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is a primary principle of our Nation that 
there shall be no distinction among United 
States citizens based upon individual re
ligious affiliations. 

Any attempt by foreign nations to create 
such distinction among our citizens in the 
granting of personal or commercial access, 
or any other rights otherwise available to 
United States citizens, is inconsistent with 
and contrary to our principles. Any such 
distinctions directed against United States 
citizens is incompatible with the relations 
that should exist among friendly nations. 

We should insist that in all negotiations 
between the United States and any foreign 
state, that every reasonable effort should be 
made to maintain these principles. We 
should carry on no negotiations and engage 
in no conventions, agreements, or treaties 
with any foreign nation that does ~ot recog
nize these principles or violates them. 

These principles have been so firmly 1m
bedded in our tradition that up to 1952, no 
political party found it necessary to restate 
them in a political platform. 

In 1952, however, the Republicans inserted 
these words in their platform, to wit: 

"We shall see to it that no treaty or agree
ment with other countries deprives our citi
zens of the rights guaranteed them by the 
Federal Constitution." 

SENATE 
SATURDAY, AuGUST 10, 1957 

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m. 
Rev. John McPherson, D. D., pastor, 

Calvary Presbyterian Church, Alexan
dria, va., offered the following prayer: 

God of time and eternity, we pause 
a moment before Thee. 

Open Thy window and pour out upon 
the Senators of this land of liberty-lov
ing people such a blessing of love and 
light and wisdom as shall enable them 
today to be and act in ways that will 
please and glorify Thee. 

According to Thy mercy and loving 
kindness, accept our thanks for Thy 
abiding presence and the answer to this 
our prayer. In Jesus' name. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. JoHNSON of Texas, 

and by unanimous consent, the Journal 
of the proceedings of Friday, August 9, 
1957. was approved, and its reading was 
dispensed with. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States submitting · 
nominations was communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre
taries. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had passed the following bills, in which 
it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate: 

H. R. 2462. An act to adjust the rates of 
b~sic compensation of certain officers and 
employees of the Federal Government, and 
for other purposes; and 

H. R. 8996. An act to authorize appropria
tions for the Atomic Energy Commission in 

That should have been a warning signal. 
We had no such treaties or agreements then 
and have none now. No prior administra
tion, Republican or Democratic, ever per
mitted the rights of American citizens to be 
impaired by any foreign country. 

This administration, however, has permit
ted the Arab States to disregard, ignore, 
and even trample upon the rights of Ameri
can citizens in travel and trade. They pro
hibit Americans from traveling into, 
through, or over these nations because of 
religion. On the same basis they refuse to 
allow Americans to trade with their own 
citizens. 

This administration has ignominiously 
permitted a foreign nation to violate a 
treaty obligation and acquiesced in that 
country, Saudi Arabia, banning American 
citizens from an American base on the sole 
ground of religion. 

CIVU. DEFENSE 
To aid our civilian defense program Con

gress has increased the appropriation for con
struction of aircraft control and warning 
systems. 

Testimony adduced before Congressional 
committees established that our so-called 
civilian defense is utterly worthless and com· 

accordance with section 261 of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and for 
other purposes. 

HOUSE BILLS PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 

The following bills were each read 
twice by· their titles and placed on the 
calendar: 

H. R. 2462. An act to adjust the rates of 
basic compensation of certain officers and 
employees of the Federal Government, and 
for other purposes; and 

H. R. 8996. An act to authorize appropria
tions for the Atomic Energy Commission in 
accordance with section 261 of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and for 
other purposes. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read the first 

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

By Mr. NEUBERGER (for himself and 
Mr. MORSE): 

S. 2748. A bill for the relief of Philip Galen 
Fitch (David Kim); to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MANSFIELD (for himself, Mr. 
KNOWLAND, Mr. SALTONSTALL, Mr. 
NEUBERGER, Mr. YARBOROUGH, and Mr. 
WILEY): 

S. 2749. A bill to provide for the establish
ment of a United States Foreign Service 
Aeademy; to the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions. 

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

ByMr.THYE: 
.S. 2750. A bill to authorize the Director of 

the Mint to honor one request from the Leg
islature of each State for a commemorative 
coin; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. KNOWLAND (for himself and 
Mr. GREEN): 

S. 2751. A bill to authorize the President to 
appoint Col. George Arthur Lincoln as As
sistant Secretary of State for Policy Planning 
and State Department Representative on the 
National Security Council Planning Board, 
without affecting his military status and 

pletely valuless in the event of an atomic 
bomb attack. Every penny presently being 
spent by the so-called Department of Civilian 
Defense is wasted. 

Nevertheless, this administration would do 
nothing to improve this horrible and hor
rifying situation. 

CONCLUSION 
The record of the 84th Congress speaks 

wen for our country. It could · have been 
better. I am sure it would have been bet
ter, if we had had a Democratic President. 

The levelheaded approach of a Democratic 
Congress under a Republican President pro
duced meritorious legislation. We did not 
enact au the legislation that should have 
been passed. What was accomplished, in the 
main, is a record that the Democratic Party 
can be proud of. Even though we worked 
under an unsympathetic administration, the 
national interest was our first thought at all 
times. I am proud to have had the privilege 
to serve in the responsible 84th Congress. 

During the ensuing recess I will continue 
to serve my constituency. My office at room 
1305, New House Office Building, Washington, 
D. C., will remain open and fully staffed for 
that purpose. 

perquisites; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

'By Mr. McCLELLAN (by request): 
S. 2752. A bill to amend section 207 of the 

Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949 so as to modify and improve the 
procedure for submission to the Attorney 
General of certain proposed surplus property 
disposals for his advice as to whether such 
disposals would be inconsistent with the 
antitrust laws; to the Committee on Govern
ment Operations. 

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

By Mr. MARTIN of Iowa: 
S. 2753. A bill to amend the Internal Reve

nue Code; to the Committee 6n Finance. 
By Mr. KERR: 

S. 2754. A bill to amend section 211 (a) (7) 
of the Social Security Act and section 1402 
(a) (8) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954 so as to permit ministers, in computing 
their net earnings from self-employment for 
purposes of social-security coverage, to count 
certain income which employees who are not 
ministers presently count for such purposes; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. LANGER: 
S. 2755. A bill to amend the Veterans' 

Benefits Aet of 1957 to provide for pensions 
of $125 per month to veterans of World War 
I who are 60 years of age; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

S. 2756. A bill for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. Alf C. Bergum; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DWORSHAK (for himself and 
Mr. CHURCH) : 

S. 2757. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to construct, operate, and 
maintain a reregulating reservoir and other 
works at the Burns Creek site in the upper 
Snake River Valley, Idaho, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Afi.airs. 

UNITED STATES FOREIGN SERVICE 
ACADEMY 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
introduce, for appropriate reference, a 
bill to establish a Foreign Service Acad
emy. I am pleased to have as a cosponsor 
the very distinguished minority leader, · 
the senior Senator from California [Mr. 
KNOWLAND]. 
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As all of us here in the Senate know, 
the frontline of our diplomatic defense 
in all areas of the world is our Foreign 
Service personnel. The responsibility of 
Foreign Service officers has increased 
tremendously in recent years. I feel that 
the time has come when we should be 
assured of a source of topnotch people 
to fill these important positions. We 
need people with the proper education 
and background. They must be the best 
qualified representatives of this country 
that can be obtained. 

The Army, the Navy, the Air Force, 
and the Coast Guard each has a source 
upon which they can depend for future 
properly trained personnel. The bill the 
minority leader and I have introduced 
wuold create an Academy where inter
ested young people would undergo 1 year 
of highly concentrated specialized study 
at the graduate level. These students 
would be selected from among the most 
highly qualified youth of the country, 
chosen by a competitive examination. 

Upon completion of this 1 year each 
diplomatic cadet would receive the 
equivalent of a master's degree and 
would be eligible to receive an appoint
ment to the Foreign Service of the United 
States, and would be required to fulfill a 
commitment of a minimum of 3 years of 
service. 

The program would be under the direc
tion of the Secretary of State, in coop
eration with the Foreign Service Insti
tute. 

America must have a dynamic and ef
fective Foreign Service training program 
if we are to be assured of qualified repre
sentatives abroad. 

Mr. President, in conclusion, I ask that 
the text of this bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. SALTO.NSTALL. Will the Sen

ator permit me to join with him as a co
sponsor of the bill? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am delighted to 
do so. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I have been in
terested in the subject for several years. 
I have made inquiry before the commit
tee. I have tried, in a conservative way, 
not intruding into the important affairs 
of the committee too much, to get facts 
on the situation. I should like to join 
as a cosponsor. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the 
minority leader and I will be honored and 
privileged to have the distinguished 
senior Senator from Massachusetts join 
as a cosponsor of the bill, and I ask that 
the name of the Senator from Massa
chusetts be included on the bill as intro
duced today. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
I should like to have my name added to 
the list of cosponsors of the Foreign 
Service Academy bill. I commend the 
thought behind it, and I understand the 
necessity for it. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I appreciate the 
comment of the Senator from Texas. I 
am delighted to have him join as a co
sponsor .. 

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I 
also ask the junior senator from Mon-

tana if he will permit me the same priv
ilege he has just accorded the Senator 
from Massachusetts and the Senator 
from Texas, to participate in sponsoring 
his very excellent proposal. · 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am delighted, 
honored, and privileged. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the names of the junior Sena
tor from Texas and the junior Senator 
from Oregon be added to the list of co
sponsors, along with the name of the 
senior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL]. 

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

The bill will be received and appro
priately referred and, without objection, 
the bill will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill (S. 2749) to provide for the 
establishment of a United States Foreign 
Service Academy, introduced by Mr. 
MANSFIELD (for himself, Mr. KNOWLAND, 
Mr. SALTONSTALL, Mr. YARBOROUGH, and 
Mr. NEUBERGER), was received, read 
twice by its title, referred to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations, and ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That this act may be 
cited as the "United States Foreign Service 
Academy Act." 

SEC. 2. The Secretary of State is authorized 
and directed to establish and maintain, in 
or near the District of Columbia, a United 
States Foreign Service Academy ( hereina.fter 
referred to as the "Academy") for the in
struction and training of diplomatic cadets 
in preparation for service !1-S officers in the 
Foreign Service of the United States. 

SEC. 3. (a) The Academy shall be undel: the 
general supervision of the Director General 
of the Foreign Service Institute and under 
such regulations as the Secretary of State 
may prescribe. 

(b> The course of instruction and training 
fqr diplomatic cadets at the Academy shall 
be prescribed by the Secretary of State and 
shall be the equivalent of the curriculum 
prescribed by accredited colleges and uni
versities as a prerequisite to the granting of 
a master's degree. Upon satisfactory com
pletion of the prescribed course of instruc
tion and training, diplomatic cadets shall be 
granted a master's degree. 

(c) The Secretary of State may appoint or 
a!¥1ign such officers and civilian instructors 
as the needs of the Academy require. 

SEc. 4. (a) The corps of diplomatic cadets 
shall consist of such individuals as may be 
selected and admitted to the Academy upon 
competitive entrance examinations as pre
scribed by the Secretary of State. 

(b) Diplomatic cadets while in attendance 
at the Academy shall be entitled to quarters 
and subsistence. 

.SEc. 5. There shall be appointed each year 
a Board of Visitors to the Academy which 
shall consist of 5 members from the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate 
and 5 members from the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs of the House of Representa
tives, to be appointed by the respective 
chairmen of such committees. The Board of 
Visitors shall exercise the same functions and 
be entitled to the same expense allowance as 
is provided in the case of the Board of Visi
tors to the United States Military Academy. 

SEc. 6. Each diplomatic cadet selected for 
admission to the Academy shall sign an 
agreement that, unless sooner separated, he 
will-

( 1) complete the course of instruction at 
the Academy; and 

(2) accept an appointment and service, as 
an officer in the Foreign Service for at least 
the 3 years immediately following the grant
ing of his degree from the Academy. 

SEc. 6. There are authorized to be appro
priated such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the provisions of this act. 

Mr. MANSFIELD subsequently said: 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the name of the Senator from Wis
consin [Mr. WILEY] be added as .a co
sponsor of the bill to establish a Foreign 
Service Academy, which I introduced 
this morning. 

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

PROCEDURE FOR SUBMISSION OF 
CERTAIN SURPLUS PROPERTY 
DISPOSALS 
Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, by 

request of the Administrator of General 
Services, I introduce, for appropriate 
reference, a bill to amend section 207 of 
the Federal Property and Administra
tive Services Act of 1949 so as to modify 
and improve the procedure for submis
sion to the Attorney General of certain 
proposed surplus property disposals for 
his advice as to whether such disposals 
would be inconsistent with the antitrust 
laws. 

According to the Administrator, enact
ment of the bill would reduce delays in 
the disposal of surplus property, andre
sult in increased returns to the Gov
ernment, with savings in administrative 
costs. 

Mr. President, I request unanimous 
consent that the letter from the Admin
istrator of General Services, addressed 
to the President of the Senate, setting 
forth the background and objectives of 
the proposed legislation, be incorporated 
in the RECORD at this point as a part of 
my remarks. 

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

The bill (S. 2752) to amend section 207 
of the Federal Property and Adminis
trative Services Act of 1949 so as to mod
ify and improve the procedure for sub
mission to the Attorney General of cer
tain proposed surplus property disposals 
for his advice as to whether such dis
posals would be inconsistent with the 
antitrust laws, introduced by Mr. Mc
CLELLAN, by request, was received, read 
twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Government Qperations. 

The letter presented by Mr. McCLEL
LAN is ·as follows: 

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D. C., August 5, 1957. 

Hon. RICHARD M. NIXQN, 
Pr esident of the Senate, 

Washington, D. C. 
MY DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: There is enclosed 

for your consideration a draft of a bill "to 
amend section 207 of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 so 
as to modify and improve the procedure for 
submission to the Attorney General of cer
tain proposed surplus-property disposals for 
his advice as to whether such disposals would 
be inconsistent with the antitrust laws." 

Section 207 of the Federai Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949 requires 
executive agencies to solicit the views of the 
Attorney General as to whether certain pro
posed disposals of surplus property would 
tend to create or mainta-in a situation incon
sistent with the antitrust laws. As a result 
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of the experience of the General Services Ad
ministration with this section, we feel that 
its present provisions invite amendments by 
way of clarification and betterment. The 
enclosed bill incorporates these amendments, 
which we now proceed to explain. 

The first difficulties concern the require
ment in the opening sentence of section 207 
that an executive agency must notify the 
Attorney General "whenever any executive 
agency shall begin negotiations" for the dis
posal of certain categories of surplus prop
erty. For the quoted text the bill would 
substitute "before any executive agency 
shall consummate a disposal." 

The use of the word "negotiations," to one 
reading the sentence at first glance, raises 
the question whether the requirements of 
the section apply only to negotiated disposals 
as distinguished from those made by award 
after competitive bidding. Section 207 is 
part of title II, "Property Management," of 
the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949, as amended, in which 
appears section 203 (e), which authorizes 
the Administrator of General Services, until 
July 31, 1958, to make surplus property dis
posals "without regard to any provision of 
existing law for advertising," i. e., by nego
tiation. (This Administration, as part of 
its program for the 85th Cong., 1st sess., pro
poses amendment of section 203 (e) so as 
to provide for permanent authorization for 
disposals of surplus property by negotiation 
in appropriate classes of cases.) 

From a practical point of view, there is 
just as much reason to notify the Attorney 
General under section 207 of proposed dls
po;;als by award after advertisement for com
petitive bids as there is of those to be D;lade 
by negotiation. This AdministratiWl has, 
therefore, in point of fact, given the broad
est interpretation to what it conceived to be 
the Congressional intent, and has made it a 
policy to have the opinion of the Attorney 
General sought under the section in all 
cases to which the section could apply, 
whether the proposed disposal is to be made 
by award after advertising or by negotiation. 
The question, however, engendered by the 
use of the word "negotiations" in section 207 

_ lingers, and we believe that the section 
should be amended to make clear that its 
application covers both methoc_ls of disposal. 

The words "shall begin" in the first sen
tence of section 207 have given rise to a real 
practical difficulty. The beginning of nego
tiations, literally construed, would mean the 
first step of any kind in any intended disposal 
of surplus property. In the case of disposal 
by negotiation, it would mean the initial con
tact with prospective disponees; in the case 
of disposal by advertising, it would mean the 
issuance of the public invitation for bids. 
In either case, at that point, the identity of 
the eventual proposed disponee is unknown. 
Yet it is primarily and essentially that 
identity which constitutes the reason for the 
salutary requirement of section 207 that the 
opinion of the Attorney General be given on 
the antitrust aspect. Indeed, a punctilious 
adherence to the literal reading of section 
207 would require the executive agency to 
notify the Attorney General of a mere in
choate and incomplete proposal upon which 
the latter would not have the facts to give 
any advice at all. The substitution in the 
first sentence of section 207 of "shall con
sumate" for "shall begin," as set forth in the 
enclosed bill, should make clear that the 
notification to the Attorney General need not 
be made until the terms of the proposed dis
posal have tentatively crystalized-that is, 
in the case of disposal by advertisement, 
after the bids have been submitted and the 
agency proposed disposal to the highest ac
ceptable bidder, and in the case of disposal 
by negotiation, after the proceedings have 
reached the point where a suitable disponee 
has been provisionally determined upon. 

Another amendment to section 207 as pro
posed l:!Y the bill would specifically require an 
executive agency (other than GSA) submit
ting a notification to the Attorney General 
simultaneously to send a copy of the notifi
cation to the Administrator of General Serv
ices. Observance of such procedure is de
sirable for two reasons. (1) Section 207 in 
its present form expressly calls upon the 
Attorney General to render his advice to the 
interested executive agency and the Admin
istrator. If the Administrator in all cases 
receives the advice from the Attorney Gen
eral, it is only logical that he should be 
furnished with full information as to the 
proposal upon which the advice is rendered. 
(2) The Administrator of General Services 
is the official charged by the Federal Prop
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949 
with general supervision and direction over 
the disposal of surplus property. As such, 
he should be kept au courant with signifi
cant developments in his assigned field. 

A clarifying amendment included in the 
bill is the insertion in section 207 of the 
sentence specifically requiring the executive 
agency which has requested advice of the At
torney General to await such advice before 
making an award or taking other disposal 
action. We believe that such requirement is 
inherent in the spirit of section 207, but that 
it would be advisable for it to be spelled out 
in express language. 

A further point concerns the clause, in the 
first sentence of section 207, reading "which 
cost the Government $1 million or more." 
We believe, and the bill so provides, that 
there should be a limitation here to the 
original acquisition cost or the acquisition 
cost plus capital expenditures. It often hap
pens that property which originally cost the 
Government less than $1 million is used by it 
for a number of years before the property is 
determined to be surplus, rturing which pe
riod maintenance expenses are incurred in 
connection with the property which will 
eventually bring the Government's total out
lay on the property to over $1 million. More 
than that, even after the property has been 
determined to be surplus, in some instances 
it is held in surplus status for a considerable 
time before it can be disposed of, and while in 
such status, further maintenance expenses 
and .charges must be met. It is not felt that 
the addition of such expenses should make 
reference to the Attorney General necessary 
under the basic intention reflected by section 
207. 

As indicated above, section 20'7 now re
quires the referral to the Attorney General 
of proposed disposals of a plant or plants, 
or other property, which cost the Govern
ment $1 million or more. Under the enclosed 
bill the $1 million figure would be increased 
to $3 million. We feel that this amendment 
would be conducive to betterment of admin
istration without in any way prejudicing the 
basic intent of section 207, namely, to pre
vent the creation or maintenance of situa
tions inconsistent with the antitrust laws. 
The $1 million figure, it will be remembered, 
came into the Federal Property and Admin
istrative Services Act of 1949 from a similar 
provision in the repealed Surplus Property 
Act of 1944 (sec. 20, 58 Stat. 775). The pas
sage of 13 years has made that $1 million 
figure unrealistic in 1957. The doubling of 
costs of goods and services during that 13-
year period accentuates this point. The na
tional cost index for machinery and equip
ment as of 1944 was 102.4, and that index in 
January of 1957 was 218.3. To give another 
illustration, especially with reference to the 
surplus industrial plants held in GSA inven
tory, the national construction cost index 
increased from 134.5 in 1944 to 291.3 in Janu
ary 1957. 

Another factor emphasizing the unreality 
(in 1957) of the $1 million figure inserted in 
section 207 from the Surplus Property Act of 
1944 is that depreciation charges have not 

been applied to surplus property in GSA in
ventory. The significance of this fact in 
relation to the $1 million figure in section 
207 is readily seen in the case of GSA's sur
plus plants. Had depreciation been charged 
on them, then, taking January 1, 1943, as the 
average plant completion date, and with de
preciation having been charged on buildings, 
machinery, and equipment to January 1, 1957, 
the following would result: 

Percent 
Buildings, 14 years depreciation at 4Y:z 

percent per year____________________ 63 
Machinery and equipment, 14 years 

depreciation at 6'h percent per year__ 87 
Overall depreciation (buildings, ma

chinery, and equipment)------------- 79 
Remaining book value________________ 21 

Thus it can be seen that a plant having an 
acquisition cost in 1944 of $2,834,000 would 
have a book value in 1957, had depreciation 
been taken, of only $595,140. 

And it should be borne in mind that the 
recovery by the Government on sales of 
surplus plants does not exceed 30 percent 
of acquisition cost. The average annual re
covery on sales of surplus personal property 
(other than scrap) is always below 10 per
cent of acquisition cost. 

In view of all the foregoing factors, we 
submit that the public interest is in no way 
served by continuing to require the close 
scrutiny of disposals of surplus costing the 
Government less than $3 million which nec
essarily involves delay in disposals and the 
expense of the services of highly-specialized 
attorneys and administrative personnel, and 
which has little, if any relation to monopoly 
or the competitive standing of companies 
in their respective fields of activity. 

Finally, we come to another amendment 
to section 207 which is of great importance 
to GSA and certain other executive agen
cies active in the field of surplus personal 
property disposal. That is the proviso 
shown in the draft bill which would exempt 
from the provisions of section 207 the dis
posal of surplus personal property which is 
determined to be scrap or salvage. The terms 
"scrap" and "salvage" are defined in a final 
sentence which the bill would add to section 
207. In the period of approximately 4'12 
years from February 1952 through October 
8, 1956, 85 percent of all the referrals to the 
Attorney General of proposed disposals of 
surplus personal property were for property 
in scrap or salvage condition. 

Our experience in the administration of 
section 207 has convinced us that the like
lihood of inconsistency with the antitrust 
laws in disposals of scrap and the not unre
lated item of salvage is so minuscule as to 
make of most dubious public interest the 
administrative work, expenditure of public 
funds, and delays (sometimes leading to loss 
of favorable price to the Government) which 
are caused by the necessity of referral to the 
Attorney General in this class of cases. 
Scrap and property for salvage by their very 
nature offer little or no enticement to the 
monopolist. 

The market for scrap is of a fluctuating 
nature, and fast disposal action is essential 
to assure the best price to be paid to the 
Government. The time ncessarily involved 
(running up to 60 days) in the submission 
of the proposed disposal to the Department 
of Justice, and its careful consideration in 
that Department, can cause an actual loss 
of money to the Government. With a sub
stantial outlay of cash frequently to be made 
by the prospective buyer, he must, under 
good business practice, have reasonable as
surance of a ready resale, in a volatile mar
ket, prior to making his investment in the 
surplus. Scrap dealers who regularly bid at 
Government sales of surplus scrap assert that 
the known delays incident to antitrust clear
ances cause them to bid materially lower 
than they would if selling activities could 
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make awards promptly after evaluation of 
bids. Thus delay in making awards, inevi
table under the present requirement of sec
tion 207, precludes the Government from 
recovering the maximum value of the prop
erty. 

Review was recently made of the copies of 
agencies' referrals to the Department of Jus
tice on file in this administration. It leads 
us to the general conclusion that the offer
ings of metallic scrap material of any one 
kind at any one time at any one place by a 
military or civilian Government selling ac
tivity over the past several years have not 
represented a tonnage volume which would 
amount to more than a minute percentage 
of the total metallic scrap of that kind gen
erated in the United States each year. 

In summary, then, we submit that there 
is nothing to be gained for the Government, 
nor is it in furtherance of general public 
policy, to continue to enforce a procedure 
which is costly to the taxpayer by reason of 
administrative expense and loss of advan
tageous prices, when the likelihood of mo
nopolistic transgression is at the most very 
remote. 

While GSA is convinced that enactment 
of the proposed legislation will reduce de
lays in disposals of surplus property and will 
result in increased returns to the Govern
ment with savings in administrative costs, 
we cannot at this time offer any firm esti
mate as to the amount of such increase or 
of such savings. 

GSA recommends enactment of the en
closed bill, and suggests that you lay the 
measure before the appropriate committee 
of the Senate. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that 
there is no objection to the submission of 
this legislative proposal to the Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANKLIN G. F'LOETE, 

Administrator. 

REFUND OF TAXES PAID BY CER
TAIN INDIANS-AMENDMENTS 

Mr. KERR submitted amendments, in
tended to be proposed by him to the bill 
(S. 1839) to permit Indians who are 
holders of beneficial interests under pat
ents of allotted and restricted lands to 
secure refunds of income taxes paid to 
the United States on income from such 
lands which has been held exempt from 
Federal income tax, which were referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary, and 
ordered to be printed. 

NOTICE OF HEARING ON S. 2205 
TO AMEND SECTION 116 (4) OF 
CHAPTER 10 OF THE FEDERAL 
BANKRUPTCY ACT 
Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, on behalf 

of the Committee on the Judiciary, I 
desire to give notice that a public hear
ing has been scheduled for Tuesday, 
August 13, 1957, at 10:30 a. m., in room 
424, Senate Office Building, upon S. 2205, 
to amend section 116 (4) of the Federal 
Bankruptcy Act. 

At the indicated time and place all 
persons interested in the proposed leg
islation may make such representations 
as may be pertinent. The subcommit
tee consists of the Senator from Wyo
ming [Mr. O'MAHONEY], the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], and myself, 
as chairman. 

THE CIVIL-RIGHTS BILL 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, I believe that all of us realize that 
no effective civil-rights bill can be passed 
in an atmosphere of partisan politics. 
Legislators working together conscien
tiously can come to an agreement upon 
the merits. But when the backroom 
politicians move into the picture, there 
can be nothing but chaos. 

For more than 25 days the Senate dis
cussed the civil-rights bill. The meas
ure was debated in the light of reason, 
calmly and sanely, with the very mini
mum of partisanship. Senators pre
sented their views forcefully and vigor
ously on both sides of the question, and 
their views were to the point. They 
spoke about issues and they spoke about 
facts. 

When the votes were taken, they did 
not split along regional lines; neither 
did they split along party lines. The 
devision represented honest differences 
of opinion, and the binding cement of 
the majority was agreement on prin
ciples. 

Mr. President, that is one of the finest 
things that can be said about the bill the 
Senate passed. Frankly, I would be sus
picious of any civil-rights measure on 
which the votes divided upon purely 
regional or entirely partisan lines. 

Apparently, however, this is not a sit
uation which satisfies those who are 
more interested in votes than they are 
in the right to vote. Already they are 
busily at work bringing pressure to bear 
upon legislators in what some believe to 
be an effort to prevent the enactment 
of any bill. 

Mr. President, it is a sad day for the 
country when the chairman of a political 
committee openly boasts that he is on 
the telephone laying down the line to the 
elected representatives of the people. 

Mr. President, it is a sad day for the 
country when the mimeograph machines 
of a political party are busily at work 
cranking out letters which somehow 
reach the press tables before they reach 
the recipients. 

And, Mr. President, it will be an even 
sadder day for our country if the Nation's 
policies become something to be made be
hind the closed doors of a political com
mittee office, rather than in the open 
Halls of the Congress of the United 
States. 

Mr. President, regardless of party, all 
of us are mature persons. No one is 
being deceived by the cw·rent set of 
moves. If we were so naive, the evidence 
is plain from the political press releases 
which are flooding the Press Gallery, 
under the letterheads of political organi
zations. The nonsensical statements to 
the effect that the bill has been "weak
ened" and ''watered down" have been 
exposed for what they are-sheer parti
san propaganda. 

Mr. President, the facts are clear. The 
Senate has passed the only civil-rights 
measure to be approved by the United 
States Senate in 82 years. I believe the 
bill is a workable, enforcible measure. 
It goes far beyond anything the propo
nents of civil rights even requested of the 
Congress 2 years ago. 

There is room for differences of opin
ion as to the items in the measure. 
Those differences can be adjusted, if only 
the political partisans will stop thinking 
about votes, and will turn, instead, to the 
question of how to secure effectively the 
right to vote. 

Mr. President, I have every confidence 
in the Congress of the United States; in 
both bodies; in Members of both parties. 
I do not think the Members of either the 
majority or the minority are going to bow 
to or be led by the dictates of propa
gandists or political leaders. The oldest 
trick in the partisan book is to scream 
that there is not enough progress, and 
then demand no progress at all. This 
time, I do not think it is going to work. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas subsequently 
said: Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent that immediately following my 
statement this morning there be printed 
a news release from the Republican Na
tional Committee, by Mr. Guylay, public 
relations director, for immediate release. 
This is a statement by Chairman Meade 
Alcorn, of the Republican National Com
mittee, in which Mr. Alcorn character
izes the position of the President on the 
civil-rights matter, and also states that 
Mr. Alcorn is in touch with the House 
leadership, Mr. MARTIN, by telephone, 
concerning the strategy on the bill. 

There being no objection, the news 
release was ordered to be printed in the 
REc~RD, as follows: 
STATEMENT BY CHAIRMAN MEADE ALCORN, OF 

·THE REPUBLICAN NATIONAL COMMITTEE 
The President has repeatedly stated that 

the weakened civil-rights legislation passed 
by the Senate is not satisfactory to him. He 
has made it clear that the legislation simply 
would not achieve the results which the ad
ministration seeks. 

It is to be fervently hoped that the House 
of Representatives will insist upon a much 
stronger bill that will provide-at the least
genuine protection for the right of suffrage 
for all Americans. 

Republican Leader JosEPH W. MARTIN, JR., 
has made it plain he regards the Senate 
bill as falling far short of the objectives 
sought by President Eisenhower. Mr. MAn
TIN and I today conferred by telephone, and 
we are in complete agreement that the bill 
must be strengthened in every way possible 
before final passage. 

Mr. KNOWLAND subsequently said: 
Mr. President, first of all, apropos of 
some of the earlier remarks by the dis
tinguished majority leader, I, too, ex
press the hope that, through the normal 
legislative processes, we shall have a 
civil-rights bill which will be finally 
acted upon by both Houses of Congress 
and sent to the President of the United 
States, because it is certainly my sincere 
desire that an effective civil-rights bill 
will be passed at this session of Congress 
and become a public law. I think that 
can be done within the confines of the 
legislative arm of the Government of the 
United States. There are always prob
lems to be worked out. I hope those 
problems will be solved in the other body 
and then, jointly, through the legislative 
processes of Congress, there will be a bill 
which the President of the United States 
may find he can approve. 

It is, I am quite frank to admit, always 
a little difficult, and it perhaps may be 
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not appropriate for outside agencies, at 
this period of the situation, to attempt to 
intervene in the legislative processes, be 
they national committees or other out· 
side agencies; but I must say, Mr. Presi· 
dent, if there has been any such inter· 
vention, at least there has been prece· 
dent for such action. 

Mr. President, I should like to have 
printed at this point in my remarks a 
letter dated March 19, 1956, signed by Mr. 
Paul M. Butler, chairman of the Demo· 
cratic National Committee, in which he 
discussed not only the situation relative 
to Hells Canyon, Tennessee Valley Au· 
thority, and other items then pending 
before the Congress, but intervened, ap .. 
parently, with leaders of the members 
of his party in this body to point out 
how certain appropriations and certain 
legislation would be most helpful in the 
fall campaign. And so, Mr. President, 
if there has been any precedent for in
tervention by a national committee, I 
think it was established then. 

I ask unanimous consent that the let
ter be printed in the RECORD, as a part of 
my remarks. 

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

DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL COMMITTEE, 
washington, D. C., March 19, 1956. 

PAUL M. BUTLER, 
Chairman 

Hon. ------
United States Senate, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR : I am sending to you as a 

member of the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs a copy of my letter of March 
16 to Senator LYNDON JOHNSON concerning 
the situation confronting our party in the 
area of natural resources. 

I shall be most apFeciative of anything 
which you may do in this matter. 

With kind personal regards, I am 
Sincerely, 

PAUL M. BUTLER. 

DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL COMMITTEE, 
Washington, D. C., March 16, 1956. 

Hon. LYNDON B. JoHNSON, 
United States Senate, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR LYNDON: I am fearful that our party 

and its nominees for President, Vice Presi
dent, the Senate and the House next fall 
may be in a very weak position in the area 
of natural resources unless some action is 
taken to bolster our legislative record in this 
session of Congress. 

The Democratic record on Dixon-Yates and 
the upper Colorado project is deserving of 
special commendation to our Democratic 
leadership and our Senators and Representa
tives. But if we are to be in a position to 
go to the people with a record on conserva
tion of our natural resources that will gain 
votes in one key State and district after 
another, it is apparent that a few important 
measures should be considered in this ses
sion. 

I strongly believe that the public inter
est will be served by the earliest possible 
consideration of the following four matters: 

1. Niagara: This is S. 1823 which has been 
reported out of the Senate Public Works 
Committee. The passage of this bill is of 
tremendous importance in the reelection of 
Senator Lehman and in the Congressional 
elections in many districts in New York, 
Pennsylvania, and Ohio, where there are 40 
REA cooperatives and 144 municipalities 
located within economical transmission dis
tance of the Niagara project. 

2. Hells Canyon: S. 1333 and H. R. 4719, 
4730, 4739, and 4740 are identical bills cover
ing this project. They are now pending 
before the Interior and Insular Affairs Com
mittees in both Houses. Our campaign at
tack on the administration giveaway at Hells 
Canyon is meaningless if the Democratic 
Congress has not moved in the 84th Con
gress to stop it. This action is vital in the 
election of Democratic Senators and Repre
sentatives in the four Columbia Basin States 
(Oregon, Washington, Montana, and Idaho) 
and will be an effective issue in other sec
tions of the country. The attorney general 
in Oregon is about to prosecute criminally 
Idaho Power Co., the administration's licen
see, because . it has commenced construction 
of one of its three small dams at Hells Can• 
yon without having obtained an Oregon water 
permit. This issue is hot in Oregon and will 
be a vital factor in the reelection of Senator 
MORSE and Representative EDITH GREEN. 

3. TVA construction funds: The House 
Appropriations Committee has approved the 
use of TVA's corporate funds, which have 

.now accumulated far ahead of required amor
tization schedules, to add steam generation 
units at John Sevier and Johnsonville plants 
and meet the impending power shortage in 
the valley. 

The committee action reaffirms the opinion 
of TVA's General Counsel that corporate 
funds could legally be used for this purpose 
on existing units. If Congress carries 
through in both Houses, this would avoid 
needless delay from litigation which would 
probably be instituted to test the General 
Counsel's opinion. Such litigation is 
threatened. The minority report indicates 
that resort will be made to litigation to pre
vent such use of TV A funds. 

Congressional action on this matter favor
able to TVA will be of tremendous help this 
fall throughout the TV A area. 

4. Loan appropriations for REA: President 
Eisenhower's budget message this year called 
for $145.3 million for new loans under REA, 
with a contingency fund of another $25 mil
lion. The contingency has little meaning, 
since it cannot be used unless the full ap
propriation plus last year's carryover has 
been earmarked. 

Member cooperatives of the National Rural 
Electric Cooperative Association, in their 
estimate of needs for next year, show an 
aggregate requirement of $185 million in 
new loans as a conservative figure. Many of 
those cooperatives are located in important 
States and congressional districts. I am 
therefore hopeful that the higher figure can 
be agreed upon and included in the appro
priation bill. 

You included in your 13-point program 
for this session both the Niagara and Hells 
Canyon bills. 

Our party has made a magnificent record 
in the conservation of our natural resources 
in the public interest. It is a noteworthy 
achievement which we can bring b~fore the 
American people. The enactment of the 
foregoing measures in this session would be 
hailed as the accomplishments of our Demo
cratic Congress and would be vitally im
portant in our retaining control of the Con· 
gress for the next 2 years. 

I speak for the Democratic National Com
mittee in addressing this communication 
to you. Its members and I will appreciate 
your consideration of these matters in the 
interest of our country and our party. 

Sincerely, 
PAUL M. BUTLER. 

P. S.-A similar letter is being sent to 
SAM RAYBURN and Members of Senate and 
House committees. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi· 
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presl· 
dent, I do not deny that there is ample 
precedent. That does not mean that 
either the majority leader or the minor· 
ity leader approves the precedent. 

I want to say to the Senator that I feel 
very strongly that we in the Senate and 
our colleagues in the House, without the 
benefit of pressure from telephone calls 
or propaganda from political commit· 
tees, are perfectly capable of discharging 
our duties. I hop~ that is the feeling of 
the Senator from California, regardless 
of whether it refers to the Democratic 
committee or the Republican committee. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I might say I was 
speaking in an entirely impartial and 
nonpartisan manner, and suggest both 
national committees might take due 
notice thereof. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I so under· 
stood. Since the Senator is one of the 
few men in this body who has received 
the nomination of both parties, he can 
speak in a nonpartisan manner. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in 
this morning's issue of the Washington 
Post and Times Herald, there appears a 
well-merited editorial on the leadership 
and statesmanship of our majority 
leader, the senior Senator from Texas 
[Mr. JoHNSON], on the civil-rights bill. 
There are those who want no civil-rights 
legislation whatever; there are those 
who wants a civil-rights bill that will en· 
compass the whole spectrum, and who 
would be prepared, if need be, to use 
force. There are .those in the middle, 
who do not adhere to the extreme views, 
but are interested in a civil-rights vot· 
ing bill which will guarantee to all our 
citizens, regardless of race, creed, color, 
or nationality, the right to vote. Such 
a bill has been requested by the Presi· 
dent over the past 3 years. Let me say 
most respectfully that he now has, in the 
version passed by the Senate, the kind 
of bill he advocated; and it is a stronger, 
better, and more workable bill than the 
one which passed the other body. 

Future historians will view with fm .. 
partiality the leadership exemplified 
in the person of the senior Senator from 
Texas in this debate. Future historians 
will appreciate the great contribution 
he has made to democratic processes, and 
historians in the years to come will be 
able to assess more accurately the signifi· 
cance of the 5 weeks' debate on the civil .. 
rights measure in the Senate in the sum .. 
mer of 1957. 

I think it is well to point out that on 
last Wednesday for the first time, five 
southern Senators-from the States of 
Tennessee, Texas, and Florida, voted for 
a civil-rights bill. 

I should like to point out that in other 
fields of civil rights, outside the voting 
right, the courts of this country are 
laying down decisions, and the people 
are making progress. 

I should like to point out that this bill 
provides for the appointment of an 
Assistant Attorney General to specialize 
in civil-rights cases. 

I should like to point out that a com· 
mission to be created under this bill-a 
six-member Civil Rights Commission to 
investigate cases and study the need for 
any further legislation-will be set up. 
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The life of the Commission would be lim
ited to 2 years, but it would have sub
pena power to bring in witnesses for 
either open or closed hearings. 

in the open and the final results achieved 
in the field of open discussion and full 
publicity. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
I should like to point out that the hid

den meanings, the simple citations, the 
many pitfalls which were in the bill as it 
passed the House, have been uncove1·ed, 
corrected, and laid out in the open for all 
to see, because of the drawn-out debate 
in the Senate. 

· printed in the RECORD as a part of my 
remarks the editorial from this morn
ing's Washington Post and Times 
Herald. 

I should like to point out that, contrary 
to all expectations, there has been no fili
buster, and the right of unlimited debate 
has been maintained. 

I should like to emphasize that the 
Senate version of the bill is a good bill, a 
stronger bill and a better bill, because of 
the corrections and the additions made 
in this body. 

I should like to point out that trial by 
jury has been extended to all criminal 
contempt cases. In my opinion, jury 
trial should be provided in every case in 
which a citizen, a corporation, or a labor 
union is to be punished if found guilty of 
criminal contempt. The Senate, by em
phasizing the right of trial by jury, has 
broadened it and made it more secure in 
the annals of American jurisprudence. ' 
This is as it should be. 

Let me repeat that the Prseident has 
indicated over a period of time that he 
wanted a civil-rights voting bill. Again 
let me say most respectfully that he now 
has, in the bill passed by the Senate, the 
kind of bill he wanted, and the kind of 
bill which, in my opinion. he could sign 
with gratification and appreciation. 

Mr. President, the editorial referred to 
gives a fair, understandable, and mean
ingful analysis of the part played by the 
distinguished majority leader. The 
senior Senator from Texas has consist
ently stated that, in his opinion, there 
would be a civil-rights bill passed this 
year. The Senator from Texas has con
sistently worked toward that end. The 
Senator from Texas has been successful 
in bringing about majority agreement on 
a bill which will meet with approbation, 
in my opinion, in all parts of the country. 

In ~is speech of last Wednesday, he 
laid down a line of thought which in my 
opinion it would be wen for us to read, 
re-read, and read again. If I wished to 
quote one portion from that magnificent 
speech which to me is more significant 
than the rest, I would repeat the follow
ing words of the majority leader: 

Nothing lasting, nothing enduring has ever 
been born from hatred and prejudice-except 
more hatred and mor.e prejudice • • • there 
is a compelling need for a solution that will 
enable all Americans to live in dignity and 
unity. 

Mr. President, those are words to re
member. These are words which have 
been measured by performance. These 
are words which establish the senior 
Senator from Texas as a national figure, 
as a man of discerning judgment, and 
as an individual who has the real and 
vital interests of his country at heart. 

The Senate can be proud of the civil
rights bill it passed, and the country can 
be grateful that, under the leadership of 
the distinguished majority leader, the 
civil-rights legislation was threshed out 

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

1\.fa. JOHNSON'S TRIUMPH 
Almost everyone can agree that Senate 

passage of the civil-rights bill in its present 
form was a personal triumph for Senator 
LYNDON JoHNSON. Even those who still feel 
that the softening of the bill amounted to 
mayhem must admire the consummate skill 
with which the majority leader sensed the 
legislative weather, found a common ground 
for agreement between South and North that 
extended across party lines, and marshaled 
his forces to put through the jury-trial 
amendment. 

What may have been his personal motives 
other than the desire to obtain an accept
able blll only Mr. JoHNSON can say. Months 
ago he explained privately his thought that 
a civil-rights bill could be obtained in this 
session of Congress if it were properly pre
sented, and he reiterated his own feeling 
that the most meaningful single advance 
lay in better protection of the right to vote. 

In the process, it should be noted, Mr. 
JoHNSON did not injure his own political 
stature. He came out of the debate a na
tional rather than regional figure on an 
issue deeply affecting both South and North. 
He managed, moreover, to hold the Demo
. cratic Party together when it appeared as if 
the northern and southern factions would 
tear each other apart to the chortling of the 
onlooking Republicans. All of this surely 
will have a bearing on whatever future am
bitions he may have. 

Yet it would be a disservice to the majority 
leader to leave the matter there. The art of 
compromise is very useful, indeed essential, 
in a democratic society; and what must not 
be forgotten in the present bill is that in 
return for the concessions that dismayed 
northern liberals Mr. JoHNSON won reluctant 
acquiescence without a filibuster from 
southern conservatives, some of whom were 
conscientiously determined to have no bill 
at all. 

In a memorable speech before the bi11 
finally was passed Wednesday night Mr. 
JoHNSON listed some of the positive accom
plishments. He stressed the prestige of a 
new Assistant Attorney General in the field 
of civil rights and the importance of a Civil
Rights Commission with subpena powers (to 
which he had lnitially been opposed) as an 
instrument to sift facts from charges. He 
pointed out that, quite apart from the guar
anty of jury trials in cases of criminal con
tempt, Federal judges will retain substantial 
civil powers to enforce compliance with their 
orders through fines, imprisonment, and 
compensatory damages. Then he added: 

.. For the first time in my memory this 
issue has been lifted from the field of parti
san politics • • • I tell you-out of what
ever experience I have-that there is no po
litical capital in this issue. Nothing lasting, 
nothing enduring has ever been born from 
hatred and prejudice-except more hatred 
and more prejudice "' • "' there is a com
pelling need for a solution that wlll enable 
all Americans to live in dignity and 
unity * • • the Senate has dealt fairly and 
justly with this measure. This is legisla
tion which is good for every State of the 
Union, and as far as I am concerned, Texas 
has been a part of the Union since Appo
mattox • * "' I shall genuinely support this 

legislation with enthusiasm-secure in the 
belief that it represents progress and assures 
an advance in the rights to which all our 
people are entitled. 

These words furnish a yardstick by which 
the practical performance under the bill can 
be measured. If the House and the Presi
dent agree and experience bears out Senator 
JOHNSON's glowing hopes, his own contribu
tion in engineering consent will have been 
leadership of a high order. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I thank the 
Senator from Montana for his very 
generous references. 

INTERIM REPORT OF THE THEO
DORE ROOSEVELT CENTENNIAL 
COMMISSION 
Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I have be

fore me a most interesting Senate 
document, No. 53. It contains the in
terim report of the Theodore Roosevelt 
. Centennial Commission, for which I had 
the honor of introducing the Authoriza
tion Act of April 1955. The report lists 
the many splendid national and interna
tional plans under way for the centen
nial events, from October 27, 1957 to 
October 27, 1958. with the dominant 
theme of responsible citizenship. 

To me, and I think to all of us, the 
most interesting and revealing section 
is a paragraph on page 13. Here, the 
Centennial Commission and the Theo
dore Roosevelt Association recognize the 
great need to reduce the cost of Govern
ment, and therefore withdraw their re
quest for a supplementary appropriation 
of Government funds. The report states 
that the Theodore Roosevelt Association 
will supply all needed money from its 
own funds and from contributions of 
friends and members. 

This is truly an act of patriotism and 
self-reliance, and I feel that the asso
ciation and the Commission merit public 
commendation for this recognition of the 
self-help principles so steadfastly prac
ticed by Theodore Roosevelt himself. 

REDUCTION IN DEFENSE WEAPONS 
PROGRAM 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
yesterday a large manufacturer of weap
ons for our defense said that he had 
noticed there was to be a further reduc
tion of 5 percent in his production pro
gram. 

In other words, still another repro
graming. 

"What the people running the show 
in Washington do not realize," he said, 
"is that the waste in this reprograming 
in itself will exceed any possible saving 
to the taxpayer resulting from this 
5-percent cutback." 

Anybody with any manufacturing ex
perience knows how true is his state
ment. It is hoped that some day the 
Senate will become more interested in 
the billions of dollars being wasted an
nually by this type and character of op
eration in the Defense Department. 

Mr. President--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator from Missouri. 



1957 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 14321 
MILITARY PREPAREDNESS 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, ac
cording to the morning papers, the 
British Expeditionary Force in Oman 
has met with some reversal. How much 
we do not know. 

In addition, the morning radio re
ports that the Soviet Communists have 
landed additional men and additional 
war materiel in Yemen. How many and 
how much, we do not know. 

What we do know, however, is that 
the Senate has received authoritative 
sworn testimony to the effect that the 
military forces of the United States can
not lift and properly support a single 
division overseas. 

When we consider the scores of world
wide commitments into which this coun
tTy has now entered, and especially the 
Eisenhower doctrine-because that com
mitment involves the part of the world 
we are talking about, the Middle East
this news may be of more than passing 
interest. 

The present plans for our already very 
small combat Army, as compared to the 
army of the possible enemy, mean that 
tomorrow as well as today the Army of 
the United States will be neither mobile 
nor modern. 

Unless our plans for retaliation against 
aggression are limited to massive retali
ation, therefore, this condition may be
come a serious matter indeed. 

CHARLES WILSON, SECRETARY OF 
DEFENSE 

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, I wish 
to take this opportunity to express my 
deep personal gratitude to a man who is 
about to leave public service, a man who 
has contributed much to the welfare of 
his country, a great American, and a 
great citizen of Michigan, Charles Wil
son, Secretary of Defense. 

Charles Wilson will soon be leaving the 
Washington scene. He has brought to 
the Office of the Secretary of Defense a 
candor which has been refreshing in an 
area and community where doubletalk 
is commonplace. Charlie Wilson and 
his wife, Jessie, are loved by those who 
know them. 

Charlie Wilson's businesslike approach 
to the work of the Office of the Secretary 
of Defense, for our country, has been 
outstanding. 

Mr. President, few men have sacri
ficed so much in the public service of his 
country as ha-s Charlie Wilson. We bid 
him and his family good health and hap
piness for many, many years to come. 
We know he and his family will be 
missed. 

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

Mr. POTI'ER. I yield to the Senator 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I am glad to 
hear the Senator from Michigan express 
the sentiments he has. As one who has 
had an intimate contact with Mr. Wilson 
during the past 4 years in connection 
with matters at the Pentagon, I agree 
with what the Senator has said. 

At times, Mr. Wilson seems very stub
born. At times he seems very deter-

mined to go the wrong path. But he is 
always open to reason. He has a fine 
sense of humor. 

I know Mr. Wilson's record at the 
Pentagon as Secretary of Defense will 
be looked upon for many years as that 
of a man who gave everything he had, 
courageously, intelligently, and with per
sistence, to serve what he thought were 
the best interests of the security of our 
country. 

Mr. POTTER. I thank the distin
guished Senator from Massachusetts, be
cause I know the Senator has worked 
very closely with the Secretary of De
fense. 

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

Mr. POTTER. I yield to the Senator 
from New Mexico. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I wish to join the Sen
ator from Massachusetts and the Sena
tor from Michigan in paying tribute to 
the Secretary of Defense, who is now 
retiring from the office. As chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Appropriations 
for the Department which Mr. Wilson 
heads, I have on many occasions had the 
opportunity to judge this man. I have 
always found him to be reasonable. _ 

As the Senator from Massachusetts 
says, Mr. Wilson has a very fine sense of 
humor. In his return to private life I 
wish for him and his family the best of 
everything. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for another re
mark? 

Mr. POTTER. I yield. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I should like to 

add another word about Mrs. Wilson, for 
I think she has helped Charles Wilson 
enormously in his responsibility in 
Washington in more ways than one. 

Particularly, as the Senator from New 
Mexico has said about Mr. Wilson. Mr. 
Wilson exhibits a fine sense of humor 
and a sense of proportion and value of 
things. 

Mr. POTTER. I thank the Senator 
from Massachusetts and the Senator 
from New Mexico. I think they have 
pointed out a very interesting fact, that 
Charlie and Jessie Wilson possess the 
qualities which make for an outstanding 
team. I know they will be sorely missed 
after they relinquish their duties here. 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 
R. E. THOMASON MARKS lOTH AN
NIVERSARY ON BENCH 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, a great Texan with whom I had 
the privilege of serving in the House of 
Representatives when I first came to 
Congress recently observed his lOth an
niversary as a Federal district judge. I 
refer to Judge R. Ewing Thomason, of 
El Paso. 

Those of us who have been so fortu
nate as to have known Judge Thomason 
over a long period of time are not sur
prised to know that he bas made an out
standing record on the bench. 

Some highlights of the career of my 
friend, Judge Thomason, were set forth 
in a story written by Art Leibson and 
published recently in the El Paso Times. 

I ask unanimous consent that this arti
cle be printed in the RECORD. 

I send my best wishes to Judge Thom
ason and his beloved wife. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
JUDGE THOMASON WILL MARK 10TH ANNI• 

VERSARY ON BENCH THURSDAY 

(By Art Leibson) 
United States District Judge R. E. Thorn· 

ason, workhorse of the Texas Federal courts, 
Thursday marks his lOth anniversary on 
the bench. 

The man who has risen to the stature of 
"Mr. El Paso," after a distinguished career 
which included serving as mayor 4 years, and 
Congressman from the 16th District 17 years, 
will mark the day only with the ~;tudy of 
knotty pending decisions. 

Mrs. Pauline Silveus, who heads the office 
of the United States district clerk here, has 
compiled a statistical study which tells part 
of the story of the volume of work ground 
out by Judge Thomason in his decade as a 
jurist. 

He has disposed of 34,647 criminal cases 
and 3,199 civil cases while naturalizing 4,549 
new citizens. Judge Thomason has wound 
up more cases than any other Federal judge 
in the same period. 

A large number of the cases were those 
of wetbacks, in the days of mass prosecu· 
tions of first offenders and repeaters. More 
recently, with the inception of the boatllft 
and the buslift, and the construction of 
the Immigration Service Detention Center 
here, the number of wetback prosecutions 
has dropped sharply. 

The volume of business has become so 
great that a second Federal court for west 
Texas is in the making. It has been recom
mended by the Federal judges and a bill 
creating the new court now is before Con
gress. Politics, with a Democratic Congress 
pitted against a Republican administration, 
may pigeonhole the second court tempo
rarily. 

Judge Thomason has tried a wide variety 
of cases, with a large docket of workmen's 
compensation cases in the oilfields. He has 
probably had more landmark cases tried in 
his court than any other judge in a like 
period. He has been called to Washington 
to help unravel a backlog of cases when his 
own docket was cleared, but has shied away 
from invitations to help out on the coastal 
cities of New York and San Francisco. 

HIS REASON 

••I might draw some admiralty cases if 
I went there," Judge Thomason said, "and 
that would be embarrassing to a judge from 
the desert country." He also has stepped 
in to fill gaps in San Diego, Austin, San An
tonio, and Sherman, Tex. 

His most noted criminal trial, that 
plunged him into a mass of national pub· 
licity, was that of Clinton Jencks, convicted 
of falsifying a non-Communist affidavit re· 
quired of union officials. It was the recent 
United States Supreme Court reversal in 
the Jencks case which drew a storm from 
the Nation's press and brought a hurry-up 
call for legislation to protect the secret 
FBI files from defendants in criminal cases. 

It was Judge Thomason who found Harvey 
Matusow, turnabout witness, guilty of con· 
tempt, after he had reversed his testimony 
in a move to free Jencks. The confessed 
liar also won a reversal, in 1 of 2 major set
backs handed Judge Thomason on appeal 
but now is serving a 3-year term in New York 
for perJury . . 

After Nathan Witt, one of Jencks' attor
neys, refused under oath to say whether or 
not he was a Communist and invoked the 
fifth amendment, Judge Thomason barred 
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him from ever appearing in the Federal 
court here. 

POLITICAL INTEREST 

The jurist has retained his keen interest 
in politics, along with the acumen of the 
veteran of political war, and if he has cloaked 
himself with the courtroom dignity neces
sary in his post off the bench he has re
mained the same friendly, offhandish, and 
jovial individual he was when he roamed 
the Congressional halls of Washington. He 
is the darling of the press corps and can 
always find time to talk with a newspaper
man. 

He told a reporter that only once was he 
seriously disturbed at the outcome of any 
case which came before him. It was when 
a jury returned a mandatory death penalty 
for two youthful Fort Bliss soldiers, Marvin 
Lee Austin and Raymond Lesley Button, 
convicted of killing a taxi driver on a mili
tary reservation. He made no secret of the 
fact that he slept much better after the ap
pellate court reduced the sentence to life 
imprisonment. 

Robert Ewing Thomason, only El Pasoan 
to make a strong bid for Governor of Texas, 
was an outstanding lawyer and partner of 
the late Tom Lea, Sr., before turning to 
politics. He moved up the ladder as State 
representative and speaker of the Texas 
House, before running for Governor. He 
went back to his law practice but gladly re
turned to the political arena when he was 
elected mayor in 1927. His two terms 
brought many major improvements to El 
Paso along with large industries such as 
the Phelps-Dodge, Standard Oil and Texas 
Co. refineries. He also was a key figure in 
starting the municipal airport and clearing 
the Stormville slum which was replaced by 
Rim Road. He also fought to bring natural 
gas to El Paso. 

In 1931, when death brought a vacancy in 
Washington for Representative from the 16th 
District, Judge Thomason was a shoo-in win
ner. He was a forceful Member of Congress 
and had he stayed in Washington, he would 
for several years have been chairman of the 
powerful House Military Affairs Committee. 

When former President Harry Truman 
announced the appointment of Judge 
Thomason to succeed Charles Boynton, on 
his retirement, the selection was popular 
and there never was any question of Congress 
approving the choice. 

He was a liberal in Washington, during the 
New Deal days, and has remained a stanch 
Democrat throughout the Texas political up
heavals. His brand of liberalism was the 
kind that never came under attack, never 
carried any Red tag along with it, and today, 
he believes that under the same circum
stances he would vote again exactly as he 
did on every major issue of his 17 years as 
Representative. 

On the bench he sometimes disturbs law 
officers with his sympathetic approach to 
defendants. A man with a good previous 
record, who has stumbled once usually can 
expect a suspended sentence and another 
chance, except in major crimes. 

Sometimes defendants who talked the 
court into a milder prison term walked away 
with a snigger, sure they have put something 
over on the judge. They weren't fooling any
body, least of all His Honor, who has always 
followed a policy of erring on the side of 
mercy. 

A great guy, Judge Thomason, and one of 
the warmest personalities ever to grace El 
Paso's public life. 

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

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield. 
Mr. CHAVEZ. I came to the House of 

Representatives at the same time Judge 
Thomason did. I had known him for 

many years before that time. Every-· 
thing the Senator from 'rexas has said 
about him and his fine family is correct. 
I wish to associate myself wits the re
marks of the distinguished Senator from 
Texas. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I thank my 
friend from New Mexico. I recall that 
Judge Thomason told me, when I first 
came here, that one of the best friends 
he had in the House of Representatives 
was the Senator from New Mexico. 

Judge Thomason served in the Texas 
house with my father, and my father 
participated in electing him a young 
speaker of the State house of representa
tives. 

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

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I wish to add my 

greeting to our old friend Judge Thoma
son. I, too, served in the House with 
him, along with our distinguished ma
jority leader. I know of no finer man, 
no truer friend, and no better legislator 
than the distinguished judge from Texas. 
I wish for him a long and happy life. 
I concurred in the recommendation of 
the Texas delegation for his appoint
ment. He has been a fine judge, and he 
has served with distinction the terri
tory he loves so well. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I express 
my appreciation to the Senator from 
Washington. I know that Judge Thom
ason had a very high regard for the Sen
ator from Washington, as do all of us 
who serve with him. 

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

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield. 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. I commend the 

distinguished majority leader for his 
thoughtfulness in paying tribute to 
Judge Thomason, an outstanding Ameri
can and public servant. 

When I first went to El Paso 30 years 
ago to practice law, my office was in the 
same building with that of Judge Thom
ason, who was then mayor of the city of 
El Paso. 

He made a great contribution toward 
building up that area of the West. He 
was a distinguished mayor. He served 
as speaker of the Texas House of Repre
sentatives and in many other capacities. 
Twenty years ago it was my privilege to 
have Judge Thomason move my admis
sion to practice before the Supreme 
Court of the United States. 

I commend my senior colleague from 
Texas for his thoughtfulness in paying 
tribute to Judge Thomason. 

THE IMPORTANT VOTE IN WISCON
SIN, TUESDAY, AUGUST 27 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, in just 17 
days the people of my State will go to the 
polls to elect a United States Senator for 
the term ending in January 1959. 

In the July 30 primary for this Senate 
race, 460,552 persons voted. 

Primary votes in a special election tend 
to be small. But it is my earnest hope 
and belief that a far larger proportion of 
the eligible voters will exercise their 
franchise on August 27. 

The problem of securing a large turn
out at the polls, particularly during a 
summer vacation period, is, of course, not 
an easy one. 

Nevertheless, I hope that the people of 
my State will use the fine opportunity 
which is theirs to demonstrate how high
ly we regard the precious right of a 
secret ballot. 

I am pleased that the President of the 
United States has commented with re
gard to this election race. 

Speaking at his press conference on 
Wednesday, President Eisenhower com
mended the Republican candidate for 
United States Senator, the Honorable 
Walter Kohler, three-time Governor of 
my State. 

The President stated that he was a 
Kohler man and one of Kohler's great 
admirers. 

I am glad to state very frankly that 
I share the President's sentiment 100 
percent. 

During the primary campaign, when 7 
Republican candidates ran, I personally 
refrained completely from any type of 
interference whatsoever as regards who 
was to be the choice of the Republican 
Party. 

Now that the party itself has spoken, 
I am glad to add my own fervent wish 
that Walter Kohler be given another re
sounding vote of confidence in my State. 

He was a fine governor. He will make 
a fine United States Senator. He is a 
high-caliber leader of real responsibility, 
of balanced judgment, of devotion to the 
public interest. 

I hope that the Republican Party of 
my State will unite behind him. I hope 
that the differences in the past primary 
will give way to genuine unity for the 
purpose of securing a Republican Sen
ator who will be a part of an effective 
team in our Nation's capital. 

AMENDATORY REPAYMENT CON
TRACTS UNDER RECLAMATION 
LAWS 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, has morning business been con
cluded? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Morning business has not been con
cluded. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, S. 1426 extends until December 31, 
1960, the discretionary authority of the 
Secretary of the Interior to enter into 
amendatory repayment contracts under 
the Federal reclamation laws. 

This authority was first given the Sec
retary in the Reclamation Project Act of 
1939. It has been extended, first by the 
act of March 6, 1952, and then by the act 
of August 31, 1954. Unless further ex
tended, the authority will expire on De
cember 31, of this year. 

Congress has given the Secretary this 
authority for one reason; namely, to 
grant relief to irrigation districts in 
special hardship cases. It has often 
happened, in the West and Southwest, 
that the terms of contracts drawn in 
normal years become harsh and con
strictive in years of drought. Payments 
can be met only at severe cost to the 
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farmers of the district. With the au
thority extended by the bill, the Secre
tary of the Interior can adjust the 
original terms to permit a longer period 
of repayment, by deferring the repay
ments due to the Government. This au
thority is again purely discretionary. 

The Secretary of the Interior has rec
ommended that the bill be enacted. 

Mr. President, there is before the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs a House-passed bill, H. R. 5492, to 
accomplish the same objective. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs be discharged from further consid
eration of the House bill, and that it be 
immediately considered by the Senate, 
and passed in lieu of S. 1426. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
S. 1426 be indefinitely postponed upon 
passage of H. R. 5492. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Without objection, the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs is discharged 
from the further consideration of H. R. 
5492, which will be stated by title for 
the information of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R. 
5492) to amend the act of August 31, 
1954 <68 Stat. 1044) to extend the time 
during which the Secretary of the In
terior may enter into amendatory re
payment contracts under the Federal 
Reclamation laws, and for other pur
poses. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present consid
eration of the House bill? 

There being no objection, the bill <H. 
R. 5492) was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Without objection, S. 1426 is indefinitely 
postponed . . 

CONSIDERATION NEXT WEEK OF 
CERTAIN NOMINATIONS AND 
AVAILABILITY OF PRINTED HEAR
INGS 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, I should like to make an announce
ment for the benefit of all Members of 
the Senate who may be interested. 
There will be available today the printed 
hearings on the nomination of Don 
Paarlberg, to be an Assistant Secretary 
of Agriculture and member of the Board 
of Directors of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation. I should like every Mem
ber of the Senate who may be interested 
to know that the hearings will be avail
able today. The printed hearings will 
also be available today on the nomina
tion of Jerome K. Kuykendall to be a 
member of the Federal Power Commis
sion. All Members who are interested 
in these two nominations are advised 
that the printed hearings will be avail
able today. 

We hope to proceed to the considera
tion of these nominations in executive 
session during the early part of next 
week, after each Member of the Senate 
has had an opportunity to review the 
printed hearings. I am sorry that the 
printing of the hearings was delayed, 

but we have corrected that situation 
now, and the hearings will be available 
today. 

Mr. President--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator from Texas. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 
11 A. M. ON MONDAY NEXT 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that when 
the Senate concludes its business today, 
it stand in adjournment until 11 o'clock 
on Monday next. 

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

LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR
ING THE MORNING HOUR ON 
MONDAY 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that dur
ing the morning hour on Monday, state
ments be limited to 3 minutes. 

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

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, for Monday we have ready for con
sideration the Niagara power bill and the 
military construction bill. I am in
formed that the military construction 
bill will take probably no more than 30 
or 40 minutes to consider; perhaps an 
hour. No great controversy is antici
pated with regard to it. 

We hope to be able to pass the Niagara 
power bill also on Monday. 

Today we have a few minor bills to be 
considered, one of them controversial. 

Mr. President--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator from Texas. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
nominations on the Executive Calendar, 
beginning with new reports, and that 
the nominations be considered en bloc. 
They are nominations in the Army. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to the consideration of execu .. 
tive business. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be

fore the Senate a message from the Pres
ident of the United States submitting 
sundry nominations, which were referred 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

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

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will state the nominations in the 
Army. 

IN THE ARMY 
The Chief Clerk proceeded to read 

sundry nominations in the Army. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the nominations are con
sidered and confirmed en bloc. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
President be notified of the nominations 
confirmed today. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the President will be so 
notified. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask· unanimous consent that the 
Senate resume the consideration of leg
islative business. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
resumed. the consideration of legislative 
business. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS ON MONDAY 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texa-s. Mr. Presi

dent, I should like to call to the atten
tion of all Senators who are interested 
in the military construction bill that 
following the morning hour on Mon
day we will proceed to its consideration, 
and that we hope we may be able to act 
on it promptly. Then we will take up 
the Niagara power bill, and we hope to 
complete action on it also on Monday. 

I shall make further announcement of 
other measures we hope we may be able 
to consider, including Calendar No. 438, 
S. 1873, the civil aeronautics bill, in 
which the Senator from Minnesota is 
interested. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield. 
Mr. IVES. When will we have the 

memorial services for the late Senator 
George? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. At the con
clusion of the morning hour. Then we 
will take up the military construction bill 
or the Niagara power bill. I am not sure 
which one we will take up :first, but I 
believe it will be the military construc
tion bill. 

We will have the. usual morning hour; 
memorial .services for the late Senator 
George; and the call of the calendar, 
which will probably take no more than 
10 or 15 minutes. Then we will consider 
the military construction bill, to be fol
lowed by the Niagara power bill. We will 
sit late on Monday, unti110 or 11 o'clock, 
if it is necessary, to consider those meas~ 
ures, and to consider other measures 
as well. · 

The House has not yet acted on the 
conference report on the public-works 
appropriation bill, and the House must 
ac't first on that conference report. I 
hope to be able to call it up on Tuesday 
or Wednesday; also the conference report 
on the mutual-security authorization bill. 

RETIREMENT OF OFFICERS AND 
MEMBERS OF THE METROPOLI
TAN AND OTHER POLICE FORCES 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-

dent, if morning busi:o.ess is concluded, 
I ask unanimous consent the Chair lay 
before the Senate the unfinished 
business. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The ments of 1956, it was felt that the mem
Chair lays before the Senate the un- bers of the Police and Fire Department 
finished business, which is H. R. 6517. who came under section 12 of the act 

The Senate resumed the considera- should be given the benefit of the more 
tion of the bill <H. R. 6517) to provide liberal provisions of the Civil Service 
for the retirement of officers and mem- Retirement Act. 
bers of the Metropolitan Police Force, The District of Columbia Commis
the Fire Department of the District of sioners and their representatives, to
Columbia, the United States Park Po- gether with representatives of the White 
lice Force, the White House Police Force, House Police force, the United States 
and of certain officers and members of Secret Service division, the United States 
the United States Secret Service, and for Park Police, the Metropolitan Police 
other purposes. Department, the Fire Department of the 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- District of Columbia, and Police and 
dent, the pending bill is a controversial Firemen's Associations, met on numerous 
bill. There may be some yea-and-nay . occasions during the past year. As a 
votes on it. I should like to ask the Sen- result of their long, extended series of 
ator from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS] meetings, they submitted to our com
whether he intends to offer amendments mittee a bill which represented the joint 
to the bill, and whether he anticipates efforts of the various groups and the 
more than one yea-and-nay vote. various associations. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I have no plan in The bill before the Senate today has 
regard to the bill. I merely wish to ask the favorable support of the Commis
some questions with respect to it. sioners of the District of Columbia. I 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- shall highlight a few of its provisions. 
dent, I believe Senators should be noti- The bill provides that there shall be 
fied that the bill is to be considered, and deducted and withheld from each em
that there probably will be some yea- ployee's basic salary an amount equal to 
and-nay votes on it later. I ask the 6% percent of such basic salary. 
aides of the Senate to notify all Sena- The bill provides for medical and has
tors who may be interested in the bill. I pital services for any member who be
suggest the absence of a quorum. comes temporarily disabled by reason of 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The injury received or disease contracted in 
clerk will call the roll. the performance of duty. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the The bill contains a very important new 
roll. feature, \7hich brings it into consonance 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- with the Civil Service Retirement Act, 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the that is, it provides nonservice connected 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. disability benefits of 2 percent of the 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- basic salary at the time of retirement, 
out objection, it is so ordered. after. 5 years of completed police or fire 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, the busi- service, with a maximum limitation of 
ness pending before the Senate is H. R. 70 percent. 
6517. The bill has been discussed on In addition, the bill provides for dis-
previous occasions. ability benefits for the service-connected 

The purpose of the bill is to" increase injuries or diseases, increasing from the 
the retirement and disability benefits of present permissible 50 percent maximum 
the officers and members of the Metro- to a maximum of 70 percent. The mini
politan Police force, the Fire Department mum under the bill is 66% percent, for 
of the District of Columbia, the White , service-connected injuries. The bill 
House Police force, the United States likewise provides that the minimum age 
Park Police force, and of certain officers at which a policeman or fireman may be 
and members of the United States Secret eligible to retire, after 20 years of police 
Service. or fire service, shall be 50. 

At this time I wish to commend the The bill is in accord with the present 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS] provisions of the Civil Service Retire
for the real contribution he has made in ment Act, in so far as the hazardous 
furtherance of the bill. He asked very occupations are concerned, the difference 
pertinent and very important questions being that for one who serves in the FBI, 
at a previous discussion of the bill. As the maximum is 80 percent, whereas 
a result of those questions, the bill was under the District of Columbia Police 
1·ecommitted for further study. Retirement System the maximum 

I believe the study, the research, and amount is 70 percent. 
the investigation which have been made, The costs to the District of Columbia
together with the report which has been which constitute a factor which the dis
filed, have all contributed toward show- tinguished Senator from Delaware de
ing the soundness, the validity, and the veloped very carefully and very thought
real value of the proposed legislation. fully in his piercing questions the last 

Since that time, too, I should add, the time the bill was before the Senate-are 
bill has had the careful scrutiny of the set forth in the report. 
House Committee on the . District of The bill, after being recommitted, re
Columbia, which held full hearings. The ceived the unanimous approval of the 
bill which is before the Senate today has committee. . 
passed the House of Representatives. Mr. President, let me say .that those of 

This is the first measure to ·overhaul us who serve on th~ District of Columbia 
the police and firemen's retirement sys- Committee felt there was need for the 
tern in th.e District of Columbia since enactment of legislation of this type. I 
1916. Following the e:a.1actment of the believe Chief Murray made as able a 
Civil Service Retirement Act amend- presentation as I have· ever heard re..: 

garding the dire necessity of retaining 
men in the police force of the District 
of Columbia. They are constantly leav
ing to accept employment in other Gov
ernment agencies. It was felt that the 
retirement benefits now provided in the 
bill will constitute an added inducement 
to these men to remain in the police and 
fire services. 

The entire presentation made at our 
very extended hearings showed the real 
need for the enactment of this proposed 
legislation. To me, it is significant that 
the Commissioners of the District of Co
lumbia want the bill enacted and applied 
to the city of Washington, D. c., in order 
to increase the benefits which are to be 
made available to the men who daily 
render service in two of the most haz
ardous of all occupations-in the police 
work and the fire department work. The 
support of the bill by the District of Co
lumbia Commissioners is, in itself, an 
excellent endorsement of the bill. 

Primarily, Mr. President, I am inter
ested-and I have so voted at previous 
sessions of the Congress-in having home 
rule provided for the people of the Dis
trict of Columbia. Serving, as do the 
Members of Congress, in effect as the 
city council for the District of Columbia, 
I believe we should give great weight to 
the views of those who are primarily 
charged with the responsibility of con
ducting the affairs of the great city of 
Washington, D. C. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Nevada yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc
NAMARA in the chair) . Does the Sen
ator from Nevada yield to the Senator 
from Pennsylvania? 

Mr. BIBLE. I yield. 
Mr. CLARK. Is it not a fact that 

presently there is some difficulty in re
cruiting a sufficient number of able and 
competent men for the District of Co
lumbia police force? 

Mr. BIBLE. The answer to the ques
tion is ~ ·Yes." At tbe last session, Con
gress authorized a strength of 2,500 men 
for the District of Columbia police force. 
If I correctly recall-and I believe my 
recollection is quite accutate-the pres
ent strength of the District of Colum
bia police force is only 2,300 men. In 
other words, presently the force is short 
200 men, because of the difficulty of 
getting men to enter the police service 
in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Nevada yield at this point? 

Mr. BIBLE. I yield. 
Mr. CLARK. I believe it to be a fact, 

which I would state for the REcORD
unless the Senator from Nevada dis
agrees with me-that the salary scale 
for the members of the District of Co
lumbia police force is substantially below 
the salary scale for other large cities 
in the East, the South, and the West. 
. Mr. BIBLE. I do not knew that it is 
substantially lower. I have here a table 
of the police- salaries and fringe bene
fits in the case of cities of 500,000 and 
over in population, as of January 1, 
1957. I ask unanimous consent that 
the table be printed . at this point in the 
RECORD. -
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There being no objection, the table was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as follows:· 

Police salaries and fringe benefits of cities of 500,000 and over in population, Jan. 1, 1957 

Top sal- Number 
Private's ary of Number of years 
entrance privates Corporal Sergeant Lieu ten- Captain In spec- Deputy Chief Longevity Holiday of police- to reach 

salary (patrol- ant tor chief pay men top pri-
men) vate's 

pay 
------------ ---

Los Angeles.--------------------- $5,004 $5,868 None $6,540 $7,296 $9,060 $11,280 $14,040 $15,000 Yes _______ None 4,252 4 
San Francisco ____________________ 5,268 5,969 None 6,660 7,344 9,168 

--- -9~923-
13,284 15,792 

No ________ 
11 1, 701 4 

New York CitY------------------ 4,325 5, 706 None 6,358 7,104 8,505 12,948 25,000 
No ________ None 21,638 3 

Detroit. ____ --- _____ ---_---------- 4,881 5,502 None 5,856 6,416 None 7,603 11,689 13,059 Yes _______ None 4,509 3 
Chicago_------------------------- 4, 734 5,220 None 5,820 6,360 7,404 8,850 12, 150 18,500 No ________ 

6 7,470 :t 
\V ash ington __ --- _____ --_ --------- 4,193 4,990 $5,472 5, 936 6,4110 7,085 8,335 9,094 13,438 Yes.------ 8 2,500 3 
Cleveland. __ __ ------------------- 3, 718 4, 914 None 5,424 5,982 7,080 7, 728 8,810 11,352 

No _______ _ 
6 1,802 3 

~:~:~~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::: 4, 776 5,496 None 5, 772 5, 904 6,432 6,876 8,364 10,548 
No ________ 

11 580 3 
? 4, 737 None 5,347 5,861 6, 940 8, 530 9, 754 10,899 No ______ __ 

8 1, 272 3 
Cincinnati ________________________ 4,099 4,692 None 5,467 5,984 6,881 7,458 7, 964 10,163 No ________ 

9 809 3 
Philadelphia ___ ------------------ 3, 583 4, 500 None 5,160 5,652 6, 480 7,430 9, 333 10,000 

No ________ 
13 4, 763 5 

Seattle . __ ----------------------- - 3, 900 4,380 None 4,800 5,160 5,580 6, 240 7,380 11,000 
No ________ 

9 758 3 
New Orleans.-------------------- 3, 720 4,323 None 4, 683 5,043 5, 643 7, 923 10,32.3 11,923 No ________ None 1,070 ? 
Ruffalo _______________ --- ___ ------ 3, 950 4, 250 None 4, 490 4,850 5,300 6,500 7, 500 12,000 No ________ None 1,250 3 
Houston·------------------------- 3, 960 4,200 None 4,620 5,040 5,520 6, 900 7, 740 10,800 Yes _______ 7 646 1 
E oston. _ ------------------------- 3, 540 4,160 None 4,940 5,920 6,660 None 7,500 10,600 No ________ 10 2,864 3 
Baltimore._---------------------- 3,600 4,100 None 4,600 5,000 6,000 7, 600 8, 200 12,500 No ________ None 2,200 (?) 
D a !las. _________________ ---------- 3,420 3,900 None 4, 200 4,500 4,980 6,180 7,020 10,500 Yes _______ 6 765 (1) 
St. Louis . ------------------------ 3,480 3,840 $4,080 4, 440 5,000 5,600 7,000 7,100 9, 500 No ________ None 1, 915 4 Pittsburgh ________________________ 3,000 3,579 None 4, 791 5,130 5,157 5,936 7, 965 9,387 No ________ 

8 1,250 3 

115 months. 

Years Years 
City Age of Amount and retirement benefits City Age of Amount and retirement benefits 

service service 

Los Angeles __________ 55 25 40 percent. . New Orleans _________ 50 20 50 years applies to recruited since 1948. 50 
San Francisco _______ ·_ 55 25 50 percent average salary last 3 years. Com- percent plus 1 percent over 20 years not Lo 

pulsory at 65 years. exceed 30 years service. 
N ew York City ______ 41 20 50 percent. Buffalo. ___ ------ ____ -------- 25 H highest average 5 years salary. 
Detroit._------------ ? 25 50 percent last 5 years of patrolman's salary. Houston _____________ 55 25 Minimum, $75; ma,ximum, $90 per month. 
Chicago .. ------------ 55 25 50 percent at 55 years plus 1 percent each Boston _______________ 

65-70 25 Under 30 years over 25 years~~ salary. Over 
year to age 63. 30 years service, % salary. Compulsory, 

Washington __________ 55 25 50 percent. Compulsory, 64 years. 70 years. 
Cleveland ____________ 52 25 50 percent of highest 5 years plus 2 percent to Baltimore ____________ -------- 35 50 ~ercent. Compulsory, 70 years. 

66 years of age. Dallas. : _------------Minneapolis _________ 50 20 $207 per month, St. Louis _____________ 
Milwaukee. __ ------- 57 25 50 percent. Pittsbw·gh ___________ 
Cincinnati__ _________ 52 25 %. Philadelphia _________ 50 20 J.~ average highest 5 years salary. 
5eattle •• ------------- -------- 25 45 percent 25 years service. 50 percent, 30 . years service, 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I think the 
District of Columbia, with a starting 
salary of $4,193, ranks somewhere in the 
neighborhood of seventh or eighth 
among the cities of comparable size in 
the United States. 

Mr. CLARK. Does the table show 
what the maximum salary is? 

Mr. BIDLE. The maximum salary is 
the salary being paid in the city of San 
Francisco; I refer to the salary for pri~ 
vates entering the service, the beginning 
salary for a raw ·recruit who enters the 
police force. San Francisco recruits at 
a salary of $5,268. Los Angeles pays 
$5,004. 

Mr. CLARK. Does the table show the 
maximum salary which a patrolman in 
the District of Columbia will :.:eceive 
after he has had a number of years of 
service? My recollection is that in the 

. case of the District of Columbia, the 
maximum salary is also somewhat lower 
than in the case of a number of other 
cities of comparable size. 

Mr. BIBLE. I think that is also true. 
I believe that in this respect the District 
of Columbia· again ranks about seventh 
or eighth among other cities of com~ 
parable size. The table I have had in~ 
serted in the RECORD shows this to be 
the case. 

For instance, in the case of the District 
of Columbia, the salary for a police in~ 
spector is $8,335. The salary for a police 

inspector in the city of Los Angeles, for 
example, is $11,280. The salary of a 
police inspector in the city of Chicago 
iS $8,850. 

Mr. CLARK. Will the Senator from 
Nevada agree that if the bill is passed, 
the retirement privileges which will be 
accorded the members of the Metro~ 
politan Police Force in the District of 
Columbia and the members of the Dis
trict of Columbia Fire Department will 
not be so great as those presently en
joyed in a number of other cities, but 
merely will bring the District of Colum
bia policemen and firemen up to a sort 
of median position, among policemen 
and firemen employed by cities of com
parable size and comparable economic 
background? 

Mr. BIBLE. I believe that is approxi~ 
mately correct. The committee made a 
careful and earnest effort to obtain the 
figures for cities of comparable size. We 
believe the pending bill will bring the 
policemen and firemen of the District 
of Columbia into a proper position, as 
compared to the position of policemen 
and firemen in cities of comparable 
size-in other words, cities with popula~ 
tions of 500,000 and over. 

Mr. CLARK. I am sure the Senator 
from Nevada will agree that the provi~ 
sion of fringe benefits of the sort provid
ed by the pending bill-such as retire~ 
ment benefits-and the increase of such 

50 
60 
50 

20 ~~ ase pay of {>atrolman, regardless of rank, 
35 J.~ average salary of last 10 years. 
20 $135 per month up, depending on rank (in for-

mation received from department noc 
complete. 

fringe benefits constitute a very real in
ducement to young men in the District 
of Columbia to apply for employment as 
policemen and firemen. Thus to some 
extent it will remedy the present inability 
to recruit a top-level force for the Dis~ 
trict of Columbia, where a top-level force 
is required, in view of the necessity to 
maintain law and order in these difficult 
times. 

Mr. BIBLE. I could not agree more 
fully with the Senator from Pennsyl~ 
vania, who served with great distinction 
as the mayor of Philadelphia. Such was 
the absolute, straightforward, uncontra~ 
dieted testimony of Major Murray, 
namely, that the bill, when enacted, will 
constitute one of the greatest induce
ments to the building up in the city of 
Washington, D. C., of one of the finest 
police forces in the United States . 

Mr. CLARK. I thank the Senator 
from Nevada. 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I am very 
happy to yield now to my distinguished 
colleague, the Senator from Maryland, if 
he is in the Chamber. 

However, first I should like to state
this matter has been called to my atten
tion-that in the pending bill, there is a 
provision-as an additional incentive or 
inducement. to enter the police force and 
as an additional incentive to remain in 
the police force-that the annuity for 
optional retirement shall be computed at 
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the rate of 3 percent of the basic salary, 
instead of 2 percent, for each year of 
service, after a police officer has been in 
the service more than 2.0 yeaxs. The 
testimony by the Chief of Police, Major 
Murray, on that point was equally posi
tive, namely, .that _ this is felt to be an 
added incentive. 

I should like to point out that the max
imum which can be received under the 
provisions of the bill is 70 percent, where
as the maximum which can be received 
under the Civil Service Retirement Act, 
as it applies to those who serve in haz
ardous occupations-and we felt that it 
was fair to compare those who serve in 
the police and fire departments of the 
District of Columbia with those who serve 
in hazardeus occupations in the service 
of the Federal Government, such as in 
the FBI, or those who serve as prison 
guards, or the Customs Service men or 
the Treasury men-is 80 percent. For 
those who serve the city of Washington, 
D. C., the maximum is 70 percent. But I 
wish to make it perfectly clear that after 
serving 20 years for the District of Co
rumbia, they will be entitled to an addi
tional 1 percent for each year's service. 

Mr. President, I note that the distin
guished Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
BEALL] is in the Chamber. He has been 
most active in connection with this pro
posed legisation. He has faithfully at
tended the hearings the committee has 
held. At this time I shall yield to him, 
in order that he may make whatever ob
servations he may care to make. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President
Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, before I 

yield to the Senator from Maryland, I 
am very happy to yield to the Senator 
from Ohio. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Do I understand 
correctly that at the end of 20 years 
persons occupying these positions be
come entitled to retirement pay equal to 
70 percent of their salaries? 

Mr. BIBLE. No; that is the maxi
mum. I wish to clarify that point. 
Perhaps I did not make it clear. The 
minimum age of retirement is 50. If 
a police officer is 50 years old and has 
served 20 years, he can retire at 40 per
cent of his salary. The most he could 
receive, if he were to serve an additional 
period of time, no matter how many 
years, would be a maximum of 70 per
cent. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. That is, he has 1 per-
cent a year added? . 

Mr. BmLE. After age 50, and after 
~0 years of service. 

To illustrate, if a man were 55 years of 
age and had served 25 years in the de
partment, he would receive 40 percent 
for the first 20 years of service, and he 
would receive an additional 15 percent-
3 times 5 for the additional 5 years-or 
a total retirement at age 55 of 55 per
cent. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. How does the 70 per
cent enter into the discussion? 

Mr. BIBLE. That is the maximum a 
policeman can receive. In other words, 
if a police officer remained . in the serv
ice until he was 62', 63, or 64 years of age, 
even if we were to add the 2 and 3 per
cent, his retirement pay could not in 
any event exceed 70 percent. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. If the 2- percent and of Columbia in teaching and training 
3 percent were added, when would they new members will be great, and I be
begin to be added? lieve that the bill will pay for itself in 

Mr ~ BmLE.. The 2 peTcent would be- savings. 
gin when he entered the service as a It costs a great deal of money to train 
policeman. The 3 percent does not en- policemen and firemen. It is perfectly 
ter into the picture until he has served ridiculous that the services of those men 
at least 20 years. But the maximum is should be lost after they are trained. 
70 percent. In other words, if a police- They can earn a sufficient living and 
man were 60 years of age, he would be secure more desirable employment else
entitled to retirement pay of 70 percent. where. The Police and Fire Departments 
If he served until he were 61 or 62 years of the District are competing for per
of age, he would still have a maximum of sonnel with the Goverriment. depart-
70 percent. ments, employment in which is perhaps 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the more pleasant; and, because of the na-
Senator yield? ture of their work, policemen and fire-

Mr. BIBLE. I yield to the Senator men have to have some inducement to 
from Pennsylvania. stay on the forces. 

Mr. CLARK. It occurs to me I might Years ago, in my State there used to 
comment to my friend from Ohio, who be a great demand for service on the 
was so distinguished a mayor of the city police force. Today there is no such de- -
of Cleveland before he became Governor mand. Young men would rather go into 
and then came to the Senate, that the other occupations which are more re
purpose of fixing the retirement pay at munerative, and cert~inly safer. 
70 percent is to give an inducement to For the reasons I have stated~ I hope 
a man to retire at age 60, on the ground the bill will be passed. 
that he really ought to get out at that Mr. THYE. Mr. President; I join the 
age because he could not receive addt- distinguished Senator from Maryland 
tional retirement by staying in. [Mr. BEALL] in paying tribute to the 

Mr. BffiLE. Mr. President, I yield the Senator from Nevada [Mr. BIBLE] as 
floor to the Senator from Maryland. chairman of the subcommittee which 

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, I wish repoTted the bill. I am in full support 
to congratulate the Senator from Ne- of the bill, as I was in support of it when 
vada [Mr. BIBLE] for his work as chair- the bill was before the Senate a few 
man of the subcommittee. Heal'ings weeks ago. It is a good bill~ It is a 
lasting many hours were held, and a timely bill. 
great amount of work went into the. bill. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
The bill was passed unanimously by the is open to amendment. 
House of Representatives. It came from Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I sug-
the Senate committee with a unanimous gest the absence of a quorum. 
report of all Members present and voting. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Mr. President, the bill, H. R. 6517, was clerk will call the rolL 
fully considered by the subcommittee, The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
and we believe it is needed. The police- the roll. 
~en and firemen of the District of Co- Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President~ I ask 
lumbia are in dire need of a retirement unanimo_us consent that the order for 
system p-roviding increased benefits. the quorum call be rescinded. 
There are many problems in recruiting The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
the kind of men we want in the Nation's objection, it is so ordered. 
Capital and in keeping their present Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 
members. We are hopeful that enact- sheuld like to address a few questions 
ment of this bill will end the immediate to the chairman of the subcommittee, 
problem. who has charge of the bill, the Senator 

This group of personnel in the District from Nevada [Mr. BIBLEJ. 
of Columbia have never had an increase , If I understand the Senator correctly, 
in their retirement system since 1916. in explaining the bill to the Senate the 
The bill would combine the Federal Em- senator said it was the purpose of the 
ployment Compensation Act and those committee to bring the metropolitan 
sections of the Civil Service Retirement police and firemen's retirement system 
Act that deal with personnel engaged in line with the · retirement formulas 
in hazardous employment, and give both which are accorded to other law-en
of those benefits to the policemen and forcement officers under the Civil Serv
firemen of the District of Columbia. ice Retirement Act. Is my understand-

The committee has determined that ing correct? 
the cost of the bill would be approxi- Mr. BIBLE. Those engaged in haz
mately 1.3 percent higher, on a payroll ardous occupations. As the report 
basis, than under the aforesaid acts. shows, I think to make a true compari
For that reason we wholeheartedly rec- son one has to take into consideration 
ommend its passage. not only the Civil Service Retirement 

In the ultimate, approximately 20 Act, but the Federal Employees Com
years hence it will cost approximately pensation Act as well, because of its dis
$1.8 million yearly to pay for this in- ability provisions. 
crease. We think that amount is very Mr. WILLIAMS. Then is it definitely 
little to pay for the excellent police and agreed that the purpose of the com
fire systems we presently have in the mittee is to accord to the employees cov
District of Columbia. ered by the bill the benefits which are 

If we can end many of the recruiting provided for law-enforcement officers 
problems in the District, as we know under the Civil Service Retirement Act? 
we will by the resuit of the enaCtment Mr. BIBLE. The Senator is correct. 
of this bill, the savings to the District There are some small, minor differences, 
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but in general that is the purpose of 
the committee. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. When a comparable 
bill was before the Senate on June 3, 
at which time it was debated, I addressed 
to the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CLARK], as follows: 

How does the formula provided in the bill 
for the computation of annuities compare 
with that prevailing under the regular Civil 
service Act? 

And that the Senator from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. CLARK] replied: 

It is my understanding that it is identical. 

While I understand the word "iden
tical" is not necessarily held to mean to 
include commas and periods, in sub
stance it was the intention of the com
mittee that the formula be substantially 
the same, was it not? 

Mr. BffiLE. Is the Senator address
ing the question to me? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 
Mr. BIBLE. The purpose is, as I tried 

to say in my opening statement, to bring 
the benefits of the bill which is now be
fore the Senate into close conformity 
with those granted to civil-service re
tirees who were employed in hazardous 
occupations, taking into consideration 
the benefits they have under the Federal 
Employees Compensation Act, which are 
additional benefits over and above those 
provided in the Civil Service Retirement 
Act. 

I think in fairness we have to do that. 
The difficulty is in comparing the two 
formulas down to the last dotted "i" and 
crossed "t." In general,· comparing the 
formulas in that manner, the pending 
bill would be comparable with the Civil 
Service Retirement Act insofar as it deals 
with those engaged in hazardous occu
pations plus the benefits they may re
ceive from the Federal Employees Com
pensation Act. Under these assump
tions the benefits are very close to being 
the same. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the statement of the Senator 
from Nevada. I am sure he made it 
with the best of intentions. However, 
I am a little puzzled as to how to rec
oncile that statement with the state
ment made by the Civil Service Com
mission, as prepared in connection with 
the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget. I addressed the question to the 
Civil Service Commission, and asked 
them what the additional cost would be 
to the United States Government if we 
were to extend to the employees under 
the Civil Service Retirement System 
benefits comparable to those provided for 
under this bill. I have received a letter 
under date of July 31, 1957, .signed by 
the chairman, Harris Ellsworth, and I 
quote only one paragraph: 

We find no material cost differences be
tween S. 1770 and H. R. 6517. Hence our 
previous estimate still holds; that is, that if 
the proposed policemen's and firemen's ben
efit provisions were extended to the Civil 
Service Retirement System the Govern
ment's annual retirement cost would be in
creased by 13 ¥z percent of payroll, or by 
more than $1.2 billion per year. 

Mr. President, that, in my book, is 
a substantial item. Surely one cannot 

say that these two provisions are any
where near a comparison. 

I should like to ask a question of the 
chairman of the subcommittee. Is there 
any difference between the bill presently 
before the Senate and the bill which was 
recommitted under date of June 3? Is 
it not true that the subcommitee has 
reported back a bill identical to that 
previously rejected by the Senate? 

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

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr . .BIBLE. Let me answer first ques

tions first. 
The Senator from Delaware has read 

a letter from the Chairman of the Civil 
Service Commission, saying that annual 
retirement costs would increase some 13 
percent if the benefits provided by the 
pending bill were extended to one com
pared with the civil-service retirement 
system. I do not disagree with the state
ment of the Chairman of the Civil Serv
ice Commission, but the comparison 
which must be made, if it is desired to 
make a comparison, is between the pro
visions of the pending bill and those of 
the Civil Service Retirement Act, cover
ing hazardous duty occupations. The 
letter the Senator read embraces every
one in the civil-service retirement sys
tem, including secretaries, stenogra
phers, and all general employees. That 
statement is not limited only to hazard
ous occupations. 

The table which appears in the report 
of the committee on page 7, indicates 
that the total excess cost of the pending 
bill as compared to the Civil Service Re
tirement Act, insofar as it deals with 
those persons engaged in hazardous oc
cupations, and under the Federal Em
ployees Compensation Act, is 1.33 per
cent. We have prepared a table showing 
the various components making up that 
difference. 

The second question was whether this 
bill was identical with the bill formerly 
before the Senate. The answer is that 
it is not identical. The House bill made 
one very important change, and that was 
that the act would become effective, if 
the bill were passed, as of October 1, 
1946. The House bill provided that those 
desiring the benefits of the act should 
pay retroactively to October 1. There is 
a difference in that respect. We would 
adopt that change. There is one other 
minor clarification. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. There still is no dif
ference in the two bills so far as the for
mula is concerned, or so far as the cost 
is concerned, whether the bill is made 
retroactive to October 1 or not. 

Mr. BmLE. Let me say to my distin
guished friend that the only difference 
is that a greater payment is required 
from those now in the police and fire 
service of the District of Columbia. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is true. It has 
been estimated that that difference 
would amount to about $6,000 or $8,000. 
However, the figure we are discussing is 
a little larger than that. 

I am speaking about the difference in 
the retirement formula. Under the 
Civil Service Retirement Act, the highest 
benefits accrue to law-enforcement of
ficers, such as FBI agents and others 

engaged in hazardous occupations. 
That classification includes revenue 
agents and some others who are engaged 
in a hazardous job. Men working in 
that capacity would be paying into the 
retirement fund identical amounts, or 
identical percentages, with these em
ployees. They would be paying 6%. per
cent. There is no difference in the em
ployee contribution. Yet an employee 
in a hazardous occupation under the 
Civil Service Retirement Act who puts in 
30 years' service and retires is eligible 
to retirement pay of $3,600. 

Under the terms of the pending bill, 
an employee to whom the bill would 
apply would be eligible to receive retire
ment pay of $4,200, or $600 more than 
the other employee. In addition, he 
would receive many other benefits. 

Under the Civil Service Retirement 
Act, if a law-enforcement officer, en
gaged in a most hazardous occupation, 
works for 5 years, he is eligible for retire
ment based only upon his 5-year con
tribution. When he retired he would 
be eligible for retirement benefits 
roughly estimated at $1,000. If he died, 
his widow would be eligible for a re
duced retirement benefit, which would 
be half of two-thirds of the $1,000. 

Under the terms of the pending bill, 
we would guarantee that every widow, 
regardless of the period of service her 
husband might have had, even if it were 
only 1 year, would receive a minimum of 
$1,800. Is that not true? 

Mr. BIBLE. That is correct. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator will ad

mit that that is a substantial difference. 
There are today many retired employees 
who are receiving less than $100 a month 
under this same system because they 
were separated from the service before 
they had established very much credit 
under the system. They are drawing 
from $75 to $100 a month. Under the 
terms of the pending bill, if such a man 
died, his widow would receive $1,800, or 
twice as much as the man himself was 
receiving in retirement benefits. By 
what kind of reasoning is a man worth 
more dead than alive? 

Mr. BIBLE. I am very happy to have 
the views of the Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. If any Senator wishes 
to challenge my statement, I ask him 
to do so. 

Mr. BIBLE. I have some difficulty in 
hearing the Senator from Delaware. I 
was not aware that he was posing a 
question. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I will repeat it. We 
were comparing the situation of em
ployees who would cone under the terms 
of the pending bill, if enacted, with that 
of employees under the Civil Service Re
tirement Act who are engaged in haz
ardous occupations. A man under the 
District bill may be drawing a pension of 
$100 a month, by virtue of the fact that 
he has not worked very long. Under the 
terms of the pending bill, the minimum 
payment any widow would draw would 
be $1,800, even though her husband had 
only 1 year's service under the system. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. BIBLE. The Senator is making 
a comparison with the Civil Service Re
tirement Act. 
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Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator from 

Nevada, and not I, made a comparison 
with the Civil Service Retirement Act. 
The Senator told the Senate that his 
committee was trying to bring these pro
visions up to the level of the benefits 
available in the case of law-enforcement 
officers under the Civil Service Retire
ment Act. I think we need a bill which 
would do exactly that, but I am pointing 
out that the pending bill goes far beyond 
that. If I am mistaken, I should like 
to have my statement challenged. 

Mr. BIBLE. I challenge the state
ment~ because I say that the comparison 
we must make is not only a comparison 
between the pending bill and the Civil 
Service Retirement Act, but a compari
son with the Civil Service Retirement 
Act and the Federal Employees Compen
sation Act. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I shall get to that 
comparison in a moment. 

I have raised only one point with re
spect to the minimum payments so far 
as widows are concerned. I say that 
under the Civil Service Retirement Act 
there is no minimum, but under this 
bill there is. Two employees may be 
working side by side in the District of 
Columbia, doing comparable work. 
Both are paying 6% percent into the 
retirement fund. Both are drawing 
checks from the United States Govern
ment. Both are classified as Govern
ment employees; yet one would be cov .. 
ered by the terms of the bill, if enacted, 
and the. other would be covered by the 
Civil Service Retirement Act. The one 
who would be covered by the terms of 
this bill would receive 50 or 75 percent 
more retirement benefits than the other 
employee. I do not think any member 
of the committee can dispute that point. 
I cannot reconcile the two situations. 

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

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. THYE. As I understand~ the dif

ference in compensation arises from the 
fact that in one case the occupation 
is listed as hazardous, and in the other 
case it is considered as ordinary Federal 
civil-service employment~ Is that the 
situation? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. No. I am not 
speaking of a comparison between 
hazardous employment and clerical 
duty. I am speaking. of comparable 
duty. There are men in the District 
of Columbia doing guard duty in the 
parks. There are two classes of employ
ees. One class is called guards, and the 
other is called police. · They are doing 
the same type of work. Perhaps one 
has greater powers to arrest than the 
other, but they are doing essentially the 
same kind of work. There are 54 such 
employees in parks in the District of 
Columbia who would not be covered by 
the terms of the pending bill. They are 
working side by side with men who would 
be covered by the bill. 

I will not use names, because that 
would be unfair, but I know of six men 
who are doing pollee duty in the Capitol. 
They are already eligible for benefits 
under the District system. They are 
working alongside some of those police
men whom Senators have appointed 
here in the Capitol. 

Both men do equally hazardous work. Mr. THYE- What is the di:fference in 
Both pay 6% percent into the fund. Yet . the salary between a guard and a police
! employee will receive 50 per~ent more man in the parks? 
retirement benefits for his 6% percent Mr. WILLIAMS. The salaries are 
than the other. comparable. I do not believe there is 

Mr. BIBLE. I do not know how many any dift'erence, although I do not have 
cases there are of that kind. the exact information on that point. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I know of only 6; Mr. THYE. What are the duties 
but if there is only 1, that is too many. which are prescribed for policemen and 

Mr. BIBLE. Possibly there are some the duties which are prescribed for 
discrepancies or irregularities. Perhaps guards in the parks? 
there are provisions in the Civil Service Mr~ WILLIAMS. None, excef)t so far 
Retirement Act which might well be cor- as the line of authority is concerned, as 
rected. I do not believe that fact would it applies to policemen. Throughout the 
make the pending bill wrong. country this type employees are called 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am pointing out · guards and rangers. A guard on duty at 
these inequities. . According to the De- one of our national monuments, such as 
partment of the Interior there are men Arlington, is not included in the bill. If 
outside Washington who are doing com- the guard is on duty within the Capitol, 
parable dut;r. I asked the Department he may be included in the bill. 
to compile a list. There are a total of The bill was submitted to us on the 
346 outside Washington who are doing · basis that it was designed to bring the 
comparable duty. There are 189 in the law-enforcement officers' retirement sys .. 
city of Washington. All of them are tern in the District of Columbia up to the 
doing comparable duty, the same as the level of the law-enforcement officers' re
other 54 I have mentioned. All of them tirement benefits under the civil-service 
are doing equally hazardous work, ac- system. 
cording to the Department of the In- I said before, and I repeat, that I am 
terior. They are all paying 6% percent fully in accord with such a plan, but I 
into a retirement fund. Yet some of say the committee has not done that. 
them when retiring will retire on 50 The bill was before the Senate on a 
percent less retirement benefits than are previous occasion. r do not believe the 
provided under the terms of the pending members of the committee knew what 
bill. A man in Minnesota, who is work- was in the bill at that time. That is not 
ing for the United States Government an exaggeration, Mr. President. Now 
and drawing a check for guarding a park the committee comes back with the same 
in the State of Minnesota is entitled to bill. The only argument I have heru·d in 
just as great retirement benefits as is a favor of the bill is, we have the votes. 
man on guard duty in the city of Perhaps you have the votes here today, 
Washington. but someday you will have to answer to 

They both make the same contribu- the other employees who are doing 
tion of 6% percent to the fund, why not equally hazardous work, but are not get-
let them have the same benefits? ting comparable benefits. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the I should like to point out also-to show 
Senator yield? how this bill will work-that an em-

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. ployee can retire from police employ .. 
Mr. THYE. The Senator referred to ment downtown, as a member of the city 

a man wo1·king in a park area being employees' retirement system, and come 
listed as a guard. Does he receive the to the Capitol and get a job here. One 
same retirement compensation as does man has done that. I will not mention 
a man stationed in the downtown area his name, because he is not doing any
of Washington, or at the Capitol, but thing illegal. The trouble is with the 
who is a District of Columbia policeman? system, which Congress has authorized. 
Is that the comparison? Is there a dif.. We either approve it or stop it. It is en
ference between a policeman's compen- tirely up to us. As I said, one man re
sation under the provisions of the Retire- tired from the police force downtown be
ment Act, if he happens to be a member cause of disability. He retired because 
of the police force in the District of Co- of disability; presumably he was unable 
lumbia, and the retirement compensation to work in the District of Columbia as a 
of a guard stationed in a national. park? policeman. Therefore he has been held 

Mr. WILLIAMS. For the moment, I eligible by the District of Columbia to re
am not talking about the police in the ceive a pension of $374.29 a month. 
District. This bill, if enacted, would That man is holding a job today in the 
cover not only the Metropolitan Police CapitoL He is on duty today, drawing 
and firemen, but also Park Police in the $6,248.40 a year. How disabled is he? 
District of Columbia and some members What kind of police force do we have, 
of the Secret Service. Mr. President? He collects his pension 

In the District of Columbia there are and his salary both. 
the Park Police who are on guard in the Not only that, but if that man remains 
parks. Then there is another elassifica- in employment here for 5 years, he will 
tion called guards. The latter employees be drawing retirement pay under two 
are classified solely as guards. The systems, because he now can qualify an
pending bill would take in the employees der the civil-service retirement system. 
who are called Park Police and who serve · He can qualify under the Civil Service 
in the parks, but the men who are classi- Retirement Act as a result of his employ
tied as guards in the same- area would ment on the Hill.· I do not think that is 
be left out. right. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. Pl'esident, will the The Government contributes a sub-
Senator yield? stantial part of the. cost of this system 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. in the District through appropriations. 
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If he can do the work of a $6,000 man on 
the Capitol Police, how can he be classi
fied as disabled under another retire
ment system? 

. Mr. BEALL and Mr. JOHNSTON of 
South Carolina addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator yield, and if so, to whom? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield first to the 
Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. BEALL. There may be some other 
irregularities which the Senator has in 
mind, but I wish to point out to him 
that we are concerned with a particular 
bill. The Senator is apparently talk
ing about something else, and I would 
suggest that he take it up with the ap
propriate committee. We are interested 
in a particular bill, which has been re
ported by our committee. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am interested in 
the pending bill but I do not want to 
see a precedent established here that 
will create many inequities to correct 
later. 

Mr. BEALL. I should like to read 
some testimony given before the Sub
committee on Fiscal Affairs of the Dis
trict of Columbia Committee. The testi
mony was given by Mr. Warren B. Terry, 
Director of Personnel, Department of the 
Interior. In answer to a question by the 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. BIBLE] as to 
what the difference was between a park 
policeman and park rangers or guards, 
Mr. Terry said: 

Mr. TERRY. I will speak to it and perhaps 
Mr. Gartside can add to that. United States 
Park Police policies are concerned with all of 
the kinds of violations that occur in the 
metropolitan area. This includes not only 
the heavy traffic problems but also the crim
inal elements that they may come into con
tact with. Thus their responsibilities are 
similar to those of any of the police force 
of any larger metropolitan area. 

In the other national parks, for example, 
in our own State, the main problems that 
are encountered by a park ranger as a law 
enforcement officer would be relatively 
minor in that they. might concern themselves 
on the Blue Ridge Parkway, for example, 
with some traffic enforcement, with the pro
lem of vandalism, with the question of keep
ing the peace and matters of that nature. 

The Senator can see that there is a 
considerable difference between the 
duties of metropolitan policemen and of 
a man on duty in the parks. There is a 
difference in the duties and in the com
pensation. The duties and compensa
tion in the District of .Columbia area are 
comparable with those in other large 
cities. We are not out of line in that 
respect. We are talking about a par-

. ticular bill, I remind the Senator. If 
the Senator from Delaware wishes to 
change some other conditions, he should 
take them up with the appropriate 
committee. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I point out to the 
Senator from Maryland that I am not 
talking about other proposed legislation. 
You said this bill only brought the bene
fits of this group to a comparable basis 
with other employees doing hazardous 
work for the Government. That state
ment was wrong. 

Mr. BEALL. I should also like to 
point out to the Senator that the duties 
of a park ranger are fundamentally 

. public-relations duties. The rangers are 
CIII--901 

essentially public-relations employees. 
Their duties are considerably different 
from those of a metropolitan policeman. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am not raising the 
point that the rangers or the policemen 
are not doing excellent work. I am say
ing that this bill is not properly repre
sented when the committee claims it only 
brings benefits of this group to a par 
with other law enforcement officers cov
ered by the Civil Service Retirement Act . 

I would not admit that it is more haz
ardous to be on duty in a park in the 
District of Columbia than in any other 
park. Some people may think it is more 
hazardous for those in the District be
cause Members of Congress reside here. 
[Laughter.] I point out that there are 
54 guards on duty in the parks in the 
District of Columbia who are not cov
ered by the pending bill. Those men 
are left out. On the other hand, 189 
others are taken in under the bill. What 
is the difference in the duties? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 

· I merely wish to call attention to the 
· fact that the bill has been tightened up 
with regard to retirement for disability. 
It deals with a person who is disabled 
and retires and goes elsewhere and ob
tains other employment. That is not 
permitted under the pending bill. I 
refer the Senator to pages 14 and 15. 
Under the present law the Senator will 
find if a person has employment, an 
amount of retirement annuity received 
is deducted from his salary. That is 
true at the present time. In the future, 
if a person who is retired becomes able 
to work, he does not receive retirement 
pay. I believe that is correct. 

Mr. BIBLE. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. WILLIAMS. I venture to say that 

there is not a member of the committee 
who will say that the man I referred 
to will be fired. I have other cases. 
Another man receives a pension of 
$279.91, as a former policeman on the 
Metropolitan Police force, and he, too, 
is now working in the Capitol. He is 
working here as a guard for the Capitol. 
He is earning $4,501.50 a year. 

A third man receives a pension of 
$274.54. He will get an increase in his 
retirement under the bill, bringing his 
amount up to $366.06 a month. At the 
same time he is employed at the Capitol 
and receives a salary of $4,501.50. Per
haps he is listening to me now. These 
men to whom I refer are drawing their 
pay. I ask how these men can qualify 
for civil-service-retirement benefits un
der the present law and at the same time 
draw the other benefits. 

I should like to ask another question. 
Under the Metropolitan Police retire
ment system, a man who is in that sys
tem can claim credit for military service. 
The same feature is included in other 
systems, and there is nothing wrong with 
that. Under the Metropolitan Police re
tirement system a policeman can count 
his military service for credit purposes. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. BffiLE. I believe the Senator is 
correct. That is true with respect to all 
the retirement systems. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Under the Civil 
Service Retirement Act employees can 
likewise claim credit for military service. 

Also, it is recognized by the Civil serv
ice Commission that an individual em
ployee may have worked for a State or 
city government-for instance, for the 
State of Delaware or the city of WilmJng-

. ton~and qualified for a pension system 
under that city government or under the 
State government, and also receive 
credit for service in the military estab
lishment. Then later, if that man gets a 
job with the United States Government, 
he can also get credit for military serv
ice under the United States civil service 
retirement system, because there is no 
connection between his State or munici
pal employment and his Government em
ployment. My question is, Can the in
dividuals to whom I have referred as 
having qualified under the Metropolitan 
police retirement fund, if they are vet
erans and have been given credit for their 
military service under that system, now 
get credit for military service under the 
civil service retirement fund by virtue of 
the fact that they are working here? 
And what is there in the bill to prevent it? 

Mr. BffiLE. I am frank to confess 
that I have great difficulty in working out 
my poor little old income tax, let alone 
trying to answer the involved question of 
the Senator from Delaware. 

I am advised that there is nothing 
specific in the present law which pro
hibits a retiree from receiving retirement 
from both systems; but, as a matter of 
ruling, it has not been done. It cannot 
be done. 

The Senator from Delaware asked me 
to point to a specific statute that says it 
cannot be done. I cannot do it. I have 
no objection to having this matter clari
fied. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Is it not a fact that 
there is nothing in the bill-at least no 

. one has been able to find anything in the 
bill-which would prevent persons from 
claiming military service in duplicate? 
I have asked that question, and have been 
answered that there is nothing. They 
definitely can qualify under both retire
ment systems. 

Mr. BIBLE. · My understanding is that 
there is a ruling on that question from 
the Comptroller General of the United 
States, to the effect that that practice 
cannot be followed. I have no objec
tion to including such a prohibition. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I have been advised 
that the Comptroller General has ruled, 
as a matter of practice, that duplicate 
credit for military service is not permis
sible. But on. what basis is this ruling 
made? Is the ruling based on the fact 
that, the Comptroller General of the 
United States, recognized the Metro
politian Police retirement fund in the 
District of Columbia as being a Govern
ment retirement fund? 

If he rules that this retirement fund 
was a Government fund, was not the 
Government automatically, by his rul
ing, responsible for the payment if the 
District of Columbia government de
faulted? I am advised that the answer 
would have to be "Yes." 
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I think we will find that the Comp

troller General will hesitate a while be· 
fore he issues a ruling in which he com
mits the United States Government to 
underwrite the payment. If he is going 
to recognize it as being a Government 
retirement system, then the Government 
must be responsible for the payment. 

I think the bill should go back to the 
District of Columbia Committee, and 
that that committee should sit down 
with the members of the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service to work out 
a bill which will do what it is said is in .. 
tended to be accomplished. I do not be .. 
lieve we should be considering a bill 
which is full of loopholes. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, Will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. At the very begin .. 

ning, I express my commendation to the 
Senator from Delaware for concerning 
himself about the possibility that in the 
efforts to remove inequities, we may cre
ate new ones, and that then the new 
inequities later will be used as the basis 
for new demands to remove inequities, 
only resulting in another inequity. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct. 
That is the point I raise. 

The cost of this particular bill, I will 
readily admit, in comparison to the size 
of many bills which we handle, is small. 
But this is the first of the bills with 
which we are dealing in connection with 
retirement. We have on the calendar 
other retirement bills. Any employee 
of the United States Government has 
the right to demand that Congress give 
equal treatment for equal contributions, 
and equal payment for equal work. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. That is the principle 
for which the Senator from Delaware is 
fighting. Will the Senator repeat the 
situation described by him a moment 
ago, in which he said that between two 
employees, engaged at similar work, at .. 
tended by similar hazards, there is a 
great disparity so far as the amounts 
they receive as retirement pay are con .. 
cerned? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I have a letter from 
the Department of the Interior, which 
states that there are 189 United States 
Park Police in the District of Columbia 
who will be covered by the bill. Those 
park police will be paying 6 Y2 percent 
into the Metropolitan Police Retirement 
Fund if the bill shall be enacted. Those 
persons at the same time are drawing 
checks from the United States Govern .. 
ment, and they are bona fide employees 
of the United States Government. They 
are paying into the city retirement fund. 

At the same time, 54 employees of the 
United States Park Police are working 
as guards in the parks of the District of 
Columbia. What the difference between 
a guard and a park policeman is, I do 
not know. But certainly their work is 
comparable. Yet, while those 54 men 
will be paying into the fund 6% percent, 
the same as the other employees are 
paying, they will draw out substantially 
less benefits. 

In addition, there are 357 rangers
guards, as they are generally called-in 
other States of the Union, who operate 
as Government Park Police or guards. 
These are employees of the United States 

Government and pay 6% percent of their 
earnings into the retirement fund. They 
do equally hazardous work, but they 
will draw only from one-half to two .. 
thirds the amounts which will be re .. 
ceived by the United States Park Police 
in the District of Columbia. 

I also point out that many members 
of the FBI occupy hazardous positions. 
I am not speaking of the clerks, but 
those who are ruled to be working in the 
most hazardous positions of the FBI. 
They also will draw retirement benefits 
from 25 to 50 percent less than the bene .. 
fits which will be received by the police 
in the District of Columbia under the 
bill, if it shall be enacted. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I have not heard any 
explanation to justify the disparity be .. 
tween the pay received by the rangers 
and park guards and that received by 
policemen and firemen in the District of 
Columbia. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. There is no attempt 
to justify any difference. We have been 
told throughout the debate that there 
is no difference, but it is apparent that 
there is a difference. 

I say again that. an FBI agent drawing 
$6,000 a year, and having 30 years' serv
ice, will upon retirement draw about 
$3,600 a year under the Civil Service Re .. 
tirement Act. A member of the Metro .. 
politan Police or the United States Park 
Police, or anyone else covered under the 
bill, serving in the most hazardous posi .. 
tion, would draw $4,200. In addition, 
his widow would get a minimum of $1,800. 

If the FBI man had worked only 5 
years, he would be eligible for a $600 or 
an $800 pension. His widow, of course, 
would be eligible for from one-half to 
two-thirds. But if a Metropolitan 
policeman worked only 1 month, he 
would qualify, because the bill provides 
no minimum and his widow be eligible 
for a minimum payment of $1,800. 

I am not speaking of the FBI man in .. 
jured in the line of duty; I am speaking 
of the FBI man who would come under 
the general retirement law. That FBI 
agent, who was engaged in hazardous 
duty, under the Civil Service Retirement 
Act, must put in a minimum of 5 years. 
But under this bill, the policeman or fire
man would not have to be employed for 
a minimum period; all he would have to 
do would be to get on the payroll. 

There is another inequity as compared 
to the civil-service retirement system 
which I shall mention. When an em
ployee is retired under the civil-service 
retirement system and draws X amount 
as retirement, that is the limit; he re .. 
ceives no more. Congress may change 
the retirement formula later to increase 
the benefits. But unless Congress passes 
a law to benefit such a person directly, 
that is as far as the Government's legal 
obligation is concerned; that is what he 
receives. 

But under this bill, the retirement 
benefits will continue to increase over 
the years to come. If a man is retired 
at 50 years of age on an annuity, and the 
man who takes his position gets an in .. 
crease in salary 1 year, 5 years, or 10 
years from now for the same type of job, 
the retiree of the years prior thereto will 
automatically receive an increase in his 

pension. That is not done under any 
other system. 

Perhaps that is the practice which 
Congress wants. But if it is, let us act 
with our eyes open. Let us say that in 
increasing the benefits we are willing to 
do likewise for all law-enforcement of .. 
fleers engaged in equally hazardous work. 
I am not arguing whether we should or 
should not; I am directing my argument 
against the committee claim that the 
benefits under this bill are the same as 
the benefits of law-enforcement officers 
under the civil-service retirement sys .. 
tern. That is not right. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Has the Senator from 
Delaware heard any explanation of why 
the FBI retirement pay should be $3,600, 
while under the bill persons doing sim
ilar work will be getting $4,200? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I have no explana .. 
tion; neither have I heard anyone take 
exception to the statement that that 
will occur. That is only one example. 
It could be followed all the way through. 
There is no comparison between the 
benefits which will be received under the 
bill and those provided employees en .. 
gaged in hazardous work in other fields. 

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

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. BEALL. We tried to show that 

Mr. Terry, who is the Director of Per .. 
sonnel in the Department of the Interior, 
said there was a considerable difference 
in the duties of the two types of officers. 
These men--

Mr. WILLIAMS. I ask the Senator to 
wait a moment, please. I am referring 
to the hazardous jobs. 

Mr. BEALL. The men to whom the 
Senator from Delaware has been refer .. 
ring are public relations men. They 
even call in the police when arrests have 
to be made. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. You cannot dispute 
the statement that benefits in this bill are 
higher than the formula in the civil serv .. 
ice retirement system. I am told that 
only those who do comparable work are 
referred by the Department. But the 
case I was discussing with the Senator 
fromOhio--

Mr. BEALL. I have been quoting the 
Department of the Interior. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I should like to have 
the opmwn of the Senator from 
Maryland. 

I referred to the situation in the case 
of an FBI agent. I said that, for pur
poses of computation, we would use the 
salary figure $6,000. Such a person is 
considered to be serving in one of the 
most hazardous jobs under the Govern .. 
ment. The maximum to which he would 
be entitled upon retirement with 30 years' 
service under the civil service retirement 
system would be $3,600. Under the pro .. 
visions of the pending bill, a District of 
Columbia policeman or fireman or mem .. 
·ber of the Park Police, and also some 
members of the Secret Service, after hav .. 
ing served at the same salary, and for 
the same number of years, would. be en .. 
titled to retirement pay of $4,200, as 
against the $3,600. I say those two 
figures cannot be reconciled. 

In addition, the FBI agent must serve 
a minimum of 5 years in order to be 
eligible to receive correspondingly lower 



1957 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 14331 
retirement benefits. In addition, he can 
retire at a minimum of 40 percent of his 
salary. I am not referring to retire
ment for a service-connected disability. 
I think both systems have provisions for 
retirement for service-connected disabil
itY, and they should have. But, under 
the provisions of the bill, retirement for 
non-service-connected disability is pro
vided for, with a minimum of 40 percent 
of the person's basic salary, even though 
he may have received that salary for only 
1 month or 1 year of his service. I have 
not found in the bill any provision of a 
minimum amount of service being re
quired. On the other hand, in the case 
of the FBI, an employee must serve for 
5 years, in order to qualify for any benefit 
at all. 

Today, under the District of Columbia 
system there are six retirees who are re
ceiving retirement benefits in the amount 
of $1,000 or less. If the bill is enacted
and in making this statement I am as
suming that those retirees are married 
men-they will continue to receive the 
same amount until they die. But after 
they die, their widows will receive a mini
mum of $1,800. I do not understand it. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Delaware yield to me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CoTTON in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Delaware yield to the Senator from 
Ohio? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. I have listened with 

interest to the statement that in the case 
of retirement for a disability not related 
to the work performed, there would be 
minimum compensation in the amount 
of 40 percent. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Forty percent of his 
last salary; yes. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. What is the general 
rule in the case of all other Federal em
ployees under similar conditions? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. They receive some 
benefits, under some conditions, under 
the Employees Compensation Act, but 
nowhere near 40 percent. 

Furthermore, the civil service retire
ment system provides no benefits in the 
case of retirement for non-service-con
nected disability. Retirement for serv
ice-connected disability is taken care of 
by all the systems, and it should be. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Does the Senator 
from Delaware know what principle was 
applied in selecting 40 percent as an f,b
solute minimum, even though in the case 
of other services there is no such mini
mum? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I do not know. Cer
tai:aly it cannot be said that they were 
trying to bring this retirement system 
up to a par with the civil service retire
ment system applicable to law-enforce
ment officers, because in the latter case 
there is no minimum. 

Furthermore, a law-enforcement offi
cer senir.g in the most hazardous sort of 
job, must, under the civil service retire
ment system, not only serve for 5 years, 
in order to qualify at all; but when his 
pension is computed, it is computed on 
the basis of the average of the highest 
salary for any 5-year period, whereas 
under the provisions of the pending bill 
such a person will be able to work at a 
low salary for 29 years, but then, if in the 

30th year he receives a promotion, he will 
be .able to have the higher salary he re
ceives in the 30th year used as the basis 
for making the computation, instead of 
using the average of his salary during a 
period of 5 years. 

Furthermore, under the provisions of 
the pending bill, if such a person receives 
a promotion only 30 days before he is 
discharged, or even if he receives a pro
motion in the amount of $1,000 just the 
day before he is discharged, his annuity 
will be increased in proportion, just as if 
he had received that greater amount of 
salary for the entire 30 years of his em-
ployment. • 

Mr. President, I have said that six 
former employees have been receiving 
$1,000 or less from the District of Co
lumbia, as retirement, by virtue of hr.v
ing served for a short period of time. 
There P,re 21 who receive between $1,000 
and $2,000 .a year. Under the provisions 
of the bill, their widows would receive a 
minimum of $1,800; that would be the 
case following the death of those men. 
I say that we are certainly establishing 
quite a precedent when we move into a 
range in which a man is worth almost 
twice as much when dead as when he is 
alive. 

Furthermore, under the bill, the pro
visions are from 20 percent to 30 percent 
higher if a man is retired by virtue of 
disability, as compared with ordinary re
tirement. There are now on retirement 
under this system, 1,356 persons, wh~ 
draw regular retirement benefits under 
the system; and there are 1,175 who are 
on retirement by virtue of disability. 

I happened to check on the six to 
whom I have referred. I know they 
were working today as members of the 
Capitol Police Force, where they are on 
the payroll at salaries of between $4,500 
and $6,250. They are working as guards 
for the Senate and the House of Repre
sentatives. But they are rated as dis
abled, and simultaneously they are draw
ing retirement checks from downtown, 
on the basis that that is a separate sys
tem, not a Federal Government system. 
Some of them are receiving monthly pay
ments of as much as $375. 

As I pointed out yesterday the rules of 
the Comptroller General are that when 
a man is drawing a retirement check 
from a Government retirement system, 
he must lose that check when he ac
cepts employment from the United 
States Government. But another ruling 
of the Comptroller General had been 
that a man could not receive dual credit 
for military service under both these 
systems, by virtue of the fact that the 
District retirement fund is recognized as 
Government retirement systems. Obvi
ously those two rules are in contradic
tion of each other if the funds are both 
Government funds then these men can
not draw a salary and a pension simul
taneously. If they are separate and the 
District fund is ruled not governmental 
then how can they deny credit for mili
tary service under both systems? The 
law does not correct this situation. 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, will the 
Sen~ tor from Delaware yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. BIBLE. If the Senator from 

Delaware has an amendment to take 

care of that situation, I shall be very 
happy to have it adopted. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Several amend
ments would be required to correct these 
inequities and the floor of the Senate is 
not the proper place to deal with such a 
delicate problem. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Delaware yield to me? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. MUNDT. Do I correctly under

stand that the Senator from Delaware 
has some amendments to correct the in
equities he has been describing? In view 
of the way he has gone into the matter, 
it would seem to one who has just begun 
to hear the colloquy that the bill has as 
many bugs as a shepherd dog at flea 
time. We had better get the bugs out 
of the bill. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, when 
we are dealing with the security of eld
erly men and women, naturally we wish 
to be sure we are correct; and I do not 
think the floor of the Senate of the 
United States is the proper place to have 
such measures written. That is why I 
think this should be done in the com
mittee and that the bill should be re
committed. 

Mr. MUNDT. Certainly I should like 
to do something for the benefit of the 
employees of the District of Columbia, 
who are talking to us and lobbying with 
us and visiting with us about their needs. 
We should aid them. I say their needs 
are realistic. But certainly we do not 
want to engage in a wild adventure 
which has so many inconsistencies and 
incongruities as those the Senator from 
Delaware has been describing in light
ninglike fashion. If the amendments 
which the Senator says he has in mind 
are too complicated to handle on the 
floor of the Senate, are they in such 
form that, if the bill were recommitted, 
he could appear before the appropriate 
committees and their personnel, iron the 
amendments out, and enable us to solve 
the problem once and for all? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I should be only too 
glad to work with the committee. I said 
that before on many occasions but they 
did not seem interested. 

Mr. MUNDT. Does the Senator an
ticipate there would be any undue delay? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. No. I think it could 
be worked out very promptly. I believe 
the retirement laws for the District of 
Columbia need revision. I am fully in 
accord with making the benefits of those 
under the system equal to those which 
any law-enforcement officer gets under 
the civil service retirement system, and 
having them pay no more for it. I have 
been in agreement with that. 

Mr. MUNDT. What the Senator is 
undertaking to do is get some equity. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. What I am trying 
to do is to get some equity for the same 
type of employees. 

Mr. MUNDT. It is very difficult for 
me to vote for such a ·bill when in the 
Black Hills of South Dakota, where na
tional parks and Federal activities are 
located, I see persons who are doing 
exactly the same kind of work, getting 
the same type of salaries, and making 
the same 61h percent contribution into 
the retirement fund, being discriminated 
against to the extent of 50 percent. I 
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do not see how any Senator could be 
expected to vote for a bill which dis
criminates against his own constituents 
as this bill appears to do, if what the 
Senator from Delaware says is accu
rate. The committee does not seem to 
challenge his statements. If the com
mittee does not challenge them, we must 
accept them as facts. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. If widows of em
ployees in the States get only $75 a 
month, Senators will have a lot of ex
plaining to do if they vote for a bill 
which provides widows here in the Dis
trict with a minimum of $1,800 a year 
under the pending bill, because there is 
no such minimum in the other act. 

Mr. MUNDT. A Senator would no'j be 
able to explain perpetrating that kind 
of injustice on his people. If the arith
metic and deductions of the Senator 
from Delaware are correct, it would be 
an imposition to ask Members of the 
Senate to vote directly against the in
terests of their own people. If the com
mittee could show us that what the Sen
ator from Delaware has said is an error, 
I would like to vote for the District of 
Columbia retirement bill; but I certainly 
am not willing to vote for such a bill 
when Government employees in South 
Dakota, who also contribute. 6% percent 
into the retirement fund, will get only 
50 percent of the benefits that an em
ployee of the District of. Columbia would 
get, although they are doing the same 
kind of work so far as hazards are con
cerned. 

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

Mr. MUNDT. I should like to get an 
answer to my question. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I agree fully with the 
Senator from South Dakota that, grant
ing that both k!nds of employees are do
ing equally hazardous work, we cannot 
justify passing a bill which gives sub
stantially more benefits for one type of 
employee than it does for the other type. 
We must treat all such employees on the 
basis of equality. We do not get equity 
when we have two guards at the Capitol, 
one on the payroll of the city, and one on 
the payroll of the Capitol, the latter of 
whom will be drawing 50 percent less 
benefits. It is not fair. They are doing 
the same work. It is equally hazardous. 

Mr. MUNDT. Did I correctly under
stand the Senator to say that an agent 
of the FBI, who risks his life at gunpoint 
time after time, would, if the pending 
bill is passed, receive $600 a year less 
than a man who is on guard in Rock 
Creek Park making sure that people do 
not fish for shad out of season? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. In the example to 
which I called attention there is that 
differentiation. 

Mr. MUNDT. I wish the Senator 
would yield to the Senator from Nevada 
on this point. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the Sen .. 
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. BIDLE. The problem which the 
Senator is posing caused some difficulty. 
As a result, the committee sent for a 
representative of the Department of the 
Interior. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Does the Senator 
take exception to what I stated with 
respect to the most hazardous job in the 

FBI, which was the example I gave to 
the Senator from South Dakota? That 
was the basis of the question he ad
dressed to me. As I understand, under 
the bill a park policeman in Washington 
would get niore in retirement benefits, 
by $600, than would the man in the most 
hazardous job in the example I used. 

Mr. BIBLE. In the example the Sen
ator used; but the example does not con
form with the facts. We are advised 
that the average FBI salary at the pres
ent time is $8,186, so that in computing 
retirement, it should be computed 
against the higher salary the FBI man 
gets. 

Mr. THYE: Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question at that 
point? 

Mr. BIBLE. Yes. 
Mr. THYE. What is the maximum 

salary of a policeman in the Metropoli
tan Police Department? 

Mr. BIBLE. If the Senator will bear 
with me for half a moment, I will try 
to get that information. I moved away 
from the source of my material so I 
could hear the interesting questions of 
the Senator from Delaware. I shall get 
the information for the Senator in a 
moment. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. While the Senator 
from Nevada is getting the information, 
I will say to the Senator from Minne
sota we are not dealing with a salary 
bill; we are dealing with a retirement 
bill. The agencies also ·have different 
standards for employment. 

Mr. THYE. If the Senator will an .. 
swer two inquiries, I shall have no fur
ther que,stions. May I ask those two 
questions? · 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I wish to reply to 
the first question of the Senator from 
Minnesota, and continue on the point he 
made. There may be a difference in the 
salary scale as between a park police
man and an agent of the FBI, but there 
is also a substantial difference in the 
standards required for their employ
ment. 

Mr. THYE. I will grant the Senator 
that, but we are thinking of a poor 
widow. If something befalls her hus
band, what will she receive with which 
to support herself? 

The question I wished to ask the dis
tinguished Senator from Delaware was 
primarily this: Does the bill apply to 
employees other than the Metropolitan 
Police? 

Mr. WILLIAMS . . Yes. 
Mr. THYE. To what other employees 

does the bill apply? Does it go outside 
the District of Columbia? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. No, but some of the 
work goes on outside the District of 
Columbia, as I understand, because the 
bill covers some of the Secret Service 
such as those guarding the President of 
the United States. Those men conceiv .. 
ably could be in Minnesota or other 
areas. Substantially, the work of those 
affected by the bill will be primarily in 
the District of Columbia. 

Mr. THYE. The heading of the re .. 
port reads: 

Providing for the retirement of officers 
and members of the Metropolitan Police 
force, the Fire Department of the Distr,ict of 
Columbia, the United States Park Police 

force, the White House Police force, and of 
certain officers and members of the United 
States Secret Service, and for other purposes. 

I do not know what is embodied in the 
term "and for other purposes,'' but my 
only concern is that if the benefits under 
the bill relate only to those who work in 
the metropolitan area, whose employ- -
ment is that about which the Committee 
on the District of Columbia is obligated 
to legislate, let us deal with the pending 
bill, and then amend any other bill that 
might be involved, which needs correc
tion. That is my only contention. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I agree with the 
Senator that we are dealing with the 
Metropolitan Police and other employees 
in the District of Columbia, but I point 
out again ·hat the bill was presented to
day on the assurance that it would bring 
the retirement of such persons into con
formity with that of those under the 
Civil Service Retirement Act. I say the 
purpose of the bill has been misrepre
sented so far as Congress is concerned. 
I do not mean deliberately; perhaps it 
would be more appropriate to say that it 
has not been properly represented. And 
what we do here on th:s bill will set a 
precedent for other employees later to 
ask similar consideration, and they will 
have an argument. 

Mr. MUNDT. I listened to the deduc
tion of the Senator from Minnesota 
with a little astonishmen• because I do 
not see how we can pick out one seg
ment of Federal employees and say, 
"We will deal with them now, and next 
week we will deal with another seg
ment," because if we did so we would 
start an escalator spiral of which the 
sky would be the limit. There should 
be equity. If we start going up such 
an inflationary spiral staircase, we 
would have no idea what the ultimate 
costs would be. 

Someone has suggested that perhaps 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service and the Committee on the Dis
trict of Columbia, perhaps relying on 
their counsel and the great statistical 
ability of the Senator from Delaware, 
might get together and soon submit to 
us a program of increased retirement 
which would be equitable to everybody. 
I would be prepared to vote for such a 
proposal, but I am presented with a very 
difficult problem when I am asked to 
vote higher retirement benefits for a 
man whose duty may be watching shad 
swimming up and down Rock Creek in 
Washington, D. C., when a man doing 
the same kind of work in the Black Hills 
of South Dakota, having the same re
sponsibilities, would receive 50 percent 
less in the way of benefits. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I agree with the 
Senator from South Dakota. We do 
have a responsibility to treat all em
ployees under the retirement systems 
equitably. 

Mr. President, I want to see the Sen .. 
ate pass a bill which will provide for 
these employees all the benefits which 
have been provided for law enforce
ment officers under the provisions of 
the other legislation. But I point out 
that we do not have before us a bill 
which does only that. It goes far astray. 

We are not dealing only ·with the em· 
ployees covered by this bill, but we are 
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setting a pattern. If we are to provide 
such benefits for these employees, we 
must stand ready to provide the same 
benefits for others. 

As the Chairman of the Civil Service 
Commission has pointed out, to extend 
the comparable benefits to all the em
ployees coming within the civil-service 
system-and there has been taken into 
account and · subtracted the benefits 
already provided under the Federal Em
ployees Compensation Act-would cost 
an additional $1.2 billion a year. 

Mr. MUNDT. How much? 
Mr. WILLIAMS. $1.2 billion. 
Mr. MUNDT. Over a billion dollars. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. $1.2 billion to extend 

comparable benefits to beneficiaries of 
the Civil Service Retirement· System. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, this is 
pretty serious business to take up on a 
quiet Saturday afternoon with a ·mere 
handful of Senators on the fioor. It is a 
matter which deserves pretty careful 
consideration, if we are about to plunge 
into a billion-dollar expenditure. . It 
should not be asking too much to ask 
the two committees to get together for 24 
or 48 hours to try to reconcile their dif
ferences before we plunge out into the 
great blue yonder on a billion-dollar 
journey to the moon. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, it is 
because of that that I think the bill 
should be recommitted. The committee 
should be given an opportunity to revise 
in line with a formula which will bring 
these employees into line with the treat
ment accorded all other law-enforce
ment officers. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I move that 
the bill be recommitted. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I wish 
to subscribe to the thoughts expressed 
by the Senator from South ·Dakota [Mr. 
l\4UNDTJ and the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. WIL
LIAMS], that the bill be recommitted. 

Does the Senator from Ohio seek recog
nition? 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator withhold his suggestion of the 
absence of a quorum to permit the Sena
tor from Ohio to make a statement or ask 
a question? 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I have no 
intention of interrupting my distin
guished friend, the Senator from Ohio. 
I thought he had yielded the fioor. I am 
glad to withhold. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, the 
subject is not so simple of disposition as 
has been suggested, namely, that we 
should pass the bill and then proceed to 
adjust the situation of oth~r employees 
similarly situated. 

The argument advanced is that the 
purpose of the bill is to create equality. 
It is now conceded that inequalities will 
be created, and that additional bills will 
have to be passed to put t:tie other Federal 
employees similarly situated on a similar 

· level. 
. I t11ink we must guard against a ful
crum being created by this bill upon 

which force will be brought later in the 
form of an argument, "You have raised 
other retirement payments, but have not 
raised ours." We should be extraordi
narily careful. 

Mr. BIBLE. l\4r. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I yield. 
Mr. BIBLE. The position of the Dis

trict of Columbia Committee is summed 
up in one sentence. I challenge even the 
Senator from Delaware to point out any 
fiaws in the statement: 

The bill would provide benefits for these 
members, substantially similar to benefits 
available to persons who are engaged in haz
ardous occupations, under the Civil Service 
Retirement Act Amendments of 1956, as well 
as benefits substantially similar to benefits 
available to Federal employees under the 
Federal Employees' Compensation Act. 

I say to my distinguished friend, the 
Senator from Ohio, that if he were to 
consider the Civil Service Retirement 
Act alone-by itself-he would find some 
differences, similar to those which the 
distinguished Senator from Delaware 
mentions. However, if he were to com
pare the two acts, he would find that 
the widow of an FBI man would not 
choose the benefits under the Civil Serv
ice Retirement Act, and obviously not. 
She would choose the better benefits of 
the Federal Employees Compensation 
Act, which would give her a far greater 
amount of money. 

The Senator from Delaware has said 
that we are trying to compare this bill 
with only one act. I do not know why we 
should compare it with the Civil Service 
Retirement Act. We are seeking to legis
late for the city of Washington. We are 
talking about a city police and fire retire
ment system, similar to the one in the 
State of Ohio for the city of Cleveland, 
where there is a city system. We are 
not comparing the retirement system 
of the city of Cleveland with the Civil 
Service Retirement Act, or the retire
ment system of the city of San Francisco 
with the Civil Service Retirement Act. 
We are trying to compare the system 
proposed for Washington with compa
rable city systems. 

Why is that? It is because 90 percent 
of the money which will be used for re
tirement payments is money which will 
be paid by the taxpayers of the District 
of Columbia in their real-estate taxes, 
personal-property taxes, and other taxes 
levied in the District of Columbia. 

The motion has been made that the 
bill be recommitted. We faced a similar 
situation not too long ago, and the bill 
was recommitted. We had hearings. 
We called on everybody we could think 
of to testify. Notice was given. 

I did ' not see my distinguished col
league and friend, the Senator from 
Delaware, attending the hearings. · Yet 
if he had wanted to clear up the points 
bothering him one would think he would 
have been present. We had the benefit 
of testimony from the best actuaries, 
and received the best intelligence we 
'could get on the subject. We ·challenge 
anyone to disprove the table printed on 
the chart shown at the back of the 
Chamber . 

That chart .shows, in substance, that 
the total ultimate cost of the particular 

system we are ·considering is 1.33 per
cent ·higher than the combined civil 
service retirement system for those en
gaged in h~zardous occupations and 
those under the Federal Employees Com
p-ensation Act, taken together. 

We spent long hours attempting to 
bring before the Senate a bill which was 
justified and which could stand on its 
own. Believe me, this bill can. It is a 
fine retirement bill. It provides for a 
fine retirement system. 

There should not be an attempt to 
confuse the issue. To compare the sys
tem proposed for Washington with other 
systems might be somewhat like com
paring apples and oranges. In any 
event, even if we made the comparison 
on the basis stated by the· Senator, we 
would find that the system provided by 
the bill would stand the most careful 
scrutiny. 

There is one statement I should -like 
to clear up, because there was a figure 
given which shocked the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. MuNDT], as it 
shocked me. That figure was "a billion 
dollars." The figure was used in a spe
cial context. It was said that if we were 
to bring everybody under the Civil Serv
ice Retirement Act, clerks, stenogra
phers, and the regular employees, into 
complete accord with this proposed re
tirement system, it would represent a 
cost of around 13 percent. But the com
parison was not limited to those engaged 
in hazardous occupations, to whom the 
pending bill applies. If the comparison 
is so limited, Senators will find the per
centage of cost is in the neighborhood of 
1 percent, if my memory is correct. 

Mr. PFesident, before suggesting the 
absence of a qu·orum, I cannot urge 
strongly enough that the motion to re
commit be overwhelmingly defeated. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Nevada suggests the ab
sence of a quorum. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. PrP.si
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
motion of the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. WILLIAMS] to recommit House bill 
6517 to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 

shall be very brief. I point out again 
that there is no dispute among us on 
one point. We are all perfectly willing 
to have a retirement bill which will give 
to the Metropolitan Police, the firemen, 
·and the Park Police all the benefits 
which any law enforcement officer can 
receive under the Civil Service Retire
ment Act. 

So far as concerns the cost, which has 
been minimized, and represented to be 
only a fraction of 1 percent I point out 
that the total · salary payment to the 
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Metropolitan Police last year was around 
$18,500,000; and last year the cost of 
paying retirement benefits under the ex
isting law was $7 million. 

If this bill is passed, it will necessitate 
a levy of ...l.PProximately 39 or 40 percent 
of the payroll to pay the retirement 
benefits. No one can cite any retirement 
system-public, private, city, or State
which carries comparable benefits. I 
say that we must take into consideration 
the fact that we are not only voting on 
this bill, but we are establishing a prece
dent for all other employees. It is true 
that the $1,200,000,000 extra annual cost 
which I pointed out if such benefits were 
extended to all other employees took into 
consideration all employees, and not 
merely law enforcement officers, but 
those employees all likewise pay 6% 
percent into the fund. 

The bill goes far beyond the benefits 
given to law enforcement officers under 
the Civil Service Retirement System, 
whether the comparison be made in 
terms of dollars, minimum benefits, or 
any other factor. If we vote to liberalize 
these benefits today for this class of em
ployees, tomorrow we shall have to take 
care of the others. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. As I understand, 
the vote will be on the motion of the 
Senator from Delaware to recommit to 
the committee on the District of Colum-

- bia the police and firemen's retirement 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFIC~R. The 
Senator is correct. 

The question is on agreeing to the mo
tion of the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
WILLIAMS] to recommit to the Commit
tt!e on the District of Columbia House 
bill 6157. On this question the yeas and 
nays have been ordered, and the clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that 

the Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD]. 
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CLARK], the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. EASTLAND], the Senator from Loui
siana [Mr. ELLENDER], the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. FREAR], the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. GoRE], the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Sen
ator from Oregon [Mr. MoRSE], the Sen
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE], 
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. RoBERT
SON], the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
RussELL], and the Senator from Florida 
[1\lr. SMATHERS], are absent on official 
business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT] is absent be
cause of illness. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS] is absent 
by leave of the Senate because of illness. 

On this vote, if present and voting, 
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CLARK], the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
HENNINGS], the Senator from Massachu
setts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. MoRsE], and the Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE] would 
each vote "nay." 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. BRICKER], the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BuTLER], 
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON], 
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. MALONE], 
tht Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
SMITH], and the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. YoUNG] are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. BRIDGES] and the Senator from 
Maine [Mr. PAYNE] are absent because 
of illness. 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPE
HART] is absent by leave of the Senate in 
order to represent the Senate at the 
Latin American Economic Conference in 
Buenos Aires. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS], the Senator from New York 
[Mr. JAVITS], the Senator from Penn
sylvania [Mr. MARTIN], and the Senator 
from West Virginia [Mr. REVERCOMB] 
are absent on official business. 

The Senator from California [Mr. 
KNOWLAND] and the Senator from Kan
sas [Mr. ScHOEPPEL] are detained on 
official business. 
· If present and voting the Senator 

from Maine [Mr. PAYNE] would vote 
"nay." 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
SMITH] is paired with the Senator from 
New York [Mr. JAVITS]. If present and 
voting, the Senator from New Jersey 
would vote "yea," and the Senator from 
New York would vote "nay." 

The Senator from California [Mr. 
KNOWLAND] is paired with the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. MALONE]. If pres
ent and voting, the Senator from Cali
fornia would vote "yea." and the Sen
ator from Nevada would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 19, 
nays 47, as follows: 

Barrett 
Bennett 
Bush 
Cotton 
curtis 
Dirksen 
Dworshak 

Aiken 
All ott 
Anderson 
Beall 
Bible 
Carroll 
Case, N.J. 
Case, S. Dak. 
Chavez 
Church 
Cooper 
Douglas 
Ervin 
Green 
Hayden 
Hill 

Bricker 
Bridges 
Butler 
Byrd 
C'apehart 
Carlson 
Clark 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Flanders 

YEA8-19 
Goldwater 
Hickenlooper 
Hruska. 
Jenner 
Lausche 
Martin, Iowa 
Mundt 

NAYS-47 

Potter 
Saltonstall 
Watkins 
Wiley 
Williams 

Holland Morton 
Humphrey Murray 
Ives Neely 
Jackson Neuberger 
Johnson, Tex. O'Mahoney 
Johnston, S.C. Purtell 
Kefauver Scott 
Kerr ·sm:ith, Ma1ne 
Kuchel Sparkman 
Langer Stennis 
Long Symington 
Magnuson Talmadge 
Mansfield Thurmond 
McClellan Thye 
McNamara. Yarborough 
Monroney 

NOT VOTING-29 
Frear 
Fulbright 
Gore 
Hennings 
Javits 
Kennedy 
Know land 
Malone 
Martin,Pa. 
Morse 

Pastore 
Payne 
Revercomb 
Robertson 
Russell 
Schoeppel 
Smathers 
Smith, N.J. 
Young 

So Mr. WILLIAMS' motion to recommit 
was rejected. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I fully 
recognize that in the light of the vote 
just taken, the Senate is 1·eady to pass 

the bill. Therefore I shall dehy the 
Senate a few minutes. I think it would 
be well, however, before we vote on the 
passage of the bill, to summarize briefly 
some of the questions which are raised, 
and the precedents which are being es:. 
tablished. 

The bill was presented to Congress for 
the purpose of bringing the retirement 
system for police officers into line with 
the benefits afforded law-enforcement 
officers under the Civil Service Retire
ment Act. I have said many times, and 
I repeat now, that I am fully in accord 
with that objective. I think the system 
here should be brought into line with 
the civil service retirement system so as 
to make available all benefits which law
enforcement officers get under that 
system. 

But the bill goes far beyond that. I 
pointed out one instance in which a 
park policeman in Washington func
tions, as the Senator from South Da
kota [Mr. MuNDT] has stated, merely to 
see to it that a citizen does not take 
the wrong-sized bass or kind of fish out 
of Rock Creek. That officer, after 30 
years' service, will receive, under the 
bill, a retirement benefit of $4,200 an
nually, assuming his last year's salary 
is $6,000. 

· But the man in the FBI, engaged on 
one of the most hazardous jobs in the 
United States Government, would re
ceive only $3,600, drawing the same sal
ary and serving the same number of 
years, and both he and the park police
man would be paying into the fund 6 Y2 
percent of their salaries. 

The bill, when passed, will establish 
a precedent by placing employees of the 
United States Government under a 
Metropolitan Police Department retire
ment system. These employees, to all 
intents and purposes, will be employees 
of the United States Government, except 
that they will be qualified to receive 
benefits under the city police retirement 
system. 

I have pointed out also six specific 
cases in which former employees of the 
Metropolitan Police force receive dis
disability pensions by reason of their 
service on that force. One employee is 
drawing disability pay of $347.25 a 
month from the Metropolitan Police, 
they are holding positions as guards in 
the Capitol, right where we are work
ing today; one receives an annual salary 
of $6,248.46, and he. is drawing his re
tirement benefit of $347.29 per month 
simultaneously. ne bill will perpetuate 
that system. 

I have a memorandum of 6 cases in 
which the salaries range from $6,248 
down to $4,500. 'I'he recipients of these 
benefits are all on the payroll of the 
United States Government as officers and 
policemen while they are drawing bene
fits under the retirement system. One 
will receive a substantial increase in 
benefits by reason of the provisions in 
the bill now about to be passed. 

The formula for establishing benefits 
under the civil service retirement sys
tem is that a person must use as a basis 
for his pension the 5 highest years of 
salary. That formula is used by all civil
service employees. Under this bill a 
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precedent will be established, whereby 
the 5 highest years will not be used, but 
only the highest single year. Even then, 
the formula provides for a substantially 
higher basis for computation purposes. 

Furthermore under the bill we will be 
establishing minimum payments to every 
widow, regardless of the length of service 
her husband has had. The minimum 
payment will be $1,800 for widows. If 
we are to do that for widows of police
men in the District of Columbia, we shall 
be establishing a precedent and what 
will we do next week, when we vote on 
a retirement system which will include 
many other widows of the regular civil
service employees? 

Six retirees of the District of Columbia 
police force are each drawing less than 
$1,000 by virtue of the fact they had not 
worked very long at the time of their 
separation. Twenty-one employees are 
drawing between $1,000 and $2,000. Un
der the bill, when those .men die, their 
widows will get twice as much in retire
ment benefits, or a minimum of $1,800 
annually. That again, is establishing a 
unique precedent. It will mean that a 
man will be worth twice as much to his 
wife when he is dead as when he is alive. 
There may be some who will agree with 
that but as men certainly we should ap
proach this with caution. That is a 
rather dangerous precedent to set. 

We are likewise establishing in the bill, 
for employees under this system, the 
principle that upon death their widows 
will draw a flat $300 in death benefits. 
That is a new formula and again a new 
precedent. It has no connection with 
any service record. Are we going to ex
tend that principle when we consider 
benefits for other employees who are 
paying 6% percent? 

Let us suppose a man works 1 month 
and perhaps that is all the employment 
he has. If he is separated for disabil
ity, he will, under this bill, draw a mini
mum of 40 percent of his salary as bene
fits. That is not done under any other 
system. But we are asked to adopt this 
principle on the theory that we are equal
izing this retirement system with other 
formulas. 

Next week, when we consider equal
izing the other systems, to extend bene
fits which are being extended to one 
group under this bill to all other civil
service employees, we shall be increasing 
the cost to the United States Govern
ment by $1,200,000,000 annually, begin
ning immediately. Those who believe it 
is possible to extend these benefits to all 
other employees of the Government may 
get ready to vote to provide $1,200,000,000. 
That will be the cost to the Government; 
and the next question is, Where is the 
money coming from? I think we should 
know what we are doing when we con
sider the bill, because with the Govern
ment operating as closely as it is fiscally, 
we shall be voting not merely on this 
bill; we shall be establishing a precedent 
which will come back and haunt this 
Congress in the days to come. 

Let us not forget that only recently 
we were advised by actuaries of the so
cial security system that that fund is 
now operating in the red. The security 

of a retirement system is based upon 
knowledge that that fund is sound finan
cially. 

Reckless action such as this being pro
posed here today is why these funds get 
in trouble. 

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

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. CHAVEZ. I do not know about 

some of the subjects which the Senator 
from Delaware is discussing, but I dis
agree with him completely about the haz
ards in the different kinds of work. I 
know the FBI does excellent work, but 
the FBI agents do not run the hazards 
of the average policeman who works in 
uniform. The fact that the average 
policeman wears a uniform makes him 
conspicuous to gangsters and muscle men 
who want to do damage, and they will do 
it to him. The officer who does a class 
of work which does not require the wear
ing of a uniform does not run the same 
risk of danger or injury. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the 
members of the FBI who do not serve 
in hazardous jobs do not receive the 
payments which are scheduled for haz
ardous work. The payments scheduled 
for hazardous work, under the civil serv
ice retirement system are available only 
to those who serve in hazardous jobs. 

I call attention to another difference: 
by means of the bill there will be estab
lished a precedent whereby there will be 
mandatory retirement at age 60, with
out regard to previous service. In other 
words, there will be mandatory retire
ment at age 60, with no minimum period 
of service required. I see no provision 
to prevent a man from being employed 
at age 59% and from retiring, 6 months 
later, at age 60, which would be the age 
of mandatory retirement, and from re
ceiving retirement benefits based on 40 
percent of his pay during that period of 
6 months. 

In addition, under the civil service 
retirement system, once the retire
ment compensation is fixed, it cannot be 
changed. On the contrary, under the 
pending bill automatic increases in the 
retirement compensation would be pos
sible from time to time. The bill pro
vides that under no circumstances shall 
a person's pension be lowered. But the 

· bill also provides that if, after retire
ment, the successor in that jobs receives 
an increase in salary 5 years later or 
10 years later the retirement compen
sation shall be correspondingly in
creased, without regard to the financial 
contribution to the retirement system 
the retired person has made. Again, 
that would establish a precedent of far
reaching effect. The civil service says 
that if all these extra benefits were ap
plied to the civil service employees, the 
cost will be $1,200,000,000 a year. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed at 
this point in the RECORD a letter from 
the Civil Service Commission, showing 
that the cost of applying these proposed 
benefits to the civil service employees 
would be $1,200,000,000 a year. 

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

UNITED STATES CIVIL 
SERVICE COMMISSION, 

Washington, D. 'C., July 31, 1957. 
Hon. JOHN J. WILLIAMS, 

United States Senate. 
DEAR. SENATOR WILLIAMS: This is in reply to 

your letter of July 18, addressed to Mr. An
drew E. Ruddock, Chief, Retirement Divi
sion, with reference to H. R. 6517. 

The Commission does not recommend that 
benefits under the civil-service retirement 
system and the Policemen and Firemen's 
Retirement and Disability Act be equalized 
if H. R. 6517 is enacted. ·· The Commission is 
responsible for the administration of the 
civil-service retirement system which, in 
general, covers civilian employees of the 
United States and the District of Columbia 
not subject to another retirement system. 
The fact that Congress has seen fit to estab
lish these other systems is evidence to the 
Commission that special provisions were 
needed to meet special needs. 

We view a retirement system as an instru
ment of personnel policy for the attraction 
and retention of employees suited to the 
discharge of the employer's responsibilities. 
Where these responsibilities are significantly 
different, there may well be valid reasons for 
differences in retirement provisions, with one 
employer assuming a higher retirement cost 
than another. We do not consider that the 
same employee contribution rate in two 
systems leads necessarily to the conclusion 
that the benefit provisions should be iden
tical. 

You request an estimate of the average 
annual cost over the next 20 years if the 
additional benefits under H. R. 6517 were 
extended to the civil-service retirement sys-. 
tem. You have, we understand, been fur
nished a copy of Mr. Ruddock's letter of 
June 3, 1957, to Mr. C. Spencer Platt of the 
Bureau of the Budget, with reference to 
S. 1770. We find no material cost differences 
between S. 1770 and H. R. 6517. Hence our 
previous estimate still holds; that is, if the 
proposed policemen and firemen's benefit 
provisions were extended to the civil-service 
retirement system, the Government's annual 
retirement cost would be increased by 13 Yz 
percent of payroll, or by more than $1.2 
billion per year. 

The following assumptions are implicit in 
our estimate: 

1. Where the bill proposes more liberal 
benefits than civil-service retirement now 
provides (either new benefits or improve
ment of present benefits), such liberaliza· 
tions would be added. 

2. Where civil-service retirement now pro· 
vides benefits not proposed by the bill (such 
as deferred annuities at age 62), such benefits 
would be retained. 

3. Where the bill requires police or fire 
service for certain benefits, such requirement 
would not be applied to civil-service retire
ment. That is, the requisite amount of any 
service presently creditable under civil-serv· 
ice retirement would afford title to the pro
posed benefits, such as the 3 percent formula 
for service in excess of 20 years and retire
ment at age 50 after 20 years of service. 

4. Inclusion in civil-service retirement of 
' the provision for retirement for disability in

curred-while performing duty would not in
crease retirement costs, since benefits under 
the Federal Employees' Compensation Act 
would usually be elected, as is presently the 
case. 

The major features of the b111, which if ap
plied to civil-service retirement would in
crease costs, are as follows: 

1. Optional retirement at age 50 after 20 
years of service. 

2. Mandatory retirement at age 60, with no 
service requirement. 
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3. Annuity computation formula (except 

for disability retirement) of 2 percent of final 
salary per year of service for the first 20 years, 
and 3 percent per year in excess of 20. 
(Maximum annuity is 70 percent of final 
salary in all cases.) 

4. Minimum annuity of 40 percent of final 
salary on retirement for disability not in
curred in performance of duty. 

5. Automatic survivor annuity to widow on 
death after retirement, with no reduction in 
employee's annuity. 

6. Minimum annuity of greater of $1,800 
or 30 percent of final pay to widows, on death 
either before or after retirement. 

7. Funeral benefit of $300 on death in serv
ice. 

The above estimate is on the normal cost 
plus interest basis specified in section 17 (e) 
of the Civil Service Retirement Act. This 
means the cost is calculated as a level per
centage of an assumed level payroll, and re
mains unchanged through all future years, 
except of course for changes in the assump
tions on which the estimate is based. If 
your question contemplates only additional 
benefit disbursements during the next 20 
years rather than incurred costs, then the 
figure would be substantially less than $1.2 
billion per year because the full impact of the 
liberalizations would not be refiected in dis
bursements during that relatively short 
period. 

I am enclosing an analysis, by feature, of 
H. R. 6517 and the Civil Service Retirement 
Act. Except for a few minor changes, this 
1s identical with a similar comparison pre
viously furnished you on S. 1770. As in
dicated at the beginning of this letter, the 
Commission does not consider that it is 
within its province to recommend for or 
against provisions in a retirement system 
administered by another agency and de
signed to meet another employer's respon
sibilities and personnel needs. 

By direction of the Commission. 
Sincerely yours, 

HARRIS ELLSWORTH, 
Chairman. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from Delaware 
yield to me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
MoRTON in the chair). Does the Sen
ator from Delaware yield to the Senator 
from Iowa? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. I wish to 

say that I think the Senator from Dela
ware has done an outstandingly fine 
piece of research on this bill. I do not 
believe any Member of this body wishes 
to see the Police Department and Fire 
Department of the District of Columbia 
treated any worse than civil-service em
ployees holding similar jobs are treated. 
Certainly I stand ready to correct any 
inequity, if any exists in great measure. 

But the Senator from Delaware has 
convinced me thoroughly and I have 
heard no arguments from Senators on 
the other side which would successfully 
refute what the Senator from Delaware 
has said-that this bill not only pro
vides for a completely new approach, 
but also that it would constitute a prec
edent which would rise up to smite us, 
when applied to the entire civil service. 
At least the Senator from Delaware has 
convinced me that he is eminently sound 
in his approach, and that the bill does 
not, in fact, equalize-when the haz
ardous types of employment, and so 
forth, are taken into consideration-the 
District of Columbia Police Department 
and Fire Department retirement system 

with the other systems; but, on the con
trary, I am convinced that the pending 
bill would give preference to these 
groups, as compared with the treatment 
accorded groups under the civil service. 

I certainly think the statement of the 
Senator from Delaware was advisedly 
made, when he said we should know 
what we are doing by means of the 
bill. I am not a member of the com
mittee; I am not an expert on this mat
ter. But I heard the Senator from Dela
ware make his case on the previous occa
sion, and at that time I supported the 
motion to recommit the bill. I think 
the bill should have been recommitted 
at this time, because, so far as I can 
ascertain, after the bill was previously 
recommitted, no substantial change was 
made by the committee in the bill. 

I regret that the vote which has just 
been taken apparently indicates that 
there are sufficient votes to pass the bill. 
I regret that very much, because I be
lieve the proposed system will be a dan
gerous one. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Iowa. 

Certainly the Congress has a respon
sibility to provide properly, and on an 
equal basis, for those who come under 
these systems. But by means of enact
ment of the pending bill, far more than 
that would be done; and I do not think 
the Federal Government has the funds 
which would be required if it were to go 
to such an extreme. 

Furthermore, I have pointed out that 
six former employees, now receiving re
tirement pay under this system, are 
presently employed as members of the 
Capitol Police force; and in addition to 
receiving retirement benefits under this 
system, they are qualifying for retire
ment benefits under the civil service re
tirement system. 

I wish to point out again that under 
the Metropolitan Police system for the 
District of Columbia, these employees 
can claim credit for their military serv
ice. That is proper, and I support it. 
But if it is ruled that the Metropolitan 
Police Department of the District of 
Columbia is not a Federal Government 
system, then, when these employees 
qualify for retirement after serving on 
Capitol Hill, they will be able to receive 
credit again for the same military serv
ice on the ground that only 1 of the 2 
systems is maintained by the use of 
Federal Government funds. If the Gov
·ernment rules, on the other hand, that 
both funds are Federal Government 
funds, then these men have been ille
gally paid the pensions which they have 
received while they were working on 
Capitol Hill. 

The Comptroller General has already 
issued a ruling that they can draw the 
dual payments, because he has said that 
the funds are separate. If so, then I 
cannot see anything to prevent these 
men from receiving dual credit for the 
same service. 

It is admitted that a conflict exists 
here. Certainly it is a conflict-just one 
more conflict which should have been 
resolved by the committee. Certainly 
the American people will rebel when 
they find that Capitol Hill guards are 
receiving a pension of $347.29 a month 

from a subsidized fund, 80 percent of 
which is now being paid by the United 
States Government, and at the same 
time are being paid by the United States 
Government an annual salary of $6,-
250.48. The American people will not 
stand for the making of dual payments 
by the Congress. In 1956, the Govern
ment of the United States, by means of 
appropriations from Congress, paid 
$5,020,000 to pay for the Federal Gov
ernment's part of this retirement fund. 
That was the situation as of last year. 
The employees paid $985,561. That 
shows the ratio; it shows that the Fed
eral Government is paying approxi
mately 80 percent of the retirement 
fund. The Government's contribution is 
paid from funds appropriated and com
mingled with the general revenues of the 
city. 

So we cannot dodge the responsibility 
by saying that the Federal Govern
ment is not making the payments. The 
Federal Government is paying 80 percent 
of the $347.29 which this man is draw
ing monthly as retirement pay, and at 
the same time the Federal Government 
is paying 100 percent of the $6,250 an
nual salary which he is receiving con
currently with his retirement payments. 
Not only is that situation unconscion
able, but the pending bill would author
ize the perpetuation of that principle. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Delaware yield to me? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. MUNDT. I wish to join the Sen

ator from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER] in 
his commendation of the distinguished 
Senator from Delaware. 

I think the Senator from Delaware has 
rendered an outstanding service by 
bringing his great talents as an account
ant to bear on the highly complicated 
bill which is before the Senate. 

I regret that much of the debate oc
curred during the lunch hour, when 
many Senators were necessarily absent 
from the Chamber. 

I am entirely convinced in my own 
mind that if all Senators had heard the 
analysis which was made by the Sen
ator from Delaware, the motion to re
commit would have been adopted. It 
should have been. I hope the Senator 
will renew his motion with instructions 
to report back next week. 

I am afraid that when, on tomorrow, 
some of our colleagues read the debate in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, they Will be 
surprised at what they voted for and 
what they voted against, because when 
we set in motion-as we do, according 
to the uncontradicted statements of the 
Senator from Delaware-an escalator 
program of retirement benefits which is 
designed to cost the American taxpayers 
more than a billion dollars a year. we 
have set in motion a new series of in
equities, from the standpoint of retire
ment benefits, involving discrimination 
against Federal employees in every State 
in the Union who are doing the same 
kind of work that these employees in the 
District of Columbia have been doing. 
I do not think that is either wise or 
sound. 

Certainly It is a far cry from the brave 
speeches about economy to which we 
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listened during the first 60 days of this would, I should be willing to make the Mr. PURTELL. Is it the Senator's 

. session. Now, in the closing hours of bill .retroactive next year. I would be opinion that information would be be
the session, Senators seem to have willing to agree that any bill which fore the committee in addition to that 
buried the word "economy." The Sen- might be enacted should bear the same which the committee had at the time the 
ate seems to be passing one bill after an- effective date as the bill now before the bill was recommitted? 
other which results in shooting holes Senate bears, in order to show that we Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 
through the entire economy pattern. are not trying to "chisel" on the benefi- Mr. PURTELL. May I ask from what 
And now, on a Saturday afternoon, in . ciaries in the intervening months. I feel source that information would come? 
this casual way, the .Senate commits it- that every employee covered by the bill Mr. WILLIAMS. All the committee 
self to a $1 billion annual potential pay- should have benefits equal to those of would have to do would be to examine the 
ment. I think that is most shocking. employees holding hazardous jobs in Civil Service Retirement Act. No one 
But apparently some Senators have Federal employment under the civil has differed with what I have said. I 
made up their minds to go through with service retirement system. I repeat, I should like to read into the RECORD one 
it, regardless. shall be glad to work toward that objec- question which I asked the Senator from 

I was rather disappointed that only tive; but I am fearful of the precedents Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK]: 
one Senator on the Democratic side of which we are asked to establish here to- How does the formula provided in the bill 
the aisle voted in favor of the motion day and which may very well prove to be for the computation of annuities compare 
to recommit the bill, and thus to make a billion-dollar escalator clause, as the with that prevailing under the regular Civil 
it possible to take proper care of the Senator from South Dakota said. Service Retirement Act? 
money of the taxpayers in the interests Mr. PURTELL. Is the Senator from The Senator from Pennsylvania, who 
of economy. The Senate could have re- • Connecticut correct in his understand- is one of the cosponsors of the bill and 
committed the bill to the committee, . ing that heretofore the bill was recom- who is on the committee, answered: 

~h:=k~ i~o~~i~~~~ ~~!~:r~;e~~~~d t~~ m~~~ -ivrLLIAMS. It was recommitted, It is my understanding that it is identical. 
civil service retirement law. but the committee reported back a bill That answer is very clear. No one 

I speak as one who I think has proved which carries the same benefits. It did questions the differences which have 
himself in the past to be a friend of not make any change at all in the origi- been established here. If anyone wants 
the policemen and firemen of the Dis- nal bill, except to provide that employees to take exception to my statement, very 
trict of Columbia. I want them to have will have to make retroactive payments well. I have discussed the matter with 
ju.stice, but I do not want them to be in order to qu~lify ~m~er the Octo~er the Retirement Division of the Civil 
used as a spearhead to inaugurate a date. Substantially It IS the same bill. Service Commission. They confirm what 
whole new concept of retirement bene- · Mr. PURTELL. Will the Senator I have stated. The committee should 
fits. I would be happy to have a bill from De~aware inform the Senato~ from have conferred with the proper author
submitted to the Senate which would Connecticut whether, when the bill was ities of the Civil Service Commission and 
give them the highest possible benefits recommitted, additional hearings were satisfied themselves. 
compatible with the regular civil-service held on it? . Mr. PURTELL. Is it the Senator's 
criterion applicable to similar jobs; but Mr. WILLIAMS. Add~tional hearings opinion that the scope of the proposed 
I am highly disappointed that in the were held, yes, and the bill was reported law is greater than the committee mem
closing days of the session we are start- by the committee. I. do not questi~n bers voting out the bill understood it to 
ing a program which I am sure will re- that, ~u~ I say, as I s~Id before, that, m be? 
turn to plague us, and which will result ~Y OPI~on, ~uch ~earmgs should. be held Mr. WILLIAMS. I will not say that, 
in costly repercussions before the end m conJunctiOn WI.tl?- the <;ommittee on but the bill provides far, far greater 
of this session of congress. Post Office and CIVIl Service. I do not benefits than those described by the 

Mr. PURTELL. Mr. President, will the say that as i~dica~ing any lack o.f r~spect committee members. If the committee 
Senator yield? for the. quallfica~wns of the Distnct of members understood the bill to do what 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. ~ol?mbia Committee; I do not mean to they said it would do, they were very 
Mr PURTELL Is it the Senator's in- mti~ate t~at, but .I say that when we are much in error . 

. · · . . . dealmg With retirement systems, and SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! ~te! 
tentwn to offer ame~dmei?-t~ which 'Y111 when we are dealing with a bill which it Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-

. correct some of the me~UI~Ies to which was stated would make the benefits un- dent, I ask for the yeas and nays on the 
he has called our attention· der both retirement systems the same, passage of the bill . 
. Mr .. WILLIAM~. When we are dea~- that objective cannot be accomplished The yeas and nays were ordered. 
mg ~Ith ~he retn~ment system, we aie unless the other system is studied. 'How Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, a 
dea:lmg With a del~cate matter, and one can the committee report a bill which parliamentary inquiry. 
which I do not thmk should be W?r~ed will equalize the benefits if they do not The PRESIDING OFF.ICER. The 
out on the floor of the Senate. If .It I?- study the other retirement act? The Senator will state it. 
valved onl?" the system. for the Dlstnct members of the committee have admitted Mr. WILLIAMS. Would a motion to 
of Columbia employees, It would be ea~y; they made no such inquiry. · recommit with instructions, be in order 
bu~ wh;en we try to wor~ out somethmg Mr. PURTELL. What does the Sena- at this time? 
which mvolves other retire~ent sys~ems, tor think would be gained by recommit- The PRESIDING OFFICER. such a 
the work has to be done m committee. ting a bill which has already been motion would be in order. 

· I wanted the .bill to go .back to ~om~it- recommitted? 
tee! because, m correctmg one mequi~Y. Mr. WILLIAMS. I think it would Mr. WILLIAMS. I suggest the ab-
I did not. want to create another. While serve notice to the committee that it sence of a quorum--
! recogmz~ we do not haye the votes, could not get this bill through the Sen- Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, a 
e~en at thi~ lat~ mome~t 1f the. Senate ate. Although I do not wish to delay parliamentary inquiry. 
Will reconsi~er Its previous act10n a:nd the action of the Senate, I think it would The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
~efeat the bill, I should be perfectly Will- be in order to try to have the bill recom- Senator will state it. 
mg to st.ate o~ the ~ecord I would sup- mitted with instructions. The bill could Mr. MANSFIELD. Can the same 
port 3: bill 'YhiCh bni?-gs only thes~ sys- probably be reported by next week. we Member make the same request twice? 
terns mto lme. A b~ll could be mtro- would then have a bill in line with the Mr. WILLIAMS. My request included 
d~ced Monday . mornmg, an~ the com- benefits provided under the Civil serv- "with instructions." 
m1ttee could go t? work on 1t .. I would ice Retirement Act for those holding The PRESIDING OFFICER. It will 
be gla:d to work With the committee, and hazardous jobs. I would support such be a different motion if the motion is to 
the bill could prompt~y be repor~ed. In a bill when it got to the floor. Tl:ere recommit with instructions. 
that way we could ~rmg th~ retirement would be no movement to delay it. So Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
status o~ metropolitan .Policemen and far as I am concerned, when the bill got . dent, Senators are present and they 
firemen mto balance With that under to the :floor there could be unanimous understand the issue. We have gone 
the civil-service retirement system. If consent to act on it after 1 hour of de- over it now for 2 or 3 hours. If the 
the committee did not have time to take bate. In fact, it could be passed on a Senator will make his motion, we can 
action during this session, as I hoped it . call of the Consent Calendar. have a rollcall on it, and then a vote 
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can be taken on the passage of the 
bill. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, my 
understanding is that the rule provides 
that such a motion must be in writing. 
I was going to suggest the absence of a 
quorum so I could put it in writing and 
send it to the desk. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi· 
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. ~ 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi· 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PR:!I:SIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Has the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS] 
offered his motion to recommit, with in· 
structions? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
motion to recommit, with instructions, 
has not been offered. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I now 
offer the motion to recommit, and ask 
the clerk to state it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the motion to recommit, 
with instructions. 

The CHIEF CLERK. Mr. WILLIAMS 
moves that Ho·.1se bill 6517 be recom· 
mitted to the Senate Committee on the 
District of Columbia with instructions 
to report back to the Senate not later 
than August 14, 1957, bringing the re· 
tirement benefits of the employees con
cerned in House bill 6517 as nearly as 
possible in line with the retirement bene
fits provided for other employees holding 
hazardous jobs under the civil service 
retirement system. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. WIL
LIAMS]. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, have the yeas and nays been or
dered on the motion? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Not on 
this motion. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask for the yeas and nays on the 
motion to recommit with instructions. 
We have voted on one motion to recom
mit, have we not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask for the yeas and nays on the 
second motion to recommit. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. BmLE. Mr. President, I desire to 

speak in opposition to the motion of the 
Senator from Delaware. 

This is the third motion to recommit 
the particular bill which is being con
sidered by the Senate. Based upon the 
first motion to recommit, the bill went 
back to the committee, where represent
atives of the Civil Service Commission, 
the actuarial officer of the Treasury De
partment, and all others interested were 
heard. The Senator from Delaware had 

an equal opportunity to come forward 
then and offer the amendments he men
tions now. 

Our subcommittee considered the bill 
twice. We have considered the bill very 
carefully. We have heard all sugges
tions. 

I believe the motion to recommit 
should be overwhelmingly defeated. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! Vote! 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 

desire to say only that recommittal would 
not delay the enactment of the proposed 
legislation. The bill can be properly 
drawn and reported back, under the pro
posal, by Wednesday. I will say that 
I shall stand on the floor of the Senate 
and support the proposed legislation at 
that time. I think it is neeeded. 

All we are asking is that the bill be 
sent back to the committee, where it can 
be rewritten to bring it in line to accom· 
plish what the committee says it wants 
to do, namely, to provide for these em
ployees all the benefits which other em
ployees holding hazardous jobs under the 
Civil Service Retirement Act now re· 
ceive. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! Vote! 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I shall 

take only a few minutes. Because there 
were so many of our colleagues at lunch 
during most of the debate this afternoon 
on this very important matter. I am 
mighty happy that the Senator from 
Delaware is giving us this second chance 
to consider really the statistical and eco· 
nomic facts involved in this proposed 
legislation. This time certainly Sen· 
ators can vote with their eyes open as to 
whether they want to spend 5 days in 
order to safeguard against a potential 
billion-dollar error or whether they want 
to slam something through fast and shut 
the door, and then have to go back to tell 
their constitutents afterwards, "We did 
not know exactly what we were doing.'' 

This is a pretty complicated, a pretty 
far-reaching, and a rather significant 
piece of legislation. The Senator from 
Delaware is prepared now to present 
to the committee the actuarial facts 
which he has been able to work out with 
the Civil Service Commission. 

The recommittal of the bill will give 
us a chance to bring it into compatibility 
and into line with the civil-service pro
grams of the entire Government. 

One of the great difficulties in a gov
ernment so complex as ours is that we 
legislate for a small group at a time, and 
then we have to go to another group to 
say, "We will elevate you to that level." 
So we stagger constantly upward through 
an inflationary spiral. Then an attempt 
is made to condemn the administration 
because interest rates rise. 

A vote to recommit will give us a 
chance to think about these matters a 
bit. It will not cost any single Federal 
employee in the District of Columbia 
anything, because the bill will have to be 
brought back before the Senate next 
week. The Senate committee is going 
to vote for it. The Senator from Dela
ware says he will vote for it. I shall vote 
for it, happily. But we want it right 
and we want it acturarily sound. 

Recommittal would afford a chance·to 
gear things together, so that like occu
pations would carry retirement compen-

sation of similar amount, and so that 
we simply would not hook ourselves to a 
cloud, pulling up the entire retirement 
apparatus beyond the capacity of the 
country to sustain it; unless perchance, 
we want to sparkplug inflation ourselves 
here on this peaceful Saturday after· 
noon. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from South Dakota yield to the 
Senator from New York? 

Mr. MUNDT. I yield. 
Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I rather re

sent having my intelligence reflected 
upon. I was present during the entire 
debate before the previous motion was 
put. I deliberately voted against the 
motion to recommit, because it did not · 
provide for the return of the bill. That 
is exactly why I voted against it. I 
shall vote for the pending motion, be
cause it provides a date certain, on which 
the bill must be returned, namely, Au
gust 14. But I knew fully what was 
transpiring at the time. 

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

Mr. MUNDT. I shall be glad to yield 
in due course. This is a peaceful day. 
We do not need to become excited. 

If I referred directly or indirectly, by 
implication or inference, to the Senator 
from New York, I deeply apologize. I 
did not even have him in mind. I as
sumed that he was at lunch, as many of 
our colleagues were. 

Certainly I concur in the statement 
that the second motion to recommit ac
complishes, by legislative direction, what 
1 was confident all along the committee 
would do on its own initiative, and that 
is to report back a bill next week. The 
present motion requires that a report be 
made to the Senate on a specified day 
next week. I am convinced that the 
committee would have brought back a 
bill next week anyway. However, we 
now have safeguarded against the possi
bility which the Senator from New York 
feared, that the Congress might adjourn 
before justice was done to the policemen, 
firemen, and others engaged in hazard
ous occupations in the District of Co
lumbia. I am sure we all cherish the 
intention to do equity for them, but we 
would like to do it without throwing the 
entire civil service retirement program 
out of gear. 

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

Mr. MUNDT. I yield. 
Mr. THYE. Like the Senator from 

New York, I have been present in the 
chamber during all the debate on the 
bill. In fact, I heard more of the de
bate than did the Senator from South 
Dakota. 

The Senator from South Dakota in
sults my intelligence when he says that 
I was at lunch, because I was seated di
rectly in front of him during all the time 
the debate was in progress. I will say 
to the Senator from South Dakota that 
if he wishes to cast any reflections upon 
me on the ground that he thinks I may 
not have had my eyes open, that is his 
business. 

I voted against the previous motion to 
recommit. However, in this instance. 
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the motion of the Senator from Dela
ware provides for a report from the com
mittee on Wednesday, the 14th of Au
gust. The Senator from Delaware has 
stated that he will appear before the 
committee and make certain that .his 
proposed amendments are considered, in 
order that we may not have to listen to 
3 or 4 or 5 hours of debate on the floor 
of the Senate the next time the question 
comes before us. 

Under those circumstances, I will vote 
for the motion to recommit with instruc
tions. I do not wish to spend another 
Saturday sitting around discussing the 
question, and then sending the bill back 
to the committee. 

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

Mr. THYE. I am through. 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I am 

happy to gain recruits under any cir
cumstances, and for any reason. 

I salute the Senator from Minnesota. 
Now that he, too, knows that we propose 
to set a day certain on which to consider 
the measure, I am sure he recognizes 
the wisdom of such a course. 

If, by direction or indirection I re
ferred to the Senator from Minnesota, 
I apologize. Actually, when I talk 
about Senators of the United States, I 
do not have in min<: exclusively the Sen
ator from New York or the Senator from 
Minnesota. I am thinking of all Sena
tors, as a happy family or a big frater
nity. I was not thinking about them 
alone. I suppose each Senator tends to 
think of the Senate in terms of himself. 
I was thinking only of a big, happy, sen
atorial Saturday afternoon matinee 
party. [Laughter.] 

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

Mr. MUNDT. I yield. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. It is rather diffi

cult for a Republican to say this, but I 
think we Republicans are beginning to 
sound like Democrats, and I suggest that 
we get on with the voting. 

Mr. MUNDT. Rather than run 'that 
alarming risk, I am ready to vote. We 
should, however, safeguard the rights 
and interests of other Federal employees 
outside the District of Columbia. This 
time I hope the Senator's wise motion to 
recommit is adopted. 

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, Senate bill 
1770 was recommitted to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia on June 5. 
There were 2 days of hearings. All Sen
ators were welcome to appear before the 
committee and make suggestions. I do 
not know how we can expect to have any 
different situation now than we had be
fore. The bill was before the committee 
for 3 weeks. We asked the Senator from 
Delaware for suggestions, but he did not 
have any. I do not see how we can ac
complish a thing by sending the bill back 
to the committee. 

The PRESIDING OFF'ICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. WIL
LIAMs] to recommit House bill 6517 to 
the Committee on the District of Colum
bia, with instructions. On this question 
the yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. . 

'rhe legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. THURMOND (after having voted 
in the affirmative>. On this vote I have 
a pair with the junior Senator from 
Florida [Mr. SMATHERS]. If he were 
present and voting, he would vote "nay." 
If I were permitted to vote, I would vote 
"yea." I withdraw my vote. 

Mr. McCLELLAN <after having voted 
in the affirmative. On this vote I have a 
pair with the senior Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. MoRsE]. If he were present and 
voting he would vote "nay." If I were 
permitted to vote, I would vote "yea." I 
withdraw my vote. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that 
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], 
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CLARK], the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. EASTLAND], the Senator from Louisi
ana [Mr. ELLENDER], the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. FREAR], the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. GoRE], the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Sen
ator from Oregon [Mr. MoRSE], the Sen
ator from West Virginia [Mr. NEELY], 
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
PASTORE], the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
RoBERTSON], and the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. SMATHERS] are absent on of
ficial business. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT] is absent 
because of illness. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS] is absent by 
leave of the Senate because of illness. 

On this vote, if present and voting, the 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK], 
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. HEN
NINGS], the Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. KENNEDY], the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. NEELY], and the Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE], would 
each vote "nay.'' 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. BRICKER], the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BuTLER], 
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON], 
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. MALONE], 
the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
SMITH], and the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. YouNG] are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. BRIDGES] and the Senator from 
Maine [Mr. PAYNE] are absent because 
of illness. 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPE
HART] is absent by leave of the Senate 
in order to represent the Senate at the 
Latin American Economic Conference in 
Buenos Aires. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS], the Senator from New York 
[Mr. JAVITS], the Senator from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. MARTIN], and the Senator 
from West Virginia [Mr. REVERCOMB] 
are absent on official business. 

The Senator from California [Mr. 
KNOWLAND J, the Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. ScHOEPPELJ, the Senator from Ken
tucky [Mr. CooPER], and the Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. PoTTER] are de
tained on official business. 

If present and voting the Senator from 
New York [Mr. JAVITSJ and the Senator 
from Maine [Mr. PAYNE] would each 
vote "nay.'' 

The Senator from California [Mr. 
KNOWLAND] is paired with the Senator · 
from Kentucky [Mr. CooPER]. If pres-

ent and voting, the Senator from Cali
fornia would vote "yea," and the Senator 
from Kentucky would vote "nay." 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
SMITH] is paired with the Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. MALONE]. If present and 
voting, the Senator from New Jersey 
would vote "yea,'' and the Senator from 
Nevada would vote "nay.'' 

The result was announced-yeas 30, 
nays 32, as follows: 

Aiken 
All ott 
Barrett 
Bennett 
Bush 
Case, S. Oak. 
C'otton 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Dworshak 

Anderson 
Beall 
Bible 
Carroll 
Case, N. J. 
Chavez 
Church 
Douglas 
Ervin 
Green 
Hayden 

YEAS-30 
Goldwater 
Hickenlooper 
Hruska 
Ives 
Jenner 
Kuchel 
Langer 
Lausche 
Long 
Martin, Iowa 

NAYS-32 
Hill 
Holland 
Humphrey 
Jackson 
Johnson, Tex. 
John.ston, S. C. 
Kefauver 
Kerr 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 
McNamara 

Mundt 
Purtell 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Smith, Maine 
Stennis 
Thye 
Watkins 
Wiley 
Willliams 

Monroney 
Morton 
Murray 
Neuberger 
O'Mahoney 
Scott 
Sparkman 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Yarborough 

NOT VOTING-33 
Bricker Frear Neely 
Bridges Fulbright Pastore 
Butler Gore Payne 
Byrd Hennings Potter 
Capehart Javits Revercomb 
Carlson Kennedy Robertson 
Clark Knowland Schoeppel 
Cooper Malone Smathers 
Eastland Martin, Pa. Smith, N.J. 
Ellender McClellan Thurmond 
Flanders Morse Young 

So Mr. WILLIAMs' motion to recommit, 
with instructions, was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to amendment. If there be no 
amendment to be proposed, the question 
is on the third reading of the bill. 

The bill was read the third time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on the passage of the bill. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that 

the Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], 
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CLARK], the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. EASTLAND], the Senator from Louisi
ana [Mr. ELLENDER], the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. FREAR], the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. GoRE], the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Sen
ator from Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN], 
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. MORSE], 
the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
NEELY], the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. PASTORE], the Senator from Vir
ginia [Mr. ROBERTSON], and the Senator 
from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS] are absent 
on official business. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT} is ab
sent because of illness. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS] is absent by 
leave of the Senate because of illness. 

On this vote, if present and voting, the 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK), 
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. HEN
NINGS], the Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. KENNEDY], the Senator from Ore
gon [Mr. MoRsE], the Senator from West 



14340 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE August 10 

Virginia [Mr. NEELY], the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE], and the 
Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERs] 
would each vote "yea." 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. BRICKER], the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER], 
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON], 
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. MALONE], 
the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
SMITH], and the Senator from North Da
kota [Mr. YoUNG] are necessarily ab
sent. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. BRIDGES] and the Senator from 
Maine [Mr. PAYNE] are absent because 
of illness. 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPE
HART] is absent by leave of the Senate 
in order to represent the Senate at the 
Latin American Economic Conference in 
Buenos Aires. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS], the Senator from New York 
[Mr. JAVITS], the Senator from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. MARTIN], and the Senator 
from West Virginia [Mr. REVERCOMB] 
are absent on official business. 

The Senator from California [Mr. 
KNOWLAND, the Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. ScHOEPPEL], and the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. PoTTER] are detained on 
official business. 

If present and voting the Senator from 
Maine [Mr. PAYNE] would vote "yea." 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
SMITH] is paired with the Senator from 
New York [Mr. JAVITS]. If present and 
voting, the Senator from New Jersey 
would vote "nay," and the Senator from 
New York would vote ''yea." 

The Senator from California [Mr. 
KNoWLANDJ is paired with the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. MALONE]. If pres
ent and voting, the Senator from Cali
fornia would vote "nay," and the Sen
ator from Nevada would vote ''yea." 

The result was announced-yeas, 45, 
nays 19, as follows: 

Aiken 
Anderson 
Beall 
Bible 
Carroll 
Case, N.J. 
Case, S. Dak. 
Chavez 
Church 
Cooper 
Douglas 
Ervin 
Green 
Hayden 
Hill 

Allott 
Barrett 
Bennett 
Bush 
Cotton 
curtis 
Dirksen 

Bricker 
Bridges 
Butler 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Clark 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Flanders 
Frear 

YEAS-45 
Holland 
Humphrey 
Ives 
Jackson 
Johnson, Tex. 
Johnston, S. C. 
Kefauver 
Kerr 
Kuchel 
Langer 
Long 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 
McNamara 
Monroney 

NAYS-19 
Dworshak 
Goldwater 
Hickenlooper 
Hruska. 
Jenner 
Lausche 
Martin, Iowa. 

Morton 
Murray 
Neuberger 
O'Mahoney 
Purtell 
Russell 
Scott 
Smith, Maine 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Thye 
Yarborough 

Mundt 
Saltonstall 
Watkins 
Wiley 
Willliams 

NOT VOTING-31 
Fulbright 
Gore 
Hennings 
Javits 
Kennedy 
Knowland 
Malone 
Martin, Pa. 
McClellan 
Morse 
Neely 

Pastore 
Payne 
Potter 
Revercomb 
Robertson 
Schoeppel 
Smathers 
Smith, N.J. 
Young 

So the bill <H. R. 6517) was passed. 

Mr. BIDLE. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Montana to lay on 
the table the motion to consider. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, I wish to inform the Senate that 
we are about to take up two measures 
which it is thought can be explained in 
a matter of a very few minutes. The 
Senator handling the bills would like to 
explain them and then leave. 

Following the disposition of those two 
bills, we shall have a matter of, per
haps, some controversy, Calendar 438, 
S. 1873, the bill to authorize permanent 
certification for certain air carriers op
erating between the United States and 
Alaska. 

So if the Senators will permit brief 
explanations to be made of Calendar 869, 
S. 319, and Calendar 859, S. 1031, and 
then permit them to pass, we can then 
return to Calendar 438, S. 1873, and 
proceed in a more leisurely way. The 
majority leader will then have an op
portunity to eat his lunch, about which 
the Senator from South Dakota has 
been speaking so much. 

FEDERAL AID TO SCHOOL 
. CONSTRUCTION 

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

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield. 
Mr. THYE. As one Senator who has 

not had his lunch--
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I shall be 

delighted to have the Senator from Min
nesota go with me. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the body of the RECORD a letter dated 
August 8, 1957, which I have received 
from W. A. Wettergren, executive sec
retary, Minnesota School Association. 
This is a most important letter. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
MINNESOTA SCHOOL BoARD ASSOCIATION, 

St. Peter, Minn., August 8, 1957. 
The Honorable EDWARD THYE, 

United States Senator, Senate Cham
ber, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR: I Wish to call to your at
tention action taken by the board of direc
tors of the Minnesota School Board Asso
ciation on Monday, August 5, 1957, during 
their regular monthly meeting. This ac
tion was taken by a. unanimous vote, and 
I shall list the .names and addresses of the 
board members at the conclusion of this 
letter: 

"Whereas the recent Federal aid to school 
construction bill was killed by the United 
States House of Representatives; and 

"Whereas the board of directors of the 
Minnesota School Board Association were not 
concerned with enactment of this legisla
tion; and 

"Whereas the board of directors did not 
believe that this bill was the answer to par-

tial financing of public school construction; 
and 

"Whereas the board of directors want to 
impress upon you, in spite of propaganda. 
to the contrary, that there is a real need 
for assistance in school construction; and 

"Whereas the board of directors believe 
that the property tax load is lending itself 
to the taxing many small communities out 
of existence; and 

"Whereas the board of directors know from 
basis of fact that more and more school 
buildings will have to be built within the 
next 10 to 15 years; and 

"Whereas the board of directors believe 
that the single major factor in the high 
school cost of school building, and the big
gest factor in the rise of local property tax, 
is the high rate of interest that school dis
tricts are forced to pay on their bond issues; 
and 

"Whereas some of the recent school bond 
sales have nearly reached 5 percent on the 
sale (Bloomington 4 .897): Be it 

"Resolved, That the board of directors of 
the Minnesota School Board Association re
spectfully request the Honorable Dwight D. 
Eisenhower, the Honorable Edward Thye, 
the Honorable Hubert Humphrey, the Hon
orable August Andresen, the Honorable 
Joseph O'Hara, the Honorable Roy Weir, the 
Honorable Eugene McCarthy, the Honorable 
Walter Judd, the Honorable Fred Marshall, 
the Honorable H. Carl Andersen, the Honor
able John Blatnik, and the Honorable Coya 
Knutson to investigate the situation as it 
exists in Minnesota and other States, and 
to enact legislation that will alleviate the 
high interest rates on school bond issues. 
The Board of Directors believe that one of 
the main reasons for the high rate of taxa
tion is the inability of school districts to 
borrow money at a low rate of interest. They 
believe that an emergency exists in the field 
of public school education, and that tax
payers and supporters of the public school 
system, should not be penalized in their 
efforts to provide an education for the young 
people of Minnesota, or any other State. We 
believe that this problem of high interest 
is one that must be dealt with on a na
tional level. We respectfully request your 
assistance in correcting this problem." 

W. A. WETTERGREN, 
Executive Secretary. 

Directors: Emery Lindesmith, Owatonna; 
Charles McCarthy, Madelia; R. A. Horton, 
Lindstrom; Mrs. Fred L. Paul, St. Paul; Miss 
Florence Lehmann, Minneapolis; Gordon 
Blume, Verndale; A. G. Sifert, Redwood 
Falls; Herbert Latvala, Nashwauk; Paul Ol
stad, Bemidji. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from Texas yield? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield. 
Mr. LANGER. Will the distinguished 

Senator tell us, please, to what the first 
two bills he mentioned relate? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Calendar No. 
865 is House bill 2460, to improve the 
career opportunities of nurses and medi
cal specialists of the Army, Navy, and 
Air Force. The bill will be handled by 
the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
JAcKSoN]. He tells me it will take very 
little time. 

The next bill is Calendar No. 859, S. 
1031, and relates to the Chief Joseph 
project in the State of Washington. 
This bill also will be handled by the Sen
ator from Washington [Mr. JACKSON]. 

Mr. LANGER. I thank the Senator 
from Texas. 
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CAREER OPPORTUNITIES OF 

NURSES . AND MEDICAL SPECIAL· 
ISTS OF THE ARMY, NAVY, AND 
AIR FORCE 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, I move that the Senate proceed to 
the consideration of Calendar No. 865, 
H. R. 2460. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title for the informa
tion of the Senate. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (H. R. 2460) 
tt> improve the career opportunities of 
nurses and medical specialists of the 
Army, Navy, and Air Force. 

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

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, prob
ably the simplest statem·ent of the ob
jectives of the bill is that it would au
thorize more promotions and earlier re
tirement for nurses and medical spe
cialists in all of the Armed Forces. The 
bill is a part of the legislative program 
of the Department of Defense, and its 
enactment has been urged by the Assist
ant Secretary of Defense for Health and 
Medical Affairs and the three Surgeons 
General as an incentive to a regular 
military career as a nurse or a medical 
specialist. 

All of the Surgeons General testified 
that they have fewer Regular nurses 
than they require and that the grade 
structure of the Nurse Corps has an ab
normal concentration in the grade of 
captain. The average nurse now can 
reasonably expect to advance no fur
ther than the grade of captain in the 
Army or -lieutenant in the Navy. 

The bill would raise by ·one grade the 
career -expectancy of the average nurse, 
so that over the course of a career she 
could expect to become a major or a 
lieutenant commander and to be retired 
in this grade. The bill also would ex
pand the number of allowable lieutenant 
colonels and would authorize a few per
manent colonels to provide further in
centives for a career as a nurse or a 
medical specialist. 

A new system of compulsory retire
ment for nurses who completed specified 
years of service would be initiated. This 
system conforms generally to the provi
sions covering retirement - of women 
members of the Armed Forces who are 
not nurses or medical specialists and it 
follows principles that contr.ol com
pulsory retirement of male officers. 

The estimated cost of the bill is 
$768,000 for the first year, with slight 
annual increases until a peak cost of 
$1,982,000 is reached in fiscal year 1962. 
At that time the extra cost is expected 
to remain stable or to decline slightly, 
since by then the nurses and medical 
specialists who would under the bill be 
retired earlier would have qualified for 
retirement under laws now in effect. 

The bill contains many other noncon
troversial provisions that .are spread out 
through some 42 pages of fairly technical 
language. These provisions are covered 
in detail in t_he committee report ac
companying the bill. I shall be glad to 

discuss further any phase of the bill in 
which any Member of the Senate is par
ticularly interested, but I doubt whether 
it is necessary or worthwhile to go 
through the provisions of the bill on a 
line-by-line basis. 

The promotional and retirement op
portunities of nurses and medical spe
cialists have not been as liberal as those 
available to other officers of the Armed 
Forces. It is hoped that enactment of 
the bill will contribute to the develop
ment of a Nurse Corps and a Medical 
Specialist Corps which will be of the re
quired size and competence. I am sure 
that it is unnecessary for me to com
m{mt on the importance of the work per
formed by the persons whom the bill 
would benefit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to amendment. 

If there be no amendment to be pro
posed, the question is on the third read
ing and passage of the bill. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I wish to 
address the Senate briefly. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from South Dakota 
let the bill pass? There are two bills 
which we should like to dispose of, and 
Senators have been asked to remain until 
they are passed. We think they are non
controversial. I should like to have ac
tion taken on them before I go to my 
lunch. I shall be back in the Chamber 
for the controversial bill. 

Mr. MUNDT. Does the Senator think 
it will take a half hour? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I do not 
think it will take 10 minutes. 

Mr. MUNDT. Very well. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on the third reading and 
passage of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

AMENDMENT OF THE TENNESSEE 
VALLEY AUTHORITY ACT OF 1933 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 

had prepared some remarks for delivery 
prior to the passage of the TV A bill. Out 
of respect for brevity I did not deliver 
them. I ask unanimous consent that 
they be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
DOES TV A NEED REVENUE BOND AUTHORIZA

TION IMMEDIATELY? 

(Statement by Senator GoLDWATER) 
The plea is made that the TVA needs reve

nue bond legislation immediately in order 
to have an adequate supply of power in 
1960-61. In hearings on the revenue bond 
bills it was said that the TV A will need about 
$150 million per year for power facilities, 
one-half from revenue bonds and one-half 
from power revenues. President Eisenhower 
said in his budget analysis that the whole 
problem of the power required of the TV A 
should be reappraised. Pending this study 
an authorization of 180,000 kilowatts of ad
ditional steam-generating capacity costing 
$30 million would be needed. 

It is here· contended that revenue-bond 
legislation is not needed to carry out the 
President's program. Sufficient funds are 
available to build the one facility requested 

by the President pending the reappraisal of 
power requirements. Before this can be un
derstood, the sources of TV A power funds in 
recent years should be analyzed. 

How much has the TV A been spending on 
power f~cilitie,s in recent years? The fig
ures for recent years are: 
1954 _________________________ $168,750,550 

1955------------------------- 117,946,220 
1956_________________________ 45,482,163 
1957 (estimated)------------- 83,400,000 
1958 (estimated) _____________ 101,163,000 

Where did TVA get this money? Part of 
these expenditures were derived from appro
priations supplied by Congress and part has 
been from power revenues. The division be
tween these two sources in recent years has 
been: 

Appropri
ated funds 

1953_______________________ $332, 941, 151 
1954 .•••••• :. ••• ~----------- 143,017, 918 
1955__________________ _____ 97, 240,236 
1956_______________________ 29, 975, 445 
1957 _____________________ : _ 22, 883,000 
1958_______________________ 1, 784,000 

1 Estimate. 

From power 
revenues 

$20, 307, 218 
25, 732, 532 
19, 705,984 
15, 506, 718 

I 60, 557, 000 
I 99, 379, 000 

How are these power revenues derived? 
In 1957 the TV A had net incom~ from 

power operaitons of $57,454,000 and it earned 
depreciation amounting to $41,260,000. The 
total of these is $98,714,000. Out of this, 
$60,557,000 was spent on new power assets; 
$30 million went to the Treasury, and the 
balance went to increase the reserve for con
tingencies. In 1958 the estimated power 
revenues will be $60,433,000 and the depre
ciation $43,760,000 making a total of $104,-
193,000. Out of this total $102,269,000 will 
go for the acquisition of power assets, and 
$10 million will be paid to the Treasury .as 
the minimum payment required under the 
Government Corporations Appropriation Act 
1948. The TVA at the end of 1958 will have 
a balance reserved for contingencies of $58,-
512,138. In the next few years the power 
proceeds available for the acquisition of new 
power facilities probably will not decline. 
The justification for 1958 put it at $80,-
400,000 in years subsequent to 1958. It 
probably will not be less than that. 

What is the present program of the TV A 
for constructing power facilities? 

The TV A is now building steam generating 
facilities costing $184 million that will pro
duce 1,115,000 kilowatts. By the end of 
1958 there will have been spent on these a 
total of $69,579,000, leaving $79,387,971 for 
their ~ompletion. Not all of this remaining 
sum will have to be paid out in 1959 since 
at least one of the units at Gallatin will riot 
come on the line until September 1959. The 
proceeds of power revenues for 1959 will more 
than cover the expenditures on these during 
that year, leaving the balance derived from 
power revenues and the reserve for con
tingencies to pay for the $30 million 180,000-
kilowatt additions that the President says 
should be authorized. 

The TV A will also get some new hydro fa
cilities in the next few years. Through the 
Southeastern Power Administration it will 
get from an Army dam, Old Hickory, 75,000 
kilowatts in 1957 and 25,000 kilowatts in 
1958; from Chilhowee, a dam of the Alumi
num Co., 50,000 kilowatts in 1957; from 
Cheatham (Army), 36,000 kilowatts in 1958, 
and from Barkley (Army), 136,000 kilowatts 
in 1962. -

Why should there be a rush to pass the 
revenue bond bill when the President says 
that the needs of the TVA ·should be reap
praised, and asks for only one plant to cost 
$30 million, and when this can be built out 
of funds available to TVA? 
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CONSTRUCTION OF UNITS OF THE 
GREATER WENATCHEE DIVISION, 
CHIEF JOSEPH PROJECT, WASH
INGTON 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, I move that the Senate proceed to 
the consideration of Calendw:- No. 859, 
Senate bill 1031. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
SPARKMAN in the chair). The bill will be 
stated by title for the information of the 
Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 
1031) to authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior to construct, operate, and main
tain seven units of the Greater We
natchee division, Chief Joseph project, 
Washington, and for other purposes. 

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

The motion was agreed to~ and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill 
<S. 1031) to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to construct, -operate, and 
maint~in seven units of the Gr~ater 
Wenatchee division, Chief Joseph proj
ect, Washington, and for other purposes, 
which had been reported from the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
with an amendment to strike out all 
after the enacting clause and insert: 

That for the purpose of furnishing water 
for the irrigation of approximately 8,700 
acres of iand in Chelan and Douglas 
Counties, Wash., the Secretary of the In
terior is authorized to construct, operate, 
and maintain the East, Moses Coulee, Bra-ys 
Landing, and Howard Flat units of the 
Greater Wenatchee division, Chief Joseph 
Dam project, in accordance with the Federal 
reclamation iaws (act of June 17, 1902, 32 
Stat. 388, and acts admendatory thereof or 
supplementary thereto) . 

SEc. 2. Prior to initiating construction of 
any of the wor.ks authorized by section 1 of 
this act, there shall have been organized. 
under the laws of the State of Washington 
an irrigation or reclamation district, satis
factory in form .and powers to the Secretary~ 
which embraces all of the lands within the 
East, Moses 'Coulee, Brays Landing, and How
ard Flat units to which it is then proposed 
to furnish water, and the authority to con
struct works contained in section 1 shall 
not be exercised save with respect to lands 
which are then in, or thereafter come into, 
such district: Provided, That for a period 
of 10 years from the -date of enactment of 
this act, no water from the project shall be 
delivered to any water user for the produc
tion on newiy irrigated lands of any basic 
agricultural commodity, as defined in the 
Agricultural Act of 1949, or any amendment 
thereof, if the total supply of such com
modity for the marketing year in which the 
bulk of the crop would normally be market
ed is in excess of the normal supply as -de
fined ln .section 301 (b) ( 10) of the .Agri
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amend
ed, uliless the Secretary of Agriculture -calls 
for an increase in production of such com
modity in the interest of national security. 

Sxc. 8. The provisions of section 2 of the 
act of July 27, 1954 (68 Stat. 568, 569), 
shall be applicable to the Greater Wenatchee 
division of the ~hief Joseph Dam project. 
The term "construction costs" used therein 
shall include any irrigation, opera.tion, and 
maintenance costs during the development 
period which the Secretary finds it proper 
to fund because they are .beyond the abllity 
of the water users to pay durln,g that period. 

SEc. 4. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as may be required 
to carry out the purposes of this act. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, the 
pending bill would authorize four units 
of the Greater Wenatchee division of the 
Chief .Joseph Dam project. 

A total of 8,661 acres is involved in the 
bill, of which 1,440 acres are now irri
gated. 

The total estimated cost of the bill is 
$10,279,-800. 

The bill was repor~d unanimously 
from the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. It has received a favorable 
report from the Department of the In
terior. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question now is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill <S. 1031) was ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

The title was amended, so as to read: 
"A bill to authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior to construct, operate, and main
tain four units of the Greater Wenatchee 
project Washington, and for other pur
poses:~ 

HANDLUiG OF SHORT-PAID AND 
UNDELIVERABLE MAIL 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President-

Mr. JOHNSON of T~xas. I yield to 
the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, as chairman of the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service, it 
is my firm belief that, in addition to my 
other duties to my committee and to the 
Senate, I am charged with the high re
sponsibility of safeguarding the commit
tee's collective reputation and the good 
names of its individual members. I 
am also pledged to protect the integrity 
and sincerity of the c<>mrnittee against 
unjust and unfounded attacks. 

For the past several days we have ex
perienced on~ of the worst expositions 
of unbridled and uncalled-for defama
tion of a Senate committee that I have 
ever witnessed in all of my years as a 
Member of this body. 

What I am about to say is to be in 
no way construed as a r.etrea t from my 
conviction that the legislation proposed 
by my committee in behalf of controlled
c.irculation business magazines is any
thing else but right and just. But my 
first loyalty is to the honor of my .com
mittee, which I am dedicated to defend 
at all costs. 

Therefore, in the face of whole-cloth 
accusations that its members have been 
engaged jn underhanded, undercover, 
deceptive endeavor, I am withdrawing 
H. R. 7910, which, among other things, 
would give second-class postal handlling 
to qualified controlled-circulation busi
ness periodicals, so that I and my com
mittee members may find out all of the 
real facts behind this attack and about 
the organizations and personalities who 
have perpetrated it. 

We are going to call witnesses for oom
p1~te hearings, and we shall engag~ in a 
full investigation of the charges and ex
actly what may lie behind them. This 

should satisfy every Senator who has 
raised his voice in concern. For the 
consternation of those who have unethi
cally objected to this proposed legisla
tion, I am pleased to be able to submit 
for the RECORD a telegram I have re
ceiv~d from National Business Publica
tions, th~ largest organization of its kind 
in the world, which speaks for the con
tr<>11ed-circulation business magazines of 
this country and a number in Canada. 
I ask unanimous consent that the tele
gram be printed at the conclusion of my 
remarks. 

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

<See exhibit A.) 
Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 

Mr. President, the telegram urges me 
and my committee to recall the bill and 
to can for hearings on the subject, and 
calls for an investigation of the charges 
that have been leveled at the member
publishers of the gr-oup. I repeat, Mr. 
President, the integrity and sincerity of 
my committee shall be preserved. The 
selfish figures, lurking in the shadows of 
deceit, who have engineered these events, 
that would appear to be directed to their 
benefit, will be brought out into the 
bright light of a thorough investigation. 
We shall soon see just who is unethical 
and un-American in their blackjack 
methods to damage deserving publica
tions in order to preserve their own 
selfish and competitive postal advantage. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that calendar No. 813, 
House bill 7910, to revise laws relating 
to the handling of short-paid and unde
liverable mail, and for other purposes, 
be recommitted to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service, for further 
study. 

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

ExHIBIT A 
Hon. Or.m D. JoHNSTON, 

Chairman, Senate Post Office and Civil 
Service Committee, United States 
Senate, Washington, D. 0.: 

The United Business Press of America
as represented by this International Associa
tion of Trade. Technical, Scientific, Profes
sional, and Industrial ¥agazines-is shocked 
by the messages received by Members of 
the Senate carrying unwarranted aocusations 
in libelous language defaming the charac
ter of bona fide business and trade pubU
catlons which have no connection whatever 
with newspapers. Whl.le the salutary leg
islation proposed by your committee would 
go a lon'g way toward ending the un
justified and longstanding discrimination 
against controlled-circulation business mag
a'Zines by providing those qualified with the 
normal .service of second-class postal han
dling, and while the publishers of these im
portant national and sectional periodicals 
wholeheartedly appreciate yolll" committee's 
knowledge of and desire to correct this in
equity-the controlled-circulation business 
magazine members of this association, in 
the face of such vicious charges as "junk 
mail" -and "throwaways,'' respectfully re
quest that you 'Withdraw H. B. '7910 and 
strongly urge that you immediately sched
ule complete eommtttee bearings and -call 
tor a fuU-.scale investigation <>f the per
sons and real purposes behind this cam
paign. We stand ready to provide your 
committee with ample testimony. We are 
eager to help you prove just who is trying 
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to hide what from the Senate. We are 
sending copies of this telegram to every 
Member of the Senate, so that they may 
better judge where honesty and decency 
may exist in this matter. We are also send
ing your colleagues a followup statement 
defining our unjustified situation and seek
ing their interpretation of freedom of com
petition and our right to enjoy it. 

Respectfully, 
RUSSELL L. PUTMAN, 

Pr esident, Putman Publishing Co., and 
Cochai rman, Committee on Legisla
tion, National Business Publications. 

Mr. KEFAUVER subsequently said: 
Mr. President, House bill 7910, which is 
on the calendar, and which has to do 
with postal rates, aJ)parently would give 
second-class mailing privileges to pub
lications not having paid circulation. 

I have received a number of telegrams 
from my State, particularly from the 
editors of weekly newspapers, protesting 
against passage of the bill. I desire to 
have the telegrams and a letter printed 
in the RECORD. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, that is the bill which has 
just been recommitted, at my request, 
for further study. I should like to have 
the telegrams referred to the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service, since 
the committee is going to make a further 
study of the bill. I think there is con
fusion about the provisions of the bill, 
and therefore we are to have hearings 
on it. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Then, Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
telegrams and letter be printed in the 
RECORD and thereafter be referred to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv
ice, for its study. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
We shall appreciate having that done. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the telegrams and letter 
will be printed in the RECORD, and will . 
be referred to the Committee on Post 
Offic·e and Civil Service. 

The telegrams and letter are as fol
lows: 

NEW TAZEWELL, TENN., August 8, 1957. 
Senator ESTES KEFAUVER, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

We are very interested in bill H. R. 7910 
and would like you to investigate a provi
sion in this bill which would give second
class mail rates to "controlled" newspapers 
and magazines (giveaways). We do not feel 
free-circulation publications should be rec
ognized on a par with paid-circulation publi
cations. Will you please see what you can do 
toward removing this section from bill H. R. 
7910? We would like to point out that Sena
tor OLIN JoHNSTON failed to give interested 
organizations an opportunity to be heard on 
this proposal. Thank you for anything you 
can do for us. 

Lours SPILMAN, 
Editor and Publisher, the Claiborne 

Progress, Unfon County Times, Han
cock County News. 

MILLINGTON, TENN., August 9, 1957. 
Senator EsTEs KEFAUVER, 

Senate Judiciary Committee, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Bill H . R . 7910 giving postal rates to throw
aways on par with paid-circulation publica
tions disastrous to newspapers. Interested 
groups not heard by committee. Your help 
in matter earnestly sought. 

RAYMOND HAMILTON, 
Editor, the M'illington Star. 

JOHNSON CITY PRESS-CHRONICLE, 
John son City, Tenn., August 6, 1957. 

Han. ESTES KEFAUVER, 
Senator, Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR KEFAUVER: We understand 

the Senate Post Office Committee has re
ported on H. R . 7910 which provides for sec
ond-class mail rates and privileges to "con
trol" circula tion newspapers and magazines. 
It is the opinion of the writer that this bill 
should not be passed. After you have had 
an opportunity to study the provisions of 
the same, I hope you will find yourself in 
agreement. 

May I hear from you regarding this par
ticular bill? Of course, I am primarily in
terested in the section which has to do with 
the second-class privileges and rates for the 
above described publications known in the 
trade as giveaways. 

Thank you for your study and considera
tion. 

Respectfully, 
CARL A. JONES, 

Publi sh er. 

ETOWAH, TENN., Au,gust 6, 1957. 
Senator EsTES KEFAUVER, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Feel that free circulation publications 
should be recognized on a par with paid cir
culations and are opposed to bill H. R. 7910 
containing such a provision. This would 
cripple good newspapers. 

THE ETOWAH ENTERPRISE. 

MEMPHIS, TENN., August 9, 1957. 
Senator F.sTES KEFAUVER, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D . C.: 

I oppose section 7910 which gives second
class mail rates and privileges to controlled 
circulation newspapers and magazines. 

LOUIS B. JONES, 
Daily News. 

GREENEVILLE, TENN., August 6, 1957. 
Senator EsTEs KEFAUVER, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D . C.: 

We strongly protest sleeper in bill H. R. 
7910 as reported by Senate Post Office Com
mittee which would give second-class mail 
rates to controlled circulation newspapers 
which are really throwaways. We consider 
this unfair and urge that you do all in your 
power to have this provision removed. 

JOHN M. JONES, 
Greeneville Daily Sun. 

DONELSON, TENN., August 6, 1957, 
Senator EsTEs KEFAUVER, 

United States Senate, 
Washington, D . C.: 

Urge deletion in H. R. 7910 giving second
class rates to controlled circulation news
papers. This is decided detriment to paid 
weekly and daily papers who are trying to do 
a job of service to their community. 

. JOHN L. OLIVER, 
Donelson D i ary. 

McMINNVILLE, TENN., August 6,1957. 
Senator ESTES KEFAUVER, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Strongly protest provision bill H. R . 7910 
allowing second-class mail rates privileges 
to control circulation publications. 

CHARLES E. WISE, 
Publisher, Southern Standard. 

KINGSPORT, TENN., August 6, 1957. 
Senator EsTEs KEFAUVER, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Free publications should obviously not be 
recognized on par with paid circulation. 
Urge defeat bill H. R. 7910. 

BENJAMIN HADEN, 
Kingsport Times-News. 

CAMDEN, TENN., August 6, 1957. 
Senator EsTEs KEFAUVER, 

Senate Chamber, 
Washington D. C.: 

Re bill H. R. 7910, I feel that free circula
tion publication should not be recognized on 
a par with paid circulations publication. 

Mrs. H. T. BRADLEY, 
The Camden Chronicle. 

COLUMBIA, TENN., Au gust 6, 1957. 
Han. ESTES KEFAUVER, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Understand H. R. 7910 as reported by Sen
ate Post Office Committee contains "sleeper" 
giving "controlled circulation" or "free" 
newspapers magazines same second-class 
privileges as bona fide publications. I hope 
you will oppose such a measure for which 
there is no justification. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN W. FINNEY. 

WAYNESBORO, TENN., Au gust 6, 1957. 
Senator ESTES KEFAUVER, 

United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C.: 

I believe you will protect us and not allow 
second-class m ail rate and privileges to con
trolled or free newspapers and magazines, 
also failure to allow interested groups to be 
heard on the proposition. 

HARVEY BAILEY, 
Wayne County News. 

CLINTON., TENN., August 6, 1957. 
Senator ESTES KEFAUVER, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Protest section in H. R. 1910• providing 
second-class mail rates and privileges to con
trolled or free circulation newspapers and 
magazines. If people want newspapers and 
magazines they should have the privilege of 
ordering them and not having them dumped 
into their mailboxes as junk mail. Protest 
also failure committee to allow public to 
be heard on this provision as undemocratic. 

HORACE V. WELLS, Jr., 
Publisher, Clinton Courier-News. 

COVINGTON, TENN., Au.gust 6, 1957. 
Senator ESTES KEFAUVER, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Consider bill H. R. 7910 inimical to best 
interests of Nation's press by putting give
away publications on par with paid publi
cations; understand provision is sleeper; 
please investigate. 

W. C. SIMONTON, 
The Covi ngton Leader. 

CONSERVATION OF WILDLIFE BY 
PARTNERSHIP PROGRAMS WITH 
SOIL BANK COOPERATORS 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, in the 

comparatively quiet and calm recesses 
of the bureaucratic offices of the Depart
ment of Agriculture, this week some 
very important progress has been made 
in the direction of the conservation of 
the w.ildlife of America. I desire to ad
dress myself briefly to that subject. 

The progress to which I am referring 
is made by the new regulations for the 
crop year 1958, involving the use of the 
conservation reserve program, which is 
part of the soil-bank program. 

I wish to discuss this matter briefly, 
for the benefit of the Senate, because I 
think Members of the Senate and Mem
bers of the House of Representatives 
will be interested in discussing with their 
respective State ASC committees and 
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the sportsmen and other conservation
ists of their States the vast potentiaU-· 
ties that these regulations .make avail
able to .all per.so.ns who are intere.sred 
in fish or game or conservation in any 
form. 

At the time when Public Law 540 was 
before the 84th Congress-! refer to 
the law commonly known as the Soil 
Bank Act-in subtitle B, which deals 
with the conservation reserve program, 
in section 107, some significant amend
ments were added in committee; and it 
now develops that those amendments 
are going to create for conservationists 
in America what I believe will be the 
best oportunity in the history of the 
United States to get something done 
through a partnership program for the 
preservation and development of habitat 
for the wild fowl -of the country and for 
the impounding of the waters to be used 
by fish life and to provide breeding, rest
ing, and nesting places for the waterfowl 
of the North American Continent. 

I read now from paragraph (1) of 
subsection (a) of section 107: 

( 1) To establish and maintain for the 
contract period protective vegetative cover 
(including but not limited to grass and 
trees), water storage f acilities, or other soil-, 
water-, wildlife-, or forest-preserving u ses 
on a specifically designated acreage of land 
on the farm regularly used in the produc
tion of crops (including crops, such as tame 
hay, alfalfa, and clovers, which do not re
quire ann.ual tillage ) . 

At the time when we were considering 
that legislation, Mr. President, it was on 
the motion of the senior Senator from 
South Dakota, as a member of the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry, that 
the Senate added the words, "water 
storage facilities'' and "wildlife"-be
cause it occurred to me then that this 
would open the door to a vista of oppor
tunity for oonservationists--if the proper 
regulations were issued by the Depart
ment of Agriculture-to do something for 
conservation in general. 

Having been interested in conservation 
for a long time-for instance, over 25 
years ago 1 served in South Dakota a.s 
president of the State Izaak Walton 
League-! wi.sh to call attention to the 
fact that this great chain reaction of 
conservation opportunity was opened up 
completely yesterday with the clarifica
tion of the final regulations which obtain 
for 1958; and, therefore, what we en
visioned then will become an actual 
reality in 1958. 

As we went through the bill, of oourse, 
it was necessary at that time, when the 
legislation was being considered in the 
84th Congress, to include the important 
little words relating to water storage 
facilities and wildlife and forest con
servation uses, and so forth. In every 
section of the bill they will be found 
inserted. When we get to paragt·aph 3,. 
fo example, we find it reads-: 

Not tB harvest any crop from the acreage 
established in protective -vegetative co-ver. ex
cepting timber (in accordance with soun-d 
forestry management) and wildlife or .other 
natur.al products-

And so forth. We were afraid a solici
tor in the Department of Agriculture 
might someday hold that hunting o-r 
fishing as permitted under the conserva-

tion program was considered to be a 
commercial practice, and we had in 
mind, of course, that it would not be so 
construed. 

So on page 5, in paragraph 1 and para
graph 2 of subparagraph (b), we find 
the same reiteration of words. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that those pertinent passages from 
the act may appear in the REcoRD at this 
point as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the passages 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
SUBTITLE B-CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM 

TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

SEc. 107. (a) To effectuate the purposes 
of this title the Secretary is hereby author
i-zed to enter into contracts for periods of 
not less than 3 years with producers deter
mined by him to h ave control for the con
tract period of the farms covered by the con
tract wherein the producer shall agree: 

(1) To establish and maintain for the 
contract period protective vegetative cover 
(including but not limited to grass and 
trees), water storage facilities, or other soil-, 
water-, wildllfe-, or forest-conserving uses 
on a specifically designated acreage of land 
on the farm regularly used in the production 
of crops (including crops, such as tame hay, 
alfalf-a, and cl<lvers, which do not require 
annual tillage). 

(2) To devote to conserving crops or uses, 
or allow to remain idle, throughout the con
tract period an acreage of the remaining 
land on the farm which is not less than the 
acreage normally devoted only to conserv
ing crops or uses or normally allowed to re
main idle on such remaining acreage. 

(3) Not to harvest any crop from the 
acreage established in protective veget-ative 
cover, excepting timber (in accordance with 
sound forestry management) and wildlife or 
other natural products of such acreage which 
do not increase supplies of feed for do
mestic animals. 

(4) Not to graze any acreage established 
in protective vegetative cover prior to Jan
uary 1, 1959, or such later date as may be 
provided in the contract, except pursuant to 
the provisions of section 103 (a) (3) hereof; 
and if sueh acreage is grazed at the end of 
such period, to graze such acreage during 
the remainder of the period covered by the 
contract in accordance with sound pasture 
management. 

('5) Not to adopt any practice, or divert 
lands on the farm from conservation, woods, 
grazing, or other use, to any use specified 
by the Secretary in the contract as a prac
tice or use which would tend to defeat the 
purposes of the contract. 
· (6) (A) In the event that the Secretary 

determines that there has been a violation 
of the -contract (including the prohibition 
of grazing 'On conservation acreages) at any 
stage during the time such prqducer has con
trol of the farm and that such violation is 
of -sueh a substantial nature as to warrant 
termination of the contract, to forfeit all 
rights to payments or grants under the conw 
tract, and to refund to the United States aU 
payments and grants received by him there
under. 

(B) In the event that the Secretary deterw 
mines that there has been a violation o{ 
the contract but that such viol1:1-tion is of 
such a nature as not to warrant termina
tion of th~ eontract, to accept such payment 
adjustments, forfeit such benefits, and make 
sueh refund1! to the United States of pay
ments and benefits .received by him, under 
the contract, as the Secretary may deterw 
mine to be a.ppropl'late. 

{7) TB 1roeh additional provisions as the 
Secretacy determines are desirable and lnw 
eludes in the contract to effectuate the pur
poses of this title and to facilitate the prac-

tical administration of the eonservation re
serve program, including provisions relating 
to control of noxious weeds. 

(b) In return for such agTeement by th• 
producer the 'Secretary shal'l. agree: 

( 1) To bear such part of the cost (in· 
eluding labor) of establishing and maintain~ 
ing vegetative co"Vllr or water storage facil
ities, or other soil-, water-, wildlife-, or for
est-conserving uses, on the designated acre
age as the Secretary determines to be neces
sary to effectuate the purposes of this title, 
but not to exceed a maximum amount per 
acre or facility prescribed by the Secretary 
for the county or area in which the farm 
is situated; and 

(2) To make an annual payment to the 
producer for the term pf the contract upon 
determination that he has fulfilled the pro
visions of the contract entitling him to such 
payment. The rate or rates of the annual 
payment to be provided for in the contracts 
shall be established on such basis as the 
Secretary determines will provide producers 
with a fair and reasonable annual return 
on the land established in protective vegeta
tive cover or water storage facilities, or other 
soil-, water-, wildlife-, or forest-conserving 
uses, taking into consideration the va lue 
of the land for the production of commod
ities customarily grown on such actnd of 
land in the county or area., the prevailing 
rates for cash rentals for similar land in 
the county or area, the incentive necessary 
to obtain contracts covering sufficient acre
age for the substantial accomplishment of the 
purposes of the conservation reserve pro
gram, and such other factors as he deems 
a-p_proprlate. Such rate or rates may be de
termined on an individual farm basis, a 
county or area basis, or such other basis as 
the Secretary determines will facilitate the 
practical administration of the program. 

(c) In determining the lands in any area. 
to be covered by contracts entered into under 
this section, the Secretary may use advertis
ing and bid procedure if he determines that 
such action will contribute to the effective 
and equitable administration of the conser
vation reserve program. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, in the 
•development of the regulations on the 
part of the Department, as they were 
made applicable to the 1957 crop situa
tion and as they were originally publi
cized for 1958, some misunderstandings 
had arisen which gave some concern to 
departments of fish and g-ame, conserva
tion organizations, the Izaak Walton 
League, and people generally interested 
in opening up this program for the type 
of wildlife practices envisioned at the 
tim-e we adopted the amendments to 
which I earlier alluded. 

I hold in my hand ·a 1ette-r reeeived 
yesterday, and dated yesterdai, from the 
Department of Agriculture. .signed by 
Mr. Howard J. Doggett, Director of the 
Soil Bank Division. in which he, once and 
f-or all, finally -and for all time. clearly 
and directly puts the Department on 
record as to what it proposes to do in the 
1958 practices in thi.s area of activity. 
This letter, as will become clear as I read 
it, · followed a series of .conferences and 
negotiations held in my office and in the 
Department of Agriculture, discussing 
these differences of opinion .and interpre
tation, and pressing for a prompt deci
sion, so we w..ou1d know whether or not 
supplementary legi.slation was needed 
before Congress adjow·ned in order to 
implement the purposes Congress had in. 
mind. Mr. Dog~g.ett•s letter is a elear
cut implementati<m <>four Congressional 
intent. 
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The letter devotes itself to answering 

several specific questions I had pro
pounded to the Department of Agricul
ture. I read the letter of August 9, 1957: 
Hon. KARL E. MUNDT,. 

United States Senate. 
DEAR SENATOR MUNDT: These are the an• 

swers to the questions concerning the con- · 
servation reserve which you raised with me. 

1. What is the formula used in determin
ing the amount to be paid to a farmer under 
the conservation-reserve program for wild
life practices? For pond development? 
Answer: Pond development: 

:UP to $625 of cost of structure (80 
percent)------------------------ $500 

$625 to $1,000 cost of structure ( 40 
percent)------------------------ 140 

$1,000 to $4,300 cost of structure (20 
percent)------------------------ 860 

$4,300 up (none)------------------ 0 

Maximum cost share payment 
per structure---------------- 1, 500 

Then I asked: 
What is the formula used in determining 

the amount to be paid to a farmer under the 
conservation-reserve program for protective 
cover? 

Answer: For protective cover: 
Not to exceed the higher of the cost-share 

payment which could be made if the same 
acreage was devoted to approved grass and 
legume cover or forest trees. 

2. Can a sportsmen group pay a farmer 
for hunting rights on property which he has 
placed in the conservation reserve? 

There follows a long paragraph, which 
I shall include by incorporating the en
tire letter in the REcoRD; but the only 
reservation made in the reply was that 
it was perfectly all right for farmers to 
charge for hunting or fishing privileges 
on property which the farmer had placed 
in the conservation-reserve program, so 
long as the farmer did not establish a 
strictly commercial enterprise. The De
partment of Agriculture recognized that 
American farmers are mature, independ
ent, and able citizens, fully capable of 
managing their own affairs. 

I now go to the third question: 
3. Can a farmer receive remuneration for 

the cost of performing wildlife practices un
der the conservation reserve from: 

A State agency (fish, game, and parks de
partment, etc.)? 

A sportsmen group? 
Answer: Yes, the- 1958 conservation re

serve regulations will provide that State 
agencies and others may contribute to the 
cost of wildlife practices without reduc· 
lng-

I repeat, Mr. President, since this is 
the significant part-
without reducing the Federal cost share 
that would be otherwise available for the 
practice. This provision would not apply to 
participation by other Federal agencies. 

Sincerely yours, 
HOWARD J. DOGGETT, 

Director, Soil Bank Diviston. 

Mr. President, the last paragraph re
moves all doubt as to the intention of 
the Congress and the purpose of the pro
gram of the Department of Agriculture, 
implementing the conservation reserve 
program so that it can become, as was 
planned, a great opportunity for con
servationists generally to cooperate in a 
gigantic partnership program with 
farmers and ranchers to improve the 

9III-90~ 

natural habitat for wildlife in this 
country. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the REcORD at 
this point the letter to which I have 
referred. 

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

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT 
OF AGRICULTURE, 

COMMODITY STABILIZATION SERVICE, 
Washington, D. c .• August 9, 1957. 

Hon. KARL E. MUNDT, 
United States Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR MUNDT: These are the an
swers to the questions concerning the Con
servation Reserve which you raised with me. 

1. What is the formula used in determin· 
1ng the amount to be paid to a farmer under 
the Conservation Reserve program for wild· 
life practices? For pond development? 
Answer: Pond development: 

Up to $625 of cost of structure (80 
percent)------------------------ $500 

$625 to $1,000 cost of structure ( 40 
percent) ----------------------- 140 

$1,000 to $4,300 cost of structure (20 
percent) ----------------------- 860 

$4,300 up (none)----------------- 0 

Maximum cost share payment per 
structure----------------------- 1,500 

For protective cover? 
Answer: For protective cover: 
Not to exceed the higher of the cost share 

payment which could be made if the same 
acreage was devoted to approved grass and 
legume cover or forest trees. 

2. Can a sportsmen group pay a farmer for 
hunting rights on property which he has 
placed in the Conservation Reserve? 

Answer: Yes; as long as they do not estab
lish a commercial enterprise. Hunting and 
fishing shall be considered a commercial 
enterprise where the steps considered to be 
normal to the development of a commercial 
enterprise are taken, e. g., establishment of 
specific charges and provision of facilities or 
services in connection with hunting or fish
ing in accordance with usual business prac
tices. A farmer who charges an occasional 
fee for hunting or fishing on the Conserva
tion Reserve will not be considered as using 
such land for a commercial enterprise un
less he takes such steps as would be con
sidered to be the actual establishment of a 
commercial hunting or fishing preserve. 
(Sec. 124, 70 Stat. 198; 7 U.S. C. 1812.) 

3. Can a farmer receive remuneration for 
the cost of performing wildlife practices un
der the Conservation Reserve from: 

A State agency (fisli, game, and parks de· 
partment, etc.)? 

A sportsmen· group? 
Answer: Yes; the 1958 conservation re

s_erve regulations will provide that State 
agencies and others may contribute to the 
cost of wildlife practices without reducing 
the Federal cost share that would be other
wise available for the practice. This provi
sion would not apply to participation by 
other Federal agencies. 

Sincerely yours, 
HOWARD J. DOGGETT, 

Dtrector, Soil Bank Division. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD at this point a copy of a news
release which I have sent to the press 
gallery today, setting out in greater de
tail what the program encompasses. · 

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

WASHINGTON, D. C., .August 9, 1957.-Sen• 
a tor KARL E. MuNDT, Republican of South Da• 

kota, member of the Senate Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry and of the Agri
culture Subcommittee of the Appropriations 
Committee, announced that he today re- . 
ceived a letter from the Director of the Soil 
Bank Division of the Department of Agri
culture completely clarifying the Depart
ment's 1958 regulations with regard to co
operative arrangements between farmers un
der the conservation reserve program and 
sportsmen's clubs or game and fish depart
ments working with them to promote wild· 
life conservation practices. 

Senator MUNDT, who authored the pro
visions of the basic Soil Bank Act estab
lishing wildlife practices among those ap
proved for conservation reserve practices, 
said "in today's letter from Howard J. Dog
gett, Director of the Soil Bank Division, 
United States Department of Agriculture, the 
Department advises me of its full approval 
and support of cooperative programs to in
crease participation by farmers in wildlife 
conservation practices. On a graduated scale 
from 80 percent for the first $500 to 20 per· 
cent on costs from $1,000 to $4,300 the De
partment will share in the construction costs 
of pond development for fish life or migra
tory wildfowl. In addition, payments will be 
made for protective cover for upland birds 
under the Department regulations for 1958 
soil bank participation." 

MUNDT continued, "The Department spe- · 
cifically assured me that either conservation 
groups, sportmen's organizations, or game 
and fish departments, or a combination of 
such cooperators, may supplement the 
rental or construction-sharing payments 
made farmers by the Federal Government for 
these purposes. Such supplementary pay
ments will not be deducted from the money 
paid by the Federal Government. Thus 
throughout the land, conservationists now 
have our best opportunity in history to 
stimulate conservation practices for fish · 
and wildfowl by encouraging farmers 
through supplementary payments and an
nual leases to participate in the conserva· 
tion reserve phase of the soil bank program. 
By so doing farmers can substantially in
crease their incom.e and conservationists 
can constructively improve the natural habi
tat for wildlife. I am further advised that 
the Department will shortly appoint a special 
assistant whose responsibilities will be to 
encourage cooperative practices of this type 
and State ASC committees are being re
quested to urge the expansion of programs 
of this type in every State where sportsmen 
and conservationists are active and where 
there are fish and game assets to protect 
and expand." 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, may I 
point out for the benefit of Senators. 
who are not members of the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry, for the 
benefit of the Members of the House of 
Representatives who will be interested 
in this subject, and for the benefit of 
conservationists generally, exactly how 
the program can operate to make 1958 
a year which we can call "Opportunity 
Unlimited" for the conservationists of 
America. 

This program has opened up a whole 
series of aspects such as the most opti
mistic conservationist would never have 
dared to dream about 5 short years ago. 
Let me cite for Senators a few examples 
of how the 1958 intensified and empha
sized wildlife practices program, com
bined with the conservation reserve 
practices, will be able to operate. 

As the first example, let us consider a 
program to be initiated by the farmer. 
The farmer can go down to the local 
county omce or to the State ASP office, 
and say, "I should like to be paid for 
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putting upon my farm some wildlife con
servation practices and bringing the 
farm under the conservation reserve. 
I should like to build a pond. I should 
like to build a pond sufll.ciently deep so 
that I will be able to stock it with some 
fish, plant some trees and shrubs around 
the pond, perhaps put in picnicking 
areas and the like, and have a pond large 
enough so that ducks and other migra
tory waterfowl can use it as a nesting 
and breeding place." 

That practice would be approved by 
the county conservation committee, by 
the State conservation committee, and 
by the Federal Government. 

The Federal Government might say, 
"We will pay up to 80 percent of the 
cost of this practice, up to the total 
amount of $1,500." The farmer, how
ever, might find that it would cost him 
$2,000 to put in the dam. The Federal 
Government might say, ''Well, you will 
inundate 50 acres of land, and we are 
prepared to pay $10 per acre, or $500 a 
year, for this tract which you are inun
dating." 

The farmer might say to himself, 
"That is pretty good, but on my books I 
show that I made $750 from that par
ticular tract of land last year. 

"I do not think I can afford to invest 
$500 of my own money in the dam and 
$250 of my own money a year by way of a 
loss of income, in order to provide a fish
ing and picnicking ground in this area, a 
place where a public group can get to
gether. I would love to be able to do it. 
I am an outdoors man myself. How
ever, after all, I have a family to sup
port-no can do." 

The farmer could then go to the Izaak 
Walton League chapter in his town, or 
to the local rod and gun club in his town, 
or to other conservation groups in his 
town, or to the game and fish department 
at the capital of his State, and he could 
say, "Look here, I should like to make 
this recreational place available as a 
fishing rendezvous, as a public shooting 
ground, as a family picnicking area, as 
a local swimming place near a small 
community which is 500 miles, perhaps, 
from the nearest lake, but I find that in 
order to do so I would come out short. 
If the game and fish department will 
make a contract with me to pay the 
extra $500 required in order to complete 
the dam, and if the department will pay 
me an annual rental of $5 an acre, to give 
me the $250 additional income I need in 
order to come out even, I will make a 
contract with the department for from 
3 to 13 years so that this area can be 
used as a public shooting area, a public 
fishing area, and provide a place much 
needed for recreation far removed from 
the nearest adequate water supply, at 
an additional cost of $500 and a rental 
of $250 per year.,., 

This area will provide for sportsmen 
and families in a wide area a recreational 
ground, while at the same time the Fed
eral Government, by its investment of 
the initial $1,500 and by the payment of 
$500 per annum rental, will take out of 
production cropland which otherwise 
would be contributing to the ever-grow
ing surpluses with which we have to 
contend. 

That is the first example. That is a 
practical, concrete example of how John 
Q. Farmer, on his own initiative, can 
work out his problem to benefit not only 
himself, but to benefit the community in 
which he lives. 

If he is a good bargainer, Mr. Presi
dent-and many farmers are good bar
gainers-perhaps instead of renting the 
land for $5 an acre to the game and fish 
department he could rent it to them for 
$10 an acre, in which case his net in
come from the farm would be greater 
than it would have been had he put the 
land to crop, while at the same time he 
would be making all of these conserva
tion benefits available to the community. 

Let us next consider illustration No. 2. 
Under this illustration the program 
could be initiated by the sportsmen of 
the community. Five or six members 
of a duck club, five or six people who ha
bitually fish together, or perhaps the 
members of an Izaak Walton League 
chapter, a Kiwanis Club, a Rotary Club, 
or the women's auxiliary of the Ameri
can Legion might say, "Why do we not 
do something about providing a happy, · 
healthy, wholesome, recreational facility 
for the kiddies in our community and 
for the adults who like to fish or who 
like to hunt? Why can we not figure 
out some way of bringing over on a magic 
blanket to our little community a nice, 
improved water area on which these 
happy activities can take place?" 

Looking around, those people find that 
they are 500 miles from the nearest pub
lic water facility, or perhaps 100 miles, 
when they would like to have this project 
close to home. They start out with the 
idea. What can they do? 

That group of people decides to do 
something, so they drive around some 
sunny Sunday afternoon and look at all 
the different pieces of land around the 
area, until they find a farmer with some 
low land near a creek or a watershed. 
They call in the county engineer and 
they say, "What would happen if we put 
a dam down there and flooded all this 
farmer's land? Is there enough runoff 
in the annual precipitation so that it 
would sustain itself and provide a little 
lake or a little pond in this area?" 

If the engineer says "Yes," then the 
members of this group, on their own 
initiative, can go to the farmer and say, 
"Look here, you are in the business of 
agriculture to make a profit. You are in 
the business of agriculture to provide 
yourself with a way of life. You are in 
the business of agriculture because you 
want to raise your family in good, whole
some circumstances. Would it not be a 
wonderful thing if we could have a 50-
acre, or 20-acre, or 10-acre lake, deep 
enough to sustain fish life, well enough 
protected to attract migratory birds and 
to provide some nesting areas for the 
little ducklings, and large enough to pro
vide some swimming areas for the 
youngsters? Would that not be fine, Mr. 
Farmer?" 

The farmer would say, "You betcha, 
but I cannot afford to do it." And they 
would say, "You do not have to be able 
to afford to do it. We will work with 
you. If you will go down to the county 
ASC office and see what kind of a deal 

you can make with them, to bring the 
land under the conservation reserve pro
gram, with a contract of from 3 to 13 
years, when you get through making 
your deal with them you can come back 
and talk to us." 

The farmer would make the deal, and 
when he got through with it he might 
find that it would not provide him with 
as much income as he would normally 
receive. Then he would talk to that 
group of sportsmen who initiated the 
program, and he might say, "If you can 
provide me with perhaps $100, perhaps 
$500, or perhaps $1,000 extra, toward 
the construction cost, and if you will 
provide me with $2, $3, $5, or $10 per 
acre additional to my Federal payments 
in an annual rental, I will contract with 
the ASC committee to construct the 
project, and will put it under contract, 
and I will contract with you folks to 
make it available for public purposes, 
and this thing can be done." I think 
normally that is the way it will be done. 

The project might be so large that 
the local group of sportsmen who·initiat
ed the idea would go to the capital city 
of the State, instead, and enlist the sup
port of the game and fish department, 
which, generally speaking over the 
United States, raises money from selling 
hunting and fishing licenses. So it is 
interested in increasing opportunities 
for hunting and fishing, because the 
more licenses it sells the greater is its 
revenue. The game and fish depart
ment can contribute money to these 
projects received from the sale of hunt
ing and fishing licenses. 

The group of sportsmen goes to the 
capital city and says to the game and 
fish department, "We do not have recre
ational facilities in our particular town 
or vicinity. How about your entering 
into a contract with our friend, Mr. 
Farmer, to help finish the structure, and 
help pay the rent?" 

Let me give one further illustration of 
how such a program could be initiated. 
I find, from a survey which I have made, 
that except for the State of Missouri, 
the State of South Dakota, and a few 
other States, very little progress on wild
life conservation has been made in the 
direction we envisioned in writing in that 
magic language in the bill. So far as I 
know, 1958 may be th€! final year Ameri
cans will have to work with this conser
vation reserve program. In 1958, states, 
areas, communities, farme·rs, sportsmen's 
organizations, and fish and game depart
ments which desire to do so, however, 
can enter into contracts running for as 
long as 12 or 15 years. So 1958 is a 
miracle year, the year of opportunity; 
1958 is the time, the hour, and the date 
when conservationists all over America 
can enter into great partnership pro
grams, working with farmers and ranch
ers and the Federal Government, to set 
in motion an unfolding wonderland of 
ponds, sloughs, lakes, upland refuges, and 
picknicking places, provided they under
stand what to do, whom to see, and how 
to do it. 

The letter which I read into the Rrc
ORD, which I received from Howard Dog
gett yesterday, sets out the situation in 
black and white, so that all can see. The 
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1958 regulations will specify meticulously 
that the way I have described is the way 
the program can be accomplished. 

Perhaps the farmer does not initiate 
the program. Perhaps there is no sports
men's club in a little town in Wyoming, 
western South Dakota, or North Dakota. 
Perhaps there is no sportsmen's club in 
a little town 250 miles away from the 
nearest flowing. water or lal{e·. There is 
not much reason for organizing a club 
if there is no place where one can wet a 
tly or throw a baited hook, and nothing 
at which one can point a gun and pull 
the trigger. 

So game and fish departments them
selves upon the urging of sportsmen and 
conservationists can initiate these pro
grams. I wish to focus a little public 
attention not only upon the opportunity, 
but upon the responsibility of the 48 
game and fish departments in this 
country, which, I hope, will be clamoring 
for the manifestation of States rights 
and the opportunity to do things with 
their own money, in their own way. 

What an opportunity for 48 depart
ments of game and fish management. 
I once served for 6¥2 years as a mem
ber of the game and fish commission 
in South Dakota. I know the type of 
business in which game and fish de
partments are interested. I have at
tended a great many national conserva
tion conventions, and have talked with 
many people who attend such gatherings. 
The game and fish departments, as 
they prepare their budgets for 1958, can 
set aside a little fund for conservation 
development-a wildlife practices pro
tection fund. They can set aside $50,-
000, $75,000, $100,000, or $500,000 from 
the annual income, and say that that 
sum shall be earmarked to be used in 
this great partnership program, to help 
develop, in cooperation with farmers and 
ranchers, a magic matrix of attractive 
little conservation areas across the 
length and breadth of the State-here a 
duck pond, here a fishing place, here a 
place for children to swim, here a pic
nicking area, here. some trees to provide 
shade for weary travelers, over here, per
haps, an upland game refuge. 

All those projects can be carried out 
under contracts entered into with the 
proper agencies, so that every dollar 
spent by the game and fish department 
will be supplemented, supported, and 
multiplied many times by the dollar de
voted by the Federal Government, be
cause the contracts with the farmers 
have the major purpose of taking land 
out of production, to reduce the surplus 
of agricultural commodities. 

A great device for conservation can be 
built with money set aside by the game 
and fish departments, and earmarked 
for that purpose, under contracts with 
farmers, who will follow certain regula
tions. 

In some cases the game and fish de
partment might say to the farmer, "We 
will do this if you will preserve the area 
as an inviolate reserve, and permit no 
shooting and no hunting. Make it a 
nesting place and feeding place for mi
gratory fowl, a gathering place, an at
tractive area for wildlife, or a preserve 
for upland game birds. 

In some other areas the game and 
fish department might say just the op
posite. It might say to the farmer, "If 
you will make this a public shooting 
ground, we will build a fence inside, and 
leave the lake outside, so that anyone 
who wishes to do so can come in and 
hunt or fish." 

In some cases the game and fish de
partment might say to the farmer, "We 
will cooperate in this project if you will 
charge a minimum price of a dollar a 
day." All sorts of devices can be pro
vided through the ingenuity of farmers, 
sportsmen, and game and fish managers 
over the country. 

This project provides the greatest 
partnership program in connection with 
national conservation that has ever hap
pened in America, bar none. It will be 
significantly successful once it is under
stood, and once we get the proper co
operation. 

Now that the door has been opened 
and the opportunity presented, I encour
age all who read these remarks or hear 
them, or who will learn about them 
through the press and radio, to move 
rapidly, because now is the time to get 
ready for this great program of 1958. If 
it works as I believe it will work, and as 
I hope it will work, I think it will be a 
great inducement to continue the soil 
conservation reserve program of the soil 
bank far beyond the end of 1958. But 
that is a step for the future. That is a 
conjecture. We know that we have 12 
months in which to work right now, on 
an actual existing realistic and inviting 
program. 

Finally, Mr. President, the Department 
of Agriculture is appointing next week, 
I believe-if not next week, very soon
a distinguished citizen from a neighbor
ing State, a citizen from North Dakota, 
who will be named to serve in the Depart
ment of Agriculture with the sole and 
specific responsibility of promoting, 
across the length and breadth of this 
land, this phase of the conservation re
serve program as it is first being fully 
exemplified and augmented by the con
servation reserve regulations for 1958. 

I think the Department of Agriculture 
is acting wisely. I congratulate it upon 
its choice and upon its decision and de
termination. I believe that this program 
provides an unparalleled opportunity for 
Americans everywhere, wherever there 
are conservationists, wherever there are 
sportsmen, wherever there is a habitat 
worth protecting, to promote and pre
serve the wildlife of America. 

PERMANENT CERTIFICATION FOR 
UNITED STATES-ALASKA AIR 
CARRIERS 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, I move that the Senate proceed 
to the to the consideration of Calendar 
No. 438, Senate bill 1873. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title, for the information 
of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATiVE CLERK. A bill (S. 
1873) to amend section 41 (e) of the 
Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 in order to 
authorize permanent certification for 

certain air carriers operating between 
the United States and Alaska. 

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

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate ~roceeded to consider the bill, 
which had been reported from the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com
mittee with amendments. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the body of the RECORD an excerpt 
from the report on the· bill. 

There being no objection, the ex
cerpt from the report <No. 431) was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

The Committee on Interstate and Foreigtt 
Commerce, to whom was referred the bill 
(S. 1873) to amend section 401 (e) of the 
Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 in order to au
thorize permanent certification for certain 
air carriers operating between the United 
States and Alaska, having considered the 
same, report favorably thereon with amend
ments and recommend that the bill as 
amended do pass. 

1. PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

S. 1873 would amend section 401 (e) of 
the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 by pro
viding means for permanent certification for 
certain air carriers operating between the 
United States and the Territory of Alaska. 
To qualify, such carriers would have to make 
application to the Civil Aeronautics Board 
within 120 days from the date of enactment 
of this legislation, and show that on Janu
ary 1, 1957, and until the date of enactment, 
they were continuously operating under a 
temporary certificate of public convenience 
and necessity. If the foregoing could be 
shown by the carriers, unless the service 
rendered during such period was inadequate 
and inefficient, certificates of unlimited 
duration "shall" be issued. 

The bill would enable each of the qualified 
carriers to more economically, efficiently, and 
satisfactorily provide air service over impor
tant routes which are of great significance to 
the welfare of the citizens in Alaska and o! 
substantial importance to the defense effort 
in that part of the world. Continued de
velopment of the resources of the Territory 
of Alaska is a matter of significance to the 
whole country, and the efforts of the States
Alaska air carriers to aid in that development 
must be encouraged. 

The three United States carriers that 
would be affected by the bill are Alaska 
Airlines, Inc., Northwest Airlines, Inc., and 
Pacific Northern Airlines, Inc. 

2. COMMITTEE ACTION 

This legislation was introduced by the 
chairman of your committee in recognition 
of the fact that the affected air carrier routes 
have become an integral part of our national 
transportation system and are providing 
services which are essential to the national 
interest in the continued development of 
economic and military assets of Alaska. It 
is felt that the qualified carriers are entitled 
to permanent certification on their States
Alaska routes in order to permit them to be
come more self-sufficient. 

Your committee held open hearings on 
legislation designed to accomplish the pur
poses of this bill on March 26, 1956 (S. 3164, 
84th Cong.). That measure passed the Sen
ate April 30, 1956, but failed in the House. 
mnce both the Senate and the House held 
open hearings on this legislation in the 84th 

· Congress, your committee did not feel it 
necessary to have such testimony repeated 
this year, nor did we wish to impose the 
burden of time and expense on the witnesses 
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so recently heard, some of whom must travel 
from Alaska. Accordingly, on the basis of 
our files and records, your committee again 
urges the enactment of this measure. 

3. NEED FOR LEGISLATION 

The granting of certificates of unlimited 
duration to qualified carriers for their 
States-Alaska routes would aid con§iderably 
1n helping to solve many of the problems 
with which they are faced. Your committee 
finds striking similarity in the problems of 
these carriers and those of the trunklines, 
the feeder or local service lines, the intra
territorial lines, and the domestic all-cargo 
lines before permanent certification was 
granted to them. 

Examples of ways tn which the public 
interest will be better served and expense to 
the Government in the form of subsidy mini
mized by this bill may be summarized as 
follows: 

1. The recurrent and extensive diversion 
of executive talent to certificate renewal 
proceedings will be ended so that executive 
talent can be devoted to improving the op
erations of the airlines themselves, thereby 
serving the public interest and generating 
more commercial revenues. 

2. The expense saddled upon the carriers 
by recertification proceedings, estimated up
ward to $100,000 for each renewal, will be 
terminated and that money devoted to such 
capital improvements as maintenance arrd 
navigational aids and other improvements 
contributing to the financial and operational 
progress of the carriers. 

3. The great expense and inconvenience to 
States and cities and other users of the serv
ice who must devote great effort to support
ing applications for renewal will be ended. 
Likewise the great expense to the Federal 
Government of having the Civil Aeronautics 
Board conduct such proceedings will be ter
minated. 

4. States and municipalities (and to a cer
tain extent the Federal Government) which 
have invested money in aeronautical facili
ties will have some assurance that their 
investments in those facilities may be con
sidered foresighted rather than speculative. 

5. The promotion of American commerce 
and national unity will be furthered by 
strengthening and making permanent the 
routes of air carriers which have been flying 
thousands of passengers and millions of 
pounds of cargo and mail between the States 
and Alaska for the past several years. 

6. The carriers may develop long-range 
personnel programs and offer long-range 
careers to employees. In the past, many con
tracts of employment with these carriers 
have had to be short range and have led to 
a personnel turnover rate twice that of the 
trunk carriers and a consequent high train
ing and replacement expense. 

7. The carriers may, after passage of this 
legislation, make long-term arrangements 
for the larger and more expensive aircraft 
needed for the service and for hangars, 
navigational equipment, maintenance, and 
other facilities with the consequent econ
omies to themselves and the · Government 
that are inevitable from such arrangements. 

9. Passage of the bill wm enable the air
lines to establish sensible financing programs 
sions of, or additions to, old businesses with 
some confidence that the air service on 

. which they depend is permanent. 
9. Passage of the bill will enable the air

lines to establish sensible financing programs 
on a long-range basis. Such disadvantages 
as premium interest rates on loans, loan 
periods timed to temporary certificate dates, 
and many other penalties which the uncer
tain nature of the airlines' prospects have 
visited upon them may be either reduced 
or avoided. 

10. Finally, and maybe most important, 
the bill will be beneficial to our national
defense effort. 

Your committee realizes that none of the 
above-listed consequences is going to flow 
automatically from the passage of this bill. 
A great deal of effort and hard work will still 
be required on the part of the carriers to 
make the above-llsted effects realities, but 
your committee is satisfied on the basis of 
past performance of these airlines and on 
the basis of the evidence before it that the 
incentive for progress is abundant in the 
current management of the carriers. For 
these reasons, your committee believes that 
this bill will permit the affected airlines to 
operate on a more efficient and more eco. 
nomical basis and in time to reduce sub
stantially their need for subsidy mail pay 
from the Federal Government. 

In that respect, the States-Alaska opera
tion subsidies for the years 1954 through 
1956 were $3,391,000; $3,517,000; and $3,-
343,000, respectively; $3,325,000 is estimated 
for 1957, and your committee believes the 
enactment of this bill would further decrease 
the subsidies. 

4. "HISTORY AND. PROGRESS OF STATES-ALASKA 
SERVICE 

Air transportation between the States and 
Alaska has been almost entirely a postwar 
development. During the war only limited 
service was provided by one carrier and no 
direct service existed between the States 
and Anchorage, the largest city in the Ter
ritory and center of defense activities in the 
area. In 1946 Northwest Airlines was cer
tificated on a 7-year basis between Seattle 
and Anchorage and between Minneapolis-St. 
Paul and Anchorage via Edmonton, Canada. 
In 1951, to meet the increasing demands for 
service, Pacific Northern Airlines was au
thorized to operate between Anchorage and 
Seattle-Portland via Cordova and Juneau, 
and Alaska Airlines was authorized to oper
ate between Fairbanks and Seattle-Portland. 
These latter two certificates were each of 28 
months' duration, expiring simultaneously 
with the temporary certificates held by 
Northwest. 

After extensive proceedings in 1953-55, the 
Civil Aeronautics Board in May 1955 decided 
to renew the temporary certificates of all 
three States-Alaska carriers. Northwest's 
authorization to operate between Seattle and 
Anchorage was renewed on a permanent 
basis and its certificate for the Twin Cities
Anchorage route was renewed for a period 
of 3 years. The temporary routes of both 
Alaska Airlines and Pacific Northern were to 
be renewed for 3 years under the Board's 
decision, but at the direction of the Presi
dent renewals were finally issued for a 5-
yea.r period, expiring in 1960. 

The historical and prospective develop
ments in the economy and defense of Alaska 
indicate that the public need for the services 
of the present States-Alaska carriers will 
continue, and in fact will increase. Today, 
the airlines provide the only common car
rier passenger service between the States and 
Alaska. Steamship service is confined to 
freight. The only alternative means of per
sonal travel is by auto over the Alcan High
way. Moreover, surface transportation for 
freight is slow and the airlines provide the 
best service for perishable foods and other 
cargo having a high value in relation to 
weight. 

As a conseqence of all these factors, the 
volume of passenger, cargo, and mail traffic 
carried by States-Alaska airlines has shown 
a steady and continuous growth. The fu
ture of both the Territory and the airlines 
which connect it with the States seems 
secure, especially if the airlines are at this 
time given the stability and security which 
they so much require to "Qe able to reduce 
their subsidy requirements. 

Your committee believes the . foregoing 
demonstrates that the reasons which im
pelled Congress to enact permanent certifi
cate legislation for other airlines apply with 

equal force in support of the desirability of 
similar action on behalf of the States-Alaska 
air carriers. In addition there are other 
factors which favor this bill. In the first 
instance, States-Alaska air service ts not 
simply an alternative means of transpor
tation; it is rather the only modern means 
for personal travel and fast freight shipment 
between the States and the Territory. Sec
ond, our files contain evidence of interest 
by high military offi.cials in the continued 
development of civilian air transportation 
between the States and Alaska as -an essen
tial adjunct of military activities in the area. 

5. AGENCY COMMENTS 

The only agency that commented on this 
bill was the Civil Aeronautics Board, and 
they are adverse on the grounds that the 
granting of certificates of unlimited dura
tion is for the Board after formal review. 

Your committee would be highly pleased 
if the Board would only do what it says its 
quty is. The fact remains that the Board 
has not done so, nor has tt ever done so. 

. Section 401 of the Civil Aeronautics Act 
of 1938 specifically charges the Board with 
the duty of issuing certificates of public 
convenience and necessity. Yet, except for 
route or service extensions, in the 19 years 
this law has been in effect, the Board has 
never seen fit to grant to any carrier appli
cant more than a temporary certificate. 

Every permanent certificate has been au
thorized by an act of Congress. The original 
grandfather certificates were granted by the 
Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, the local serv
ice certificates by Public Law 38, 84th Con
gress, and the intraterritorial certificates by 
Public Law 741, 84th Congress. On May 1, 
1957, the Senate passed S. 1474, which would 
grant such certificates to all cargo air car
riers in the continental United States. 

This leaves only two groups operating on 
temporary certificates, the States-Alaska car
riers covered by this bill, and the interna
tional cargo carriers. 

In connection with this legislation in the 
84th Congress, the Department of Commerce 
advised that the duration of a certificate of 
public convenience and necessity was an 
issue that should be decided by the Board 
under standards laid down by Congress in 
the Civil Aeronautics Act. 

The Civil Aeronautics Board indicated that 
in· its opinion economic conditions and other 
circumstances applicable to States-Alaska 
carriers were generally the same as in the 
case of local service airlines, and acknowl
edged that the enactment of that bill was 
in the public interest. 

Your committee feels that a proper ap
plication of those statutory standards in 
this instance, as in the case of the local 
service airlines dictates the necessity for this 
legislation. Certainly, your committee 
knows of no reason for according different 
treatment to the States-Alaska airlines than 
Congress accorded to similarly situated local 
service carriers less than a year ago. 

In any event, your committee finds the 
Board, not acting when it says to act is 
its duty, and changing its mind on the leg
islation from one year to the next, all to the 
detriment of the carriers involved. We em.u 
phasize that while it is true that the Board 
has the power and authority to do what this 
bill would do, that power and authority was 
delegated to it by the Congress, and since 
there has been, and still is, a failure to act, 
it is for the Congress to exert its authority. 

· In our report on S. 1474 (Rept. No. 251, 
85th Cong.) on this point, your committee 
stated: 

"The task of selecting which carriers are 
entitled in the public interest to certifica
tion is one of the principal responsibilities 
of air-commerce regulation for the discharge 
of which the Civil Aeronautics Authority was 
originally established. Section 401 of the 
Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 specifically 
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charges the Authority (or its successor, the 
Civil Aeronautics Board) with this respon
sibility. Yet, in the 19 years this law has 
been in effect, the Board has never seen fit 
to grant to any carrier applicant more than 
a temporary certificate except for route or 
service extensions. The result of the Board's 
unwillingness to accept final responsibility 
in this area of operations has been to force 
upon the Congress the ultimate decision on 
permanent certification for individual lines. 
Thus, at the present time, all air carriers 
permanently certificated for the whole or 
for a part of their service were originally 
granted such status directly by act of Con
gress. 

"In view of these facts your committee 
believes that in passage of the present leg
islation notice should be given that a final 
decision whether a carrier applicant meets 
the qualifications for regular certification 
should be made by the Board within a rea
sonable period, and that the Board should 
not hide behind the granting of a temporary 
certificate any longer than is absolutely nec
essary to test and evaluate the need for 
the applicant's services." 

Your committee reaffirms that statement 
and again urges that the Board proceed in 
these matters. 

6. CONCLUSION 

The Board calls to our attention the de
sirability of clarification with respect to the 
possible application of section 801 of the 
Civil Aeronautics Act to certificates of pub
lic convenience and necessity which it may 
be called upon to issue when this bill is 
enacted into law. Even though the cer
tificates of public convenience and necessity 
which would be issued under this bill au
thorize "overseas air transportation" as de
fined in the Civil Aeronautics Act, your com
mittee feels that the issuance of such cer
tificates shall not be subject to Presidential 
approval under section 801 of the act, be
cause they would be "issuable under section 
401 (e) " of the act and, therefore, by the 
language of the last sentence of section 801, 
clearly not within the application of that 
section. 

Your committee believes that S. 1873 will 
have a salutary effect upon States-Alaska 
air carriers with corresponding benefits to 
the millions of Americans who live in .the 
areas served by those airlines and especially 
to those people who depend on those air
lines for essential services not otherwise 
obtainable. Your committee, therefore, rec
ommends that this type of legislation be 
now extended to States-Alaska carriers, and 
that the bill, as amended, do pass. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, the 
bill has the unanimous approval of the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. The bill merely provides for 
the permanent certification of three 
United States-Alaska carriers. They are 
the only three left. All other carriers 
have permanent certificates. The bill 
takes care of an item left out of the per
manent feeder-line bill of last year. En
actment of the bill is necessary because 
of the fact that these are intercarriers. 

Mr. DIRKSEN subsequently said: ' Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that, 
following the statement by the Senator 
from Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON], I 
may have printed in the RECORD a state-
~e~:t:~~n ~~~~~ct to Calendar No. 438, 

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

STATEMENT SUPPLIED BY THE SECRETARY o• 
COMMERCE 

The Senate and House Commerce Commit
tees have favorably reported, with amend-

ments, S. 1873 and H. R. 4520, bills to au
thorize permanent certificates for three 
United States-Alaska air routes operated by 
Alaska Airlines, Pacific Northern Airlines, and 
Northwest Airlines, respectively. H. R. 4520 
passed House June 10, 1957. These bills, if 
enacted, would reverse the considered 1udg
ment of the Civil Aeronautics Board and the 
President of the United States that the pub
lic convenience and necessity require that 
these routes be authorized for an additional 
experimental period only. The determina
tion of the CAB and the President was 
reached after full consideration under pro
cedures provided by Congress and pursuant 
to carefully drawn standards which the 
Congress said should be applied. 

It is the view of the President and the 
Board that, as the States-Alaska service ex
pands in volume in response to normal 
growth of traffic, and as the pattern of service 
stabilizes owing to the completion of the 
majority of military projects in Alaska it will 
be desirable to review the entire States
Alaska service pattern to determine the maxi
mum extent to which it may be made self
supporting. There would be involved in 
such a review a determination of the number 
of individual carriers which would be needed 
to provide adequate services, as well as their 
exact pattern of service. 

This desire to determine the maximum 
extent to which this service may be made 
self-supporting is consistent with directives 
of the Congress to curtail subsidy payments 
as contained in House Report No. 1242 of 
February 25, 1954, 83d Congress, 2d session, 
and Senate Report No. 1541 of June 9, 1954, 
83d Congress, 2d session. The House Com
mittee on Appropriations said in House 
Report No. 1242 that: 

"The committee recognizes that Federal 
expenditures are substantially affected by 
actions of this Board. It has made no re
duction in the request for the coming year 
and expects that the Board will give prompt 
and serious consideration to ways and means 
of reducing the cost to the Government rep
resented by mail payments to carriers iii 
total as well as for subsidy." 

The Senate Committee on Appropriations 
stated in Senate Report No. 1541 that: 

"The committee directs that the Board 
undertake a complete review of subsidy 
payments immediately and report to the 
committee not later than January 1955 the 
results of such study so that the commit
tee will be informed as to whether the 
amount recommended will be sufficient to 
meet subsidy payments. This request is 
made in light of the recent Supreme Court 
decisions relative to the computation of air
line subsidies; and, in light of the report on 
Civil Air Policy made by the Air Coordinat
ing Committee at the request of the Presi
dent of the United States and released by 
him on May 26, 1954. 

"This report recommends a program for 
the withdrawal of the air transport subsidy, 
except in certain cases primarily in the 
international field. It recommends a pro
gram of review by the Civil Aeronautics 
Board and the President 'to eliminate un
economic duplicate service' to and within 
the Territories. • • • 

"The report refers to the opportunity of 
the Board and the President to review the 
operations of our international carriers as 
well as carriers operating between the con
tinental United States and its Territories 
and within such Territories." 

Two of the routes involved, those of 
Alaska Airlines and Pacific Northern Airlines, 
are similar to, and directly competitive with, 
permanently certificated routes operated by 
Pan American World Airways and Northwest 
Airlines. The subsidy requirements of all of 
the carriers except Northwest for operating 

the United States-Alaska routes for the fiscal 
years 1955, 1956, and 1957 are as follows: 1 

1955 1956 1957 

Alaska Airlines _____ $979,000 $821,000 $800,000 
Pacific Northern. __ 1,243, 000 2, 075,000 2, 298,000 Pan American ______ 1,371, 000 1, 336,000 332,000 

Northwest Airlines transpacific operations, 
including States-Alaska services, have been 
free of subsidy since January 1, 1955. Pan 
American Airways System operations since 
October 1, 1956, have been on a temporary 
mail rate without subsidy. 

It is clear from the foregoing table that 
the routes operated by Alaska and Pacific 
Northern require substantial subsidy sup
port from the taxpayer for their continued 
operation. It is also clear that subsidy re
quirements for these two carriers have con
tinued to increase each fiscal year subse
quent to 1954 despite the directive of the 
Congress in that year that the Board give 
serious consideration to ways and means of 
reducing subsidy payments. 

Permanent certification of these carriers 
at this time would be in direct conflict with 
the directive of the Congress that ways and 
means be developed of reducing the cost to 
the Government of subsidy payments. The 
Board would be prevented from determin
ing the number Of individual carriers, as 
well as the pattern of service, which could 
result in a reduction in subsidy payments 
for the entire States-Alaska service. No 
incentive would be provided to the carriers 
to take steps leading to such a reduction 
once permanent certification is obtained. 

If the circumstances which prompted the 
decision of the Board and the President 
should change sumciently to warrant modifi
cation of their conclusions, the Congress has 
provided a procedure whereby such matters 
can be brought before the regulatory agency. 
If the facts developed in open hearings, 
tested by cross-examination and questioning 
by the members of the expert regulatory 
body created by Congress, should indicate 
that permanent certification is justified and 
consistent with the standards provided by 
Congress, then such certificates would be 
issued. Whatever narrow interests of the 
carriers may be served by permanent certi
fication without following the standards of 
the Civil Aeronautics Act, the public inter
est in economy and adequate, efficient air 
service demands that the case for permanent 
certification, if it exists, be made pursuant 
to the standards in the Civil Aeronautics 
Act rather than via the shortcut which is 
here proposed. 

It is clear, therefore, that permanent cer
tification of these carriers by this legisla
tion is not justified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
:first amendment of the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce will 
be stated. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I was informed by the distin
guished minority leader that there was 
no opposition to the bill from Senators 
on his side. However, I am now in
formed that a Senator on his side wishes 
to be present when the bill is considered. 
He is not present at this time. Under the 
circumstances, inasmuch as that Senator 
is not now in the Chamber, I ask that 
further action on the bill be withheld. 
I apologize to the Senator from Wash
ington. 

1 Source: Civil Aeronautics Board, Bureau 
of Air Operations. These figures may be 
modified in minor respects upon final audit, 
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Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, be

fore action on the bill is s_uspended, I 
wish to have the Senate proceed now to 
the consideration of the com-panion 
House bill, Calendar No. 624, House bill 
4520. When that is done, the Senate 
will be in a proper position to take action 
on that bill. 

Therefore, Mr~ President, at this time 
I move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of Calendar No. 624, House 
bill 4520, the companion House bill. 

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

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill 
(H. R. 4520) to amend section 401 (e) 
of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 in 
order to authorize permanent certifica
tion for certain air carriers operating 
between the United States and Alaska. 

<Mr. MUNDT thereupon took the 
floor and addressed the Senate on an
other subject. His remarks appear 
elsewhere in the RECORD.) 

(Subsequently, during the course of 
Mr. MUNDT's remarks:) 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MUNDT. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I wonder if 

the Chair will put the question on the 
pending bill with the understanding that 
the Senator will keep the floor and that 
this colloquy will appear at the end of 
his remarks. 

Mr. MUNDT. I yield with that under
standing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending bill is H. R. 4520. The bill is 
open to amendment. 

If there be no amendment to be of
fered, the question is on the third read
ing of the bill. 

The bill (H. R. 4520) was ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, Senate bill 1873 is indefinitely 
postponed. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I move that the vote by which the 
bill was passed be reconsidered. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Illinois to lay on the 
table the motion of the Senator from 
Texas. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

CONSTRUCTION AT MILITARY 
INSTALLATIONS 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to 
the consideration of Calendar No. 866, 
H.R.8240. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. · The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R. 
8240) to authorize certain construction 
at military installations, and for other 
purposes. 

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

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill, 
which had been reported from the Com
mittee on Armed Services with an 
amendment. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, I wish to say we do not expect to 
have a discussion on this bill tonight. 
It is the unfinished business. I have 
talked to the chairman of the subcom
mittee, the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. STENNIS], and the ranking minority 
member of the subcommitt~e. the Sen
ator from South Dakota [Mr. CASEJ. 
They will be prepared to discuss the bill 
on Monday. It is the military construc
tion bill. Many Senators are interested 
in it. They anticipate it will take no 
longer than an hour. 

I should like to point out again, for 
the information of my colleagues, we 
shall meet at 11 o'clock Monday morn
ing, pursuant to an order already en
tered. We shall have the regular morn
ing hour, then a call of the calendar, 
followed by eulogies on-the late Senator 
George, after which the consideration 
of the military construction bill will l:Je 
resumed. 

When that is concluded, we may take 
up 2 or 3 noncontroversial bills which 
will require some explanation, and must 
be taken up by motion. Then we shall 
proceed to the consideration of the 
Niagara bill. We hope to complete ac
tion on the Niagara bill on Monday. We 
expect to be in session late that evening. 

I give notice to Senators again that 
there are two controversial nominations 
on the Executive Calendar-that of Don 
Paarlberg, to be an Assistant Secretary 
of Agriculture, and Jerome K. Kuyken
dall, to be a member of the Federal 
Power Commission. I understand there 
is a minority report on Mr. Kuykendall. 
The printing of hearings was delayed for 
some 7 or 8 days, but they are now avail
able. Any Senators who may desire to 
read the hearings can obtain copies. I 
do not know when we shall proceed to 
the consideration of executive business 
and take up those nominations, but all 
Senators should be on notice that they 
may be taken up late Monday or early 
Tuesday. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yfeld? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Do I correctly under

stand that so far as the pending mili
tary construction bill is concerned, there 
will be only discussion this afternoon, 
and no further business? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The Sena
tor from Texas can no longer give any 
assurance. He had expected there would 
be only 1 hour of debate on the bill; · but 
little bills sometimes attract big men, 
and vice versa. I do not know what will 
happen. I hope there will be nothing 
but discussion. When the Senator from 
South Dakota concludes his statement, 
so far as the majority leader is con
cerned, he is willing to make a motion 
to adjourn until Monday. If it shall be 
agreed to, the Senate will adjourn. 

I appreciate the indulgence of the 
Senator from South Dakota, and I ask 

unanimous consent that all this discus
sion appear at the conclusion of his re
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is ·so ordered. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

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

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

ATOMIC ENERGY LEGISLATION 
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, the 

Atomic Energy Commission authoriza
tion bill is on the calendar and will come 
before the Senate for action next week. 
I believe it may be considered as early 
as Tuesday, but certainly by Wednesday. 

During the past week the so-called 
public power issue has been deliberately 
injected into the consideration of ,the 
bill as a means of confusing the issues 
and defeating our efforts to accelerate 
the lagging atomic energy program. 

To illustrate what I mean. I wish to 
call attention to a portion of a news 
story which appeared · with reference to 
the House action yesterday. After dis
cussing various votes held in the House, 
there is this language: 

Authority for the two reactors-

One was to be built, possibly, at Area, 
Idaho, to develop a gas-cooled, natural 
uranium reactor-
was deleted by a rollcall vote of 211 to 188. 
But the House left in the bill, by a 201-to-197 
vote, $3 million for preliminary work on a 
reactor to produce special materials for the 
weapons program. 

The $3 million was for the design, for 
a single- or dual-purpose reactor, al
though it is somewhat difficult to find 
that out from the debate. However, it 
is not concerned with public power, be
cause if it were the intention to produce 
power, the reactor would just have been 
confined to a dual-purpose reactor. The 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy spe
cifically provided that it should be either 
a single-purpose reactor or a dual-pur
pose reactor, and left the choice to the 
Atomic Energy Commission itself. 

Therefore, if the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy was trying to force the 
Atomic Energy Commission to build a 
power reactor, it would have specified 
a dual-purpose reactor, which provides 
both plutonium and power. 

The committee held extensive hear
ings; probably more hearings than some 
Members of Congress realize. They in
vited to those hearings all sorts of ex
perts to tell them about the subject. 
.Among the experts were those who know 
most about the matter, namely, organi
zations such as General Electric, which 
had been operating in the Hanford 
area since 1944. 

Also testifying was the manager of the 
plant at Hanford, who was fully familiar 
with the proposal, and who knew what 
might be done. 
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Therefore, I say that any suggestion 

that the $3 million was to be spent solely 
for a dual-purpose reactor is completely 
contrary to the facts and completely 
contrary to what is involved. 

Then there appears this paragraph: 
The House voted 213 to 185, to remove the 

provisions which would have directed AEC 
to build reactors to sell steam to these pub
lic-power groups: 

The Consumers Public Power District of 
Nebraska, the Elk River, Minn., Rural Co
operative Association, .the Hershey, Mich., 
Wolverine Electric Cooperative, the city of 
Piqua, Ohio, and the Chugach Electric As
sociation at Anchorage, Alaska. 

In this part of the story it is stated 
that the House voted to remove the pro
visions which would have directed AEC 
to build reactors to sell steam to the 
public-power groups which are men
tioned. 

As a matter of fact, the situation is 
well known. The Atomic Energy Com
mission has been dealing for from 17 to 
27 months with this group; yet the news
paper story would make it appear that 
this was a sudden public-power develop
ment. 

I recognize the fact that the intricacies 
of this subject may be somewhat diffi
cult to understand. I am not complain
ing about the individual who wrote the 
story, because the subject may have been 
hard to follow. At the same time I do 
not want it said that the Joint Atomic 
Energy Committee is trying to force the 
Atomic Energy Commission into con
tracts with public power groups. Let the 
RECORD be clear that the Atomic Energy 
Commission has been dealing with them 
for from 17 to 27 months. No member 
of the Atomic Energy Commission will 
deny it. It is unfortunate that such 
stories should be printed, particularly 
that there was a showdown on the vote 
between public and private ·power, and 
that the Democrats were following a 
public-power program. 

As a matter of fact, the Democrats 
have asked for 3 years for what they 
thought was reasonable. Thus they 
put in an item for the expenditure of 
$40 million to build a gas-cooled, natural 
uranium reactor. 

That was not to contribute to public 
power. It was to be built in an area 
where it could not be used to pour power 
into commercial lines. Probably it 
would be built at Arco, Idaho, although 
the location would be left to the discre
tion of the Atomic Energy Commisison. 
But if it were built at the most logical 
place, probably it would be built at Arco. 

During the House debate, there was 
Inserted in the RECORD an item setting 
forth that the Japanese had informally 
decided to go to Great Britain to buy 
a large power reactor, and that was 
going to be a gas-cooled, natural ura
nium reactor. That statement was also 
put in the RECORD by me in earlier state
ments on this situation. 

Today I picked up a publication deal
ing with atomic energy and I learned 
from that publication that the great 
Krupp plant in Germany is embarking 
upon the production of reactors, and 

that their type of reactor will be a gas
cooled, natural uranium reactor. 

Mr. President, the only people who 
seem to be unable to build one of these 
reactors are those who live in the very 
country which started the development 
of atomic energy. It is doubly ironical 
when we recall that our first atomic 
powerplant--the Daniels reactor-would 
have been gas cooled, but it was canceled 
in the early days of AEC. We are going 
to be made to sit back, apparently, until 
the British and the Germans have ac
quired the world markets; then, if no 
one objects too strenuously, we will be 
allowed to dabble in the picture a little. 

The Joint Committee on Atomic En
ergy and no small segment of American 
industry believed that to be bad. There
fore, the Joint Committee reported a bill 
providing $40 million to enable Admiral 
Rickover and his group of scientists, who 
are already familiar with reactor con
struction programs, who built the pres
surized water reactor which is in the 
Nautilus, who have designed and are con
structing the reactor to be used in the 
Shippingport project, who have had a 
great deal to do with influencing there
actor of the Yankee group, to go ahead 
and use their experience to develop the 
gas-cooled, natural uranium reactor for 
this country. I do not believe that could 
be regarded as a public versus private 
power fight. 

The second item was that we wanted 
AEC to spend $3 million in trying to 
ascertain the type of plutonium reactor 
which should be developed, and to get it 
ready, with plans and specifications, so 
that it might be built. Here again, that 
has nothing to do with public versus 
private power. 

The members of the Joint Committee 
after listening to dozens of witnesses, 
including members of the Military Estab
lishment, and scientists like Dr. Teller 
and Dr. Ernest Lawrence, who testified 
specifically on that particular point, de
cided that something should be done 
about the production of plutonium. 

It is not unusual for the Joint Com
mittee to try to push a program faster 
than the Atomic Energy Commission 
wants to push it. The Atomic Energy 
Commission had decided not to push 
the hydrogen bomb. The joint commit
tee was the organization which put on 
the pressure which led to this qountry 
taking an active part in that project. 
Therefore, it is not outside the bounds 
of reason if the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy suggests that something 
be done along this line. 

The third item in the bill was $15 
million for a plutonium recycling plant, 
for which I believe the Atomic Energy 
Commission has long since recognized 
the need, and for which it has testified. 
This plant which could produce the 
equivalent of only 15,000 kilowatts would 
actually probably produce only token 
quantities up to 2,000 kilowatts. 

I emphasize that of a total of $132 mil
lion recommended by the Commission for 
its atomic power demonstration program, 
$98 million was for projects to be carried 
on by cooperatives and by State and lo
cal publicly owned utilities. The 

amounts of funds for these organizations 
are summarized as follows: 
Consumers Public Power Dis-

trict of Nebraska ___________ $50, 180, 000 
Rural Cooperative Power Associ-

ation, Elk River, Minn_______ 8, 446, 000 
Wolverine Electric Cooperative, 

Hersey, Mich________________ 5, 472, 000 
City of Piqua, Ohio___________ 7, 510, 000 
Chugach Electric Association, 

Anchorage, Alaska___________ 15, 809, 000 
Postconstruction research and 

development and operating expenses ____________________ 11,000,000 

Total ___________________ 98,417,000 

It should be emphasized that as each 
of these five projects was proposed and 
recommended by the Atomic Energy 
Commission, the Government would own 
the reactor and the fuel, and the REA 
would finance the cost of the turbogen
erating facilities, so that approximately 
from 90 percent to 100 percent of the 
projects would be Government financed 
under the plans and proposals of the 
Atomic Energy Commission itself. 

All the Joint Committee amendment 
did was to require that AEC assume di
rect supervision of the construction of 
these developmental reactors, since they 
were going to pay for them, and that the 
contracts for the operation of the reac
tors should be on a straightforward, no
subterfuge basis. These projects are 
outlined in detail in the authorization 
hearings beginning at page 146, and are 
discussed at length in testimony by the 
AEC and cooperatives, and their equip
ment manufacturers on subsequent 
pages. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that pertinent paragraphs from the 
hearings, beginning at page 146, which I 
shall subsequently designate, be printed 
at this point in the RECORD . . 

There being no objection, the para
graphs were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

AUTHORIZING LEGISLATION 

b. Consumers Public Power District 
(1} Proposed contractual arrangements. 
(a} Appropriate provisions for disposition 

of the nuclear portion of the plant on termi
nation or completion of the contract, and 
suitable provisions with respect to the land 
on which the reactor is located will be in• 
eluded. 

(b) Information: Information developed 
in the design, construction, and operation of 
the plant will be available to the Government 
and to the public under the Commission's 
information program. All records of trans
actions related to the contract will be avail· 
able for inspection by the AEC and the GAO. 

(c) Patents: All rights to inventions and 
discoveries made in the course of the work 
paid for by the Government will be deter
mined by the Government. All rights to 
those made in the course of work paid for by 
CPPD will rest with CPPD, subject, however, 
to a royalty-free, nonexclusive license to the 
Government for Government purposes. 

(d) Term of contract: From date of con .. 
tract through the first 5 years of operation. 

(2) Technical aspects: The objective of 
this project is to supplement other research 
and development as necessary to construct, 
initiate operations, and provide unusual 
postconstruction maintenance for a large
scale nuclear powerplant using a sodium 
graphite reactor. The work consists pri
marily of component development, engineer
ing testing, and nuclear plant design and 
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assumes that other related development work 
proceeds in accordance with current program 
projections. The following project specifica
tions represent contemplated design objec
tives and are therefore approximate: 

Heat output: 245,000 kilowatts. 
Electrical output: 75,000 kilowatts (nomi-

nal). 
Amount of fuel: 23,800 kilograms. 
Enrichment percent U-235:2.5 percent. 
Moderator: Graphite. 
Coolant: Sodium. 
Reactor outlet temperature ( o F.): 925°. 
Reactor pressure: 50 p. s. i. 
Steam conditions (p. s. i. at o F.): 800 at 

825°. 
Total estimated plant cost: $40,583,000.1 

Byproduct production: 122 kilograms of 
plutonium delivered to AEC through fiscal 
year 1963. · 

Estimated date of completion: 1962. 
(3) Assistance by the Government: The 

AEC, based upon a cost-type contract, will 
provide for the cost of the reactor, which is 
estimated at $24,013,000. The Consumers 
Public Power District will provide the site 
for the reactor on a long-term no-cost lease 
to the Government, and will provide electri
cal generating facilities. The total esti
mated cost of site and facilities to be fur
nished by the contractor is $11,350,000. In 
addition, the contractor will support reactor 
construction to the extent of $5,220,000. 

In addition to providing the reactor, the 
AEC will conduct research and development 
under contract at no cost to Consumers esti
mated to cost $18,165,000. It is contemplated 
that the research and development will con
sist primarily of component development, 
engineering testing, and nuclear plant de
sign. 

In addition, the Commission would waive 
the use charge of special nuclear materials 
for the period of the contract, the value of 
which is estimated to be $1,325,000. 

PROGRAM JUSTIFICATION DATA FOR SECOND 
ROUND INVITATION 

GeneraL description 
On September 21, 1955, the Commission 

invited proposals for the development, de
sign. and construction and operation in the 
United States of power reactors of a range 
of capacity from 5,000 to 40,000 kilowatts of 
electricity. The aim of the program was to 
bring additional resources into the develop
ment of engineering information on the per
formance of nuclear-power reactors of a size 
which would benefit domestic users in cer
tain areas and which would also help to meet 
the requirements of foreign countries. 

In making this.invitation the Commission 
indicated it would give consideration to the 
following types of assistance: 

a. Waiver of the established Commission 
charges for use of source and special nuclear 
materials, up to an agreed upon amount of 
money, for a period not greater than 5 years 
from the issuance of the license to operate 
the facility. Otherwise full charges will be 
made for services and for materials used or 
sold in accordance with existing Commission 
policy and practices. 

b. Performing in AEC laboratories without 
charge, or at less than full cost, up to a fixed 
dollar amount, mutually agreed upon re
search and development using specialized 
facilities, personnel, or equipment. 

c. Entering into fixed amount research and 
development contracts with the proposer 
under section 31a of the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1954, for the technical and economic in
formation resulting from development, de
sign, construction, and operation of the nu
clear powerplant. Payments under these 
contracts may be used to defray part of the 
costs of development, design, and e.ngineer-

1 Does not include fuel fabrication costs, 
research and development, and waiver of fuel 
use charges. 

ing of the reactor portion of the plant, 
and a part of the experimental operation 
of the plant for a period not to exceed 
5 years after issuance of the license to op
erate the facility. No part of the pay
ments made under these contracts may be 
used to defray any part of the capital costs 
of the reactor proposed. Information ob
tained ~y the AEC thiough contracts of this 
type and for this purpose will be made avail
able to the maximum extent practicable to 
the entire technical public. 

d. Financing and retaining title to all or 
part of the reactor systems. The nature and 
extent of this type of assistance will deter
mine whether the energy generated in the 
reactor will be subject to disposition in ac
cordance with section 44 of the Atomic En
ergy Act of 1954 and its provisions regarding 
disposal of energy from utilization facilities 
of the Commission. 

In response to this invitation, the Com
mission found proposals from the following 
companies to be acceptable for the purposes 
of initiating negotiations of contracts: 

Rural Cooperative Power Association (Elk 
River). 

Wolverine Electrical Cooperative Associa
tion. 

City of Piqua, Ohio. 
Chugach Electric Association of Alaska. 

Proposed contractual arrangements 
In accordance with the invitation, all of 

the proposals would include the following 
general types of contractual arrangements: 

1. The Government will have title to the 
reactor portion of the plant, and suitable 
provisions will be included with respect to 
the land on which the reactor is located and 
disposition of the reactor on termination or 
expiration of the contract. 

2. Information: All information developed 
in the design, construction, and operation of 
the plant will be available to the Govern
ment, and the public under the Commis
sion's information program. All records of 
transactions related to the contract will be 
available .for inspection by the AEC and the 
GAO. 

3. Patents: All rights to inventions or dis
coveries made in work paid for by the com
mission will rest with the Government, sub
ject only to a royalty free license to the con
tractor. All rights to inventions or discov
eries made in work paid for by the contractor 
will rest with the contractor, subject how
ever, to a royalty free license to the Gov
ernment for governmental purposes. 

4. Term of contract: From date of con
tract through the first 5 years of operation 
of the reactor. 

Specific arrangements · 
a. Rural Cooperative Power Association (Elk 

River) 
( 1) Technical aspects.-The objective of 

this project is to develop, design, and con
struct an advanced small capacity boiling 
water power reactor. The principal precon
struction research and development will be 
directed toward developing and testing an 
improved reactor core. The reactor will be 
operated for at least 5 years to conduct re
search and development aimed at improv
ing its economic and technical characteris
tics. It is assumed that other related de
velopment work proceeds in accordance with 
current program projections. The follow
ing project specifications represent contem
plated design objectives and are therefore 
approximate: 

Heat output: 58,000 kilowatts (excludes 
superheater, 17,000 kilowatts). 

Electrical output: 22,000 kilowatts (nom
inal). 

Amount of fuel: 1,320 kilograms U02, 3,050 
kilograms THO •• 

Enrichment :Percent U:-235: 9.8 percent. 
Moderator: H.,O. 
Coolant: H~o: 

Reactor outlet temperature (degrees Pahr
enheit) : 533 o. 

Reactor pressure: 900 pounds per square 
inch. 

Steam conditions: 600 pounds per square 
inch at 825° F. 

Total estimated plant cost: $7,995,000 2, . 

Byproduct production: None. 
Estimated date of completion: 1959. 
(2) Assistance by the Government: The 

AEC, based upon a cost type contract con
taining a ceiling, will provide for the cost 
of the reactor, and superheater, which has 
been established by negotiation at $5,686,000. 
Elk River will provide a site for the reactor 
on a long-term no-cost lease to the Govern
ment (at an estimated value of $700,000), 
and will provide the electrical generating 
facilities at an estimated cost of $1,750,000. 

The AEC will also provide research and 
development assistance in Commission facil
ities up to an agreed limit of $100,000 and 
will pay on the cost-basis for research and 
development work and fuel fabrication up 
to a maximum of $2,615,000. It is contem
plated that the research and development 
work will be primarily on the fuel elements. 

In addition the Commission would waive 
the use charge for special nuclear ma
terials for the period of the contract, the 
value of which is estimated to be $125,000. 
b. Wolverine Electric Cooperative Association 

(1) Technical aspects: The objective of 
this project is to develop, design, and con
struct a small capacity homogeneous re
actor. The principal preconstruction re
search and development will be in corrosion 
test loops, chemical reprocessing, hydro
static tests, and primary loop mockup. It 
is assumed that other related development 
work proceeds in accordance with current 
program projections. The following project 
specifications represent contemplated design 
objectives and are therefore approximate: 

Heat output: 26,000 kilowatt& (excludes 
superheater output of 7,000 kilowatts). 

Electrical output: 10,000 kilowatts (nomi-
nal). 

Amount of fuel: 16.8 kilograms. 
Enrichment percent U-235: Fully enriched. 
Moderator: Uranyl sulfate in heavy water. 
Coolant: -Circulating fuel. 
Reactor outlet temperature: 570o. 
Reactor pressure: 1,900 pounds per square 

inch. 
Steam conditions (pounds per square inch 

at degrees Fahrenheit): 600 at 486°-steam 
from heat generator to gas-fired superheater. 

Total estimated plant cost: U.,S44,00o.a 
J3yproduct production: None. 
Estimated date of completion: 1961. 
(2) Assistance by the Government: The 

AEC, based on a fixed price contract, will 
provide for the cost of the reactor, which 
has been established by negotiation at 
$3,309,000. The Wolverine Electric Coop
erative Association will provide a site for 
the reactor on a long-term no-cost lease to 
the Government, and will provide the elec
trical generating facilities at an estimated 
cost of $757,000. The matter as to whether 
the contractor or the Government will pay 
for the shielding for the reactor is still 
under negotiation. 

The AEC will also pay on a cost basis for 
research and development work by the re
actor manufacturer up to a maximum of 
$1,635,000. It is contemplated that the re
search and development will include work 
on corrosion test loops; chemical reprocess
ing, hydrostatic tests, and primary loop 
mockup. 

2 Does not include costs of research and 
development, fuel fabrication, and waiver of 
fuel use charges. 

a Does not include the fuel fabrlcatton and 
conversion costs, and research and develop
ment costs. 
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In addition, the Commission would waive 

the use charge for special nuclear materials 
for the period of the contract, the value of 
which is estimated to be $250,000. 

c. City of Piqua, Ohio 
(1) Technical aspects: The objectiv(l of 

this project is to demonstrate and improve 
operational features of a small capacity 
nuclear powerplant utilizing the organic 
cooled and moderated reactor concept. The 
project provides for design and construction 
of a nuclear powerplant with a net elec
trical output of about 12,500 kilowatts and 
for 5 years of postoperational research and 
development with this plant. It is assumed 
that related development proceeds in ac
cordance with current program projections. 
The following project specifications repre
sent contemplated design objectives and are 
therefore approximate: 

Heat output: 45,500 kilowatts. 
Electrical output: 12,500 kilowatts (nomi-

nal). 
Amount of fuel: 6,000 kilograms. 
Enrichment percent U-235: 1.8 percent. 
Moderator: Terphenyl. 
Coolant: Terphenyl. 
Reactor outlet temperature (degrees Fahr

enheit): 617". 
Reactor pressure: 35 pounds per square 

inch. 
Steam conditions (pounds per square inch 

at degrees Fahrenheit): 415 at 550". 
Total estimated plant cost: $7,965,000.• 
Byproduct production: 7.1 kilograms of 

Pu delivered to AEC through fiscal year 1963. 
Estimated date of completion: Not avail

able. 
(2) Assistance by the Government: The 

AEC, based on a fixed price contract will pro
vide for the cost of the reactor, now esti
mated at $5,010,000. The city of Piqua will 
provide the site and buildings to house the 
reactor and will provide electrical generating 
and distribution facilities. The total cost of 
the site and facilities to be provided by the 
city of Piqua is estimated at $3,955,000. 

The AEC will also provide research and de
velopment assistance in Commission facili
ties currently estimated to cost $3,500,000. 
It Is contemplated that the research and de
velopment will include work on reactor de
sign and fuel element concepts. 

In addition the Commission would waive 
the use charge of special nuclear materials 
for the period of the contract, the value of 
which is estimated to be $625,000. 

d. Chugach Electric Association 
(1) Technical aspects: The objective of 

this project is to develop, evaluate, and dem
onstrate the technology applicable to a so
dium-cooled, heavy-water moderated power 
reactor. The project is planne~ in three 
phases: (a) Preliminary design and develop
ment; (b) detailed design and construction 
of a. demonstration power reactor; and (c) 
operation of the demonstration power reactor 
for 5 years. The following project specifica
tions represent contemplated design objec
tives and are therefore approximate: 

Heat output: 40,000 kilowatts. 
Electrical output: 10,000 kilowatts (nomi-

nal). 
Amount of fuel: 10,000 kilograms. 
Enrichment percent U-235: 2 percent. 
Moderator: Heavy water. 
Coolant: Liquid sOdium. 
Reactor outlet temperature (degrees Fahr

enheit): 950°. 
Reactor pressure: Atmospheric. 
Steam conditions (pounds per square inch 

at degrees Fahrenheit): 850 at 850°. 
Total estimated plant cost: $7,350,000. 
Byproduct production: 15 kilograms of Pu 

through fiscal year 1963 delivered to AEC. 

' Does not Include costs of research and 
development, fuel fabrication, and waiver of 
fuel use charges. 

Estimated date of completion: Not avail· 
able. 

(2) Assistance by the Government: The 
AEC, based upon a fixed-price contract, will 
provide the cost of the reactor, now estimated 
at $5,500,000. The Chugach Electric Asso
ciation ' of Alaska will provide a site and 
building for the reactor on a long-term no
cost lease to the Government, and will pro
vide electrical generating facilities. The 
total estimated cost of site and facilities to 
be furnished by the contractor is $1,850,000. 

The AEC will also conduct research and 
development work under contract at no cost 
to Chugach estimated to cost $8,080,000. It 
is contemplated that the research and de
velopment will include work on reactor de
sign concepts and fuel elements. 

In addition the Commission would waive 
the use charge of special nuclear materials 
for the period of the contract, the value of 
which is estimated to be $790,000. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, these 
projects are outlined in detail in the 
authorization hearings. Thus, at pages 
292 and 293, it is made clear that under 
the AEC proposal the Government will 
not only own the reactor, but that the 
co-op has an option to buy the reactor 
at the end of the 5-year period. This 
is also confirmed for the Wolverine 
Co-op at page 309. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con. 
sent that I may have printed at this point 
in the RECORD the proper passage indi· 
eating the fact to be so. 

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

Representative HoLIFIELD. Now what is 
your contract with the AEC in regard to the 
cost that you will pay per kilowatt for the 
steam which will be generated in this nu
clear facility? 

Mr. WOLTER. Our arrangement with the 
Atomic Energy Commission is that we would 
contribute toward the cost of the expense of 
operating the reactor the same amount that 
we would contribute toward the operation 
of a conventional unit. And if that were 
not adequate, the Atomic Energy Commis· 
sion would supply the additional. 

Representative HoLIFIELD. All right. 
Can you give me the cost per kilowatt 

that you expect to get this power for? 
Mr. WoLTER. Well, we are working on a 

basis of approximately somewhere around 
9.5 for the cost of power out of the reactor 
powerplant. 

Representative HOLIFIELD. In other words, 
you expect, for the first 5 years of operation, 
not to have to pay any more than 9.5 mills; 
is that right? 

Mr. WoLTER. That is what we are trying to 
shoot for in our design of these facilities. 

Representative HoLIFIELD. Do you have a. 
guaranty that you will get it at that cost? 

Mr. WoLTER. We do not have a guaranty 
on the element of fuel consumption; no, sir. 

Representative HoLIFIELD. Do you have any 
guaranty as to the cost of fuel fabrication? 

Mr. WoLTER. Yes. We have a fixed price 
for the fabrication of the fuel. 

Mr. ToLL. What happens if the reactor 
plant produces heat so that the cost is 20 
mills per kilowatt-hour? Who pays for it? 

Mr. WoLTER. The difference would be taken 
out of the $3 million research and develop• 
mentfund. 

Representative HOLIFIELD. For the first 5 
years? 

Mr. WOLTER. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ToLL. And that ls provided by the 

Commission? 
Mr. WOLTER. Yes, sir. 
Representative HoLIFIELD. What happens 

after the end of the 5 years~ 

. Mr. WoLTER. At the end of the 5 years, we 
have an option to purchase the powerplant. 
If the powerplant is an unsuccessful en· 
deavor, the Government would probably 
make some other use of the facility. 

Representative HOLIFIELD. You would not 
be interested in buying it if you found out 
at that time that your $3¥2 million cushion 
had been used up in paying operating costs 
above conventional costs, would you? 

Mr. WOLTER. At the end of that period, if 
there were no chances in the foreseeable fu
ture for a cost of that plant becoming com
petitive with what we would do convention
ally, then we would have the right to discon
tinue operating the powerplant. 

Representative HoLIFIELD. Do you feel that 
you have fully protected the solvency under 
the contract, at the point of neg9tiation to 
which you have arrived-do you think you 
have fully protected the solvency of the 
RCPA? Or are you gambling on an un
known factor of fuel fabrication, or · any 
other unknown factor which might jeopar
dize the financial solvency of the RCP A? 

Mr. WOLTER. We have, for an awfully long 
time, Mr. Chairman, before filing this pro
posal, investigated what we felt were trends 
in the atomic industry. And we attempted 
to work out this $3 million base as one which 
would be adequate to cover our costs under 
conditions of operation that were less than 
what we had found to be the general rule. 

Chairman DURHAM. You say you are hop
ing to have it finalized. Who are you hoping 
to get your money from, the AEC or the 
REA people? 

Mr. KEEN. This $4,890,000 plus the other 
figures. We have received a loan from the 
REA for a little over $3 million for the con· 
ventional part of the equipment. That is the 
turbine generator, the switch gear, land im
provement, and so forth, necessary to go 
along with this construction. 

Chairman DURHAM. Then you expect the 
AEC's contribution to be how much? The 
balance of the $4,890,000? 

Mr. KEEN. I will give you that 1~ just a 
second. We have asked AEC to supply $5,- · 
4.72,000 for this project. Part is research 
and development, part of the cost for the 
construction of the reactor, the reactor con
t .ainment, and so forth. At the end of a 5-
year operating period, Wolverine will obtain 
an option to purchase the Government's in
t·erest or the Atomic Energy Commission's 
interest that they have in this reactor 
project. 

Chairman DURHAM. That is your final pro• 
posal? 

Mr. KEEN. That is right. 
Chairman DURHAM. What is the total cost 

overall? 
· Mr. KEEN. Approximately $8 million. 0! 

that we are asking AEC for $5,472,000. 
Mr. ToLL. Where is the rest coming from? 
Mr. KEEN. The rest is coming from money 

that Wolverine is borrowing or has borrowed 
from the REA. Other parts of it are from 
Foster Wheeler themselves. They are con
tributing a substantial amount to it, and 
another company that we are associated with 
in the project. 

Representative HoLLIFIELD. So that · the 
record may be complete on the amount that 
has been requested. . I understand your or· 
lginal request was for a total of $3,574,000. I 
am taking these figures from the 202 hear• 
ings in February of this year. Your then 
current estimate was increased to ~4,544,000. 
It has now increased today to $5,472,000. Is 
that substantially correct? 

Mr. KEEN. I could not verify your dates, 
but that is approximate!~ correct. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, the 
question then arises as to who is spon
soring public power-the AEC or the 
Joint Committee?· In current speeches 
and AEC lobbying letters, the impression 
is given that the AEC are ready to enter 
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into these contracts immediately upon 
authorization. Testimony before the 
committee, of very recent date, indicates 
the contrary to be true. The authoriza
tion hearings and report clearly show 
that negotiations have been dragging 
from 16 to 27 months with respect to 
these contracts. Some of the reasons for 
the lag are explained in the AEC state
ment beginning on pages 151 and 152 of 
part I of the authorization hearings. 

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

There being no objection, the excerpts 
were ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 
POSTCONSTRUCTION RESEARCH AND DEVELOP• 

MENT AND OPERATING ExPENSE 
Any newly completed reactor will require 

extensive checking, minor modifications, and 
detailed experimental operation and analysis 
during the course of its initial operations. 
This is particularly true of reactors embody
ing new design concepts or which will be 
operated by groups without extensive reactor 
experience. Elaborate startup procedures are 
usually necessary and the startup period inay 
extend over several months. Further, the 
operation during the first months and even 
years of operation will be intermittent and 
often at less than full power. Costs during 
this period will be high due to experimental 
operation, to the changes and modifications 
required, and to the high fuel cost and short 
life to be expected from initial fuel charges. 
It is, however, during this initial period of 
operation th~t the information of greatest 
value as research and development informa
tion will be obtained. 

On the other hand, revenues from power 
produced will be low during this period be
cause of the intermittent and low power 
operation and because such uncertain power 
bas relatively less value than firm power. 

A difficult financial problem arises during 
the early operating period if the desired re
search and development information is to be 
obtained, particularly with the small re
actors to be built by publicly owned utilities 
where the nuclear power costs are relatively 
high and where the public power bodies are 
unable to accept any substantial financial 
loss even for a short period of time. 

Since the purpose of the program is to un
derl';ltand the nature of the problems en
countered in early operation and to conduct 
experiments necessary to achieving maximum 
results, it is the intention of the Commission 
to pay for the desired data by sharing in the 
costs of operation during this experimental 
and testing phase. 

It is the objective of the Commission to 
limit its payments to fixed ceiling amounts 
and at the same time to have assurance that 
the companies will operate the reactors for 
the contract period of 5 years with the high
est incentives to reduce costs. It is a difficult 
matter to arrange this with the limitations 
that the publicly owned utilities have on pos
sible operating losses. By virtue of recent 
events there is also a possible legal problem 
which may now exist regarding the obligating 
of funds under such an arrangement. If 
possible confiict between fixed payments by 
the Commission and an inability of the com
panies to risk operating losses cannot be 
resolved, an alternate arrangement which 
may be considered might be for the Govern
ment, during the initial startup period, to 
assume the net cost of operation, with the 
expectation that the companies would pro
ceed without additional payments by AEO 
when sustained operation was achieved. 
Detailed negotiations are proceeding with the 
various companies in an effort to achieve a 
mutually satisfactory formula. For this rea
son it is not possible at this time to list the 

specific form or amount of payment which We had not asked for this assistance and, 
might be offered to each of the various com- therefore, to that extent in this measure it 
panies. Based upon the data before us, how- is gratuitous, but I would hope that it would 
ever, we estimate that the total amount of - be adopted. I would like to see it adopted 
payments would not exceed $11 million. with respect to these plants. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, at 
pages 690 and 691 of part II of the'hear
ings which were held only a few weeks 
ago, the AEC indicated they still had 
serious problems. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed at this point in the RECORD two 
paragraphs from that portion of the 
hearings. 

There being no objection, the para
graphs were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

However, I do think that one has to keep 
in mind that these things are intended to be 
prototypes of commercial plants, and not 
reactor experiments. They are not experi
ments in the sense of the SRE or reactors of 
this sort. So we have been struggling to find 
some way to do this where we could leave 
with the cooperatives involved the maximum 
amount of their own direct participation to 
try to achieve as near a commercial situa
tion as possible, recognizing that these small 
plants and in their initial operations, as first 
plants. were not going to be economic. 

So what we have attempted to do, and it 
has been a very difficult struggle obviously, 
is to find some formula by which we could 
retain this participation and retain such 
value as we could from these people who had 
made proposals and had made the proposals 
to undertake the projects and work out a 
satisfactory arrangement. 

Now, we would still like to see this done 
to the greatest extent possible, but I think 
we all agree that there certainly are some very 
serious problems in just exactly how to set 
these up. If there weren't, we would have 
gotten these contracts negotiated long ago. 

Senator GORE. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate 
Dr. Davis' restatement of that which he has 
already told us. The subcommittee likewise 
bas carefully considered and has undertaken 
to bring forward a program which would do 
what the Chairman of the Commission has 
just stated the Commission would like to do, 
to find some way to go forward with the 
construction of demonstration reactors or 
prototype commercial reactors utilizing the 
public power agencies that have responded 
to round No. 2. 

If the Commission gave its reaction, either 
support or opposition to what the subcom
mittee has not formally presented but which 
is now before you, I was on the telephone. 

If you have not, I would love to know just 
your reaction. Maybe the Commission has 
not formally acted on this either, but if you 
have a position on it, I would like to know 
it and I am sure the other members of the 
subcommittee would. 

Mr. STRAuss. We have not acted on it, but 
our informal view which, in the absence of a 
quorum, is the best that we can give you is 
that we would rather go ahead with it on 
this basis than to drop these projects because 
we feel that these five projects are important 
to be explored in this manner. 

Representative COLE. To clarify that, you 
would like to go ahead on this basis? 

Mr. STRAuss. On the basis provided in this 
draft. 

Representative COLE. If this draft is not 
adopted, does that mean that the project 
will be abandoned? 

Mr. STRAuss. No; it means that we will 
be continuing to try to help these people 
find some method of financing. We have 
not yet ourselves talked to the REA. At least 
I have not. Whether there is some persua
sion still left in us or not, I do not know. 
But Dr. Davis is not optimistic. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, the 
principal problem involved has been the 
difficulty of utilizing closed-end research 
and development contracts as a means of 
subsidizing operations, the excess costs 
of which are unpredictable. In testi
mony given by top officials of the REA, 
it was made clear that the REA did not 
justify a loan on these projects if there 
was any possibility of loss. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD an item from pages 583 and 584 
of part I of the authorization hearings. 

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

Mr. TOLL. In other words, would it be cor
rect to paraphrase your policy and say that 
you are willing to make the loans to the asso
ciation if they can make arrangements that 
the cost to them will be no more than the cost 
of operating a conventional plant? 

Mr. EDMUNDS. That is right. 
Mr. ToLL. And if the costs are higher than 

that, which everybody recognizes they will be, 
they have to make arrangements for the AEC 
or the reactor manufacturer to pick up the 
difference? 

Mr. MYNATT. That is right; yes, sir. 
Representative PRICE. Would that be the 

main test of final REA approval? 
Mr. FOREMAN. Yes, sir. 
Chairman DURHAM. In other words, if a 

group like Wolverine should have a loss of 
$25,000 after operating their reactor, that 
extra cost will come from AEC funds. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. EDMUNDS. I doubt if we can pin it down 
to figures. 

Chairman DuRHAM. I am just taking those 
out of the air. I was thinking about the 
soundness of the cooperative groups, because 
I believe Wolverine gave us a picture here of 
their profit last year of only $16,000. 

Mr. EDMUNDS. That is right. 
Chairman DURHAM. It does not take much 

of a loss to wipe out the capital structure, and 
that, of course, would not be endangered, 
because you expect this loss to come from 
some other Government funds? 

Mr. FoREMAN. We will answer the question 
this way: When the contract comes to the 
Administrator for final approval, that it what 
we attempt to approve, a contract which will 
do exactly tpe thing that you mention. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, did 
the AEC leave in the possibility of loss 
in the hope that REA would finally re
fuse to make any loans to cooperatives? 
Do the true friends of rural cooperatives 
see what is going on? Can the AEC 
proceed piously to fool all the people all 
the time? 

It is the purpose of the Joint Com
mittee requirements to protect the co
operatives against these risks of loss, 
both by changing the contractual ar
rangements for operations, and to pro
vide for direct AEC supervision of the 
contract for the reactor. 

I might mention that when the Gov
ernment got ready to build the great 
plant at Shippingport, it contracted with 
the Westinghouse Electric and Manufac
turing Co. to build the reactor. The 
Government paid, on a $55 million re
actor, all but $5 million of the cost. It 
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then arranged to sell the steam or energy 
delivered by the reactor to the Duquesne 
Light Co., an organization which is 

. pretty largely owned by the Mellon fam
ily, or which is, let us say, a company 
very heavily owned by Pittsburgh cap
ital. 

It is all right, in the view of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, to have it make a 
contract with the Duquesne Light Co., 
a privately owned organization having 
plenty of capital. 

It has been estimated that the cost 
will be from 70 to 90 mills, while the 
conventional cost is between 5 and 8 
mills. 

But as soon as the Joint Committee 
suggested that it wanted the same gen
eral method of direct contracting for the 
Consumers Public Power District in Ne
braska, a 'publicly owned organization; 
for the Chugach Electric Association, of 
Anchorage, Ala..ska, and for the Elk River 
Electric Cooperative in Minnesota, and 
to have the Government assume the dif
ference between the cost of conventional 
fuels and the cost of the fuel as it comes 
from nuclear components, the Atomic 
Energy Commission said, "That is rank 
socialism." 

What is the difference? The differ
ence is that the private company has a 
source of private money which it can bor
row to enable it to stay in business if 
it needs to use it. 

If they ran behind by anything like 
the amounts of money indicated for 
increases in cost of the reactor of course 
they would go broke immediately. 
Therefore, we have asked whether the 
real purpose of the program is to break 
the rural electric cooperative movement 
in the country. 

The committee-assuming that the 
Atomic Energy Commission was dealing 
fairly with them-has said that the nat
ural thing to do is to make the same 
general sort of direct contract arrange
ment with the REA coops that has been 
made with the Duquesne Power and 
Light Co., in Pittsburgh, or with the West 
Milton Public Utility group in the New 
England States, or with santa Susana 
group in California in which the Cali
fornia Edison Co. is involved. 

Why is it, Mr. President, -that these 
things are sacred when they are done 
with large public utilities, but become 
rank socialism if they are done with an 
REA organization? 

Mr. President, in conclusion, I wish 
to point out that our friends in the 
minority may have outsmarted them
selves in striking down the Joint com
mittee's requirements in section 111 (a). 
Thus they struck out the authorization 
for the waiver of use charges. This will 
not only hurt the cooperatives, if the 
AEC method of contracting is followed, 
but it also eliminates the authorization 
of waiver of use charges for the private 
power companies. This amounts to more 
than $20 million for the latter, under 
this bill alone. The legislative history 
of section 261 a (2) indicates clearly 
that these waivers must be authorized, 
and the Atomic Energy Commission has 
requested such authorization. 

. Furthermore, by eliminating outright 
the committee's direct contracting re
quirement in section 111 a ( 1) , instead 
of making it permissive, the minority 
thereby makes it mandatory that the 
old method of contracting be followed, 
as presented in the authorization hear
ings. 

Section 111 (b), as explained in the 
committee report, requires that all con
tracts be executed in accordance with 
the policies presented at the authoriza
tion hearings, unless the policy is 
changed by law. The joint commit
tee's policy is eliminated by the House 
version of the authorization bill which 
means that the parties revert to the pol
icies presented in the authorization 
hearings. 

This means that the Atomic Energy 
Commission cannot deal with one coop
erative or public agency on one basis, 
and with another on a different basis. 
It would hurt our friends at Piqua, Ohio, 
who may have been inadvertently ad
vised otherwise by the colloquy which 
occurred on the floor of the House. 

Mr. President, the city of Piqua, Ohio, 
has a most interesting proposal. It has 
said that it would make its contract with 
the Atomic Energy Commission-and it 
has been given to understand by the 
Atomic Energy Commission that that is 
all right-so that the steam will cost it 
only 2.8 mills as fuel. There are very 
few places where it is possible to obtain 
steam as fuel at 2.8 mills. But Piqua is 
so situated that it is possible to obtain 
the coal and the other materials which 
may be needed and which may enter into 
the generating costs, in connection with 
the making of steam, that the figure 2.8 
mills is not out of line. 

We thought it would be all right to have 
Piqua, Ohio, given a contract; and the 
matter was going along fairly well, when 
the joint committee was informed that 
the laws of Ohio prevent the city of 
Piqua, Ohio, from making such a con
tract itself. The only way the contract 
can be carried through is by means of 
the exact language inserted by the joint 
committee, but stricken out yesterday 
by the House of Representatives. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD a letter from the director of 
utilities of the city of Piqua, Ohio, to 
Representative CARL T. DURHAM-the 
chairman of the joint committee-ad
dressed to him at the New House Office 
Building, Washington, D. C. The letter 
bears the heading, "Subject: H. R. 8996 
and the Piqua, Ohio, Proposal for an 
Organic Reactor.'' 

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

CITY OF PIQUA, OHIO, 
August 3,1957. 

Congressman CARL T. DURHAM, 
New House Office Building, 

Washington, D. C. 
Subject: H. R. 8996 and the Piqua, Ohio, 

proposal for an organic reactor. 
DEAR MR. DURHAM: The city of Piqua, Ohio, 

and the writer representing the Piqua power 
system are vitally interested in the passage 
of the captioned bill as presently written. 

The writer has carefully reviewed section 
111 (cooperative power reactor demonstra-

tion program) and I wish to urge that the 
mandatory requirement as evidenced by the 
word "shall" in line 12, page 15, of the cap
tioned bill be retained to the end that AEC 
must complete arrangements for develop
ment, design, and construction of the re
actor and related fac1lit1es by direct contract 
with the equipment manufacturer or engi
neering organization. 

The writer has persistently recommended 
this approach in negotiations with the AEC 
since October 9, 1956. North American Avia
t ion (the manufacturer for the proposed 
Piqut organic reactor) has also recom
mended this arrangement in the three-party 
negotiations. 

It is the writer's considered opinion that 
without this mandatory requirement for a 
direct contract between AEC and the equip
ment manufacturer that there is little chance 
of any of these projects being completed 
because of legal liability and insurance prob
lems, and in our particular case constitu
t ional limitations of a municipality under 
Ohio law. 

The writer is taking the liberty of sending 
copies of this letter to Congressman McCUL
LOCH, of Piqua, Ohio; Congressman JENKINS, 
of Ironton, Ohio; and Senators BBICKER and 
L,AUSCHE with the specific request that they 
give this section 111 of H. R. 8996 their whole
hearted support in the interests of consum
mating this much-need program for indus
try in general and Ohio industry in par
ticular. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN P. GALLAGHER, 

Director of Utilities, 
City of Piqua, Ohio. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, the 
point of the letter is to be found in the 
following: 

The writer has carefully reviewed section 
ill (Cooperative Power Reactor Demonstra
tion Program) and I wish to urge that the 
mandatory requirement as evidenced by the 
word "shall" in line 12, page 15, of the cap
tioned bill be retained to the end that AEC 
must complete arrangements for develop
ment, design, and construction of the reactor 
and related facilities by direct contact with 
the equipment manufacturer or engineering 
organization. 

That is exactly what the Joint Com
mittee did. We assumed that the Atomic 
Energy Commission, which has been ne
gotiating with the city of Piqua, Ohio, 
for months and months on end, causing 
the city of Piqua, Ohio, to spend thou
sands and thousands of dollars, intended 
to go through with the contract. But 
the Atomic Energy Commission ha..s rec
ommended elimination of the only lan
guage which would let it go through with 
the contract. In other words, the Atomic 
Energy Commission is saying, in effect, 
"We know the law will prevent you from 
getting the contract, and we had to in
clude some language which would have 
given us a chance to say, 'Oh, we would 
have done wonders for Piqua, Ohio, but 
someone on the Joint Committee would 
not let us do it.' " 

In this case the Joint Committee was 
trying to have achieved what the Atomic 
Energy Commission said it wanted 
achieved. But what has happened? 
The charge is made that we are trying 
to let socialism run rampa!lt in the pro
gram. I hope these excerpts will be 
studied by the Members of the Senate, 
and that such propaganda will have a 
very poor reception when the Senate 
vot es. 
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RECENT DECISIONS OF THE SU • 
PREME COURT-ADDRESS BY 
GEORGE BELL TIMMERMAN, SR. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, on 

August 5, 1957, I placed in the CoNGRES· 
siONAL RECORD an address delivered by 
George Bell Timmerman, Sr., before the 
Rotary Club of Thomson, Ga., on July 
25, 1957. 

In perusing the address as it was pub
lished in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, I 
have observed several errors of substance 
which were made by the Government 
Printing Office. Because of that, and be
cause of the importance of having the 
address printed correctly, I ask unan
imous consent that the address by Judge 
Timmerman be printed at this point in 
the body Of the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ADDRESS OF JUDGE GEORGE BELL TIMMERMAN, 

SR., BATESBURG, S. C., BEFORE ROTARY CLUB, 
THOMSON, GA., JULY 25, 1957 
I shall talk briefly about our form of Gov

ernment, its background, its origin and 
the efforts that have been made and are 
being made to change it. What I shall say 
will be the expression of my own personal 
views, and is not to be considered an official 
statement. 

Our America was settled by hardy, cou
rageous and venturesome Europeans, whose 
aspirations were to escape European -des
potisms and to gain a refuge for religious 
liberty. 

The tyrannies from which they fied pur
sued them and, against them, they rebelled. 
The result was the Revolutionary War. On 
one side was the loosely organized colonies 
and on the other mighty England. 

The war ended with the surrender of 
Cornwallis at Yorktown in 1781, a direct re
sult of British defeats at Cowpens and Kings 
Mountain. When the war was over the peo
ple of the former colonies, then citizens of 
sovereign states, sought means of uniting 
the states for common defense and other 
mutual advantages. They did not intend to 
create another tyrannical government that 
would rob them and their posterity of the 
right of local self-government. 

Following much thought and extended de
bate a compact among the sovereign State~ 
emerged. Upon its ratification, it became 
the Constitution of the United States. 

However, before final ratification there 
was more debate respecting its merits and 
the implications of its various provisions. 
Many foresaw abuse of the powers granted 
the Supreme Court. Others took a more 
optimistic view. They thought that no Su
preme Court would exceed its intended func
tions. Recently we have learned that such 
optimism was unjustified, .regrettably so. 

The established government is a republic, 
sometimes called a constitutional democracy. 
It is unique because of the dual sovereignty 
involved, but without which the union would 
not have been formed at the time it was 
formed. 

Almost from the beginning efforts were 
made to destroy the people's right of local 
self government, otherwise sometimes spoken 
of as States rights, and to centralize total 
power in the Federal Government. That ef
fort continues even to this day, and it is 
now better organized and better financed 
than ever before; and, whether or not they 
are willing to face up to it, the liberties of 
the people are now at stake. 

The Supreme Court has been construing 
the Constitution so as to make of it a pro
tective shield for the criminally disposed and 
disloyal elements in our population; and it 

has been reading meanings into the Consti
tution and out of it that discriminate against 
white citizens, especially those of the so
called "deep South". If continued, this dis
crimination will eventually adversely affect 
the white populations of all the states of 
the Union, north, east, south and west. 

As illustrative of what is going on, I direct 
. attention to some fairly recent court opin-
ions. . 

. On December 30, 1947, the Fourth Circuit 
Court of Appeals held, and the Supreme 
Court sanctioned the holding, that acts of 
the Democratic Party in South Carolina con
stituted State action. Here is the Court's 
own language, "The question presented for 
oUr decision is whether, by permitting a 
party to take over a ·part of its election ma
chinery, a State can avoid the provisions of 
the Constitution forbid~ing racial discrimi
nation in elections and can deny to a part 
of the electorate, because of race and color, 
any effective voice in the government of the 
State. It seems perfectly clear that this 
question must be answered in the nega
tive". 

To one familiar with the facts of that case, 
it is clearly apparent that the Court set up 
a straw man and then knocked it down. 
The assertion that the State permitted "a 
party to take over a part of its election ma
chinery" was completely disproved by the 
evidence in the case. It is common knowl
edge that a State's election machinery is 
established by law and in no other way. It 
can be stated without fear of successful 
contradiction that there was nothing in the 
Constitution of South Carolina, or in any 
of its statutory laws, that in any way con
trolled primary elections or any other party 
action, or that delegated authority over any 
part of its election machinery to any politi
cal party. It is true the State did not by law 
prohibit the organization of political par
ties or the functioning of them, just as it 
did not atllrmatively prohibit the exercise 
of the senses of sight and feeling, or the use 
of the tongue or the feet. 

It would be ridiculous to say, because of 
such failure, that the seeing or walking, or 
feeling or talking of an individual is State 
action. So, too, it was ridiculous for the 
Court to say that the voluntary action of 
private citizens in organizing a party to 
give legitimate expression and effect to their 
private political views was State action. The 
Court attained its objective of discriminat
ing against white citizens of South Caro
lina by the simple expedient of substituting 
fiction for fact. 

The Supreme Court, on April 19, 1948, sig
nified its aptJroval of what the Court of Ap
peals had done by refusing to consider the 
case on appeal. The effect of that action 
was to deny to white citizens the right to 
organize and control their own political par
ty, free of the domination of a politically 
minded Court,-a discrimination which, if 
practiced by a State would be plainly un
constitutional. 

In an opinion filed May 3, 1948, in Shelly v. 
Kraemer, the Supreme Court, among other 
things, said: That " * * * the principle has 
become finally imbedded in our constitu
tional law that the action inhibited by the 
first section of the Fourteenth Amendment 
is only such actiori as may fairly be said 
to be that of States. That Amendment 
erects no shield against merely private con
duct, however discriminatory or wrongful". 
The Court then went on to hold: First, that 
private agreements to exclude persons of a 
designated race or color from the use or oc
cupancy of real estate for residential pur
poses do not violate the Fourteenth Amend
ment, and that such agreements are within 
the legal competency of individuals to make; 
and, second, that a State court would vio
late the equal protection clause of the 
Fourteenth Amendment by undertaking to 

consider litigation arising out of such a 
valid agreement. 

The parties who asked and got the Su
preme Court aid in outlaWing the long es
tablished jurisdiction of State courts . were 
negroes. However, they were not parties 
to the agreement being attacked in the liti
gation, nor were they the owners of the real 
estate about which the agreement was made, 
when it was made. On the other hand, the 
parties who entered into the agreement were 
white, and they owned. the land with which 
the agreement was concerned. By the 
C.ourt 's edict there was engrafted on the 
jurisprudence of this country a new and 
strangely un-American doctrine. For the 
first time in the history of the United States, 
the Supreme Court usurped the authority 
to deny to State courts one of their time 
honored. jurisdictions. 

The Supreme Court having held that the 
agreement in question did not violate any 
constitutional provision, and that; it was a 
legal agreement, one the parties had a legal 
right to make, there was no constitutional 
basis for its attempt to outlaw a State court's 
legitimate jurisdiction. That case illus
trates the extent to which the Supreme 
Court has gone and is going to discriminate 
against white citizens, for no apparent rea
son other than that they are white. 

Attention is riext directed to the Supreme 
Court's opinion in Brown v. Board of Educa
tion (in the so-called school cases), filed 
May 17, 1954. 'I'he Court correctly found 
as a fact that the negro and white schools 
involved in the cases had been equalized, or 
were being equalized, "with respect to build
ings, curricula, qualifications and salaries of 
teachers, and other 'tangible factors• ". The 
dictionary defines "factors" as "elements 
that contribute to produce a result"; and 
"tangible" as "capable of being realized by 
the mind; substantial; objective". So, ac
cording to the Court's holding negroes were 
being afforded equal educational advantages, 
such as could be realized by the mind, and 
which were substantial and objective. Had 
the Court's opinion stopped there, it would 
have been supported both by fact and rea
son; but-it did not. 
' The Court went on to say that separately 

afforded equality constituted discrimination, 
in and of itself, as aga.inst a "minority 
group". As profoundly inaccurate as is that 
statement, it is not so startling as another 
that is implicit in the Court's opinion, viz: 
that in the Clarendon County School Case, 
up from South Carolina, and then before the 
Court, negroes constituted a "minority 
group". The truth is that when that state
ment was made negroes in that school dis
trict outnumbered the whites in a ratio of 
more than efght to one. This illustrates the 
distorted vision with which the Court has 
viewed and is continuing to view racial con
troversies. 

Another thing which the Court said is 
this: "In approaching this problem, we can
not turn the clock ba-ek to 1868 when the 
Amendment was adopted, or even to 1896 
when Plessy v. Ferguson was written". The 
Plessy case is the one in which the Supreme 
Court of 1896 sensibly, logically and factually 
interpreted the Fourteenth Amendment, 
holding that useable, tangible and objective 
equality _of treatment, although separate, 
was the reasonable and practical course re
quired by the Fourteenth Amendment. 

If the statement, "we cannot turn the 
clock back" means anything, it means that 
the Court was u·nwilling to consider the 
truths Of American history, American tra
dition and American judicial precedents; 
that the Supreme Court-our United States 
of Am~rica Supreme Court-preferred re
~ourse to the sociological and socialistic 
writings of one Myrdal, a Swedish socialist, 
and to like writings by Myrdal's fellow trav
elers in America, none of which was a part 

• 
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of the record in the case before the Court. 
It mattered little to the Court that it had 
ruled in divers other cases that it was 
highly improper to go outside the record 
in a case to find support for a desired result. 

The crowning folly and the great danger in 
the opinion arises out of its inconsistent 
and illogical conclusions. While the Court 
held that the Fourteenth Amendment re
quires equality of treatment as between the 
races, as manifestly it does, it also held that 
equality of treatment as between the races, 
even if desirably separate, constitutes in
equality in and of itself, and is therefore 
discriminatory. Thus, the Supreme Court 
changed the dictionary by holding in effect 
that equality equals inequality. According 
to it, a State may violate the Fourteenth 
Amendment both by fa111ng to accord equal
ity of treatment and by according it. 

Here again is an illustration of the Su
preme Court's bias against Southern white 
people and of its disposition to discriminate 
against white citizens for no apparent reason 
other than that they are white. 

On April 2, 1956, the Supreme Court filed 
an opinion by Chief Justice Warren in Penn
sylvania v. Nelson, holding that the Federal 
statute (54 Stat. 670) prohibiting "the 
knowing advocacy of the overthrow of the 
Government of the United States by force 
and violence, supersedes the enforceability 
of the Pennsylvania Sedition Act which pro
scribes the same conduct." The Court held 
that a State's sedition law is superseded by 
the Federal statute and is rendered ineffec
tive by it, even if the State statute is in
tended to and does no more than supplement 
the Federal law against sedition. I find 
nothing in the Constitution that in terms 
denies to a sovereign State the right to use 
all reasonable means to protect its own sov
ereignty, and that of the United States; nor 
do I find in the Constitution any provision 
which, when legitimately interpreted, means 
that the Congress of the United States is 
granted the sole power to define, prohibit and 
punish sedition. 

In an opinion filed Aprll 29, 1957, the 
Supreme Court denied to a testator the right 
to dispose of his property in accordance with 
his own wishes. A Mr. Girard, by will pro
bated in 1831, left a trust fund for the erec
tion, maintenance, and operation of a col
lege, directing that "as many poor white male 
orphans, between the ages of 6 and 10 years, 
as the said income shall be adequate to 
maintain" should be admitted to the college, 
and naming the City of Philadelphia trustee 
to administer the trust. The Supreme Court 
held that because the City of Philadelphia 
was the named trustee of the trust fund the 
testator's wishes could not be carried out. 
That the trust fund would have to be used 
for the benefit of negroes as well as for the 
benefit of whites. This is another example 
of the Supreme Court's attitude of discrimi
nation against white citizens for no apparent 
reason other than that they are white. 

As late as June 24, 1957, the Supreme Court 
set aside the verdict of a jury finding a negro 
guilty of the crime of rape. His victim was 
a decent white woman. The assigned rea
son for the Court's action was that the ar
resting officers took too much time investi
gating the crime before carrying the de
fendant before a United States Commis-

. sioner. The crime was committed late one 
afternoon while the victim was alone and 
unprotected. The defendant was not ar
rested until the next afternoon. When first 
questioned he denied his guilt. Later he 
agreed to submit to a "lie detector". The 
operator of the machine was not readily lo
cated. Hence a delay of two hours, during 
which time the defendant was given food 
and water. Later the defendant confessed 
his guilt. The officers then attempted to 
reach a United States Commissioner for the 
arraignment of the defendant the day of his 

arrest. Fa111ng to locate one, the defendant 
consented to an examination by the deputy 
coroner. That official on examining the de
fendant saw no evidence that the defendant 
had been subjected to physical or psycho
logical coercion. The defendant then re
peated a prior confession; and the next 
morning he was carried before a Commis
sioner. The Supreme Court adjudged the 
investigating officers guilty of procrastina
tion, citing rule 5 (a) of the Federal Rules of 
Criminal Procedure, which requires only 
that the arrested person be carried before 
the nearest available Commissioner with
out unnecessary delay. The Supreme Court 
thought the officers didn't get the defend
ant before the Commissioner fast enough. 
Therefore, the confessions were ruled in
competent and the defendant's conviction 
was annulled. Thus the victim was remitted 
to another public airing of her sorrow, if 
indeed the Court left enough uninhibited 
evidence in the case to warrant a retrial 
of it. Here again is discrimination, and it 
is against the white victim of a ravisher. 

Other cases could be cited to show an 
apparently fixed determination on the part 
of the members of the Supreme Court to 
recast our government in a mold of their 
own design, but into which our constitution
ally established form of government will not 
fit. 

To my way of thinking, the great issue now 
before the American people is this: Shall we 
surrender our fortunes, our liberties and 
our futures, and those of our children, into 
the hands of a hierarchy of despotic judges 
that is bent on destroying the finest system 
of government ever designed by man and 
under which we as citizens have enjoyed 
the highest degree of political freedom and 
the finest standard of living ever enjoyed 
by any people, at any time, in any place, 
upon the face of the earth? 

I do not know what decisions others may 
make, but, as for me, I hold that our form 
of government and ·our way of life are worth 
fighting for. 

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, pursuant to the order previously 
entered, I move that the Senate stand 
in adjournment. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4 
o'clock and 6 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
adjourned, the adjournment being, under 
the order previously entered, to Monday, 
August 12, 1957, at 11 o'clock a. m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate August 10, 1957: 
IN THE NAVY 

The following-named captains of the line 
of the Navy for temporary promotion to the 
grade of rear admiral, subject to qualifica
tion therefor as provided by law: 
James M. Farrin, Jr. Robert J. Stroh 

. George H. Wales James W. Davis 
Edward J. O'Donnell Paul P. Blackburn, 
James H. Flatley, Jr. Jr. 
Andrew M. Jackson, Joseph C. Clifton 

Jr. Allan L. Reed 
Kleber S. Masterson Ernest C. Holtzworth 
Marshall E. Dornin Ray C. Needham 
Robert L. Moore, Jr. Robert M. Reynolds 
Frank L. Johnson Lloyd M. Mustin 
Lot Ensey Francis D. Foley 
Denys W. Knoll Ignatius J. Galantin 
John W. Ailes III Thomas H. Moorer 
Jefferson R. Dennis 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate August 10, 1957. 
IN THE ARMY 

The following-named officers for promo
tion in the Regular Army of the United 
States, under the provisions of title 10, 
United States Code, sections 3284 and 3299. 
All officers are subject to physical examina
tion required by law: 

To be captain 
Helmick, Floyd J., 065345. 

To be captain, Women's Army Corps 
Piggott, Virginia L., L486. 
The following-named officers for promotion 

in the Regular Army of the United States, 
under the provisions of title 10, United 
States Code, sections 3284 and 3298. All 
officers are subject to physical examination 
required by law: 

To be first lieutenant 
Ackerman, Albert A., 075132. 
Babers, Donald M., 075137. 
Bilyeu, Robert E., 071903. 
Bittl, Frederick E., 072366. 
Bowman, Ronald N., 071647. 
Breithaupt, Marvin P., 075153. 
Burk, Richard K., 071906. 
Cauthen, Lewis J., Jr., 075163. 
Cullison, James S., 2d, 071663. 
Dearborn, William H., 075170. 
Dreger, Wilson T., 3d, 071781. 
Drexler, Charles H., 075179. 
Edwards, Alfred Y., 071898. 
Harber, Gerald J., 075204. 
Harris, James T., Jr., 073155. 
Helm, Gunther A., 072727. 
Hill, Frank J., 071925. 
Hostler, Howard K., 071807. 
Hrncir, Oran T., 075211. 
Kafonek, Richard H., 072742. 
Kennedy, George I., Jr., 072'375. 
Komornik, Ronald G., 075225. 
Mackintosh, Robert H., 075243. 
Miller, Darwin C., 071563. 
Neroutsos, George H., 075257. 
Niemi, John A., 075260. 
Owel, WilHam R.; 075262. 
Price, Raymond S., 072353. 
Rea, Thomas, 071953. 
Reding, Charles H., 075275. 
Riddle, Miles McZ., 071860. 
Rosser, John C., Jr., 071716. 
Royal, Charles M., 072982. 
Ryan Dennis W., Jr., 075282. 
Schneider, Robert L., 075289. 
Smith, James L., Jr., 073196. 
Smith, John J., 071874. 
Soupene, James C., Jr., 072358. 
Stone, George J., 075300. 
White, Walter J., 069420. 
Willis, William, Jr., 071306. 
Woodmansee, Donald R., 075129. 

To be first lieutenant, Women's Army Corps 
Austin, Audrey H., L495. 
Purcell, Mary M., L498. 
Steinbach, Edna M., L477. 
The following-named officers for promotion 

in the Regular Army of the United States, 
under the provisions of title 10, United States 
Code, sections 3284 and 3304. All officers are 
subject to physical examination required bJ 
law: 

To be first lieutenant, Army Nurse Corps 
Carroll, Elizabeth A., N2'755. 
Johnson, Mildred V., N2775. 
Knox, Allee I., N2759. 
Nichols, Glennadee A., N2762. 
Smith, Marjorie A., N2773. 
Terry, Frances M., N2754. 

To be first lieutenant, Army !fed!cal 
Specialist Corps 

Hall, Wilmer F., M10166. 
Metcalf, Virginia A., M10164. 
Vollmer, Dorothy A., M10165. 
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