowance, or 
compensation." 

4. The Incidental Expenses Appropriation 
Act, 1842 (5 Stat. 525, sec. 12): 

"That no allowance or compensation shall 
be made to any clerk or other officer, by rea
son of the discharge of duties which belong 
to any other clerk or officer in the same or 
any other department; and no allowance or 
compensation shall be made for any extra 
services whatever, which any clerk or other 
officer may be required to perform." 

After the enactment of these acts such 
claims were disallowed (see 3 Op. Atty. Gen. 
422-clerks for selling Indian lands; same, 
473, messengers and watchmen; same, p. 
621, War Department clerks for business 
connected with Indian reservations; 4 Op. 
Atty. Gen. 126-128, Navy officers for an ex
ploring expedition; same, p . 138, officers at 
West Point; same, p. 342, Navy officers for 

distant duties; same, p. 463, Pension Office 
clerks for acting as secretary to commission
ers appointed to treat with the Indians; and 
Acting Secretary of State, 5 Op. Atty. Gen. 
74). 

'!'his period might be characterized as the 
extra compensation period. Job descrip
tions, where they existed, were ill defined 
and lines of demarcation between them ob
scure. An officer or employee might find 
himself responsible for performing many un
related duties for which he might demand 
and receive extra compensation. Today, 
many of the unrelated duties would have 
constituted separate jobs or offices. Even in 
that period some did constitute separate 
jobs or offices to which the officer or em
ployee held separate appointments, see 
Bullus case Governor Cass case, the Navy 
Officers case, and the Pension Office Clerks 
case, cited supra. However, the question of 
the right of the officer to perform the addi
tional duties or to hold the additional office 
does not seem to have been questioned in 
this period. The right to receive extra 
compensation appears to have been the only 
question litigated. Congress dealt with the 
question through the enactment of the ap
propriation acts of March 31, 1839, May 9, 
1842, August 23, 1842, and August 26, 1842, 
supra. The net effect of the Congressional 
action could be summed up in the words of 
Attorney General J. Y. Mason in the Pension 
Office Clerks case (1846), supra, as follows: 

"The Executive, under the recent opinions 
from this office and the judiciary, in the case 
of the United States v. Eleason's Adminis
trator (16 Peters) is required to see that 
these laws are construed and executed ac
cording to the plain intention of Congress. 
This was to put an end to a practice which 
had long prevailed of salaried officers receiv
ing compensation, over and above their sal
aries, for services which were not regarded as 
within the range of his official duties." 

VIII-THE MIDDLE PERIOD, 1850-1874 

'I'he refusal to allow payment under the 
guise of extra compensation for what was 
in effect two offices, squarely pointed up 
the question of the right to hold two or more 
offices and to receive pay for each. What 
appears to have been the first legislative de
cision specifically on this question occurred 
as a result of the claims of Richard Rush, 
then Secretary of the Treasury for compen
sation for occasional services performed be
tween the years 1825 and 1829 as Attorney 
General ad interim by designation of the 
President during the absence of William 
Wirt, Attorney General (6 Op. Atty. Gen. 83). 
The President's authority to so designate 
Rush was contained in the acts of May 8, 
1792, and February 13, 1795 (1 Stat. 281, sec. 
8: 451). In 1850 Congress included an item 
in the Civil and Diplomatic Appropriation 
Act, 1851, specifically compensating Rush for 
the services performed but added a proviso 
(9 Stat. 542-3) as follows: 

"That hereafter the proper accounting of
ficers of the Treasury, or other pay officers 
of the United States, shall in no case allow 
any pay to one individual the salaries of two 
different offices on account of having pre
formed the duties thereof at the same time. 
But this prohibition shall not extend to the 
superintendents of the executive builtlings." 

This proviso would seem on its face to 
make it clear that, with the exception of 
executive building superintendents, an in
dividual could not receive salaries for two 
offices held by him at the same time. How
ever, Attorney General Crittenden in 1851 
held otherwise (5 Op. Atty. Gen. 765). By 
an act of 1807 (2 Stat. 413, ch. 8) the Presi
dent had been authorized to survey the 
coasts of the United States and to employ 
persons for that purpose. He delegated this 
power to the Secretary of the Treasury. In 
1844 (5 Stat. 660, ch. 37) the Secretary was 
authorized to sell the maps and charts of 
such surveys and in March 8, 1850, hired orie 

Gilbert Rodman, to perform these duties at 
an a.nnual salary of $400. While so acting 
Rodman was also a clerk in the Treasury 
Department at a salary of $1,400 per annum. 
The opinion of Attorney General Crittenden 
was that Rodman was entitled to hold both 
offices and to receive the salary of each. The 
Attorney General reasoned thusly ( 5 Op. 
Atty. Gen. 776, 768) : 

"The statutes of March 3, 1839, (V. stat. 
at large, p. 439, ch. 82, sec. 3d) enacts: 

"'That no officer in any branch of the pub
lic service or any other person, whose sal
aries or whose pay or emoluments, is or 
are fixed by law and regulations, shall re
ceive any extra allowance or compensation in 
any form whatever, for the disbursement of 
public money or the performance of any 
other service, unless the said extra allowance 
or compensation be allowed by law.' 

"The act approved August 23, 1842 (V. stat. 
at large, p. 510, ch. 183, sec. 2), enacts: 

"'That no officer in any branch of the 
public service or any other person, whose 
salary, pay, or emoluments, is or are fixed by 
law or regulation, shall receive any addi
tional pay, extra allowance or compensation 
in any form whatever, for the disbursement 
of public money or for any other service 
or duty whatsoever, unless the same shall be 
authorized by law, and the appropriation 
therefor explicitly set forth that it is for 
such additional pay, extra allowance or 
compensation.' 

"These two sections of the statutes are, in 
words, nearly the same, in sense and mean
ing, identical, the latter being only a repeti
tion of the former. The extra allowance or 
additional pay forbidden by these sections 
is that exceeding the salary, pay, or emolu
ments, which was fixed by law or by a regu
lation, officially made by the President or by 
the head of a department, or by an officer 
of the Government, having competent au
thority to make such regulation. At the 
passage of these acts, there was no law for
bidding any person from holding under the 
Government of the United States, two com
patible offices or employment at one and the 
same time, and receiving the salary and 
emoluments belonging to each of the offices, 
whether fixed directly by law, or by a regu
lation made by a person lawfully authorized 
to make it. These sections do not forbid it. 
They are intended to fence against arbitrary 
extra allowances in each particular case; but 
do not apply to distinct employments with 
salaries or compensation affixed to each by 
law or by regulation. 

• • • 
"The 12th section of the a.ct, approved 

August 26, 1842 (vol. 5, of Statutes at Large, 
p. 525, ch. 202), enacts: 

"'That no allowance or compensation shall 
be made to any clerk or other officer, by rea
son of the discharge of duties which belong 
to a.ny other clerk or officer in the same or 
any other department; and no allowance 
shall be made for any extra services whatever, 
which any clerk or other officer may be re
quired to perform.' 

"This act does not prohibit the same per
son from holding two different offices at one 
and the same time, nor from receiving the 
compensation fixed, by law or regulation, to 
both offices, respectively, if he holds both 
offices, and performs the duties of both. In 
such case, the officer, so holding the two 
offices, is not, when officiating each and either, 
performing the duties of any other officer or 
clerk; he is performing his own duties, and 
in receiving the compensation affixed to each, 
he is receiving pay for his own proper services 
in his own proper offices respectively. and not 
pay for the services which should have been 
performed by any other clerk or officer, nor 
for extra services, but for the proper services 
belonging to his respective offices and proper 
employments. 

"The opinion given by Chief Justice Taney, 
before cited, makes the holding of two offices 
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and performing the duties of both at one and 
the same time, an exception from the prohi
bitions of this statute of August 26, 1842, as 
well as from the two previous statutes of 
August 23, 1842, and March 3, 1839. He 
makes no discrimination between the pro
visions of the statutes of August 23, and 
August 26, 1842; but classed them together 
as the acts of 1842. There is, in truth, no 
difference in the sense and meaning of the 
three several acts before quoted. 

"Neither does the act of September 30, 
1850 (Session Acts by Little and Brown, ch. 
90, pp. 542-3), prohibit the holding of two 
compatible offices by the same person, or 
the payment to him of the fixed salary or 
compensation of each of his offices. That 
was not the mischief intended to be guarded 
against; for indeed, it might often happen 
that it would be most convenient and con
ducive to public economy, as well as to the 
public service, to confer two offices on the 
same person. The provision of the act, last 
referred to, is in these words: 'That here
after, the proper accounting officers of the 
Treasury, or other pay officers of the United 
States, shall in no case allow any pay to 
one individual the salaries of two different 
offices, on account of having performed the 
duties thereof at the same time. But this 
prohibition shall not extend to the superin
tendents of the executive buildings.' 

"The plain meaning of this seems to be 
that an individual holding one office and 
receiving its salary, shall, in no case, be al
lowed to receive also the salary of another 
office, which he does not hold, simply 'on 
account of his having performed the duties 
thereof.' 

"The prohibition is against his receiving 
the salary of an office that he does not hold, 
and not against his receiving the salaries of 
two officers, which he does legitimately hold. 

"If it had been the intention of Congress 
to prohibit, in all cases, the holding a plu
rality of offices, that purpose could have 
been easily and di}'ectly expressed. The lan
guage they have used Imports no such pur
pose, but is directed at an object and abuse, 
distinct and seperate. 

"The case of Gilbert Rodman does not, 
according to my view of the subject, come 
within the prohibitions of the above-cited 
statutes." 

The following year a provision was in
cluded in the Civil and Diplomatic Expenses 
Appropriation Act, 1853 (act of August 31, 
1852, 10 Stat. 100), which provided as fol
lows: 

"SEc. 18. And be it further enacted, That 
no person hereafter, who holds or shall hold, 
any office under the Government of the 
United States, whose salary or annual com
pensation shall amount to the sum of $2,500, 
shall receive compensation for discharging 
the duties of any other office.'' 

This provision, in identical language, had 
been included as section 7 in the original 
appropriation bill reported to the House on 
February 5, 1852, by the Ways and Means 
Committee (H. R. 196, 32d Cong., 1st sess., no 
written report). This provision appears to 
have passed the House without debate as sec
tion 9 of the bill. A brief glimpse, however, 
of the evils aimed at is afforded by the debate 
on a somewhat similar proposal to limit a 
proposed salary increase to only one salary 
where double salaries were involved. Attor
ney General Crittenden's opinion of 1851, 
supra, was also criticized ( Cong. Globe, 32 
Cong., 1st sess., pp. 2165-2166) : 

"Mr. DEAN. I move the following proviso, by 
way of amending to the amendment: 'Pro
vided, That this section shall not extend to 
any person receiving a salary for discharging 
the duties of more than one omce at the 
same time, or to any person who does not 
actually discharge the duties of the office for 
which he receives such salary, or to any per
son engaged in prosecuting any claim before 
any of the departments or Congress; and that 

in case any paying or accounting officer of 
the Government shall pay said additional 
percentage to any such person, it shall be a 
misdemeanor in the person knowingly paying 
or receiving such additional percentage~ ren
dering him liable to indictment, and punish
ment by fine and imprisonment.' 

"Mr. Chairman, I am not disposed strong
ly to resist the proposition of the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. Gentry}, to add to the 
remuneration of the clerks who are legiti
mately engaged in the various departments 
of the Government. I have no doubt there 
may be instances where that remuneration 
should be increased, and if the section can 
be so guarded that the heads of departments 
and of bureaus cannot further abuse the 
power now in their hands, I shall vote for it. 
If I am correctly informed, however, there are 
individuals now, pets of the heads of depart
ments, who, in the face of laws which have 
been passed, commencing in 1842, and re
enacted year after year since, are receiving 
the salaries of at least three offices, the duties 
of none of which they adequately discharge. 

"Mr. GENTRY. I know the objection which 
the gentleman states is an objection with 
many, and, as a consequence, an argument 
for voting against this additional compensa
tion; but we cannot correct executive abuses. 
It is our duty to put it in the power of the 
executive government to do right, and to 
impeach them if they do wrong. 

"Mr. DEAN. I want to guard the proposi
tion of the gentleman, so that no head of a 
department of this Government, or head of 
an executive bureau, can pay to his sons, 
nephews, cousins, or favorites, salaries to the 
amount of $2',000, $3,000, or $4,000 each. By 
the passage of the gentleman's proposition 
without a provision of the character I have 
indicated, we shall increase the salaries of 
these pets to a greater extent. If there be 
any proper object for the increase of the 
salaries, it is · to enable those men perma
nently engaged as clerks in the various de
partments of the Government in this city 
with families, to support them with respec
tability; it is not for the purpose of increas
ing salaries, but to reward labor adequately, 
and for that only can I support it. 

"Another abuse will be corrected by that 
proviso, very prevalent, I am informed, in 
the departments-the allowing of persons to 
take a clerkship at $4 per day, who hire, for 
the discharge of its duties, other individuals 
at $1 per day, while they spend their time 
around the hotels, the gambling houses, or 
the lobbies of Congress to press claims 
through here or smuggling them through the 
departments. My provision is designed to 
reach cases of that kind. If there be any, 
it will prevent their continuance and repeti
tion. If there be none, there will be no 
harm in the adoption of the amendment. 
It is intended, also, not only to reach those 
paying, but those receiving two salaries. 
There is an express law, passed in 1850, pro
hibiting any person from receiving two 
salaries except the Superintendent of Public 
Buildings. I understand the Attorney Gen
eral, the law officer of this administration, 
has given it as his opinion that there is no 
objection whatever to the giving of a man 
two salaries. How he could. give such an 
opinion I cannot understand. The Secre
tary. · of State and the Attorney General, 
within the last year, have given their certifi
cate to a man as entitled to $3,000 for doing 
nothing, or discharging the duties of an 
office which did not exist, while he was at 
the same time receiving $2,500 for another 
office. I desire to have it provided by law 
that any person who shall receive more than 
one salary shall be liable to indictment. 
That is the only way in which the evil can 
be eradicated. If my amendment be adopted, 
I am willing, as a temporary expedient, to 
vote for this or some increase of compensa
tion. I believe the expenses of living have 
increased here as well as in other places; but 

still, sir, it will be an unpleasant matter for 
us to meet our constituents, and to tell 
them we are voting increased salaries to 
clerks in Washington, while clerks in the 
varioUs offices of our counties receive only 
$500 salary, and yet lay up a portion of that. 
This amendment should not apply to young 
men, who have no families, receiving a salary 
exceeciWg $1.000 per annum. If that will 
not support them, I fear their expenses are 
not such as we should countenance or 
encourage. 

"Mr. GoRMAN. I am opposed to this amend
ment. I have had occasion to look into the 
opinion of the Attorney General upon the 
subject of paying the officers of the Govern
ment, when they perform the duties of two 
offices. I had occasion in the last few days 
to present the question before the second 
Comptroller of the Treasury, and give my 
views, humble as they were, at some length. 
The second Comptroller decided, as indeed 
the former Comptroller has decided, that no 
person, under the existing law, can receive 
pay in two capacities. He has decided, 1! a 
clerk or other officer of the Government 
shall perform the duties of any other trade 
or office, that he cannot thereby get the ad
ditional pay. That decision has been made, 
I say, by the Comptroller, and the Comp
troller of the Treasury has overruled, to some 
extent, the decision of the Attorney General 
heretofore made. But the Attorney General 
has not decided the point in the manner in 
which the gentleman states it. He has de
cided that an individual cannot draw the 
pay for two offices; but where a person is in 
any office, and is detailed to the discharge 
of other duties not incompatible with the 
duties of that office, he may receive pay for 
the duties to which he is detailed." 

The salary increase and the limitation 
passed the House as section 2 of the bill and 
in fact was enacted with some slight modifi
cation as section 2 of the act, see 10 Statutes 
97. 

The Senate Finance Committee proposed 
to eliminate the $2,500 double salary limi
tation which had passed the House as section 
9 of the bill. The committee appears to have 
made no written report. In reading the bill 
for amendment, the Senate eliminated sec· 
tion 9 and inserted other matter in lieu 
without debate (Congressional Globe, p. 
2371) , thus striking out the $2,500 double 
salary limitation. A detailed search of the 
proceedings of the Senate from that point 
through the adoption of the conference com
mittee report by both Houses (Congressional 
.Globe, 32d Cong., 1st sess., pp. 2371-2477) 
has failed to reveal exactly how the excluded 
language reappeared in the bill as approved 
by the President ( 10 Stat. 100, sec. 18, supra). 
The original copy of the bill as enacted by 
the two Houses and sent to the President and 
which was signed by him contains section 18 
as set out in the Statutes at Large. It can 
only be assumed that the conference com· 
mittee restored the stricken language as 
section 18 without specifically mentioning 
it in their report. There seems to have been 
some pressure upon the conference commit
tee respecting a time deadline which may ac
count for an omission in the conference 
report due to haste (Congressional Globe, 
32d Cong., 1st sess., p. 2472'): 

"Mr. HousToN. I wish to make a report 
from the committee of conference upon the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses upon the 
civil and diplomatic bill. I will state, in 
addition to other reasons for desiring to 
advance that bill as rapidly as possible, that 
it may be enrolled in time, I understood from 
one of the Senators upon the committee of 
conference, a few moments ago, that he had 
received a line from the President, saying 
that it would be impossible to look over the 
·bill unless we act hastily upon it; and he 
made a special request that an expeditious 
course should be pursued with it. I call the 
previous question." 
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The rest of this period was marked by a 

series of opinions rendered by the A~torney 
General which guided the disbursing officers 
of the Government respecting dual office
holding and salaries. The first of these was 
rendered by Attorney General Cushing in 
Hardin's case on August 18, 1853 (6 Op. Atty. 
Gen. 80) . Hardin held two offices in the 
Navy Department, one as clerk and tae other 
as superintendent of the southwestern exec
utive building. The question arose concern
ing his entitlement to the salary increase 
provided in the act of August ·31, 1852, which 
had been limited therein to one salary for 
those with more than one office. In the 
course of his reasoning with respect to the 
pay raise, Cushing commented on the ques
tion of holding two offices and receiving two 
salaries thus: 

"It is observable, on the very surface of the 
inquiry, that the act of 1852 explicitly as
sumes that persons exist, within the purview 
of the act, who hold two separate offices, dis
charge their distinct duties, and lawfully 
receive their different salaries. The words 
are, 'This section shall not extend to more 
than 1 salary of any person receiving a salary 
for discharging the duties of more than 1 
office at the same time.' " 

It should be noted that Cushing is refer
ring to the pay raise section of the act (sec. 
2), and not to the $2,500 double salary limi
tation in section 18. It is rather curious 
that he does not also mention the latter 
section in connection with this point. 

Cushing also considered the Rush proviso 
in the act of September 30, 1850, supra, but 
limited its application strictly to situations 
involving the temporary performance of du
ties of another office by designation of the 
President. He then quoted the opinion of 
Chief Justice Taney of the Supreme Court, 
then on circuit in the United States Circuit 
court, District of Maryland, in the case of 
U. S. v. White (Fed. Cas. No. 16, 684 (1852)). 
Chief Justice stated that there is no law 
which prohibits a person from holding two 
offices at the same time. Cushing stated that 
the Chief Justice had expressed this opinion 
with the acts of 1839, 1842, and 1850 before 
him as the very subject of consideration. 
Cushing was obviously right with respect to 
the acts of 1839 and 1842 respecting extra 
compensation; however, a reading of U. S. v. 
White reveals that the facts do not bear him 
out with respect to the act of 1850 and the 
Rush proviso. U. S. v. White was filed in 
the circuit court on March 25, 1850, and dealt 
with matters occurring before that date. 
The act of 1850 was not enacted until Sep
tember 30, 1850, and its application to U.S. v. 
White would have been ex post facto. No
where in the opinion does the Chief Justice 
refer to the 1850 act and in fact at the outset 
states that the case is governed by ' the acts 
of 1839 and 1842. 

Attorney General Crittenden's opinion in 
the Rodman case, supra., on the question of 
two salaries and two offices was cited with 
approval by Cushing who then closed his 
own opinion by deciding that the salary in
crease could be applied to only one of Har
din's salaries. 

The next opinion which specifically dealt 
with the question of dual offices appears to 
be that in Maj. R. B. Lee's case (8 Op. Atty. 
Gen. 352 ( 1857) ) . Major Lee was treasurer 
of a board appointed under the Army Appro
priation Act of August 31, .1852 . ( 10 Stat. 108), 
to pass on the claims for supplies furnished 
to the command of Captain Fremont in 
California. The board employed a War De
partment clerk to serve also as its clerk and 
proposed to compensate him for such service. 
The question in the case was whether such 
compensation could be allowed in the ac
counts of Major Lee. In his opinion, At
torney General Cushing inquired first 
whether there was any provision of law 
which forbade the same person holding two 

distinct offices. This questlon was answered 
by him as follows: 

"I am net aware of the existence of any 
such provision. A clause of the act of Sep
tember 30, 1850, forbids the allowance to 1 
individual of 'the salaries of 2 different of
fices, on account of having performed the 
duties thereof at the same time' (9 Stat. ·L., 
p. 542) • This provision has been construed 
by my immediate predecessor (Mr. Critten
den) , and also by Chief Justice Taney, as not 
applying to the present question. It means, 
that a person, holding one office, shall not 
receive the salary of another, which he does 
not hold, but of which he merely performs 
the duty, by temporary appointment, in place 
of the proprietor of the office." (See opin
ions, VOl. V, p. 765; and VOl. VI, p. 84.) 

"Indeed, more than 1 of the provisions of 
statute in question expressly speaks of the 
same person as holding 2 distinct offices." 
·(see act of August 31, 1852, sees. 2 and 18, 
10 Stat. L., pp. 97, 100.) ' 

It should be noted that Mr. Cushing was 
still in error respecting the opinion of Chief 
Justice Taney. The rest of his opinion deals 
with the question of extra allowance and 
the act of 1842. He reached the conclusion 
that Major Lee's case involved a separate 
office under distinct authority, and that the 
dual salaries might be allowed. 

By 1857, Attorney General CUshing had 
_been succeeded by J. S. Black. During 
Black's incumbency the question arose again 
in Stackpole's case (9 Op. Atty. Gen. 123). 
Stackpole was a watchman at the President's 
House who claimed dual compensation for 
services as assistant doorkeeper. Attorney 
General Black considered the questions of 
extra compensation and dual office holding, 
. and reviewed the series of statutes enacted 
by Congress beginning in 1839, including the 
Rush proviso of 1850 and the $2,500 limita
tion of 1852. He stated further: 

"A consideration and comparison of these 
acts plainly show that each of them had a 
specific aim and purpose. The act of March 
3, 1839, was designed to put an end to the 
system of extra allowances and compensa
tion, which, under various pretexts, were 
claimed by officers and employees for extra 
services in their respective offices or depart
ments. Going a step further, the act of May 
18, 1842, cut off extra pay for performing the 
duties of any other clerk or officer either in 
the same or any other department. A blow 
at the whole system of extra pay and double 
compensatio.n was then struck by the act of 
August 23, 1842, by forbidding any extra pay 
or additional compensation, in any form 
whatever, to officers or persons having fixed 
salaries, for any other services whatsoever, 
unless on specific appropriation, explicitly 
setting forth that it was for such additional 
pay. But notwithstanding the comprehen
sive terms of this act-it having been held 
in the spring of 1950, by the circuit court of 
Baltimore, in White's case, that where 1 
officer had performed the duties of 2 offices 
at the same time he might claim the salaries 
of both-the act of September 30, 1850, pro
hibited the payment of the salaries of 2 
offices to 1 individual. There still remained, 
however, another class of officers who were 
receiving, or ·claiming, double pay-those; 
namely, whose salary or compensation was 
not fixed by law or regulations, but depended 
upon the amount of service· or other con
tingency. Upon these the act of 1852 oper
ated, by the provision that where the sal
ary or annual compensation of an office 
amounted, in the aggregate, to $2,500 per 
annum, no par for discharging the duties of 
any other office should be allowed him. 

"The whole of this legislation manifests a 
determined purpose to prevent double com
pensation in any form, or under any pre
text whatsoever. It cannot be denied that 

·the policy which dictated these provisions 
is founded on just notions of public and pri
vate morality. Plurality of offices, and extra 
allowances to those who hold them, are the 

vices of a ' bad government, and have always 
prevailed to the greatest extent in the worst 
times. It may be that .some officers have per
formed double duty for which they are just
ly entitled to additional compensation. In 
these cases, I do not doubt that proper pro
vision will be made by Congress; but the 
justice of a claim cannot authorize its pay
ment by the executive while the law forbids 
it." 

With respect to Stackpole, Black noted 
·the exceptions of watchmen and messengers 
in the act of 1842 and of superintendents of 
public buildings in the act of 1850. He 
therefore concluded that Stackpole came 
within the exceptions. He concluded in gen
eral, however: 

"That no officer of the Government, having 
a salary fixed by law, nor no other officer 
whose compensation amounts to $2,500 per 
annum, can receive extra pay for any serv
ice whatever, whether it be within the line 
of his duty or outside of it. Nor is it pos
·sible for any such officer to receive the sal
aries of more than one office, no matter un
der what circumstances he may have per
formed the duties of more than one." 

The next year Black considered the case 
of a court clerk who had held both the office 
of clerk of the district court and of the 
·circuit court (9 Op. Atty. Gen. 250). Offi
cers of this class have no fixed salaries but 
are entitled to retain a percentage of fees 
and emoluments. It should be pointed out 
that such offices had not been included in 
the provisions of the act of 1842 because of 
separate and distinct provisions enacted in 
another part of that act with special refer
ence to the judiciary. The provisions in the 
act of 1842 had been reenacted as section 
·5 of the act of February 26, 1853 ( 10 Stat . 
165), in substantia;Ily the same form: 

"No clerk of a district court or clerk 
of a circuit court shall be allowed by the 
said secretary to retain of the fees and emolu
ments of his said office, or in. case both of the 
said clerkships shall be held by the same 
person of the said offices, for his own per
sonal compensation, over and above the 
necessary expenses of his office and neces
sary clerk hire included, also to be audited 
and allowed by the proper accounting officers 
of the Treasury, a sum exceeding $3,500 per 
year for any such district clerk or circuit 
·clerk." 

As pointed out by Black, the question of 
entitlement to the fees and emoluments of 
offices held at the same time had been set
tled by Mr. Justice Story in U. S. v. Bassett 
(Fed. Cas. No. 14539 (1843)). In that case 
Mr. Justice Story had decided that the de
fendant who had held two offices in Massa
·chusetts was entitled to retain the maxi
mum compensation which the law would 
have given if sueh offices had been held by 
different persons. In view of the fact that 
judicial offices appear to be covered by spe
cial provisions they need not be considered 
further unless they should at a future d·ate 
come under the general provisions. 

Chief Justice Taney again came into the 
picture in the case of Converse v. U. s. (62 
U. S. 463 (1858)). In that case the collector 
of customs had been directed by the Secretary 
of the Treasury to perform extra duties in 
connectio'n with disbursements for the Light
house Service, not only in his own customs 
district, but throughout the United States. 
On the death of the customs collector, a 
claim was orought against his estate for some 
$17,000, which he had retained as fees for 
the performance of this service. As collector 

·of customs, his salary was fixed. Justice 
Taney in his opinion stated: 

"The just and fair inference from these 
acts of Congress, taken together, is, that no 
discretion-is left to the head of a department 
to allow an officer who has a fixed compensa
tion any credit beyond his salary, unless the 
service he has performed is required by exist
ing laws, and the remuneration for them 
fixed by law. It was undoubtedly within ti"1e 
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power of the department to order this col
lector, and every other collector in the Union, 
to purchase the articles required for light
house purposes in their respective districts, 
and to make the necessary disbursements 
therefor. And for such services he would be 
entitled to no compensation beyond his sal
ary as collector, if that salary exceeded 
$2,500." 

He then pointed out that the Secretary 
was not bound to en trust these services to 
the several collectors, but might require the 
whole to be performed by a single agent. 
This was the action actually taken by the 
Secretary. With respect to this, Judge Taney 
stated: 

"Undoubtedly, Congress has the power to 
prohibit the Secretary from demanding or 
receiving of a public officer any · service in 
any other office or capacity, and to prohibit 
the same person from accepting or executing 
the duties of any agency for the Government, 
of any description, while he is in office, and 
to deny compensation altogether, if the offi
cer chooses to perform the services; or they 
may require an officer holding an office with 
a certain salary, however small, to perform 
any duty directed by the head of the depart
ment, however onerous or hazardous, without 
additional compensation. But the legislative 
department of the Government has never 
acted upon such principles, nor is there any 
law which looks to such a policy, or to such 
unlimited power in the head of an executive 
department over its subordinate officers. 

"No explanation is given of the principle 
upon which the $400 additional compensation 
was allowed. If the services were regarded 
as extra and additional, and within the pro
hibition of the law, then he was not entitled 
to this additional allowance, because his sal
ary exceeded $2,500, and nothing more 
than the salary fixed ought to have been 
allowed him. But if they were not within 
the prohibition, but for services in a different 
agency, then he was entitled, not merely to 
$400, but to the commissions fixed by law. 
This sum could not have been allowed for 
supplies in his own district, excluding those 
for other districts, because, as regards his 
own district, there is an express prohibition 
as above stated. We, however, express no 
opinion upon that particular item; and 
whether it is a proper allowance or not, must 
be determined by the circuit court, when it 
hears the evidence at the trial. 

"For the reasons above stated, the judg
ment of the circuit court must be reversed." 

The question of dual compensation was 
raised again in 1860 in Brown's case · (9 Op. 
Atty. Gen. 507). Brown, at different periods, 
held various diplomatic and consular offices 
in Turkey, including that of dragoman and 
vice consul. Attorney General Black held 
that according to the decision in the Con
verse case, a person holding two compatible 
offices or employments under the Govern
ment is not precluded from receiving the 
salaries of both by anything in the general 
laws prohibiting double compensation. Sub
sequently Brown was appointed consul gen
eral and in addition discharged the duties 
of secretary of legation and dragoman. In 
contrast to the prior situation, where Brown 
had exercised the duties of several offices to 
which he had been appointed, Black held 
that where he had been appointed consul 
general and merely discharged the duties of 
secretary of legation and dragoman, with
out a special appointment thereto, he was 
not entitled to additional compensation 
under the $2,500 prohibition in the act of 
August 31, 1852. Still later, Brown was 
appointed secretary of legation and drago
man and continued to act as consul general 
without a regular appointment. Black stated 
then that he was to receive salary for the 
two appointments as secretary of legation 
and dragoman, but not for performing the 
duties of consul general. 

Attorney General Bates, in Whiting's case 
(10 Op. Atty. Gen. 435 (1863)), attempted to 

bring some order into the confusion exist
ing by reason of ·the growth of majority and 
minority schools of thought respecting dual 
office holding and salaries. Whiting had 
been appointed clerk in the Interior De
partment, at a salary fixed by law, to deal 
with matters respecting the act to suppress 
the slave trade. He was also appointed by 
the Secretary of the Interior as a clerk to 
deal with matters relative to Capitol exten
sion and a new dome, at a small salary fixed 
by the Secretary. The majority school com
prised Attorneys General Grundy (3 Op. 422, 
ibid. 47); Gilpin (3 Op. 621); Legare (4 
Op. 126, ibid. 149); Nelson (4 Op. 432); 
Mason (4 Op. 464); Toucey (5 Op. 74); and 
Black (9 Op. 123). 

Legare had stated the basic reasoning and 
conclusion o{ the majority to the effect that: 

"The policy of the act of 1839 and several 
other statutes on analogous subjects is to 
deprive the executive department, first, in
directly to raise salaries by extraordinary 
allowances, and second, to create pluralities 
in favor of incumbents in office. Should 
any necessity arise for either of these de
viations from the spirit and practice of our 
Government, it must be acknowledged by 
some act of Congress, expressly making pro
vision for them." 

Bates also quoted a paragraph from the 
opinion of Black in Stackpole's case, supra, 
pointing out that the whole of the legisla
tion manifested a determination to prevent 
dual compensation in any form or under any 
pretext whatsoever; that plurality of offices 
and extra allowances are the vices of a bad 
government. The minority school of 
thought was composed of Attorneys General 
Crittenden (5 Op. 765) and Cushing (8 Op. 
325), who concluded that these statutes did 
not forbid the holding of two distinct offices 
or appointments by one person; that the pro
hibitions on extra allowances and additional 
pay meant extra service pay, or allowance in 
some office, and not distinct service in sepa
rate offices. 

Bates applied Converse v. United States 
(supra) to Whiting's case. He pointed out 
that the Converse case was not in harmony 
with the opinions of the majority, but that 
nevertheless the Court did not go so far in 
the .other direction as Crittenden and Cush
ing hac! gone. The Court construed the 
statutes so as to allow compensation for serv
ices in the additional office, only in case such 
services are required by law and the compen
sation therefor fixed by laws. He stated: 

"After reviewing the acts I have cited, the 
Court says: 'The just and fair inference from 
these acts of Congress; taken together, is that 
no discretion is left to the head of a depart
ment to allow an officer who has a fixed com
pensation any credit beyond his salary, un
less the service he has performed is required 
by existing laws, and the remuneration for 
them fixed by law.' 

"This is the latest and most authoritative 
construction of these statutes, and having 
been adopted with all the light which the 
discussions to which I have referred shed 
upon the subject, I think it should be ac
cepted as the rule for the decision of these 
frequently recurring and often difficult ques
tions of additional compensation to public 
officers." 

Under this conclusion, Whiting was not 
entitled to compensation for services in con
nection with the Capitol extension where the 
salary had not been fixed by law but by the 
Secretary. 

On the same basis, Bates decided White's 
case (10 Op. Atty. Gen. 442). White, a clerk 
in the General Land Office, had also been 
appointed Assistant Secretary to sign land 
pa~ents, by appointment of the President 
under the act of Congress which did not fix 
the compensation for such an appointment. 
He also decided French's case (10 Atty. Gen. 
444) , in accordance with the ruling in 
Whiting's case. On the day following these 
decisions the question of the offices of reg-

1ster of wills for Washington County and 
commi'ssioner of police, and the offices of 
member of the levy court, commissioner of 
police, and collector of internal revenue for 
the District of Columbia were decided favor
ably to the incumbent. The compensation 
of these various offices was fixed by law. 
(See 10 Op. Atty. Gen. 446.) 

In :1,.868 Evarts, then Attorney General, was 
called upon to decide the case of Secretary 
of the Interior Browning, who had been au
thorized by the President as the head of the 
Interior Department, to act as Attorney Gen
eral ad interim under the act of 1863 fol
lowing the resignation of Attorney General 
Stanbery. This, of course, was the Rush 
proviso situation again, act of September 30, 
1850. On examination of the act of February 
20, 1863, which authorized the President to 
make ad interim appointments, Evarts found 
a very strong implication that Congress in
tended to make it the official duty of each 
head of department to perform functions of 
another executive department when called 
upon by the President, in the case of a va
cancy in the latter office or inability of its 
chief to discharge his duties. Evarts con
cluded that independent of the act of Sep
tember 30,1850 (the Rush proviso), Secretary 
Browning was not entitled to receive the 
salary of the Office of Attorney General, but 
that in any event, the act of September 30, 
1850, was a bar to the receipt of such salary. 

U.S. v. Shoemaker (7 Wall. 338 (1868)) in
volved the question whether a customs col4 
lector could receive extra compensation for 
duties in connection with the erection of a 
new marine hospital and customs house 
within his own district. Mr. Justice Nelson, 
in a brief opinion, pointed out that the diffi
culty was "that there is not only no law 
providing for compensation, but the collector 
is forbidden to receive it" (act of May 7, 1882, 

·sec. 18). The duties even within his own 
district fell within the prohibitions of th6 
acts of 1822 and 1839, as interpreted in tho 
Converse case. 

Stansbury v. U. S. (8 Wall. 33 (1868)): 
Stansbury, be~ng at the time a clerk in the 
Department of Interior, was appointed in 
1851 by the Secretary of the Interior as an 
agent to proceed to Europe and to prepare 
an account of the London Industrial Ex
position for that Department. During ·au 
the time he was engaged in London and sub
sequently in Washington, a term of 17 
months, he drew his pay as a clerk. The 
Secretary had promised in writing to pay 
his expenses and to allow him a reasonable 
compensation for his services. The actual 
expenses were paid but on his return, a 
new Secretary having been appointed, the 
new Secretary declined to pay him anything 
more. Stansbury then brought suit in the 
Court of Claims which decided that his 
claim was barred by the act of August 23, 
1842. Mr. Justice Davis, in his opinion, 
pointed out that no authority of law existed 
for the promise by the Secretary, neither 
was there any appropriation authorized; nor 
was the Secretary authorized by Congress to 
create such an agency to perform such serv
ice. He thereupon cited section 2 of the act 
of August 23, 1842, prohibiting extra com
pensation. 

IX-RESTATEMENT AND REVISION, 1874-1924 

The various provisions with respect to 
dual and extra compensation which have 
been enacted by the Congress starting in 
1839 were included in the general revision 
and publication of the laws in force Decem
ber 1, 1873, known as the Revised Statutes of 
the United States. The first edition of the 
Revised Statutes was approved June 22, 1874. 
The dual and extra compensation provisions 
were condensed into sections 1763-1765 as 
follows: 

"SEc. 1763. No person who holds an office, 
the salary or annual compensation attached 
to which amounts to the sum of $2,500, 
shall receive compensation for discharging 
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the duties of any other office, unless express-
ly authorized by law. · 

"SEc. 1764. No 'allowance or compensation 
shall be made to any officer or clerk, by 
reason of the discharge of duties which be
long to any other officer or clerk in the same 
or any other Department; and no allowance 
or compensation shall be made for any extra 
services whatever, which 'allY officer qr clerk 
may be required to perform, unless expressly 
authorized by law. 

"SEC. 1765. No officer in any branch of the 
public service, or any other person whose 
salary, pay, or emoluments are fixed by law 
or regulations, shall receive any additional 
pay, extra allowance, or compensation, in 
any form whatever, .for the disbursement of 
public money, or for-any other service or duty 
whatever, unless the same is authorized by 
law, and the appropriation therefor explicitly 
states that it is for such additional pay, extra 
allowance, or compensation." 

In Hall v. United States (91 U. S. 559 
(1875)) Mr. Justice Clifford touched upon 
the question of compensation for extra serv
ices stating: 

"Compensation for extra services, where 
no certain sum is fixed by law, cannot be 
allowed by the head of a department to any 
officer who has by law a fixed or certain 
compensation for his services in the office he 
holds, unless such head of a depa1·tment is 
thereto authorized by an act of Congress; nor 
can any compensation for extra services be 
allowed by the court or jury as a set-off, in a 
suit brought by the United States against any 
officer for public money in his hands, unless 
it appears that the head of the department 
was authorized by an act of Congress to 
appoint an agent to perform the extra serv
ice, that the compensation to be paid for the 
service was fixed by law, that the service to 
be performed had · respect to matters wholly 
outside of the duties appertaining to the 
office held by the agent, and that the money 
to pay for the extra services had been appro
priated by Congress" (Converse v. United 
States (21 How. 470)). 

One year later Pierrepont, Attorney Gen
eral (15 Atty. Gen. 71), ruled that where a 
special agent of the Post Office Department 
is in receipt of a fixed compensation and in 
addition performed the duties of a deputy 
marshal, he cannot be allowed in respect of 
such services as marshal anything beyond 
his actual expenses incurred. (See 1765 
Rev. Stat.) 

The question of retired Army officers hold
ing civil office was considered by Devens, 
Attorney General in 1877 (see Retired Ojfi
cer,s case. (15 Atty. Gen. 306)). Devens 
ruled that a retired 'Officer does not vacate 
his commission in the Army by accepting 
a civil office unless that office is in the dip
lomatic or consular service, in which case 
he is considered to have resigned his place 
in the Army. He pointed out that section 
1222, Revised Statutes, forbidding officers to 
hold civil office, was limited to officers on 
the active list, and that even the prohibition 
respecting diplomatic or consular posts un
der section 1223, Revised Statutes, although 
applying to both the active and retired lists, 
did not apply to certain officers excepted 
under the act of March 3, 1875 (18 Stat. 51~. 
ch. 178) , concerning officers wounded in 
battle. The excepted officers, even though 
accepting consular and . diplomatic posts, 
would not vacate their commissions there
by. Davens in respect to retired officers in 
general stated: 

"The provisions of the statutes in regard 
to ntired officers direct that they may be 
assigned to duty at the Soldiers' Home under 
certain circumstances, and that they shall 
not be assignable to any other duty (Rev. 
Stat., sec. 1259). And, further, that they 
may on their own application be detailed to 
serve as professors in any coli.ege. {Sec. 
1260.) It would not. in my opinion, be a 
legitimate construction of these two sections 

to say that they prohibit an o:ftlcer trom 
accepting or being appointed to a purely 
civil office under the United States Gov
ernment. In the absence of any provision 
of law forbidding such officers to hold civil 
otlkes, especially when these sections are 
taken in connection With the law that offi
cers upon the active list are (by sec. 1222 
of the Revised Statutes) held to have vacated 
their commissions by the acceptance of any 
civil office, and that all officers who accept 
or hold appointments in the diplomatic or 
consular service are (by sec. 1223) considered 
as having resigned their places in the Army, 
with the exception above alluded to, it must 
be considered that a retired officer is not 
precluded from holding a civil office under 
the United States Government, unless in the 
consular or diplomatic service. 

''The third question proposed by you is, 
whether a retired officer ls entitled to draw 
his pay as such and also the salary of any 
civil office he may hold under the United 
States Government. 

"Sections 1'763, 1764, and 1765 of the Re
vised Statutes forbid any person who holds 
an office, the salary or annual compensation 
of which amounts to the sum of $2,500, to 
receive compensation for discharging the 
duties of any other office, unless expressly 
authorized by law; they also direct that no 
allowance or compensation shall be allowed 
to any officer or clerk by reason of the dis
charge of duties which belong to any other 
officer or clerk in the same or any other de
partment, and that no officer in any branCh 
of the public service, or any other person 
whose salary, pay, or emoluments are fixed 
by law or regulations, shall receive any addi
tional pay, extra allowance, or compensation, 
in any form whatever, for the disbursement 
of public money, or for any other service or 
duty whatever, unless the same is authorized 
by law, and the appropriation therefor ex
plicitly states that it is for such additional 
pay, extra allowance, or compensation. 

"The construction which has been given 
to these statutes (especially in the case of 
Converse v. The United States (21 How. 
463)) is that the intent and effect of them is 
to forbid officers holding one office to receive 
compensation for the discharge of duties be
longing to another, or additional pay, extra 
allowance, or compensation for such other 
services or duties where they hold the com
mission of but a single office, and, by virtue 
of that office, or in addition to the duties of 
that office, have assigned to them the duties 
of another omce. According to that deci
sion, however, if an officer hoids two dis
tinct commissions, and thus two distinct 
offices, he may receive the salary f-or each. 
The evil intended to be guarded against by 
these statutes was not so much plurality of 
offices as it was additional pay or compensa
tion to an officer holding but one office for 
performing additional duties, or the duties 
properly belonging to another. If he ac
tually holds two commissions, and does the 
duties of two distinct offices, he may receive 
the salary which has been appropriated to 
each office. Sections 1763, 1764, and 1765, 
above referred to, are condensations from 
statutes which were in existence at the time 
that this decision was made, and in con
formity with it I deem it my duty, in answer 
to your inquiry. to say that a retired officer 
may draw his pay as such, and may also draw 
the salary of any civil office which he may 
hold under the Government, assuming al
ways that the duties of the civil office are 
performed under and by virtue of a com
mission appointing h1:m to that office, which 
he holds in addition to his rank as a retired 
officer." 

On April 14, 1882, the Senate by resolu
tion requested the Judiciary Committee to 
inform the Senate whether or not a retired 
United States Army officer could rightfully 
hold a civil office under the Government of 
the United States (CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
vol. 13, p. 2878). The committee, through 

its chairman. Mr. Garland, reported in the 
affirmative (p. 29'17). as follows (S. Rept. No. 
429, 47th Cong., 1st sess.) : 

"There is nothing in the Co~itutioh 
touching the question embraced by the res
olution. 

••rn the Revised Statutes (sec. 1222) any 
officer of the .Army on the active list is pro
hibited from holding any civil office, whether 
by election or appointment, and by the same 
law, if any Army officer on the active list ac
cepts or exercises the functi-ons of a civil of
fice, he shall thereby cease to be an Army of
ficer and his commission as such shall be 
thereby vacated. · 

"This is limited to the active list and would 
clearly imply that an Army officer on the re
tired list could be a civil officer. 

"The next section ( 1223) provides expressly 
that any officer .of the Army who accepts or 
holds any appointment in the diplomatic or 
consular service of the Government shall be 
considered as having resigned his place in 
the Army, and it shall be filled as a vacancy. 
But this disqualification in the diplomatic or 
consular service was virtually repealed by the 
act of March 3, 1875, as follows: 'And every 
such offi.ce.r now borne on the retired list shall 
be continued thereon notwithstanding the 
provisions o-f section 2, chapter 38, act of 
March 3, 1863'; and, also, 'and be it also 
provided, that no retired officer shall be af
fected by this act who has been retired or 
may hereafter be retired on the rank held by 
him at the time of his retirement.' (Rev. 
Stat., supp .• ch. 178, p. 195.) 

"Comparing the different statutes on the 
subject, the committee answer the question 
in the affirmative." · 

Devens once again upheld the right to hold 
two distinct offices and to receive the pay of 
each in Riley's case (16 Op. Atty. Gen. 7 
(1787) ) . He again applied the ruling con
cerning the performance of extra duties only, 
which under section 1763, Revised Statutes, 
would prohibit extra payment in such cases 
(see Dinsmore's case (16 Atty. Gen. 565)). 

The case of U. S. v. Converse (21 
How. 463) was confirmed in 1884 in U. S. 
v. Brindle (110 U. S. 688). In that case, 
Brindle was employed as a receiver of public 
moneys in the sale of public lands for a dis
trict in Kansas, having an annual ftxed 
salary. He was also appointed agent for the 
sale of Indian trust lands under the treaty of 
July 17, 1854 (W Stat. 1048). The Court 
noted that the duties under the latter statute 
and treaty were different and not imposed 
upon Brindle by an office under the Govern
ment of the United States. Therefore he 
held two distinct offices. The Court stated: 

"In Converse v. United States (21 How. 
463), it was decided that provisions in appro
priation acts, like section 18 of the act of 
August 31, 1852, prohibiting an officer from 
receiving more than one salary, could not by 
'fair interpretation be held to embrace an 
employment which has no affinity or con
nection, either in its character or by law or 
usage, with the line of his official duty, and 
where the service to be performed is of a 
different character and for a different place, 
and the amount of compensation regulated 
by law.' Page 471. In the present case the 
employment was for a special service in con
nection with a special trust assumed by the 
United States for the benefit of certain In
dian tribes, in which express provisions were 
made for the payment of expenses. In legal 
effect, the appointment was to an agency for 
the sale of lands for the Indians. with an 
implied understanding that a reasonable 
compensation would be paid for the services 
rendered. So far as anything appears in the 
record, the appointment was not made be
cause Brindle was receiver of the land office. 
The duties to be per.formed were of a different 

· character and at a different place from those 
of the land office, and while the exact amount 
of compensation for this service was not 
fixed, it was clearly to be inferred that such 
compensation as the law implies where labor 
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is performed by one at the request of another, 
that is to say, a reasonable compensation, 
would be paid. This case comes, therefore, 
within the rule in Converse v. United States, 
and Brindle is not excluded by the act of 
1852 from demanding compensation for this 
service by reason of his being receiver of the 
land office." 

In 1885, Garland, Attorney General, applied 
the rule in the Converse and Brindle cases 
to the case of Donovan (18 Atty. Gen. 303). 
He held that a clerk in the office of the 
auditor of the District of Columbia, who was 
also appointed a referee by the Court of 
Claims, under the act of June 16, 1880, was 
entitled to receive the salaries of both offices. 

The question was again raised in the Su
preme Court in U. S. v. Saunders (120 U. S. 
126 (1887)). Saunders, a clerk in the Office 
of the President, was also appointed clerk 
of the Committee on Commerce of the Con
gress of the United States. The Comptroller 
refused to pay him the salary of his position 
as committee clerk. Mr. Justice Miller, in his 
opinion, stated: 

"We are of opinion that, taking these sec
tions all together, the purpose of this legisla
tion was to prevent a person holding an 
office or appointment, for which the law pro
vides a definite compensation by way of sal
ary or otherwise, which is intended to cover 
all the services which, as such officer, he 
may be called upon to render, from receiving 
extra compensation, additional allowances, 
or pay for other services which may be re
quired of him either by act of Congress or 
by order of the head of his Department, or 
in any other mode, added to or connected 
with the regular duties of the place which 
he holds; but that they have no application 
to the case of two distinct offices, places, or 
employments, each of which has its own 
duties and its own compensation which of
fices may both be held by one person at the 
same itme. In the latter case, he is in the 
eye of the law two officers, or holds two 
places or appointments, the functions of 
which are separate and distinct, and, ac
cording to all the decisions, he is in such 
case entitled to recover the two compensa
tions. In the farmer case, he performs the 
added duties under his appointment to a 
single place, and the statute has provided 
that he shall receive no additional compen
sation for the class of duties unless it is 
so provided by special legislation. The case 
of United States v. Brindle (110 U. S. 688), 
in which an Indian agent received large 
additional compensation for services con
nected with the sale of lands belonging to 
the Indians of his agency, which was af
firmed in this court, was upon the ground 
that these additional services were performed 
for the benefit of the Indians, and the 
statute implied the payment of a reasonable 
compensation ' for such services. See also 
Converse v. The United States (21 How. 463). 

Attorney · General Garland covered the 
question again in Marshal's case (19 Op. 
Atty. Gen. 121 ( 188a )). The marshal had, in 
addition to his duties as marshal, been 
appointed an agent under section 5276, Re
vised Statutes, to bring back a fugitive crim
inal from a foreign country. Garland 
pointed out that the construction of the 
various statutes had been repeatedly passed 
upon by his predecessors. He reviewed the 
thinking of the majority school of thought 
represented by Attorney General Black that 
the $2,500 limitation prohibited not only 
the receipt of extra pay, but also the salaries 
of more than one office, no matter under 
what circumstances the duties of that office 
may have been performed and the minority 
school of thought, represented by Attorney 
General Crittenden, that none of the acts 
forbade a person from holding two offices and 
receiving the salaries thereof, because the 
prohibition was against his receiving salary 
of an office that he did not hold, and not 
against his receiving a salary of two offices 

which he did legitimately hold. Garland 
also reviewed the Supreme Court cases con
cerned in this general question: Converse v. 
U. S. (21 How. 463 (1858)); Stanbury v. U. S. 
(8 Wall 34 (1868)); U. S. v. Shoemaker (7 
Wall 338 (1868)); Hall v. U. S. (91 U. S. 559 
(1875)); U. S. v. Brindle (110 U. S. 688 
(1884)); and U. S. v. Saunders (120 U. s. 
126). 

The question of retired officers was again 
reviewed by W. H. H. Miller, Attorney Gen
eral, in Major Smith's case (19 Op. Atty. 
Gen. 383 ( 1889) ) . Major Smith, who held 
the civilian position in charge of river and 
harbor work at Wilmington, Del., was ap
pointed from civil life to the position of 
major of engineering in the Army, and there
upon was placed on the retired list of the 
Army. Miller pointed out that this question 
had been passed upon by the Senate, the 
Attorney General and by the courts. He 
stated: 

"The last two questions submitted have 
substantially been passed upon by the Sen
ate, by this Department, and by the courts 
before. 

"On the 14th of April 1882 the following 
resolution was submitted to the Senate of 
the United States: 

"'Resolved, That the Committee on the 
Judiciary be instructed to inquire, and re
port by bill or otherwise, whether or not a 
retired United States Army officer can law
fully hold a civil office under the Govern
ment of the United States.' 

"It was referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary, which, on the 18th, through Mr. 
Garland, reported to the Senate, 'answering 
the question in the affirmative.' 

"On the 7th of June 1851, a similar ques
tion was submitted to Attorney General 
Crittenden under the statutes of the 3d of 
March 1839 ( 5 Stat. 334-349), and of the 23d 
of August 1842 (5 Stat., 508-510), from 
which section 1765, Revised Statutes, was 
derived. He replied (5 Opin., 768): 

" 'The plain meaning of this seems to be 
that an individual holding one office and 
receiving its salary shall, in no case, be 
allowed to receive also the salary of another 
office, which he does not hold, simply on 
account of his having performed the duties 
thereof. The prohibition is against his re
ceiving the salary of an office that he does 
not hold, and not against his receiving the 
salaries of two offices which he does legiti
mately hold.' 

' "On the 11th of June 1877 like questions 
were submitted to Attorney General Devens. 
In his reply (15 Opin., 306) he considers and 
interprets all the sections to which you refer, 
and declares: 

" 'Sections 1763, 1764, and 1765, above re
ferred to, and condensations from statutes 
which were in existence at the time that this 
decision (Converse v. The United States), was 
made, and in conformity with it I deem it 
my duty, in answer to your inquiry, to say 
that a retired officer may draw his pay as 
such, and may also draw the salary of any 
civil office which he may hold under the Gov
ernment, assuming always that the duties of 
the civil office are performed under and by 
virtue of a commission appointing him to 
that office which he holds in addition to his 
rank as a retired officer.' 

"This interpretation is sustained by the 
Court of Claims in Meigs v. United States 
( 19 C. Cls. R., 497), and by the Supreme 
Court in Converse v. United States (21 How. 
46,4), United States v. Brindle (10 U. S. R., 
688), and United States v. Saunders ( 120 
U. S. R. 126), in which last case Miller, J., 
delivering the opinion, declares: 

"'We are of opinion that, taking these sec
tions (1763, 1764, and 1765) all together, the 
purpose of this legislation was to prevent a 
person holding an office or appointment, for 
which the law provides a definite compensa
tion by way of salary or otherwise, which is 
in tended to cover all the services which, as 

such officer, he may be called upon to render, 
from receiving extra compensation, addi
tional allowances, or pay for other services 
which may be required of him either by act 
of Congress or by order of the head of his 
Department, or in any other mode, added to 
or connected with the regular duties of the 
place which he holds; but that they have no 
application to the case of two distinct offices, 
places, or employments, each of which has its 
own duties and its own compensation, which 
offices may both be held by one person at the 
same time. In the latter case he is in the 
eye of the law officers, or holds two places or 
appointments, the functions of which are 
separate and distinct, and, according to all 
the decisions, he is in such case entitled to 
recover the two compensations.' 

"I am of opinion that the above interpre
tation of sections 1259, 1763, 1764, and 1765, 
Revised Statutes, to which you refer, is well 
established alike by reason, precedent, and 
authority. 

"I therefore answer your first inquiry in 
the affirmative, and your second and third 
inquiries in the negative.'' 

The year 1894 saw the passage of legis
lation which appears to have reversed in 
part the doctrine propounded by the Su
preme Court. In the Converse case, Attorney 
General Crittenden's opinion was disallowed 
to the efiect that a person might hold two 
offices to which he had been legitimately 
appointed and receive the salary of each. As 
we have seen, retired military officers had 
been specifically included within the limits 
of this doctrine. In 1894 language was at
tached to the Legislative, Executive, and Ju
dicial Expenses Appropriations Act, 1895, in 
the form of a rider to section 2 which made 
it clear that persons holding an office, the 
salary or annual compensation attached to 
which amounted to $2,500, were not to be 
appointed to or hold any other office unless 
specifically authorized thereto by law. 

That this rider applied to retired military 
officers is implied by the fact that the fol
lowing was a. part thereof: 

"But this shall not apply to retired officers 
of the Army or Navy whenever they may be 
elected to public office, or whenever the 
President shall appoint them to office by 
and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate." 

The Legislative, Executive, and Judicial 
Expenses Appropriations Act, 1895, had been 
introduced in the House of Representatives 
as H. R. 7097 and had been passed. In the 
Senate, the Senate Committee on Appropria
tions inserted the rider as the second sen
tence of section 2 of the bill. However, the 
committee did not discuss the matter in its 
report (S. Rept. 506, 53d Cong., 2d sess.). 
When the Senate considered the bill as re
ported on July 13, 1894, the following debate 
took place (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, VOl. 26, 
p. 7423): 

"The next amendment was, in section 2, 
on page 126, line 10, after the word 'each,' 
to insert: 

"'No person who holds an office the sal
ary or annual compensation attached to 
which amounts to the sum of $2,500 shall 
be appointed to or hold any other office un
less hereafter specially authorized thereto by 
law; but this shall not apply to retired officers 
of the Army or Navy whenever they may be 
elected to public office.' 

"Mr. PLATT. I supposed we had a provision 
of law to the efiect that no officer in the 
Government employ could draw a salary for 
two offices. Is there not such a law? 

"Mr. CocKRELL. There is such a law, but 
we do not think it covers the case. 

"Mr. PLATT. Will the Senator please ex
plain why this amendment is necessary? 

"Mr. COCKRELL. This is simply to prohibit 
in certain classes of cases the payment of 
double salaries, and yet not to m ake it an 
invariable rule in all kinds of cases. There 
is an exception to be ofiered to 1t. The 
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Senator from Iowa has the amendment to 
the amendment which was prepared for sub
mission. After the words 'public office; in 
line 15, to insert 'or whenever the President 
may appoint them thereto, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate.' 

"Mr. .PLAT!'. -Let the amendment to the 
amendment be read at the desk. 

"The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment 
to the amendment wiU. be .stated. 

"T.he· SECRETARY. After the word 'office; in 
line 15, on page 126, it is proposed to insert 
'whenever the Presid-ent shall appoint t hem 
to ofHce by and with the advice and consent 
of the Senate.' · 

"The amendment to the amendment was 
agreed to. 

"The amendment as amended was agreed 
to." 

No further d.ebate took place in either 
House respecting the rider. The conference 
committee in its report to the Senate stated 
with respect to the final text of the rider 
(CoNG'RESSION.AL .RECORD, VOL .2ti, p. 7844): 

"That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 186, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In line 4 of said 
amendment strike out the word 'unless•·and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 'to 
which compensation is attached, unless 
specially heretofo.re or'; and the Senate agree 
to the same." 

With respect to this the conference report 
in the House states (CONGilESSIONAL RECORD, 
vol. 26, p. 7856) : 

"On amendment numbered 186: Instead 
of the provision proposed by the Senate, 
prohibiting the holding of two otnees by one 
person, in'Serts the following: •No person 
who balds an office the salary or annual 
compensation attached to which amounts to 
the sum of "$2,500 shall be appointed to or 
hold any other offlce to which compensation 
is attached unless specially heretofore .or 
hereafter specially authorized thereto by 
la.w; but this shall not apply to retired of
ficers of the Army and Navy, whenever they 
may be elected to public office, or whenever 
the President shall appoint them to office 
by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate:" 

The bill H. R. !f097 with the rider in section 
2 as amended was approved by the President 
on July 81, 1894 (28 Stat. 205). 

The final text of section 2 of the act was 
(the text of the ri-der is in brackets)~ 

"SEc. 2. That the pay of assistant mes
sengers, firemen, watchmen, laborers, and 
charwomen provided for in this act, unless 
otherwise special1y stat1!d, shall be as fol
lows: For assi-stant messengers, firemen, and 
watchmen, at the rat-e of $720 per annum 
each; for laborers, at the rate of $660 per 
annum each; and for charwomen, at the 
rate of $240 per annum -each. tNo person 
who holds an office the salary or annual com
pensation attached to which amounts to the 
sum of $2,500 shall be appointed to or hold 
any other office to which compensation is 
attached unless specially heretofore or here
after specially itUthorized thereto by l-aw; but 
this shall not apply to retired officers of the 
Army or Navy whenever they may be elected 
to public o1nce or whenever the President 
shall appoint them to office by and with the 
ad:viee and consent of the Senate.)" 

The 1894: statute was considered by . At
torney General Griggs in Putnam's Case, 22 
Op. Atty. Gen. 184 (1898). The Honorable 
William L. Putnam was a United States 
circuit judge who had been appointed as 
one of the commissioners under the conven
tion of February 8, 1896, concerning claims 
gTowing out of seizures of vessels in the 
Bering Sea. Griggs considered that, pro
visions for the appointment of commission
ers haVing been included in the convention, 
the office of commissioner was one growing 
out of the foreign relations of the United 
States and was not an office contemplated 

by -article 2, section 2 of the Constitution, 
which provided for appointments by the 
Pr-esident by and with the advice and con
sent of the Senate, ete. He conclud-ed that 
under these circumstances the office of com
missioner. not being a constitutional office, 
was therefore not within the prohibition of 
section 2 of the act of 1694. Grlggs further 
considered the definition of office in the more 
popular sense and found that the Supreme 
Court had indicated that an officer was one 
whose office included tenure, continuation, 
emoluments, etc., citing U .. S. v. Germaine 
{99 U. S. 510), U. S. v. Mo11.at {124 U. S. 307), 
AuffmoTdt v. Hedden (13'7 U. S. 327). He 
conducted that the office of commissioner 
being only temporary and for a specific pur
pose only and having neither tenure, dura

. tion, or emoluments, could not be said to be 
a public office within the prohibition of the 
1894 act. He therefore ruled that Judge 
Putnam could receive both his salary as a 
Circuit Court judge and compensation for 
his work as comxnissioner under the :con
vention, notwithstanding the filet that his 
salary as circuit court judge exceeded $2,500. 

Putnam's case appears to have been the 
.first exemption from the prohibition against 
duel office holding in the 1894 act. A further 
exemption was made by Attorney General 
Bonaparte in NeiU's case (26 Op. Atty. Gen. 
247 ( 1907)). Commissioner of Labor Charles 
P. Neill was also appointed a member of the 
Immigration Commission under the act of 
February 20, 1907 (8!1: Stat. 898. '909), to in
vestigat-e immigration affairs. His salary as 
Secret-ary of Labor exceeded $2,500. .Bona
J)arte dul.y noted the holding of Griggs in 
the Putnam case. He rested his decision in 
behalf of Neill on the grotmds that the posi
tion of member of the Immigration Commis
sion, being of .a temporary nature and for a 
single specific purpose, did not fall within 
the definition of "public office" as defined by 
the United States Supreme Court in U. S. 
v. Hartwell (16 Wall. 385, 393), U.S. v. Moru·e 
{95 U. S. 762), U. S. v. Germaine (99 U. s. 
511) . Hall v. Wisconsin (103 U. S. -B), AufJ
·mordt v. Hedden (137 U.S . .327}. Opinion of 
the Judges (3 Greenl. (Me.) 461). Eliason v. 
Coleman (86 N. C. 285~, and U. S. v. Maurice 
{2 Brock 96). On this basis, Bonaparte held 
that Neill was entitled to hold both offices 
and receive the salary of both. 

In 1916. the question of double salaries re
occurred in the Congress by the enactment 
of a rider on the ·Legislative, Executive, and 
Judicial :Appropriations .A<:t, 1917 (39 Stat. 
120, sec. 6). That act had been reported in 
the House by the House Committee on Appro
priations as H. R. 12207, 64th Con-gress, 1st. 
session. As reported and as passed by the 
House, the bill contained no provisions re
specting double salaries. The Senate Appro
priations Committee in .reporting the bill to 
the Senate {S. Rept. No . .329, 64th Cong.) 
included a. section 6 in the bill without com
ment as follows: 

"SEc. 6. That no money appropriated by 
this or any other act shall be available for 
payment to any person receiving more than 
one salary when the combined amount of 
said salaries exceeds the sum of $2,000 per 
annum, but this shall not apply to retired 
officers of the .Army or Navy whenever they 
may be elected to public office or whenever 
the President shaH appoint them to office 
by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate.'' 

When the bill was read for amendment on 
the .floor of the Senate the following debate 
took place (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, VOl. 53, 
pt. 6, pp. 5731-5732) : 

"The next amendment was, on page 154, 
after line 14, to insert as a new section the 
following: 

"'SEC. 6. That no money appropriated by 
this or any other act shall be available for 
payment to any person receiVing more than 
one salary when the combined amount of 
said salaries exoeeds the sum o! 42,000 per 

annum, but th.is shall not apply to retired 
officers of the Army or Navy whenever they 
may be elected to public office or whenever 
the President shall appoint them to ofiloo by 
and with the advice and oon.sent of the 
Senate.' 

"'Mr. Lodge, Mr. Swanson, and Mr. Kern 
addressed the Chair. 

... Mr. LoDGE: I merely -wish to offer an 
amendment to the amendment. I -dare say 
the Senator from Virginia .rose to offer the 
same amendment I was going to propose. 

... Mr. SWI\.NEON. About the Marine Corps? 
"Mr. LoDGE. To insert, after the word 

'Navy,' the words 'Marine Corps.' 
••Mr. SWANSON. And, in line 20, 'appointed 

or.' 
"Mr. LoDGE. 'Appointed or' before 'elected.' 
"Mr. OVERMAN. What is the amendment? 
"Mr. LonGE. The amendment is to insert, 

after 'retired offi..cers of the Army or Navy,' 
the words 'or Marine Corps/ and. of course, 
it ought also be read 'whenever they may be 
appointed or elected to public office.' 

"The PRESIDING OFFICER. The proposed 
amendment will be read. 

"The SECilETARY. On page 154, in section 6, 
after the word 'Army,' insert a. comma and 
'Strike out the word 'or'; after the word 'Navy• 
insert the words 'or Marine Corps•; and, in 
line 20, before "the word 'elected,' insert 'ap
pointed or•; so as to make the section read: 

"'SEC 6. That no money appropriated by 
this or any other act shall be available for 
payment to any person .receiving more than 
one salary when the combined amount of 
said salaries exceeds the sum of $2,000 per 
annum, but this shall not apply to retired 
officers -of 'the Army, Navy, or Marine Corps 
whenever they may be appointed or elected 
to public office -or whenever "the President 
shall appoint them to oftice by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate/ 

"Mr. MARTIN of Virginia. 1 think that is a 
proper amendment. 

"The amendment to the amendment was 
agreed to. 

"The amendment, as amended, was agreed 
to. 

"Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. President, I wish, for 
Information, to make an Inquiry regardin.g 
section 6. As I understand it, the combined 
amount of salaries that one person may draw 
has heretofore been limited to $2,500. Am I 
correct in that? 

"Mr. MARTIN of Virginia. No. The former 
law was that no clerk who was receiving as 
much as $2,500 per annum ·should have any 
second ·appointment at all. 

''Mr. SHEPPARD. Why was that amount 
reduced to $2,000? 

"Mr. MARTIN of Virginia. Because we were 
informed of abuses in some of the depart
ments; that when they could not raise a 
clerk's salary-when Congress refused to 
make the allowance-they would just give 
him some other place in addition to that 
which he beld. 

"Mr. SHEPPARD. That is entirely satisfactory 
to me, Mr. President." 

As thus adopted, the rider passed the Sen
ate. At the conf€rence certain additions were 
made to the amendment (H. Rept. No. 617, 
64th Cong., pp. 6, 7. 12, 13). as follows: 

"Amendment No. 229: That the House re
cede from its disagreement to the amendment 
of the Senate numbered 229, and agree to the 
same wl.th an amendment as follows: .In lieu 
of the matter inserted by said amendment, 
insert the following: 

" 'SEc. 6. That, unless otherwise specially 
authorized by law, no money appropriated by 
this or any other act shall be available for 
payment to any person receiving more than 
one salary when the combined amount of 
said salaries exceeds the .sum of $2,000 per 
annum, but. this shall not apply to retired 
officers of the Army, Navy, or Marine Corps 
whenever they may be appointed or elected 
to public offlce ur whenever the President 
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shall appoint them to office by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate or to offi
cers and enlisted men of the Organized Mili
tia and militia in the several States, Terri
tories, and the District of Columbia.' 

"And the Senate agree to the same. 
• • • • • 

"No. 229: Inserts section ·6, proposed by the 
Senate, prohibiting the payment of more 
than one salary to any person where the 
combined salaries exceed $2,000, modified so 
that the section shall not operate where more 
than one payment is specially authorized by 
law, and shall not be e1fective in the cas~ of 
officers and enlisted men of the Orgamzed 
Militia and the Naval Militia of the States, 
Territories, and the District of Columbia." 

As thus amended the rider was enacted and 
became section 6 of the act, supra. Later 
in the same session the matter was taken 
up again in the Naval Service Appropriations 
Act, 1917 (39 Stat. 582), by means of another 
rider. This act had been reported in the 
House by the House Committee on Appro
priations as H. R. 159457. Here also, the 

· rider was attached in the Senate committee 
by amendment and without comment. The 
following occurred on the floor of the Senate 
(CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, VOl. 53, pt. 11, pp. 
11025-11026) : 

"The next amendment was, on page '70, 
after line 2, to insert: 

"'Section 6 of an act entitled "An act 
making appropriations for the legislative, 
executive, and judicial expenses of the Gov
ernment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1917, namely" approved May 10, 1916, is 
hereby amended so as to read as follows: 

" 'SEC. 6. That unless otherwise specially 
authorized by law, no money app1·opriated 
by this or any other act shall be available for 
payment to any person receiving more than 
one salary when the combined amount of 
said salaries exceeds the sum of $2,000 per 
annum, but this shall not apply to retired 
officers or enlisted men of the Army, Navy, 
Marine Corps. · or Coast Guard, or to officers 
and enlisted men of the Organized Militia 
and Naval Militia in the several States, Ter
ritories, and the · District of Columbia: Pro
vided That no such retired officer, ofticer, or 
enlis~d man shall be denied or deprived of 
any of his pay, salary, or compensation as 
such, or of any other salary or compensa
tion for services heretofore rendered, by rea
son of any decision or construction of said 
section 6.' 

"Mr. NoRIUS. Mr. President, I should like to 
inquire of the Senator from Virginia what 
change is made in section 6 from the law as 
it exists now? . 

"Mr. SWANSON. The only change is in the 
proviso. 

"Mr. NoRRIS. From the proviso on? 
"Mr. SWANSON. In the proviso itself. I 

will state to the Senator that this takes care 
of Mr. Theall, who is the secretary of the 
Naval A1fairs Committee of the House~ We 
passed a provision that permitted that, and 
the Comptroller of the Treasury decided that 
the clerk of a committee was not a public 
officer, which precluded _him from occupying 
that position. This simply puts a construc
tion there so that the Comptroller of the 
Treasury cannot deprive him of his present 
position. We had previously passed a law 
taking care of him, and he decided that the 
clerk of a committee was not a public officer, 
and would not pay the salary. 

"Mr. NoiUUS.. Does this apply to anybody 
except this official of the House of Repre
sentatives? 

"Mr. SwANSON. To no one, I understand, 
except this officer. 

"Mr. NoRR~. Why not make a direct ref
erence to the particular person? 

"Mr. LonGE. We are amending the statute. 
You cannot mention him in another statute. 

"Mr. NoRRIS. This particular position in 
the House of Representatives is filled by a 
retired naval officer. There is another 
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question. If this applies only to an official 
or employee of the House of Representatives, 
why did not the House of Representatives 
put it in? 

"Mr. SwANSON. I understand that there is 
another one at the Navy yard. If the 
Senator will permit me, we amended sec
tion 6 so as to enable them to employ a 
retired officer in the Navy to be clerk of 
the committee. That was included in the 
bill. The provision was included in ~he 
leaislative executive, and judicial approprla
ti~n bill. ' Having used the words 'public 
officer,' the Comptroller of the Treasury, I 
understand, rules that the clerk of the com
mittee is not a public officer, and conse
quently he cannot receive his salary~ The 
amendment is in the proviso which prevents 
the Comptroller from giving that interpre
tation to the law. 

"Mr. LODGE. If the Senator will allow me, 
I may remind him that this ruling was not 
made until after the bill had left the House. 

"Mr. NoRRIS. Even if that be true, this is 
to give relief to some one in the House, ~nd 
this is simply, of course, class legislatmn 
put on an appropriation bill. I had my at
tention called · to it by a Member of the 
House, who said that it applied to a large 
number of retired persons, and I should 
think it would apply to practically the en
tire Navy Department. If there is any good 
reason why one man should be excluded 
from the operation of the law, I would not 
have any objection if he was excluded and 
excluded directly by name or his office or 
position excluded. 

"Mr. LODGE. But the general law expressly 
provides that the provision about the sal
aries shall not apply to retired officers and 
enlisted men. That is the general provision 
of the statute. The exception is in the 
proviso, because there is an attempt made 
to exclude this one man from the general 
law by the Comptroller by a ruling which, 
it seems to me, is absurd. Down to the pro
viso it is the general existing law. 

"Mr. NoRRIS. Commencing, then, at line 
17, with the proviso, that is the only change 
made in the existing law? 

"Mr. LODGE. It is to enable him, if the 
Senator will read it, to receive his com
pensation as provided by law for services 
heretofore rendered. 

"Mr. NORRIS. Let us see how it reads: 
'Provided, That no such retired officer, of
ficer, or enlisted man shall be denied or de
prived of any of his pay, salary, or compen
sation as such, or of any other salary or 
compensation for services heretofore ren
dered, by reason of any decision or construc
tion of said section 6.' 

"Do I understand that the e1fect of that 
will be that this official in the House of 
Representatives, who seems to be the bene
ficiary, will get his back pay, but will in the 
future not be able to get any? 

"Mr. LoDGE. No; he will get it in the future. 
It covers both. 

"Mr. NORRIS (reading)-
•• 'Of any of his pay, salary, or compensa

tion as such, or of any other salary or com
pensation for services heretofore rendered.' 

"Mr. LoDGE. Yes; no such retired officer 
'shall be denied or deprived of any of his 
pay, salary, or compensation as such, or of 
any other salary or compensation for services 
heretofore rendered.' 

"Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President-
"Mr. NORRIS. I yield to the Senator from 

Utah. 
"Mr. SMooT. The Appropriation Committee 

of the Senate in reporting the legislative, 
executive, and judicial appropriation bill for 
this year inserted section 6 in the bill as 
follows: 

"'That unless otherwise specially au
thorized by law no money _appropriated by 
this or any other act shall be available for 
payment to any person receiving more than 
1 salary when the c~mbined amount of said 

salaries exceeds the sum of $2,000 per 
annum.' 

"That is what the committee reported to 
the Senate. While the bill was under con
sideration the Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. LoDGE) o1fered an amendment to the 
committee amendment as follows: 

" 'But this shall not apply to retired of
ficers of the Army, Navy, or Marine Corps 
whenever they may be appointed or elected to 
public office or whenever the President shall 
appoint them to office by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate or to officers and 
enlisted men of the Organized Militia and 
Naval Militia in the several States, Terri
tories and the District of Columbia.' 

"That is the way section 6 of the bill 
finally passed the Senate. I understand, of 
course, that this proviso is put in the pend
ing bill to take. care of one man in the 
employ of the House of Representatives. I 
will say to the Senator that that case was 
called to the attention of the Appropriation 
Committee when it first considered the 
amendment, but the committee at that time 
did not feel justified in proposing an amend
ment to take care of one man, but after the 
Senate adopted the amendment o1fered by 
the Senator from Massachusetts it exempted 
retired officers and enlisted men of the Army 
and Navy and Marine Corps, and so forth. 
It develops now that the employee in the 
House of R~presentatives referred to is a re
tired officer, and if that be true he should be 
exempted under the· amendment offered by 
the Senator from Massachusetts, but under a 
ruling it is held that no matter whether he is 
a retired officer or not, holding the position 
he does with a committee of the House, he is 
not entitled to the two salaries. . 

"Mr. NORRIS. I rather think since we have 
exempted everybody else from the e1fect of 
the law we ought not to hesitate to exempt 
this one man who is left. I understand the 
law prohibiting anyone from drawing two 
salaries is so a.mended that it does not apply 
to anyone except this clerk in the House of 
Representatives, and this is to let him out, 
also. 

••Mr. SMoOT. That is the e1fect of the pra. 
visa, but I will say to the Senator--

"Mr. NoRRIS. Why not repeal the law alto-
gether? . 

"Mr. SWANSON. If the Senator Will penn.;.t 
me, it was held that the appointment by a 
committee of Congress, as I understand the 
ruling of the Comptroller of the Treasury, is 
not 1\ public o1ficer, and consequently not be
ing a public omcer he cannot get the benefi.t 
oi the exemption that others have. He is a 
very valuable man, one of the most valuable 
men in the House of Representatives as far as 
naval affairs are concerned, and he cannot 
a1ford to accept a clerkship in the committee 
unless this exemption is permitted. This is 
put in the bill at the request of the chair
man of the Naval Committee of the House, 
who desires to retain the valuable services 
of this man, and it is Inade necessary on 
account of what seems to me to be the fool
ish ruling of the Comptroller of the Treasury 
that a clerk of a committee is not a public 
officer. 

"Mr. NoRRIS. I should like to inquire how 
many men are drawing two salaries n_9wwho 
are not a1fected by the law. · 

"Mr. uMOOT. I will say to the Senator that 
at the time the amendment to the legisla
tive, executive. and judicial appropriation 
bill was being considered 1n the Committee 
on Appropriations we undertook to find out 
just how many there were 1n the employme~t 
of the Government era wing two salaries. We 
were unable to ascertain the exact number, 
but I will say to the Senator there were . a 
great many of them, but since the passage 
of the legislative, executive, and Judicial ap
propriation bill it has done away with all 
except retired officers, as stated before. 

"I will state further to the Senator that 
the committee found that the practice was 
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growing to such an extent that it decided 
to pass a law prohibiting it. That is the 
reason why the committee reported the 
amendment to the legislative, executive, and 
judicial appropriations bill. 

"Mr. NoRRIS. Yes; but after it was amended 
it did not apply to anybody. 

"Mr. SMooT. Yes; it applied to everybody, 
with the exception of enlisted men and of
ficers in the Army and Navy, Marine Corps, 
and Organized Militia, and Naval Militia. 

"Mr. NoRRIS. How many are there of those? 
Can the Senator state the number? 

"Mr. LoDGE. If the Senator will allow me, 
1t has never been attempted to prevent re
tired officers from accepting private employ
ment. It would be a useless cruelty. 

"Mr. MoRRIS. This law does not attempt to 
do that. We could not pass a law under the 
Constitution that would be of any validity, 
probably, that would do that, but we could 
pass a law that would prevent a man from 
drawing two salaries from the Government 
of the United States. 

"Mr. LonGE. You could prevent a retired 
officer from accepting any other employment 
in private life. 

"Mr. NoRRIS. Nobody wants to do that. 
"Mr. LoDGE. You could make him forfeit 

his pay. That has never been done. Officers 
have always been allowed to accept private 
employment. Of course, they are always at 
the orders of the Government. 

"Mr. NORRIS. Can the Senator from Utah 
answer my question as to how many men 
were drawing two saiaries from the Govern
ment and are not drawing it now by reason 
of the enactment of ·this law? · 

''Mr. SMOOT. It would be only an estimate, 
but I will say to the Senator that there must 
have been something over 50 men who were 
drawing 2 salaries who are not doing so to
day. I do not want to state positively the 
number, but there were at least that many, 
and perhaps a great many more. 

"Mr. NORRIS. I do not know that that is 
material now, because it is in the law any
way, but what was the reason for exempting 
Army officers . and officers of the Marine 
Corps? 

"Mr. SMOOT. The reason was this: As tore
tired officers of the Army, Navy, and Marine 
Corps, and officers of the Guard, their time 
belongs to them, and if any department of 
the Government desires to avail itself of their 
services, there should be no objection to that. 
The exemption was adopted so that the Gov
ernment could avail itself of their services. 

"Mr. NoRRIS. Why not the other people 
who are not retired officers of the Army or 
Navy? 

"Mr. SMooT. The reason is this, because 
their time is already paid for by the Gov
ernment, and extra long hours must of 
necessity interfere with their efficiency in 
both positions. 

"Mr. WEEKS. It is the custom to pay cer
tain officers connected with the Government 
a higher rate of pay on account of the ex
cellence of their service. For instance, the 
clerk of the Committee on Appropriations of 
the House of Representatives is paid an an
nual salary of $5,000 a year as long as he 
holds that position. It is simply a reward 
for efficiency. The salary which he receives 
is a thousand dollars greater than would be 
the salary of any other man holding that 
place. The same general principle applies 
to this case. The clerk of the House Naval 
Committee is a graduate of the Naval 
Academy and served in the Marine Corps. 
He was retired for physical disab111ty, but he 
is entirely competent to perform the duties 
of that technical position not only as well 
but better than almost any other man. 
Therefore it has seemed fair that he should 
receive.his retired pay and such salary as the 
committee gave him. As a matter of fact, 
he is paid $2,400 as clerk of the committee, 
and his retired pay is between $1,900 and 

e2,000 or about $4,300 a year. That is his 
entire pay from the Government, and it is 
not a high salary for that particular place, 
which he fills so acceptably to the House 
Naval Committee. 

"There are 3 or 4 other cases which come 
under this limitation, I understand. There 
are perhaps three other naval officers who 
are employed in such a way that they will 
not receive their salary under the ruling of 
the Comptroller. In this particular case the 
salary for the last 2 months which this 
House employee actually received is being 
checked up against his retired pay of the 
Navy, and unless something is done, as pro
posed in this measure, not only will he in 
future receive only the retired pay from the 
Navy, but the actual pay which he has re
ceived under the law up to this time will be 
checked against that retired pay. It seems 
to me, from my knowledge of the case, there 
cannot be two sides to the fairness and de
sirability of adopting the provision which 
the Committee on Naval Affairs has proposed 
to the bill. 

"The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on 
agreeing to the amendment of the committee. 

"The amendment was agreed to." 
In the conference committee, the House 

receded from its disagreement to this 
amendment by the Senate. The amendment 
was explained by the committee as follows 
(H. Rept. No. 1099, 64th Cong., p. 23): 

"Amendment No. 107: Amends section 6 
of the Legislative, Executive, and Judicial 
Act, approved May 10, 1916, whereby no per
son who receives more than one salary from 
the United States when the combined 
amount of said salaries exceeds the sum of 
$2,000 per annum shall be paid from any 
appropriation in that act or any other act, 
and excludes from the operation of the act 
retired officers of the Army, Navy, or Marine 
Corps who were appointed to public office. 
The Senate amendment excludes retired offi
cers and enlisted men of the Army, Navy, 
Marine Corps, or Coast Guard, or the officers 
and enlisted men of the organized Naval 
Militia in the several States, Territories, and 
District of Columbia, and further provides 
that no such retired officer shall be checked 
in his pay due to any construction of section 
6 prior to the passage of this act. And the 
House recedes." 

This amendment constitutes the present 
text of the Federal doctrine on double sal
aries (U. S. C. 5: 58). The proviso respect
ing acceptance of retired officers or enlisted 
men appears in the United States Code, title 
5, section 59. Various other amendments 
have been made to this act. However, the 
basic principle of the legislation has not 
been specifically changed. These amend
ments took the form of exemptions from the 
provisions of the act. For instance, United 
States Code, title 5, section 60, exempted 
employees of the Library of Congress, who 
perform special functions in connection with 
its trust funds, from the provisions of sec
tion 58. See also section 59a. The decisions 
and opinions on section 58, which have oc
curred since the 1916 amendment, are con
cerned with construing its effect and are 
reviewed below. 

No questions concerning dual compensa
tion and dual employment seem to have oc
curred during the years between the enact
ment of the 1916 amendment, supra, and 
1921. On June 10, 1921, the Congress es
tablished the office of Comptroller General, 
who succeeded to the powers and duties 
theretofore imposed upon the Comptroller of 
the Treasury as well as the duties of the six 
auditors in that department. The opinions 
of the Attorney General gradually ceased to · 
concern themselves with questions of dual 
employment and compensation and the de
cisions of the Comptroller General, since he 
was vitally concerned with the payment of 
money of the United States in accordance 
with law, supervened. 

Between 1921, the date of appointment of 
the Comptroller General, and 1924, date of 
the latest and present text of the law (ex
cept for a minor amendment) respecting 
dual office-holding, the Comptroller Gen
eral issued a number of decisions as fol
lows: 

"The act of May 10, 1916, 39 Stat., 120, 
prohibiting the use of any appropriation for 
payment to the same person of more than 
one salary from the Government when the 
combined amount exceeds the sum of $2,000 
per annum, is applicable to the funds of 
the United States Shipping Board Emer
gency Fleet Corporation; hence an employee 
of the corporation may not also receive com
pensation from the United States Shipping 
Board when the combined compensation is 
more than $2,000 per annum.'' (1 Compt. 
Gen. 14, July 13, 1921.) 

"A clerk of United States district court 
may legally be paid as clerk while holding 
a commission in the Officers' Reserve Corps 
of the United States Army, except for such 
periods as he may be on active duty as an 
officer in the Officers' Reserve Corps when he 
would be prohibited by provisions of sec
tion 6 of the act of May 10, 1916, as amended 
by the act of August 29, 1916, 39 Stat., 582, 
from receiving compensation as a clerk of 
court." (1 Compt. Gen. 65, Aug. 11, 1921.) 

"The employment of a major retired from 
active duty as special assistant to the At
torney General with compens·ation attached, 
and payment to him of that compensation 
in addition to his retired pay, is prohibited 
by the act of July 31, 1894 (28 Stat. 205) ... 
(1 Compt. Gen. 219, Oct. 17, 1921.) 

This case concerned the desire of the At
torney General to employ Col. E. G. Davis, a 
retired Army officer, as a special assistant 
to the Attorney General. The Comptroller 
General after quoting section 2 of the act 
of July 31, 1894, to the effect that no "per
son who holds an omce, the salary or annual 
compensation attached to which amounts 
to the sum of $2,500 shall be appointed to or 
hold any office to which compensation is at
tached, unless specially heretofore or here
after specially authorized thereto by law; 
but this shall not apply to retired officers 
of the Army or Navy whenever they may be 
elected to public office or whenever the Presi
dent shall appoint them to office by and with 
the advice and consent of the Senate" 
pointed out that the retired Army officers 
hold office within the meaning of the sec
tion unless they fall within the exceptions 
noted above. The Comptroller General dis
tinguished the case in volume 38, Court of 
Claims, page 39, by pointing out that the 
compensation allowed there was payable from 
a discretionary appropriation which had been 
given to the President for national security 
and defense and was allowed by the court 
as not open to question for that reason. He 
further pointed out that Geddes v. United 
States (38 Court of Claims 428) turned 
largely upon the construction of another 
statute and is not decisive of the applica
tion of this section of the act of 1894 to re
tired Army omcers. He stated that the pro
hibition applies to retired officers sought to 
be appointed to or to hold any office not 
elective or appointive in the manner pre
scribed by the statute. He noted that the 
earlier decisions permitting the appointment 
of retired Army officers rested upon the 
conclusion that the element of duration, 
thought to be one of the essentials to an 
omce, was lacking in such appointments and 
concluded that it was clear that the pro
posed appointment of Colonel Davis at a 
yearly salary and for the purpose indicated 
would establish duration as one of the inci
dents of appointment. 

With respect to the question of whether 
Colonel Davis could give up his retired pay 
and accept only the pay of the omce of spe
cial assistant to the Attorney General, the 
Comptroller General pointed out that the 
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United States Supreme Court has held that 
public policy prohibit& any attempt by un
authorized agreement with an officer of the 
United States under guise of a condition or 
otherwise, to deprive him of the right to 
pay given by statute. (Glavey v. United 
States (182 U. S. 595), United States v. An
drews (240 U. S. 90) .) He concluded that 
any attempts by the colonel to relinquish 
his retired pay and restrict himself to the 
right to compensation as special assistant 
only would be ineffective for that purpose. 

"The act of May 12, 1917, 40 Stat. 72, 
granting officers and employees of the United 
States, who are members of the Officers' Re
serve Corps, leave of absence without loss 
of pay for not exceeding 15 days per year 
during which ordered to duty with troops 
or at field exercises or for instruction, to
gether with section 39 of act of June 3, 
1916, 39 Stat. 191, bring such employees 
within the exception to the general pro
hibition in section 6 of the act of May 10, 
1916, as amended, as to the payment of 2 
salaries aggregating more than $2,000 per 
annum, and they may be paid both their 
civilian pay and the pay of their rank or 
grade in the Reserve Corps for the period 
of such duty or exercises." (1 Compt. Gen. 
544, Mar. 24, 1922.) 

"Retired officers or enlisted men of the 
Army or Navy are not prohibited by the act 
of July 31, 1894, 28 Stat. 205, or the act of 
May 10, 1916, as amended, 39 Stat. 120,-582, 
from holding a Government position or office, 
provided neither the retired pay nor the sal
ary attached to the position or office amounts 
to $2,500, the aggregate of the two being 
immaterial." . (1 Compt. Gen. 571, Apr. 15, 
1922.) 

"The act of July 31, 1894 (28 Stat. 203), 
appropriating from the costs collected by 
the clerks of the circuit courts of appeals 
the amounts necessary for clerk hire and 
other expenses of the courts bring the em-

. ployees of such courts within the scope of 
the act of May 10, 1916 (39 Stat. 582), and 
they are therefore prohibited from receiving 
compensation as bailiff of the court and also 
as clerical assistant when the aggregate of 
the two salaries ex~eeds $2,000 per annum." 
(1 Compt. Gen. 592, Apr. 24, 1922.) . 

"Retired officers or enlisted men of the 
Army or Navy hold offices with compensation 
attached within the meaning of the act of 
July 31, 1894 (28 Stat. 205), and are accord
ingly prohibited by said act from holding 
any other office under the Government, ex
cept an elective one or one to which appoint
ment is made by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate, lf either the retired 
pay or the salary attached to the office or 
position amounts to $2,500 per annum." ( 1 

. Compt. Gen. 571 adhered to.) (1 Compt. 
Gen. 700, May 25, 1922.) 

"Charges by an assistant surgeon of the 
Alaskan Engineering Commission for per
forming autopsies outside of the scope of 
his official. duties are fees and not salary 
and do not come within the inhibition of 
the act of May 10, 1916 (39 Stat. 120), as 
amended; and as the salary of such assistant 
surgeon is not fixed by law or regulation 
he is not prohibited from receiving such 
additional fees by section 1765, Revised 
Statutes." {2 Compt. Gen. 37, July 22, 1922.) 

"Retired enlisted men of the Army, Navy, 
or Marine Corps, whose retired pay is not 
in excess of $2,500 and who have been em
ployed in the Veterans' Bureau at salaries 
exceeding $2,500 per annum contrary to the 
act of July 31, 1894 (28 Stat. 205), may 
be reappointed to positions paying less than 
$2,500 effective from the date the appoint
ment is actually made and accepted, but 
such appointments may not be made ret
roactive to cover the periOd of service under 
the prior illegal appointment." (2 Compt. 
Gen. 373, Nov. 16, 1922.) 

"Teachers in the night schools of the Dis
trict of Columbia are paid from funds ap-

propriated by Congress and are accordingly 
prohibited by the act of May 10, 1916 (39 
Stat. 120), as amended by the acts of August 
29, 1916 (39 Stat. 582), and October 6, 1917 
(40 Stat. 384), from receiving for any 1 day's 
work as such teacher any compensation in 
excess of one three-hundred-and-twelfth of 
the amount by which $2,000 exceeds the 
salary they may be receiving from other em
ployment by the Federal Government or by 
the District of Columbia in any other capac
ity than as teacher in the public schools." 
(2 Compt. Gen. 436, Jan. 13, 1923.) 

"A retired captain of the fire department 
of the District of Columbia may be em
ployed and paid as watchman at $720 per 
annum in the Treasury Department while 
continuing to draw his retirement relief of 
approximately $78 or $79 per month, pro
vided such duty as watchman is not incom
patible with his status on the retired list 
for the purposes of the act of September 1, 
1916 (39 Stat. 720) ." (2 Compt. Gen. 460, 
Jan. 27, 1923.) 

"Teachers of the public schools of the Dis
trict of Columbia are not in the Federal 
service and may therefore be employed dur
ing school vacation as expert examiners of 
the Civil Service Commission, the special 
appropriation for such examiners relieving 
them from the restrictions of the act of 
May 10, 1916, as amended (39 Stat. 120, 582.)" 
(3 Compt. Gen. 24, July 11, 1923.) 

"An employee of the United States Tariff 
Commission having had 15 days' military 
leave as a member of the Officer's Reserve 
Corps is not entitled to receive his civilian 
salary, with annual leave, while performing 
a second period of military service in the 
same calendar year lf the annual rates of 
the civilian salary and military pay for such 
second period of military service exceed 
$2,000 in the aggregate." (3 Compt. Gen. 
116, Sept. 5, 1923.) 

"Employment · of the same person as la
borer and as clerk at the same time when 
the combined salaries exceed an aggregate 
rate of $2,000 per annum is prohibited by the 
act of May 10, 1916 (39 Stat. 120), it being 
immaterial that by reason of the intermit
tent character of the employment the total 
pay actually received per annum does not 
amount to $2,000." (3 Compt. Gen. 260, 
Oct. 26, 1923.) 

During the course of the 68th Congress, 
1st session, an amendment was added to 
section 2 of the act of 1894 which had pro
hibited the holding of another lucrative of
fice. The Senate bill 2450 containing the 
amendment provided for the addition of a 
new sentence at the end of section 2 of the 
Legislative, Executive, and Judicial Appro
priation Act, approved July 31, 1894, to read 
as follows: 

"Retired enlisted men of the Army, Navy, 
Marine . Corps, or Coast Guard shall not be 
construed to hold an office within the mean
ing of this section." 

This blll was reported by the Senate Com
mittee on Military Affairs (S. Rept. 254, 68th 
Cong.), passed the House, and was reported 
by the House Committee on Military Affairs 
(H. Rept. 498). The House committee in its 
report repeated the report of the Senate 
committee as follows: 

"The Committe.e on Military Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill (S. 2450) to 
amend section 2 of the Legislative, Execu
tive, and Judicial Appropriation Act ap
proved July 31, 1894, having considered the 
same, report thereon favorably with the rec
ommendation that the bill do pass without 
amendment. 

"A similar bill was reported to the Senate 
by your committee during the 67th Congress 
and the report accompanying that measure 
is appended hereto and made a part of this 
report, as follows: 

"'The bill was lnt:.-oduced at the sugges
tion of representatives of the American Le
gion, and the purpose of it is explained in 

the following memorandum presented by 
them: 

" '"The men affected by this bill are about 
12 oldtime noncommissioned officers, who 
have been retired as enlisted men for length 
of service. All of these men are veterans of 
the Spanish-American War, the Philippine 
Insurrection, and the World War; two at 
least are veterans of Indian wars. All served 
as officers during the World War and re
turned to their grades as retired enlisted men 
after · the war was over. These bills do not 
call for any appropriation or expenditure of 
funds. 

"'"It is evident from a study of section 2 
of the act of 1894 that Congress had no in
tention, nor even had in mind including re

"tired enlisted men in the provisions of the 
act, which provides that no person holding 
an office with the Government shall hold 
any other office with compensation over 
$2,500. The Comptroller General has re
cently held that a retired enlisted man, as 
such, holds an office under the Government. 

"• "Due to their ability and fitness in ad
ministrative and financial matters, certain 
of these men have been appointed under 
Congressional and. civil-service authority to 
offices of trust in the Veterans' Bureau, De
partment of Agriculture, and other depart
ments, and have proved to be valuable men. 
Under the Comptroller's decision they must 
now suffer a reduction in salary below many 
others doing similar or less important work. 

"'"It is surely not the intent of Congress 
or the public that these men who have spent 
the better part of their lives in the military 
service should now be discriminated against 
on account of being retired enlisted men. It 
is the intent of this bill to rectify this dis
crepancy and to place these men on an equal 
footing for employment as other American 
citizens of equal ability."' 

. "A letter requesting the passage of this bill 
has been received from the Director of the 
Veterans' Bureau, Colonel Forbes, which is 
included in this report, as follows: 

UNITED STATES VETERANS' BUREAU, 
Washington, January 15, 1923. 

Hon. JAMES W. WADSWORTH, JR., 
Chairman, Committee on Military Af

fairs, United States Senate~ Wash
ington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR WADSWORTH: I desire to in
Vite your attention to Senate bill4315, intro
duced by you and which is now before your 
committee. 

This . bill allows retired enlisted men of 
the Army the same privileges of occuping 
a Government position or office as those en
joyed by the ordinary citizen. The bill has 
particular application to a limited number of 
former noncommissioned officers employed 
in this Bureau. These men are all of excep
tional ability and particularly capable of 
filling positions of importance in the United 
States Veterans' Bureau because of their ex
perience gained through long service, and it 
does not seem just that they should be dis
criminated against because of their service to 
the country. 

I sincerely hope you will find it possible to 
act favorably with regard to this bill at an 
early date. in order that the men who have 
so forcibly demonstrated their devotion to 
these United States may be treated equitably. 

Very truly yours, 
C. R. FORBES, 

Director. 
"Your committee is convinced of the ju,s

tice of this legislation and urges that it be 
acted upon by the Senate at an early date." 

During the course of the floor · debate in 
the Senate, the purpose of S. 2450 was ex
plained as follows (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
VOl. 65, p. 5131) : 

.. Mr. KING. I should like an explanation of 
that measure. 

"Mr. WADSWORTH. This bill ls here on &C

count o:t; another ruling of the Comptroller 
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General, and I think one of the most extraor
dinary ones I ever heard of. 

"The law provides that a person ~oldlng 
office in or under the Government shall not 
hold another position under the Government 
which carries a salary in excess of $2,500 per 
annum. That needs no explanation. 

"There are retired enlisted men of the 
Army and Navy and Marine Corps who have 
served 30 years in the service and are re
tired at three-fourths pay of the grade they 
occupied on the date of retirement. The 
Government, in other departments, has em
ployed those men, some of them to the great 
advantage of the Government on account of 
their extraordinary training and experience. 
The Comptroller General comes along and 
says that a retired enlisted man holds an 
office as such, a most extraordinary conclu
sion. This bill states definitely that a re
tired enlisted man does not hold an office, 
and, of course, he does not hold an office. 
His relations to the Government are con
tractual in nature, that is all. If a retired 
enlisted man is held to hold an office under 
the Government, then an active-duty en
listed man must likewise be held to hold an 
office under the Government. As a matter of 
fact, we know that when an enlisted man 
enlists he takes a contract to serve the Gov
ernment for a fixed period of years. How 
the Comptroller General or anybody else 
could say that an enlisted man in the Army 
or Navy holds an office under the Govern
ment passes my comprehension. 

"Mr. FLETCHER. Does the bill permit a re
tired enlisted man to draw his three-fourths 
pay and at the same time draw his salary? 

"Mr. WADSWORTH. Certainly, if he is serv
ing the Government in another capacity. 
That ought to be the case. 

"The bill was reported to the Senate with
out amendment, ordered to be engrossed for 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed." 

The bill however was amended on the floor 
of the House as follows (CoNGRESSIONAL REc
ORD,voL65, p.9137): 

"The Clerk read the bill as follows: 
"'Be it enacted, etc., That section 2 of the 

legislative, executive, and judicial appropri
ation act, approved July 31, 1894, is amended 
by adding at the end thereof a new sentence 
to read as follows: "Retired enlisted men of 
the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, or Coast 
Guard shall not be construed to hold an of
flee within the meaning of this section."' 

"Mr. STEPHENS. Mr. Speaker, I desire to 
offer the following amendment. 

"The Clerk read as follows: 
•• 'Amendment by Mr. Stephens: Strike out 

all of the printed bill after the word "fol
lows", in line 6, and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: "Retired enlisted men of the 
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, or Coast Guard 
retired for any cause, and retired officers of 
the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, or Coast 
Guard who have been retired for injuries 
received in battle or for injuries or incapacity 
incurred in line of duty shall not, within 
the meaning of this section, be construed to 
hold or to have held an office during such 
retirement".' 

"The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment. 

"The amendment was agreed to. 
"The bill as amended was ordered to be 

read a third time, was read the third time, 
and passed." 

The amendment of the House was adopted 
and concurred in by the Senate as follows 
(CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, VOl. 65, p. 9279): 

"RETIRED ENLISTED MEN OF THE ARMY 
"The Presiding Officer laid before the Sen

ate the amendment of the House of Repre
sentatives to the bill (S. 2450) to amend sec
tion 2 of the Legislative, Executive, and Judi
cial Appropriation Act approved July 31, 1894, 
which was, on page 1, line 6, to strike out all 

after 'follows: • down to and including 'sec
tion', in line 8, and to insert in lieu thereof: 

"'Retired enlisted men of the Army, Navy, 
Marine Corps, or Coast Guard retired for any 
cause, and retired officers of the Army, Navy, 
Marine Corps, or Coast Guard who have been 
retired for injuries received in battle or for 
injuries or incapacity incurred in line of 
duty shall not, within the meaning of this 
section, be construed to hold or to have held 
an office during such retirement.' 

"Mr. WADSWORTH. I move that the Senate 
concur in the amendment of the House. It 
relates to the eligibility of persons in a 
retired status in the military service being 
employed in the civil service. 

"The amendment was concurred in." 
It should be noted in connection with the 

passage of this act that the first argument 
was that enlisted men do not hold offices 
under the Government of the United States, 
but enter into a contract of service. They, 
therefore, are contractors and not office
holders. The conclusion is that the prohibi
tions of the 1894 act would not and should 
not apply to enlisted men. The contrary 
holding by the Comptroller General there
fore was incorrect. (See 2 Compt. Gen. 373 
supra.) Although this seemed to be the 
basic theory of the bill, the House amend
ment completely shifted from this basis to 
what is obviously an idea of rewarding those 
enlisted men who have performed extraor
dinary service and have been retired for 
injuries received in battle or for injuries or 
incapacity incurred in line of duty. Only 
such enlisted men apparently are to be con
strued as not holding another office during 
such retirement. · All other enlisted men 
would therefore be presumed to hold an office 
provided they were retired merely for age. 

X--THE TEST, 1924-57 

By 1924 the broad principle of prohibiting 
dual officeholding and double salaries had 
become generally established in our law. 
Although the basic principle has not been 
revised or changed since that date, excep
tions have been made to take care of obvious 
situations. During this period, the doctrine 
has been subjected to the test of both de
pression and total war. In the first decade 
since 1924, there was a period of prosperity 
when undoubtedly little attention was paid 
to the doctrine. Jobs were plentiful, money 
easy and everybody was on a merry-go-round 
of prosperity. Then came the depression of 
1930 when the idea of spread-the-work was 
foremost, since unemployment mounted to 
alarming proportions. The doctrine cer
tainly fitted into that period. The next 
decade included a long, slow, and painful 
recovery from the ravages of the depression. 
This was followed by a period of prosperity 
accentuated by total war. In the depression 
period, manpower has been plentiful but 
jobs scarce. Total war brought the reverse, 
plenty of jobs but manpower in short sup
ply. The third decade since 1924, found us 
with the reverse problem still unsolved. 
The advent of the cold war and the birth of 
atomic energy have all contributed their 
part to the continuance of the problem. 

During ,this period a number of opinions 
and decisions have been rendered by the 
Attorney General and the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States respecting dual 
employment and compensation in connec
tion with both civilian employees and 
Armed Forces personnel. While none of the 
opinions and decisions actually change, by 
way of interpretation, the basic principles of 
the doctrine as developed up to 1924, they 
do represent a refinement of the doctrine, 
by way of exception, under the stresses of 
both depression and total war. Digests of 
the opinions and decisions, divided into two 
groups, those affecting civilian employees 

and those affecting Armed Forces personnel, 
. follow: 

''1. CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES 

"Chief, Bureau of Efficiency-Board of 
Actuaries, Civil Service Retirement Act-
34 Atty Gen. 490-May 23, 1925: 

"'Chief of the Bureau of Efficiency may be 
appointed a member of the Board of Actu
aries under the Civil Service Retirement 
Act, to serve without compensation and such 
appointment will not be in violation of any 
statute.' 

"Civilian Army employees-court-martial 
reports-5 Compt. Gen. 374-November 23, 
1925: 

" 'Civilian employees of the Quartermas- · 
ter Corps of the Army are not entitled to 
extra compensation for services rendered as 
court-martial reporters when such extra 
compensation, combined with their regular 
salary, exceeds the rate of $2,000 per annum.' 

"Member of Alaska Legislature-Alaska 
Railroad employee-5 Compt. Gen. 806-April 
8, 1926: 

"'As the act of August 24, 1912 (37 Stat. 
513) prohibits an officer or employee of the 
United States from being a member of the 
Alaska Legislature, and the act of July 31, 
1894 (28 Stat. 205) prohibits any employee 
of the United States whose salary amounts 
to $2,500 per annum from holding any other 
position to which compensation is attached, 
an employee of the Alaska Railroad receiv
ing compensation of $2,500 or more per 
annum vacates his position with the railroad 
by his election to and taking his seat in the 
Alaska Legislature.' 

"National Sesquicentennial Exhibition 
Commission-5 Compt. Gen. 891-May 4, 
1926: 

"'Under the provisions of the joint reso
lution of March 15, 1926 (44 Stat. 207), em
ployees of the Government may be paid 
compensation in addition to their regular
compensation for work performed after regu
lar office hours in preparing exhibits for the 
National Sesquicentennial Exposition, upon 
the certification as to the necessity for such 
work, notwithstanding the provisions of sec
tion 1765, Revised Statutes, and the act of 
May 19, 1916 (39 Stat. 120), to the con
trary.' 

"Compensation-Quarters in kind-6 
Com pt. Gen. 359-November 20, 1926: 

" 'The allowance of quarters in kind free 
of charge, in addition to the fixed rate of 
compensation specified in the schedule of 
wages for the regular daytime positions, is 
prohibited as compensation to employees of 
the Naval Establishment for duties per
formed outside of regular working hours, 
either on the basis that the duties outside 
regular working hours are separate and dis
tinct from the regular duties of the em
ployees, or on the basis that the duties out
side regular work hours are not incompatible 
with employment in the regular daytime 
positions, but as extra duties.' 

"Two positions in same Department-6 
Com pt. Gen. 435-January 4, 1927: 

"'An employee may not be paid the salary 
of two separate and distinct positions in the 
same department or establishment even 
though the combined salaries thereat do not 

. exceed the rate of $2,000 per annum:' 
"Department of State-Public Health 

Service-6 Com pt. Gen. 732-May 11, 1927: 
"'An employee of the Department of State 

receiving an annual salary is prohibited by 
sections 1764 and 1765, Revised Statutes, 
from receiving any extra compensation for 
services rendered the Public Health Service 
after office hours where such additional com
pensation was not fixed in advance by law or 
regulation. • 

"Postal service employees-a Compt. Gen. 
487-March 13, 1929: 

" 'Under the provisions of section 1 of the 
act of March 1, 1929 (45 Stat. 1441), dual 
employments are authorized when both posi-
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tions are in the postal service, regardless of 
the rates of compensation, provided the total 
compensation actually paid for all services 
for any one fiscal year does not exceed $2,000. 
The act is not applicable to cases where one 
or both positions are in some other branch 
of the Government service. 8 Comp. Gen. 
262 modified only insofar as postal service 
employees are concerned.' 

"Postal service employees-8 Compt. Gen. 
578-May 2, 1929: 

" 'A postmaster may not serve as substi
tute or temporary rural carrier and be paid 
therefor. 

"'A postmaster, assistant postmaster, or 
other postal employee may not enter into 
contract to carry mail or perform service on 

· a star route. 
" 'A rural carrier may serve as mail mes

senger and be paid not in excess of $300 for 
any one year provided his total compensa
tion from postal funds does not exceed $2,000 
for any one fiscal year. 

" 'A contractor or subcontractor for· star
route service may not be employed as sub
stitute or temporary rural carrier.' 

"Postal service employees-8 Compt. Gen. 
611-May 18, 1929: 

"'Section 2 of the act of March 1, 1929 
(45 Stat. 1442), authorizing the Comptroller 
General of the United States to relieve post
masters from unlawful payments made by 
them to "mail messengers, postal employees, 
and other employees of the United States 
employed in post offices'' for services in a 
dual capacity, is not applicable to relieve a 
postmaster from refunding Government 
funds he received for carrying a rural route 
during the absence of the regular carrier.' 

"Postal Service Employees-8 Compt. Gen. 
662-June 24, 1929: 

"'A special-delivery messenger may enter 
into a contract for m_ail messenger service 
and receive therefor in excess of $300 in any 
one year, provided he is the lowest bidder 
and his total compensation for all services 

. does not exceed $2,000 for any one fiscal year.' 
"Postal service employees-8 Compt. Gen. 

76-Jul~ 19, 1932: 
" 'In view of the terms of section 1765, 

Revised Statutes, and the act of July 31, 1894 
(28 Stat. 205), a civilian employee of the 
Government holding a position, the salary 
attached to which amounts to $2,500 per 
annum or more, may not be employed in any 
.other position under the Government with 
compensation attaching during the period of 
administrative furlough without pay required 
under the terms of section 216 of the act of 
June 30, 1932 ( 47 Stat. 407). 

" 'In view of the terms of section 6 of the 
act of May 10, 1916, as amended by the act of 
August 29, 1916 (39 Stat. 582), a civilian em
ployee whose compensation is at a rate less 
than $2,500 per annum may not be employed 
in a position under another department or 
o1fice of the Government during the period 
of administrative furlough without pay re
quired by section 216 of the act of June 30, 
1932 ( 47 Stat. 407), if the combined rate of 
compensation under the two positions is in 
excess of $2,000 per annum.' 

"Home Owners Loan Corporation and Na
tional Recovery Administration employees-
14 Compt. Gen. 822-May 10, 1935: · 

"'Dual compensation statutes disqualify 
for further appointment under the National 
Housing Act those Federal officers and em
ployees already receiving a rate of com
pensation under any other statute, including 
those applicable to. the Home Owners' Loan 
Corporation, and the National Recovery Ad
ministration, which, together with the rate 
proposed to be paid by the Federal Housing 
Administration would exceed the maximum 
joint salary rate prescribed by the applicable 
dual-compensation statute to be received in 
more than one Federal office or position.' 

"Federal land bank appraisers-Farm 
Credit Administration-15 Compt. Gen. 
184--September 9, 1935: 

" 'The authority contained in the act of 
May 17J 1935 .( 49 Stat. 247) , making appro
priation for the Farm Credit Administration 

·for "special reports by personal service with
out regard to the provisions of any other 
act," does not authorize the employment of 
temporary personal services without regard 
to the statutes relating to dual employment 
and Federal land-bank appraisers, appointed 
on a permanent basis with annual salaries 
in excess of $2,000 per annum, may not, dur
ing leave of absence without pay, hold any 
other permanent or temporary office or posi
tion under the administrative appropriation 
for the Farm Credit Administration. 

" 'Federal land bank appraisers are "re
quired by law to be exclusively engaged upon 
some specific work" within the meaning of 
section 3, act of May 28, 1896 (29 Stat. 179), 
and when employed full time on an annual 
basis may not be temporarily detailed or 
assigned to other duties.' 

"Fees from one Department-'per annum' 
from another-15 Compt. Gen. 828-March 
21, 1936: 

" 'The receipt of fees for services rendered 
a Government agency while employed by an
other such agency on a per annum basis is 
prohibited by section 2 of the act of July 
31, 1894 (28 Stat. 205), but said statute is not 
for application to reimbursement of traveling 
expenses incurred on behalf of the Govern
ment while so employed.' 

"Inspector of hulls, Commerce Depart
ment--16 Compt. Gen. 813-March 5, 1937: 

" 'Inspectors of hulls of the Commerce 
Department may be appointed as deputy col
lectors of customs for the purpose of issuing 
"continuous discharge books" to seamen on 
merchant vessels of the United States as re
quired by section 3 of the act of June 25, 
1936 (49 Stat. 1934), notwithstanding their 
compensation is in excess of $2,500 per an
num, provided the appointments are with
out compensation.' 

"Contract fee basis-16 Compt. Gen. 909-
April 1, 1937: 

" 'The employment by one Federal agency 
on a contract fee basis of a person serving 
under another Government agency in a part
time position on a per annum pay basis is 
not prohibited by the dual compensation 
statutes-section 1765, Revised Statutes; sec
tion 2, act of July 31, 1894 (28 Stat. 205); 
and section 6, act of May 10, 1916, as amended 
by the act of August 29, 1916 (29 Stat. 120, 
582), notwithstanding the combined compen
sation of the two employments exceeds 
$2,000, or either of them exceeds $2,500 per 
annum, and a low bid for such contract serv
ices .on a fee basis may not be rejected be
cause of such other part-time employment.' 
(15 Compt. Gen. 751; id. 828, amplified.) 

"Alien Property Custodian employees-19 
Com pt. Gen. 751-February 26, 1940: 

"'While the moneys available to the Alien 
Property Custodian appointed to administer 
the Trading with the Enemy Act of October 
6, 1917 (40 Stat. 411), for the payment of 
expenses of his office were derived from funds, 
etc., "due or belonging to an enemy, or ally 

·of enemy," the position of chief of accounts 
in his office was nevertheless an "office" 
within the meaning of the act of July 31, 
1894 (28 Stat. 205), prohibiting appointment 
of a person holding an "office" with an an
nual salary of $2,500 to another "office" to 
which compensation is attached unless spe
cially authorized by law. Question whether 
appointment to said position of employee 
holding an "office," with salary of more than 
$2,500 per annum, was valid or void because 
of the said prohibition discussed and deter
mined in favor of its validity, thus requiring 
refund of salary paid under the first "office" 
after the second appointment.' Various dual 
compensation acts-sections 1763, 1764, 1765, 

Revised Statutes; and acts of July 31, 1894, 
and May 10, 1916, as amended-discussed. 

"Federal Housing Administration employ
ees-19 Compt. Gen. 926--May 14, 1940: 

"'Compensation payments to a person em
ployed by the Federal Housing Administra
tion during a period of employment under 
another Government agency need not be 
questioned as in violation of the Dual Com
pensation Act of May 10, 1916, as amended, 
in view of the broad personnel appointment, 
etc., authority vested in the Federal Housing 
Administrator by section 1 of the National 
Housing Act ( ~8 Stat. 1246) .' 

"Annual Salary-fees-22 Compt. Gen. 
312-0ctober 3, 1942: 

" 'The employment by one Government 
agency of a medical adviser on an annual 
salary basis, who is also employed, whether 
by contract or otherwise, by another Gov
ernment agency as a consultant on a fee 
basis does not constitute a violation of the 
restriction against the holding of more than 
one office contained in the act of July 31, 
1894, as amended ( 15 Com pt. Gen. 828, modi
fied), nor does such employment constitute 
a violation of the dual compensation restric
tions of section 1765, Revised Statutes, and 
the act of May 16, 1916, as amended.' 

"Nurses aides-23 Compt. Gen. 90Q-May 
27, 1944: 

" 'In the case of full time Federal em
ployee receiving $2,000 or more per annum, 
the payment of $1 per annum compensation 
for services under appointment as nurses' 
aides outside of their regular hours of work 
would constitute payment of "salary" in 
contravention of the prohibition in the dual 
compensation statute of May 10, 1916, as 
amended, against the payment of more than 
one salary to a person if the combined 
amount of the salaries exceeds $2,000 per 
annum. 

"'The furnishing of subsistence and lodg
ing in kind, when necessary for the benefit 
of the Government-to full time Federal 
employees while they are serving as nurses' 
aides in Government hospitals outside of 
their regular hours of work does not consti
tute "salary" within the meaning of the pro
hibition in the act of May 10, 1916, as 
amended, against the payment of more than 
one salary to a person if the combined 
amount of the salaries exceeds $2,000 per 
annum; nor is it to be regarded as payment 
of salary or allowances within the meaning 
of the other dual compensation statutes 
(sees. 1764 and 1765, Revised Statutes, and 
the act of July 31, 1894, as amended). 

"'Part time or intermittent employment 
of a regular full time Federal employee as 
a nurses' aide in a Government hospital does 
not constitute the "holding of an office to 
which compensation is attached" within 
the meaning of the act of July 31, 1894, as 
amended, prohibiting persons whose annual 
compensation in one office amounts to $2,500 
or more from holding another office to which 
compensation is attached. 

"'A nurses' aide employed in a Govern
ment hospital on a part-time or intermittent 
basis is not an "officer or clerk," and, there
fore, where regularly employed Federal per
sonnel are engaged, outside their regular 
hours, on a part time or intermittent basis 
as such nurses' aides, the "additional serv
ices" prohibition in section 1764, Revised 
Statutes, with respect to officers and clerks 
has no application. 

" 'Employment of full time Federal em
ployees as nurses' aides in Government hos
pitals outside o;f their regular hours of work 
would not be incompatible with services 
performed in the regular positions and, 
hence, would not be in contravention of the 
additional compensation restrictions of sec
tion 1765, Revised Statutes, which have no 
application in the case of separate and dis
tinct compatible employments. 
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" 'The practice of authorizing the payment 

of compensation at the rate of $1 per an
num is unnecessary unless required by some 
statute or appropriation act other than sec
tion 3679, Revised Statutes, as amended, 
prohibiting the acceptance of voluntary serv
ice for the Government, so that the pay
ment of $1 per annum to Federal employees 
serving as volunteer nurses' aides in Gov
ernment hospitals outside of their regular 
hours of work is not required.' 

"Within-grade salary advance-24 Compt. 
Gen. 52-July 19, 1944: 

"'I! there have been met all of the terms 
and conditions necessary to authorize a 
within-grade salary advancement under the 
act of August 1, 1941, is one of the two posi
tions which an employee holds, the advance
ment may not be delayed or defeated by ac
tion of the administrative office or the em
ployee even though such advancement may 
preclude the employee from remaining in the 
position because of the operation of the act 
of July 31, 1894, as amended, prohibiting 
persons whose annual compensation in one 
office amounts to $2,500 or more from hold
ing another office to which compensation is 
attached. 

" 'In view of the provision in the act of 
July 31, 1894, as amended, prohibiting per
sons whose annual compensation in one 
office amounts to $2,500 or more from hold
ing another office to which compensation is 
attached, the holding by a retired Army offi
cer of a civilian position became invalid on 
the date the salary attaching to the posi
tion equaled $2,500 per annum due to a 
within-grade salary advancement pursuant 
to the act of August 1, 1941. and the salary 
paid to him in such position on and after 
that date, having been made in direct con
travention of law, must be refunded by him.' 

''State Federal Agricultural Extension Serv
ice employees-25 Compt. Gen. 868--June 13, 
1946: 

"'Federal funds granted to a State under 
the act of May 8, 1914, for cooperative agri
culture extension work, upon being properly 
receipted for by the State, lose their identity 
as Federal funds and become funds of the 
State, and therefore, the concurrent employ
ment by the Federal Government of a State 
employee paid from such funds need not be 
regarded as in contravention of the dual 
compensation and employment statutes (5 
U.S. Code 58, 62, and 69), provided the dual 
Federal and State employment prohibition 
of Executive Order No. 9, dated January 17, 
1873, is not for application.' 

"State and Federal positions-29 Compt. 
Gen. 277-December 15, 1949 (B-83536) : 

"'The appointment of a full-time Federal 
employee with a salary in excess of $2,500 to 
a position as part-time administrative assist
ant in a State National Guard would not 
result in the holding of more than one office 
under the Federal Government in violation 
of the dual employment restrictions of the 
act of July 31, 1894, as amended, or of the 
dual compensation limitations of section 
1763, Revised Statutes; nor is the latter em
ployment incompatible with the former so as 
to constitute a violation of the additional 
compensation prohibitions of section 1765, 
Revised Statutes.' 

"Dual offices-leave status-30 Compt. Gen. 
386---March 28, 1951: 

"'An employee on leave without pay from 
a Government department may be employed 
by a Government commission of temporary 
character without contravening the act of 
July 31, 1894, as amended, prohibiting per
sons whose annual compensation in one office 
amounts to $2,500 or more from holding an
other office to which compensation is at
tached unless specially authorized by law. 

" 'An employee placed in a leave-without
pay status from one Government agency is 
not prohibited from employment with an
other agency by the Dual Compensation Act 
of May 10, 1916, as amended, which prohibits 
the receipt of more than one salary of the 

combined amount of the salaries exceeds 
$2,000 per annum.' 

"Double salaries-aggregate rate governs
SO Com pt. Gen. 52&-June 26, 1951: 

"'Under the dual compensation act of 
May 10, 1916, as amended, prohibiting the 
use of appropriated funds for payment to any 
person receiving more than one salary when 
the combined amount of said salaries exceeds 
the sum of $2,000 per annum, the aggregate 
rate of compensation and not the total 
amount received in any particular year gov
erns the application of the act, so that a 
person who is in receipt of two salaries cov
ering the same period of time the aggregate 
rate of which exceeds the sum of $2,000 per 
annum is required to refund one of the 
salaries.' 

"Congressional committee-Government 
employees-31 Compt. Gen. 414-February 19, 
1952: 

"'An employee on leave without pay from a 
Government agency may be employed by a 
temporary Congressional committee without 
contravening the act of July 31, 1894, as 
amended, prohibiting persons whose annual 
compensation in one office amounts to $2,500 
or more from holding another office to which 
compensation is attached unless specifically 
authorized by law.' 

"District of Columbia judges-reemploy
ment-31 Com pt. Gen. 505-April 10, 1952: 

" 'In view of the dual compensation restric
tion in the act of August 29, 1916, as amend
ed, a judge of the Municipal Court of Ap
peals of the District of Columbia who receives 
the retirement salary provided under the act 
of April 1, 1942, may not in addition thereto 
receive the compensation attaching to a 
position or office with the Federal Govern
ment nor may he waive the retirement salary 
for the purpose of accepting said compen
sation. 

"'A judge of the Municipal Court of Ap
peals of the District of Columbia, who re
ceives the retirement salary provided under 
the act of April 1, 1942, is not prohibited by 
the dual compensation and employment 
statutes from accepting compensation as an 
employee of a Sta.te or municipal govern
ment or agency having no connection with 
the Federal or District of Columbia Govern
ments. 

" 'In view of the dual compensation re
striction in the act of August 29, 1916, as 
amended, a judge of the Municipal Court of 
Appeals of the District of Columbia who re
ceives the retirement salary provided nuder 
the act of April 1, 1942, may not in addition 

_ thereto receive the compensation of a posi
tion or office with a territorial government 
such as Alaska, the Virgin Islands, Puerto 
Rico, or Hawaii. 

"'A judge of the Municipal Court of Ap
peals of the District of Columbia who receives 
the retirement salary provided under the act 
of April 1, 1942, may accept compensation as 
an employee of an international agency, such 
as the United Nations, International Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development or the In
ternational Labor Organization, without vio
lating the dual compensation and employ
ment statutes.' 

"Scholarship and pay-31 Compt. Gen. 
67Q-June 19, 1952: 

"'An employee who was granted a one-year 
leave of absence from his position to accept 
a scholarship of limited duration, awarded by 
the Department of State and Board of For
eign Scholarships pursuant to the act of 
August 1, 1946, and who during the leave 
of absence received payment for a scrap 
survey conducted for his agency while draw
ing an allowance under the scholarship is 
not to be considered as having violated any 
of the dual employment or compensation 
statutes.' 

"District of Columbia teachers-33 Compt. 
Gen. 466-April16, 1954: 

"'The Dual Compensation Act of 1916, 
which prohibits the payment of combined 

salaries to any Government employee at a 
rate in excess of $2,000 per annum is appli
cable to District of Columbia school teachers, 
therefore an employee who was employed as 
a District of Columbia teacher while on an
nual leave prior to separation from the Gov
ernment, and whose leave payment and com
pensation as. a teacher exceeded the $2,000 
per annum rate, is required to refund one of 
the salaries received. • 

"Public Health Service omcers-36 Compt. 
Gen. 243--september 27, 1956: 

· " 'Members of the commissioned corps of 
the Public Health Service who are receiving 
retired p~y which amounts to $2,500 or more 
a year are prohibited by the act of July 31, 
1894 (5 U. S. C. 62), from holding any office 
or position under the Federal Government · 
to which compensation attaches, and the 
exemption relating to members of the Army, 
Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps, or Coast 
Guard who are retired for physical disability 
is not applicable to officers in the Public 
Health Service.' 

"2. ARMED FORCES PERSONNEL 

"Navy officer retired for disability 'in line 
of duty'-3 Compt. Geri. 1009-June 28, 1924: 

"'Navy officer retired for incapacity in
curred in line of duty may be employed in a 
civil position, not in the Diplomatic or Con
sular Service, irrespective of the salary 
thereof, and at the same time received his 
retired pay from the Navy.' 

"Army enlisted man on active duty-5 
Compt. Gen. 408--December 5, 1925: 

" 'Where a retired enlisted man of the 
Army is detailed to active duty pursuant to 
law and is in receipt of active-duty pay 
he may not, at the same time, be paid from 
Federal funds the pay and allowances of any 
other military office.' 

"Naval officer on active duty-5 Compt. 
Gen. 548--January 29, 1926: 

"'A retired otficer of the Navy on active 
duty, whose salary is in excess of $2,500 per 
annum is prohibited by the act of July 31, 
1894 (28 Stat. 205), from holding another 
position to which compensation is at
tached.' 

"National Guard enlisted men-care
takers-a Com pt. Gen. 683-April 20, 1927: 

"'The employment of enlisted men of the 
National Guard in the dual capacity of care
takers of material, animals, and equipment 
of the National Guard and caretakers of 
target ranges, and the payment of compen
sation for both employments, are ln viola
tion of the provisions of section 1765, Revised 
Statutes.' 

"Emergency officers-Panama Canal-9 
Compt. Gen. 221-November 23, 1929: 

"'A retired emergency officer who is en
titled to retired pay under the act of May 
24, 1928 ( 45 Stat. 735), is not a person "in 
military or naval service of the United 
States" within the meaning of section 4 of 
the Panama Canal Act of August 24, 1912 
(37 Stat. 561). 

" 'The act of May 24, 1928 ( 45 Stat. 735) , 
is a part of the provisions made for disabled 
veterans of the World War, and in the con
struction of statutes imposing disabilities on 
persons in the military or naval service with 
respect to employment in the Federal civil 
service the act of May 24, 1928, should have 
a construction in keeping with its purpose.' 

"Army officer-Bureau of the Census-10 
Compt. Gen. 85-August 23, 1930: 

"'The employment under the Census Bu
reau of a retired officer of the Army, who 
was retired at his own request after 30 years' 
service, is in direct contravention of the act 
of July 31, 1894 (28 Stat. 205), as amended 
by the act of May 31, 1924 (43 Stat. 245), 
and is unauthorized.' 

"Army officer-Commissioner of the Dis
trict of Columbla-36 Atty. Gen. 388--March 
4, 1930: 

•• 'A retired Army officer, who has the 
qualifications of citizenship and residence 
specified in section 2 of the act of June 11, 
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1878 (20 Stat. 103), is eligible for appoint
ment of the office of Commissioner of the 
District of Columbia.' 

"Military personnel-National Recovery 
Administration-13 Comptroller General 
60-August 30, 1933: 

"'The National Recovery Administration 
may employ retired enlisted personnel, who 
have been retired on enlisted service only, 
and fix their rates of compensation for such 
civilian service on the same basis as that 
for any other officer or employee without 
restriction other than the value of the serv
ices and such employees would be entitled 
to continue to receive their retired pay. 

"'The National Recovery Administration 
may employ retired commissioned and war
rant officers of tbe Army, Navy, Marine 
Corps, Coast Guard, and Coast and Geodetic 
Survey, who were retired for "injuries in
curred in battle or for injuries or incapacity 
incurred in line of duty", but with the ex
ception of those "retired for disability in
curred in combat with an enemy of the 
United States" whose rate of compensation 
for civilian service may be fixed without re
gard to the restrictions of the dual compen
sation status, the rate of compensation paid 
for such civilian service, when combined with 
the rate of retired pay received, may not 
exceed $3,000 per annum. 

"'The National Recovery Administration 
may employ retired commissioned and war
rant officers who were retired for causes 
other than disability, i. e., after 30 years' 
service or for age, only if the rate of retired 
pay and the rate of compensation fixed for 
the civilian office or position are each less 
than $2,500 per annum, but under section 
212 of the Economy Act the officer or em
ployee in such case could actually receive a 
combined rate of retired pay and civilian 
compensation not in excess of $3,000 per 
annum. 

"'The National Recovery Administration 
may not employ retired commissioned and 
warrant officers who were retired for causes 
other than disability incurred in line of 
duty if the rate of either the retired pay or 
the compensation fixed for the civilian posi
tion is $2,500 per annum or more.' 

"Army and Navy officers (for age) holding 
temporary positions-14 Compt. Gen. 68-
July 25, 1934: 

"'An officer of the Army, retired after 30 
years' service, or an officer of the Navy, re
tired after 40 years' service, is not prohibited 
by the act of July 31, 1894 (28 Stat. 205), as 
amended from holding a temporary Federal 
office or position under appointment by the 
President or the head of a department, not
withstanding his retired pay is at a rate in 
excess of $2,500 per annum, and if both the 
retired pay and civilian compensation ex
ceed the rate of $3,000 per annum, he may 
elect, under the terms of section 212 of the 
Economy Act, for the period of temporary 
civilian employment, between his retired pay 
and the compensation fixed for the tem
porary civilian office or position.' 

"Naval officer (fo:t; age) Assistant Deputy 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue-14 
Compt. Gen. 179~August 29, 1934: 

"'Pursuant to the act of July 31, 1894 (28 
Stat. 205), the appointment of a retired naval 
officer, retired for length of service, whose 
retired pay is in excess of $2,500 per annum, 
to the position of Assistant Deputy Com
missioner, Bureau of Internal Revenue, a 
permanent full-time position, was void ab 
initio, and payment of compensation in the 
civilian position is not authorized.' (Af
firmed, 14 Compt. Gen. 289, oct. 6, 1934.) 

"Chief boatswain, Navy-14 Compt. Gen. 
842-May 22, 1935: 

"'A retired chief boatswain of the Navy 
employed in a civilian office or position whose 
retired pay is based on longevity, including 
war-time commissioned service subsequent 
to retirement, is receiving pay "for or on 
account of services as a commissioned offi
cer," within the meaning of section 212 of 

the Economy Act of June 30, 1932 ( 47 Stat. 
406), which limits his combined rate of re
tired and civil pay to $3,000 per annum.' 

"Navy nurses-15 Compt. Gen. · 74--July 
24, 1935: 

"'A retired nurse of the Navy retired for 
disability is within the inhibition of section 
6 of the act of May 10, 1916, as amended by 
the act of August 29, 1916 (39 Stat. 582), 
being neither a retired officer nor a retired 
enlisted man within the express exception 
to that statute, and accordingly may not be 
employed in a civilian position with a salary 
rate which, together with the annual rate of 
1·etired pay, would exceed $2 ,000 per annum.' 

"Naval officer-in line of duty-39 Atty. 
Gen. 94-August 17, 1937: 

"'A naval officer retired on account of in
capacity incurred in line of duty may be ap
pointed Director of the Bureau of Marine 
Inspection and Navigation without affecting 
his right, subject to the limitations in United 
States Code, title 5, section 59 (a), to receive 
retired pay.' 

"Officers' Reserve Corps-39 Atty. Gen. 
197-0ctober 26, 1938: 

"'Section 1222, Revised Statutes, does not 
prohibit appointment of an Army officer on 
the active list to a civil office, but acceptance 
of such office vacates his commission in the 
Army. 

" 'The section is inapplicable, under cir
cumstances stated, to an officer of the Re
serve Corps on leave of absence without pay 
from active duty with the Army. 

" 'Section 2, act of July 31, 1894, prohibit
ing the holding of more than one office, is in
applicable where the annual compensation 
attached to each office amounts to less than 
$2,500.' 

"Army warrant officer-reclassification of 
position-23 Compt. Gen. 445-December 16, 
1943: 

" 'The reclassification of a position, which 
is finally consummated, from grade CAF-6, 
$2,300 per annum, to grade CAF-7, $2,600 per 
annum, may not be regarded as void merely 
because the incumbent, a retired Army war
rant officer, is prohibited by the dual com
pensation statute of July 31, 1894, as 
amended, from receiving salary ln a civilian 
position at the rate of $2,500 or more per 
annum, and, therefore, the said retired war
rant officer may not be deemed to have con
tinued in grade CAF-6 after the reclassifica
tion but, rather, he is required to refund the 
entire amount of salary_ paid in grade CAF-7 
at the rate of $2,600 per annum (21 Compt. 
Gen. 38, distinguished). 

"'A retired Army warrant officer who has 
been appointed to a civilian position and has 
received the salary thereof at a rate in ex
cess of $2,500 per annum, in contravention of 
the dual compensation statute of July 31, 
1894, as amended, may not elect to retain the 
salary of the civilian position and refund his 
retired pay for the period involved, but, 
rather, the civilian salary paid must be re
funded. 

" 'The words "salary or annual compensa
tion" as used in the dual compensation 
statute of July 31, 1894, as amended, which 
provides that "no person who holds an office 
the salary or annual compensation attached 
to which amounts to the sum of two thou
sand five hundred dollars shall be appointed 
to or hold any other office," refer to basic 
compensation of $2,500 per annum, which 
is exclusive of overtime compensation au
thorized to be paid under the War Overtime 
Pay Act of 1943.' 

"Coast Guard officer-merchant seaman-
24 Com pt. Gen. 344-November 3, 1944: 

" 'In view of the provisions of section 1 
(a) of the act of March 24, 1943, excluding 
seamen employed on vessels owned or oper
ated by the War Shipping Administration 
for the operation of certain statutes appli
cable to Federal employees generally, thus 
indicating a legislative purpose to preserve 
the private-employee status of such seamen, 
a retired Coast Guard officer so employed is 

not to be regarded as within the limitation 
of section 212 of the act of June 30, 1932, 
respecting the concurrent payment of re
tired pay and civilian compensation in an 
office or position under the United ·States 
Government.' 

"Marine Corps officer-United States Min
ister-24 Compt. Gen. 467-December 20, 
1944: 

"'Irrespective of the fact that a retired 
Marine Corps officer may be receiving retired 
pay "for disability incurred in combat with 
an enemy" and, hence, is within the excep
tion to the dual-compensation restrictions 
of section 212 of the act of June 30, 1932, as 
amended, such retired pay is "salary" within 
the meaning of the prohibition in the De
partment of State Appropriation Act, 1945, 
against the receipt by ambassadors and min
isters of any other salary from the United 
States, so as to preclude the officer from re
ceiving retired pay while receiving the salary 
of a United States minister.' 

"Fleet Reserve members-retired enlisted 
men and warrant officers-25 Compt. Gen. 
521-January 11, 1946: 

" 'In view of the provisions of section 4 
of the Naval Reserve Act of 1938, permitting 
enlisted men transferred to the Fleet Re
serve to receive the compensation attached 
to civilian employment in addition to pay 
and allowances accruing under said act, the 
dual-compensation provisions of section 212 
of the act of June 30, 1932, have no appli
cation to prevent such reservists from being 
paid the retainer pay authorized by said 
1938 act in addition to civilian compensa
tion, regardless of the civilian salary rate or 
whether retainer pay be regarded as "retired 
pay" under said section 212 or whether com
missioned service was included in computing 
retainer pay or in determining eligibility 
for transfer to the Reserve. 

"'A retired enlisted man of the Navy re
ceiving retired pay on the basis of his en
listed grade is not to be considered as re
ceiving retired pay "for or on account of 
services as a commissioned officer" within 
the meaning of the dual compensation pro
visions of section 212 of the act of June 30, 
1932, solely because service as a commis
sioned officer or commissioned warrant of
ficer is included in the computation of his 
length of service for longevity pay and re
tirement purposes as an enlisted man, irre
spective of whether such commissioned serv
ice was before or after retirement. (12 
Compt. Gen. 37; 21 id. 72, distinguished.) 

" 'Since retired enlisted men are expressly 
exempt from the restrictions of the dual 
compensation and employment statutes (act 
of May 10, 1916, as amended; act of July 31, 
1894, as amended; and section 212 of the act 
of June 30, 1932, latter section being appli
cable only to retired pay "for or on account 
of services as ~ commissioned officer") , re
tired enlisted men of the Navy who are in 
receipt of the retired pay of their enlisted 
grades may receive the compensation at
tached to civilian employment and continue 
to receive their retired pay. 

" 'Since a retired warrant officer may not 
be regarded as receiving retired pay "for or 
on account of services as a commissioned 
officer" within the meaning of the dual com
pensation provisions of section 212 of the 
act of June 30, 1932, such an officer may be 
employed in a civilian position and accept 
the compensation attached thereto while in 
receipt of his retired pay, provided the re
tired pay and such compensation each is less 
than the $2,500 per annum maximum con
tained in the dual-employment statute of 
July 31, 1894, as amended.' 

"Army officers-Army emergency relief-
26 Compt. Gen. 192--Beptember 16, 1946: 

"'The Army Emergency Relief, a charita
ble and benevolent corporation organized for 
the benefit of personnel of the Army of the 
United States, which, while directed by War 
Department officials by virtue of their office 
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and administered, for the most part, by Gov
ernment personnel, conducts its lawful func
tions without interference or assistance by 
the Government, is not an agency of the 
Government, and, therefore, a retired Army 
officer may be employed by the Army Emer
gency Relief without regard to the dual
compensation limitation of section 212 of 
the act of June 30, 1932, as amended, or the 
dual-employment restriction of section 2 of 
the act of July 31, 1894, as amended.' 

"Navy enlisted personnel advanced on re
tired listed commissioned rank-26 Compt. 
Gen. 271-0ctober 28, 1946: 

" 'A retired Navy enlisted man who, as pro
vided by section 10 of the act of July 24, 1941, 
as amended, is returned to inactive status 
with the commissioned rank held under a 
temporary promotion while on active duty 
after retirement does not hold the "office" of 
a retired officer but, rather, continues to hold 
the "office" of an enlisted man on the retired 
list and, therefore, remains within the excep
tion of retired enlisted men from the prohibi
tion in the act of July 31, 1894, as amended, 
against the appointment to, or the holding 
of, more than one office. 

"'Retired Navy enlisted men who, as pro
vided by section 10 of the act of July 24, 
1941, as amended, are returned to inactive 
status with retired pay computed on the 
pay of the temporary commissioned rank 
held while on active duty after retirement 
are to be regarded as in receipt of retired pay 
"for or on account of" commissioned service 
wit hin the meaning of section 212 of the act 
of June 30, 1932, as amended, so as to be 
subject to the restriction therein on the 
combined rate of civilian compensation and 
retired pay which may be received. 

"'Navy enlisted men placed on the retired 
list pursuant to section 8 (a) of the act of 
July 24, 1941, or retired enlisted men ad
vanced thereon pursuant to section 8 (b) of 
said act, with retired pay computed on the 
pay of the temporary active-duty commis
sioned rank held at the time of incurrence 
of physical disability, are to be regarded as 
in receipt of retired pay "for or on account 
of" commissioned service within the mean
ing of section 212 of the act of June 30, 
1932, as amended, so as to be subject to the 
restriction therein on the combined rate of 
civilian compensation and retired pay which 
may be received. 

" 'Enlisted men or retired enlisted men of 
the Navy who, pursuant to sections 8 (a) or 
8 (b), or section 10, as amended, of the act 
of July 24, 1941, become entitled to retired 
pay computed on the pay of their temporary 
active-duty commissioned rank may not 
waive computation on such basis and elect 
to receive retired pay based on enlisted 
ratinr:s, so as to render themselves exempt 
from the limitation of section 212 of the act 
of June 30, 1932, as amended, on the com
bined rate of civilian compensation and re
tired pay "for or on account of" commis
sioned service which may be received. 
Statements to the contrary in prior deci
sions no longer will be followed. 

" 'The restriction of section 212 of the act 
of June 30, 1932, as amended, against the 
receipt by retired military, etc., personnel of 
retired pay at a rate which, when combined 
with the "annual rate of compensation" from 
a civilian position, equals or exceeds $3,000 
per annum, has reference to basic civilian 
compensation, and, therefore, the salary dif
ferential payable in certain cases of civilian 
employment outside the continental United 
states, being a part of basic compensation, 
1a for inclusion in applying such restriction. 

" 'The monetary allowance for quarters, 
etc., prescribed for certain civllian employees 

·on duty in foreign countries is not a part of 
basic compensation to be included in apply
ing the restriction of section 212 of the act 
.of June 30, 1932, as amended, against the 
receipt by retired military, etc., personnel of 
retired pay at a rate which, when combined 

with the "annual rate of compensation" from 
a civilian position equals or exceeds $3,000 
per annum. 

"'In the case of a retired Navy enlisted 
man, employed in a civilian position when 
recalled to active duty, who, after return 
to inactive status, becomes entitled under 
the act of July 24, 1941, as amended, to re
tired pay computed on the pay of his tem
porary active-duty commissioned rank, ap
plication of the restriction of section 212 of 
the act of June 30, 1932, as amended, as to 
concurrent receipt of civilian compensation 
and retired pay on account of commissioned 
service does not constitute an abridgment 
of his reemployment rights under the Selec
tive Training and Service Act of 1940, as 
amended-such restriction being operative 
in respect of retired pay only.' 

"Reserve officers-28 Compt. Gen. 367-
December 17,1948: 

"'The payment of retired pay under title 
III of the Army and Air Force Vitalization 
and Retirement Equalization Act of 1948 to 
Reserve officers on inactive duty, who also 
occupy Federal civilian positions the com
pensation attached to which equals or ex
ceeds $2,500 per annum, need not be regarded 
as in contravention of the dual employment 
restriction in the act of July 31, 1894, as 
amended. 

" 'Commissioned Reserve officers retired 
under title III of the Army and Air Force 
Vitalization and Retirement Equalization 
Act of 1948, with retired pay computed on 
the basis of their highest grades, and who 
also hold civilian positions with the Federal 
Government, are to be regarded as receiving 
retired pay "for or ·on account of services 
as a commissined officer" within the mean
ing of section 212 of the Economy Act of 
June 30, 1932, as amended, so as to be pro
hibited from receiving combined retired pay 
and civilian compensation in excess of $3,000 
per annum. 

"'A person in receipt of an annuity under 
the Civil Service Retirement Act of 1930, as 
amended, on account of Federal civilian serv
ice, and who is entitled to be paid retired 
pay under title of the Army and Air Force 
Vitalization and Retirement Equalization 
Act of 1948 for military Reserve service, con
currently may receive retired pay under the 
1948 act and annuities under the 1930 act 
as amended.' 

"Nurses, Armed Forces-29 Compt. Gen. 
SO-August 17, 1949: 
· "'Retired members o! the Navy Nurse 
Corps who were placed on the retired list 
prior to April 16, 1947, the effective date of 
the Army-Navy Nurses Act of 1947, which 
granted commissioned officer status to mem
bers of the Navy Nurse Corp, do not receive 
retired pay for or on account of commis
sioned service within the purview of section 
212 of the act of June 30, 1932, as amended, 
so as to be subject thereunder to the pro
hibition against the concurrent 1·eceipt of 
. civilian compensation and retired pay at a 
combined rate in excess of $3,000 per annum. 

"'A member of the Navy Nurse Corps re
tired under the act of December 3, 1945, 
without having acquired a commissioned 
status, and who is receiving retired pay con
currently with civilian compensation in a 
combined amount in excess of $2,000 per 
annum-being neither an officer nor an en
listed man-is to be regarded as receiving 
a "salary" in her retired status within the 
meaning of the dual compensation statute of 
May 10, 1916, as am~nded, and, therefore, 
such person should be required to refund 
the salary which she has not elected to re
tain.' 

"Fleet admiral, Navy-member o! Presi
dential commission--30 Compt. Gen. 371-
March 7, 1951: 

" 'The receipt or compensation as a mem
ber of the President's Commission on In
ternal Security and Individual Rights con-

currently with active-duty pay as fleet ad
miral of the Navy would be in contraven
tion of the act of May 10, 1916, as amended, 
prohibiting payments from appropriated 
funds to any person receiving more than one 
salary when the combined amount of the 
salaries exceeds the sum of $2,000 per 
annum.' 

"Commissioned officers--Veterans' Admin
istration--31 Compt. Gen. 27-August 8, 
1951: 

"'The 5-year period in section 2 of the 
act of August 10, 1946, during which the 
Administrator of Veterans' Affairs is au
thorized to employ retired commissioned or 
warrant officers without loss of their retire
ment rights is a limitation on the authority 
to appoint such officers rather than a limi
tation on the length of their employment, 
so that retired officers employed pursuant to 
said act may be continued on the rolls of the 
Veterans' Administration indefinitely so long 
as their services are needed, without loss of 
retirement rights.' 

"Navy enlisted man advanced on retired 
list-31 Compt. Gen. 619-May 29, 1952: 

"'A retired enlisted man of the Navy who is 
advanced on the retired list, retroactively to 
the date of his retirement, to commissioned 
rank pursuant to the provisions of the act 
of July 24, 1941, as amended, would not be 
subject to the restrictions of section 212 of 
the act of June 30, 1932, as amended, pro
hibiting receipt of civilian compensation and 
retired pay in excess of a combined rate of 
$3,000 prior to the date of the order retro
actively advancing him on the retired list.' 

"Reserve officers--35 Compt. Gen. 497-
March 2, 1956: 

" 'Federal civilian officers and employees 
who have been or may be granted retired pay 
under title III of the Army and Air Force 
Vitalization and Retirement Equalization 
Act of 1948 and who, prior to January 1, 
1953, were members of the Officers' Reserve 
Corps or National Guard or who, after that 
date, were members of any of the Reserve 
components, during the period covered by 
the payment, may receive retroactive and 
prospective military retired pay in addition 
to civilian compensation in accordance with 
the precedent in Tanner v. United States (129 
C. Cis. 792), which excluded such reservists 
from the dual compensation statutes.'" 

THE PRICE OF EGGS 
The SPEAKER. Under previous or

der of the House, the gentlewoman from 
·Minnesota is recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mrs. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, I have 
been accused of mounting a campaign 
to increase the price of eggs. I plead 
guilty to that accusation. My friends
and those who are not so friendly-have 
accepted my crusade with varying de
grees of amused tolerance . 

I see no reason for amusement. The 
price of eggs, as paid to the farm women 
of America, is a deadly serious matter. 

It should be treated with the earnest 
consideration in this body that we give 
to legislation pertaining to our national 
defense because it is part of our national 
defense. It should be studied by . the 
executive branch of our Government 
with the same care that branch gives to 
atomic energy because-like atomic 
energy-the price of eggs exerts a tre
mendous influence on the future of the 
Nation. 

One of the more common remarks of 
1957 has been, "There are two sides to 
every question... At the risk of being 
named narrow-minded, I say, "There is 
only one side to this question." 
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I shall use no statistics in what I have 

to say, only facts. I believe, with Have
lock Ellis, that: 

The methods of statistics are so variable 
and uncertain, so apt to be influenced by 
circumstance, that it is never possible to 
be sure that one is operating with figures of 
equal weight. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not believe the farm 
women of America should be forced to 
accept depression prices for eggs while 
this country is undergoing a period of 
inflation. 

What does the American farm woman 
do with her egg money? She uses it to 
finance the daily operation of her house
hold. She uses it to purchase improv·e
ments for her home. She uses it to clothe 
herself and her family. She uses it to 
educate her children. 

If I ran a grocery store in a market 
town in the midst of a Minnesota farm
ing community, I should do all I could 
to help get the farm women of my com
munity a fair price for eggs. I should 
do this selfishly. The unjustly treated 
farm woman is going to save money 
wherever she can. She is going to use 
eggs in her home, rather than sell them 

·at giveaway prices. She is going to bake 
her own bread, while bakery products go 
stale on counters. She is going to do 
without an increasing number of items 
which the grocer sells. 

This is the beginning of a chain reac
tion. If enough farm women follow 
these tactics, the grocer will have to 
close his doors. If enough grocers close 
their doors-wholesale houses, bakeries, 
food-processing plants and others
would have to do likewise. Here you 
have the germ of a real depression. 

And what goes for grocers, applies also 
to clothing stores; radio, TV, and electri
cal appliance dealers, dry goods stores, 
the hardware business, and the owners 
of motion-picture theaters. Every mer
chant is affected by the price the farm 
woman gets for her eggs. Every mer
chant should support her rightful de
mand to get a fair price. 

You, Mr. Automobile Dealer-you are 
behind in your quota; you are in real 
peril of having your agency taken a way 
from you. Why? Because the farm 
woman is not getting a fair price for 
eggs. Sure, Jim Olson can afford to buy 
a new car. He has got the money for it 
in the bank. But he is going to make 
year-before-last's model do for an
other year. He is chipping in to help 
send Jim Junior to college. The "egg 
money"-if it had been enough-would 
have been used for that. It was not 
enough. You have got a big stake in 
what the farm woman gets for eggs, Mr. 
Automobile Dealer. If I were you, I 
would not let the grass grow under me 
waiting to get in the fight to give the 
farm woman a square deal. 

There is hot any use asking you, Mr. 
Banker, if you remember the early thir
ties, because you do. Any injustice 
to the farm woman is going to hurt you. 
Dealers in groceries, clothing, appli
ances, and automobiles going broke will 
stab at your financial stability. The 
farmer is going to tap his savings ac
count and his checking account to make 

up the difference in the cost of running 
his household that would otherwise be 
taken care of by the egg money. It 
would be to your advantage; Mr. Banker, 
to side with the farm woman in her bat
tle for justice. 

There will not be much in the com
munity-chest till in a farming commu
nity to pass out to deserving agencies if 
something is not done to raise the price 
of eggs to the first seller. 

And there will be dimes-instead of 
dollars-in church collection plates. 

Everybody-and I mean everybody
has a personal interest in the price the 
farm woman gets for eggs. 

Mr. Produce Dealer, you buy the eggs 
from the farm. Your produce business 
may not be your only line. You, by 
chance, might sell as well as buy. You 
might even have 2. business where you 
sell farm implements to the farmer. 
Those new tractors, plows, seeders-and 
what have you-gathering dust in sheds, 
or rusting behind sheds, out in the open, 
they are your own fal:llt. The farmer 
has had to supplement the money which, 
by rights, would be coming to his wife 
from the sale of eggs. He is using .his old 
equipment-maybe stuck together with 
wire-,...but still working. He cannot af
ford to buy what you have on sale. 
How is that for cutting your own throat? 
Why do you not t!1row your weight into 
getting the farr- . woman a better price 
for eggs? 

And last, but not least, I am talking 
to you, Mr. Patriot. So you want a brave 
tomorrow for America? Vvhy do you 
not do something about it? Perhaps, 
the future discoverer of the true cause 
a::.1d cure of cancer is being kept home 
from medical college because his mother 
cannot get the necessary funds to pay 
for his education. Perhaps the poten
tial Einstein of 1970 has abandoned his 
dreams to pitch in and help make ends 
meet on a farm that would have been 
solvent with the fair amount of egg 
money. Mr. Patriot, the first line of de
fense of your country's future is to join 
in the crusade for an l::onest egg price
so that exceptional children, born and 
raised on our farms, can get the oppor
tunity they deserve to lead this Nation 
toward a better tomorrow. 

Numerous plans have been advanced to 
increase the price of eggs at the farm. 
Some of these plans I have had a hand 
in formulating. Perhaps, you, and you, 
and you have a plan that would work. 
I do not care-it makes no difference to 
me-whether the plan comes from a 
farm wife, a banker, or an automobile 
dealer. The only yardstick I have for 
any plan to raise and keep at a higher 
level the price of eggs at the farm is that 
this plan works. A working . plan of 
this nature would not belong to you or 
to me: It would belong to a grateful 
United States of America. 

That plan must-it will-be found. 
And soon. 

Mr. Speaker, Americans can never 
afford to underestimate the power of 
seemingly small items, such as the price 
of eggs. We must ever be mindful that 
it was America's patriot-philosopher, 

Benjamin Franklin, who wrote in his 
Poor Richard's Almanac for 1758: 
For the want of a nail the shoe was lost, 
For the want of a shoe the horse was lost, 
For the want of a horse the rider was lost, 
For the want of a rider the battle was lost, 
For the want of a battle the kingdom was 

lost--
Alr for the want of a horsehoe nail. 

. CIVIL RIGHTS 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, the 

usual vacillating, weak leadership which 
this country has received from the Whi.te 
House on all matters during this Con
gress is continuing. We now find that 
the President is assuming still another 
position on the civil-rights bill. His ini
tial remarks on the subject were that 
it was moderate, wise, and just. Many 
of us agreed with him on that. We had 
already been working hard to get this 
bill to the floor and through the House 
unchanged. Many men of good will did 
the same "thing in the Senate. President 
Eisenhower gave little or no leadership 
in either fight and left those who were 
working for equal justice for all of our 
citizens to struggle alone with no vigor
ous expression or leadership by him. 
This was particularly obvious when the 
bill was being acted upon by the Sen
ate. 

Mr. Eisenhower must bear the respon
sibility for having had section 3 stricken 
from the bill by saying that he had not 
read the bill and was not aware of what 
section 3 provided. When he did this 
he literally pulled the rug from under 
the supporters of the bill. After hav
ing made the civil-rights bill a crucial 
part of his legislative program by his 
earlier pronouncements, this amounts 
to a very strange statement. He later 
stood silently by while the jury-trial 
amendment was attached to the bill, 
when by a strong statement at that time 
and by exerting leadership in his own 
party he could have swayed sufficient 
votes to have prevented this amendment. 
As stated in his press conference the 
President said that he felt it was not 
for him to influence Congress by state
ments as to whether he would veto a 
measure or not if it passed. He did also 
admit he could have been more voluble 
and more effective in securing passage of 
his legislative program of which the 
civil-rights bill was an important 
issue. 

I understand that a special session of 
Congress in November is now being pro
posed to consider a civil-rights bill if 
this bill is unsatisfactory. It appears 
that Mr. Eisenhower is again locking the 
barn door after the horse is stolen, and 
after he failed to lead the American peo
ple he now intends to make political cap
ital at the exp0nse of the Congress by 
calling a special session. I assume this 
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means that he contemplates a veto of 
this bill. 

This would be a grave mistake. While 
seriously weakened, this bill offers great 
opportunity for real advances in this 
most important field. The preliminary 
procedures for protecting the right to 
vote are as yet unimpaired. The ~n
forcement provisions still have some ef
fect with the jury trial provisions. New 
personnel, including an Assistant At
torney General, are provided to take 
necessary steps to protect civil rights of 
all our people. 

The commission is yet unimpaired and 
can do valuable work in this field. The 
jury-trial amendment provides guaran
ties that Negroes can serve on southern 
juries, a most important advance. 

This is not the time to talk veto. It is 
time for all who are really interested in 
civil rights to buckle down and try to 
make lihe best thing possible out of the 
bill. I hope the President will roll up his 
sleeves and help us to push this bill 
through Congress in the best and strong
est shape possible. I hope he will get 
busy on behalf of this bill and help us 
to bring about the best measure possible 
from the conference which must take 
place between the House and Senate. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. MAILLIARD <at the request of Mr. 

ALLEN of California) for 1 month be
ginning on August 8, 1957, on account of 
official and other business. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legisla
tive program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. HoFFMAN <at the request of Mr. 
MARTIN) for 20 minutes on Tuesday, Au
gust 13. 

Mrs. KNUTSON for 15 minutes today. 
Mr. REuss for 40 minutes on Tuesday 

next. 
Mr. STAGGERS for 5 minutes today. 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts for 5 

minutes on Tuesday next. 
Mr. HESELTON Cat the request of Mr. 

REES of Kansas) for 30 minutes on 
Tuesday next. 

Mr. BRAY (at the request of Mr. 
ScHWENGEL) for 30 minutes on Wednes
day next. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

extend remarks in the CoNGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. TRIMBLE. 
Mr. ALLEN of California. 
Mr. KEARNS. 
Mr. REuss and to include extraneous 

matter. 
Mr. SAYLOR and to include extraneous 

matter. 
Mr. WoLVERTON in two instances and 

to include extraneous matter. 
Mr. HARRISON of Nebraska and to in

clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. MuLTER (at the request of Mr. 
McCoRMACK) and to include extraneous 
matter. 

SENATE BILLS REFERRED 
Bills of the Senate of the following 

titles were taken from the Speaker's 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S. 377. An act to amend the Interstate 
Commerce Act to provide a 2-year statute 
of limitations on actions involving trans
portation of property and passengers of 
the United States Government and to pro
vide that deductions for overcharges by the 
United States shall be made within 3 years 
from the time of payment; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

S. 1411. An act to amend the act of 
August 26, 1950, relating to the suspension 
of employment of civilian personnel of the 
United States in the interest of national 
security; to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

s. 1908. An act to amend the District of 
Columbia Hospital Center Act in order to 
extend the time and increase the authori
zation for appropriations for the purposes 
of such act, and to provide that grants 
under such act may be made to certain 
organizations organized to construct and 
operate hospital facilities in the District of 
Columbia; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

S. 2520. An act to amend section 31 ·of 
the Securities Exchange Act cf 1934; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee 

on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled bills of the House of the 
following titles, which were thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H. R. 3775. An act to amend section 20b of 
the Interstate Commerce Act in order to re
quire the Interstate Commerce Commission 
to consider, in stock modification plans, the 
assents of controlled or controlling stock
holders, and for other purposes; and 

H. R. 7813. An act to organize and micro
film the papers of Presidents of the United 
States in the collections of the Library of 
Congress. 

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
The SPEAKER announced his signa

ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of the 
following titles: 

S.1446. An act to amend title 14, United 
States Code, so as to provide for retirement 
of certain former members of the Coast 
Guard Reserve; and 

S. 1856. An act to provide for the develop
ment and modernization of the national sys
tem of navigation and traffic control facili.ties 
to serve present and future needs of civil 
and mililtary aviation, and for other pur
poses. 

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on this day present 
to the President, for his approval, bills 
of the House of the following titles: 

H. R. 3775. An act to amend section 20b of 
the Interstate Commerce Act in order tore

. quire the Interstate Commerce Commission 

to consider, in stock modification pians, the 
assents of controlled or controlling stock
holders, and for other purposes; and 

H. R. 7813. An act to organize and micro
film the papers of Presidents of the United 
States in the collections of the Library of 
Congress. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 

move that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; according

ly <at 6 o'clock and 6 minutes p. m.) 
under its previous order, the House ad
journed until Tuesday, August 13, 1957, 
at 12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

1119. A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States, transmitting a 
report on review of Atomic Energy Commis
sion contract No. AT(ll-1)-476 with Power 
Reactor Development Co.; to the Joint Com
mittee on Atomic Energy. 

1120. A letter froir. the Acting Secretary 
of the Army, transmitting a report of claims 
settled by the L~partment of the Army for 
the fiscal year 1957, pursuant to Public Law 
439, 82d Congress, and title 10, United States 
Code, section 2732, approved August 10, 
1956; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

1121. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief 
of Engineers, Department of the Army, dated 
July 2, 1957, submitting a report, together 
with accompanying papers and illustrations, 
on a survey of Pecos River and tributaries at 
Carlsbad, N. Mex., and vicinity, authorized 
by the Flood Control Act approved June 28, 
1938 (H. Doc. No. 224); to the Committee 
on Public Works and ordered to be printed 
with two illustrations. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. BECKWORTH: Committee on Post Of
fice and Civil Service. H. R. 7911. A bill to 
amend certain sections of title 13. of the 
United States Code, entitled "Census"; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 1043) . . Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. BLATNIK: Committee on Public 
Works. H. R. 6701. A bill granting the con
sent and approval of Congress to the Ten
nessee River Basin water pollution control 
compact; with amendment (Rept. No. 1044). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the St::.te of the Union. 

Mr. BARDEN: Committee on Education 
and Labor. H. R. 8429. A bill to amend the 
Vocational Rehabilitation Act; with amend
ment (Rept. No. 1045) . Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. BARDEN: Committee on Education 
and Labor. H. R. 7155. A bill to amend 
sections 4 (a) and 7 (a) of the Vocational 
Rehabilitation Act; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1046). R~ferred to the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. COOPER: Committee on Ways and 
Means. H. R. 8960. A bill to amend the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 with respect to 
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the treatment of copyright royalties for pur
poses of the personal holding company- tax; 
with amendment (Rept. No. 1047). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. COOLEY: Committee on Agriculture. 
H. R. 9020. A b111 to amend the Packers an~ 
Stockyards Act, 1921, as amended, and for 
other purposes; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1048). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. DELLAY: 
H. R. 9203. A bill to amend the Social Se

curity Act and the Internal Revenue Code 
to provide benefits for dependents of dis
abled workers, authorize payment for reha
bilitation services of disabled workers from 
the disability trust fund, increase benefits to 
workers who delay retirement, extend cover
age to physicians, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HALE: 
H. R. 9204. A bill to increase farm income 

and to expand markets for cotton by en
abling cotton to be sold competitively in 
domestic and foreign markets; to the Com
mittee on Agriculture. · · 

By Mrs. KNUTSON: 
H. R. 9205. A bill to amend section 22 of 

the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as 
amended; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. PATTERSON: 
H. R. 9206. A bill to increase farm income 

and to expand markets for cotton by ena
bling cotton to be sold competitively in do
mestic and foreign markets; 'to the Commit
tee on Agriculture. 

By Mrs. ST. GEORGE: 
H. R . 9207. A bill to limit the appellate 

jurisdiction of the Supreme Court in certain 
cases; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania: 
H. R . 9208. A bill to amend section 1231 of 

the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 relating 
to property used in the trade or business 
and involuntary conversions; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. STAGGERS: 
H. R. 9209. A bill to increase the personal 

income tax exemptions (including the ex
emptions for dependents and the additional 
exemptions for old age and blindness) to 
$1,000 for 1958 and succeeding years; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi: 
H. R. 9210. A bill to amend sections 4081 

and 4082 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954 to include wholesale distributors within 
the definition of "producers" · of gasoline, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PROUTY: 
H. R. 9211. A bill to prohibit Government 

agencies to acquire or use the National 

Grange headquarters site without spec~fi<Y 
Congressio'nal -approval; to the Committee on 
Public Works. · · 

By Mr. ADDONIZIO: 
H. R. 9212. A bill to amend title I of the 

Housing Act of 1949 to pt;ovide that a por
tion of the assistance authorized thereby 
may be made available for the nonresiden
tial redevelopment of urban renewal areas 
containing only nonresidential structures or 
vacant land; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

By Mr. IKARD: 
H. R. 9213. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to impose import taxes 
on lead and zinc; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. MOULDER: 
H. R. 9214. A bill to prohibit Government 

agencies to acquire or use the National 
Grange headquarters site without specific 
Congressional approval; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

By Mr. ZABLOCKI: 
H. R. 9215. A bill to increase from $600 to 

$700 the personal income tax exemptions of 
a taxpayer (including the exemption for a 
spouse, the exemption for a dependent, and 
the additional exemptions for old age and 
blindness); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. MOULDER: 
H. R. 9216. A bill to provide for research 

and technical assistance relating to the con
trol of salt-marsh and other pest mosquitoes 
of public health importance and mosquito 
vectors of human disease, to protect wet
land resources, and for other p-urposes; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

H. Con. Res. 225. Concurrent resolution ex
pressing the sense of the Congress with re
spect to its intention to exercise its consti
tutional powers to effectively cope with the 
Communist conspiracy in the United States; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo

rials were presented and referred as fol
lows: 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis
lature of the Territory of Guam memorializ
ing the President and the Congress of the 
United States requesting favorable consid
eration and passage of H. R. 7357; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ADDONIZIO: 
H. R. 9217. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 

Katherine Ying Ku; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. BROWNSON: 
H. R : 9218. A bill to ' release all the · right, 

title, and interest of the United States in 
anq to au fissionable materials in certain 
land in Marion County, Ind.; . to the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy. 

By Mr. DOYLE: 
H. R. 9219. A bill for the relief of Stanley 

J . Fisher, Jr.; to the Committee on the Judi• 
clu~ · · 

By Mr. FULTON: 
H. R . 9220. A bill for the relief of the estate 

of Mrs. Naka Sakai, deceased, her husband, 
and six children; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. HOLIFIELD: 
H. R. 9221. A bill for the relief of Mrs. So

corro Raquel Mendez-Cacho Arroyo; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HUDDLESTON: 
H. R. 9222. A bill for the relief of Dr. Edgar 

Scott; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By- Mr. KING: 

H. R. 9223. A bill for the relief of Robert 
Lee Moore (Moon Dai Jee); to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. O'NEILL: 
H. R. 9224. A bill for the relief of Giovanni 

Antonio Leone; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. POWELL: 
H. R. 9225. A bill for the relief of Betty 

Lurie; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. SCUDDER: 

H. R. 9226. A bill for the relief of Capt. 
Arthur L. Benedict, United States Army, re
tired; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SIMPSON of Illinois: 
H. R. 9227.- A bill for the relief of H. M. 

Cooper; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. POWELL: 

H. R. 9228. A bill for the relief of Dr. Smbat 
Abian_; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 

and papers were laid on the clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

325. By Mr. SADLAK: Petition of Gen. 
Julius Kovacs, vice president, Committee 
for Hungarian Liberation, Inc., Cleveland, 
Ohio, petitioning a special meeting of the 
General Assembly of the United Nations so 
that the report of the United Nations Spe
cial Committee on the Problem of Hungary 
may be brought before the world tribunal 
and some effective measures may be taken 
to help the Hungarian people; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

326. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the 
county clerk of Maul, Wailuku, T. H., peti
tioning consideration of their resolution 
with reference to requesting the Congress 
of the United States of America to amend 
paragraph (1) of section 73 of the Hawaiian 
Organic Act, same being also the last para
graph of section 673 of title 48, United States 
Code Annotated; to the Committee on Inte
rior and Insular Affairs. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

National Cultural Center 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. CHARLES A. WOLVERTON 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, August 9, 1957 
Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Speaker, it is 

indeed unfortunate that the House on 

yesterday rejected the conference report 
providing for the construction of a na
tional cultural center. 

A group of public-spirited citizens, un
der the leadership of Mrs. Eugene Meyer, 
has worked long and zealously in behalf 
of this project and without expense of 
any kind to the Government. They de
serve the commendation of all citizens 
for the interest they have ·taken in this 
all important matter. I trust that the 
action taken by the House so precip-

itously and under the stress of emotion 
will not discourage this splendid group 
of citizens, but that they will persevere 
with courage until provision is made by 
the Congress for the construction of this 
important and necessary facility ·that 
will add so greatly to our national pres
tige as a leader in things cultural. 

In my travels in many countries 
throughout the wol'ld, I have been im
pressed with the emphasis so often 
placed in each of them upon the cultural 
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