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Congress and the amending Public Law 
1018 enacted by the 84th Congress. 

In addition to the work getting under· 
way through the Watershed Protection 
and ·Flood Prevention Act, conse·rvation 
land treatment and structural work is 
well advanced in 58 pilot small-watershed 
projects for whlch Congress first appro
priated money in 1953. Also, similar 
flood-prevention work has been in prog
ress since 1947 on subwatersheds of 11 
major authorized watersheds as author
ized by the 1944 Flood Control Act. These 
are Buffalo Creek, N. Y.; Middle Colo
rado, Tex.; Coose River, Ga. and Tenn.; 
Little Sioux, Iowa; Little Tallahatchie, 
Miss.; Los Angeles, Calif.; Potomac, Md.; 
Pennsylvania, Virginia, and West Vir
ginia; Santa Inez, Calif.; Trinity, Tex.; 
Washita, Okla.; Yazoo, Miss. 

As. of the 1st of April 1957, more than 
650 applications for watershed planning 
help under Public Law 566 had been re
ceived in washington from 46 States 
and Hawaii, after being initiated by soil 
conservation · districts, watershed. · as
sociations, or other local sponsoring 
community interests and having received 
State approval. Approximately 250 of 
these had been approved for planning 
assistance, and 36 had been approved 
for operations, in 24 States.· Work plans 
on many more are in some stage of 
preparation. Construction work will get 
underway progressively as the plans are 
completed and approved for Federal as
sistance, by the Department of Agri
culture through the Soil Conservation 
Service or by Congress, depending upon 
the size or cost of structures involved. 

Work done in the 58 pilot projects to 
January 1, 1957, included nearly 200 
floodwater-retarding structures, more 
than 1,400 stabilization and sediment
control structures, 165 silt and debris 
basins, and about 125 miles of stream 
channel and stabilization improvement. 
Work has been contracted and is under
way on comparable additional works of 
improvement. More than 55 percent of 
the total area in the pilot projects is 
covered by soil conservation district 
agreements, with basic conservation 
plans developed on about 37 percent of 
the area and 42 percent of the operating 
units; and soil surveys have been made 
on more than 63 percent of the pilot
projects area. 

SENATE 
THURSDAY, AUGUST 15, 1957 

The Senate met, in executive session, 
at 12 o'clock meridian. 

Rev. A. Donald Upton, Congregational 
minister, Arlington, Va., offered the fol
lowing prayer: 

0 God, our Heavenly Father, as Thy 
goodness surpasses our thinking, so let 
Thy hearing transcend our asking, that, 
day by day, we may grow rich in grace 
of mind, in firmness of faith, in purity 
of character .. in sweetness of cha1·ity. 

Grant us, 0 God, a more vivid healing 
sympathy for one another. a finer art of 
insight for those who are baffled or dis
mayed by the vicissitudes of life, and a 
1.1obler skill in doing good for all. 

Meanwhile, 278 work plans covering 
15% million acres had been prepared in· 
the 11 authorized watersheds by Janu
ary. !, in which more than half the total 
land area was covered by district agree
ments, and basic plans had been devel
oped on about 40 percent of the area. 
and 42 percent of the operating units. 
Sixty-four percent of the authorized 
projects area was covered by soil sur
veys. Structural work completed in
cludes some 430 floodwater-retarding 
structures, nearly 6,000 stabilization and 
sediment-control structures, and 975 
miles of stream-channel improvement 
and stabilization work. 

THE• GREAT PLAINS CONSERVATION PROGRAM 

A more stabilized agriculture in the 1()_ 
periodically drought affected Plains 
States is the longtime objective of · the 
Great Plains conservation program now 
being developed through concerted local 
and Federal efforts. 

The program represents renewed ef
forts by local and State people in that 
area, the United States Department of 
Agriculture, and Congress, to minimize 
future drought effects. This through 
conservation farm and ranch planning 
and treatment that helps to stop wind. 
erosion and bring about safe land use in 
dry years and wet. Implementing legis
lation for Federal participation, Public 
Law 1021 of the 84th Congress, supple
ments but does not replace soil conserva
tion district, watershed, agricultural 
conservation program or other programs. 

Farmers and ranchers who wish to 
take part present plans acceptable to the 
Secretary of Agriculture for needed 
conservation measures and land-use 
changes. The Department of Agricul
ture will then offer them long-term con
tracts providing for sharing the cost of 
establishing the combination of conser
vation practices. provided for in . the 
plans. Such contracts may run for up to 
10 years or whatever shorter time is re
quired, but not later than December 31, 
1971. Total Federal expenditures may 
not exceed $25 million· in any 1 year or 
$150 million all together, in counties 
designated by the Secretary based on 
recommendations of program commit
tees made up of State and Federal agen
cies in the States. 

Give us grace, we beseech Thee, to fill 
the vacant places in our lives with jewels 
of truth and wisdom, and a growing un
derstanding of divine purposes. Thou 
dost make even the odd corners of nature 
beautiful. "Teach us Thy way, 0 Lord," 
that we may plant flowers of goodness 
and truth in empty places, that the very 
corners of our lives may be centers of 
moral and. spiritual loveliness. 

Deliver us from slothfulness in the 
business of this great Nation, where the 
lines have fallen unto us in pleasant 
places, and make us fervent in spirit to 
serve the Lord, that we may show forth 
our love to Thee by our love for our 
feliow men. 

We ask all these blessings through Him 
who made of human life a sacrament, of 
thorns a crown, and of a cross a throne, 
even through Jesus Christ, our Lord and 
Saviour. Amen. 

No new agencies are being set up to 
help local people carry out this program, 
assigned to be worked out by an inter
agency group of representatives from lG 
Department of Agriculture agencies un
der administTative leadership of the Soil 
ConSeTvation Service. The Great Plains 
council, land-grant colleges, farm or
ganizations, and others are continuing 
to assist in the program. Soil and water 
conservation technicians of the Depart
ment will help landowners and operators 
make the plans, as part of the total 
Great Plains program designed to help 
bring about all the agricultural and eco
nomic adjustments needed to p1~otect, 
stabilize, and improve the productive ca
pacity of the important Great Plains 
agricultural region. 

Although July 1, 1957, was fixed as the_ 
date for formal start of the Great Plains 
conservation program as money should 
be made available by Congress, technical, 
educational, cost-sharing, research and 
other related activities began to be 
speeded up after the Department of Agri
culture proposed a Great Plains pro
gram to the President in 1955. Thus 
ACP cost sharing for certain water con
servation and other practices has been 
broadened. 

The Soil Conservation Service, mean
while, accelerated soil surveys in 166 
designated counties in the critical wind 
erosion areas of Texas, New Mexico, 
Oklahoma, Colorado, Kansas, Nebraska, 
and Wyoming. Soil surveys were made 
on more than 15 million acres in the 10 
States in 1956, compared to 12% million 
acres in 1955 and not quite 11% million 
acres in 1954. 

The Service also has provided for 
a general expansion of surveys and 
for increased assistance in planning 
and establishing conservation practices 
throughout these States, North and 
South Dakota and Montana as part of 
its regular operations. As of July 1, 
1956, nearly 99 percent of the farms and 
91 percent of the land in farms in the 
10 Great Plains States were in 871 
farmer-organized and farmer-managed 
soil-conservation districts. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend Secretary 
Benson, the Department of Agriculture, 
and the Soil Conservation Service for an 
outstanding job of accomplishment. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 

unanimous consent, the Journal of the 
proceedings of Wednesday, August 14, 
1957, was approved, and its reading was 
dispensed with. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
APPROVAL OF BILLS 

Messages in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States were com
municated to the Senate by Mr. Ratch
ford, one of his secretaries, and he an
nounced that the President had ap
proved and signed the following acts: 

On August 13, 1957~ 
S. 334. An act to amend section 27 of the 

Mineral Leasing Act of February 25, 1920, as 
amended (30 U. S. C. 184), in order to pro
mote the development of phosphate on the 
public domain; 
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S. 943. An act to amend section 218 (a) of 
the Interstate Commerce Act, as amended, 
to require contract carriers by motor vehicle 
to file with the Interstate Commerce Com
mission their actual rates or charges for 
transportation services; 

S. 1063. An act vesting in the American 
Battle Monuments Commission the care· and 
maintenance of the Surrender Tree site in 
Santiago, Cuba; and 

s. 1314. An act to extend the Agricultural 
Trade Development and Assistance Act of 
1954, and for other purposes. 

On August 14, 1957: 
S . 236. An act to amend section 6 of the 

act of June 20, 1918, as amended, relating to 
the retirement pay of certain members of the 
former Lighthouse Service; 

S. 294. An act for the relief of Mrs. Marion 
Huggins; 

S. 469. An act to authorize the United 
States to defray the cost of assisting the 
Klamath Tribe of Indians to prepare for ter
mination of Federal supervision, to defer 
sales of tribal property, and for other pur
poses; 

S. 525. An act for the relief of Rhoda Eliza
beth Graubart; 

S. 591. An act for the relief of Seol Bong 
Ryu; 

S. 650. An act for the relief of Isabella 
Abrahams; 

S. 651. An act for the relief of Sister Clem
entine (Ilona Molnar); 

S. 669. An act for the relief of Mrs. An
tonietta Giorgio and her children, Antonio 
Giorgio arid Menotti Giorgio; 

S. 701. An act for the relief of Karl Eigil 
Engedal Hansen; 

S. 811. An act for the relief of Fannie 
Alexander Gast; 

S. 827. An act for the relief of Guillermo 
B. Rigonan; 

S. 833. An act for the relief of Vida 
Letitia Baker; 

S. 874. An act for the relief of Cornelis 
Vander Hoek; 

S. 876. An act for the relief of Katharina 
Theresia Beuving Keyzer; 

S. 988. An act for the relief of Satoe 
Yamakage Langley; 

S. 1053. An act for the relief of Poppy 
Catherine Hayakawa Merritt; 
· S. 1071. An act for the relief of David Mark 

Sterling; 
S. 1102. An act for the relief of Adolfo Ca

millo Scopone; 
S. 1112. An act for the relief of Matsue 

Harada; 
S. 1171. An act for the relief of Harry Sieg

bert Schmidt; 
S. 1240. An act for the relief of Panagiotis 

Tullos; 
S. 1251. An act for the relief of Florinda 

Mellone Garcia; 
S. 1309. An act for the relief of Susanne 

Burka; 
S. 1311. An act for the relief of Maria 

Gradi; 
S. 1353. An act for the relief of Ayako Yo

shida; 
S. 1363. An act for the relief of Vassilios 

Kostikos; 
S. 1397. An act for the relief of Angeline 

Mastro Mone (Angelina Mastroianni) ; 
S. 1452. An act for the relief of Francesca 

Maria Arria; 
S . 1472. An act for the relief of Trianta

filia Antul; 
S . 1489. An act to amend title 14, United 

States Code, entitled "Coast Guard" with 
respect to warrant officers' rank on retire
ment, and for other purposes; 

S. 1492. An act increasing penalties for 
violation of certain safety and other statutes 
administered by the Interstate Commerce 
Commission; 

S. 1502. An act for the relief of Erika Otto: 
S. 1508. An act for the relief of Salvatore 

La Terra; 

s. 1509. An act for the relief of Fumiko 
Bigelow; 

S. 1773. An act to validate a certain con
veyance heretofore made by Central Pacific 
Railway Co., a corporation, and its lessee, 
Southern Pacific Co., a corporation, to the 
State of Nevada, involving certain portions 
of right-of-way in the city of Reno, county 
of Washoe, State of Nevada, acquired by the 
Central Pacific Railway Co. under the act 
of Congress approved July 1, 1862 (12 Stat. 
·L. 489) , as amended by the act of Con·gress 
approved July 2, 1864 (13 Stat. L. 356); 

s. 1774. An act for the relief of Yee Suey 
Nong; 

S. 1856. An act to provide for the develop
ment and modernization of the national sys
tem of navigation and traffic control facili
ties to serve present and future needs of civil 
and military aviation, ~.nd for other pur
poses; 

S. 1884. An act to amend section 505 of the · 
Classification Act of 1949, as amended; 

S. 1941. An act to authorize the payment 
by the Bureau of Public Roads of transpor
tation and subsistence costs to temporary 
employees on direct Federal highway proj
ects; 

S. 2027. An act for the relief of Vendelin 
Kalenda; 

S. 2130. An act to amend further the Mu
tual Security Act of 1954, as amended, and 
for other purposes; and 

S . 2217. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of the Army to sell certain lands at the Mc
Nary lock and dam project, Oregon and 
Washington, to the port of Walla Walla, 
Wash. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be

fore the Senate a message from the 
President of the United States submit
ting the nomination of Richard Jackson, 
of Massachusetts, to be an Assistant 
Secretary of the Navy, vice Albert Pratt, 
resigned, which was referred to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed, without amendment, 
the following bills of the Senate: 

S. 1383. An act amending section 410 of 
the Interstate Commerce Act, to change the 
requirements for obtaining a freight for
warder permit; and 

S. 1384. An act to revise the definition of 
contract carrier by motor vehicle as set forth 
in section 203 (a) ( 15) of the Interstate 
Commerce Act, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed the following bills, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H. R. 469. An act to protect producers and 
consumers against misbranding and false 
advertising of the fiber content of textile 
fiber products, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 5822. An act to amend section .406 
(b) of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 with 
respect to the reinvestment by air carriers of 
the proceeds from the sale or other dispo
sition of certain operating property and 
equipment; 

H. R. 9023. An act to amend the act of 
October 31, 1949, to extend until June 30, 
1960, the authority of the Surgeon General 
to make certain payments to Bernalillo 
County, N.Mex., for furnishing hospital care 
to certain Indians; and 

H. R. 9188. An act to amend the act to 
authorize the Secretary of the Navy to trans-

fer to the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
certain lands and improvements comprising 
the Castle Island terminal facility at South 
Boston in exchange for certain other lands. 

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 
The following bills were severally read 

twice by their· titles and referred as 
indicated: 

H. R. 469. An act to protect producers and 
consumers against misbranding and false 
advertising of the fiber content of textile 
fiber products, and for other purposes; and 

H. R . 5822. An act to amend section 406 
(b) of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 with 
respect to the reinvestment by air carriers 
of the proceeds from the sale or other dis
position of certain. operating property and 
equipment; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

H. R . 9023. An act to amend the act of 
October 31, 1949, to extend until June 30, 
1960, the authority of the Surgeon General 
to make certain payments to Bernalillo 
County, N. Mex., for furnishing hospital 
care to certain Indians; to the Committee 
on Labor and Public Welfare. 

H. R. 9188. An act to amend the act to 
authorize the Secretary of the Navy to trans
fer to the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
certain lands and improvements comprising 
the Castle Island terminal facllity at South 
Boston in exchange for certain other lands; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

NOTICE RE9ARDING CALL OF THE 
CALENDAR ON MONDAY OR TUES
DAY 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 
first, as in legislative session, let me say 
that, with the concurrence of the 
minority leader, I should like to put the 
Senate on notice that on Monday or 
Tuesday there may be a call · of the 
calendar of bills and. other measures ~o 
which there is no objection. 

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

Mr. K~OWI·AND. Mr. President, t 
have consulted with the distinguished 
acting majority leader [Mr. MANSFIELD]; 
and, as in legislative session, I ask unani
mous consent that the Committee on the 
Judiciary be permitted to meet while 
the Senate is in session today, up to the 
hour of 1 p. m. 

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

CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN 
NOMINATIONS 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the 
Senate is now in executive session, and 
I move that it proceed to consider the 
nominations on the Executive Calendar, 
beginning with the nominations of mem
bers of the Atomic Energy Commission. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered; and the 
nominations will be stated. 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
The Chief Clerk read the nomination 

of JohnS. Graham, of North Carolina, 
to be a member of the Atomic Energy 
Commission for the term expiring June 
30, 1959. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With

out objection, the nomination is con
firmed. 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of John Forrest Floberg, of Illinois, to 
be a member of the Atomic Energy Com
mission for a term of 5 years expiring 
June 30, 1962. 

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

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 
The Chief Clerk read the nomination 

of Edwin R. Hicklin, of Iowa, to be 
United States district judge for the 
southern district of Iowa. 

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

UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS 
The Chief Clerk proceeded to read 

sundry nominations of United States at
torneys. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the nomi
nations of United States attorneys be 
considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the nominations will be 
considered en bloc; and, without objec
tion, they are confirmed. 

COAST AND GEODETIC SURVEY 
The Chief Clerk proceeded to read 

sundry nominations in the Coast and 
Geodetic Survey. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that these nomi
nations likewise be considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the nominations in the 
Coast and Geodetic Survey will be con
sidered en bloc; and, without objection, 
they are confirmed. 

Without objection, the President will 
oe notified forthwith of the nominations 
confirmed today. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
BUSINESS 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,. 
under the order entered yesterday there 
will be, as in legislative session, a morn
ing hour, for the introduction of bills 
and the transaction of other routine 
business. In accordance with the unan
imous-consent order, statements made 
in that connection are to be limited to 
3 minutes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That· 
is correct. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid 
before the Senate the following commu
nications and letters, which were re
ferred as indicated: 
PROPOSED SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION, 

PAYMENT OF CLAIMS FOR DAMAGES, AUDITED' 
CLAIMS, AND JUDGMENTS (S. Doc. No. 60) 
A communication from the President of 

t he United States, transmitting, for the 
consideration of the Congress, a proposed 

supplemental appropriation to pay claims 
for damages, audited claims, and judgments 
rendered against the United States, as pro
vided by various laws·, in the amount of 
$753.,860, together with such amounts as may 
be necessary to pay indefinite interest and 
costs and to cover increases fn rates of ex
change as may be necessary to pay claims 
in foreign currency (with accompanying 
papers); to the Committee on Appropria
tions and ordered to be printed. 

PROPOSED SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATTONS. 

LEGISLATIVE B ·aANCH (S. Doc. No. 61} 
A communication from the President of 

the United States, transmitting proposed 
supplemental appropriations for the fiscal 
year 1958 in the amount of $1,850,000, for 
the legislative branch (with an accompany
ing paper); to the Committee on Appropria
tions and ordered to be printed. 
AMENDMENT OF TITLE XV OF SOCIAL SECURITY 

ACT, RELA:J'ING TO UNEMPLOYMENT INSUR
ANCE FOR EX-SERVICEMEN 

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 
Labor, transmitting a draft e:f proposed leg
islation to amend title XV of the Social 
Security Act to extend the unemployment 
insurance system to ex-servicemen and for 
other purposes (with accompanying papers); 
to the Committee on Finance. 
RELIEF OF CERTAIN MEMBERS AND FORMER 

MEMBERS OF ARMY AND AIR FORCE 

A letter from the Secretary of the Army, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to provide for the relief of certain members 
and former members of the Army and the 
Air Force and for other purposes (with an 
accompanying paper); to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 
SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF ALIENS

WITHDRAWAL OF NAME 

A letter from the Commissioner, Imni1• 
gration and Naturalization Service, Depart· 
ment of Justice, withdrawing the name of 
Nikitas Kouyios from a report relating to 
aliens whose deportation has been sus
pended, transmitted to the Senate on Jan
uary 15, 1957; to the Com!I}ittee on the 
Judiciary. 

RESOLUTION OF DISABLED AMERI
CAN VETERANS, DEPARTMENT OF 
OHIO 
Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD a resolution adopted by the 
Disabled American Veterans, Depart
ment of Ohio, relating to claims of war
time disabled veterans. 

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

Whereas the Ohio Department of the Dis
abled American Veterans charges the Ad
ministrator of Veterans' Affairs at Washing
ton with failure to follow legislation ap
proved by the Congress of the United States 
in connection with the payment of com
pensation to veterans disabled as a direct 
result of war service, the Administrator ad
mitting he has. already terminated or de
creased the benefits of more than 40,000 of 
these veterans, claiming that the original 
grant was in error; and 

Whereas this is the result of a continuing 
review of compensation claims of the wars' 
disabled originally granted under the pro
visions of Public Law No. 144, approved by 
the Congress of the United States; and 

Whereas, if a field office of the Veterans' 
Administration fails to remove or reduce the 
compensation of a sufficient number of war
time disabled veterans through error, the 
efficiency rating of that office is considered 
unsatisfactory and that office is ordered to 
conduct a second review; and 

Whereas less than 40 percent of these 
cases of wartime disabled veter.ans have· 
been checked to date and at the current 
rate those removed from the rolls will exceed 
100,000; and 

Whereas printed instructions, explaining 
this policy change of the Veterans' Admin
istration have not been issued, this new 
policy being· disguised by the use of the 
term, "medical ptinciples" ; and 

Whereas survey teams are sent from the 
Washington o1fice of the Veterans' Adminis
trator to the many field offices to impart 
verbal instructions; individual claims files 
are called to washington and the adverse 
decision rendered there affects the benefits of 
many other wartime disabled veterans; and 

Whereas the Washington office of the Vet
erans' Administration has called all regional 
office adjudication officers to Washington 
for a period of instruction-and has ad
mitted that the review of claims of wartime 
disabled veterans is in compliance with 
Recommendation No. 69 of the Report of 
the Bradley Commission; and 

Whereas the rating boards at the regional 
offices of the Veterans' Administration are 
now hesitant to approve the claim of any 
veteran on war-incurred disabilities, the 
new theory of medical principles provid
ing a tool for arbitrary denial; and 

Whereas, if the Veterans' Administration 
was sincere in its program of correcting al
leged errors, it would also review the claims 
of wartime disabled veterans previously 
denied; and 

Whereas the Veterans' Administration at 
Washington proposes a complete revision of 
the rating table to evaluate disability, 13Z 
pages of material having already been issued 
with recommended changes; and 

Whereas the drastic reductions being pro
posed are shocking and would materially· re
duce or discontinue payment of benefits to 
the wars' combat veterans; and 

Whereas the ratings for muscle damage 
from gunshot wounds and other causes are 
to be slashed, along with most other dis
abilities-and to qualify for total disability 
the service connected condttion must be so 
serious that the veteran be housebound, 
with similar reductions and eliminations of 
compensation across the board; and 

Whereas the considered changes are said 
to be based on medical advances, but actu.ally 
are the result of pressure from medical asso
ciations, the Bureau of the Budget, and the 
report of the Bradley Commission-with mili
tary pressure; and 

Whereas, if the present recommendations 
are carried to a conclusion, the number of 
wartime disabled veterans receiving benefits 
will be reduced to a mere token, and the 
beginning of the end of this Nation of ours 
meeting its obligation to the wars' wounded 
and disabled among the enlisted personnel; 
and 

Whereas no effort has been launched to 
interfere with the high rate of retirement 
to the disabled career officers, it appearing 
that the laws enacted by the Congress of the 
United States no longer apply to the Vet
erans' Administration: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Disabled American Vet
erans, Department of Ohio, assembled in 
the city of Toledo, July 26, 27, 28, 1957, at 
its 36th annual convention, charge the Ad
ministrator of Veterans' Affairs with violating 
his oath of office in scrapping Public Law No. 
144 of the Congress of the United States and 
replacing the law with recommendations of 
the Bureau of the Budget, medical groups, 
and military pressun in the conduct of re
viewing claims of wartime disabled vet
erans; and be it further 

Resolved, That we charge the Administra
tor with a violation of the moral code ~f 
decency in his proposal to destroy the pres
ent rating schedule and to replace it with 
evaluations that are grossly inhumane; and 
be it further 
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Resolved, That the DAV appeal to the 

Members of the Congress to cause an investi
gation to determine the Administrator's fit
ness for office; and be it further 

Resolved, That we request the Members of 
Congress to enact legislation that will freeze 
the present or 1945 rating schedule and pro
hibit any change in the evaluation of dis
abilities of wartime disabled veterans, with
out the approval of the Congress. 

KENNETH M. ROBEY I 
Commander, the DAV, Depa1·tment 

of Ohio. 
Adopted by the convention, July 26, 1957, 

by a unanimous vote. 

RESOLUTION OF THE ~ VOICE OF 
GREEK ORTHODOXY IN AMERICA 
Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, last 

week there was laid on the Vice Presi
dent's desk and submitted to the Senate, 
a petition by the Voice of Greek Ortho
doxy in America asking for appropriate 
legislative action to guarantee equal 
recognition and privileges to the Eastern 
Greek Orthodox faith as a major faith 
as guaranteed by article I of the Con
stitution of the United States. 

As a member of the Judiciary Com
mittee to which this petition was re
ferred, I was interested in reading said 
petition and I ask unanimous consent 
that this petition be inserted in the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD at this point in full 
for the information of the ·Members of 
the United States Congress. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
Petition to the United States Senate: 

ay virtue of article I of the Constitution 
of the United States, the Voice o.f Greek 
Orthodoxy in America petitions the United 
States Senate as follows: 

"Whereas the Constitution of the United 
States guarantees freedom of religion and 
the free exercise thereof; and 

"Whereas the Eastern (Greek) Orthodox 
faith is the established religious faith of 
over 250 million persons throughout the 
world, approximately 7 million of whom are 
residents of the United States; and 

"Whereas the Eastern Greek Orthodox 
faith is the religious faith of Americans who 
have migrated from such countries as 
Greece, Turkey, Syria, Lebanon, Egypt, Al
bania, Armenia, Bulgaria, Russia, Esthonia, 
Rumania, Yugoslavia, Ukraine, and the 
American-born of said migrants; and 

"Whereas during World War II, servicemen 
of the Eastern Greek Orthodox faith were 
not permitted to be so designated in their 
armed services records or in their identifi
cation tags; and 

"Whereas no member of the Eastern Ortho
dox clergy, by armed services regulations, 
were permitted to become chaplains in the 
Armed Forces of the United States until the 
year of 1952 when the first Greek Orthodox 
chaplain was appointed; and 

"Whereas although the numerous at
tempts made to change· existing Army regu
lations were fruitless, it was the introduc
tion of s. 106 in the 84th Congress that 
precipitated the Defense Department to 
change its existing regulations and permit-· 
ted Orthodox Christians to be identified as 
such; and 

"Whereas the major radio and television 
networks who are licensed through the Fed
eral Communications Commission grant free 
time to catholic, Protestant, and Jewish 
churches, but do not grant the same privi
leges to Greek Orthodox churches; and 

"Whereas all Federal and State officials do 
not yet include the Eastern Greek Orthodox 

faith when ret:erering to the major religious 
faiths in the country; and 

"Whereas the failure to do so, coupled with 
the facts related to Orthodox identification 
in the armed services and failure to appoint 
Orthodox chaplains, constitutes a violation 
of the spirit of article I of the Constitution 
of the United, States pertaining to the free
dom of religion; and 

"Whereas over 50 percent of States of the 
United States have enacted laws or reso
lutions recognizing the E-astern (Greek) 
Orthodox faith and have required that all 
official documents and acts should so com
ply; and 

"Whereas the President of the United 
States at his recent inauguration, has set 
the example for the first time in history in 
having a Catholic, a Protestant, a Greek 
Orthodox, and a Jew, render the prayers at 
the inaugural ceremonies: Now, therefore 

"The Voice of Greek Orthodoxy in America, 
a laymen's organization, petitions the United 
States Senate that appropriate legislative 
action be taken to require all agencies and 
branches of the Federal Government give 
due recognition to the Eastern Greek Ortho
dox faith as a major faith, and that when
ever there is the usual reference to the three 
major faiths of Catholic, Protestant, and 
Jew, it be amended .to refer to the four 
major faiths, Catholic, Protestant, Jew, and 
Greek Orthodox." 

THE VO'ICE OF GREEK ORTHODOXY 
IN AMERICA, 

By LAJOY CHUMBRIS. 

EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A 
COMMITTEE 

The following favorable report of a 
nomination was submitted: 

By Mr. RUSSELL, from the Committee on 
Armed Services: 

Neil Hosler McElroy, of Ohio, to be Sec
retary of Defense. 

NOMINATION OF ELWOOD R. QUE
SADA TO BE CHAIRMAN OF 
THE AIRWAYS MODERNIZATION 
BOARD 
Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to report, from the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, the nomination of Elwood 
R. Quesada, of California, late a lieu
tenant general of the United States 
Armed Forces, to be Chairman of the 
Airways Modernization Board. The 
nomination is unanimously recom
mended by the committee. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the REcoRD at this point as a 
part of my remarks a statement by me, 
together with a biographical sketch of 
General Quesada, who has had a long 
~nd distinguished career in Government 
service. 

There being no objection, the state
ment and biographical sketch· were or
dered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

The Airways Modernization Board is be
ing created pursuant to the Airways Modern
ization Act of 1957. This legislation, which 
was sponsored by the chairman of this com
mittee, the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
SCHOEPPEL] and me, was signed by the Presi
dent a day or two ago. Briefly, it provides 
for the creation of the Board of three mem
bers consisting of the Chairman, to be nomi
nated by the President, the Secretary of De
fense, and the Secretary of Commerce. The 
Board's duties will be to develop, modify, 

test, and evaluate systems, procedures, fa
cilities, and devices, as well as define the 
performance characteristics thereof, to meet 
the needs for safe and efficient_ navigation 
and traffic control of all civil and military 
aviation except for those needs of military 
agencies which are peculiar to air warfare 
and primarily of military concern, and select 
such systems, procedures, facilities, and de
vices as will best serve such needs and will 
promote maximum c~ordination of air 
traffic control and air defense systems. 

Ordinarily the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce would hold a public 
hearing on a major nomination such as this. 
However, because the adjournment of the 
Congress seems imminent, and because of 
the pressing need for development and 
modernization of our national system of 
navigation and traffic control facilities, we 
felt no time should be lost in getting t!'\e 
Board established. General Quesada's 
nomination has the committee's unanimous 
approval and there is no known opposition 
to it. 

ELWOOD R. QUESADA 
Elwood R. Quesada was born in Washing

ton, D. C., April 13, 1904. He attended 
Technical High School there, the University 
of Maryland, and Georgetown University. 

Mr. Quesada enlisted in the Army in 1924 
and shortly thereafter entered the Air Serv
ice Primary Flying School. He was com
missioned .a second lieutenant in the Regular 
Army in 1927, and retired as a lieutenant 
general in the Air Force in 1951. 

He served as one of the pilots of the air
plane Question Mark which, by midair re
fueling, remained aloft the entire first week 
of January 1929. 

When the Army was assigned the job of 
flying the mail in 1933-34, he was chief pilot 
on the New York-Cleveland route, personally 
flying the round trip every other night. 

Prior to World War II, .he was loaned to 
the Argentine Air Force as a technical ad
v.iser. 

During World War II he served as the 
commanding general of the 12th Fighter· 
Command and deputy commander of the 
Northwest African Coastal Air Force. As 
commanding general of the 9th Fighter 
Command, he P,irected the American air ef
fort prior to and duri_ng the invasion of 
Normandy, establishing his headquarters on 
the beachhead on D-day plus one, and di
rected a tactical air operation in conjunc
tion with the Army during the Allied sweep 
across Europe. He participated in more than 
90 combat missions. 

In 1946 Mr. Quesada served as ·the first 
commander of the Tactical Air Command. 

From 1949 to 1951 he served as com
mander, Joint Task Force Three (Army, 
Navy, Air Force, Atomic Energy Commission) 
which organized and managed Operation 
Greenhouse-which conducted a series of 
nuclear tests including the first hydrogen 
device ever to be detonated. This task force 
was responsible for turning an overgrown 
jungle, strewn with war waste, into a vast 
outdoor laboratory-the now well-known 
Eniwetok. · 

Upon retiring from the Air Force, Mr. 
Quesada entered private industry, where he 
served as a director and officer of Olin In
dustries and the Lockheed Aircraft Corp. _ 

He has been awarded the Distinguished 
Service Medal with 1 oak-leaf cluster, 
Distinguished Flying Cross, Legion of Merit, 
Air Medal with 2 silver oak-leaf clusters, 
Purple Heart, American Defense Ribbon, 
European-African-Mediterranean · Theater 
ribbons with 17 battle-partiCipation stars. 
His foreign decorations include the British 
Order of the Bath, the Commander of the 
British Empire, the French Legion of Honor, 
the French Croix de ·auerre with palm, 
Luxembourg Croix de Guerre, Order of 
Adolph of Nassau, the Polish Pilot's Badge, 
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and the Belgium Order of the Couronne in 
the grade of commander with aviation palm, 
and Croix de Guerre with aviation palm. 

Mr. and Mrs. Quesada, the former Miss 
Kate Davis Pulitzer, have 2 daughters and 
2 sons. Their residence is in Los Angeles, 
Calif. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, this is 
an important nomination. It is impera
tive that it be reported at this time, and 
acted upon at as early a date as possible. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Pl.'esident, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRICKER. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I assure the Sena

tor that, after proper consultation with 
the majority leader and minority leader, 
action will be taken as soon as possible. 

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

Mr. BRICKER. I yield. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I join in what the 

Senator from Ohio has said. I asked 
him to report this nomination. 

We are now considering nominations 
on the Executive Calendar. This nom
ination is unanimously reported from 
the committee. I ask the acting ma
jority leader whether it would be in or
der to ask unanimous consent to place 
the nomination on the Executive Calen
dar tonight and act upon it. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
would have to object. I must first con
sult with the majority leader and minor-
ity leader. . 

I see no reason why the nomination 
should not be placed on the Executive 
Calendar tonight and be considered to
morrow ·or Monday, at the first oppor
tunity after I am able to consult with 
the majority leader and the minority 
leader. I do not think it would be proper 
to consider the nomination at this time, 
especially in view of the fact that the 
minority leader is absent from the 
Chamber. However, it will be acted upon 
at the very first oppoi'tunity. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The reason I ask 
the question i~ that 'the gen~r~l ha!' al..: 
ready been put to work by the ~ppro~ 
priations Committee on the important 
matter of the Burke Airport, and the 
problem of air safety. I was desirous of 
having the nomination confirmed as 
soon as possible, so that the general 
might formally take over the job which 
the senate Appropriations Committee 
handed to him only a few hours ago. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I do not think 
there is anything to worry about in that 
regard. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the nomination will be 
placed on the Executive Calendar. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. NEUBERGER, from the Commit..; 

tee on Interior and Insular Affairs, without 
amendment: 

H. R. 993. An act to provide fo·r the con
veyance of certain land by the United States 
to the Cape Flattery School District in the 
State of Washington (Rept. No. 966); · 

H. R. 1259. An act to clear the title to cer
tain Indian land (Rept. No. 967); and 

H. R . 6521. An act to modify section 3 of 
the act of June 30, 1945 (59 Stat. 265) (Rept. 
No. 968). 

By Mr. NEUBERGER, from the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs, with an 
amendment: 

S. 1091. A bill to stimulate industrial de
velopment near Indian reservations (Rept. 
No. 96'9). 

By Mr. RUSSELL, from the Committee on 
Armed Services, with amendments: 

H. R. 5807. An act to amend further and 
make permanent the Missing Persons ·Act, 
as amended (Rept. No. 970). 

By Mr. STENNIS, from the Committee on 
Armed Services, with an amendment: 

H. R. 7697. An aet to provide additional 
facilities for the administration and train
ing of units of the Reserve components of 
the Armed Forces of the United States (Rept. 
No. 979). 

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, without amendment: 

S. 324. A bill to provide for the appoint
ment of an additional dist rict judge for the 
southern district of Florida (Rept. No. 972); 

S . 472. A bill to provide for the appoint
ment of two additional district judges for 
the district of Connecticut (Rept. No. 973); 

S. 1060. · A bill to provide for the appoint-
ment of a district judge for the district of 
Colorado (Rept. No. 974); 

S. 2714. A bill to provide for the appoint
ment of a district judge for the district of 
Nevada (Rept. No. 975); and 

S. 2747. A bill to provide for the appoint
ment of two additional district judges for 
the eastern district of Pennsylvania (Rept. 
No. 976). 

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, 
from the Committee on the Judiciary, 
without amendment: 

S. 2773. A bill to provide for the appoint
ment of a district j'.ldge for the eastern and 
western districts of South Carolina (Rept. 
No. 977). 

By Mr. HAYDEN, from the Committee on 
Appropriations, with amendments: 

H. R . 9131. An act making supplemental 
appropriations for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1958, and for other purposes (Rept. 
No. 980). 

TEMPORARY CIRCUIT JUDG~SHIP 
FOR EIGHTH CIRCUIT AND AP
POINTMENT OF DISTRICT JUDGE 
FOR NORTHERN AND SOUTHERN 
DISTRICTS OF lOW A . 
Mr. McCLELLAN, from the Committee 

on the Judiciary, reported an original 
bill <S. 2799) to provide for a temporary 
circuit judgeship for the eighth circuit; 
and for the appointment of a district 
judge for the northern and southern dis..: 
tricts of Iowa, and submitted a report 
<No. 978) thereon; which bill was read 
twice by its title, and placed on the 
calendar. 

REPORT ENTITLED "TIMBER SALES~ 
QUINAIELT INDIAN RESERVATION, 
WASH." (S. REPT. NO. 971) 
Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I 

submit a report on Timber Sales, Qui~ 
naielt Indian Reservation, adopted by-the 
Subcommittee on Indian Affairs of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs, and approved for printing by the 
full committee on August 13, 1957. 

One member of the Iridian Affairs 
Subcommittee, the distinguished Senator 
from Utah [Mr. WATKINS] has requested 
that he be afforded an opportunity to 
submit a minority report by August 24. 
Therefore, I ask unanimous consent that 
the report be printed with the under
standing that the views of the Senator 

from Utah will be included, and that the 
actual printing will not be made until 
August 24. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
report, together with the minority views 
of the Senator from Utah [Mr. WAT
KINs], will be received and printed, as 
requested by the Senator from Oregon. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read the first 

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

By Mr. ELLENDER (for himself and 
Mr. LO~G): 

S. 2793. A bill to provide for the convey
ance of a pumping station and related fa
cilities of the Intracoastal Waterway System 
at Algiers, La., to the Jefferson-Plaquemines 
Drainage District, Louisiana; to the Com
mittee on Public Works. 

By Mr. KENNEDY: 
S. 2794. A bill for the relief of Letteria 

Morganti; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina 
(by request): 

S. 2795. A bill to further amend the first 
sentence of the act of January 20, 1888 (25 
Stat. 1), as amended, by repealing the re-· 
strictive provisions relating to the form of 
publishers' bills, receipts and orders for sub
scriptions enclosed in publications mailed 
at second-class rates of postage, and for 
ot her purposes; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. LAUSCHE (by request): 
S. 2796. A bill to amend certain provi

sions of the Investment Company Act of 
1940, as amended; to the Committee on· 
Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. MORSE: 
S. 2797. A bill for . the relief of Clyde Bruce. 

Aitchison, Jr.; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

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

By Mr. CASE of New Jersey: 
S. 2798. A bill to authorize the National 

Society of the Gons of .the American Revolu-. 
tion to use certain real estate in the District 
of Columbia as ,the national headquarters of 
such society; to the Committee on the Dis
trict of Columbia. 

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

By Mr. McCLELLAN: 
S . 2799. A bill to provide for a temporary 

circuit judgeship for the eigth circuit, . and 
for "the appointment of a district judge for 
the northern and southern districts of Iowa; 
placed on the Calei..dar. 

(See statement relating to above bill when 
reported by Mr. McCLELLAN from the Com
mittee on the Judiciary, which appears under 
the heading "Reports of Committees.") 

By Mr. EASTLAND;. 
S. 2800. A bill to provide an alternative 

acreage adjustment and price support pro
gram for the 1958 crop of upland cotton, and 
for other purpos~s; to the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry. 

S. 2801. A bill to provide for the convey
ance of certain ·lands in the State of Missis
sippi; to the Committee on Interior a,..nd 
Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. HILL: 
S. 2802. A bill to establish a national com

mittee for the training and development of 
selective placement personnel; to the Com
mittee on Labor · and_ Public Welfare. 

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina 
(by request): 

S. 2803. A bill to amend the Classificatioon 
Act of 1949, as amended, to facilitate proper 
classification of positions in grades GS-16, 
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GS-17 and GS- 18, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

CLYDE BRUCE AITCHISON, JR. 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I intro

duce, for appropriate reference, a bill for 
the relief of Clyde Bruce Aitchison, Jr. 
I ask unanimous consent that the bill be 
printed in the RECORD at this point in 
my remarks. 

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

The bill <S. 2797) for the relief of 
Clyde Bruce Aitchison, Jr., introduced 
by Mr. MoRSE, was received, read twice 
by its title, referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary, and ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Administrator 
of General Services shall compensate Clyde 
Bruce Aitchison, Jr., for all tungsten tri
oxide concentrates received on or before 
December 31, 1955, by the General Services 
Administration from the said Clyde Bruce 
Aitchison, Jr., under General Services Ad
ministration Certificate of Authorization 
9-2256. Such compensation shall be at 
prices and in accordance wit h standards in 
effect at the time of receipt of such concen
trates, and shall be made out of funds avail
able for such purpose. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the bill I 
am introducing is designed to afford a 
committee of the Senate an opportunity 
to consider an alleged inequitable course 
of conduct on the part of the Federal 
Government in its dealings with a citi
zen. If a committee of the Senate 
should agree with the facts as they are 
related by the claimant, I have no doubt 
that a recommendation of corrective 
action will come from the committee. 

Briefly,- the facts which have been 
called to my attention are these: During 
1951 the United States, in order to en
courage domestic production cf tungsten, 
initiated a ·procurement program at a 
price of $63 per short-ton unit. 

In 1953, Mr. Aitchison received a cer
tificate of authorization from General 
Services Administration to make ship
ments under the domestic program. He 
supplied the Government from his own 
mines, and in addition served as broker 
for certain tungsten producers who were 
unable to operate under the delayed pay
ment program commonly followed by the 
Government in these cases. In Decem
ber 1955, Mr. Aitchison suspected that 
one of the persons supplying tungsten 
to him under a ·brokerage arrangement 
might be violating the law by purchasing 
foreign tungsten at approximately $30 
per short-ton unit instead of supplying 
domestic tungsten. 

However, Mr. Aitchison did not have 
clear proof in that respect. He then 
did what any responsible citizen should 
do-he informed the appropriate Gov
ernment agency, which in this instance 
was the General Services Administra
tion's regional office. 

After being advised of the suspicious 
circumstances, GSA officials cooperated 
with Mr. Aitchi:son in his investigation 
as to the actual source of the tungsten. 
Ultimately, he found it to be of improper 
origin. 

Mr. Aitchison subsequently discovered 
that another supplier from whom he and 
several other brokers had purchased 
some tungsten, had smuggled a part of 
the materials from Mexico. Mr. Aitchi
son obtained a confession from the sup
plier, and delivered him and the confes
sion to the United States attorney for 
prosecution. 

When Mr. Aitchinson called GSA to 
inform that agency of the results of his 
investigations, he learned to his aston
ishment that the matter had been turned 
over to the FBI and that an order had 
been issued prohibiting him from mak
ing further shipments under the tung
sten program. At about the same time, 
tungsten already delivered to the Gov
ernment by the claimant, worth $39,-
758.17, was retained in the Government's 
possession; and to this day the claimant 
has not been paid. In addition, the gov
ernment demands that he repay $20,318 
in exchange for tungsten previously de
livered, now listed as GSA as "ineligible." 

In the meantime a criminal prosecu
tion of the suppliers who had violated 
the law resulted in convictions. Mr. 
Aitchison was the Government's prin
cipal witness. 

Mr. Aitchison has paid the United 
States Customs Service $6,343.60, in lieu 
of duty upon the materials purchased 
from the suspected suppliers. 

Mr. Aitchison, on March 14, 1957, in 
attempting compromise, offered to ex
change with the GSA for the tungsten 
of doubtful origin, tungsten lawfully 
produced from his own mine in the 
United States during the tungsten pro
gram. Although several months have 
elapsed since this offer was made, GSA 
has neither accepted nor declined it, and 
meanwhile continues to retain posses
sion of $39,758.17 of Mr. Aitchison's 
tungsten, neither paying for it nor of
fering to return it, and still asserts the 
claim against Mr. Aitchison for $20,-
318, embracing materials bought by the 
Government . . 

Mr. President, if the facts I have 
stated can be established to the satis
faction of the Senate committee, it is 
obvious that they indicate a serious mis
carriage of justice which is particularly 
alarming, in that it involves wrongful 
action of the Federal Government 
against one of its own citizens-one who 
sought to assist the Government against 
the perpetration of a fraud. 
Und~r the circumstances it seems only 

fair that a committee of the United 
States Senate should give thorough con
sideration to the charge made by Mr. 
Aitchison. If it finds itself in agree
ment with him, I know that the commit
tee will take prompt action to correct 
what is now a glaring prima facie case 
of a grievous wrong, 

USE OF CERTAIN PROPERTY AS NA
TIONAL HEADQUARTERS BY NA
TIONAL SOCIETY, SONS OF THE 
AMERICAN REVOLUTION 
Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Mr. Presi

dent, I introduce, for appropriate refer
ence, a bill to authorize the National So
ciety of the Sons of the American Rev
olution to use certain real estate in the 

District of Columbia as the national 
headquarters of such society. I ask 
unanimous consent that a statement 
prepared by me relating to the bill may 
be printed in the RECORD, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be received and appropriately re
ferred; and, without objection, the state
ment will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill <S. 2798) to authorize the 
National Society of the Sons of the 
American Revolution to use certain real 
estate in the District of Col'..lmbia as the 
national headquarters of such society, 
introduced by Mr. CASE of New Jersey, 
was received, read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

The statement presented by Mr. CASE 
of New Jersey is as follows: 
STATEMENT BY SENATOR CASE OF NEW JERSEY 

The purpose of this bill is to authorize the 
use of premises 2412 Massachusetts Avenue 
NW., Washington, D. C., as the national head
quarters of the National Society of the Sons 
of the American Revolution. 

This society was granted a charter by the 
59th Congress on June 9, 1906, which pro
vided for establishment of its national head
quarters in the District of Columbia. 

Section 2 of the act of incorporation pro
vides: 

"Tha t the purposes and objects of said 
corporation are declared to be patriotic, his
torical, and educational, and shall include 
those intended or designed to perpetuate the 
memory of the men who, by their services or 
sacrifices during the War of the American 
Revolution, achieved the independence of the 
American people; • • * to inspire • • * the 
community at large with a more profound 
reverence for the principles of the Govern
ment founded by our forefathers; to encour
age h istorical research in relation to the 
American Revolution; * * • to foster true 
patriotism; to maintain and extend the in
stitutions of American freedom, and to carry 
out the purposes expressed in the preamble 
to the Constitution." 

This is a purposeful society which has a 
distinguished heritage and which has for its 
principal objective the greater understand
ing of the values of the American way of 
life-in particular, the Constitution, the Bill 
of Rights, and all of the other institutions 
which are part and parcel of the American 
system. The Sons of the American Revolu
tion conduct s annual celebrations commem
orating the anniversary of the birth of Wash
ington, Franklin, Jefferson, and other 
patriotic events and sponsors essay and ora
torical contests on American history and 
Government. These activities make a sub
stantial contribution to the preservation of 
this American heritage, as established under 
our Const itution, for all of the citizens of 
this country. 

For the past year, the National Society of 
Sons of the American Revolution has made 
extensive search throughout the city to find 
a suitable location for its national home. To 
d ate, this is the only suitable building which 
has been found which presents the desired 
dignified exterior and useful interior. There 
will be no change m ade in the exterior ap
pearance of the building. The building will 
house a small headquarters staff of five peo
ple. 

This area is dignified in character. Within 
the block and the adjoining blocks there are 
many Embassies and office uses of foreign 
governmen ts. To some extent, these uses are 
complimentary in character and in keeping 
with the national headquarters of this organ
ization. 

The n ational home of this organization is 
presently located in a residential district at 
1227 16t h Street NW., and has been regarded 
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as a fine stabilizing influence upon the char
acter of this portion of 16th Street. The 
headquarters of the National Society of Sons 
of the American Revolution is conducted in 
a quiet and dignified manner, free from noise 
and objectionable conditions, completely in 
character with the neighborhood. 

PERMANENT AUTHORITY FOR POST
MASTER GENERAL TO ESTABLISH 
POSTAL STATIONS AT CAMPS, 
ETC., OF THE ARMED FORCEs
RECOMMITTAL OF BILLS 
Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that Calendar No. 111, s. 913, a bill to 
provide permanent authority · for ·the 
Postmaster General to establish postal 
stations at ~amps, posts, or stations of 
the Armed Forces, and at defense or 
other strategic installations, and for 
other purposes, be recommitted to the 
Senate-Post Office and Civil Service Com
mittee for further clarification. 

I have discussed this subject with the 
minority leader, and also the ranking 
member of the Post Office and Civil Serv
ice Committee. 

I also request that th'e companion bill, 
Calendar No. 130, H. R. 48'15, a bill to 
provide permanent authority for the 
Postmaster Gtmeral to establish postal 
stations at camps, posts, or stations of 
the Armed Forces, and at defense or 

· other strategic installations, _ and 'for 
o_ther ,PUrpose~. be referred to the Post 
Office and Civil Service Committee in 
connection with this study. · · 

Mr. KNOWLAND. · Mr. President, will 
the Senator yiela·? · 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I had a discussion 
with the Senator from South Carolina 
on this subject. I cer.tainly have no 
objection to Cal.endar No. 111, Senate bill 
913, being recommitted. -

I understood there was an amendment 
which the Senator from MissiSsippi and 
the Senator from New Hampshire dis
cussed on the floor the last time . the 
bill was before the Senate. I have just 
received some additional information. 
I have been informed. that the House 
bill does not contain the same amend
ment, which was controversial. Does the 
Senator not think it might be just as 
well to leave _the House bill on the cal
endar, inasmuch as it does not contain 
the amendment in question, anq recom
mit the Senate bill, which was the one 
in controversy? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
What the Senator says .is correct, but I 
have received letters from many Sena-

. tors asking that hearings be held -on 
certain features of the bill with respect 
to which there was considerable corre
spondence. Those features of the bill 
do not relate to the amendment in 
question. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I shall raise no 
objection. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
Senator from South Carolina? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

AUTHORIZATION FOR APPROPRIA
TIONS FOR ATOMIC ENERGY 
COMMISSION-AMENDMENTS 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER (for himself. 

Mr. BRICKER, and Mr. KN6>WLAND) sub
mitted amendments, intended to be pro
posed by them, jointly, to the bill <S. 
2674) to authorize appropriations for the 
Atomic Energy Commission in accord
ance with section 261 of the Atomic En
ergy Act of 1954, as amended, and for 
other purposes, which were ordered to 
lie on the table and to be print~d. 

AUTHORIZATION FOR SELECT COM
MITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS TO 
SUBMIT A REPORT SUBSEQUENT 
TO SINE DIE ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I be permitted 
to submft, following the sine die adjourn
ment, a report from the Select Commit
tee on Small Business on the subject of 
extended hours of operation for daytime 
radio stations. I am hopeful that it will 
be possible to submit the report prior to 
adjournment; but since the possibility 
exists that it will not be ready by · that 
time, I believe it wise to provide for that 
contingency. 

I was chairman of the subcommittee 
which conducted the public hearings on 
this matter. They were rather lengthy 
hearings, and very able an.d thorough 
work is bei_ng done by the staff of the 
subcommittee. In fairness to the staff 
of my subcommittee,- I think it only 
proper that I request this permission to 
file the report after the Senate adjourns, 
if we do not have it ready prior to the 
adjournment. · · 
. The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection ·to the request.? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

RETIREMENT OF ADM. ARTHUR 
W. RADFORD 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, to
day marks the retirement .of Adm. Ar'... 
thur W. Radford as Chairman for the 
past 4 years of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
and a veteran of many years in the Navy. 
In this branch of the service he served 
with distinction both on the sea and in 
the air. He has been an individual . of 
resolute character and well-defined 
views. He has never been a compro
miser, but at the same time he was never 
unreasonable. The position he has oc.
cupied has been an extremely difficult 

·one over the past 4 years; but he has 
performed his job with honesty, with 
decency, and at all times with the inter
ests of the United States first and fore
most in his mind. Admiral Radford 
has earned a niche in our history be
cause of the many contributions he has 
made to the welfare of the Nation. 

I have not always been in agreement 
with the views expressed by Admiral 
Radford, but I have always honored him 
for what he is and for what he has done. 
On the day of his retirement, I wish to 
commend Admiral Radford and to ex
tend to him my sincere congratulations 
for a good job well done under extremely 
difficult circumstJ.nces. The United 

States owes · a debt of gratitude to this 
man, whose characteristics were his deep 
convictions, his sincere honesty, and 
his outstanding patriotism in behalf of 
our country. We shall miss him, but we 
wish for him in the days ahead some 
relief from the unceasing problems 
which have been his lot over the past 
4 years. ,.... 

WAGE INCREASE FOR POSTAL 
EMPLOYEES 

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, so 
that my colleagues may be aware of the 
suport in public opinion which exists in 
the Pacific Northwest for an immediate 
increase in · pay for postal employees, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the body of the RECORD a cogent edi
torial on this subject from the Oregon 
Daily Journal of August 10, 1957. The 
title of the editorial is "Wage Increase 
Justified." It points out clearly that the 
salaries of postal employees have lagged 
disastrously behind the cost of living all 
over the United States. · 

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

WAGE INCREASE JUSTIFIED 

Congress and the administration will be 
doing an injustice to a large group of Gov
ernment employees if a pay adjustment for 
postal workers is not provided at the current 
session. 

The House passed a pay increase measure 
by a vote of 379 to 38 .and the measure now 
rests in a Senate committee. This bill pro
vides a $546 across-the-board increase. With 
this increase a Portland clerk or carrier who 
has put in 7 years and worked himself to the 
top civil service grade for his position still 
would be making less than $q,OOO a year gross 
income. 

The postal serviCe is a big operation. In 
_all, some 518,000 workers across the coun
try would be affected by this bill and the 
total annual cost would be in the neighbor
hood of $318,000,000. 

The administratio.n has opposed these 
measures on two _grounds-first, that such 
an outlay would be inflationary, and, second, 
that Congress should consider legislation to 
provide prevailing pay scales for Govern
ment workers in different localities or that 
an allowance system, such as the one used 
in the Army and Diplomatic Service, be 
provided. 

The first argument is valid only in the 
sense that any new expenditure is inflation
ary. But from an overall standpoint postal 
workers have been the victims, not the cause 
of inflation. · 

Their last wage increase was in 1951. The 
inflation which has occurred in the interim 
cannot be blamed on them. In his budget 
message President Eisenhower said t:P,at any 
wage increases-private or Government-- 
must be reasonably related to improvements _ 
in productivity. 

On the basis of pieces of mail handled, 
postal clerks show a 43.6-percent increase in 
productivity between 1945 and 1957. The 
second reason is valid only if some reasonable 
effort is made to implement one or the other 
of the suggestions. 

To date no such etrort has been made and 
postal workers should not be asked to con
tinue at substandard wages while Congress 
decides whether some alternative might work. 

Considerable has been said about wages 
in relation to the Post Office deficit. It is 
true that postal rates should more nearly 
meet costs, but again this problem is not -
directly related to wages. 
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The workers are entitled to a living wage 

and it is up to Congress to decide whether 
these services should be paid for by the tax
payer or by the user of postal services. 

THE CIVIL-RIGHTS BILL 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres

ident, in the continuing controversy 
which prevails concerning- the civil
rights bill, the distinguished columnist, 
Vlalter Lippmann, has this morning once 
again focused attention upon the fun-
damental issues involved. · 

In assessing the merits of the bill as 
it passed the Senate, Mr. Lippmann 
measures it against the appropriate 
standard, when he states: 

The true measure of a bill's strength is, 
not how much it promises, but how much it 
can be expected to deliver. 

Against this standard, the Senate ver
sion of the bill by far surpasses the civil 
rights bill as passed by the Hou~e. As 
Mr. Lippmann concludes: 

It is the first bill for civil rights which 
contains strong powers of enforcement and 
is not being resisted irreconcilably by the 
political leaders of the Sout h. 

I commend this article to my col
leagues in this body and to the Members 
of the House of Representatives; and I 
ask unanimous consent that the full text 
of the article·, from this morning's New 
York Herald Tribune, be printed at this 
point in the body of the RECORD, as a 
part of my remarks. 

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

LITTLE LEFT To QuARREL ABOUT 
(By Walter Lippmann) 

The issue on the Senate civil-rights bill 
is now very narrow, except for the southern 
politicians who do not want any bill and for 
the northern politicians who want to play 
politics with the bill. Speaker RAYBURN, 
who will be followed by the Democrats in 
the House, is offering an amendment to cure 
wh at such a champion of civil rights as 
Senator JAVITS, of New York, calls the pri
tnary legal defect in the Sena te bill
namely, "its failure to limit the jury-trial 
amendment to civil-rights cases only." 

After this, on what principle can northern 
R epublican politicians argue that it would 
be better to let the bill d ie than to pass an 
amended version of the Senate bill? A civil
r ights bill which can command the support 
of Mr. RAYBURN, of Texas, and of the Na
tional Association for the Advancement of 
Colored People is almost too good to be true 
and it will be hard to condone a m aneuver 
t o m ake it fail. 

As a matter of fact, the Senate bill, even 
with the provision for jury trials in criminal
cont empt cases, is a very big measure. It 
inaugurates a new national policy that the 
Federal Government has the duty to take 
the initiative in securing and protecting the 
constitutional rights of Negroes to vote. It 
vests in the Executive legal powers to inter
vene in southern elections, to go into the 
Federal courts for civil injunctions which, 
without jury trial, mean that imprisonment 
or fines can be imposed on those who violate 
the injunction. Why this should be called 
a weak bill is more than I can understand. 
For the procedure under civil contempt, 
which does not require a jury trial, is a very 
great power. 

Would it be a stronger bill if it promised 
more, if in addition to a promise to protec:t 
and secure the vote, the bill proposed to in-

tegrate the public schools? Supposing that 
a wide bill, such as the one which came from 
the House, could be passed, it would be al
most impossible to enforce it. For it would 
unite the resistance of the Southern States, 
and it would place upon the Department of 
Justice a more impossible task than did the 
old and thoroughly discredited prohibition 
amendment. 

The true measure of a bill's strength is not 
how much it promises but how much it can 
be expected to deliver. What we ought to be 
worrying about is how the Eisenhower ad
ministration and its successors are to meet 
the huge responsibility put upon them by 
the Senate bill, and how they are to exercise 
the large legal powers with which the bill 
invests them. I say we ought to be worry
ing about these questions of policy because 
not a hint has as yet been given by the ad
ministration leaders that they realize what 
big and difficult decisions will confront them 
when the bill is passed. They talk and act 
as if any civil-rights measure that is passed 
will then automatically be realized in prac
tice. 

Yet the crux of the matter is the enforc
ibility of any bill that is enacted, and the 
difference between a politician and a states
man is that the politician is interested in 
the promises and the statesman is interested 
in enforcibil.ity. Does not the history of the 
problem of civil inequality in this country 
prove conclusively that declarations of 
rights can be nothing but empty sounds if 
the resistance is strong enough? 

That is why the Senate bill is so extraor
dinary. It is the first bill for civil rights 
which contains strong powers of enforcement 
and is not being resisted irreconcilably by 
the political leaders of the South. 

MUTUAL SECURITY 
APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres
ident, with the end of this session of the 
Congress approaching, the mutual se
curity appropriation bill remains the 
most important piece of proposed legis
lation which must be passed before we 
adjourn. After considerable delay, the 
President was finally presented on yes
terday with the authorization bill, a.nd 
he promptly signed it, although it rep
resented a serious reduction in his origi
nal requests. 

We who participated in the conference 
committee on the mutual security au
thorization bill were compelled to reduce 
the President's figure of $3.8 billion to 
$3.3 billion. Now we are faced with the 
appropria.tion bill. The House has taken 
preliminary action in a subcommittee 
proceeding, and I am profoundly shocked 
at the incredible reductions which the 
House subcommittee recommended in 
the case of the authorized amounts. The 
House has proceeded to slash an addi
tional $842 million from the prograJm, in 
its proposed appropriations. 

Mr. President, in my opinion, this ac
tion is economy gone mad. The mutual 
security program, which allies us with 
other free nations of the world in pro
tecting the security of all of us from the 
Soviet menace, calls for the relatively 
small amount of $3.3 billion, as com
pared with the total of approximately 
$34 billion, which the Congress has felt 
it neces.Sary to provide for our Nation's 
separate security. These mutual secu
rity expenditures constitute the cheapest 
investment we make for the safety of 
freedom in the world. In light of pres-

ent world conditions, it is difficult to 
-understand how Members of the Con
gress can be swayed by the threats of 
persons who demand "meat ax" econ
omy. No one who has -any awareness 
and appreciation of the security of our 
country and the security of the Free 
World can justify the making of such 
additional "meat ax" cuts. -
· I trust that this grevious error will be 
corrected · in the full Appropriations 
Committee of the House, and that the 
full amount of the authorizations will be 
a·ppropriated by- the Congress. We can 
do Iio less for the security of our coun
try. The President is absolutely justi
fied in his warning. I· wish to make it 
clear that I am supporting his leader
ship and the leadership of the National 
Security CouncillOO percent, and I hope 
my colleagues will do likewise in con
nection with this vital matter, which af
fects the lives and future of all of us. 
. Mr. SMITH of New Jersey subse
quently said: Mr. President, .there has 
just been handed to me a press release 
from the White House which relates to 
the subject of the remarks I made this 
morning, the action of the House Com
mittee on Appropriations as to appro
priations for mutual security. I ask 
unanimous consent that this release may 
be printed in the RECORD and included 
with my remarks of this morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from New· Jersey? 

There being no objection, the press re
]ease was order€d to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE WHITE HousE, August 15, 1957. 
The President said yesterday that the cuts 

already made in the authorization bill were 
of such a nat ure as to hamper programs de
sig·t~ed for the best interests of the United 
S t ates and the Free World. · 

Here is how the ·President views the addi
tional cut s made by the subcommittee of 
th11 House Appropriations Committee: 

1. The cut in military assistance is very 
deep and. seems unjustified in extent. It 
will seriously delay modernization of the 
Free World's forces in the face of progres
sively improved Communist forces. 

2. The cut in defense support will compel, 
·a!>nost certainly, dangerous reductions in 
·the size and effectiveness of the forces now 
being maintained by free nations bordering 
.on Communist lands. Additionally it will 
lead to serious difficulty in the economies of 
those nat ions supporting such forces. 

3. The cut in the development loan fund , 
·a 40-percent cut, makes impossible the 
realization of the important purpose for 

. which this fund was established by the 
Congress. 

4. The cut in technical assistance will 
make it difficult to assist our friends, par
ticularly those newly . independ!'lnt nations 
who have turned to the United States for 

.help in helping themselves. 
S. The cut in the special assistance fund 

will not only seriously affect the funds for 
. such programs as the worldwide effort to 
· eradicate malaria, and to aid Hungarian 
refugees, but it will also seriously reduce 
the reserve funds hitherto provided to the 
President to meet emergencies which in
evitably develop in the world we live in today. 

The President is gravely concerned over 
these cut s. In the conviction that the na
tional interests of this country are deeply 
Involved, he sincerely hopes that final Con
gressional action will restore the amounts 
to those authorized b y the Congress yester
day. 
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SIGNBOARDS ALONG INTERSTATE 

HIGHWAY SYSTEM 

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to include in the 
body of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD an 
editorial from the Medford Mail Tribune, 
of August 5, 1957, entitled "S. 0. S.", and 
an editorial from the Washington Post 
and Times Herald of August 13, 1957, 
entitled "Memo to the· senate." 

These two effective editorials em
phasize the urgent need for haste in pro
tecting our great new 41,000-mile inter
state highway system from the blight of 
ugly and defacing signboards. 

I urge the distinguished Chairman of 
the Senate Commitee on Public Works to 
do his utmost to calf a meeting of our 
committee before adjournment, to report 
S. 963 so that the Senate at least can act 
on this vital question prior to going home 
for the recess. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 

There being no objection, the editorials 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
(From the Medford (Oreg.) Mail-Tribune of 

August 5, 19571 
S.O.S. 

The "battle of the billboards" ~s being lost, 
it grieves us to report. 

The Oregon Legislature adjourned without 
accomplishing anything constructive in the 
way of protecting existing-or even future
highways from the encroachment of unre
stricted billboards, which are the forerun
ners of blight in case after ~ase. 

And now, despite Senator DICK NEUBERGER'S 
best efforts in behalf of his own billboard 
bill, it has been watered down in Congres
sional committee action until it is hardly 
a shadow of its former self. 

Even in its mild form, it is meeting for
midable opposition from the billboard lobby, 
which has been described as one of the most 
potent and effective in Washington. 

No one has much of anything against bill
boards themselves-provided they are kept 
in their proper place. They serve as needed 
stimulants to certain roadside businesses, and 
provide the traveler with information. 

But that is not to say that the long reaches 
of countryside should be allowed to sprout 
them indiscriminately, and it is reasonable 
regulation of this type which is being sought. 

The Oregon Roadside Council has appealeq 
to those who value Oregon's scenery more 
than they do billboards unlimited to write 
Senator DENNIS CHAVEZ, chairman of the Sen
ate Public Works Committee, to let him know 
that the great bulk of American people, while 
unorganized for a fight, do believe that the 
highways for which they are paying should 
not be turned into taxpayer-subsidized pic
ture galleries for the peddling of beer, bread, 
or bubblegum. 

The appeal is headed "S. · 0. S.-Save Ore
gon's Scenery." 

Amen. 
E. A. 

[From the Washington Post of August 13, 
1957] 

MEMO TO THE SENATE 
It has been 82 long days since a Senate 

subcommittee reported out a bill whi~h 
would discourage the pestilent growth o~ 
billboards on the new 41,000-mile Federal 
interstate highway system. The bill, at best, 
was a watered-down compromise. It now 
lies buried in the parent Senate Public Works 
Committee. The leadership of the Senate 
seems painfully indifferent; opponents of . 
billboards are frankly dismayed; the bill-
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l;)oard lobby is quietly gloating. Not coin
cidentally, the billboard industry is the only 
major group which favors plastering the new 
roadway with signboards. 

Senator CHAVEZ, chairman of the commit
tee, pledged on the Senate fioor last Friday 
that he would call a meeting of the full com
mittee "as soon as I possibly can." No meet
ing has been scheduled. Further stalling will 
invite the conclusion that the Senate-and 
its leadership-cares more about the welfare 
of the billboard industry than the millions 
of motorists who will use Federal highways. 
The House has been even more sluggish; it 
has not begun hearings on billboard con
trols. Does the 85th Congress wish as its 
monument a scrofulous ribbon-41,000 miles 
long-on which voters will be continually 
:t:eminded of an outrageous giveaway to a 
single vested interest? 

COOL, COMFORTABLE MONTANA 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the 

President pro tempore, the distinguished 
senior Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAY
DEN], and my colleague, the senior Sena
tor from Montana [Mr. MuRRAY], will be 
interested in an editorial which was pub
lished in the Montana Standard on Sun
day, August 4, 1957. I have an idea also 
that the people of the Sm~th, the East, 
and other parts of the North and West, 
outside the State of Montana, will like
wise be interested. 

The editorial is entitled "Greatest Air
Conditioning System in the World"; and 
it reads as follows: 
GREATEST AIR CONDITIONING SYSTEM IN THE 

WORLD 
You may have noticed a day or so ago 

that Butte's high temperature for the day 
was 82; in Phoenix, Ariz., the lowe;:;t tem
perature for the day was 86. 

So it was 4° cooler in Butte at the warmest 
part of the day than it was in Phoenix at the 
coolest part of the day. 

This isn't unusual. It goes on all the time 
in many parts of the country. 

The reason? Montana's gigantic air con
ditioning system. It's working all the time. 
It's the biggest in the world. It's the best 
~n the world. 
. Occasionally, it gets a little overly energetic 
during the summer, and sometimes during 
the winter. Then it cools things off as far 
away as New Orleans. 

The people down thataway are mighty 
thankful for the respite, too. You do some
thing in the way of cooling off a customer 
who has lived for 90 days in better than 90 
degree temperatures and you got a friend 
for life. 

That's the way it goes. That's why Mon
tana is having so many visitors this summer, 
visitors who are pleasant and comfortable. 

They come here to participate in the joys 
of our gigantic outdoor air conditioning sys
tem. They also come here to inspect the 
machinery of this unique system. 

The machinery is fairly simple. 
It consists largell, of mountain peaks and 

valleys, fields, streams, lakes, patches of 
snow hidden in high crevices, pine trees and 
vagrant currents of air ebbing and flowing 
night and da~. . 

You take one of those aj.r currents and 
follow it on its course through the air con
ditioning system and you see what happens. 

It brushes up against a snowdrift hidden 
from the summer sun. Then it. scampers 
down a little valley alol'lg side a trout stream. 
It might take off through some pine trees, 
or it might gambol across a meadow. Some
where during its a<;iventures it is sure to cool 
the fevered brow of a visitor from Kansas, 
Missouri, or Texas. 

It might kick up a little late afternoon 
shower. 

Long about midnight tt is also almost cer
tain to gently ripple the curtains of a bed
room, passing on through the window to 
force a tired human lost in deep slumber to 
reach for a blanket. 

We confidently expect as more and more 
:~piddle western and southern people flock to 
the Treasure State for a good night's sleep 
in the summer they will discover the secret 
of our gigantic air. conditioning system which 
can cool off all creation. 

Mountains. Sure. They'll be coming here 
from Kansas and Missouri and Iowa and try
ing to buy our mountains. 

And will we sell? Not for a mortgage for 
all time to come on all the Iowa corn, Kan
sas wheat, or Texas bigness. 

A nice, cool, comfortable night's sleep is 
worth more than all that. 

Mr. President, the editorial was writ
ten by George McVey, who is enjoying 
something of a reputation-and a well
deserved reputation-for writing now 
and then on the many fine attractions 
of the State which the senior Senator 
from Montana [Mr. MuRRAY] and I have 
the honor to represent. 

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. MORTON. Will the distinguished 

acting majority leader give us any idea 
as to when we may have an adjournment; 
so we may go to and spend 2 weeks in the 
great State of Montana? -

Mr. MANSFIELD. If I had my way, 
we would adjourn today for that reason. 

SALARIES, BENEFITS, ALLOWANCES, 
AND PERQUISITES RECEIVED 
FROM THE GOVERNMENT BY 
GEN. DOUGLAS MAcARTHUR, FOE 
OF HIGH FEDERAL TAXES 
Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, on 

July 30 General of the Army Douglas 
MacArthur, chairman of the board of 
Sperry Rand Corp., delivered a major 
speech against taxes and Government 
spending. Of course, this was a speech 
against the governmental fiscal policies 
followed by this administration under 
the leadership of General MacArthur's 
former subordinate in the Army, Dwight 
D. Eisenhower. 

I have asked the Department of the 
Army to furnish me with a list of 
governmental perquisites, pay, benefits, 
emoluments, and other allowances 
1·eceived by General MacArthur. 

The following benefits have been de
scribed in a letter received from the 
Department of the Army, as follows: 

General MacArthur holds the grade of 
General of the Army and is entitled by law 
to receive pay and allowances in the amount 
of $15,543.36 per year. His monthly pay is 
broken down as follows: $1,076.40 is basic 
pay, $171 is quarters allowances, and $47.88 
is subsistence allowance, making a total of 
$1,295.28. In addition, the general is en
titled by law to receive a personal money 
allowance of $5,000 per annum. 

It is customary to provide suitable office 
space in a Government building to officers 
in the grade of General of the Army. Gen
eral MacArthur, therefore, is furnished an 
office at 90 Church Street in New York City, 
which building is operated by the General 
Services Administration. 

Two personal assistants are now assigned 
to General MacArthur. They hold the grade 
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of chief warrant officer (W-3) and master 
sergeant (E-7), with yearly pay and allow
ances in the approximate amounts of $6,298.56 
and $5,220, respectively. 

I have been advised that the quarters 
allowance of $171 per month and the 
subsistence allowance of $47.88 per 
month and the $5,000 annual personal 
money allowance are tax exempt. 

Let me quote from a few of the things 
said by General MacArthur in his cele
brated speech on governmental fiscal 

· policy and governmental spending: 
The present tax structure is even riow 

probably adequate eventually to socialize 
the United State&. Our tax take is already 
greater than that of the admitted national 
socialistic countries, whether on this or the 
other side of the Iron Curtain. The effects 
may not yet be fully evident to the super
ficial eye, but the erosion of incentive, in
genuity, and integrity that results will be 
as deadly as the hidden cancer is to life. 
It can in time change the basic character 
of this great Nation as it has _every other 
nation where it has become indelibly 
affixed. 

Mr. President, the New York Times 
article reported that 40 percent of all 
sales of the Sperry Rand Corp. which 
General MacArthur heads went to the 
Government for military purposes. 

I add no further comments of my own. 
I have nothing further to say about this 
matter. No further comments are 
needed. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD at 
the conclusion of my remarks the letter 
which I have received from Lt. Col. J. 
s. Timothy, Chief of Legislative Liaison, 
Department of the Army. 

I also ask unanimous consent to in
clude the New York Times dispatch of 
July 1, 1957, describing the speech by 
General MacArthur. · 

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

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY, 

Washington, D. C.~ August 12, 1957. 
Hon. RICHARD NEUBERGER, 

United States Senate. 
DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: This letter is in 

reply to your inquiry concerning the benefits 
received trom the Government by General of 
the Army Douglas MacArthur. 

Officers appointed in the grade of General 
of the Army are, even when without assign-. 
ment, technically on the active list of the 
Army and available to the Government for 
consultation on matters pertaining to · na
tional security. The officers in question 
necessarily have a continuing responsibility 
for study, correspondence, and counsel, and 
require reasonable assistance. Consequently, 
they are provided such facilities and personal 
assistants as are deemed proper, but never 
more than three personal ass is tan ts except 
when on special assignment. I understand 
such officers are not entitled to a transpor
tation allowance unless they are on official 
military business. 

General MacArthur holds the grade of 
General of the Army and is entitled by law 
to receive pay and allowances in the amount 
of $15,543.36 per year. His monthly pay is 
broken down as follows: $1,076.40 is basic pay, 
$1711s quarters allowances, and $47.88 is sub
sistence allowance, making a total of $1,-
295.28. In addition, the general is entitled 
by law to receive a personal money allowance 
of $5,000 per annum. 

It is customary to provide suitable office 
space in a Government building to officers 

in the grade of General of the Army. General 
MacArthur, therefore, is furnished an office 
at 90 Church Street in New York City, which 
building is operated by the General Services 
Administration. 

Two personal assistants are now assigned 
to General MacArthur. They hold the grade 
of chief warrant officer ( W -3) and master 
sergeant (E-7), with yearly pay and allow
ances in the approximate amounts of $6,-
298.56 and $5,220, respectively. 

I trust the information furnished will be 
of assistance to you. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. S. TIMOTHY, 

Lieutenant Colonel, GS, Office, Chief of 
Legislative L i ai son. 

(From the New York Times of July 31, 19571 
MACARTHUR HITS UNITED STATES PRODIGALITY 

AS DIMMING PROMISE OF FUTURE 
Gen. Douglas MacArthur yesterday sur

veyed the economy and came up with a two
fold report: a warning against creeping in
flation and a prediction of a new age of 
plenty through the advances of nuclear 
energy and electronics. The General, who is 
chairman of the Sperry Rand Corp. spoke 
for 2 hours at the annual meeting of stock
holders in the Statler Hotel here. 

General MacArthur's sharpest remarks 
were directed at excessive spending by the 
Federal Government, the national debt, and 
burdensome taxes. 

"The tax burden now is so oppressive as to 
be almost confiscatory of venture capital," 
he said. "Taxes for 1956 came to a stagger
ing total of more than $100 billion. The 
Federal Treasury, he explained, received $70 
billion, and State and local governme1;1ts $30 
billion. 

"This means that the cost of government 
consumes almost one-third of ·the national 
product, which is the sum of (the values of) 
all goods [produced) and services (rendered) 
by the entire population of the United 
States," the General said. 

DRIFT TO SOCIALISM ALLEGED 
"The present tax structure is even now 

probably adequate eventually to socialize the 
United States. Our tax take is already 
greate1; than that of the admitted national 
socialistic countries, whether on this or the 
other side of the Iron Curtain. The effects 
may not yet be fully evident to the super
fiCial eye, but the erosion· of incentive, in
genuity, and integrity that results will be 
as deadly as the hidden cancer is to life. 
It can in time change the basic character of 
this great Nation a~ it has every other nation 
where it has become indelibly affixed." 
· General MacArthur declared that in the 
last two decades "our tax system has resulted 
in a creeping inflation which has devitalized 
tile American dollar to 40 percent of its 
previous purchasing power." He warned that 
if the present trend continued the dollar 
"may well sink to half of its present value 
within another decade." 

He said inflation had already brought 
hardships to a large segment of the popula
tion, especially to ·those who have to live on 
pensions and fixed incomes. He said infla
tion was not a question of partisan politics. 
"It [inflation] can be controlled only if both 
political parties really wish to stop it; only if 
both parties are determined to limit rising 
costs and higher working capital require
ments." 

Turning to the brighter side, General Mac
Arthur told the shareholders that the world 
was entering an age of evolution greater than 
it had ever known. He referred to the great 
strides being made in developing automatic 
machines and devices, defined loosely as au
tomation. 

The executive said ·.,here would be changes 
in jobs to which the labor force would have 
to adapt itself, but nothing to cause severe 
unemployment. 

Actually, the productivity of the national 
economy can be expected to grow 3 to 4 
percent a year while the number of new 
workers, due to growth of population, will 
be only about 1.5 percent, the stockholders 
were told. 

"Some of you may well live to see the day 
when we will be drawing energy not only 
from the sun but from the tides and 'the 
winds; will be creating unheard of syn
thetic materials; will be purifying sea water; 
will be mining ocean floors for basic mate
rials; will be celebrating a life span of a 
hundred and more years; will be launching 
space ships to reach the moon; will see 
poverty for the first time faced ·with pos
sible extinction," the General predicted. 
"Living standards will be the highest, scien
tific advances will be the most revolution
ary; world affairs will be the most exciting 
in all history," he continued. 

The relative prosperity of Sperry Rand, 
like other companies, is closely integrated 
with the prosperity of business as a whole; 
the rise or fall of the business barometer 
·is not _local but universal, General MacAr
thur declared. Like most businesses today 
we are faced with the problems of compet
itive pressures coupled with rising costs 
and higher working capital requirements. 

If defense spending must go up, he de
clared, other · spending, whether for housing, 
roads; schools, farm aid, or social benefits, 
must be curtailed accordingly, he asserted. 
The chairman noted that while tax receipts 
had doubled during the postwar era, public 
spending continued to exceed revenues. 

Discussing the company's operations, Gen
eral MacArthur said the largest single con
tributor to company sales during the past 
year was the instrumentation and controls 
division. The largest part of its -output went 
to the military. It accounted for about 40 
percent of all' sales and its volume rose 33 
percent during the year to a new record. 
Business machines, equipment, and supplies 
were next largest, accounting for 31 percent. 
There was a 47-percent increase in sales of 
Univac electronic computers and tabulating 
equipments and a 50-percent gain in domes
tic sales of typewriters. 

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

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief 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 OF'FICER <Mr. MoR
TON in the chair). Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

ANNOUNCEMENT RELATING TO 
SATURDAY SESSION 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
should like to announce to the Senate 
that, barring unforeseen happenings, the 
Senate will adjourn from Friday to Mon
day; in other words, there will be no 
session on Saturday of this week. 

NOMINATION OF JEROME K. 
KUYKENDALL 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business? If not, morn
ing business is concluded. 

The Senate is in executive session, and 
the question is, Will the Senate advise 
and consent to the nomination of Jerome 
K. Kuykendall to be a member of the 
Federal Power Commission? 
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· Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, we are 
considering today the reappointment of 
Jerome K. Kuykendall to a full 5-year 
term as a member of th~ Federal Power 
Commission of which he has been acting 
as chairman. The Commission is in
tended to serve two main purposes-the 
protection of consumers from excessive 
utility rates, and the conservation and 
full development of our power resources. 

WHEN THE WOLVES GUARD THE SHEEP 

Mr. President, in all the 23 years since 
I became a Member of the Senate, -I 
have never seen proposed for reappoint
ment a man whose entire official con
duct in office has so consistently proven 
his incapacity or unwillingness to carry 
out the purposes of the act he is sup-
posed to administer. · 

The effectiveness of the Federal Power 
Act in achieving its purposes depends 
upon the regulation in the public inter
est of ·the great public utility corpora
tions which daily exercise more and 
more control over the economic life of 
this country. Yet for 4 years, in every 
instance where there has been a clear 
conflict between the utility interests and 
the requirements of the public welfare, 
the Federal Power Commission under 
the leadership of Jerome Kuykendall 
has placed the wishes of the regulated 
corporations first. In major decisions 
running from the Amere Gas case . to 
the equally unsupportable Hells Canyon 
license, which permits the underdevel
opment of a great natural resource, the 
·basic purposes of the act to protect the 
consumer interest and conserve our 
natural resources have been subordi
nated to the designs of the· utility inter
ests. This is the old problem of the 
wolves guarding the sheep, Mr. Presi
dent, and it is the system which invar-
iably proves hard on the sheep. · 

The entire record of Jerome Kuyken
dall in office offers nothing which would 
give the public any hope of proteCtion if. 
his reappointment were to be approved 
by this body. As a protector of the pub
lic interest, Mr. Kuykendall has been 
totally ineffective. 

In the Amere Gas case, Mr. Kuyken
dall and his associates have stripped 
consumers of the assurance that their 
utility rates will be set on the basis of 
expenses actually incurred and taxes 
actually paid. 

The Federal Power Commission under 
Mr. Kuykendall now allows the utilities 
to set their rates to consumers on a 
straight-line depreciation basis and pay 
taxes on a greatly liberalized basis which 
reduces the taxes actually paid, thus al
lowing the utility to pocket the savings. 

Such a procec;iure is contrary to any 
principle of regulation ever propounded. 
The utility is entitled to recover from the 
ratepayers only the taxes it pays, not 
additional phantom taxes which it does 
not pay, and which, under the normal 
operation of this decision, it will never 
actually pay. 

Commissioner Connole said in his dis
sent in the Amere case: 

Nowhere in the language of the section, 
nor in its legislative history, appears- any 
Congressional intent to authorize, require , or 
justify utility enterprises setting up perma
nent customer-contributed reserves. * "' * 
In point of fact I find a directly opposite .in-

tention contained in the Federal Power Act, 
the Natural Gas Aet, the Federal Constitu
tion, and recognized common-law principles 
of regulatory law. 

The Amere Gas decision shows Mr. 
Kuykendall's inability to regulate utili
ties in the interest of consumers. 

THE HELLS CANYON LICENSE 

The Hells Canyon decision reveals his 
failure in the second field of Commission 
responsibility, assuring the best devel
opment of natural resources. 

In the Hells Canyon case, Mr. Kuyken
dall and the Commission admitted that 
power resources would be wasted, that 
flood-control potential would be wasted, 
and that a single, high Federal dam 
would be best, but they licensed three 
low dams. 

The Senate Interior and Insular Affairs 
Committee said, in a report commenting 
on those licenses: 

It is clear to the committee that the Com
mission has lost sight of the fundmental 
fact concerning our national water re
sources-that the total amount of them is 
limited and that they will some day all be 
needed. Any loss of a part of the total po
tential of any river basin is an irreparable 
loss to the Nation and can never be made 
up at some other site. The view of the Com
mission that this basic principle can be ig
nored at its whim is so unbelievably short
sighted as to constitute a total abdication by 
that agency of its responsibility to the Na
tion. 

Mr.· President, we have a case here of 
a man who has been entrusted with a 
tremendous responsibility-the conser
vation of the hydroelectric resources of 
the United States. . He has completely 
defaulted in that responsibility. Should 
the Senate of the United States now give 
its stamp of approval to this man's per
formance of duty by approving him for 
5 more years in this. same position of 
trust? 

There are other actions similar to the 
Amere and Hells Canyon cases which pile 
up proof that Mr. Kuykendall is not 
suited to the post for which he has been 
nominated. His nomination should be 
rejected by the Senate. 

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I 
should like to express my fundamental 
agreement with the views expressed on 
the nomination of Mr: Jerome Kuyken
dall so recently on the floor of the Senate 
by the distinguished senior Senator fi·om 
Montana [Mr. MURRAYJ. 

The Senator from Montana is particu
larly qualified to discuss this nomination 
from the standpoint of knowledge· and 
of familiarity with the topic at hand. 

The senior Senator from Montana has, 
in part represented his great Pacific 
Northwest State in the Senate for ap
proximately 20 ' years. He is chairman 
of the Senate Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, which is charged ~o a 
greater degree than any other committee 
of the Senate with custodianship .over 
the · natural resources of our country. 

The · caliber of the custodta~ship ex
ercised by Mr. Jerome Kuykendall is di
rectly at issue in the consideration of the 
nomination now before the Senate. 

I am pleased that the Senator from 
Montana, with' his great knowledge and 
wisdom on this subjeCt, has led off the 
discussion of the Kuykendall nomina-

tion today. In the very brief time I ex
pect to take, I wish to elaborate on some 
of the points which have been so ably 
voiced by the senior Senator from 
Montana. 

Furthermore, I think it is well to em
phasize that the two Senators from Mr. 
Kuykendall's own State have spoken in 
opposition to the confirmation of his 
nomination. 

It is not easy fol' a Senator to oppose 
an appointment by the President of a 
person from his own State. There is 
always the question of local pride in an 
honor which has come to a resident of 
a particular State, especially when the 
appointment is such high honor as mem
bership on the Federal Power Commis
sion. I believe that other Members of 
the Senate should take notice of the fact 
that the senior Senator from Washing
ton [Mr. MAGNUSON] and the junior 
Senator from Washington [Mr. JAcK
soN], who are among the most able and 
outstanding of our colleagues, have 
taken the lead in opposing confirmation 
of the nomination of Mr. Kuykendall. 

Furthermore, I do not think the Sen
ate can disregard the fact that the senior 
Senator from Washington is chairman 
of the Senate Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce, which had un
der consideration the Kuykendall nomi
nation. I commend my two colle~gues 
from the State of Washington for their 
devotion to the public interest, and for 
their fundamental belief in the wise use 
of our water resources, which have im
pelled them to take the ftoor in opposi
tion to confirmation of the nomination 
of a person who comes from their own 
State. 

I am not voting against the confirma
tion of Mr. Jerome Kuykendall's nomi
nation for personal .reasons, because I 
know nothing against him personally. 
I am opposing confirmation of his nomi
nation by the Senate because of six basic 
questions of public policy on which I be
lieve Mr. Kuykendall to be fundamen
tally wrong. 

First is his surrender, for private, 
piecemeal exploitation, of great hydro
electric power sites which should have 
been retained for full development in 
the public interest. 

Second is his skillful and successful 
use of his great inftuence at the White 
House to bring about the cancellation ot 
the plans even of Secretary of the Inte
rior Seaton to study the most feasible 
utilization of remaining sites in the 
Snake River Basin. 

Third is his total disregard of the 
long-range programs worked out by the 
Corps of United States Army Engineers 
for comprehensive use and protection of 
the Nation 's remaining water resources. 

Fourth is his unwillingness to repudi
ate an unfortunate FPC staff report 
which threatens to bring about the 
blockading. of the most valuable fishery 
migrations in the United States-the 
spring Chinook runs of the Salmon Eiver 
system, which are part of the vast Co
lumbia watershed. 

Fifth is his constant tendency to place 
the special interests of natural-gas pro
ducers and transmitters above the wel
far.e of millions of families who consume 
this product for their household fuel. · 
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Sixth is his devious administrative 
practices, such as withholding .Public~
tion of crucial and controversial deCI
sions of vast importance by the FPC un
til immediately after an adjournment 
of Congress, so that the people's re~re
sentatives could not review these rulmgs 
in the open forum of the Senate and 
House. . 

Mr. President, the great naturalist, 
John Muir, once said: 

Only God can grow a tree, but only Uncle 
Sam can save a tree. 

This applies to other God-given nat
ural resources, too-resources of water, 
for example, which rush down from the 
great mountains through deep gorges to 
the sea. But what happens to the~e r~
sources and to the future of Amenca, If 
Uncle Sam gets into the wrong hands? 

I am convinced that when the author
ity of Uncle Sam over the 'yaterpow~r 
heritage of the United States IS vested I.n 
Jerome Kuykendall, it is very emphati
cally in the wrong hands. His record on 
the Federal Power Commission proves 
this beyond peradventure of a doubt. . 

As item 2 in justifying my opposi
tion to the confirmation of the nomina
tion of Mr. Kuykendall, I have cited the 
fact that he went to the White House 
and used his influence with the Presi
dent and the President's advisers to 
bring about a cancellation of the plans 
of the Secretary of the Interior to ~t~dy 
the best method of using the reman~mg 
storage sites on the great Snake River 
where it flows through a mile-deep can
yon on the way down to the Columbia. 

This charge, Mr. President, does .not 
originate with me. It h~s been v~nced 
by two competent journalists of natwnal 
reputation in the field of the preserva
tion of national resources. These jour
nalists are Mr. A. Robert Smith, of the 
Portland Oregonian, and Mr. Robert 
Hansen, of the staff of the Denver Pc~t. 

I should like to emphasize the fact ~hat 
both of these newspapers are publica
tions which enthusiastically . su~ported 
President Eisenhower for electiOn m 1952 
and reelection in 1956. Therefore I be
lieve it follows very obviously t~at th~y 
are not newspapers which are bi.as.ed m 
any way against the present adm.mis~ra:
tion. Indeed, if they have any bms •. It. lS 
in favor of the present national admims
tration. I should like to rea~ a few ~x-
cerpts from one of the a1~t1eles .which 
Mr. A. Robert Smith published m the 
Portland Oregonian. I now read from 
one of Mr. Smith's articles: 

A :o-elatively unknown Olympia attorney 4 
years ago, Jerome K. Kuykendall, has. now 
emerged as a formidable figure in the Elsen
hower administration as chairman of the 
Federal Power Commission. He has demon
strated his political muscle by successfully 
m msetrapping a member of the Preside~t's 
Cabinet on what was probably the most sig
nificant decision for the Pacific Northwest 
since the administration backed away from 
a high Hells Canyon D ... m. 

In a test of strength with Secretary of 
the Interior Fred A. Seaton over a proposal 
for a high Pleasa.nt Valley Dam, Kuykendall 
has won hands down by getting the White 
House to take his side. There will be no high 
Pleasant Valley Dam, it now appears certain. 

When Seaton shot off a strong letter to 
Kuykendall many weeks ago asking . for a 
delay in FPC :c.ction on the applicatiOn of 

Pacific Northwest Power Co., Kuykendall 
took his protest straight to Sherman Adams, 
President Eisenhower's chief of staff. 

So when Kuykendall showed up with 
Seaton's strong letter in behalf of the high 
dam, the White House heavily blue penciled 
it, deleting the heart of his pro~>Osal. To 
avoid any public reversal of a Cabmet me~
ber, he was permitted to send a letter Whlch 
could easily be ignored. 

And that is just what Kuykendall, with the 
full support of the Commission and the 
White House, has now done with the mean
ingless Seaton letter. A-: the quiet spoken 
Dutchman from Olympia tells the visitor, the 
commission doesn't like Cabinet members 
butting into what the FPC regards as its own 
affair. · 

It's a rare day in the Washington power 
struggle that the head of what is suppose~lly 
an independent commission takes on a hlgh 
member of the President's official family. 
I t 's rarer when he wins so significantly. 

Mr. President, I have quoted these ex
cerpts from the column in the Portland 
Oregonian written by Mr. A. Robert 
Smith, for one fundamental purpose. I 
have read them to demonstrate that Mr. 
Jerome Kuykendall, whose nomination is 
now before the Senate, is so biased on 
the whole question of power development 
that he is willing to force his views as 
against those of a member of the Cabinet 
of the President of the United States, 
when that Cabinet member shows some 
slight inkling that he might possibly 
favor a hydroelectric development in the 
public interest. . 

The Secretary of the Interior, Mr. Sea
ton-and I commend Mr. Seaton for 
this-was apparently willing to have an 
objective study made of the best use of 
the remaining sites on the Snake River, 
which is the principal tributary of the 
Columbia River in the United States. 

Mr. Seaton was favorable to support of 
a high dam at the Pleasant Valley site . 
if the engineering study by the United 
States Bureau of Reclamation would 
have justified such a project. That is 
my feeling. Yet Mr. Kuykendall went 
to the White House and used his in
fluence with the President's advisers to 
have a member of the President's Cab
inet, Mr. Seaton, overruled on this vital 
and fundamental issue. 

Mr. President, one of the tragedies in 
the Pacific Northwest is the fact that 
its great resources have to some extent 
been surrendered for exploitation by 
residents of the Pacific Northwest. I 
was born in the Northwest. I was born 
in the State of Oregon. It is a source 
of both regret and shame to me that the 
leadership in the present effort to wreck 
the program for a comprehensive de
velopment ·of the Columbia River has 
come from men like Jerome K. Kuyken-. 
dall, of the State of Washington; like 

· Douglas McKay, of the State of Wash
ington; like Len Jordan, of the State of 
Idaho. 

By contrast, let us consider some of 
the men who have fought for the full 
public development of the great r~
sources of the Columbia River system, m 
which lurks 42 percent of all the poten
tial hydroelectricity remaining in the' 
United States. Full development in the 
public interest of the Columbia River_ 
system has been favored by such men as 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt, of the State 
of New York, Harold L. Ickes, of the 

State of Illinois, George.w. Norris, of the 
State of Nebraska, Gifford Pinchot, of 
the State of Pennsylvania, Theodore 
Roosevelt, of the State of New York, 
Lister Hill and John Sparkman, of the 
State of Alabama, Hubert Humphrey, of 
the State of Minnesota, and others too 
numerous to mention, who have come 
from afar to try to protect the great 
natural resources of the Pacific North
west which belong to all the people of the 
United States of America. 

Mr. President, we of the Northwest 
certainly take no pride in the fact that 
some of the men from our own region 
have been foremost in wanting to relin
quish this great water resource of the 
Columbia River system for private piece
meal underdevelopment. Mr. Jerome 
Kuykendall is a symbol of the piecemeal 
waste of the greatest hydroelectric herit
age which still ought to be in the pos
session of all of the people of the country. 

Some years ago. the Corps of Army En
gineers drafted a notable report for the 
comprehensive use of the Columbia 
River system. The report is referred to 
colloquially in the Northwest as the so
called 308 report. It has called for 
maximum use of the great storage sites 
on the main stem of the Columbia and 
its tributaries, such as the Snake, the 
Clark Fork, the Willamette, and other 
sources which contribute to the Colum
bia's massive ·volume. 

The Federal Power Commission under 
Mr. Kuykendall led in gutting and un
dermining and in wrecking that report. 
The decision of the Federal Power Com
mission with respect to Hells Canyon was 
a fatal blow to much of the beneficial 
aspects of the 308 report. The great 
storage available at Hells Canyon was 
necessary to firm up power production of 
all the dams downstream. Some of 
those dams are Bonneville, the Dalles, 
McNary, and the great John ·Day project 

.which is soon to be commenced. 
Mr. President, it is necessary to under

stand something of the nature of the 
Columbia River to realize why upstream 
storage is so important to its full devel
opment. No river on the North Ameri
can Continent is so much the creature of 
glaciers and snowfields as is the Colum
bia River. For example-and it may be 
hard for novices to believe--the flow of 
the Columbia River at floodtime, at the 
border, where it originates in Canada, is 
10 times the minimum fiow of the same 
river. This means that when the sub
Arctic winter has shut down on the melt
ing process of snow and ice, the Columbia 
slackens off to a comparative trickle. 
Yet at its maximum flow the Columbia 
River actually contains five-sixths the 
volume of Old ·Man River himself, the 
unparalleled and unequaled Mississippi 
River. 

This indicates and demonstrates that 
the best way to obtain the maximum use 
of the Columbia River is to store in the 
great canyons at the rivers varic;>us ori
gins the year-around flow, so that the 
unequal flow can be evened out. This 
woul'i firm up the power production at 
all the power projects, and make possible 
an even output of hydroelectricity for 
365 days a year. That is why great stor
age dams are needed on the Canadian 
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stretch of the river at Mica Creek and 
Arrow Lakes. That is why a high Hells 
Canyon Dam is needed on the Snake 
River. The Snake, as I have said before 
is the principal tributary of the Colum~ 
bia. But, alas, it now seems dubious 
that we shall get the great Hells Canyon 
storage site, with its 3,800,000-acre feet 
of storage in the reservoir which would 
be created behind the high dam. 

Mr. Jerome K. Kuy!:endall, whose 
nomination is before the Senate today, 
has made imminent the surrender-for 
private, piecemeal exploitation-of the 
great hydroelectric site at Hells Canyon, 
which may be accurately described as 
perhaps the greatest such site remaining 
in the United States. 

Before I conclude, I express my warm 
appreciation to Members of the Senate 
from other sections of the country who 
are joining with us of the Pacific North~ 
west in opposing this unwise and inad
visable nomination. We in the North
west realize that we cannot bring about 
sound use of the great water resources in 
our area unless we have the unselfish, 
loyal, and devoted collaboration of other 
Senators. In this struggle we are grate
ful for the faithful allies we have from 
many other parts of the United States. 

We are grateful, for example, to the 
distinguished junior Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. PASTORE] who joined with 
the chairman of the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce in reporting 
unfavorably, in their minority views, on 
the nomination. I say to the junior 
Senator from Rhode Island that we of 
the Pacific Northwest shall never cease 
to be grateful to him, and we shall try to 
show our appreciation by an understand
ing of the problems which pertain to his 
own State-problems which concern 
such matters as maritime commerce, an 
adequate system. of storm signals and 
hurricane warnings, and an apprecia
tion of the need for continually main
taining and expanding the great harbors 
of the New England seaboard, in which 
Rhode Island so greatly shares. 

As we sit in the Senate today, our po
tential foe in any struggle of ideolo
gies-the Soviet Union-is developing to 
the full the great rivers of Russia. Al-:
though Russia lags far behind the 
United States today in the production 
of electricity, it is my understanding that 
there is more potential waterpower 
within the boundaries of the Soviet 
Union than there is in the United States 
and Canada combined. 

I have recently talked with the junior 
Senator from Washington [Mr. JAcK
soN], who is one of our allies in the 
struggle to reject the Kuykendall nomi
nation. He has returned only last year 
from a quite comprehensive tour of the 
Soviet Union. The junior Senator from 
Washington told me of three vast hydro
electric projects which are under con
st ruction or are planned in the Soviet 
Union, each of which will be greater in 
power production than Grand Coulee. 
Grand Coulee, on the Upper Columbia 
River, now is the large~t single source of 
hydroelectric power generation any
where on the face of the earth. 

But there is one thing which no one 
can change, and that is geography. 
Geography was placed on this planet by 

the Creator of- heaven and earth and of 
the universe. We cannot change or alter 
the fact that within the boundaries of 
Russia are such vast rivers as the Volga, 
the Yenisei, the Ob, and many others. 
They are among the greatest rivers of 
the earth, both as to length and volume 
of water. 

The junior Senator from Washington 
reported to the members of the Commit
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs that 
the Soviet Union is developing to the 
utmost the power sites which are within 
the borders of that vast nation. 

I recently read an· article in the New 
York Times which stated that the in
dustrial race of the future may be de
cided by energy reserves. The rulers of 
the Soviet Union are grim, calculating 
men. They know that a great river, like 
the Yenisei in Russia or the Columbia in 
the United States, is an eternal source of 
energy. Once a barrier of steel and con
crete has been thrown across a river, 
an endless source of energy is made 
available, without the necessity of using 
an ounce of oil or a shovelful of coal, or 
the burning of natural gas, or the using 
of precious pitchblend or uranium to 
create atomic fuel. 

I have quoted before the famous state
ment of former Secretary of the Interior, 
Oscar L. Chapman, when he saw Bonne
ville Dam. He said: 

You are looking at an oil well that will 
never run dry; at a coal mine which will 
never thin out. 

Yet while our potential foe-and we 
certainly know the Soviet Union is our 
foe so far as ideologies are concerned
develops to the maximum and the ut
most the great rivers of Russia, we in the 
United States are surrendering the com
paratively few remaining waterpower 
sites which are within our own borders. 
We are surrendering them for less than 
their full development. This is a shock
ing waste. 

The man whose nomination is before 
the Senate today, Mr. Jerome K. Kuy
·kendall, is to a substantial degree re
sponsible for this very inimical policy, 
a policy which is against the public inter
est of the United States, with respect to 
both domestic and international affairs. 

Mr. President, when the yea-and-nay 
vote comes in the Senate, I shall oppose . 
the nomination. I urge my colleagues to 
share with me the opposition to the nom
ination of Mr. Kuykendall. 

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

Mr. NEUBERGER. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I commend the 

Senator from Oregon for his very fine ad
dress and his penetrating analysis of the 
serious problems which fac.e us in the 
development of energy, and in particular 
hydroelectric energy. The Senator's 
arguments are persuasive and cogent. I 
shall not take the time of the Senate to 
state my views at length; I shall simply 
say that I have studied the record of Mr. 
Kuykendall and have carefully reviewed 
his official statements and actions. 
While undoubtedly he is a fine man in his 
personal and private life, his philosophy 
relating to the development of the great 
power resources of this country and his 
philosophy relating to the economics of 

power development are such that I could 
not concur in his nominat.ion. 

I shall join with the Senator from 
Oregon, the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
MuRRAY], the Senators from Washington 
[Mr. MAGNUSON and Mr. JACKSON], and I 
trust many other Senators, who will vote 
not to confirm the nomination of Mr. 
Kuykendall. 

A vote to confirm the nomination, I re
gret to say, will be interpreted as a vote 
of approval of the misguided policies of 
this administration in the development 
of the great energy resources of the Na
tion. Mr. Kuykendall represents a phi
losophy which has been commonly and 
rightly called a 50-50 philosophy-one 
horse to one rabbit. The horse goes to 
the private utilities, and the rabbit to the 
people; or, stated in another way, the 
horse goes to the private interests, and 
the rabbit to the public interests. I re
gret to say that that kind of 50-50 . 
philosophy is not· equitable; neither does 
it serve the public interest. 

I thank the Senator from Oregon. I 
associate myself with his remarks, if he 
will permit me to do so. 

Mr. NEUBERGER. I am grateful for 
the support we are receiving from the 
junior Senator from Minnesota. Of 
course, we knew we could rely on the 
junior Senator from Minnesota. In his 
career in the Senate, and in his career 
prior to coming to the Senate, as a 
teacher and as a public official of his 
clty, . the Senator from Minnesota has 
always been devoted to the careful and 
vigilant custodianship of our natural 
·resources. He is well known for that. 
:And he would be inconsistent with that 
longstanding philosophy of his, were 
he to support confirmation of the nomi
nation of Mr. Kuykendall. Therefore 
he is opposing confirmation of the nomi
nation, because he realizes that our pol
icy with respect to natural resources may 
determine the entire future welfare and 
destiny of the United States. 

Mr. President, in concluding my re
marks to the Senator from Minnesota, 
I should like to say that the decision 
with which the name of Mr. Kuykendall 
is perhaps most intimately and closely 
associated is the one to relinquish the 
great site at Hells Canyon in favor of 
the construction of two; or perhaps three, 
pygmy dams which will not make full use 
of that great natural resource. 

Mr. President, I know it is dangerous 
to predict; I think it has been said some
where that only the seventh son of a 
seventh son can prophesy, and certainly 
I do not fit that description. But I shall 
venture this prophecy: Ultimately
many decades from now, perhaps long 
after every present Member of the Sen
ate, even so young a Member as the 
junior Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
CHURCH), has departed-the people of 
the United States, when this country 
has a population of 300 million or 400 
million, will travel to the Snake River, 
to the deepest gorge in this country; 
and if they find there pygmy dams which 
fail to make maximum .use of this great 
resource of falling water, they will de
stroy the dams; they will either blow 
them up with explosives or chop -them 
away with jackhammers; and ultimately 
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they will construct the great high dam 
recommended in the 308 report of the 
Corps of Army Engineers. They will 
make maximum use of this never-ending 
resource of falling water, this liquid fuel 
which goes on forever, or, as our Indian 
friends in the Northwest used to say, 
"for as long as the grass shall grow on 
the hills and the sun shall set in the 
skies." 

Mr. President, again I wish to thank 
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HuM
PHREY] for associating himself with those 
of us who come from the Pacific North
west and who are in opposition to con
firmation of the nomination of Jerome 
K~ Kuykendall to be a member of the 
Federal Power Commission. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I should 

like to state bd.efl.y, for the RECORD, the 
1·easons why I shall vote against confir
mation of the nomination of Jerome K. 
Kuykendall for reappointment as a 
member of the Federal Power Commis
sion. 

The Constitution provides that the 
President "shall nominate and, by and 
with the advice and consent of the Sen
ate, shall appoint ambassadors, other 
public ministers and consuls, judges of 
the Supreme Court, and all other offi
cers of the United States, whose appoint
ments are not herein otherwise provided 
for, and which shall be established by 
law." The members of the Federal Power 
Commission fall in that category. Of 
course that agency is not expressly 
named in the Constitution, but its mem
bers come within the category Qf the offi
cers of the United States to whose ap
pointment the advice and consent of the 
Senat-e must be given. 

Mr. President, it is difficult to deter
mine when a Senator should give his 
consent and when he should withhold his 
consent to such an appointment by the 
President. I think there should be a 
presumption that within relatively broad 
areas the President should have the ben
efit of the doubt, even . at a time when 
the Congress has been organized by the 
opposing political party, for if the Presi
dent does not ·have the right to name 
persons in whom he has confidence to 
carry out the executive functions of the 
Government, there will come a ·~ime 
when his hand will be so tied that he 
will well be able to charge the Congress 
with neglect and with failure to make 
it possible for him to perform his con
stitutional duties. 

Accordingly, I submit that the test in 
the case of opposing a Presidential nom
ination to membership in an executive 
agency must be more rigorous than the 
test in the case of opposing a Presiden
tial nomination to membership in a body 
which is primarily legislative in cha-rac
ter. Such a body is the ?eaeral Power 
Commission. It carries out the policies 
and the aims of the Congress, . even 
though its members are appointed by 
the Executive. It is not a pa1·t of the 
executive arm of the Government. · 

Therefore, Mr. President, I submit that 
the Senate should look with a more 
jaundiced eye at nominations to fill va
cancies on commissions which are; in 
reality, arms of the Congress, than it 
should when considering nominations to 

fill vacancies in agencies which are purely 
executive in character and which are a 
part of the executive arm itself. 

I raise no question as to the integrity 
or, indeed, the ability of Mr. Kuykendall. 
I assume that he is a man of integrity 
and of considerable ability. But when · 
we determine whether the Senate should 
give its advice and consent to his re
nomination, I submit that each Senator 
has the duty of determining for himself 
whether, in his opinion, Mr. Kuykendall 
will carry out and will effectuate, within 
the framework of the agency to which he 
seeks renomination, national policies 
which are in accord with what the par
ticular Senator feels to be the national 
interest. 

It is because I feel deeply that the 
political philosophy evidenced by Mr. 
Kuykendall during his previous service 
as a member of the Federal Power Com
mission, is not in the national interest, 
that I shall vote against confirmation of 
his nomination. 

Mr. President, I listened with interest 
to the vigorous address delivered a few 
minutes ago by the junior Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. NEUBERGER]. I find myself 
in complete _agreement with the argu
ments he made regarding Mr. Kuyken
dall's views on the subject of the appro
priate development of waterpower. 

It so happens that the citizens of my 
State are not so much interested in 
Federal waterpower development as are 
the citizens af the State of Oregon: Per
sonally, I regret that lack of interest on 
the part of the citizens of Pennsylvania, 
because the result has been that Penn
sylvania has some of the highest power 
rates in the entire Nation; and it also has 
resulted in the domination of the elec
tric-power industry in Pennsylvania by 
private utilities, whose philosophy is to 
charge high rates and to be satisfied with 
a low volume of sales, rather than to 
charge low rates in order to stimulate 
the utilization ··of electric power by 
greater and greater numbers of persons. 

A few evenings ago I had occasion in 
the Senate to refer to that point, at the 
time when the Senate had under consid
eration the Niagara bill. Needless to say, 
I regret the failure of a majority of the 
Members of the Senate to agree with the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. LAuscHE], the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. NEUBERGER], 
and myself that there should · be more 
public power in Pennsylvania and in Ore
gon, in order to provide a yardstick by 
means of which the present extremely 
high rates of the private utility com
panies might be cut, through competition 
with the REA's and with the public mu
nicipal power companies. So I share the 
views of the Senator from Oregon in that 
regard. 

Mr. President, my principal reason for 
opposing confirmation of the nomination 
of Mr. Kuykendall stems from a matter 
in which the citizens of my State are 
deeply interested; namely, the price of 
natural gas. 

Pennsylvania is a consumer State. 
Natural gas comes to Pennsylvania from 
the Southwest thruugh pipelines trav
ersing thousands of miles. The gas is 
picked up at the pipeline head, is trans
mitted into Pennsylvania, and is dis
tributed by local private utilities. In the 

case of my own city of Philadelphia~ the 
gas is distributed by a city-owned dis• 
tributing company, although, to be sure, 
the company is leased to a private utility. 
Then the gas is sold to consumers who 
have committed themselves, by the in
vestment of $1,000 or more, to the use of 
gas in heating and cooking equipment, 
and that investment is one which it is 
difficult for them to discard. So in all 
respects they are the captives of the pipe
lines and of the distributing companies. 

In my judgment, the present effort to 
free from the implications of the Phillips 
Petroleum case the producers of nat
ural gas is definitely against the pub
lic interest, and is unnecessary in order 
to provide an ample incentive for the 
further exploration of gas sources. The 
facts establish that beyond the possi
bility of a doubt. Its sole purpose, as I 
see it, is to further enrich speculators 
and large oil companies who are already 
making sufficient money to give them the 
greatest possible incentive to carry on ex
plorations and to find, if it can be done, 
still further natural gas. 

Under the Phillips Petroleum case, it 
is the obligation of the Chairman of the 
Federal Power Commission to enforce the 
law and regulate the producers of natural 
gas. Yet Mr. Kuykendall has told the 
public time after time that he disap
proved of the Phillips Petroleum de
cision and that he thinks it should be 
changed . . He has even sought, at there
quest of the administration-and I do 
not mean to infer any impropriety on 
his part--to prepare a legislative pro
posal which would free speculators and 
oil companies from present restrictions 
which require them to furnish gas at a 
fair price to the pipeline. 

It is for those reasons that ram con.,. 
vinced the renomination of Mr. Kuyken
dall to be a member of the Feder:U 
Power Commissioh, and in all likelihood 
its Chairman, is · n·ot in the public in
terest. His appointment will in a sense, 
further the inflationary movement 
which will inevitably result, through liis 
efforts, if they are successful, iii increas
ing the price of gas to every corisumer in 
the United States of America. His ap
pointment will further a public philos
ophy which is adverse to the interests of 
consumers and favors the interests of 
elements in our population whose ac
quisitive instincts ·I firmly believe have 
already been adequately baited and ade
quately rewarded by returns they are 
able to make from explorations of 
sources of natural gas in our country. 

So I shall vote against the nomination 
in the conviction that it is not in the 
interest of the people of my State, and it 
is not in the interest of the people of the 
United States, and will inveitably have 
its effect, through the personality and 
·philosophy of the nominee, in still fur
ther pushing upward the inflationary 
spiral which the administration tells us 
in words it is so anxious to curtail, but 
which it actually curtails in deeds only 
when the result of so a~ting does not 
minimize to any extent the efforts of 
large corporations, speculators, indeed, 
the plutocracy of America, to make still 
more money. In my judgment, the ef
forts to curb inflation by this adminis
tration are all confined to preventing 
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low-income and moderate-income Amer
icans from obtaining the housing and 
the shelter to which they are entitled, 
and to preventing our hard-pressed 
school districts, municipalities, and State 
governments from getting on the mar
ket the credit they need for the making 
of public improvements essential to the 
health, welfare, and safety of the peo
ple of their communities. 

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

Mr. CLARK. I am happy to yield to 
my friend from Oregon. 

Mr. NEUBERGER. I express my com
plete agreement with the statement 
made by the Senator from Pennsylvania 
·in opposition to the nomination of Mr. 
Kuykendall. 

Is it not true that it is typical of this 
administration that it wants to control 
inflation by forci:.1g its letter carriers to 
continue at a salary which does not 
maintain a respectable standard of liv
ing, but it has no desire to control infla
tion by holding down the rates which 
will be paid by the users of natural gas? 

Mr. CLARK. I agree. 
Mr. NEUBERGER. I further want to 

say to the Senator from Pennsylvs.nia 
that it seems to me his attitude on 
Mr. Kuykendall's nomination, particu
larly that expressed in the earlier part 
of the Senator's remarks concerning 
hydroelectric power, is in line with the 
attitude of one of the greatest sons from 
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, and 
one of my heroes, Gifford Pinchot, who 
I believe was, for several terms, Governor 
of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 
I recently have reread Governor Pin
chat's great autobiography, Breaking 
New Ground. To me it is one of the 
finest tracts and treatises ever written 
about our country. In that book Gov
ernor Pinchot describes the great fight 
which he waged, under Presid~Jnt Theo
dore Roosevelt, to set aside our national 
forests. One of the main purposes of 
Gifford Pinchot and Theodore Roose
velt in setting aside national forests was 
not only to protect the timber in those 
forests, but to protect great hydroelectric 
resources. Most of the great rivers of 
the V/est rise in national forests today. 
There is an entire chapter, if not several 
chapters, in the book Breaking New 
Ground, on how Gifford Pinchot and 
Theodore Roosevelt regarded protection 
of natural resources as of primary im
portance to that goal. Where it flows 
through Hells Canyon, the Snake River 
is guarded by the Nez Perce and Clear
water National Forests on the Idaho 
shore of the chasm and by the Wallowa 
and Whitma.n National Forests on the 
Oregon side. It was that stretch of the 
Snake River-flanked by national forests 
set aside by Gifford Pinchot-which Mr. 
Jerome Kuykendall helped surrender to 
Idaho Power Co. for piecemeal private 
exploitation. Mr. President, this is a 
rather long way of saying to the able 
junior Senator from Pennsylvania that 
he is certainly trying to protect the heri
tage which Gifford Pinchot thought 
should be protected, when he votes todc.y 
against the confirmation of the nomina
tion of Jerome K. Kuykendall to be a 
member of the Federal Power Commis
sion. 

Mr. CLARK. I thank my friend from 
Oregon, and share his admiration for 
the great Pennsylvanian Gifford Pinchot. 
I sometimes wish our friends on the 
other side of the aisle would look back 
into the history of two great Repub
licans, Theodore Roosevelt and Gifford 
Pinchot, and profit from the philosophy 
which they represented in their distin
guished careers. I think we would get 
a little more cooperation from the other 
side of the aisle on some of these meas
ures which the distinguished Senator 
from Oregon and l-and I see present 
on the floor also the distinguished Sena
tor from Rhode Island and the distin
guished Senator from Minnesota-have 
unsuccessfully been urging on our col
leagues across the aisle. If they took a 
good look at what some great Repub
licans have done, I think they would be 
more interested. · 

Mr. NEUBERGER. I am interested 
in that observation, because very often 
our friends across the aisle honor great 
men like Theodore Roosevelt and Gifford 
Pinchot in words, but not in . deeds. I 
think it was a British statesman who 
said, "Reactionaries are those who wor
ship dead radicals.'' Our friends across 
the aisle can exhalt in name men like 
Gifford Pinchot, but when it comes to 
supporting the policies and deeds of Gif
ford Pinchot, they cannot be found with 
a Lick telescope. I think most of our 
friends across the aisle intend to vote 
to support the nomination. By so do
ing they will be voting to imperil and 
eliminate what apparently little this ad
ministration has permitted to survive of 
the natural resource policies of Theo
dore Roosevelt, of New York, and of Gif
ford Pinchot, of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylva!lia. 

Mr. CLARK. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I shall 

vote against the confirmation of the 
nomination of Mr. Jerome K. Kuyken
dall to become a member of the Federal 
Power Commission. In the committee 
report I have expressed individual views 
on the nomination, which are an expla
nation of my action in this matter. I 
ask unanimous consent that my indi
vidual views, contained in the commit
tee report, be printed in the RECORD at 
this point in my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GORE 
in the chair). Is there objection to the 
request of the Senator from Rhode Is
land? 

There being no objection, Mr. PAS
TORE's individual views were ordered to 
be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF SENATOR JOHN 0. 

PASTORE 

While I join with my colleague in the mi
nority views herein expressed, I wish to elab
orate briefly on a subject which I think is 
of great importance to the common welfare 
of the United States. This is the administra
tion of the Natural Gas Act of 1938 entrusted 
to the Federal Power Commission. 

I think it is clear beyond question that 
the fundamental purpose of that act is the 
protection of natural-gas consumers in all 
areas of the United States. Such is evi
denced by section 1 (a) of the Natural Gas 
Act itself, which states in pertinent part: 

"As disclosed in reports of the Federal 
Trade Commission made pursuant to Senate 
Resolution 83 (70th Cong., 1st sess.) and 

other reports made pursuant to the authority 
of Congress, it is hereby declared that the 
business of transporting and selling natural 
gas for ultimate distribution to the public 
is affected with a public interest, and that 
Federal regulation in matters relating to 
the transportation of natural gas and the 
sale thereof in interstate and foreign com
merce is necessary in the public interest" 
(52 Stat. 821 (1938); 15 U.S. C. 717 (a)). 

The Supreme Court of the United States 
in several important cases has clearly reiter
ated this primary purpose. In Phillips Pe
troleum Co. v. Wisconsin (347 U. S. 672 at 
p. 685) the Supreme Court stated: 

"Protection of consumers against exploi
tation at the hands of natural-gas companies 
was the primary aim of the Natural Gas 
Act" (citing Federal Power Commission v. 
Hope Natural Gas Co., (320 U. S. 591 at p. 
610)). 

This language of the Supreme Court was 
forcefully reiterated more recently in the 
case of the City of Detroit v. The Federal 
Power Commission et al., (230 F. 2d 810), 
wherein that court stated: 

"Although the Commission cannot be com
pelled to fix rates at the lowest rate of 
reasonableness, nevertheless it remains true 
that the primary aim of the act, in the 
words of the Supreme Court, is 'to protect 
consumers against exploitation at the hands 
of the natural gas companies.'" 

And again when that Court of Appeals 
stated the following: 

"While as we have indicated the Commis
sion may be empowered to consider some 
of these factors, it must also and always 
relate its action to the primary aim of the 
act to guard the consumer against excessive 
rates." 

I believe that Mr. Kuykendall, in his 
views and in his official acts, as a member of 
the Federal Power Commission, has contra
dicted the policy of the Natural Gas Act. 
His unequivocal support of the Harris-Ful
bright bill of 1955 and his endorsement of 
the proposed Harris-O'Hara bill, now pend
ing in the House, is definitely detrimental to 
the consumers of the United States. The 
vetoed Harris-Fulbright bill which was op
posed by representatives of more than 32 
million consumers residing in all areas of 
the United States, in no instance even men
tioned concern for the consumer. I believe 
in lending unqualified support to it and, 
again, repeating this anticonsumer conduct 
in connection with the new producer-decon
trol bill, he has acted beyond the call of 
duty of his office. These bills contain no 
sentence or phrase regarding protection for 
those millions of Americans who are captive 
consumers of this industry. 

In the administration of the act, since 
the Phillips decision in 1954, Mr. Kuylcen
dall has apparently been more concerned for 
the welfare of the regulated companies than 
for the public, whose interest he is required 
to zealously guard. 

His personal philosophy of natural-gas 
regulation which was evidenced in his testi
mony both before this committee and the 
House Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
commerce with reference to the Olin Co.
which is a Eipeline producer-leaves me 
with a substantial doubt as to his full con
sciousness and awareness of his primary duty 
to protect natural-gas consumers as required 
by law. The 100 percent price increase 
granted to the company in that case was 
based on the testimony of a corporate vice 
president without anything else in the rec
ord to corroborate it, as admitted by Mr. 
Kuykendall. His explanation of the matter 
left the definite impression that the grant 
or denial of such rate increases depends, in 
his judgment, on the vigor or strength of 
consumer opposition. But this ignores the 
very reason for the creation of the Federal 
Power Commission which is to act as the 
consumer's protector . . 
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Natural gas, as we know, is chiefly pro

duced by large, well organized and profitable 
oil companies and consumers are at a defi
nite disadvantage in coping with them in 
the absence of strong enthusiastic support 
by the Federal Power Commission itself. 
The latter has been absent in the record 
of Mr. Kuykendall's administration. 

I believe, therefore that Mr. Kuykendall 
lacks the necessary qualifications for a posi
tion on this important regulatory agency. 
This view, I might point out, is s-hared by 
many other Members of the Senate and 
House who testified before our committee 
or submitted their views in writing for in
corporation in the record. A due regard 
for the public interest compels me to rec
ommend his rejection. 

In so expressing my views, I do not wish 
to reflect upon the personal honesty or in
tegrity of Mr. Kuykendall. 

JOHN 0. PASTORE. 

EXPERIMENTAL USE OF AUTOMO
BILE SAFETY BELTS 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
during the past several years it has be
come increasingly plain that something 
very definite must be done to halt the 
slaughter OJJ. our highways. Many 
studies have been initiated to this end, 
and one of the results of these studies 
has been of course the development of 
a nationwide highway program for the 
construction of safer highways. 

However, it has become evident that 
there must be changes within the 
American automobile itself. 

One of the most promising develop
ments in this area has been the experi
mental use of automobile safety belts. 
The State of Minnesota, for example, 
and the city of Minneapolis have been 
experimenting with the use of these belts 
for the past 2 years, with completely 
satisfactory results. I understand that 
Representative KENNETH ROBERTS, from 
the State -of Alabama, as chairman of 
the Special Subcommittee on Traffic 
Safety of the Committee on Interstate 
and !"oreign Commerce of the House of 
Representatives, has under study at the 
moment this same question. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD an exchange of correspondence 
between Representative RoBERTS and 
Dr. Robert N. Barr, the secretary and 
executive officer of the Minnesota De
partment of Health, together with two 
memorandums from the commissioner of 
administration and the Governor of 
Minnesota documenting the tremendous 
value of the use of automobile safety 
belts. 

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

STATE OF MINNESOTA, 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 

Minneapolis, July 31,1957. 
The Honorable KENNETH A. RoBERTs, 

Chairman, Special Sul:tcommittee on 
Traffic Safety of the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House Office Building, Congress Qf 
the United States, Washington, D. C. 

MY DEAR MR. ROBERTS: In reply to your 
letter of July 20, 1957, .regarding automobile 
safety belts I am very glad to have the oppor
tunity to make a statement. 

Since August 1, 1956, the Minnesota High
way Patrol and the Minnesota Department 

of Health in cooperation with the Minnesota 
State Medical Association and the Minnesota 
Hospital Association have participated in 
the Cornell automotive crash-injury research. 
Previously, the Minneapolis Health Depart
ment had participated in a citywide study 
with the Cornell group. Serving as medical 
coordinator, we have had the opportunity of 
reviewing the highway patrol's reports of 
accidents and their photographs of the dam
aged cars as well as the medical reports of 
injuries submitted by attending physicians. 
We have been impressed with severity of the 
injuries or fatal outcome of the occupants 
who were thrown out of the automobile in 
contrast to the less serious injuries of those 
who remained in the car involved in an 
accident. 

Because of these findings, the Minnesota 
Department of Health and the Minnesota 
Highway Department have installed safety 
belts in their State-owned vehicles. A copy 
of the memorandum to the State department 
of administration clearly indicates our atti
tude as to the desirability of safety belts. 

In recent months there have been anum
ber of occasions when officers, unavoidably, 
were involved in sit_uations where their pa
trol cars were rolled over. They all report 
that the proper use of safety belts in their 
cars saved them from serious injury. As a 
result, Governor Freeman, who has been very 
active in the field of accident prevention, 
.has recommended that all State department 
heads see to it that all units under their 
control be equipped with approved safety 
belts and that operators be instructed to use 
them whenever driving a State unit. A copy 
of the Governor's memorandum is also 
enclosed. 

Our impre!:sions as to the value of safety 
belts gained from the Minnesota crash-injury 
study have been amply confirmed by -the 
analyses of matched accidents of automobiles 
with and without such belts by the Cornell 
automotive crash-injury research. We are 
convinced safety belts should be used in cars 
as a means of reducing serious injuries and 
fatalities and that such utilization will dem
onstrate their value in the field of safety. 

Respectfully, 
R. N. BARR, M.D., 

Secreta1·y and Executive Officer. 

CoNGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 

DIRECTOR, 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., July 20, 1957. 

State Health. Department, 
st. Paul, Minn. 

DEAR SIR: The Special Subcommittee on 
Traffic Safety of the House Interstate and 
Foreign. Commerce Committee is studying 
the crashworthiness of automobile safety 
belts. 

It is my understanding that your depart
ment has installed seat belts in its State~ 
owned vehicles. -I would greatly appreciate 
it if you wish to cooperate with the subcom
mittee and send a statement regarding your 
use of seat belts, setting forth whether or 

-not you have found them satisfactory and if 
you expect to keep them. Any additional 
information on seat belts which you may 
wish to forward will be appreciated. 

·In its study of seat belts, the subcommit
tee expects to hold hearings on this matter 
in August, and with your permission would 

-like to incorporate your report as part of the 
official record in the subcommittee's report 
011. seat belts. I would like to receive your 
report by August 5 if possible. 

When these hearings are printed, I shall 
be pleased to send you a copy for your 
perusal and files. 

Appreciating any assistance you may wish 
to offer the Subcommittee on Traffic Safety 
in its desire to encourage greater safety for 

all the citizens using the Nation's highways, 
lam · 

Sincerely yours, 
KENNETH A. ROBERTS, 

Chairman, Special Subcommittee on 
Traffic. 

STATE OF MINNESOTA, 
St. Paul, July 23, 1957. 

To All Depa1·tment Heads: 
Our State departments had an outstanding 

reduction in _ accident frequency rates in 
1956, which were 31.6 percent lower than 
those of 1955. In 1956, we had only 9.3 lost
time accidents per million man-hours, where
as in 1955 our rate was 13.6. This was accom
plished through the united efforts of our 
employees who are becoming more safety 
conscious and are following safe practices 
in their work. 

However, there is one field in which our 
State employees should always take the lead, 
and that is in the field of traffic safety. We 
have had employees injured and killed on 
the job in collisions which, unfortunately, 
do happen. Officers of the Minnesota High
way Patrol form one group which is exposed 
to possible accident while on duty. In re
cent months, there have been a number of 
occasions when officers, unavoidably, were 
involved in situations where their patrol 
cars were rolled over. They all report that 
the one thing .that saved them from serious 
injury was the fact that their cat·s were 
equipped with safety belts; and, further, 
these belts were used properly. Other large 
fleet operators report the same results-that 
safety belts are lowering the number of in
juries resulting from traffic accidents, lower
ing the number of lost man-hours, saving 
the employers money in addition to prevent
Ing tragedy from ruining the homes of their 
employees. 

Therefore, based on our experience with 
some of the State units and following the 
advice of expert safety researchers, - I am 
recommending that all State units be made 
as safe as possible for their- operators. It 
will be your responsibility, as the head of 
your d'epartment, to see that all units under 
your control will be equipped with approved
type safety belts, and that the operators be 
instructed to use them whenever drivh'lg a 
State unit. 

Sin~erely, 
ORVILLE L. FREEMAN, 

Governor. 

SAFE~Y EQUIPME·NT oN STATE MoTOR VEHICLES 
MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 

December 6, 1956. 
The State of .Minnesota is cooperating 

with the Cornell automotive crash injury 
research in determining what are the safety 
features relative to construction of motor 
vehicles that will reduce injuries and deaths 
of the occupants of such vehicles. As you 
know, the highway department collects in
formation on the accidents and the health 
department collects information on the in
juries to the occupants of such vehicles, 
combining the two together an9. forwarding 
the data to the Cornell automotive crash 
injury research. 

Minneapolis, the first city in the country 
to enter in this study, has completed its 
information for the first 18 months. The 
State will be in such a study for the next 2 
years, or longer, and some 11 other States 
are cooperating in the same manner. 

On Monday, December 3, 1956, Dr. John 
0. Moore, director of the study, along with 
Mr. RQbert M. Tracy, his associate, reported 
on the material they have collected to date, 
which included the various safety features 
now incorporated in a considerable portion 
of the motor' vehicles being produced. 
These reports indicated a marked reduction 
in the severity of injuries, deaths, and num
ber of injuries of occupants in cars equipped 
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with these safety devices which included: 
Safety locks on the doors; safety belts; re
cessed steering posts, and protective safety 
padding on the dash and on the sun visor. 

It would appear that the State should 
take some leadership in providing cars for 
the use of its personnel with all of these 
safety devices and it is, therefore, suggested 
that such devices should be included in the 
specifications for all cars to be purchased 
by the State. 

The highway department and the health 
department have incorporated safety belts 
on all automobiles owned and operated by 
these departments. It is very possible that 
other departments have done the same, but 
it would appear that if not some way of 
securing their cooperation for the inclusion 
and use of safety belts should be developed 
at the State level. 

As you know, Governor Freeman is very 
interested in this study and this safety pro
gram and has given it his wholehearted 
support. 

ARTHUR NAFTALIN, 
Commissioner of AdministTation. 

Dr. R. N. BARR, 
Sec1·etary and Executive Officer. 

APPOINTMENT OF AMERICAN 
AMBASSADORS 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
wish to address myself today to the sub
ject of the appointment of American am
bassadors. The unfortunate nomina
tion of Mr. Maxwell Gluck as Ambassa
dor to Ceylon has once again highlighted 
the sorry record of this administration's 
diplomatic appointments. Probably 
there has been no single session of Con
gres where more unqualified nominees 
have been presented for Senate confir
mation to important posts abroad. 

As Joseph Alsop said in a column 
earlier this year, on March 21: 

The Eisenhower administration's traffic 
in diplomatic appointments has now reached 
a state which calls for public comment. This 
year most of the diplomatic posts in Europe 
have been crudely placed on the auction 
block and sold for cash on the barrelhead. 
* * * There is no use continuing the sorry 
tale. Its point is all too simple. We are not 
living any longer in the 19th century, when 
the traffic in ambassadorships did no great 
harm. America now has incalculably great 
interests abroad, and America's ambassa
dors are the necessary guardians of those 
interests. It does not matter whether they 
are rich or poor, Foreign Service officers or 
outside recruits. What matters is whether 
they are well qualified. 

The situation had reached such a pass 
last April that the distinguished chair
man of the Foreign Relations Committee 
wrote to the Secretary of State about his 
deep concern about ambassadorial ap
pointments. The Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. GREEN] stated in his letter 
of April 3: 

It is generally known that Presidents nnd 
Secretaries of State of both political parties 
have been under pressure from those who 
feel that an ambassadorship is a reward for 
past service or help. In my opinion, we can 
no longer afford to give way to such pressure 
in appointment-making. 

The Secretary of State replied to the 
letter from the Senator from Rhode 
Island on April 25, 1957, and admitted 
that it was now essential that we have 
"first-rate chiefs of mission in our diplo
matic posts abroad." 

Secretary Dulles added: 
This requirement has been consistently 

borne in mind in selecting from Government 
service or from private life persons to serve 
as chiefs of our diplomatic mission. • * • It 
is my understanding that at the present time 
approximately 68 percent of our ambassadors 
and ministers are career Foreign Service offi
cers. This proportion is higher than at any 
time in the past. 

Unfortunately, Mr. President, it is now 
clear that the requirement for "first-rate 
chiefs" has not been borne in mind. The 
public reaction to the Gluck nomination 
both at home and abroad has already 
severely handicapped Mr. Gluck's pro
spective career in Ceylon. 

Since I myself have been deeply con
cerned about the problem of ambassa
dorial qualifications for many years, I 
noted with interest that the Secretary of 
State claimed that the present propor
tion of career ambassadors and minis
ters was higher than at any time in the 
past. Because it was my initial impres
sion that this statement was not strictly 
accurate, I asked my office to contact 
the State Department to check its 1952 
statistics to discover what the proportion 
of career ambassadors and ministers was 
then. 

I ask unanimous consent that a letter 
from my office to the Department of 
State requesting this information on 
May 10, 1957 be printed at this point in 
my remarks. 

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

MAY 10, 1957. 
The Honorable JOHN FOSTER DULLES, 

Secretary of State, Department of State, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: In his absence from 
Washington, Senator HuMPHREY has asked 
me to pass on to the Department of State 
an inquiry we have received from a con
stituent. Our constituent refers to two sen
tences contained in your letter to Senator 
GREEN, dated April 17, 1957, concerning am
bassadorial appointments. Your letter is 
quoted as having said: 

"It is my understanding that at the present 
time approximately 68 percent of our am
bassadors and ministers are career Foreign 
Service officers. This proportion is higher 
than at any time in the past." 

According to Senator HuMPHREY's corre
spondent, 71 percent of our ambassadorial 
and ministerial posts abroad in 1952 were 
filled by career Foreign Service officers (52 of 
73 posts). Hence, the accuracy of your state
ment quoted from the letter was challenged. 

I know that Senator HUMPHREY would ap
preciate your confirmation or correction of 
the figures supplied to us for 1952. It would 
be appreciated if we could have this material 
within the next 10 days. 

Sincerely yours, 
THOMAS L. HUGHES, 

Legislative Cottnsel to Senator Hubert 
H. Humphrey. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, on 
May 23, the Deputy Under Secretary of 
State for the administration replied, 
and among other things said: 

A very careful study has been made of the 
statistics for the year 1952 and separate cal
culations have been made so as to reflect the 
situation as it existed on the first day of 
each quarter of that year. On none of these 
dates did the percentage of career chiefs of 
mission exceed 67 percent of the total num
ber of chief of mission posts. In fact, the 

figures varied between 64 percent and 67 
percent. 

I ask unanimous consent that the full 
text of Mr. Henderson's letter be printed 
at this point in my remarks. 

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

DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE 
FOR ADMINISTRATION, 

Washington, May 23, 1957. 
Mr. THOMAS L. HUGHES, 

Legislative Counsel to Senator H1tbe1·t 
H. Humphrey, United States Senate. 

DEAR MR. HUGHES: Secretary Dulles has 
asked me to reply to your letter of May 
10, 1957, regarding amba~sadorial appoint
ments. 

I appreciate very much Senator HUMPHREY's 
interest in this matter and his desire 
to check very carefully the questions raised 
by his constituent. In response to your re
quest, I have had the historical statistics re
examined. You can appreciate that it is a 
coz.nplicated kind of calculation to make, 
since the situation is constantly changing as 
a result of new appointments, resignations, 
and transfers. 

In reviewing the current statistics as well 
as the historical record, we have followed the 
procedure of stating the proportion of career 
chiefs of mission as a percentage of the 
total number of ambassadorial and minis
terial posts at any given time. It is believed 
that this method of calculation yields a 
sounder and more conservative result than 
could be obtained by discounting those posts 
which happen, at a particular time, to be 
vacant. The 68 percent figure given in Sec
retary Dulles' letter was based on this kind 
of a calculation. 

A very careful study has been made of the 
statistics for the year 1952 and separate cal
culations have been made so as to reflect 
the situation as it existed on the first day 
of each quarter of that year. On none of 
these dates did the percentage of career 
chiefs of mission exceed 67 percent of the 
total number of chief of mission posts. In 
fact, the figures varied between 64 percent 
and 67 percent. 

It is, of course, impossible for us to ana
lyze exactly the 71 percent figure given by 
Senator HUMPHREY's correspondent, since 
we have no information regarding the basis 
upon which it was calculated. In the first 
place, it would be necessary to know the spe
cific date to which his figures applied. Sec
ondly,, his figure appears to. be based on the 
aEsumption that the United States had, at 
that time, 73 chief of mission posts, whereas, 
in fact, there were 75 posts in the early part 
of 1952 and 76 posts at the end of the year. 
If Senator HUMPHREY's constituent would 
care to provide full information regarding 
his calculations, I should be very happy to 
have a detailed analysis made. 

I hope that this will provide Senator HuM
PHREY with the information he desires and 
at the same time will enable you to respond 
to the Senator's constituent. 

Sincerely yours, 
LOY W. HENDERSON. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, on 
June 3, 1957, I wrote again to Mr. Hen
derson seeking additional information, 
and I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of this letter be printed in the 
RECORD at this point in my remarks. 

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

JUNE 3, 1957. 
Mr. LoY W. HENDERSON, 

Deputy Under Secretary of State, De
partment of State, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. HENDERSON: When I returned 
from the Middle East, my legislative 
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counsel, Mr. Hughes, showed me your cor• 
respondence with him concerning ambassa
dorial appointments. Referring to your letter 
of May 23, 1957, addr.essed to Mr. Hughes, I 
wonder if you would give me the following 
additional information: 

1. A list of the 75 posts you refer to in 
the ea:J;"lY part of 1952, and the additional 
1 which made the 76 you refer to at the 
end of that year. 

2. The names of the appointees holding 
these posts in the beginning of each quarter 
in 1952. 

As long as we have gone this far in the 
matter, I would be interested in completing 
my own files so that they will contain the 
official listing for 1952. Such a list would 
probably also disclose where the discrep
ancy may lie between the two sets of figures 
involved. 

Best wishes. 
Sincerely yours, 

·HUBERT H. HUMPHREY. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, on 
July 9, 1957, Mr. Henderson again replied 
and accompanying his letter was a de
tailed tabulation concerning the career 
and noncareer heads of diplomatic mis
sions beginning at each quarter fn 1952. 
I ask unanimous consent that his letter 
and the accompanying tabulation be 
printed in the RECORD at this point in my 
1·emarks. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and tabulation were ordered to be print
ed in the RECORD, as follows: 

DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF 
STATE FOR ADMINISTRATION, 

Washington, July 9, 1957. 
The Honorable HUBERT H. HuMPHREY, 

United States Senate. 
DEAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: 'As you request

ed in your letter of June 3, 1957, I am send
ing you a chart which lists our foreign em
bassies and legations along with their chiefs 
by name, as of the beginning of each quarter 
of 1952. You may be interested to note that 
the post which was added during 1952 was 
Japan, where the office of the United States 
political adviser to SCAP was converted on 
April 28, 1952, to an embassy. The addition 
of this embassy raised the total from 75 to ' 

' 76. 
I find that in preparing 'this chart, our 

Historical Division adopted criteria under 
which it counted as career chiefs of mission 
certain ambassadors who had had long pre
vious careers in the Foreign Service, bu.t who 
had resigned or retired sometime prior to 
being appointed as ambassador. Conse
quently, when these men were appointed by 
the President, they were not technically cho
sen from the career Foreign Service. Among 
the chiefs of mission falling into this cate
gory were Ambassadors Woodward (Canada) 
and Scotten (New Zealand) whose names ap
pear on the enclosed chart for 1952. If their 
names are transferred to the noncareer col
umn, the percentages indicated would have 
to be revised downward. In applying the 

Jan.1 Apr.1 · 

same criteria to the current.roster of chiefs 
of mission, similar account must be taken of 
the cases of Francis White in Sweden and 
Jefferson Patterson in Uruguay, both of 
whom were appointed to their present posts 
some .time after having left the career For
eign Service. 

The chart presents two separate calcula
tions of the proportion of career chiefs of 
mission. The higher figure results from ex
cluding vacancies and the lower from includ
ing them. Beyond this, I believ.e that the 
notes accompanying the chart will be helpful 
in explaining the way in which it was con
structed. I hope this information will 
make it possible for you to reply to your 
constituent. 

Sincerely yours, 
LOY W. HENDERSON. 

CAREER AND NONCAREER HEADS OF AMERICAN 
DIPLOMATIC MISSIONS, 1952 

The career and noncareer heads of Ameri
can diplomatic missions on four dates in 
1952 are listed below on the basis of the 
four 1952 issues of the quarterly ·Foreign 
Service list. Last names only are given 
here for identification. The tabulation also 
includes various totals and percentages. The 
bases for the inclusion of countries in the 
tabulation, and for the designation of in
dividuals as career and noncareer, are set 
forth at the end. 

The tabulation was prepared in the His
torical Division, Department of State, at the 
request of the Office of the Deputy Under 
Secretary for Administration. 

July1 Oct.1 
Embassyor J------------.------------J------------~-----------J------------.~----------.11------------.-----------legation 

Career Noncareer Career Non career Career Noncareer Career Non career 

1. Afghanistan___________ Embassy ___ ·_ MerrelL __ --- - ----- ----------- Merrell ___ ____ -------- -------- Ward_--- -- -- - ------------ --- - Ward_--------

~: i~~~~!lfa~::::::::::::: =====~~======~ :::::::::::::::: ra~u!'a~:: ::::: -~~~~~:~~==== = Ya~~~::: :::: -~~~~==::::::: ·rai·illa1i_-~~=== = -~~~~~::::::::: 

i: i~[{i~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~i~~~~~~~~ f~l!!K~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~!K~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -;;~~~~=~~~~~~ ;~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~;;~~E~~~~~~ 
8. Burma __ -------------- _____ do.---~-- Key----------- ---------------- Key ---- ------- --------------- - Sebald_------- ---------------- Sebald __ ------

. 9. Cambodia_____________ Legation ____ Heath _________ ---------------- Heath _________ ---------------- Heath ______ ___ ------- ------- -- Heath ________ _ 
10. Canada ___ ------------ Embassy---- Woodward ____ --- ---- -- ------- Viroodward ____ - --------------- Woodward ____ ---------------- Woodward ___ _ 
11. Ceylon ________________ _____ do_______ Satterthwaite_ ---------------- Satterthwaite_ -----·--- -------- Satterthwaite_ --------- ----- -- Satterthwaite_ 
12. Chile __ __ ____ _________ ____ __ do ______ _ ---------------- Bowers _______ _ ---------------- Bowers _____ __ _ --------- - ------ Bowers ________ ----------------
13. China __________ _. _____ ______ do _______ Rankin _______ ----------- ---- - Rankin _______ ---------------- Rankin __ ____ _ --------------- - R ankin ______ _ 
14. Colombia ___________________ do _______ ---------------- W aynick ______ ---------------- Waynick _________ c ____________ Waynick ______ ----------------
1.5. Costa Rica _________________ do _______ ---------------- Fleming _______ ------- --------- Fleming _______ ---------------- Fleming ___ ____ --------------- -
16. Cuba _______________________ do _______ Beaulac ______ _ ---------------- Beaulac _______ ---------------- Beaulac _______ ---------------- Beaulac ______ _ 

~~: g~~~~~~~~:~:::::::: :::::~~======= -~l~i~_g_s_-~~~=:::: -Au(ierson~~=== - ~l~i~-~s--~~~=:::: -Ande-rson~~=== -~~i~-~s--~~==:::: -Ande-rson~~=== -~~~~~~~~==::: 
~: I?~~~i;_a_~-~~~~~!~~== :::::ag======= 15;~~~~~:~~== :::::::::::::::: J5;~~~fsl~~--~~== :::::::::::::::: -i5anieis::::::: _:_~~~~~======== -i5iiiiieis::::::: 
~~ : ~f~~f;a"dor:::::-:::::: :::::~~======= ~g~:_~ ::::::: :::::::::::::::: ~~~~:-~ ::::::: :::::::::::::::: -~~~~~·:_-_:::::: -i5iik6::::::::: -~~~~~-~--~==== = 
23. Ethiopia ____________________ do _______ Childs ________ ---------------- Childs ______ __ --- -- --- -------- Childs ________ ---------------- Childs _______ _ 
24. Finland_-------------- Legation ____ Cabot _________ ---------- ------ Cabot _________ -----------~- -- - Cabot_ ___ __ ___ ---------------- McFall ______ _ 
25. France._-------------- Embassy---- ---------------- Bruce_________ Dunn ________ _ -------.--------- Dunn _________ ---- - ----------- Dunn ________ _ 

Jarman. 

Cowen. 

Bowers. 

Waynick. 
Fleming. 

Vacancy. 
Anderson. 
Phelps. 

Duke. 

21\. Great Britain _______________ do _______ --- - ----- ------ - Gifford ________ ---------------- Gifford ________ ---------------- Gifford ___ :. ____ -- ------- --- - -- - Gifford. 

~~: g~~t<;n1aia:::::::::::: =====~~=: :::: §~;;~!~Tei(]: ::: :::::::::::::::: §~;;~!~Te1c1:: :: :::::::::::::::: §~~:;!~le1c1:::= :::::::::::::::: §;;;~!~7eic1:::: . 
29. Haiti. ______________________ do. _____ Travers _______ ---------------- Travers _______ -------- ------ -- Travers _______ --------------- - 'l'ravers ______ _ 
30. Honduras ___________________ do ______ ---------------- Erwin _________ ------- -- -- ----- Erwin _________ ----------- ----- Erwin ____ _____ ----------------
:n. Hungary_--------- ~ --- Legation_ ___ R avndaL --- -- ---------------- RavudaL ----- ---------------- RavndaL ---- - ---------------- R avndaL -----
32. Iceland------------~--- _____ do __ _____ Lawson _______ ---------------- Lawson _______ ------------ --- - Lawson _______ ------------- -- - Lawson ______ _ 
::13. India __________________ Embassy ____ ---------------- Bowles ________ ---------------- Bowles ________ ----------- --- -- Bowles ____ ___ _ ----------------
34. Indonesia ___________________ do ______ Cochran ______ ------ ---------- Cochran ______ ---------------- Cochran ___ ___ - ------------- -- Cochran ___ __ _ 
35. Iran ___ _____________________ do __ ---- Henderson ____ ---------------- Henderson ___ _ ---------------- Henderson ____ ---------------- Henderson ___ _ 
36. Iraq ________________________ do_______ Crocker _______ ---------- ----- - Crocker------- ---- ----------- - Berry----- ---- _______ --------- Berry_--------
37. Ireland _____________________ do _______ ---------------- Matthews _____ ----------- ---- - Matthews _____ ---------------- Matthews _____ ----------------
38. IsraeL ______________________ do_______ Davis _________ -------------- -- Davis _________ ---------------- Davis _________ ---------------- Davis ________ _ 
39. ltaly _. ---------------- ____ _ do_______ Dunn _________ ---------------- ---- ------------ Bunker __ ---- _ ---------------- Bunker __ ----- --------------- -

n: ~JtK·~:=~~~~:~=~~~~~: -~~~~~~= -~t~~:~~~~~= =~~~==~~~~~~~~~~ -~t~~~~~~~~ :~~~~!:~~=~=~ -~ii~;:~~~~~ :~~~~:~~~~~:~ -;;;g:~::~:: 
44. Lebanon ________________ ___ do ____ ___ Minor _________ --- ------------- l\1inor _________ --------- ------ - Minor_ ________ ---------------- Minor ________ _ 

:g: t1~~~~=::::::::::::::: ~:~ri~J'.-::: -vacancy:::::: ~~~;~K:V:: :::: ·vuiard.:::::::: -~~:~1~:~:::::: -viiiat:ci:::::::: -~~~-1:~::::::: ·vmar<i:::::::: 
4i. Luxcmbow·g ___ ------- _____ do _______ --------------- - Mesta _____ ___ _____ ------------ Mcsta __ _____ __ ---------------- J\IIesta _________ ----------------

:g: ~i~~~~o~:::::::::::::: ~:~~~:~== -villceni::::::: -~·~~:_e_l~-~--=== ·villcefit::::::: -~·::-~:e~~-.-.-::: -villcent::::::: -~·-~~=-e~:~:::: -villcent::::::: 
50. N opaL---------------- --- __ do _________ -----------~-- Bowles _____ __ _ ---------- -- --- - Bowles ______ __ -- ------ -- -- ---- Bowles __ _____ ___ --------------

~i: ~~~¥!;t~~d.:::::::::: -~~~~~~:~=== ~c~~r~~=:::::: :::::::::::::::: ~~~¥~~======= :::::::::::::::: ~~~¥~::::::: :::::::::::::::: ~~~¥~~======= 
53. Nicaragua __________________ do ____ ___ ---------------- Whelan _______ ---------------- 'Vhelau ___ ____ ---------------- Whelan _______ ----------------

~~: w~kfstl:O::::========= = =====~g======= "wan·cn::::::: -~~:::::::::::: "\vari·en~===== = -~~:~========== "wai;:en.-:::::: -~~:~========== -w--at:;-en::::::: 

~: !~r£~~~~~~========== = =====~~======= ~~~!~~~~~== ================ ~ilf!~~-~~=~ ==~==== ======== = ~tt~ii~===== ======~========= ~~!~:===== 59. Philippines _________________ do __ ___ __ Vacancy ______ Vacancy ______ ---------------- Spruance ______ ---------------- Spruance ______ ----------------

Erwin. 

Bowles. 

Matthews. 

Bunker. 

Green. 

Dudley. 

Mesta. 
O'Dwyer. 

Bowles. 

Whelan. 
Bay. 

Spruance; 
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Jan.1 Apr. 1 July 1 0 t 1 
Emba~yor J------------r------------j------------r-----------l -----------~-----------l----------~c~·-----------~ legation 1 

Career Noncareer Career Noncareer Career Noncareer Career Noncareer 

g~· ~olfd·f·------------- Em~assy ____ Flack _________ -- ---·------- --- Flack __ _______ ------ --·------- Flack _________ ----- ----------- Flack ________ _ 

6 
. Ror uga ···------------ -L·- -- o _______ -- -- --- ----- --- - MacVeagh ____ Cannon ______ _ -- -- ---- ---- ---- Cannon _______ --- ---- -- ------- Cannon ______ _ 

2. mn~ni~ -:----------- egatio~----- V~cancy-- ---- Vacancy_----- Vacancy_----- Vacancy_----- Vacancy______ Vacancy______ Shantz _______ _ 

RECAPITULATION . 

MacVeagh. 

Patterson. 

McGhee. 

Rod dan • 

. ·~ 

Jan. 1 Apr. 1 July 1 Oct. 1 Jan. 1 Apr. 1 July 1 Oct. 1 
--------------.---l---------11--------------:....__, _______ _ 
Kumber of career beads of mission ________________ _ 49 50 50 50 Percent Percent Percent Percent 

Proportion of career beads or mission compared to :t\umber of noncareer heads of mi~ion ____________ _ 23 21 25 25 
--- = ------ the total number of11cads of mission___ __ ___ _____ 68. 1 70.4 66.6 60. G 

Total number of beads of mission ___________ _ 
Kumber of vacancies------------------------------

72 71 75 75 
3 4 1 1 

Proportion of career beads of mission compared to 
the total number of posts-------------- --------- - 65. 3 66. 7 65. 8 65. 8 ------------

Total nmnber of posts----------.------------- 75 75 

NOTES 

76 76 

- India and ~epal: rr:he same officer was accredit~d as bead of the mission to each of 
these countn es. He JS counted separately for each country in tbe present tabulation . 

In general, this tabulation covers those countri£>s in which the United States main
tained embassies or legations in 1952, and a career officer is taken to be one who was a 
Foreign Service officer. Certain· refinements or interpretations of these general 
criteria are set forth in the notes which follow. 

Cambodia, Laos, and Vietnam: The same officer was acereditt'd as head of the 
mi sion to each of these countries. H e is counted separately for each country in the 
prp.sent tabulation. 

Iraq . Jordan, Korea, Pa1·aguay, Portugal, Rumania,_ Syria, 'rurkey, and the 
U. S, S. R.: On 1 or more of the 4 dates in 1952, the individual shown on the top liDo 
UJJder the name of each of these countries in the Foreign Service list was designated as 
''app. A. E. and.~·" or "app. E. E . and J\11. P.", i. e., as being the "appointed" 
ambassador or m~Jstcr, who bad not yet presented his credentials to the bead of the 
government to wh1ch be was accredited . 'l'he individuals so indicated are included 
as beads of mission in the present tabulation. 

Canada: Woodward had resigned from the career Foreign ServicE' in 1934; had bern 
appointed to the Department of State all Ass is tan t Chief of the Division of Protocol in 

~~~~ra~dc~~~~~~v1fe~ ~~~t:cn~~~c~! :~:~~ei~~e~J·o~~s~~o~fpointed as Ambas-
China: Ordinarily when the position of chief of mission is vaeant, it is so indicated 

in the Foreign Service list, on the top line under the name of the country, and tho 
arrangement of names implies that the top career officer at the post is charged 'affaires. 
In the case of China, however, although the position of chief of mission was vacant in 
J!l52, the Foreign Service list contained Rankin's name on tho top line, under 
"China," and he was described explicitly as "cbarg1' d'affaires ad interim; minister; 
consul general." He is therefore counted here as a head ofn1ission. 

Japan: The mission maintained by the United States in Japan on .Tan. 1 and Mar. 1 
1952, was shown in the Foreign St>rvicc list as the" Office of the United States Politi: 
cal Adviser to Supreme Commander for Allied Powers." It was an embassy on Julv 
l and Oct. 1. The post is therefore shown in the present tabulation with a 'complete 
blank, without the word "Vacancy", in the colunms for Jan. 1 and Apr. 1. 

Jordan, Lebanon, and. Syri~: '!'he posts in these countries were legations on Jan. 
l , 1952, and are so descnbed m a colmnn near the left-hand margin of the preseut 
tabulation. They became embassit>s in August 1952. 

Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania: 'l'he posts in these countries were closed through
out 1952. 'l'be 3 countries are not included in the present tabulation. 

Germany: The m~ion maintained by the United States in Germany in 1952 was 
shown in the Foreign Service list as neither an embassy nor a legation, but as the 
Office of the U. S. High Commissioner for Germany (HICOG). John J. McCloy, 
who was the topman at the post on Jan. 1, .Apr. 1, and July 1, was sbo;rn in the For
eign Service list as"U. S. commr.; chief ofmi~ion"; Vi'alterJ. Donnelly, who was the 
topman on Oct. 1, was shown as "U.S. high commr." (without the words "chief of 
mi~ion"). Germany is not included in the present tabulation. 

M<?rocco: The p~st .in. Morocco was shown in the Foreign Service list in 1952 as a 
lt>gatwn, and the mdJVIdual at the head of the mission was shown as "diplo. ao-t 
w~th. rank of minister; cons." He is included in the present tabulation as a head~ of 
IDlSSIOn. 

New Zealand: Scotten had retired from the career Foreign Service on Julv 31 1947· 
l1 ad ~een appointed as Minister to New Zealand on Dec. 18, 1957; and 'bad bee1~ 
appomted as AJ:l!.b~ador to New Zealand on Nov. 1, 1948. He is counted here as a 
career bead of mJsswn. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
note for the RECORD that in the beginning 
of at least one quarter in 1952-on April 
1, 1952-the proportion of career heads 
of missions compared to the total num
ber of heads of missions was 70.4 percent 
This figure seems to cast some doubt on 
the accuracy of Secretary Dulles' state
ment in his letter to the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN] on April 15, 
1957. 

Mr. President, I have no intention of 
engaging in a partisan squabble on this 
or any other question related to the 
problem of ambassadorial appointments 
because I feel that the main point is 
whether .appointments today meet the 
requirements of the critical international 
situation. I agree completely with 
President Eisenhower when he said on 
April 10 1957: 

Now I happen to believe that in this day 
we cannot limit ourselves to the govern
mental processes that were applicable in 1890. 

My criticism is that, the President in 
his appointments is not even doing credit 
to the standards of 1890. He has demon
strated again and again that he has 
forgotten his campaign pledge of 1952. 

Saudi Arabia and Y~men: T~w same officer was accredited as beacl of the mission 
t~~~~~i~~~hese countnes. He 1s counted separately for eacb country in the preseut 

At that time he was saying "We will call 
to the high offices of Government the 
best men and women the ablest and most 
reliable in the land." Unfortunately, 
what the President means by the "best of 
the land" continues to have a significant 
relevance to campaign contributions. 

I ask unanimous consent that an ar
ticle which appeared in the New York 
Times of August 7, 1957, entitled "Nine
teen Envoys Gave $218,740 to GOP" be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the New York Times of August 7, 1957] 

NINETEEN ENVOYS GAVE $218,740 TO GOP-
CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTIONS NOT AN IMPOR
TANT FACTOR IN APPOINTMENTS, DULLES 
HOLDS 

(By E. W. Kenworthy) 
WASHINGTON, August 6.--Campaign con

tributions may not be an important factor 
. in ambassadorial appointments, as Secretary 
Dulles insisted today, but contributions of 
ambassadors and ambassadors-to-be are an 
important factor in party finances. 

; According to data compiled by the Senate 
. Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections, 

19 men who had been or were to be appointed 
as ambassadors by President Eisenhower 

donated a total of $218,740 to the 1956 Re· 
publican campaign. 

. Of the 13 noncareer men named ~s envoys 
smce last January 1, 6 contributed $91 ,800. 
They are: 

John Hay Whitney, Ambassador to Britain, 
$37,500. 

Maxwell H. Gluck, Ambassador to Ceylon, 
$21 ,500. 

John C. Folger, Ambassador to Belgium, 
$11 ,500. 

JosephS. Farland, Ambassador to the Do· 
minican Republic, $9,000. 

Amory Houghton, Ambassador to France, 
$8,500. 

Earl E. T. Smith, Ambassador to Cuba, 
$3 ,800. 

Seven men who were appointed in the 
President's first term and still hold ambas
sadorships contributed a total of $64,400. 
They are: 

Jefferson Patterson, Uruguay, $21 ,000. 
L . Corrin Strong, Norway, $20,500. 
James D. Zellerbach, Italy, $8,500. 
Robert H. Thayer, Rumania, $6,000. 
Robert D. Coe, Denmark, $4,940 . 
Whitney Willauer, Honduras, $2,500. 
Wiley D. Buchanan, Luxembourg, $1,000. 
Six former Ambassadors gave a total of 

$62,500. They are: 
C. Douglas Dillon, formerly in France and 

now Deputy Under Secretary for Economic 
Affairs , $27,500. 
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Clare Boothe Luce, formerly in Italy, who 

with her husband Henry Luce, magazine 
publisher, gave $25,000. 

Arthur Gardner, Cuba, $5,500. 
Winthrop Aldrich, Britain, $2,000. 
Fred M. Alger, Belgium, $1,500. 
Horace D. Hildreth, Pakistan, $1 ,000. 
Mr. Dulles said, "We have appointed more 

than one ambassador who has made a sub
stantial contribution to the Democratic cam
paign fund during the last year." 

When asked to name them, the Secretary 
said, "I think I know who they are but I 
prefer not to name them here." 

The records of the Senate subcommittee 
show only one present envoy who contrib
uted more than $500 to the Democratic cam
paign. He is David K. Bruce, Ambassador to 
Germany. He gave $1,000. 

· Mr. HUMPHREY. I note in passing, 
Mr. President, that the figures in the 
article I just mentioned are only figures 
of their contributions to the 1956 na
tional Republican campaign. Many of 
the same individuals have contributed to 
the party for years, and at least some 
of their contributions have been publicly 
disclosed in articles in such authorita
tive magazines as the Congressional 
Quarterly. 
· Under Secretary of State Herter's ex 
post facto appearance to explain the 
Gluck appointment before the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee on August 
1, which hearings have now been printed, 
indicated once more the serious interest 
of many members of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee in the deteriorating 
quality of our ambassadorial nominees. 

·As is often the case, Mr. James Reston 
of the New York Times has summarized 
our current predicament in a succinct 
and forthright manner. In the Times 
of August 6, 1957, he contributed an 
article entitled "The Envoy and His 
Gifts." I ask unanimous consent that 
the text of his article be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being · no objection the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the New York Times of August 6, 1957] 
THE ENVOY AND HIS GIFTs-A VIEW THAT 

ADMINISTRATION'S . PRACTICE DOESN'T FOL• 
LOW ITS PRINCIPLES OF SELECTION 

(By James Reston) 
WASHINGTON, August 5.-Secretary of State 

Dulles rushed to the defense of Maxwell H. 
Gluck, the new United States Ambassador 
to Ceylon, today; but the controversy over 
the administration's ambassadorial appoint
ments continues. 

The reason for this is that the question 
has been allowed to get away from the 
principle of executive appointment laid down 
by General Eisenhower himself . in the 1952 
campaign. 

In that campaign, one of General Eisen
hower's most effective arguments was that 
he stood for merit in Government jobs, re
gardless of partisan considerations. 

It is a new world, he asserted, in which 
old habits of political reward are no longer 
justified. He seemed then, indeed, to stand 
above party, and this appealed wherever he 
went to the independent "plague on both 
your houses" attitude of the electorate. 

"We will call to the high offices of the 
Government," he said all over the country, 
"the best men and women, the ablest and 
most reliable in the land." 

This was his principle, and the general 
feeling here in a period of lively diplomatic 
activity is that it is the correct principle 
to apply in the Gluck case. 

HAVE THEY OBSERVED PRINCIPLE? 
The issue is not whether the Eisenhower 

administration is being more political in 
its ambassadorial appointments than the 
Democrats, or whether these jobs should be 
given to the top careermen in the Foreign 
Service, but whether the appointments have 
met the President's principle of appointing 
the best man available, regardless of party, 
wealth, or Foreign Service record. 

Mr. Dulles made the points today that 
Mr. Gluck was a man of integrity, that a 
man's campaign contributions were "by no 
means a determining or important factor in 
our appointments," and that some Democrats 
had been appointed to important posts. 

Nobody has questioned Mr. Gluck's in
tegrity. As a matter of fact, in this whole 
controversy he has come nearer to the truth, 
the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, 
even when the truth hurts, than anybody 
else. He admitted he didn't know the name 
of the Prime Minister of Ceylon, or the name 
of the United States Ambassador to India, 
or how to pronounce Nehru. Nobody has 
been that frank in Washington since Harry 
S . Truman wrote to Paul Hume, the music 
critic of the Washington Post. 

DON'T SPEAK THE LANGUAGE 
The question remains, however, whether 

the appointments, including the Gluck ap
pointment, have met the President's own 
test. Among the factors in this are the 
following: 

In the non-English-speaking North At
lantic Treaty Organization countries, the 
Eisenhower appointees do not speak the 
language of the country in France, Germany, 
Belgium, the Netherlands, Norway, and 
Turkey. 

In the whole of the Arab-speaking world, 
where the prestige and interests of the 
United States are now deeply involved, only 
three United States ambassadors speak 
Arabic. They are Raymond Hare in Egypt, 
George Wadsworth in Saudi Arabia, and 
James S. Moose in Syria-all Foreign Service 
officers. 

Llewellyn E. Thompsn, Jr., the new Am
bassador in the Soviet Union, is the only 
United States head of mission appointed by 
the President to a C9mmunist country who 
speaks the language of the country to which 
he was assigned. 

In Asia, the United States ambassadors do 
not speak the language of Japan, Nationalist 
China, Korea, Burma, Thailand, Vietnam, 
Indonesia, or the Philippines. 

This does not mean that these were all 
bad appointments. Many of them were ex
cellent, regardless of the language difficulty, 
but it is an indication that the principle of 
the best man available has not always been 
followed. 

PROBLEM OF ALLOWANCES 
The President, for example, has said pub

licly in response to questions that the Con
gress should make available representation 
allowances so that he does not have to choose 
ambassadors for .expensive posts from the 
limited ranks of those who have sufficient 
money to meet the social obligations of posts 
in London, Paris, and elsewhere. 

This was not followed, however, by any 
White House action to carry this principle 
into effect. In short, as most observers here 
see it, the administration has pronounced 
correct principles on the problems of ambas
sadorial appointments but has not followed 
them. 

What has happened here, most well
informed men believe, is merely that the 
administration has carried on the pork
barrel system as before, with three excep
tions : 

1. It has given more posts to Foreign Serv
ice officers than to political appointees-53 
to 23. 

2. It has introduced a new system of 
changing almost all political appointees at 

the end of its first term and appointing new 
ones. 

3. And finally , it has differed from the 
tradition of the past by denying that cam
paign contributions are an important factor 
in choosing ambassadors. 

If it had not denied this last practice, the 
Gluck appointment would have been merely 
an amusing 1-day story about an honest man 
getting caught in an ancient political game. 
But because the administration has pro
nounced such noble principles, and then de
parted from them while proclaiming its 
innocence, the argument is prolonged to 
nobody 's advantage. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. Reston con
cludes his article by saying: 

[The administration) has differed from 
the tradition of the past by denying that 
campaign contributions are an important 
factor in choosing ambassadors. 

If it had not denied this last practice, the 
Gluck appointment would have been merely 
an amusing 1-day story about an honest 
man getting caught in an ancient political 
game. But, because the administration has 
pronounced such noble principles and then 
departed from them while proclaiming its 
innocence, the argument is prolonged to no
body's advantage. 

It is high time, Mr. President, that this 
official hypocrisy came to an end, and 
the best way to end it would be not to 
make these appointments in the first 
place. Then no apologies would be 
needed. 

We must stop treating our ambassa
dorial appointments as though they were 
casual or relatively unimportant. The 
whole life of the Nation may at · some 
point depend on the caliber of our For
eign Service reporting and our Foreign 
Service missions. We have only to study 
the latest volume of published German 
diplomatic documents to appreciate the 
full danger of staffing our embassies 
with mediocrities. I direct the Senate's 
attention to an excellent editorial from 
the London Daily Telegraph of August 1, 
entitled "Failure of Their Missions." I 
ask unanimous consent that the text of 
that editorial be printed in the RECORD 
at this point as a part of my remarks. 

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

[From the London Daily Telegraph of 
August 1, 1957] 

FAILURE OF THEIR MISSIO~S 
Every aspiring Foreign Service official 

should be required to read the latest volume 
of German diplomatic documents as an ob
ject lesson in what diplomacy should not be. 
At least three-quarters of the messages sent 
back to Ribbentrop by his ambassadors 
abroad were not only inaccurate but highly 
misleading. They did not illuminate the 
world scene for the Nazi leaders, but simply 
confirmed them in all their illusions. The 
Nazi ambassadors, in short, were not envoys 
extraordinary but ordinary deceivers, anx
ious to please their masters by reporting only 
what Berlin wanted to hear. 

Ribbentrop himself set the fashion for this 
kind of diplomatic reporting when he was 
ambassador in London. He consistently mis
led the Fuhrer about the extent to which 
Britain could be provoked without fighting. 
Just how far misinformation had cut off the 
Wilhelmstrasse from reality by 1940 can be 
seen in this volume's fantastic series of tele
grams about the Duke of Windsor. On the 
basis of a few hearsay ducal indiscretions, 
the Nazis swiftly convinced themselves that 
the former monarch was prepared to lead an 
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anti-Churchill movement. Equally subjec
tive reporting from Washington also led to 
an abusurdly unrealistic expectation that 
anti-British forces would soon push Roose
velt out of the White House. 

The lesson is clear. Unless a foreign serv
ice is staffed by men of integrity, able and 
willing to report the truth, however unpal
atable, it is more a menace than a help to 
the country it is meant to serve. Dictators, 
of course, are notoriously unwilling to be 
told what they do not wish to believe. All 
down history bearers of ill tidings have re
ceived short shrift. Sycophancy was quite 
as much a hallmark of Stalin's foreign serv
ice as ever it was of Hitler's. Nor are democ
racies altogether immune. Do all telegrams 
that reach Mr. Nehru tell the truth and noth
ing but the truth? After the shabby treat
ment afforded to those diplomatists who 
warned Washington against supporting 
Chiang Kai-shek, there has been a disturbing 
tendency to pass on to the State Department 
only information that supports current poli
cies. 

The real interest of these German docu
ments, therefore, does not lie so much in the 
light they throw on the past. Indeed, they 
cast more shadows than light. It lies in the 
warning they give of how useless is the most 
efficient diplomatic machine unless it is 
worked by men of character and independ
ence. Willing tools, such as Ribbentrop was 
served by, only helped Germany to bury her 
head in the sand. They are men to beware 
of. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Sen a tor yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. I have the honor and 

privilege of serving, with the Senator 
from Minnesota and the distinguished 
Senator from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD] 
oh the Foreign Relations Committee. I 
wonder if the Senator from Minnesota 
recalls · that early this year I protested, 
in the Foreign Relations Committee, the 
procedure in that committee which per
mitted committee action in executive 
session on nominations for ambassado
rial posts, and suggested then that all 
such hearings ought to be in public. 

After some discussion in the commit
tee, it was agreed to adopt a modifica
tion of my proposal; namely, that hear
ings would be held in public if requested 
by a single member of the committee. 
The Senator will recall that I made the 
first request, under that procedure, in 
connection with the appointment of Mr. 
Rubottom to head the Latin American 
desk in the State Department. · 

Subsequent to that, the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD], as I recall 
made a proposal to return to the original 
suggestion which I had made earlier this 
year, that the hearings be held in public. 

There was some discussion of that 
question in the press. I was not present 
at the last meeting of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee, because of duties on 
the floor. I wonder if the Senator from 
Montana can advise me whether any 
action was taken on the Mansfield pro
posal. I happen to believe that such 
procedure is a part of the solution-only 
a part-to the problem which the Sena
tor from Minnesota is raising in his very 
able speech on the floor of the Senate 
this afternoon. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. First, let me say 
that I recall vividly . the position of the 
Senator from Oregon and his concern 
over the matter of executive discussions 

of nominations to ambassadorial posts, 
and his request that the hearings be 
made public. 

On the latter point, as to whether the 
Mansfield proposal has been acted upon, 
I notice that the Senator from Montana 
is present in the Chamber, and I prefer 
that he answer the question. I ask 
unanimous consent that he may do so 
without my losing the right to the floor. 

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 
there was one nomination pending at the 
last meeting of the committee, the nomi
nation of William B. Macomber, Jr., to 
be Assistant Secretary of State. That 
nomination was considered at a public 
session. 

The committee agreed, by a majority 
vote, not to hold open hearings on the 
United Nations nominations, because 
several of the nominees had been before 
us previously, and we knew their history. 

However, the committee did agree to 
hold an open hearing tomorrow on the 
nomination of Mr. James H. Smith, Jr., 
who is to succeed Mr. Hollister as 
Director of ICA. 

The motion I made some weeks ago 
was, in effect, the Morse motion, origi
nally made by the Senator from Oregon 
earlier in the year. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. As I understand, it 
is a standing rule of the committee, and 
the rule will be altered only in the case of 
such nominations as the United Nations 
nominations, with respect to which the 
nominees may be Members of Congress 
or individuals who have been before the 
committee on previous occasions, and 
with respect to whom there is a record as 
to their background. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, this is a 
subject in which the entire Sena.te has a 
very important interest. I hope we shall 
not reach such a position in the Foreign 
Relations Committee that a majority of 
the committee can deny to any individual 
member of the committee an open hear
ing on a nomination with respect to 
which some member of the committee 
thinks there should be an open hearing. 
I trust that is not the present status. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I, too, trust that 
it is not. 

Mr. MORSE. If it is, if I cannot have 
it modified in the Foreign Relations Com
mittee, I serve notice now that I shall 
submit a resolution directing the Foreign 
Relations Committee to hold public hear
ings on ambassadorial appointments, 
because I do not think the determination 
is one which should be made by the 
Foreign Relations Committee alone. 

I think we have had a demonstration 
of the public interest involved. I was 
very disappointed to read in the press 
a purported statement by Mr. Herter, 
Under Secretary of State, in opposition 
to open hearings on ambassadorial ap
pointments. As the Senator from Minne
sota knows, that runs counter to a very 
deep conviction of mine, that is, that 
in a democracy there is no substitute for 
public disclosure. Let us never forget it 
in the Senate. 

When we are talking about this ques
tion, we are talking about one which, I 
think, illustrates a trend which has been 

developing in this country, toward gov
ernment by secrecy. The people of the 
United States are entitled to find out, in 
a public hearing, any facts anyone wishes 
to bring out with regard to any appointee 
of any President, Republican or Demo
crat, for an ambassadorial post. 

This is one Senator who, from now on, 
will object to any executive hearing in 
the Foreign Relations Committee on any 
ambassadorial appointment. I think the 
only way to stop the kind of action the 
Senator from Minnesota is talking about 
is to have such nominations placed in the 
full light of public disclosure. I am 
against any more secret hearings in the 
Foreign Relations Committee on presi
dential nominations to ambassadorial 
posts, or to any other high positions in 
the State Department. 

. Mr. HUMPHREY. Let me say to the 
Senator from Oregon and my other col
leagues that I fully concur as to the ne
cessity of public hearings. I have long 
felt that there have been far too many 
executive sessions. It is much more cozy 
that way, much more comfortable, but it 
is not always in the best interests of the. 
public. 

I wish also to stat~ categorically and 
plainly that when there are nominations 
by the President which require confirma
tion by the Senate, it is my belief-and 
I shall act on that belief-that there 
should be public hearings, with the 
fullest opportunity for members of the 
committee, or other Members of the Sen
ate, to inquire as to the person's quali
fications. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 
· Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Earlier in the 
course of his speech, the Senator pointed 
to the fact that, on the basis of absences 
relative to the status of career and non ... 
career ambassadors, the absences were 
greater on the part of the noncareer 
ambassadors. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. T,.hat is a true 

statement of fact. However, I think it 
should be brought out that among the 
noncareer ambassadors who had an un
blemished record-and perhaps the only 
one-was our distinguished colleague the 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. COOPER]. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I was just coming 
to that point. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. While he was Am
bassador to India, he was at his post 
every minute of the time. That was un
usual. However, I think a correction or 
clarification should be made with re
spect to some of the noncareer ambassa
dors who, in my opinion, perform able, 
distinguished, and outstanding service 
representing this country. I refer to 
Ambassadors such as Douglas Dillon in 
Paris, Clare Boothe Luce, in Rome, Ells
worth Bunker, now in India, and David 
Bruce, now in Germany. Most of them 
were contributors to their respective 
parties, but they did perform great serv
ice in representing our country in the 
capitals to which they were accredited. 

I point out that, in my opinion, so 
far as these persons are concerned, par
ticularly in the case of former Ambassa
dor Dillon, now Deputy Under Secretary 
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of State for economic affairs, and in 
the case of Mrs. Clare Boothe Luce, who 
has retired from the diplomatic field, a 
large part of their absences can be as
cribed to the fact that they had to un
dergo a relatively long period of medical 
treatment and, furthermore, to the fact 
that they were called back on assign
ments to this country, and that the 
period of time attributed to them as be
ing nonduty status should be changed to 
duty status. 

Therefore I believe we ought to give 
credit where credit is due. Both of those 
persons have been contributors to their 
party. That is all right. There is room 
for contributors in a diplomatic system 
such as ours. It is fortunate that many 
of these people have turned out to be so 
adept and so capable in the posts to 
which they were assigned. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish to say to the 
Senator from Montana that I agree 
thoroughly with him. In fact, I was 
just coming to the very names he men
tioned. I have in my hand a list of the 
ambassadors to whom the Senator has 
1·eferred. It is not a bad idea to have 
noncareer service representatives. It 
provides an injection of what might be 
termed new blood, and provides a new 
spirit and a new outlook in our ambas
sadorial service and in our diplomatic 
service. Surely it is not to be interpreted 
as an ironclad rule that if a person con
tributes to a political party he cannot be 
eligible for appointment to the diplo
matic service or to any other post of 
public trust or responsibility. 

Conversely, the fact that a person does 
contribute to a political party, does not 
necessarily mean that he is qualified for 
such appointment. It is necessary to 
judge the individual on his own, and it 
is necessary to judge him on the basis 
of his background and experience and 
education and knowledge of languages. 
The knowledge of languages is becom
ing increasingly important in the dip
lomatic field. It is becoming increasing
ly important for a person in the diplo
matic service to know languages, to 
know the culture of a country to which 
he is accredited, and to know its po
litical institutions. 

I say most respectfully that one of the 
great weaknesses of some of those be
ing assigned to diplomatic posts is the 
fact that they know so little of the po
litical structure of the country in which 
they are to serve. There is also a 
dearth of knowledge of the political and 
economic forces at work in the coun
tries. Too frequently all of us are the 
victims of what I call caption and head
line education, rather than education in 
depth. 

I believe it would be fair to say that 
far more important than asking a pros
pective appointee in the Foreign Service 
to name the prime minister of a coun
try would be to name the political par
ties of the country, what they stand for, 
and what the source of their power is. 
It would be far ·more important to test 
a person's knowle~ge of the political 
forces at work within a country, who are 
its leaders, where they come from, and 
how they obtained their stature and 
their power; as well as how many fol
lowers they have, and the impact they 

have on the political development of the 
country involved. 

Mr. President, there is too little knowl
edge along that line. We are constantly 
being made a ware of the importance of 
an understanding of foreign languages, 
particularly the languages behind the 
Iron Curtain. In our foreign services 
we need men and women who can speak 
the Slavonic languages, we need those 
who can speak Russian, and we need 
representatives who can speak and read 
and understand Chinese. 

I submit that everyone in the world 
is not going to learn English or Ameri
can; instead, foreign people will insist 
that we learn their language. I could · 
not escape reflection on the young man, 
Richard Medalie, who happens to come 
from my State, and is a student at Har
vard Law School. He is one of the 
youths who attended the Youth Festival 
in Moscow. He stood in Red Square in 
Moscow and took on all comers, talked 
to Russian students, read the United 
Nations Report on Hungary, and then 
proceeded to get into arguments with 
dozens of Russians.. He had crowds of 
up to 2,000 listening to him. Why did 
they listen? They listened because he 
spoke to them in Russian. He is a stu
dent of Slavonic languages, and the 
Russian language and R11ssian culture. 
He spoke brilliantly and fluently, and he 
made an impression in Moscow. · 

Of course, there is no better way in 
which we can honor another people or 
another country than by acquiring an 
understanding of their culture, and 
speaking their language, and learning 
their mores. 

I .repeat, we have had wonderful 
examples of noncareer service diplomats. 
We had in India Chester Bowles, and 
SUbsequently JOHN SHERMAN COOPER the 
distinguished Senator from Kentucky. 
These two men contributed immeasur
ably to the growth of understanding be
tween the United States and India. 
They represented our country with in·
tegrity and honqr and brillance. 

From Minnesota we had a very ·dis
tinguished and able diplomat, Mrs. Eu
genie Anderson, who was literally loved 
by the people of Denmark and by the 
officials of that country. On one of her 
return trips she was heralded almost 
as a patron saint. She was a noncareer 
diplomat. But she certainly was a 
diplomat. She was a brilliant and in
formed student of the economics and 
politics of Denmark. 

There should be less emphasis on time 
in the garden with the cocktail glass, 
and a little more time spent in learning 
the politics and economics of a country. 
If that is done, we will have better diplo
mats representing us in foreign coun
tries. Too many of our diplomats seek 
ambassadorial posts not only as a reward 
for campaign contributions, but in a de
sire for social life, which they can obtain 
in the United States at less cost, I might 
say. 

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Did Mrs. Eugenie 

Anderson speak the Danish language? 
Mr. HUMPHREY. She · surely did. 

She learned the language. She learned 

it in Denmark. It made a tremendous 
impression upon the Danish people. 
The famous former Representative 
from Connecticut Clare Boothe Luce, is 
another example. I have stood on the 
floor of the· Senate and commended her 
for her brilliant service to our country 
in Italy. There is no doubt about the 
fact that she was an excellent am
bassador. She was a noncareer am
bassador, but she understood people, and 
she understood the minute relationships 
which are so important in human affairs. 

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I join with the 
Senator from Montana in commending 
other diplomats, such as David Bruce, 
Ellsworth Bunker, and others. I had 
the privilege, incidentally, of serving 
with Ellsworth Bunker as a delegate to 
the United Nations. He was a former 
head of the Red Cross, a wonderful man. 

It should be pointed out, first, that it 
is not necessary to be a Foreign Service 
officer to be a good ambassador. Sec
ondly, it is not necessary that a person 
make a contribution to a political party 
before he can be appointed ambassador. 
By the same token, the mere fact that a 
person does contribute to a political 
party does not qualify him to be ap
pointed an ambassador. It may mean 
in some cases that the qualifications of 
such an appointee should be looked into 
very carefully. 

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator men

tioned Mrs. Eugenie Anderson, our for
mer Ambassador to Denmark. Mrs. 
Clare Boothe Luce, our former Ambassa
dor to Italy, was also mentioned by the 
Senator. Is it not correct to say that 
those two outstanding Ambassactors had 
an added handicap, because they were 
women? In spite of that, however, they 
were able to rise above the prejudices 
which may have existed against women 
being appointed to the posts to which 
they were accredited, and today they are 
ranked among the most brilliant am
bassador~ we have sent to any country in 
any part of the world. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I would say that 
is surely a true statement. I should like 
to add the name of another grand lady. 
She is Daisy Borden Harriman. She 
was a great credit to America. She was 
loved by ~he Norwegian people. Anyone 
who _goes to Norway will hear the name 
of the former American Minister to Nor
way, who today is one of the grand ladies 
of Washington, loved by hundreds of 
people in this city, and justly so. She 
was a noncareer diplomat and a very 
good diplomat. What I am trying to 
say is that we should use some judgment 
when. the nominations are made. 

Let us do what was suggested by the 
Senator from Oregoll and the Senatm· 
from Montana. Let us have a little 
more public discussion of nominations 
when they come to the committee. I 
think all of us have been slightly dere
lict. - I shall not put the blame for that 
on someone else; I may have been dere
lict. As a member of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, I possibly should have 
been a little more careful in my personal 
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'examination of the nominations in the 
Foreign Service, but like other Sena
tors, I have not always been in attend
ance, not because of a desire to be ab
sent, but because of conflicting appoint
ments and conflicting responsibilities. 

I feel we have now made some progress. 
If we do not let the matter die, if we 
pursue and persist, we may have per
formed a service for our country. 

Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Minnesota. 

TENTH ANNIVERSARY OF INDE
PENDENCE OF INDIA 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, this 
day, August 15, 1957, marks the lOth an
niversary of the independence of India. 
The occasion will be celebrated in tens of 
thousands of humble villages scattered 
over the Indian countryside. It will be 
celebrated in great cities like New Delhi, 
Calcutta, Bombay, and Madras. It will 
be celebrated by 360 million Indians 
throughout the vast stretches of that 
great country. The occasion, so signifi
cant to the people of India, ought to be 
heralded elsewhere, wherever people are 
free, wherever people aspire to be-free, 
for it augers well for the future of liberty 
in the world. 

The decade of Indian freedom has 
been marked by struggle and travail. It 
has also been marked by solid achieve
ment and growing confidence. 

There were many doubters and scof
fers when this great new republic came 
into existence. How, it was asked, can 
this huge conglomerate of races, re
ligions, castes, and languages be molded 
into an independent and stable nation? 
Many predicted that in a matter of 
months, or a year or two at most, the 
Indians would be begging for the return 
of foreign overlordship. 

For a while it appeared that the 
doubters and scoffers might be right. 
The tragic riots attendant upon parti
tion claimed millions of lives and up
rooted countless millions of families. 
An assassin's bullet ended the life of one 
of the great men of this century-the 
spiritual and political leader of India, 
Mohandas Gandhi. 

Then, somewhere out of the depths of 
this agony of violence, somewhere out 
of their deep longing for peace and for 
a meaningful freedom, the people of In
dia began to find their way. They found 
a selfless leadership in Jawaharlal Nehru. 
They found within themselves, as men 
bent on freedom will always find, the 
strength to build and develop under his 
leadership a decent way of life. 

The achievements during the first dec
ade of independence in India stand as a 
remarkable testimony to the power and 
inspiration of the doctrines of liberty. 
In the past 10 years, the Indian leaders 
have overcome centuries of political in
ertia and established a workable gov
ernment under a constitution not un
like ours in spirit and purpose. They 
have molded the heterogeneous peoples 
of the subcontinent into a single democ
racy. They have taken firm and bold 
steps to guarantee human and civil 
rights to all, just as this Congress is now 

in the process of trying to do for our own 
citizens. 

Under their first 5-year plan, recently 
completed, the Indians have moved for
ward on many fronts. Illiteracy has 
been reduced. Standards of health and 
sanitation are rising. Production of 
food and industrial output is at record 
levels. 

The United States, along with the 
United Nations and its agencies, has been 
privileged to play some small part in the 
remarkable progress of the Indian Re
public. I refer in this connection par
ticularly to the technical cooperation 
program and the loan of $360 million in 
1956 under Public Law 480. That loan 
will enable the Indian Government to 
obtain food from the United States to 
feed the hungry without impairing the 
continued and essential expansion of its 
own economy. 

This country has had its differences 
with India in dealing with the interna
tional problems of the past 10 years. In . 
the heat of those differences, however, it 
is easy to overlook the times that we 
have been in agreement, and helpful to 
one another. This is ·a fitting occasion 
to recall the contribution of India to 
ending the bloodshed in Korea and in 
securing the release of a number of 
Americans held prisoner by Communist 
China. India, her leaders and her peo
ple, represent a constructive force for 
peace and freedom. 

Mr. President, the Indian people have 
come a long way in the decade since they 
achieved their independence. The years 
ahead are full of hard work and self
sacrifice for them but they are also full 
of the promise of a better life, a more se
cure existence and a more stable free
dom. The people of this country will 
watch the unfolding of the second decade 
of Indian independence with a deep and 
friendly interest. I believe that the peo
ple of this country will continue to coop
erate in its progress in every proper way. 
We shall do so because in this closely knit 
world the stability and progress of free;. 
dom elsewhere is of the greatest rele
vance to our own freedom. We shall do 
so out of the ties of a common humanity 
which bind us to the people of India and 
to other nations in the search for a 
decent and durable peace. 

Mr. President, a thought-provoking re
view of India's Great Adventure: 10 
Years Later was published in the New 
York Times magazine on Sunday, Aueust 
11, written by A.M. Rosenthal, the Times 
correspondent in India w:t:o is returning 
to his post in New Delhi after a visit to 
this country. 

Because I think it highly appropriate 
in connection with the anniversary of 
India's independence, I ask unanimous 
consent to have the article referred to 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

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

INDIA' S GREAT ADVENTURE 10 YEARS LATER 

(By A. M. Rosenthal) 
During a decade of self-rule, India has 

striven valiantly to uplift millions by demo
cratic methods. But, in today's Asia, it is a 
race against time and final results are in 
doubt. 

The great adventure of the Asia of this 
century is a decade old this week, and it is 
an adventure just beginning. "Adventure" 
is the word Jawaharlal Nehru uses when he 
thinks aloud about the awakenings and 
struggles, the pains and joys through which 
India has lived since August 15, 1947, her 
day of independence. 

It is a good word. When the world thinks 
of political adventure it thinks, most often, 
of great dramas any man can see quickly, of 
swift change and power and stunning tech
nique. But as the Prime Minister of India 
uses the word and as it has entered the lives 
of so many millions of people on tha t great 
stretch of land between the Himalayas and 
the Indian Ocean, adventure has a special 
and greatly more impressive meaning. It is 
the adventure of men trying, as best they 
can, peacefully, to create order from turmoil 
unity from divergence, decency from degra~ 
dation, progress from stagnation. 

Another adventure has been taking place 
in Asia, the adventure of Communist China. 
It is an experiment to which the world pays 
considerably more attention than to the one 
in India. That's because the world, or a 
good part of it, has at least two attention
commanding reactions to Peiping that it 
does not have to New Delhi-awe and fear. 

But in many ways the adventure of India is 
the greater and more meaningful of the two. 
It represents an idea that not only is being 
challenged by the Communists, but in which 
millions of non-Communists in Asia are be
ginning to lose faith-the idea that a country 
sunk for centuries in economic misery can 
find the road upward without the use of force 
and terror. 

A great deal depends on what happens to 
the Indian adventure. There has been a lot 
of talk about the competition between India 
and Communist China. The Indians, looking 
at the world from the depths of their o"wn 
wishful attitudes toward the Communist 
powers, don't like the talk. People in the 
West seem to have become jaded with it. 

But in her own security belt in the 
Himalayas, India is intensely aware of the 
danger of Chinese infiltration. "I'm here to 
watch the Chinese, that's my job," said an 
Indian official in Nepal. And there are a 
great many Indian officials who realize that 
they must prove by results that their tech
niques can match those of the Communists. 

There are not many political guaranties in 
Asia. There is no guaranty, for instance, that 
the mere existence of a free India will pre
vent for all time the expansion of the phys
ical or political power of Peiping. But 
there is an Asian political equation that can 
be proved only by final disaster. It is: Com
munist China plus a Communist India equals 
a Communist Asia. 

So far, the effort and determination and 
the beliefs of the men who lead the adven
ture in India, and their people's willingness 
to follow and wait, have been as important 
as the results. But at this anniversary, under 
the pressure of awakened desires and of 
the pace and promise of communism, the 
time is coming rather quickly when results 
will count more, when the free world will 
have to decide for itself whether its stake in 
India is more important than its deep dislike 
of Indian policy. 

"Two years," said an Indian diplomat in 
New York a couple of weeks ago, and he said 
it with passion. He said many passionate 
and angry things and the gist of them all was 
that there is not much more than 2 years of 
grace, 2 years for the non-Communist world 
to realize that the great adventure in India 
is at a time of crisis and that without help, 
great amounts of help, it will fail. 

"Two years." This was just one terribly 
troubled Indian diplomat, and he spoke in 
heat. There may be 2 years, there may be 3, 
or 5, but what this man said in an East Side 
New York living room was what a good many 
other Indians, in gardens in New Delhi and 
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in offices in Washington, believe. They be- Certainly there are enormous pulls within 
lieve that soon democratic methods must the Indian nation. And certainly there is 
match the promise of hard-fist methods, or the possibility that one day, - if there is a 
be replaced. collapse of the economy and of political 

They believe and say that, not as a mat- leadership, these pulls may become so strong 
ter of pessimism but with the realization of that the nation mRY splinter. There is no 
urgency. As a matter of fact, the history of point in pretending these differences and 
the Indian subcontinent these past 10 years pulls do not exist. They always have; that 
has shown that in looking into the future of is the point. And once there is an apprecia
an underdeveloped country it is not nearly tion of this difficult heritage, the emphasis 
enough to base judgment only on things like changes entirely. In 10 years India has ac
population growth, industrial production, complished more in getting peoples of dif
education, agricultural output, and political ferent backgrounds to live together under 
problems. If these things were all that were one national roof than her former rulers, 
involved, Indian democracy would not have Moslem, Hindu, and European, were able to 
reached its lOth birthday. It is the some- accomplish in centuries. 
thing else, that compound of work, will, and When India was born a free nation, the 
the belief that men can be shown the way most dismal part of her heritage was caste. 
to their own dignity, that makes the adven- This was the Everest of her Himalayan Range 
ture of India a special one. of troubles. · 

There come times, between friends, or peo- To the rest of the world, caste means 
pie who should be friends, wh'en it is not a untouchability. Untouchability, that soul
bad thing to put aside the critical micro- shattering concept that tens of millions of 
scope and the irritations and disappoint- human beings are born so degraded that 
ments and to look for a while at the things their touch or even shadow is defiling, and 
that are right and good. It would be a won- -that these human beings are condemned for 
derfully pleasant thing if India would do life to live beyond the pale and work at 
that for us. A birthday is a good time for us trades that disgust the higher born, is the 
to do it for India. • most horribly dramatic aspect of caste. But 

When a man is your friend, you think not the most important aspect of caste is that 
only about what he has become but what he the existence of thousands of castes and 
went through to get .where he is. subcastes divides the country into just as 

When India was born a free nation, two many thousands of mental , social and pro
chunks of prairie, mountain, and paddy had fessional boxes whose inhabitants cannot 
been taken away to become the new nation leave them. 
of Pakistan. War followed, although it was Millions of Indians think and act as mem
not called that. Hundreds of thousands of bers of a village box, or an occupational box, 
Moslems, Hindus, and Sikhs died in a flood or a religious box, not as members of the 
of hatred that has still not ebbed away. And whole community. They live lives closed 
the Hindu refugees keep coming from Paki- ·against the inhabitants of the other boxes: 
stan, and millions of Moslems in India still When they do become aware of people in 
live amid hostility and fear. those other boxes, they think of them as 

But, on this point of religious bitterness, superiors or inferiors and this leads to a 
as on almost everything else that has to do combination of callousness and servility. 
with India's story, the foreigner must set For a nation struggling upward, it leads 
himself a perspective and ask himself a ques- to a disastrous waste of the coun-try's one 
tion or two. The perspective is the history great asset-th~ human being. 
of India and her economic and social re- Caste-including untouchability-still is 
sources at the time of her independence. strong in the life of India. There are hun
The question is whether, against that back- dreds of villages, perhaps thousands, where 
ground, the story· lies in what has not yet men must · wail warning cries as they walk 
been done, or in what has been accomplished. the streets so that their betters can step 

Is the essential point about religious bit- aside and avoid defilement. But in the 
terness in India that it still exists as it has decade since independence the Indian Gov
existed for centuries? Or is it that for the ernment has done more to fight the filthier 
past decade, and only for a decade, an Indian manifestat_ions of caste than all the preced
government has been trying to live down the ing governments of India taken together. 

·past and create a-nation in which 320 million Local politicians still seek power through 
Hindus and 40 million Moslems live together ·caste ties but the Government is dedicated 
in peace? There have been troubles-Mas- to the destruction of untouchability and 
lem rioting over a book considered insulting the gradual erasing of caste lines. This is· a 

-to the prophet, Hindu hooligans throwing a monumental thing because· it means that an 
pig's carcass into a mosque-but are they e_lected government of a country is dedicated 
really more significant than the fact that to reforming, through democratic education 
for a decade men have been trying to prevent and the process of law, some of the most 
religious conflict? dearly held tenets of the religion of the 

When India was born a free nation, she people who elected it to power. 
was a country in which there were hundreds This slow, painful battle against caste is 
of political boundaries, the boundaries of part of the most important work the Indian 
more than 500 prince-ruled states. Without Government has had on its hands during the 
bloodshed, these states were absorbed into ·first decade, teaching Indians to refuse to 
the Indian union. This was a good-sized accept. These past 10 years, the Government 
miracle of political maneuvering and impres- has been trying to make Indians realize that 
sive testimony to the attractiveness a guar- they do not have to accept the ditch into 
anteed privy purse has for the noble-born. which caste has flung them, and that disease 

But there were problems greater even than and hunger and mind-blanketing ignorance 
the princely states. The new Ind'ia was a do not have to be accepted, either. And 
country whose people spoke 15 different lan- whatever its faults, this is a government that 
guages and hundreds of dialects. ·n was a tells its people that their achievements must 
country where a peasant from Madras had . be their own and can be reached through the 
considerably less in common with a peasant methods of peaceful change. 
from Bengal, in language, custom, and tradi- The inevitable irony is that every success 
tion, than a Frenchman has, say, with an in the procesl? _of awakening of desire and 
Italian. Language divided the country and ambition puts heavier strains on the Govern
so did regional jealousies, caste, and history. ment and the economy. Put most simply, 

Despite all these differences, India has tens of millions of Indians now realize that 
made herself a nation. People who study they are entitled to more-more to eat, more 

. India sometimes say with an air of great education, more dignity of life-than the 
discovery that, "Why, it is not really a nation . Government has in its power to give them. 

. at all, but a group of nations," and they say This is the key to the Indian crisis, the 
it accusingly. attempt of the Government to match the 

awakening .desires of an enormous popula
tion and to convince itself and the people 
that they should resist the attractions of 
what seem to be the swifter methods of 
authoritarianism. 
· The Indians call the road they have chosen 
for themselves mixed economy. It adds up 
to a system in which government enters into 
a wide range of industrial and commercial 
fields , has more and more to say about the 
conduct of private enterprise, but permits it 
to continue to grow. It is not the road the 
United States would have liked to see India 
follow. But it is a road Indians feel is best 
for themselves and, most important, it is a 
road marlt:ed with the signposts of parlia
mentary action. 

" Isn't Nehru ·a dictator?" That is a ques
tion this reporter has heard a few times in 
the United States. Nehru may be several not 
terribly pleasant things-confusing, auto
cratic, stubborn-but his greatest contribu
tion to India has been that he has not per
mitted himself to become a dictator; nor 
permitted India to make him one. 

Nehru is the chief everything in India
chief planner, chief policymaker, chief mili
tary mind, chief inspector-but he functions 
under a republican constitution and as ma
jority leader in a parliamentary system 
founded on the only meaningful base for a 
.parliamentary system-regular national free 
elect ions. It was Gandhi who gave direc
tion to the surge for independence. It has 
been Nehru who has given direction, since 
independence, to India's parliamentary _gov
ernment. 

Most Indians who count politically are de
termined to keep India functioning under 
parliamentary controls. Whether they will 

. be able to hold fast depends on their own 
strength, the weather, and the United States. 

Two or three bad crop years could force 
India to spend so much of her foreign ex
change on food that her plans would have to 
be scrapped. As for the United . States, this 

·country is just about the only.source for the 
large-scale help India needs. The Russians 
will built a steel plant and rush in with 
some dramatic help now and then, .but in 

.the long run it is in communism's interest 
to have the Indian economy collapse, 

At the age of .10, independent India is in 
deep, deep _economy water. The second 5-
year plan started in the spring of last year, 

. and already seems to be foundering. The 
·first plan, aimed at increasing agricultural 
production, was moderately successful, with 
the blessing of some good .monsoons. But its 
main achievements were to stimulate a sense 

·of purpose, unity, and progress and the belief 
in the ability to do. 

The second plan continues emphasis on 
agriculture but adds new points of concen
tration-creating an industrial base, stimu
lating social services, covering the country 

· with a program designed to. awaken the. vil
lages to new life. It calls for a public out 
lay of about $10 billion, about twice the cost 
of the first plan. 

Almost as soon as the plan was announced, 
it became clear that India did not have 
enough money to see it through-by at least 
$1,500,000,000. There was c'riticism in India 
and abroad that the plan was too ambitious. 

But in drawing up a plan in a country as 
poor as India, the Government has to do 

.more than satisfy the statisticians. It has 
to hold out hope. Even if all the goals of 

·the second plan were reached, the life of 
the Indian peasant and worker would still 

-be miserable, only a tiny beginning would 
. be made in education and health services 
and, because of the population growth, there 
would be more unemployed at the. end of the 

_plan than there were ~t its beginning. 
What the plan amounted to was a state

ment of belief by the Nehru government 
that India, through her own resources and 
help from abroad, could continue to inch 
ahead. The people in N:ew Delhi felt that 
to say less would be to confess failure. 
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The planners expected a cns1s because 

they knew that their foreign exchange re
sources were dwindling and because they 
knew that they had counted, on paper, on 
more aid from abroad than they stood a 
good chance of getting. But the crisis has 
boiled up dangerously in the past 3 or 4 
months. Foreign exchange resources are al
most at bedrock. Foreign investors, in the 
United States and Europe, are considerably 
less than keen about India. 

There is sharper anxiety about India's fu
ture among Indians and United States offi
cials than this reporter has seen in 3 years. 
The estimate is that India desperately 
needs an additional $1,000,000,000 in the 
form of loans, credits or grants to help her 
purchase the machinery, equipment, skills, 
and food she has to have in the next 5 
years. Without it, Indian and United States 
officials feel India's economic plans and 
hopes will be wrecked. 

Suppose India does not get the help she 
needs, what then? 

Unfortunately for the world's understand
ing of the seriousness of the situation, there 
probably will be no political crisis in India 
great enough to make the free world's foreign 
offices panicky. The first thing likely to hap
pen is that parts of the plan will be scut
tled-parts of what really is already a min
imum plan. What is left will have to be 
reorganized on a new system of priorities; 
yearly plans will be drawn up, and one day 
the country will realize that it has an 8- or 
10-year plan, not a 5-year plan. 

There are grayer parts to the outlook than 
failure of a plan. One of them is that, as 
India is forced tighter and tighter against 
the wall, pressures will build up within the 
country for adopting tighter and tougher 
economic measures, for speeding up parlia
mentary processes to the point where all 
that remains is the name. 

The danger is not that all of a sudden In
dia will go Commmiist. The danger is that, 
step by step, she will find herself abandon
ing parliamentary controls. For example, 
there may be pressures to nationalize with
out compensation, something India has nev
er done. There will be pressures to tax 
wealth out of existence, to take over the 
banks, to set up a mass system of farm co
operatives that will not be far away from 
government-controlled agriculture, to estab
lish rigid price and distribution controls over 
crops, . even if that means collecting them 
from the peasant against his will. This will 
not be a sudden switch to totalitarian econ
omy but a slide down into it. 

Since India is a democracy, Nehru and his 
government do not exist in a vacuum. 
There is something called the Communist 
Party of India. In the last election, Nehru's 
Congress Party was returned to power. But 
for the first time the party lost a state to 
the Communists-Kerala. And throughout 
the country there were political signs of 

·restlessness, impatience with the Congress 
Party. 

Change, of course, is part of democracy. 
But change brings danger when, as in In
dia, there is no well-organized national dem-

- ocratic opposition. The Communists bene
fited most from discontent against the Con
gress in the last election. If something 
happens to the Indian economy, even as
suming the Government can hold back the 
slide toward totalitarian economics, the ben
efits from the impatience of the people be
tween now and the next election in 1962 
will go to the Communists. 

Two serious things--one day, not far away, 
they could add up to tragedy-are 'becoming 
part of the American attitude toward India. 
One is perpetual irritation. 

This reporter believes that the responsi
bility for this edginess belongs in New Delhi 
as much as in Washington and comes al
most entirely from what India and her lead
ers say and do not say about international 
affairs. There is no good reason for us to 
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pretend we do not think India has adopted 
a double standard of morality toward us and 
the Soviet world. But there are good and 
vital reasons for us to remember that New 
Delhi is a lot more than a factory for pro
ducing irritating foreign policy statements, 
that it is the capital of a country whose fu
ture is important to us. 

Coupled with irritation is complacency. 
We figure, somehow, that India will strug
gle along. After all, they are not used to 
anything better, and anyway, it gets a little 
boring to worry about Indian economics. We 
don't really get e,xcited until a crisis is dra
matically headlined and then we get the 
fire engine out and rush in with sirens 
screaming. The time of crisis is approach
ing in Ir -.lia, but it is not as easy to see as 
a coup d'etat or rebellion, and nobody seems 
to be manning the fire engines. 

AMENDMENT OF CERTAIN PROVI
SIONS OF COLUMBIA BASIN PROJ
ECTACT 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GORE 

in the chair) laid before the Senate the 
;:tmendment o_f the House of Representa
tives to the bill <S. 1482) to amend cer
tain provisions of the Columbia Basin 
Project Act, and for other purposes, 
which was, on page 1, to strike out line 
3 down through line 24 on page 3, and in
sert: 

That (a) in subdivisions (iii) and (iv) of 
section 2, subsection (b) of the Columbia 
Basin Project Act (57 Stat. 14), as amended, 
the expression "one farm unit", wherever it 
occurs, is repealed and the expression "two 
farm units" is substituted therefor. 

(b) Section 2 (b) (v> of the Columbia 
Basin Project Act is hereby amended by add
ing thereto a new sentence reading as fol
lows: "Lands held in trust for any person 
shall, for the purpose of this Act, be deemed 
to be held both by that person and, if the 
trustee derives any profit or advantage from 
the trust other than a moderate fixed fee for 
the management of the same, by the 
trustee." This amendment shall not be 
deemed .to affect any irrevocable trust for the 
benefit of a child under 18 created prior to 
this amendment, which would then have 
been held to be consistent with the provi
sions and intent of the Columbia Basin 
Project Act or to excuse any violation or 
.evasion of that Act, or of the rules and regu
lations issued pursuant to it or of contracts 
entered into under it, by the creation or pur
ported creation of a trust prior to this 
amendment, which would then have been 
held to be inconsistent with said provisions 
and intent. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate disagree to the 
amendment of the House of Representa
tives to S. 1482, request a conference 
with the House thereon, and that the 
Chair appoint the conferees on the part 
of the Senate. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, may we 
have the matter explained? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, the 
_bill relates to a developmel).t project on 
the Columbia River. It has been here 
for a while. I understood the matter 
had been cleared with the able minority 
leader. If it has not been, or if it should 
develop that it has not been, I would 
naturally want to have the request 
rescinded. But I believe the matter has 
.been cleared with the minority leader. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator 
·from New Mexico. 

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

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. ANDER
SON, Mr. JACKSON, and Mr. MALONE the 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

ATOMIC ENERGY 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I call 

the attention of the Senate to a situation 
which has not been the subject of debate 
on the Senate floor, but as to which I 
believe the Senate should be informed. 
It is a matter in which, as one Senator, 
I have a deep interest. It relates to the 
atomic energy situation, especially the 
agency for the peacetime use of atomic 
energy, which was the subject of a House 
bill for which a Senate bill was substi
tuted on August 14, entitled "Appoint
ment of United States Representatives 
in International Atomic Energy Agency 
and To Provide for United States Partici
pation in that Agency." 

Before I embark upon my remarks, 
which will be very brief, I thank the 
distinguished senior Senator from Ore
gon [Mr. MoRSE] for allowing me to 
proceed first, because I understand that 
his speech will be somewhat longer than 
mine. 

Mr. President, the basic point for my 
observations today is attributable to the 
fact that the Senate has not debated 
this question. The Senate bill, which is 
how in conference with the other body, 
contains a provision with which I am in 
disagreement. This is the only oppor
tunity I shall have to say anything about 
it. Other than that, the matter has 
been dealt with in the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy. The provision in the 
bill with which I am in disagreement 
reads as follows: 

In the case of the InternationaJ Atomic 
Energy Agency the Commission may distrib:. 
ute only such amounts of special nuclear 
materials as are authorized by Congress: 
Provided, however, · Notwithstanding this 
provision, that the Commission is hereby 
authorized, -subject to the provisions of sec
tion 123, to distribute to the Agency 5,000 
kilograms of contained uranium 235, to
gether with the amounts of special nuclear 
material which will match in amount the 
sum of all qualit~es of special nuclear ma
terials made available by all other members 
of the Agency to July 1, 1960. 

In short, what the provision says is 
that after the immediate commitments 
made by the President in respect of the 
peacetime use of Atomic Energy Agency 
and the treaty which the Senate ap
proved on June 18, 1957, and as the 
Agency develops and comes into its very 
great usefulness, Congress shall pass 
specifically upon each amount of ura
nium for the purpose of developing the 
peacetime uses of this tremendous 
source of pow.er energy. 

I do not pretend to be an expert in this 
field; I defer with the greatest respect to 
the members of the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy and to the Atomic En
_ergy Commission. But, as one Senator, 
it is my duty, in the interest of the mil
.lions of people of my State, to vote upon 
this question. It seems to me that in a 
matter of such great magnitude and 
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consequence to the world, I would not 
be true to my duty, the matter not hav
ing been debated, if I did not spread my 
views upon the RECORD. 

My reason for opposing this particular 
provision and for speaking upon it, -al
though I am not a member of the Joint 
Committee, and do not pretend to be an 
expert in the field, is buttressed by the 
fact that 6 of the 9 members of the Joint 
Committee in the other body, in dealing 
with the question before that body, have 
taken exactly this position and have 
backed it with very sound, substantial 
argument, argument which was suffi
cient to convince the other body, on the 
floor, to strike out the very same provi
sion of the bill. It seems to me, there
fore, that that action buttresses my own 
feelings with respect to the matter. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that I may have printed in the REc
ORD at this point in my remarks the addi
tional views of the six members of the 
Joint Committee in the other body, as 
contained in House of Representatives 
Report No. 960. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Eenator yield? 

Mr. JA VITS. I yield. 
Mr. LANGER. Will the distinguished 

Senator from New York briefly tell us 
what the six Members of the House 
agreed upon? 

Mr. JAVITS. I will. They agreed, or 
they believed, that the particular pro
vision I have just read should be 
stricken, and their reasons, briefly sum
marized, are as follows. As a matter 
of fact, their report is so short that per
haps I should read it into the RECORD. 
Therefore, I withdraw my unanimous
consent request. I shall read the views 
in which I find myself in agreement. 
They are as follows: 

ADDITIONAL VIEWS 

We enthusiastically support the principal 
objective of the bill, H. R. 8251, which is 
to enable the United States Government to 
participate in the International Atomic En
ergy Agency and we endorse all the features 
of the bill save one. 

We refer to a single sentence of section 
7 which revises section 54 of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954 in such a way as to sub
stantially undermine the basic purposes of 
the bill before us. 

As written, section 7 of the bill has two 
broad deleterious effects: 

( 1) It casts serious doubt on the good 
faith and goOd will of the United States in 
proposing and in joining the International 
Atomic Energy Agency, and 

(2) It offers a positive obstacle to Amer
ican manufacturers in their efforts to ex
ploit American know-how and American re
actor systems abroad. 

No proposal made by the United States 
in international affairs has ever received the 
spontaneous and unanimous accord given to 
the dramatic suggestion of the President in 
a speech before the General Assembly of 
the United Nations on December 8, 1953, 
in which he urged that the nations of the 
world should form an International Atomic 
Energy Agency to develop the peaceful uses 
of atomic energy. 

The acclaim given this idea was unani
mous in this country and abroad. It has 
fostered a unique spirit of willingness to 
work together, which was strongly evident 
last year at the Conference which unani
mously approved the statute for the Inter
national Agency. This spirit_ should be en-

couraged in every way, as indeed it already 
has been fostered and strengthened by the 
ratification of the treaty establishing the 
new Agency. 

It is our considered view that the single 
sentence of the bill to which we direct our 
vigorous objection will destroy much of the 
large measure of international good will cre
ated by the President's proposal and our 
ratification of the treaty giving it existence. 
It does so by creating a cloud of uncer
tainty for the indefinite future on the avail
ability to the Agency of the necessary special 
nuclear material to fuel reactors of Amer
ican type for peacetime purposes. 

The sentence to which we object is at 
the end of section 7, reading as follows: 

Then they quote the sentence I have 
already read. I continue to read from 
the additional views, as follows: 

Let there be no misunderstanding-we 
fully agree that it is necessary for the Con
gress at all times to maintain control of 
our atomic-energy program. This sentence 
is, however, in no way necessary to accom
plish that purpose since other provisions of 
law adequately preserve Congressional con
kcl: -

They thereupon list the other provi
sions of law, as follows: 

The Commission is required to keep the 
joint committee-

A committee of the Congress-
fully and currently informed on all phases 
of the program; 

The President is required annually to allo
cate the amount of material available for 
peacetime uses; 

Transfer abroad of special nuclear mate
rials must be via an agreement for coopera~ 
tion which the President must find "will 
promote and will not constitute unreason
able risk to the common defense and 
security"; 

The agreement must be submitted to the 
joint committee for 30 days ·while Congress 
is in session for review, and finally, · 

The Congress has additional control by 
way of suitable limitations on appropriation 
measures for the atomic-energy program. 

These are substantial an<i adequate means 
for Congressional control of the atomic 
program and our relationships with the new 
Agency. 

It would, indeed, be deplorable if at this 
last hour the hopes of mankind everywhere 
in the world, carried aloft by the dream of 
an international agency, which would bring 
to them the goodness of atomic energy, were 
to be cruelly and rudely dashed on the rocks 
of Congressional insistence upon needless 
and harmful legislative restrictions. 

CHET HOLIFIELD. 
MELVIN PRICE. 
STERLING COLE. 
JAMES E. VAN ZANDT. 
JAMES T. PATTERSON. 
THOMAS A. JENKINS. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New York read again the 
sentence to which objection is made? 

Mr. JAVITS. Yes. The sentence to 
which the members of the group of the 
other body object reads as follows: 

In the case of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency the Commission may dis
tribute only such amounts of special nuclear 
materials as are authorized by Congress: 
Provided, however, Notwithstanding this 
provision, that the Commission is hereby 
authorized subject to the provisions of sec
tion 123, to distribute to the Agency 5,000 
kilograms of contained uranium 235, to
gether with the amounts of spooial nuclear 
material which will match in amount the 
sum of all quantities of special nuclear rna-

terials made available by all other members 
of the Agency to July 1, 1960. 

Mr. President, in stating my nwn rea
sons, again I say I do not pretend to be 
an expert. I am only explaining my 
position as one Senator who, in good con
science, must vote either "yea" or "nay" 
on this question, when the conference 
report comes before the Senate. So I 
state my views with great deference, 
especially to my colleague, the Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. BRICKER], who is a mem
ber of the joint committee, and is a dis
tinguished constitutional lawyer; and I 
st at e my respect for his knowledge and 
my appreciation of his experience in this 
field. 

My reasons for my position are as 
follows: 

First, I believe that in a matter of 
this character, it is very, very important 
to make the world feel that the President 
of the United States has the full backing 
and confidence of the United States. 
This is essentially President Eisenhower's 
big contribution to world peace, in terms 
of the peaceful uses of this great source 
of energy. I think historically it will 
perhaps be the greatest thing he ever did 
or said, and that is why I should like very 
much to hold up his hand in the full 
spirit of the proposal he made. 

Second, the United States has with 
many other nations-more than 40-bi
lateral agreements by means of which 
the United States will give them atomic 
materials for the purpose of peacetime or 
civilian uses. The provision to which I 
refer is not contained in any of those 
agreements. If the President were to 
_go haywire, he certainly could do so as 
regards that area; and the restraints 
included in the Senate version of the 
bill would neither add to nor detract 
from, very much, if the President were 
to lose his head in connection with oper
ations in this field. 

Third, as is pointed out in the addi
tional views which I have read, there is 
jeopardy to United States manufacturers 
who produce reactors, by virtue of the 
fact that if the limitations which are 
imposed create uncertainty as to the 
amount of material the United States 
will make available, that will make un
certain the use of American-manufac
tured reactors; and the Members of the 
other body argue that that would provide 
an inducement for the purchase of 
reactors manufactured by our prin
cipal competitor-Great Britain-which 
would-not be subject to uncertainty of 
that kind. 

Finally, Mr. President, let me say that 
I am not finding fault or complaining. 
I am pointing .out the situation for only 
two reasons: 

First. The bill is in conference; and 
1f any Member of the Senate has an opin
ion-and I do-it seems to me the opin
ion should be expressed while it may have 
some influence upon what is taking place 
at this time. 

Second. Let me refer to the very im
portant letter which was addressed by 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. AN
DERSON]-and this is very important in 
connection with the whole matter, as all 
of us know-to the Washington Post. 
The letter deals with this particular sub-
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ject. In the letter the Senator from 
New Mexico says: 

Amounts over and above 5,000 kilograms-

Referring to uranium 235-
($80 million worth} of fissionable material 
plus matching requirements already author
ized by Mr. BRICKER's amendment can be 
made available by a general authorization 
act and distributed to the Agency from time 
to time in accordance with its needs and 
ours. 

In short, there is in contemplation 
other action upon this matter. As all of 
us know, the entire sum of the public 
view and the view of Members of the 
Senate has an effect upon other action. 
It is for that additional reason that I felt 
it proper-and I have great respect, Ire
peat, for the views of my colleagues who 
have worked on this matter so long and 
so hard; and I present my views with 
great humility-to spread my views upon 
the RECORD. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, in re
gard to what the distinguished Senator 
from New York has been saying, let me 
state, for the information of the Senate, 
that this matter is now in conference 
between the House of Representatives 
and the Senate. The amendment has 
nothing at all to do with the President's 
position. The amendment does not con
stitute a handicap upon the President. 
It is not an attempt to interfere with 
the International Agency in any way, 
shape, or form. The amendment is 
merely an expression of the constitu
tional responsibility of the Congress of 
the United States. I think the time has 
come for the Cong-ress to assume its re
sponsibility in this field. as well as in 
every other field. 
. The President asked for only what the 
amendment authorizes. The President 
has likewise suggested that he will come 
to the Congress for further authoriza
tion, as it is his duty to do as the Chief 
Executive of the United States; and it is 
the duty of the Congress to look into the 
problem when it arises, and to decide 
then what or how much we shall au
thorize to be given. 

Let it never be forgotten that . the 
United States, through the President
and this is affirmed by the amendment to 
which the Senator from New York has 
referred-offered 5,000 kilograms of 
uranium 235, regardless of the form or 
enrichment of the material or the 
amount of uraninm which might be con
tained in the material furnished. Not 
only that, but he also offered to furnish 
an amount equal to the amount which 
would he given by all other nations, par
ties to the International Agency. Up to 
the present time, I think 100 kilograms, 
perhaps, have been offered by Russia, 
and 40 kilograms by Great Britain, as I 
remember the figures. So that will not 
be a great drain upon our resources. 
But there is now sufficient to take. care of 
this matter for many years to come. 

I think it has been estimated that it 
will be 2 or 3 years before the operation 
will get underway. The material which 
we furnish will be allocated by the In
ternational Agency. The treaty ex
pressly states that after it has once 
been committed to this International 
Agency, our control over it will be com-

pletely wiped out; it will then be entirely 
in the control of the International 
Agency; and at that time, neither the 
Congress nor the President, nor anyone 
else in the United States will have any 
responsibility or control over it, or any 
authority to withdraw it or to direct 
where it shall be used. 

That being the situation, it is my 
opinion that when more is needed, the 
Congress-which is tne only authority 
under the Constitution of the United 
States with full power to dispose of the 
property of the United States, be it 
money or battleships or land or uranium 
or plutonium or whatnot-ought to as
sume its responsibility and ought to look 
at the problem when the time comes. 
That is the purpose of the amendment, 
and that is the only purpose of the 
amendment. 

The amendment is not contrary to 
what the President requested. The 
amendment is in conformity with what 
the President suggested. 

Likewise, no one knows exactly what 
the world's supply of uranium is. We 
do not know what the needs for it will 
be 2 or 3 years from now. 

As one Member of the Senate, I do not 
wish to have one man, the President of 
the United States, charged-and he 
alone-with the responsibility of divest
ing the United States of a very valuable 
asset. The value of the material which 
has been mentioned runs, not to $80 
million which has been suggested as be
ing its value, but to $1,200,000,000 worth 
of this very valuable property, which 
has been set aside; and one of these days 
we may need it much more than we 
need it at the present time-for many 
reasons, including peaceful uses, as well 
as for military purposes. 

\Vhen the day comes when an addi
tional amount is to be authorized and 
given by the United States, . I think the 
Congress of the United States should 
take a look at the matter. 

The amendment does not mean-as 
suggested by the Senator from New 
York-that the Congress of the United 
States will have to pass upon every 
amount suggested by the President to be 
given .to this International Agency. Un
der the amendment, the Congress can 
do just as it does in the case of appro
priations for foreign aid, under . the 
Marshall plan or whatnot; namely, au
thorize 1 year's supply or 2 years' sup
ply, and give the President the power 
which today the Senator from New York 
has suggested the President should have. 

I, for one, as a Member of the Con
gress, do not intend to vote to give 
away, in perpetuity, under the judg
ment of one man, be he even the Presi
dent of the United States, this very val
uable resource which the people of the 
United States are entitled to have used 
for their. benefit, because they have in
vested in the productive system to make 
it more than $12 billion of capital assets. 
If that is violating the responsibility of 
our Nation to the world, let it be so; but 
let the other nations of the world under
stand the United States Congress is go
ing to assume its responsibilities under 
the Constitution of the United States
a document we all took an oath to pro-

teet and defend when we became Mem
bers of this body, which is all the 
amendment would accomplish. · 

There is no reflection on the Interna
tional Agency. There is no attempt to 
handicap what was referred to by the 
Senator from New York as a great prom
ise to mankind. I am for it so long as 
it is used for positive purposes, so long 
as it is consistent with our national pol
icy; but the Congress ought to determine 
what the national policy is when the 
time comes to determine it. 

The Senator has referred to the report 
of the House committee. I have read 
the record of the debate in the House. I 
cannot find that the issue was under
stood, so far as the RECORD is concerned. 
It will be understood when the confer
ence report comes back to the Senate. 
I assure the Senate and the Senator 
from New York that it will be under
stood. But when the time comes to 
give more uranium, let us do it in the 
light of the best interests of the United 
States, and let the other nations of the 
world know they, as well as the United 
States, have some responsibility, that 
we do not intend to give away the ura
nium, shovel it out, without regard to 
our responsibilities to the people back 
home who sent us to this body. I am 
firm in my convictions about that. 

When the amendment came before the 
committee the first time, there were only 
two votes against it. It was reconsid
ered in the committee, on motion of the 
Senator from Rhode Island. At that 
time, there were four votes against it in 
committee. The bill is in conference. 
So far as I am concerned, I am going to 
vote to sustain the position of the Senate 
and the position which its representa
tives took in conference. 

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

Mr. BRICKER. I yield. 
Mr. JAVITS. First let me thank the 

Senator for remaining on the floor and 
giving so much time and attention to 
my inquiry. I am very grateful to him 
for that. Second, let me say-and this 
is my point-that Congress has an 
equally great obligation to see to it that 
the agenpy works, and if it is necessary 
to vest power in order to see that it 
works in accordance with the spirit with 
which it was put before the world, the 
power should be vested in it. Finally 
there are other safeguards in the lan
guage and in the appropriation. The 
uranium is sold, not given away. It is a 
provision of the statute. 

Mr. BRICKER. It is a provision of 
the ratification. 

Mr." JAVITS. That is correct. I am 
very much encouraged, and I thank the 
Senator. It is very clear that his mind 
is open, and when this matter comes up 
again in terms of enabling legislation, 
the Senator himself may be susceptible 
to a suggestion for giving a grant of 
authority, if that proves to be in our best 
interests. 

Mr. BRICKER. That is correct. 
There is no reason for making provision· 
now for a situation which probably will 
not happen anyway. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator tell us what the parliamentary . 
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situation is now? He .is not trying to 
amend the conference report, because 
that cannot be done. 

Mr. BRICKER. The matter is in con-
ference. . 

Mr. LANGER. Did the Senate adopt 
the report? 

Mr. BRICKER. No; there has been 
no action on it. 

Mr. LANGER. Is it simply pending? 
Mr. BRICKER. That is the situation. 

It is before the House and Senate con
ference, which, of course, is made up of 
members of the Joint Committee. It is 
rather an unusual situation. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I may 
say I appreciated the statement made 
by the able Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
BRICKER]. This matter is perhaps not 
an easy one to analyze, if we are to con
sider the powers Congress has and the 
powers the President has. As a matter 
of fact, the President of the United States 
went to a meeting of the United Nations 
and pledged the United States to do cer
tain things. His first pledge was that 
the United States would furnish 5,000 
kilograms. There is not a member of 
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 
who has at any time ever raised the ques
tion of repudiating that pledge. 

The President subsequently said he 
would like to be able to match the 
amounts supplied by other countries. 
No member of the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy at any time, either in 
open or closed meetings, has ever sug
gested repudiating what the President 
said. The President himself indicated 
he would like to return to Congress and 
request additional amounts. 

I agree with the Senator from Ohio 
that there are two matters about which 
we should deal carefully. One is the 
amount of uranium we have for the de
fense of this country. I "do not say the 
President would not be just as jealous 
about guarding our defense as would any 
Member of the Congress; I merely say 
that as ·a general rule it is incumbent on 
Congress to take a look at the overall 
figures, and make sure we have what we 
promised to give away. 

Second, there is the matter of com
mitments. I suppose I am one of the 
few Members of the Congress who were in 
the cabinet room at the time when the 
first discussion of the Marshall plan and 
aid to Greece and Turkey took place. I 
well remember the position taken by 
Senator Vandenberg at that time. It 
was that he was in full sympathy with 
the making of commitments by the Pres
ident of the United States to give Greece 
and Turkey aid, but he was not willing 
to go one inch further than the original 
commitments, and whenever it was pro
posed to expand them he wanted Con
gress to pass upon the question. Nobody 
questioned the soundness of what the 
Senator from Michigan said. Congress 
went right along with that policy, and 
tried to keep the programs rolling . . 

I was in Paris at the time of the first 
discussion of the Marshall plan there. 
It was at a meeting of the International 
Cereals Committee. I · was there as 
United States representative to that 
meeting. I know how the nations of the 
world looked upon commitments made. 

Congress never refused to honor a single 
pledge to supply food. I can predict, 
with complete confidence, that Congress 
will not renege in this matter. That was 
not the purpose of the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Ohio. 

As to the possibilities of bothering 
those who are manufacturing the ·equip
ment in this country, I have a report 
dated August 15, 1957, which discusses 
the Italian situation, wherein the World 
Bank told the export-minded United 
States and British reactor builders to 
"ante up" in the atomic power states. 
The report states how the Atomic Energy 
Commission and the British are going to 
provide opportunity for consultation 
with Italy. After Italy decides what kind 
of reactor she will use, will there be any 
problem because of the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Ohio? Not 
the slightest. Only 5,000 kilograms have 
been committed to the International 
Agency, but the bilateral arrangement 
provides for 7,000 kilograms. Atomic 
materials are going to be available under 
the bilateral program. There is no re
striction upon those who may want to 
use American-type reactors or American
built reactors, because the International 
Agency does not have control of all this 
material. The real way the material 
will get to other countries will be 
through the bilateral arrangements 
which have been made. They have been 
submitted to the Congress by the able 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. PAs
TORE]. 

The Senator from Rhode Island has 
had printed in the body of the RECORD, 
round by round, every one of these hi
laterals, as ·each has been announced. 
The Senator is in the Chamber. I am 
sure he has done that. 

I think it is interesting to note that in 
not one single instance has there been 
the faintest objection by the members 
of the joint committee to these bilaterals. 
Congress has retained the right to look 
at them, and Congress has retained the 
right to see if the amounts pledged are 
extravagant in view of the situation in 
the country, but the Congress has not 
embarrassed the President or his agent in 
the negotiations. 

I will say to the Senator from New 
York that I welcome the opportunity to 
put this sort of statement in the RECORD, 
because I want the world to understand 
that so far as the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy is concerned the Con
gress does support the position taken by 
the President, and the members of the 
joint committee support the position 
taken by the President. The members 
of· that committee have never once, so 
far as I know, questioned in the slightest 
the commitments the President has 
made. 

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

Mr. AND;ERSON. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. JAVITS. I want to thank the 

Senator from New Mexico and again 
thank the Senator from Ohio. They 
make me feel that what I have done is 
of some use. I am grateful to them. 

I approached this subject rather tim
idly, because it is a field with which I am 
unacquainted. I felt that I had a duty 

to speak; and I am glad my words have 
been constructive. 

I also wish to thank the Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. MoRsE] who has yielded to 
us, to allow us to have the discussion. 

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

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may yield to 
the Senator from Kentucky so that he 
may make a statement, without losing 
my right to the :floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
LAUSCHE in the chair). Is there objec
tion to the request of the Senator from 
Oregon? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

TENTH ANNIVERSARY OF INDIA 
AND PAKISTAN 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, 10 years 
ago, the partition of the ·subcontinent 
of India into two nations was completed, 
and India and Pakistan became inde
pendent, sovereign states. This day, 
August 15, 1957, marks the anniversary 
of their independence. I am sure that 
the good wishes of the people of the 
United States go out today to the govern
ments and peoples of India and Pakistan. 

Without diminishing in any way the 
accomplishments of the people of Paki
stan in these 10 years, I want to direct 
my remarks to India. This is so, because 
for a short time-only 15 months-! had 
the honor to be the representative of 
the United States in India. 

Nevertheless, in that time I came to 
know something of India's history, its 
thought and purpose, and the warmth 
and generosity of its people. 

I think it would be impossible to be in 
India for a time without coming to know · 
that there never was any question that 
India would be independent again. The 
strength and continuity of its ancient 
culture and its history made independ
ence inescapable. The parts that Gand
hiji, the President of India, Rajendra 
Prasad, the Prime Minister, Jawaharlal 
Nehru, and other great leaders played in 
hastening independence were in a larger 
sense, expressions of Indian thought and 
purpose and determination. And in the 
transition to independence, I think it is 
worth while to remember that Great 
Britain and her statesmen played an en
lightened role. I saw the fruit of that 
enlightened action in the mutual respect 
which the governments and peoples of 
India and Great Britain hold for each 
other. 

In the 10 years that have elapsed since 
independence, India's resurgence has 
been marked by a renewed spirit and 
activity which only independence and 
freedom can give. 

I may say parenthetically that, if ever 
there was any question about any differ
ence between colonialism and paternal
ism or freedom and independence, the 
demonstration of that can be seen in the 
renewed spirit and activity of countries 
which are free and independent. The 
establishment of a Constitution, of par
liamentary institutions and free courts, 
and the holding of two free elections, 
the largest in point of participation in 
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the history of the world, are evidences of 
this spirit in India. 

During the past 10 years, in the face 
of monumental difficulties, India has 
completed its first 5-year plan for eco
nomic advancement, and is now engaged 
in the second 5-year plan, which is de
signed to raise the living standards of 
its people and to give them opportunities 
which, for such a long time, had been 
denied. 

These plans have called for great sac
rifices on the part of the Indian people 
in terms of taxation, deficit financing, 
and self-denial. Yet steady progress has 
been made, both agriculturally and in
dustrially. I have no doubt that, with 
the understanding and assistance of the 
other democratic countries of the world, 
including our own, their plans will 
achieve success. 

May I say that our country and the 
other free countries of· the world should 
never forget the great economic efforts 
which are being undertaken in India by 
voluntary and democratic means. 

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

Mr. COOPER. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, . I 

should like to join with my distinguished 
colleague, the Senator from Kentucky, 
a former Ambassador to India, in ex
tending on the lOth anniversary of the 
independence of India best wishes and 
congratulations to the Prime Minister, 
Mr. Nehru, for the fine job he has done 
under tremendous difficulties; to the 
Government of India, for functioning so 
smoothly -in spite of obstacles confront
ing it; . and to the people of India, for 
contributing so much to the stability of 
this newly independent country and 
making it possible for India to achieve 
its proper place in the world. 

As a former Ambassador to India, the 
Senator {rom Kentucky well knows that 
that country has a great and noble tra
dition and an ancient culture, and that 
it faces many difficulties based on lack 
of some needed resources but certainly 
not on a lack of population. 

The Senator from Kentucky well 
knows also that there have been, on oc
casion, misunderstandings in this coun
try relative to India and its role. 

I should like to express the hope
and I know the Senator from Kentucky 
followed such a policy while Ambassador 
from this country to India-that the In
dian people will take us as we are and 
develop a feeling of tolerance and rea
sonableness toward us, exactly as we 
should take the Indian people as they 
are and develop a spirit of understanding 
and reasonableness toward them, •be
cause I think that the two peoples and 
the two countries together can go a long 
way. 
· I hope also on this lOth anniversary 
of both India and Pakistan that ways 
and means can be found by which these 
two powerful neighbors may live in peace 
and amity, and both make a contribu
tion to a prosperous and more secure 
world. 

Mr. COOPER. I concur with the 
statement made by the distinguished 
Senator from Montana. I know of his 
appreciation of the problems of India 

and also of the relations between India 
and Pakistan. I know that his own 
thought and efforts in this field can be 
of great help. 

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

Mr. COOPER. I yield to the Senator 
from New York. 
· Mr. JA VITS. I should like to join 

both of my colleagues in their expres
sions of congratulations to India, which 
is a republic in our own sense, on its 
lOth anniversary, as well as expressions 
of congratulations to Pakistan. 

I had the privilege of visiting both 
countries only some 6 short months ago. 
The memory of the Senator from Ken
tucky, the former Ambassador, is bright 
and green in India. He is considered 
as one of the great Americans to have 
served in that post. We should all be 
very proud that that is so. 

Mr. President, India represents the 
answer in Asia, and perhaps the answer 
for all the uncommitted nations of the 
earth still in the Free World orbit. If 
these many millions of people can re
form their social and economic systems 
so as to give themselves some sense of 
well-being and take advantage of the 
industrial age without totalitarian rule, 
which is the case in Communist China, 
the Free World will be safe. If they fail, 
the Free World will be in great danger. 

we·have a great stake in Indian free
dom and independence. I hope very 
much that we will help it in every way 
possible. That is the best way to me
morialize the lOth anniversary of In
dian independence. 

I am grateful to the Senator from 
Kentucky for the outstanding leader
ship he continues to exhibit in respect 
to the relations between that country 
and the United States, long after laying 
down the responsibilities of his office in 
that country. 

Mr. COOPER. I thank the Senator 
very much. 

Mr. President, one of the remarkable 
facts of India's independence has been 
its attainment, in a short time, of a 
position of great influence in world af
fairs under the leadership of its Prime 
Minister Nehru. While there are points 
of difference between the United States 
and India in some international ques
tions, or more accurately, in our ap
proach to international questions, I be
lieve it is the purpose of India to main
tain its sovereignty and independence, 
its democratic institutions, to seek social 
justice for its people, and world peace. 
Certainly these are the basic goals of 
the foreign ·policy of the United States. 
The people of the United States and our 
Government gave moral support to the 
people of India in their difficult days, 
the days of their struggle for independ
ence. I believe that since that time we 
have demonstrated our good will by our 
continuing interest and our support of 
their efforts to achieve economic inde
pendence. It is my hope that there 
will develop between India and the 
United States a larger association and 
strong friendship. For, as two great 
democracies in the world, one in the 
West and one in the East, we can exert 
great influence in strengthening the 
cause of freedom, peace, and justice. 

I remember that 2 years ago today I 
stood on the ramparts of the Red fort 
in Delhi, the capital of India, and saw 
hundreds of thousands of people gather 
to listen to Prime Minister Nehru and to 
celebrate their independence. And to
day, I join with my countrymen in the 
wish and in the faith that their freedom 
and independence will flourish. 

Mi·. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. COOPER. I yield to the Senator 
from Alabama. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I commend the 
able Senator from Kentucky for re
minding us that this is the lOth anniver
sary of the independence- of India, and 
for pointing out some of the important 
things for us to remember about that 
great country. 

Sometimes questions are raised in the 
minds of many of our people as to what 
the position of India may be on certain 
questions which arise. I think the Sena
tor from Kentucky has done an excellent 
job in pointing out that; even though 
differences may arise from time to time, 
there is a great field of common interest 
between the two countries. 

I am glad to say that, at least during 
the past several years, our Government 
has recognized the importance of India. 
I do not wish to exclude our earlier am
bassadors, whose names I do not recall 
at the moment, but I remember the very 
fine service that was rendered our Gov
ernment by the distinguished Senator 
from Kentucky when he served in the 
post of Ambassador to India. He was a 
great ambassador, one of good will, one 
who built good relations between the two 
countries. 

He succeeded a man who did a re
markable job as Ambassador to India, 
the great underlying area of Asia. I re
fer to Mr. Chester Bowles, of Connect
icut. Our present Ambassador to India, 
Ellsworth Bunker, is one of the very 
finest we have in the diplomatic service. 
There has been much discussion in the 
newspapers recently with reference to 
career and noncareer ambassadors. I 
believe I am correct in saying that all 
three of the ambassadors whom I have 
named were noncareer ambassadors, and 
all three were most excellent ambassa
dors, and did much to keep pointed up 
for us the importance of this great area 
of Asia, and the part it will play in the 
future peace of the world. 

I verily believe that India is one of 
the key nations in the future, so far as 
the building and maintenance of world 
peace is concerned. 

I commend the Senator from Ken
tucky for reminding us of this anniver
sary, and I join with him and other Sen
ators in extending our congratulations 
to this Republic and its great leader, and 
our best wishes for the greatest success 
throughout future years. 

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

Mr. COOPER. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. I wish to associate my

self with the remarks of the Senator 
from Kentucky [Mr. CooPER] in extend
ing our congratulations to the great 
Commonwealth of India on the lOth an
niversary of its independence. 
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It is particularly fitting that our lead
ing spokesman this afternoon in extend
ing these congratulatory greetings to 
India should be the Senator from Ken
tucky, who was such a distinguished and 
able Ambassador of the United States to 
India, the great new country of freedom. 

We have had many great ambassadors 
to India. It happens to be my judgment 
that in our generation we have had two 
exceptionally great ones, namely, 
Chester Bowles, of Connecticut, and 
JOHN SHERMAN COOPER, of Kentucky. 

They have done much to develop an 
understanding of American political phi
losophy among the people of India, and 
we are greatly indebted to those two 
great public servants in the field of for
eign service. 

The Senator from Kentucky men
tioned in his remarks that two general 
elections have been held in India dur
ing the 10-year period of its independ
ence. I may be mistaken in the sta
tistics, and, if so, I ask the Senator from 
Kentucky to correct me for the RECORD, 
but, as I recall, at the first election in 
India, with many millions of the popu
lation unable to read or write, neverthe
less, 82 percent, if I correctly recall the 
figure, went to the polls and exercised 
the greatest right free men and free 
women have, the right of franchise. I 
recall reading an account of that first 
election in India. It related the great 
distances which tens of thousands of 
men and women traveled by foot, 
through rough terrain, to reach the 
voting places, in order to exercise this 
great right of freedom. 

Mr. President, in that expression of 
faith in democracy in India there is a 
lesson to be learned in America. I say 
that because in many of our elections a 
percentage far short of 82 percent of the 
voters go to the polls. In fact, one of 
the statistics I point to with great pride, 
so far as the exercise of that privilege of 
Americans is concerned, is the statistic 
of my own State in November 1956. 
During my campaign I frequently called 
attention to the dedication to the right 
of franchise in India, and pointed out 
that in that first election I understood 
some 82 percent of the Indians voted. 
I said I hoped that on November 6, 1956, 
we could equal it. -The statistics, which 
are official, as I understand, show that 
we exceeded it. · About 85 percent of our 
registered voters voted in that election. 
I have not seen the national figures, but 
I believe our figures lead the Nation. 

·I wish to emphasize this dedication to 
the right of franchise in India in my 
congratulatory message from the fioor 
of the Senate today to that great inde
pendent State. 

However, I wish to make another com
ment with regard to which many. may 
not share my point of view; but I think 
it needs to be said. I happen to be one 
United States Senator who does not 
think it has been a mistake for India 
during these 10 years of independence 
to take a position of so-called neutralism. 
I am not one who feels that a free na
tion must necessarily bind itself to the 
United States .in the great contest for 
freedom in the centuries ahead. . 

I have an understanding of India's po
sition, and I do not belfeve India has 

one iota weakened the cause of freedom 
in the world by taking the position of 
so-called neutralism. To the contrary, 
I am inclined to believe that in Asia 
she has strengthened freedom, because 
she has served clear notice on Russia 
and on the United States that she in
tends to stand on her own feet and exer
cise a complete independence with re
gard to the great contest in ideologies 
now going on in the world, and which 
will go on, in my judgment, for a cen
tury ahead. 

I happen to believe that India's influ
ence in the councils of the world wm ·be 
greater because she is neutral so far as 
military alliances are concerned and so 
far as any form of alliances are con
cerned. 

I would judge a nation, not by its alli
ances, but by the extent to which it prac
tices the principles of a free society with
in the framework of its government. I 
have no cause for concern as to where 
India will stand in the great struggle for 
freedom. She has already demonstrated 
it for 10 years. By her acts, let us judge 
her. By the progress she has made, let 
us judge her. 

Therefore, as a member of the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations of the 
United States Senate, I have never 
shared the view expressed by some in this 
country that what India should obtain in 
the way of foreign aid, for example, or 
what she should obtain in loans, for ex
ample, ought to be tested and determined 
by whether she will join, for example, · 
SEATO. I believe we should place her 
with other countries who prefer to stand 
on their own independence, free of alli
ances. I happen to believe it is a pre
cious right of sovereignty. I am not so 
sure that it is not also one of the highest 
expressions of dedication to freedom. 
Therefore, as one Senator, I wish to say 
that I not only congratulate India and 
its Government and · its leaders, but I 
hope it will continue to demonstrate to 
the world as· a great neutral nation, so
called-neutral in the sense that it has 
joined no alliances-that it believes in 
freedom. 

What do we mean when we so glibly 
talk about freedom? Freedom to me 
means governmental forms which seek to 
translate into governmental action the 
dignity of the individual, and the right 
of the human being truly to be free to 
govern himself and in accordance with 
such great constitutional guaranties as 
we find in the Constitution of the great 
state of India. 

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I first wish to join 
with the Senator from Oregon and the 
Senator from Kentucky in their messages 
of felicitation and greetings to the people 
of India. Earlier . today I made a brief 
statement relating to India's lOth anni
versary. The success of India as a free 
nation is inextricably tied and bound. up 
with freedom in the whole .world. What 
the people of India are attempting to do 
in their free institutions is the opposite 
to the totalitarian way in neighboring 
countries. · 

I thoroughly agree with the Senator 
from Oregon when he 'says.that the test 

of our friendship and our respect for an
other country is not whether the coun
try joins in an alliance with us. India is 
not a neutral. She may be exercising 
neutrality in the power struggle, but she 
is not a neutral in terms of democratic 
ideals. She is not a neutral in terms of 
the hopes and aspirations of her people 
for the fulfillment of the ideals of de
mocracy. She is. in fact , in the struggle, 
and is in it with all her strength and 
might, to make possible a better life for 
her people under free institutions. What 
happens in that subcontinent, in the 
great Republic of India, may very well 
determine what will happen not only in 
Asia, but in Africa as well, and it could 
be the balance of power, so to speak, in 
the entire world struggle with which we 
are concerned. 

Therefore, I commend the Senator 
from Oregon and the Senator from Ken
tucky and other Senators. I wish every 
Member of the Senate would make it his 
business to let the people of India know 
that we watch with keen interest and 
with sincere affection and with genuine 
respect all that they are doing, and that 
their leaders have earned the respect and 
confidence of the freedom-loving people 
of the United States. 

I conclude by saying that we wish them 
the best in their most recent economic 
development plan. India will need help. 
She will give much more of herself than 
anyone can give to her. I hope, as we 
review our foreign-aid policies, we will 
remember that whatever we do to help 
the people of India will be the striking 
of a mighty blow for freedom and justice 
throughout the world, not merely in that 
one country. 

I thank the Senator from Oregon· for 
his courtesy in yielding to me . . 

Mr. MORSE. I appreciate very much 
the comments of the Senator from Mi-n
nesota, and I am honored to have them 
appear in the RECORD associated with 
my remarks. 

I wish to make this comment on the 
so-called neutralism of India, because in 
the months gone by it has pained nie to 
read statements of American political 
leaders to the effect tha:t, unless India 
will join in a military alliance, we ought 
to cut off the aid we may extend to her. 

I wish to point out that, in my judg
ment, to understand the so-called neu
tralism of India, so far as being a party 
to any alliance is concerned, we need 
also understand the religious ideology 
of India. Sometimes it is very difficult 
for us of one faith to follow and compre
hend the significance of the deep re
ligious convictions of people of another 
fai~h. 

We need only study a little ·of the 
philosophy of Gandhi, however, to have 
all the understanding we need as to why 
the so-called neutralism prevails in 
India today. Can we be so sure that we 
are right and India is wrong? Can we 
be so sure that the road to permanent 
peace is the road of military alliance? 
Can we be so sure that the . dawn of 
peace will come only after we have 
fr.ightened the world with threats .of 
massive retaliation and hydrogen war
fare? I have a little difficulty reconcil
ing th~t idea with my religious philos
ophy. Therefore, · I do not propose to 
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adjudge a people who have, in effect, 
through their government, said to us; 
"We are with you in the cause of human 
dignity, but we will not join with you 
in what we interpret to be a cause of 
militarism." 

I am not so sure that the example 
which India is setting in this generation 
in the history of mankind may not be the 
ultimate example which civilized men 
will have to follow if permanent peace is 
to be attained. So, rather than criticize 
India for her neutralism, I am inclined 
to commend her, because I believe her 
neutralism is based upon a great dedica
tion to a religious principle that peace 
does not come through war. 

I close this observation with the warn
ing that I think we will probably make 
greater progress in southeast Asia, in 
attaining greater support for American 
foreign policy, when we diminish some
what the emphasis on the military and 
increase the emphasis on improving the 
economic lot of the millions of people in 
that section of the world, whose average 
longevity is still 37 years, compared with 
our 65 years, one of the main causes be
ing, of course, the low economic stand
ards under which they have to live. 

I say to the American people today, 
as I comment on the Indian situation, 
that I happen to think that in those 
areas of the world where economic con
ditions are still at a very low standard 
we need to be on guard that we do not 
give justification for the Russian propa
ganda that we are looking for military 
satellites. The way to meet that Rus
sian propaganda, I think, is to demon
strate that we seek to improve the 
dignity of the individuals in other sec
tions of the world by improving their 
economic lot. We need not condition 
that upon a military commitment in 
advance of economic aid. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Oregon yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. COOPER. I am very happy that 

so large a number of Senators have 
joined today in this remembrance of the 
independence of India and of Pakistan, 
and have discussed some of the problems 
which face those countries, particularly 
India, and also some of the problems 
which affect the relations of this country 
and India. 

. I hope that at some time, perhaps at 
. this session, I may have opportunity to 
state my views about the relations be
tween India and the United States. I 
have postponed doing so because I want
ed to engage again in the work of the 
Senate, and because I thought it was 
appropriate to defer such a statement 
until several months had elapsed follow
ing the end of my service in India and 
my return to the Senate. 

I hope the people in India know that 
there are thousands in this country who 
are sympathetic with their goals and 
their aims, and that there are many 
Members of Congress and ·officials of the 
Government who understand their prob .. 
lems and policies. 

I believe I can say, as has been said 
by my colleague, the distinguished Sen
ator from Oregon, and by other Sena
tors, that if at times we question a 
policy of India, we can reflect that if In-

dia can maintain its sovereignty, its in .. 
dependence, and its freedom, as I believe 
it will, in doing so it will be in hSirmony 
with one of the great goals of American 
foreign policy, namely, the sovereignty, 
independence, and equality of all na .. 
tions. 

I make one other point. It has been 
said here today, and has been said truly, 
that the experiment, if it may be called 
one, at least, what is occurring today in 
India, is of tremendous importance in 
world history. I do not call it an ex
periment, for I think it has progressed 
beyond that stage. 

First, we ought to think in terms of 
the people of that country. What is 
happening is of vital importance to them, 
because after so many years there has 
come to them the opportunity to deter-. 
mine their own future Sind establish their 
own institutions. There is also to be 
considered the effort to raise the living 
standards of the people of India, and to 
attain true political and economic inde
pendence. 

But it is important also that we think 
in terms of world affairs or of world his
tory, because what happens there in their 
momentous struggle will have command
ing influence .upon what peoples in other 
countries in Asia, and I believe later in 
Africa, will do. · · 

India is attempting to achieve its goal 
by democratic and voluntary means. Its 
people will look to their leadership. 
They will look to the system they have 
espoused to determine whether, under 
their system, their goal can be achieved. 
They face great problems. I believe that 
in order to attain their goals within a 
reasonable time, there must be some 
measure of support and assistance from 
other countries. it is a fact that our 
country, perhaps along with other demo
cratic countries, has the capability of 
giving India some of the necessary 
friendship and support. 

I wish to say today only that while we 
have reason to commemorate a day of 
independence for two nations, in reality 
we have been considering also what may 
happen to those two nations, and also 
what influence the events in those two 
nations may have upon almost a billion 
people in Asia and Africa. It is not a 
small matter; it is a great matter. It is 
a subject of tremendous importance, not 
merely to the two countries, but to all the 
countries of the world . 

I thank the Senator from Oregon. _ 

FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the nomination of Jerome K. Kuyken
dall to be a member of the Federal Power 
Commission. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. YAR

BOROUGH in the chuir) . The Senator 
from Oregon is recognized. 
THE CHOICE BEFORE THE SENATE: KUYKENDALL 

VERSUS CONSUMERS 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I turn 
now to the Kuykendall issue. For the 
purpose of relaxing . the members of the 
press gallery, let me assure them that-
all the rumors to the contrary notwith
standing, including what I understand 

are some radio announcements this 
afternoon-this speech will not last 17 
hours. Depending upon the interrup
tions, I think I shall finsh the speech in 
approximately 1 hour and one-half, or 
slightly more. 

Mr. President, the Senate stands on 
the threshold of a potentially historic 
decision posed by the renomination of 
Jerome Kuykendall to be a member of 
the Federal Power Commission. Mr. 
Kuykendall has a record of more than 4 
years in office as Chairman of the Fed
eral Power Commission. That record 
places every Senator on notice that if the 
pending nomination is reconfirmed, the 
Federal Power Commission will be given 
the green light to continue its policies 
of advancing the interests of monopoly 
and condemning the public to underde
velopment of natural resources, price 
gouging, ::md exploitation. 

The history of State regulatory com
missions stands as a sad lesson of what 
can happen-if we let it-at the national 

· level. The theoretical basis of govern
mental regulation of utilities is that they 
are monopolies which will not provide 
full service at reasonable prices unle'ss a 
public agency, representing consumers, is 
empowered to oversee utility operations. 

It is a historic fact that State regu .. 
latory bodies have, by and large, been 
unsuccessful in discharging their tasks. 
Lengthy court battles sapped the vitality 
of early re~ulatory efforts. Well organ
ized utilities have been able eo capture 
many State commissions, by the appoint
ment of officials favorable to the utilities 
subject to regulation. 

In large . measure the lack of success 
of State regulatory bodies led to the es
tablishment of the Federal Power Com
mission. In addition, the interstate as·· 
pects of water-resource development 
made it imperative to establish a na
tional agency to superintend the devel
opment of navigable streams and the 
interstate operation of electric utilities. 

During the past 4 years we have seen 
that the Federal Power Commission, es
ta.blished as an • arm of Congtess, can be 
captured in the same fashion that earlier 
State commissions were. 

Under the chairmanship of Jerome 
Kuykendall, the Federal Power Commis
sion has ceased to be a regulator and 
guardian in the public interest, and has 
become the ally and shield of the utilities 
which it was supposed to be regulating. 

The Senate Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce and the nominee 
were in agreement with the proposition, 
which is hardly debatable, that the Fed
eral Power Commission is a Congres .. 
sional agency-not an executive agency. 
Congress therefore has a special duty, in 
passing upon a nomination to the Fed
eral Power Commission, to insure that a 
member who is renominated has demon
strated faithfulness to the principles and 
statutes subject to his administration, 
and further, faithfulness to his duty to 
deal candidly with Congress. 

At the outset, I stress that the Kuy .. 
kendall case goes beyond any question as 
to the handling of any individual case or 
controversy. An attempt has been made 
to give the false impression that the op
ponents of confirmation of the nomina
tion of Mr. Kuykendall seek rejection of 
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the nomination only because of his 
position on the Hells Canyon case. Mr. 
President, that is n0t so. We oppose 
confirmation of the nomination because 
the Hells Canyon Dam case is but one 
of many which show the nominee's bias 
in favor of the utilities and his failure 
to protect the consumers of America 
within the meaning and the intent of the 
Congressional legislation establishing the 
Feder~l Power Commission. 

The majority report of the committee 
seeks to give the impression that the oP
poner .. ts of confirmation of the nomina
tion of Mr. Kuykendall seek rejection 
of the nomination because of disagree
ment with him over his views in the Hells 
Canyon case and over his views regard
ing proposed amendments to the Natural 
Gas Act. That is not the basis of my 
opposition, Mr. President; neither is it 
the basis of the opposition of the many 
witnesses who testified at the hearing. 

The basis of the opposition is that in 
case after case, Mr. Kuykendall has 
demonstrated by word and deed that he 
has not been candid with Congress, that 
he has consistently disregarded the in
terests of co:;1sumers, and that he has not 
represented the public or been faithful to 
Congressional policy. 

The report of the committee majority 
and the minority views do not present 
the factual record made by the witnesses 
appearing in opposition to Mr. Kuyken
dall. The hearings, which comprise 
more than 450 pages, are too long and 
complicated for adequate study by Sena
tors, since they became available on Sat
urday, August 10. Therefore, it is neces
sary to state for the record the factual 
basis for my opposition to the confirma
tion of the nomination of Mr. Kuyken
dall, which is shared by many of the or
ganizations and groups opposing him. 

The evidence is that Mr. Kuykendall, 
during his 4 years as Chairman of the 
FPC, has not fulfilled his obligations to 
consumers in the impartial manner re
quired by the nature of his office. 

If he is confirmed, despite his known 
conduct, the executive members of all 
of the regulatory commissions and the 
industries subject to their jurisdiction 
will be on notice that anything goes. 

MISREPRESENTATION TO CONGRESS 

Members of the Federal Power Com
mission, and especially its Chairman, 
have the obligation to act with impar
tiality in the administration of the stat
utes and policies of Congress designed 
primarily for the protection of consum
ers. As representatives of Congress, 
they owe a special responsibility to deal 
with candor with Congress. 

The evidence seems clear, and so far 
as I know unrebutted, that Mr. Kuyken
dall failed to deal candidly with Congress 
on at least one important occasion, and 
possibly others. 

The documentation for this charge is 
to be found in the report of Subcommit
tee No.1 of the House Select Committee 
on Small Business, House Report No. 
2967, 84th Congress, 2d session, on The 
Organization and Procedure of the Fed
eral Regulatory Commissions and Agen
cies, and so forth, pages 40 to 42. 

I am glad to see present in the Cham
ber the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON], and the great leader in the 
atomic field in the other body, Mr. HoLI
FIELD, as I emphasized the clear intellec
tual dishonesty on the part of Mr. Kuy
kendall toward them in the particular 
matter which I now discuss. I want to 
say, with very great regret, that I charge 
Mr. Kuykendall as not being a man of 
veracity in this matter. I believe in 
using clear language which people un
derstand, so I say I believe he deliber
ately lied. I do not intend to sit in the 
Senate and vote for a man in whose 
veracity I have not the least confidence. 

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senactor 
from New Mexico. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I may say to the 
Senator from Oregon that someone asked 
me a while ago how I was going to vote 
on the confirmation of the nomination. 
I said I was going to vote against it, and 
I based my statement on the very fact to 
which the Senator has now alluded, 
namely, that the nominee had not stated 
the complete truth in the Dixon-Yates 
matter, and that under the circumstances 
I could not vote for the confirmation of 
his nomination. 

Mr. MORSE. The announcement of 
the Senator from New Mexiso does not 
surprise me a bit. In fact, I would have 
been greatly surprised if he had an
nounced he would vote in any other way 
than as he has announced, which I know 
is something that could not have hap
pened if he had had clearly explained to 
him one basis of my objection, namely 
what I considered to be falsehood on the 
part of Mr. Kuykendall. 

In summary, Chairman Kuykendall, 
during the Dixon-Yates controversy in 
Congress, testified in 1954 before the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy that 
the FPC Bureau of Law had not made 
any studies or passed upon the proposed 
Dixon-Yates contract when it was being 
processed by executive agencies. The 
facts were that two high officials of the 
FPC Bureau of I~aw, two assistant gen
eral counsels, had made studies of the 
proposed contract and condemned it vig
orously for its failure to protect the in
terests of the Government and the pub
lic. I do not think there is any doubt 
about the fact that Kuykendall knew 
that when he testified before the com
mittee. 

This is a matter of such major im
portance that I wish to read into the 
RECORD the summary of testimony issued 
by the select committee's Subcommittee 
No. 1, issued on July 31, 1955: 
SIGNI:FICANT FACTS DEVELOPED IN THE HEARING 

HELD BEFORE SUBCOMMITTEE No. 1 OF THE 
HOUSE SELECT COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSI
NESS ON THURSDAY, JULY 28, 1955, IN THE 
EXAMINATION OF WITNESSES FROM THE FED
ERAL POWER COMMISSION 
I. Evidence relating to defects in the Dix

on-Yates contract which was drafted and 
proposed prior to August 1954, disclosed that 
early in 1954 the Bureau of the Budget sought 
and secured help from the Federal Power 
Commission in connection with the drafting 
of the Dixon-Yates contract. The Federal 
Power Commission at that time was under 

the chairmanship of the Honorable Jerome 
Kuykendall, an Eisenhower appointee. In 
connection with that work on the Dixon
Yates contract, Francis L. Adams, Chief of 
the Federal Power Commission's Bureau of 
Power, in company with William F. McCand
less , a representative of the Bureau of the 
Budget, visited the White House when the 
matter was being considered by the President. 
He st ated that he was asked to accompany 
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget and 
Mr. McCandless and to sit in the hall outside 
of the President's office in case any technical 
question that Mr. McCandless or others 
wished to direct to him while the President 
h ad this Dixon-Yates matter under considera· 
tion and discussion. (Transcript, pp. 829-
830.) 

Thereafter Mr. Francis L. Adams of the 
Federal Power Commission and his assistant, 
Mr. Roberts, spent substantial time giving 
the Bureau of the Budget assistance on the 
Dixon-Yates matter. Much of the time that 
they gave to this matter was spent in the 
offices of the Bureau of the Budget. Bf 
August 23, 1954, the proposed contract for 
Dixon-Yates had been drafted and had been 
submitted to the Federal Power Commission 
for its study and report. In that connection, 
at t he request of the Acting Chairman, Com· 
missioner Digby, the Federal Power Commis
sion's Bureau of Law was asked to review the 
draft of the contract and to state orally to 
the Federal Power Commission at a scheduled 
meeting for August 25, 1954, "what, if any, 
questions the Bureau of Law had and the 
nature of the questions" about the contract 
(transcript, pp. 864-865). 

Within that period of time between August 
23 and August 25, 1954, by working strenu· 
ously and overtime, the Acting General 
Counsel, Mr. Lambert McAllister, and As· 
sistant General Counsel Howard E. Wahren
brock made a study of the Dixon-Yates con
.tract and presented memorandums of their 
comment thereon. In the meantime, the 
General Counsel of the Federal Power Com
mission, Mr. Willard W. Gatchell, returned to 
the city and received a call to appear before 
the Federal Power Commission in a meeting 
it held shortly after September 17, 1954, to 
discuss the Dixon-Yates contract (tran
script, pp. 880--881) • In that connection, 
he testified as follows: 

"Mr. GATCHELL. This came before the 
Bureau of Law. This Dixon-Yates contract 
came before the Bureau of Law through the 
Bureau of Po·wer. And it happened to come 
at a time when I was out of the city on some 
business with the Commission, and so I 
knew nothing about it until I got back. I 
.then saw both Mr. Wahrenbrock's and Mr. 
McAllister's memorandums, the ones that 
h ave been submitted here and received by 
the committee. 

• • • 
"These memorandums which were sub

mitted by Mr. Wahrenbrock and Mr. MeAl· 
lister were submitted at the request of the 
Bureau of Power. Ordinarily, when the 
Commission wants an opinion they ask the 
General Counsel for an opinion, which is 
prepared. And invariably the practice has 
been, as far as I know, without any excep· 
tions, that these opinions then go to all 
members of the Commission; and I have no 
reason to think that the two memorandums 
which were submitted, one by Mr. Wahren· 
brock and one by Mr. McAllister, did not 
likewise go to the members of the Commis
sion. * * * 

"Mr. MACINTYRE (General Counsel, Select 
Committee on Small Business). In the 
course of those discussions, did you inform 
them of the views of the Bureau of Law? 

"Mr. GATCHELL. No, sir; I informed them of 
my views. And in my views I, of course, took 
advantage of the study which had been made 
by Mr. Wahrenbrock and Mr. McAllister, 
because they are very fine technicians and 
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both of them did a thorough job within the 
very limited time that they had. 

"I was fortunate in having a little more 
time to study it. I raised all of the points 
that they raised, and quite a number of ad
ditional points myself. I raised those to the 
Commission." 

I digress from quoting fmm the com
mittee report to ask the rhetorical ques
tion: Who was Mr. Gatchell? He was 
the head of the Law Department of the 
Federal P-ower Commission. He was Mr. 
Kuykendall's top legal adviser. I ask 
Senators to read his testimony before 
the House committee. There can be not 
the slightest doubt that Mr. Kuykendall 
had the opinion of the head of his law 
department, and the head of his law 
department was against the Dixon-Yates 
contract. 

I digress further, Mr. President, to say 
that in my judgment one President 
Dwight D. Eisenhower had the right to 
know that before he became so en
meshed in the smelly Dixon-Yates deal. 
I shall always want to believe that if 
his palace guard would get the facts to 
him the President would not make all 
the "boners" he makes because of an 
.obvious laek of knowledge as to what is 
involved in some of these issues. I shall 
always want to believe that if his palace 
guard had gotten the facts to him about 
the stinking Dixon-Yates contract the 
President would not have let it go 
through. 
· I think there is some evidence which 
should be cited again to show how unin
formed the President was on the Dixon
Yates deal. In his press conference, 
which is· now well known by Members 
of the Senate, because we discussed it 
at some length when the Dixon-Yates 
contract discussion was he1d on the floor 
of the Senate 2 -yeaTs ago, the President 
was asked by Doris Fleeson, one of the 
·most a'ble correspondents writing in 
American journalism today., what he had 
to say about the fact that a memoran
dum brief had been filed in opposition 
tu the Dixon-Yates contract by a ma
jority of the members of the AtQmic 
Energy Commission and that a memo
randum against the contract by the then 
two members of the Board of Directors 
·of the TVA was on file in the Bureau of 
the Budget. 

I paraphrase the Pi·esident correctly 
when I say his answer was to the effect 
that he did not know about the briefs. 

He should .have known about them; 
but he should not have been expected to 
know about them except through the 
advice of competent advisers. They let 
'him down. 

As a known critic of the President, one 
of my chief .criticisms of him is that he 
has not done a better job in seeing to it 
that he is surrounded by men and 
women who do not let him down by con
cealing from him or failing to give him. 
the facts the American people are en
titled to have their President know be
fore he mak'eS such decisions as he made 
in the Dixon-Yates case. 

Applicable ta this particular issue 
before the Senate, I think what was 
brought out in the House rommittee 
·hearings wet~e f-acts with regard oo th~ 
Dixon-Yates eontraet wbich Mr. Kuy-

kendall shouid have seen to it the Presi
dent lmew. 
· I go back now, Mr. President, to the 
House committee report. The report 
goes on to say: 

In that connection, the Secretary of the 
Federal Power Commission, Leon M. Fuquay, 
also testified as follows (transcript, pp. 87'4-
875): 

"Mr. MAciNTYRE. And you heard Mr. Wah
renbrock's testimony about having submitted 
to the Secretary of the Commission copies of 
his memorandum on the Dixon-Yates con
tract? 
· "Mr. FuQUAY. Yes. 

"Mr. MACINTYRE. And you heard him say 
that he passed that to the Secretary for dis
tribution to the Commission? 

"Mr. FUQUAY. Yes. 
"Mr. MACITYRE. Did you pass that on to the 

Commissioners, including the Chairman? 
"Mr. FUQUAY. I would have no way to know 

that. I can only assume that I did. We 
don't keep the record of whether we did or 
we didn't. 1 assume the interoffice file would 
sh0w perhaps a notation "Distributed to the 
Commission." My girls usually do that. It 
is also perhaps possible that the agenda, if 
there was one on that date, would show that 
it was before them at the time. 

"Mr. MAciNTYRE. Would the record of the 
Federal Power Commission, the minutes of 
the Federal Power Commission, show whether 
or not the memorandum had been distrib
uted and received by the Chairman? 

"Mr. FuQUAY. The minutes would not. The 
agenda might show. The m·inutes only show 
what action took place. 

"Mr. EvrN·S. Mr. Fuquay, would you address · 
a letter to the counsel of the committee, after 
examining your files, and tell us whether or 
no:t this memorandum was distributed to the 
Commission? 

"Mr. FUQUAY. If I can ascertain that fact, 
I will be glad to do tha.t. 

"Mr. KUYKENDALL. I think I can clarify 
that point. 

"i\11'. EvrNs. Pr.ocetld. 
''Mr. KuYIU:NDALL. I saw Mr. \Vahrenb.rock's 

memorandum. We had it at the Commis
sion meeting. I arn sure all Commissioners 
had it. And we considered it and discussed 
it with him and with other members of the 
staff who were present." 

'Now. what did the memor.and'Ums which 
had been prepared by Mr. McAllister and Mr. 
Wahrenbr.ock contain in the way of comment 
concerning U1e Dixon-Yates contract? In 
that connection, the summary and conclud
ing paragraphs of Mr. McAllister's opinion of 
those contracts are quoted as follows: 

"I have never reviewed a power contract 
wherein each .and every provision is written 
in such fashion that one party has an abso
lute veto right wherever any adjustment or 
change is indicated and. no provlslon is made 
for the resolving of a dispute. The contract 
gives the impression that the generating 
company dictated the terms and conditions 
of the contract and either AEC was inept or 
~ithout any right or opportunity to insist 
on celative provisions which would spell out 
the representative rights and -circumstances 
under wh'h:h an adjustment might be justi
fied and provide for a resolution of any dif
ference that ID·ight arise through an estab
llshed form or negotiation or arbitration. 

"The t'i·me ~hich has been available for 
review 'Of the contract from the standpoint 
of its ·provisions has been entirely inadequate. 
There are m.amy pr<>visions of the .contract 
which could be specified in S'lllpport of the 
statement that the contract is all one sided, 
bu.t time w~uld not permit the coordination 
and discussion of aJ.l such matters." 

Digressing, Mr. President, that is what 
·was prepared by Mr. MeAtlister and. Mr. 
Wah.renbroek, · twQ assistant generai 

counsels of the Bureau of Law of the 
Federal Power Commission. 

What do you think, Mr. President, the 
President of the United States might 
have said about the eontt·aet if that legal 
opinion had. been placed in his hands? 
What different course of action do you 
surmise, Mr. President, might hav-e been 
followed if Mr. Kuykendall, who testi
fied that be knew of that legal opinion 
and had it before him at the meeting of 
the Federal Power Commission, had told 
the Pr-esident about it? 

I want to think. Mr. President, that 
the Pr-esident would have turned down 
the Dixon-Yates deal. I want to think 
that at least the Pr-esident would have 
proceeded to make a much mare thor.
ough study on his own of the Dixon
Yates deal than was made. 

Going back to the House report-
The concluding paragraph of Mr. 

Wahrenbrock's memorandum is as fol
lows: 

Aside f~om minor questions of draftsman
ship, the foregoing questions, arising from 
the limited and preliminary study whic~ it 
has been possible to make, appear ser·ious 
enough and numerous enough to cause grav.e 
apprehension that there are other questions 
and very substantial objections to the Au
gust. 11 draft. It would seem reasonable to 
conclude that the immediate advantages 
from quick completion of the deal in these 
terms, to facilitate getting forward with cer
tain parts of the construction before spring 
nigh water on the Mississippi, will be more 
tha.n offset by the long-term substantial ad
vantages to the Government of taking addi
tional time to try to arrive at a better con
tract. And this is in addition to the grave 
question of legal authority for the contract 
under the Federal income tax provision of 
section 165 (b) of the Atomic Energy Aet of 
19.54 (-enrolled). 

I have already pointed out, by refer
ence to this House document. that Mr. 
Gatchell testified that he had advised 
the Commission on the basis of the legal 
memorandum prepared by Mr. McAllis
ter and Mr. Wahrenbrock. There is no 
room for doubt that in effect, what Mr. 
Gatchell said to the House committee 
was that he shared the opinion. So the 
head of the Bureau of Law ()f the Fed
eral Power Commission ean be correctly 
associated with the conclusions drawn 
by the tw<> assistant geneTal counsels of 
the Bureau of Law of the Federal Power 
Commission in regard to Dixon-Yates. 

I repeat, someone should have told the 
President about it. I happen to ,believe 
that Kuykendall should have told him. I 
think the President has the right to ex
pect that kind of service f;rom the head 
of 'R commissi(}n, when a sltuati<>n is so 
pregnant with scandal and corruption as 
the Dixon-Yates situation was. 

Above all, Mr. President, I think Mr~ 
Kuykendall had the duty to disclose 
these comments by the Bureau of Law to 
the Join.t Committee on Atomic Energy 
in N-ovember 1954; but he did not. 
Therefore, :r cite that fact as irr~futable 
evidence that he was not candid with 
the Congressional committee. 

He was the head o! a Commission 
which is an arm of the Congress, an 
agent of the Congress. He had the duty, 
as chairman of that Commission, of 
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making full disclosure to the Congress. 
He concealed the facts. 

Intellectual dishonesty takes two 
forms: First, that of clearly verbally 
misleading the committee; and, second, 
in failing to carry out the duty to tell 
the committee pertinent facts which he 
had in his possession as an official. 

Do Senators want me to vote for such 
a man to head a commission? So far 
as I am concerned, we can stop with 
that act. There are many others. 

As a lawyer, let me say that in judging 
the character of men, I do not adopt the 
old maxim that a dog has the right to 
one bite. When I come to judge the 
character of a man, and I find it lacking, 
as we find it in this instance, I know that 
the character is not there to justify my 
vote to put him in office as head of the 
Federal Power Commission. If he can 
be guilty of this kind of sleight-of-hand 
performance before the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy, I would not trust him 
anywhere, because when he proves to me 
once that he is not candid, I am not 
going to give him a second bite. I am 
going to send him to the doghouse, 
where he belongs. 

Going back to the House committee 
report--

It is significant that the advice thus ·con
tained and set forth in Mr. McAllister's and 
Mr. Wahrenbrock's memorandums did not 
come to light so that could be considered by 
the Members of Congress and others inter
ested in the Dixon-Yates deal until Thurs
day, July 28, 1955, months later. 

In fact it appears that there was a con
certed effort in the past to suppress the in
formation contained in those memorandums. 
Let us recall the fact that at the time of the 
election in November 1954 frenzied efforts 
were being expended to have the Joint Com
mittee on Atomic .Energy of the Congress of 
the United States approve the Dixon-Yates 
deal prior to January 1, 1955, when the newly 
elected Democratic Congress would take con
trol. Therefore, hearings were held on the 
matter by the AEC Joint Committee com
mencing November 4, 1954, just as the final 
election returns were being received. 

During the course of those hearings on 
Friday, November 5, 1954, and at page 200 of 
the Record of the Hearings, Mr. Kuykendall, 
Chairman of the Federal Power Commission, 
an Eisenhower appointee, is reported to have 
testified as follows: (Transcript, p. 878 of 
the hearings before Subcommittee No. 1 of 
the House Select Committee on Small Busi
ness, on Thursday, July 28, 1955). 

"Mr. KuYKENDALL. No; our lawyers were 
not called into this. Our Bureau of Power 
worked with the AEC and · with the Bureau 
of the Budget and conferred with our Bu
reau of Accounts, Finance, and Rates, which 
Mr. Smith heads. At a later stage, Mr. Smith 
and Mr. Adams participated in some staff 
conferences with AEC but our Bureau of 
Law did not. Then, when we got these 
requests from this committee and from AEC 
to give our opinion, we did not ask the 
Bureau of Law to get into the legal phases 
of it, because I thought that would simply be 
plowing the same ground, so to speak, that I 
know the attorneys for AEC have plowed and 
the Attorney General. So, they were not 
asked to give us-wait a minute, I will take 
that back. 

"Representative PRICE. I saw a press report 
to the effect that the general counsel had 
not given his approval. 

"Mr. KUYKENDALL. We had not a-sked him 
#<;>r it, but the staff took the contract to him 
and started drawing him into it". 

I digress to say that this is very inter
esting language which is used by this 
nominee. Watch his play on words, 
Watch his semantics. Watch his obvi
ous-attempt to weave, hedge, duck, and 
dodge, rather than be candid and 
straightforward with the committee. 

Mr. PRICE put the question to Mr. Kuy
kendall, to tell the true story about what 
Mr. McAllister, Mr. Wahrenbrock, and 
Mr. Gatchell had done as members of 
the Law Bureau of his own Commission. 
He did not do it. Thus, I say this is not 
the testimony of an honest man. This 
individual is slippery; and I do not in
tend to vote for a "slipster" to be the 
head of the Federal Power Commission. 

Listen to his words, recorded in a now 
historic document: 

We had not asked him for it , but the staff 
took the contract to him and started draw
ing him into it. 

Poor Mr. Gatchell. The staff ganged 
up on him. The staff was drawing him 
into it. Whom does Kuykendall think 
he is kidding? 

I felt that it was unnecessary, and we said 
in our first letter to the AEC that our att or
neys had not passed on it. 

The House committee raised the ques
tion, Why was it that Mr. Kuykendall so 
acted in keeping from Members of the 
Congress on that occasion the objections 
which he knew to exist to the Dixon
Yates contract? Was it something that 
fits into a pattern of what has been 
termed "coverup" of important facets 
of the Dixon-Yates matters such as, for 
example, the facts concerning the par
ticipation of Adolphe H. Wenzell of the 
First Boston Corp., in negotiating the 
Dixon-Yates deal? 

On the face of the transcript it seems 
clear that Chairman Kuykendall's mis
representation and suppression of vital 
facts when he appeared before the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy in 1954 
are sufficient to disqualify him for the 
position to which he has been renomi
nated. 

Mr. Kuykendall's reply to charge of 
misleading Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy in 1954 supplies additional evi
dence that he misled committee. More
over, his testimony before Commerce 
Committee was lacking in candor. 

Far from clearing his record, Mr. Kuy
kendall's attempted explanation of the 
facts recited in my first charge serves 
to prove with greater force the duplicity 
he practiced upon the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy. Indeed, his testi
mony before the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce was lack
ing in candor. 

It will be recalled that my first chal
lenge to Mr. Kuykendall was that he mis
represented the facts to the Joint Com .. 
mittee on Atomic Energy in 1954 at a 
crucial phase of its consideration of the 
Dixon-Ya.tes deal and suppressed the 
opinions of the FPC Bureau of Law on 
the unfairness to the Government of the 
proposed Dixon-Yates contract. 

Mr. Kuykendall replies that he merely 
told the Joint Committee that the Bu
reau of Law was not called upon for an 
opinion, or in an alternative fuller ex
planation, the FPC decided not to get 
into the legal aspects of the case. In 

aid of his version he presented this por
tion of the 1954 Joint Committee tran
script: 

Mr. KuYKENDALL. Mr. Price, this is rather 
minor, but to correct the record, you were 
asking about the lawyers' participation. I 
recall now that in August before we wrote 
the first letter, I think our general counsel 
was away on his vacation, as I recall it, and 
another lawyer had gott en into the thing, 
and we discussed it with him. He came 
into a Commission meeting and he was rais
ing pretty much the same points as Mr. 
Smith had raised, and also pleading he had 
not had time to study this, and so forth. 

So tliere was another lawyer in our bu
reau that had some contact with this, but 
we decided to rely on our Bureau of Power, 
and our Bureau of Accounts, Finance, and 
~a tes, and not get in to the legal aspect of 
It. So from then on we did not ask them 
to write opinions for us or conduct a thor
ough study for the reason I stated. We 
felt it was duplicating other people's work. 
Then our general counsel was back when 
we wrote the second letter, and he was not 
familiar with and was not able, in his opin
ion, to give us advice that he thought the 
contract was proper. And we did not think 
we needed such advice. 

I repeat that sentence: 
And we did not think we needed such 

advice. 

Mr. President, the record shows that 
Kuyl{endall already knew that McAllis
ter, Wahrenbrock & Gatchell thought 
the contract had serious legal limitations 
and defects in it. At that point Kuyken
dall owed an obligation to the President 
of the United States. This is what the 
situation was: I think it is crystal clear 
that when Kuykendall realized that his 
own lawyers, in his own Commission, 
were trying to point out defects in the 
Dixon-Yates contract, he then excused 
his own lawyers from any further con
sideration on the part of the Commission 
in its deliberations on the Dixon-Yates 
contract. 

I think that is improper conduct. 
When Kuykendall understood 'i'". and 
there is no question about it, and his 
previous testimony shows his admission 
that he was aware of the fact that his 
own lawyers, McAllister, Wahrenbrock 
& Gatchell, had raised serious questions 
about the contract--when he knew that 
he owed it to the President of the United 
States to exhaust every possible inquiry 
into that contract before the Federal 
Power Commission, under his chairman
ship, gave any stamp of approval to the 
Dixon-Yates contract. I repeat, Mr. 
President, he was not candid with Con
gress. He also was not fair to the Presi
dent. Moreover his statements were not 
in accord with the facts. 

He represented that "another lawyer 
had gotten into the thing." 

However, as reported by the House 
Select Committee, after hearing all the 
participants, it appears that the acting 
chairman requested the Bureau of Law 
for the analysis. But that misrepresen
tation is minor compared with what fol
lowed. 

Mr. Kuykendall represented to the 
Joint Committee that the attorney "was 
raising pretty much the same points as 
Mr. Smith-of the Bureau of Power-had 
raised, and also pleading he had not had 
time to study this, and so forth. 
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Is this a fair representation · of what 

the report said: 
The time which has been available ;for re

view of the contract from the standpoint of 
its provisions has been entirely inadequate. 
There are many provisions of the contract 
which could be specified jn support of the 
statement that the contract is all one sided, 
but time would not permit the coordina
tion and discussion of all such matters. 

What Kuykendall's lawyers told him 
was, "We have not exhausted a legal 
analysis of the contract, but we have 
gone faT enough so that we can advi-se 
you it is all one sided." That is what 
they told him. As Chairman of the 
Commission, when he got that opinion 
from his l'egal counsel, he should have 
made a thorough investigation of the 
contra-ct before he put the stamp of ap
proval of the Federal Power Commission 
upon the Dixon-Yates deaL Mr. Presi
dent, it is necessary to reach judgments 
in connection with this matter, particu
larly when we come to pass upon the 
conduct of a man within the framework 
of a body of evidence such as this. My 
own value judgment is that when Mr. 
Kuykendall discovered his own lawyers 
would not go along with him, he de-
cided to consult them no more. · 

That is a pretty serious defect in ad
ministrative approach. I am satisfied 
that when he discovered that his own 
lawyers, Wa.hrenbrock, McAllister, and 
Gatchell, were trying to tell him that 
this contract was so legally defectiv~ and 
so one sided that one of them had said in 
the memorandum that it appeared it was 
written by the generating company it
self, he realized he could not possibly 
recommend that contract to the Presi
dent, in the face of what was obviously 
going to be an adverse report from his 
own bureau of law. 

! .believe that when he appeared before 
the .Joint Committee in 1:954, he should 
have ·so testified as to the facts, instead 
of concealing them and.acting in a man
ner which was far from candid. His own 
attorney had said there was not suffi
cient time to analyze all the defects, but 
what he had found in the short time 
available was pienty. That is the mean
ing of his attorney's advice. 

In his appearance before the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce, Mr. Kuykendall gav~ a different 
version of the facts. He said: · 

The two lawyers had each hastily written 
a memorandum, both of which were critical 
of the· contract. They also complaine<l: 
strenuously that they needed more time to 
analyze the contr.act. Atomic Energy Com
mission was requesting submission of our 
advice. 
· Mr. Francis L. Adams, Chief of our Bureau 

of Power, pointed out to us that most all 
of the points oeing raised by the lawyers 
had been considered and negotiated by the 
negotiating parties. · 

The Commission decided that it should not 
endeavor to give legal advice and did not 
do so. · · 

That is a very interesting rationale 
by way of alibi. He had been told by 
Mr. Adams. of the Bureau . of Power, 
that the points which were being raised 
by the Commission's own lawyers w-ere 
points which had been raised and con· 
sidered by the negotiating parties. This 
was supposed to ·be a review of the con-

tract to determine whether the negotiat
ing parties had acted in the public in
terest. Mr. Kuykendall heads a Com
mission which has the primacy obliga
tion of protecting the public interest. 

So Mr. Kuykendall dismissed the two 
memorandums of his own legal eounsel 
on the ground that the negotiating par
ties, whose contract he was being asked 
to review, had already considered these 
points. The most kind thing I could say 
about that conduct is that it was the 
conduct of an incompetent man, at least, 
because, I repeat, the moment he knew 
that his own legal staff was raising seri
ous objections, one of them of such a 
strong nature as to say, "You would 
think the generating company had 
drawn the contract," r.aaking it perfectly 
clear that he did not think the public 
interest was being protected, that was 
the time for Mr. Kuykendall to say to the 
Atomic Energy Commission "We cannot 
give y,ou our advice until we make a 
thorough analysis of the objections 
which have been raised by legal counsel." 

What about Kuykendall's representa
tion that his general counsel, Mr. Gat
chell, in September 19.54, "was not famil· 
iar with and was not able, in his opinion, 
to give us advice that he thought the 
contract was proper. And we did not 
think we needed such advice"? 

This is Mr. Gatchell's version, in his 
testimony before the House committee, 
of what took place: 

Mr. GATCHELL. No, sir; I informed them of 
my views. And in my views, I, of course, 
took advantage of the study which had been 
made by Mr. Wahrenbrock and .Mr. McAllis
ter, because they a.re very fine technicians 
and both of them did -a thorough job within. 
the very limited time that they had. 

I was fortunate in having a little more 
time to study it. I raised all of the points 
that they raised, an~ quite a number of 
additional points myself. I raised those to 
the Commission. 

That was the head of the law depart
ment of the Federal Power Commission 
saying to the House Committee that he 
not only backed up the findings of Mc
Allister and Wahrenbrock, but he found 
additional reasons for backing ,them up,, 
as a result- of the additional study he 
made. 

So, I repeat, Kuykendall simply bas 
not been honest in his testimony. He 
has not come elean in his testimony in 
regard to what the Commission clearly 
knew was the position of its three top 
lawy-ers in regard to the legal defects 
of the Dixon-Yates contract . . 

I would put it to any r"€asonable men: 
If experienced attorneys, holding the 
highest rank of their agency, advised 
you that a proposed contract was unfair 
to the government you served, would you 
not feel duty-bound to explore the mat· 
ter further and disclose their serious 
charges to a Cong1·essional committee 
wben asked about it .only 6 weeks later? 

In his testimony before the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Mr. Kuykendall. in changing or at least 
adding to his story of 1954, said that 
Adams "pointed out to us that most all 
of the points being raised by the-FPG
lawYers had been considered and nego
tiated by the n~otiating· parties," tran
script, page 309. 

Yet, one of the very criticisms made by 
FPC Assistant General Counsel Wah
renbrock was that the contract was so 
one-sided that "eitber AEC was inept or 
without any right or opportunity to in
sist on" provisions to protect the Gov
ernment's interest. 

In his testimony before this commit
tee, Mr., Kuykendall claims that FPC 
was never asked for "legal" advice on 
Dixon-Yates and hence excluded the 
Bureau of Law even after its three top 
ranking members raised such serious 
questions in August and September 1954 
about the Dixon-Yates draft contracts. 

But he also testified-transcript, page 
309-that "the Commission decided-at 
the August 1954 meeting-that it should 
not endeavor to give legal advice and did 
not do so." 

Mr. Kuykendall brought to the last 
hearing only one letter soliciting FPC's 
advice. On request, he later supplied 
the other letters. They make fascinating 
reading on this point. 

The AEC letter of August 20, 1954, to 
Chairman Kuykendall, reads in part
transcript, page 322-B: 

We would now appreciate your review of 
the proposed contract, attached, indicating 
whether or not in consideration of the con
tract as a whole the rates, terms, conditions 
and cancellation provisions are fa'ir and rea
sonable to the Government. 

I speak as a lawyer. If as a lawyer I 
got such instructions from a Govern
ment agency to give them a report on 
the criteria set forth in that letter, be
lieve me. Mr. President, I would have a 
thorough legal analysis made of the 
legality and fairness of the contract. I 
would be ashamed of myself, as a lawyer, 
if I thought I could advise the Atomic 
Energy Commission in accordance with 
these instructions, "indicating whether 
or not in consideration of the contract 
as a whole the rates, terms, conditions~ 
and cancellation provisions are fair and 
reasonable to the Government,'' without 
covering all the questions dealing with 
the legality and fairness of the contract. 

I again ask, Whom does Kuykendall 
think be is kidding when he says he 
was not asked for any legal advice on 
the contract.? If I finished teaching a 
freshman course in contracts, and a 
freshman student in the law school did 
not know better than Mr. Kuykendall 
testified to on this matter, I would fiunk 
him .out of law school, because he could 
nevei· make a lawyer of whom I would be 
proud. 

There is no question that Kuykendall 
had the clear duty, as the head of the 
Federal Power Commission, to advise 
the Atomic Energy Commissi-on in regard 
to all phases of the legality or illegality 
of the · contract on the basis of that let
ter alone. 

But that is not my only evidence. 
Mr. President, I now refer to the letter 

of the Atomic Energy Commission of 
September .2@, 1'954, to Chairman Kuy
kendaU-transcript, p. 322-F-which 
reads in part as follows: 

We would again appreciat~ your view, 
indicating wh~ther or not in consideration 
of the contract as a whole the terms, rates, 
and conditions ·are fal.r and reasonable to 
the Government. 
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That was the second time the Atomic 

Energy Commission requested him to 
give it a review of the contract in its 
entirety. How in the world could he 
then advise the Commission that the 
terms, conditions, and rates of the whole 
contract were fair and reasonable to the 
Government? . At the very time when 
he received those letters, his own legal 
advisers were telling him that the con
tract was one-sided, so one-sided that 
one would think it had been written by 
the generating company itself; and at 
that very time his own legal advisers 
told him, as the record makes perfectly 
clear, that the contract had serious de
fects. Under those circumstances, Mr. 
President, what was Mr. Kuykendall's 
moral duty? According to my code, he 
then had the duty to see to it that that 
information reached the President of 
the United States; and he also had the 
clear duty to see to it that the Congres
sional Joint Committee received that in
formation. But Mr. Kuykendall demon
strated that he is a concealer of the 
truth. Mr. President, one who conceals 
the truth, when the truth is called for, 
in my book is not an honest man; and, 
therefore, in my book, Mr. Kuykendall 
is not qualified to serve in this post, and 
his nomination should be rejected. 

In his reply of September 30, 1954, to 
the Atomic Energy Commission, Chair
man Kuykendall replied-transcript, p. 
322-G, H: 

Mter consideration of the changes made 
since our previous review of the contract and 
viewing the contract as a whole, the Com· · 
mission is of the opinion, as previously stated 
in our letter to you on August 26, 1954, that 
the proposed contract with the Mississippi 
Valley Generating Co. is fair and reasonable 
to the Government. 

Mr. President, it is too bad, is it not, 
that, in all honesty, Mr. Kuykendall did 
not add a little postscript reading ·as 
follows: "But Wahrenbrock, McAllister, 
and Gatchell, our legal advisers, have 
given us memorandums that cannot be 
squared with that advice." 

Mr. President, suppose Mr. Kuyken:. 
dall had added such a postscript. Sup
pose the President had had that little 
message relayed to him. I happen to be
lieve-at least I want · to believe, and I 
hope I am correct in believing it-that 
if the President had had that informa
tion, he never would have put his stamp 
of approval on the Dixon-Yates con
tract. 

So, Mr. President, I wish to say that 
a man who, in my judgment, failed to 
see to it that the Atomic Energy Com
mission knew the position which had 
already been taken by the three top at
torneys in the Bureau of Law of the Fed
eral Power Commission, is not qualified 
to continue in this office of public trust. 

Mr. President, after reading those pas
sages, can it be claimed that the opin
ions of the Bureau of Law of the Federal 
Power Commission are not pertinent? 
Who is competent to review the contract 
as a whole or the fairness of the terms 
and conditions and cancellation provi
sions, if not the lawyers of a Federal 
agency so intimately familiar with elec
tric-power matters? 

What Mr. Kuykendall did in 1954 is 
shown, in my opinion, by the testimony 

on the 1954 transactions, as given in 
1955 before the House Select Committee 
on Small Business, and by Mr. Kuyken
dall's differing and dodging· explanations 
before this committee in 1957, as fol-
lows: " 

First. Mr. Kuykendall failed to pro
tect the public interest when the FPC 
Bureau of Law put the Commission on 
notice that the Dixon-Yates proposed 
contract was unfair to the Government; 

Second. Mr. Kuykendall was laclcing 
in candor-and, indeed, misled the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy-by 
his ·1954 testimony suppressing the Bu
reau of Law opinions; and 

Third. Mr. Kuykendall, in his testi
mony before the Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce Committee, misrepresented 
the facts as to what took place in 1954. 

On these grounds, now stronger and 
broader, in my opinion, than when I 
first testified before the Senate Commit
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Mr. Kuykendall is clearly disqualified 
from continued membership on the Fed
eral Power Commission. 
QUESTIONABLE HANDLING OF HELLS CANYON CASE 

There are many aspects of the FPC's 
handling of the Hells Canyon case, un
der Mr. Kuykendall's chairmanship, 
which raise serious questions ·of pro
priety. Let me say at this point that dis
agreement with the Federal Power Com
mission's decision of the case is not a 
reason for opposing confirmation of this 
nomination. However, questionable 
procedure and misleading statements 
rationalizing the decision, which are un
derlined by indications of bias, do in
deed raise additional questions of his 
fitness for continuation in office. 

Before coming to the Federal Power 
Commission, Mr. Kuykendall was a 
member of the Washington Public Serv
ice Commission, to which he had been 
appointed by former Gov. Arthur Lang
lie, an outspoken foe of a Federal Hells 
Canyon high dam. This association at 
least raises a question of bias in connec
-tion with the most important and con
troversial license proceeding in which 
he was to take part as Chairman. 
- In fact, Mr. President, I think this is 
a good point in my speech at which to 
read into the RECORD an editorial from 
the Baker (Oreg.) .Record-Courier, of 
recent date. The editorial bears in part · 
upon the point I am making about Mr. 
Kuykendall's .past associations in the 
power field; and it also bears upon the 
President's letter of recent <late to Rep
resentative WESTLAND, setting forth the 
President's reasons for opposing the 
Hells Canyon Dam. 

I incorporate this matter into my 
speech because I believe it constitutes 
a rather clear example of how unin
formed the President is about this mat
ter-as he is about so many other mat
ters. I believe it gives supporting evi
dence to my point of view that the Presi
dent's advisers are doing a very poor job 
of advising him, because, through their 
ill advice or their lack of advice, they 
cause him to 'make so many misstate
ments of fact and to show grave igno
rance of our whole natural-~:esource 
development problem. 

So I wish to read the editorial; and 
as I proceed to read it, I shall make a 
few comments about it. 

The editorial published in this Ore
gon newspaper reads as follows: 

President Eisenhower attempts to explain 
in a letter why he personally ordered the 
defeat of the Hells Canyon .high dam. 

The Eisenhower letter says: "Early in my 
first term I expressed the intention to follow 
the historic pattern of permitting private 
and other non-Federal organizations to de
velop these resources under fair provisions 
of law, including restraints for proper con
servation; and to treat resource development 
as a cooperative undertaking, a partnership. 
• * * Federal Government should build 
some projects, local government some, and 
private interests some." 

The truth is, the historic pattern for 
50 years from Teddy Roosevelt down to Sen
ator McNary, and until Mr. Eisenhower, has 
been not to permit private organizations to 
acquire great rivers for nondevelopment. 
Teddy Roosevelt said-and he was quoted 
by Gov. Tom Dewey to that effect only in 
recent years: 

"Do not give up your waterpower for a 
promise of quick developments. We are poor 
citizens if we allow the things worth most 
to get into the hands of a few." 

Mr. President, at this point let me 
digress long enough to say that that is 
not the only reference by Teddy Roose
velt to the giveaway problem. In other 
statements, Teddy Roosevelt pointed out. 
that ~he public interest in full river de
velopment demands that these resources 
not be given away to private interests, 
for private-profit plundering, but be re
served and preserved and developed as 
a ·heritage belonging to all the people. 
It is from those statements by. Teddy 
Roosevelt that there. has been developed 
-the trusteeship conception of the respon.:. 
sibility o~ Government as regards our 
natural resources. 

I read further from the editorial: 
The Eisenhower letter says: "In its Hells 

Canyon decision, the bipartisan FPC acted 
unanimously in granting ~ license to the 
Idaho Power Co." 

The truth is: President Eisenhower knows 
that it is dishonest to imply that the ~PC 
which made the Hells Canyon decision is 
bipartisan and impartial. Let him deny 
these facts: Member Kuykendall was named 
by Ike as Chairman of the Commission in 
1953, a man known to be opposed to Hells 
Canyon and a man whose appointment 
caused a utility agent 2 days later to write 
privately that the low dam license had been 
assured. Member Digby was an Eisenhower 
campaigner named in July of 1953. Member 
Stueck was a Republican named by Ike in 
June of 1954. Member Connole was an inde· 
pendent named by Ike in April of 1955. 
Member · Draper was named by President 
Hoover. These are the men who-with Ike 
and McKay-gave away . Hells Canyon in 
July of 1955. Yet Mr. Eisenhower has the 
nerve in his letter of July 19 to tell the 
American people FPC, 100 percent the choice 
of the electric companies and the product of 
Republican appointments, is bipartisan and 
impartial. 

I digress from the editorial long 
enough to point out, that as I said before, 
the President rigged .the Federal Power 
Commission. In the first place, the 
President, when he appointed·· Kuyken
dall, who was made Chairman of the 
Commission, appointed a man known for 
his opposition to a high Federal dam at 
Hells Canyon. ·what was the Republi-
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can line after the administration had a 
tribunal that was to render judgments 
biased against public utilities? Then, 
with typical piety and sanctimony, the 
administration said, "Oh, we are going 
to leave it to the judicial processes of 
the Federal Power Commission." I 
ask, What judicial processes? 

In most situations, outside the field 
of administrative law, when one is rep
resenting the interests of a client, and 
he knows the judge sitting on the bench 
has already committed himself and is a 
man of preconceived notions on the is
sue and has prejudged the case, he files 
an affidavit of prejudice·and gets an im
partial judge. Those of us who have 
been fighting over the years for the pro
tection of the people's heritage in the 
Snake River have never had a chance 
before the Federal Power Commission 
under the Eisenhower administration, 
because the case was being considered 
by a Commission headed by a man, ap
pointed by Eisenhower, who was not 
impartial. Now the President wants to 
reappoint him for another 5 years. Well, 
I still think that we have the duty of 
protecting the public interest, and the 
public interest calls for a truly impartial 
Federal Power Commission. We would 
not have a ghost of a chance of having 
one if the Senate confirmed the nomina
tion of a man with this record of service 
to the private ·utilities rather than to 
the people of the United States. 

So I go back to the editorial. 
The letter further says: "Construction 

work on two of the three dams comprising 
the licensed development is well under way." 

The truth is: This newspaper hereby ex
tends a personal invitation to . Mr. Eisen
hower to visit Snake River Dam sites so we can 
personally ask him at both Oxbow and low 
.Hells Canyon whether he is not deliberately 
misleading the American people when he says 
two projects are well under way. 

The letter further says, "Production ot 
electrical energy urgently needed in Idaho 
and throughout the Northwest power pool, 
is scheduled to begin in September 1958." 

The truth is: This newspaper has twice 
checked by correspondence with Bonneville 
Power Administration and that agency has 
declined to confirm any provision for any 
low-dam power into its system at all; and 
we had asked them pointblank how and when 
the Brownlee power was being programed 
and at what rates. 

Mr. Eisenhower cannot and will not reveal 
when, how much and at what rates low-dam 
power will be received into the Columbia 
River power system operated by Bonneville 
to augment its shortage of low-cost power. 

We challenge Mr. Eisenhower to categor
ically and honestly produce the cost figure 
at which IPCO power will be offered on a 
firm basis at Baker, at Tacoma, at Spokane, 
at Portland, or in Idaho. Before it is too late 
Mr. Eisenhower should explain how IPCO 
power will be made available to the con
sumers of the Pacific Northwest and the in
dustries crying for power at less than 3 mills 
which would have been produced by the high 
dam. If Mr. Eisenhower has any facts to 
base his low-dam power statement, he should 
produce them now. 

Mr. Eisenhower is guilty of the crudest 
doubleta lk when he says the "production of 
electric energy is urgently needed" to justify 
a low-dam scheme in which his Government 
agency has deliberately written into the li
cense conditions which permit the delay in 
low-dam construction for as much as 9 years, 
if not forever. 

Mr. Eisenhower knows he has permitted 
IPCO to build its dams at its own pace and 
deliberately allowed it to ignore the urgent 
need for elect rical energy in other parts of 
the region. 

The truth is: Mr. Eisenhower deliberately 
implies that Hells Canyon Dam would cost 
$600 million. This is deliberately the prop
aganda taken directly from IPCO. Mr. Eisen
hower did not itemize the propaganda figure 
to show where the Bureau of Reclamation 
engineers at Denver who use a $350 million 
cost are wrong. 

If the budget is under such pressure and 
he cannot invest public funds at the greatest 
dam site in the world (85 percent payable 
from power revenues) how can Mr. Eisen
hower justify the statement in his next para
graph in which he wrote: "The IPCO de
velopment will permit the Federal Govern
ment to devote more of its financial resources 
to other developments which are clearly be
yond the capabilities of non-Federal interests 
alone." At poor dam sites? At the dregs 
that are left? In Canada? 

President Eisenhower may not agree, but 
Teddy Roosevelt had the exact word for this 
giveaway of the valuable resource assets and 
retention of the liability jobs which are be
yond the capabilities of private electric com
pany coupon-snippers. "We are poor citi
zens if we allow the things worth most to get 
into the hands of a few." 

Mr. President, I have cited that edi
torial at length since it has a very direct 
bearing upon the record of Mr. Kuyken
dall in connection with the Hells Can
yon Dam case, in which, in my opinion, 
Kuykendall misled the President of the 
United States. I think as Chairman of 
the Federal. Power Commission Kuyken
dall had the clear duty of getting the 
truth to the President and the public 
about Hells Canyon Dam. 

I have yet to listen to a single state
ment of the President of the United 
States on the Hells Canyon Dam which 
shows that he has an understanding and 
a knowledge of the facts about the Hells 
Canyon Dam. 

So, Mr. President, the issue of the Hells 
Canyon Dam is involved in the Kuyken
dall nomination, but the fact that Mr. 
Kuykendall was not in favor of Hells 
Canyon Dam is not my reason for being 
opposed to the confirmation of his nom
ination. I am opposed to the confirma
tion of his nomination because of his 
misleading the President and the public 
about the Hells Canyon Dam, and I say 
he is disqualified to be reappointed to 
the Federal Power Commission. 

So I repeat: Before coming to the Fed
eral Power Commission, Mr. Kuykendall 
was a member of the Washington State 
Public Service Commission, to which he 
had been appointed by former Gov. Ar
thur Langlie, an outspoken foe of a high 
Federal Hells Canyon Dam. This asso
ciation at least raises a question of bias 
in connection with the most important 
and controversial license proceeding in 
which he was to take part as chairman. 

Prior to that, according to the House 
subcommittee report already cited, Mr. 
Kuykendall was a member of a law firm 
which represented several utility com
panies in cases before the Washington 
commission. Whether he sat on cases 
concerning them as a Washington com
missioner is a proper subject of inquiry. 

Further, it is a proper subject of in
quiry whether he or his firm represented 
companies allied with Idaho Power Co. 

or Ebasco Services, Inc., which have 
managed to maintain the old Electric· 
Bond & Share empire which the SEC 
ordered dissolved. Ebasco took an ac
tive part in counseling Idaho Power and 
its officials testified in the FPC Hells 
Canyon license proceeding. 

When Mr. Kuykendall was called upon 
by the House Subcommittee on Regula
tory Agencies to discuss on July 28, 1955, 
the Hells Canyon controversy he declined 
to do so on the ground that the case was 
pending before the FPC. 

I hope Senators will understand this, 
Mr. President. I invite them to pay 
strict attention to these dates. This 
date was July 28, 1955, and he testified 
before the House committee that the 
case was pending. In fact, the record 
now shows the case had been decided 
the day before. The Commission had 
already voted. 

The opinion and the order bear the 
date of July 27, 1955. They were re
leased, interestingly enough, on August 
4, only 2 days after Congress adjourned. 

The Commission decided the case on 
July 27. They waited until the Con
gress had adjourned before they re
leased the decision. Do I have to tell 
Senators why, Mr. President? They did 
not want an analysis of that decision 
on the floor of the Senate in July 1955. 
This man was not even honest enough 
to tell the House committee on July 28 
that the Commission had decided the 
case the day before. 

I repeat, Mr. President, he is not can
did with the Congress. This man, Chair
man of a Commission which is an agent 

•of the Congress or an arm of the Con
gress, was not intellectually honest 
enough, candid enough, or moral enough 
to tell the House committee on July 28 
that the day before the Commission had 
decided the case. What did he tell 
them? He said the case was pending. 

It is difficult to justify a week's delay 
on the ground that time was necessary 
to process the case. As Chairman Kuy
kendall mentioned in his testimony on 
July 28, the case had been formally be
fore the Commission only since July 6, 
1955. The case went before them July 6, 
1955, after the trial examiner had con
ducted hearings. for about a year and 
heard arguments and considered the case 
for about another year, and they decided 
the case on July 27. 

Mr. President, if they hau spent 8 
hours or 10 hours a day between the time 
they got the case and the ~ime they de
cided the case, in that period of time 
they could not even have completed a 
reading of the transcript of the record 
and exhibits before the examiner. Mr. 
President, before they decided the case 
they did not take even the time which 
would be required to read the record 
and the exhibits which were introduced 
in the year's hearing. 

Let us be frank about this matter. The 
heat was on. The pressure was on. 
The private utilities were breathing 
down the backs of their necks. They 
wanted the killing to be quick. 

Let me tell you a big, dark secret, Mr. 
President. ·They have not won the Hells 
Canyon Dam fight yet. It has not been 
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lost yet. I do not know what the word 
''quit" means. 

I believe the people will be heard from 
on this shocking betrayal of a public 
trust on the part of this administration. 
Between now and next Janua.ry across 
this country millions of people are going 
to ask this administration the question: 
"Why did you do it?" The administra
tion had better have a more adequate 
answer than President Eisenhower sup
plied in his letter to Representative 
WESTLAND, because in that letter he sim
ply showed he does not know the facts. 

Increasing numbers of people, Mr. 
President, are developing a deep resent
ment over the handling of the Hells 
Canyon Dam case. People do not like 
it when they learn that the Commission 
received a transcript of a record, such 
a large one as this, on July 6, handed 
down a decision on July 27, and its 
chairman failed, on July 28, to tell a 
committee of the House that the case 
had been decided but, to the contrary, 
said the case was still pending. 

Am I supposed to vote for an individ
ual so lacking in intellectual honesty? 
Why, Mr. President, I do not unrlerstand 
why this nomination was not withdrawn, 
after the hearings before the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
were completed. 

I have some reason to believe that I 
know why witnesses did not appear in 
behalf of this nominee. It is pretty hard 
to appear in behalf of a nominee who has 
such a sorry record, Mr. President. 

Let.us take a look at the record which 
was made •before the examiner for al
most a year prior to the decision· in this 
case: • 

It taxes the imagination that the 
Commission could digest a 20,000-page 
l'ecord, containing hundreds of •:!xhibits 
and charts, a lengthy and involved 
Examiner's report, exceptions and briefs 
and oral argument in 3 weeks-or even 
2 months-but require 7 or 8 days for 
mimeographing and physical production. 

Nonetheless, Chairman Kuykendall 
evaded testifying on the ground that the 
case was pending. 

Many parts of the decision are open to 
question. But, at least two are indica
tive of the manner in which the case 
was handled. 

Throughout the FPC decision granting 
the Idaho Power Co. licenses in the Hells 
Canyon reach, the Commission com
pared the various benefits of the single, 
high Federal dam and the three Idaho 
Power dams. 

Let me say to my colleagues, as they 
listen to my discussion of this phase of 
the matter, that I ask them to keep in 
mind that the Federal Power Commis
sion always talks about the three dams, 
but that is a coverup. They really do 
not mean three dams, but they had to 
talk about three dams, in order to show 
any plausibility whatsoever with respect 
to a comparison of benefits. That is 
the gimmick. But even the Federal 
Power Commission did not claim ~that 
the th1·ee dams together would equal the 
total benefits of the high dam. But, 
even to come close for purpose of argu
ment, it was necessary to use three dams 
in the calculations. That is why the 
comparison is always between the three 

company dams and the high dam. The 
FPC practically ignored the high dam's 
downstream power benefits in its deci
sion and excluded them from its press 
release. Even that aside the three-dam 
dodge is interesting-see, for example, 
pages 16 and 17 of FPC decision. 

The FPC, after resolving all of the 
doubts in favor of the three-dam plan 
and licensing the three-dam project, 
turned around and on page 20 of the 
decision stated: 

If a sufficient load does not develop to 
justify construction of low Hells Canyon 
within the time limits imposed in the li
cense, the Commission may either extend 
the time for construction or terminate the 
license for that project whichever is in the 
public interest at the time the matter is 
under consideration. 

That is the gimmick. What does . 
that technical language mean? It 
means that it is not necessary to build 
the three dams. The Commission says 
to the power company, "Go ahead and 
build the dams in which you are really 
interested, Oxbow and Brownlee." Why 
are they so interested in Oxbow and 
Brownlee? Because they are the dams 
which will prevent construction of Hells 
Canyon. 

The Commission said, "Get the Brown
lee Dam built. Then go ahead with the 
next one. But as to the third one, you 
do not have to build it if you find that 
you do not have sufficient requests for 
power." 

The Idaho Power co: will have a diffi
cult time selling power at from 6. 7 to 7.6 
mills. That is what their own examin
er's report finQ,s the Idaho Power Co. 
power will cost-from 6.7 to 7.6 mills, in 
contrast with Hells Canyon Dam power 
at 2.7 mills. I say to the American 
people, "That is how you are being 
·gypped. That is part of the steal in the 
Hells Canyon Dam issue. That is the 
holdup." 

But this man, Kuykendall, was in on 
that kill, too. The administration even 
wanted to hand out a $83 million bonan
za to the Idaho Power Co. in a fast tax 
writeoti. They got by with it until a few 
of- us on the floor of the Senate started 
discussing the subject earlier this year. 
I wish to thank all my colleagues in the 
Senate who engaged in that discussion, 
including the great Senator from Ten
nessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], chairman of the 
committee which investigated the situa
tion; the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD]; my own colleague [Mr. NEUBER
GER]; the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HuMPHREY]; the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DouGLAS]; the Senator from Colo
rado [Mr. CARROLL], and others, includ
ing the Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. JoHNSTON] the Senator from Michi
gan [Mr. McNAMARA]; the Senator from 

.Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD];· and his 
senior colleague [Mr. ·MuRRAY]; chair
man of the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Atfairs. Those Senators fought 
day in· and day out. The entire group 
oi Senators became so incensed over 
the steal on the part of the Eisenhower 
administration that at long last . we 
aroused enough sleeping editors who had 
been alibiing for the Eisenhower admin
istration for so long, to a realization that 
at last their hero had gone too far. 

The people were heard from on the 
tax writeoti steal; and the Eisenhower 
administration is going to hear more 
from the people about it. The situation 
became very hot. Obviously the impres
sion was given to the Idaho Power Co. 
that things were not well for it in the 
Senate. The power company thought it 
could stop victory in the Senate for the 
Hells Canyon Dam bill by saying, the day 
before the vote, that it would give up the 
fast tax writeoff. I called it deathbed 
repentance. What a clear show of the 
political immorality of the administra
tion, working hand in glove with the 
Idaho Power Co. 

Do Senators ask me to vote for con
firmation of the nomination of such a 
man, who is part and parcel of the whole 
corrupt scheme? 

"Oh," it is said, "it was within the 
letter of the law. There was nothing 
illegal." I have been heard to say before, 
and I now repeat, do not try to give me 
the letter of the law in a situation such 
as this, as a synonym for political moral
ity, because the interests of the people 
can be robbed within the. letter of the 
law, as they have been robbed in connec
tion .with th.e fast tax writeotfs. In this 
instance, • the administration and the 
power co1J1pany. almost got by with it, 
but, o:: course, there is nothing to stop 
the Idaho Power Co. from a change of 
mind in this connection. If the admin
istration and the power company had got 
away with the fast tax writeotfs, the 
American people, because of the tax 
giveaway to the Idaho Power Co., would 
have paid a large percentage of the. cost 
of the Idaho Power Co. dams, and the 
ldaho Power Co. would have owned the 
dams. 

For what am I pleading? I am plead
ing for a people's dam. I am pleading 
for a dam that will be owned ·by the 
people, that will repay its cost many 
times into the Treasury of the United 
States, that will help ;finance, in the years 
ahead, the great reclamation projects 
which will be needed to. feed future gen
erations of American boys and girls. 

Recently I noted an item in the U. S. 
News & World Report. I wonder how 
many of my colleagues read the headline 
in the U. S. News & World Report of a 
couple of weeks ago, indicating concern 
over the question of what we are going 
to do when our population grows by 
another 60 million. I thought it was very 
interesting to read that item on the cover 
of this reactionary magazine, a magazine 
which has been one of the chief apologists 
for the gutting by the administration of 
the natural resources of the United 
States, a magazine which is headed by 
an editor who think a private utility 
monopoly is a private enterprise. He 
demonstrates he does not know the defi
nition of private enterprise. Let me say 
to Mr. Lawrence and his board of editors 
of U.S. News & World Report: '~You have 
reason to be concerned about what we 
are going to do in the generations ahead 
when we have a population of 227 million 
in 1975. However, instead·· of opposing 
us, you should be_ supporting us in the 
full river development, because the only 
hope of supplying food for those 227 mil
lion Americans in the generations to 
come, lies in our not wasting a single 
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acre of land in the United States, or a 
single drop of water." 
· We say to the editors of the U. S. Ne~s 
& World Report: ''You should realize 
before it is too late-you who are ~o 
sorely needed in a freshman course m 
basic economics in the field of natural 
resources-you ought to start giving sup
port to those of us who believe that civili
zations cannot climb \Vhen water tables 
decline." · 

America's water table .is falling. y;e 
are fighting to stop the kind of guttmg 
of the natural resources which is char
acterized by the Idaho Power Co.'s action 
on the Hells Canyon Dam. We ~re 
thinking about American boys and g1rls 
and their food supply 100 years from 
now. I recommend those thoughts to 
the editors of U. S. News & World Re-
port: - · · · · 

If I have ever read a sheet which was 
dominated by the propaganda of private 
utilities it is U.S. News & World Report; 
·exceeded by none, unless it might be, 
possibly, Time magazine. 

When we are making the fight for the 
maximum development of the water re
sources of the Snake and Colnmbia 
Rivers, we are fighting to stop the wash
ing out for au · time of the great~st re
maining multiple-purpose dam s1te on 
this continent. Yet some people want 
me to vote for the confirmation of the 
nomination of a man who is the architect 
of that kind of house of political prosti
tution in which such misuse is sanc
tioned. I shall not do it, because I do 
not believe in politcal immorality either. 
This administration's record and this 
man's record in the natural resource 
fight ·are immoral, and constitute a be
trayal ·of · the future generations of 
American boys and girls, for whom the 
reactionary U. S. News & World Report 
expresses such pious concern in its re-
·cent issue. · 

Mr. President, in effect, the FPC re
moved the third dam from the three
dam project. Poor as the three-dam 
plan is in comparison with the high .dam, 
can you imagine how poor a showmg a 
two-dam project would make. 

The third dam accounts for about one
third of the . three-aam plan's power. 
For example, finding No. 14 of the FPC 
examiner gives these figures-page 35 
of May 6, 1955, decision: 

(14) The initial powerplant capacities as 
proposed by the applicant for the three proj~ 
-ects is as follows: · 

B rownlee ____ _ ----- -------
Oxbow __ ------- --------- --Hells Canyon __ _____ __ __ _ _ 

Installed 
capacity 

(kilowatts) 

360,400 
151,000 
272, 000 

Maximum 
peaking 
capacity 

(kilowatts) 

414,400 
173, GOO 
312,800 

Obviously, without Little Hells Can
yon Dam, the company plan is laugh
able. So, the FPC used it for purposes 
of comparison, found that it was almost 
as good as the high dam-even with 
more costly power-and then, without 
any reasoning to support the conclusion, 
found the three-dam plan the best 
adapted project for basin development
finding 48. 

This amazing statement follows find
ing 47 which declares: 

The three proposed power developments 
should be considered as a single project. 

I submit that the evidence is clear on 
the face of the decision that the Com
mission, under Chairman Kuyken~all, 
used the· three-dam plan for companson 
only to achieve an appearance of plausi
bility, but in effect relieved the company 
of the burden of building the third dam 
for whose expensive .Power there is little 
or no expectation of a market. 

KUYKE NDALL. BRAZENS IT OUT ON HEL LS 

CANYON 

Chairman Kuykendall's apology to 
Congress on Hells Canyon is, in fact, a 
plea of guilty to my charges. 

First let us scrutinize his alibi for re
fusal t~ let the Ho1,1se subcommittee of 
the Select Committee on Small Business 
know that the Commission had decided 
the Hells Canyon issue, when he testified 
before it. He contemptuously puts the 
committee in the position of asking that 
he leak the ·decision even though the 
Commission is an agency of Congress 
and the hearing was public. He then 
attempts to justify himself by claimin~ 
that there was no leak, and so no one 
had a chance to take advantage of the 
10-percent rise· in the market value of 
Idaho Power Co. stock within 24 hours 
after the decision was announced. · . 

The fact is that advice to the Con
gressional committee, as contrasted with 
the week's delay in announcement of 
the decision would have been no leak 
because it would have been public in
formation. It would have minimized 
the chance of anyone profiting by a leak. 

In the second place, let us examine 
Chairman Kuykendall's attempt to re
ply to the charge that the Commiss~on's 
Hells Canyon decision in effect removed 
the third· dam from the three-dam proj
ect thus rendering it an even poorer 
pr~pect in comparison with the high 
dam Federal project. Here he pleads 
guilty by reemphasizing tlie very lan
guage of the Commission's decision 
which served as the basis for the ·charge, 
and then seeks justification for the pos
sibility that the Commission "may either 
extend the tiine for construction or ter
minate the license for that· project
third dam-on the ground that such 
action would be within the provisions 
of section 13 of the Federal Power Act. 
Section 13, or no section 13, the fact is 
that recourse to the action which it pur
portedly authorizes ·would render the 
runt dam project even runtier. 

Mr. Kuykendall's pleading that the 
full capacity of the three dams would, in 
any case, be utilized in the company:s 
system by the year 1975, and that 1t 
could be absorbed by other systems in 
the Northwest about as soon as it could 
be developed, on the one hand involves 
the probability·that the Commission will 
let the company squat on a portion of 
the reserve for over 15 years, and on the 
other hand flies in the face of the find
ings of the Commission examiner who 
heard the case. The examiner found 
that the transmitted cost of Idaho Pow
er Co.'s Hell Canyon power would be too 
high to be absorbed by the Northwest 
power pool. 

Section 13 of the Federal Power Act, 
which Mr. Kuykendall quotes in full , 
limits the Commission to granting one 
extension of the periods for commence-

. ment of construction and that for "not 
longer than 2 additional years." It 
adds: "In case the licensee shall not 
commence actual construction of the 
project works, or of any specified part 
thereof, within the time prescribed in 
the license or as extended by the Com
mission, then, after due notice given the 
license shall, as to the project works or 
part thereof, be terminated on written 
order of the Commission." 

This means that, under the act, the 
latest time which the Commission can 
set for commencement of the low Hells 
Canyon Dam -falls 10 years short of the 
year 1975 .when .it thinks the company 
can use the power. Failure to commence 
construction at that time would render 
termination of the license mandatory. 
And it is certain that, after the two 
lesser projects; which Idaho Power Co. 
is developing at the expense of the high 
Hells Canyon Dam, are constructed, no 
one else is going to take over the least 
attractive remnant of the resource. 

Clearly, Mr. Kuykendall's answer that 
the Commission can later withdraw the 
license for the low 'Hells Canyon Dam if 
Idaho Power Co. fails to go forward with 
it promptly is a glaring admission that 
the Commission violated the act by li
censing a vastly inferior project which 
will preclude forever development of the 
high Hells Canyon Dam which is "best 
adapted to a comprehensive plan" for 
development of these ·water resources, as 
required by the act. -

Mr. Kuykendall's attempt to answer 
the charge that the FPC Hells Canyon 
decision practically ignores the high 
dam's downstream power benefits also 
represents a pleading of guilty to -viola
tion of the intent of the Federar Power 
Act. Furthermore, it proves conclti- . 
sively that Kuykendall looks at these 
things from the viewpoint of a private 
power company lawyer, rather than from 
the conservation viewpoint which is the 
very parent of the Federal Power Act. 

In his apology he attempts to answer 
the charge by alleging that the Com
mission's finding, that "the power fea
tures of the 1-dam plan have no clear 
economic advantage over those of the 
.three-dam plan," was based on estimates 
of the power output both at site and at 
downstream plants under the one-dam 
plan, as well as under the three-dam 
plan. 
· In view of the fact, recognized by the 
Commission itself, that the high-dam 
project would produce much more powe~· 
at these downstream projects, his crite
rion of economic advantage is clearly 
related to the private-power-company 
interest in higher margin , of profit, 
rather than maximum use of resources. 
This has always tended to lead private 
companies to skim the cream of a given 
waterpower resource, rather than to de
velop its full potential. It was this very 
abuse which the conservationists who 
wrote the Federal Power Act intended to 
cure, by including section 10 (a), which 
the Commission's Hells Canyon decision 
clearly viola~es. 
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We should not leave this point without 

noting the fundamental conflict between 
the Commission's Hells Canyon decision 
and the act of Congress which they are 
charged with administering. The Fed
eral Power Act (section 10 (a)) requires 
that the project adopted shall, in the 
Commission's judgment, "be best adapt
ed to a comprehensive plan for improv
ing or developing a waterway or water
ways, for use or benefit of interstate or 
foreign commerce, for improvement and 
utilization of waterpower development, 
and for other beneficial public uses, in
cluding recreational purposes." The 
only such comprehensive plan in exist
ence in the main control plan for the 
Columbia River Basin, prepared at great 
expense by Federal agencies charged 
with this responsibility, and the high 
Hells Canyon Dam was an essential part 
of that comprehensive plan. 

Mr. President, I digress to stress this 
point. Oh, the Eisenhower boys would 
like to have us forget that basic to the 
Federal Power Act is the clearly stated 
policy of Congress that these river ba
sins shall be developed according to a 
comprehensive plan. The most biased 
advocates of Idaho Power Co.'s program 
will not even give a whispered statement 
that they think the company's plan can 
be reconciled with comprehensive basin 
development. They know full well that it 
cannot. With them, it is under develop
ment; it is partial development; it is in
adequate development. 

The only plan in existence, of an offi
cial nature, for the preparation of which 
Congress appropriated thousands and 
thousands of dollars,. is the Army engi
neers 308 report. Oh, I like to throw 
this one into their teeth, and I did 
throughout the campaign, when the 
smear was that I was for Federal Power 
or no power at all. That has always 
been a vicious lie, propagandized by 
the Eisenhower administration, spoken 
sometimes by the leaders of the admin
istration itself, and repeated in meaning, 
if not in some speeches, by the President 
when he talks about the advocates of the 
high Hells Canyon Dam as being for 
Federal power or no power at all. 

They ought to read the report of the 
Army engineers, prepared at great ex
penditure of money, because my power 
position has always been the power posi
tion of the Army engineers. Mr. Eisen
hower, take note: My position on power 
in relation to Hells Cayon Dam has been 
the position of your own Army engineers. 
You ought to read their reports, Presi
dent Eisenhower, because that is there
poit which carried out the mandate of 
Congress in the Federal Power Act. The 
basic philosophy of that act is compre
hensive river developments, not partial 
development, not underdevelopment. 

Where does Hells Canyon stand in that 
report? Using a figure of speech, it is 
the keystone project for full development 
of that river basin. Listen to the testi
mony of Army engineer after Army engi
neer over the years as they have come 
before committees of Congress to testify 
concerning the essentiality of a high 
Hells Canyon Dam for flood control and 
for the protection of lives, property, and 
topsoil in the great Pacific Northwest. 

I repeat, the President simply does not 
know the facts; but he would have the 
Senate confirm the nomination of a man 
who has been an architect for a program 
of underdevelopment of this river basin, 
and who had the legal duty, as chairman 
of the Commission, when he was chair
man, to carry out the clear purpose of 
the Federal Power Act, whch was for 
comprehensive development, not partial 
development. But Kuykendall's decision 
violated that clear Congressional policy. 

Yet the Commission under Chairman 
Kuykendall's leadership reversed the re
quirements of the act by speculating on 
whether the comprehensive plan coU:ld 
be modified so as to be best adapted to 
the inferior Idaho Power Co. project, 
rather than on whether the company's 
proposed project was best adapted to the 
comprehensive plan. 

And, as I shall point out in connec
tion with Mr. Kuykendall's citation of a 
court decision supporting the Commis
sion's mishandling of fast writeoff subsi
dies to electric and natural gas com
panies, the fact that the courts upheld 
this kind of Commission Hells Canyon 

. decision provides the strongest possible 
ground for not consenting to the con
tinuance of Mr. Kuykendall's leadership. 
For, as the courts must depend for ex
pertness in such a field largely on the 
findings of such an agency, it is of the 
highest importance that appointees to 
such Commissions have the viewpoint of 
the public interest. Otherwise, the ef
forts of Congress to protect consumers 
will be thwarted and the money which it 
appropriates for this purpose expended 
to perpetrate a fraud on the taxpayers. 

Mr. Kuykendall did not respond to my 
challenge to answer the analysis of the 
strange and tortured reasoning employed 
in the FPC opinion in the Hells Canyon 
case. It stands in the record of hearings 
unanswered. 

In fact, I shall never forget the day in 
the Senate when the late Walter George, 
of Georgia, one of the greatest Senators 
of our time, was won over to the Hells 
Canyon Dam bill. I have mentioned this 
a couple of times before, but I want to 
mention it again in connection with the 
record I am making today. 

When the news came over the ticker 
that the trial examiner of the Federal 
Power Commission found that the Hells 
Canyon Dam project from an economic 
·standpoint, a flood-control standpoint, 
and a power-cost standpoint, was prefer
·able to Idaho Power Co.'s underdevelop
ment, puny plan, but that, nevertheless. 
he was recommending the Idaho Power 
Co. plan on the ground that he did not 
believe Congress would pass the Federal 
high Hells Canyon Dam bill, Walter 
George called me over to his seat in the 
Senate. I sat down beside him. 

He said, "Is this your understanding 
of the examiner's report?" 

I said, ''Senator, that is exactly what 
the examiner said." 

He said, "WAYNE, I shall support your 
bill because the examiner has decideq the 
case for me when he says that on the 
merits the high Hells Canyon Dam is 
preferable. It is for us in the Senate to 
make the decision, not the examiner of 
the Federal Power Commis~ion, as ~ 

whether the bill will or should pass. 
What we have a right to obtain from the 
examiner for the Federal Power Commis
sion is a decision on the merits of the 
proposal; and the report of the examiner 
for the Federal Power Commission"
the agency headed by Mr. Kuykendall
" gives us that decision, and then adds 
gratuitously," said the late Senator 
George., "that he recommends, however, 
a part of the Idaho Power Co. program, 
because he does not think the Congress 
would pass the high Hells Canyon Dam 
bill." 

Mr. President, I have never forgotten 
that, because from that day forth, the 
late Senator Walter George, of Georgia, 
was one of the greatest allies I had in 
the Senate in support of the high Hells 
Canyon Dam bill. 

Mr. President, I wish to emphasize the 
fact that the Federal Power Commission 
gave away its whole case when its trial 
examiner came forth with the finding 
that, on the basis of the merits of the 
project, the program for the high dam at 
Hells Canyon was preferable, but that 
they were recommending the Idaho Pow
er Co. program because they did ·not 
think the Congress would pass the high 
Hells Canyon Dam bill. 

Now I wish to recapitulate briefly in 
regard to the Hells Canyon Dam issue: 
The Commission compared the economic 
value of the high-dam plan and the com
pany three-dam scheme on the assump
tion of Federal financing of both. It 
found that the additional power of the 
high dam, that is, the amount it would 
produce in excess of the power which 
could be generated at the company 
dams, would have a benefit-to-cost ratio 
of 1 to 1, which is a favorable ratio. On 
this artificial basis, it concluded that 
there was no economic advantage for the 
high dam. 

The FPC examiner had condemned 
this method as "comparing the incom
parable," for the simple reason that one 
major disadvantage ·of the company plan 
was more expensive financing than that 
for the Federal dam. · 

Once a_gain, Mr. President, I challen~·e 
Mr. Kuykendall to answer my analysis 
of the FPC opinion as presented in the 
Senate Interior Committee print of Sep
tember 1955. 

Mr. Kuykendall overruled his own trial 
examiner, the examiner for the Federal 
Power Commission, who had pointed 
out-and rightly so-that the two proj
ects could be compared on the basis of 
the assumption of Federal financing of 
both, because only the high Hells Can
yon Dam would be federally financed. 

Of course, Mr. Pres-ident, they did 
their best to get a very large stake of 
Federal financing into the Idaho Power 
Co.'s program by obtaining a fast tax 
writeoff. I now come to that subject. 
But before doing so, my point is that in 
making the comparison the Commission 
overruled the finding of the hearing ex
aminer and, in addition, the compari
son was obviously fallacious, because 
anyone would take notice of the fact that 
.both projects would not be federally 
financed. 
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THE FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION AND QUICK TAX 

WRITEOFFS 

Mr. President, as the Senate knows, 
on April 1, 1957, the Office of Defense 
Mobilization issued quicl{ tax writeoff 
certificates to Idaho Power Co. for the 
Brownlee and Oxbow Dams in the Hells 
Canyon area. The certificates have a 
minimum face amount of $65 million. 

Within the past 2 weeks the Chief Ac
countant of the Federal Power Commis
sion, Russell Rainwater, testified before 
the Senate Antitrust and Monopoly 
Subcommittee that the tax lag occa
sioned by these certificates to Idaho 
Power Co. will result in additional costs 
to the United States Treasury of $83 
million, to say nothing of being worth 
$339 million to the company during the 
50-year period of deferral. 

As we know, the Federal Power Com
mission in December 1953 declared that 
these certificates are interest-free loans. 

In August 1953, the Idaho Power Co. 
filed its applications for the certificates; 
and in December 1953, the president o! 
the company testified about them. 

Earlier this year there was some dis
cussion regarding my position at that 
time. The RECORD shows perfectly clearly 
that at that time I stood on the other 
side of the aisle and protested the appli
cation of the Idaho Power Co. for that 
tax giveaway, as I protested also at
tempts on the part of private utilities in 
my own State to make similar raids on 
the pockets of the taxpayers of the 
United States. Mr. President, this is part 
and parcel of the scheme, in which Mr. 
Kuykendall is entangled, in regard to the 
whole Hells Canyon Dam scandal, as 
handled by this administration. 

Despite knowledge that the writeoff 
applications were pending, despite full 
realization of the cost to the Treasury 
of quick tax writeoff certificates, the 
Federal Power Commission decisio~ 
awarding licenses to Idaho Power Co. 
said that the public purposes to be 
served by the company projects "will be 
realized without expense to the United 
states to the extent that the projects 
are constructed by a non-Federal en· 
tity"-opinion, page 17. 

Mr. Kuykendall knew that. He knew 
at the time what the Idaho Power Co. 
was up to. It was a matter of public 
record. It had been debated on the 
floor of the Senate. He had the duty, 
Mr. President, to point out to the Amer
ican people, not what he said in his 
decision, but the contrary, namely, that 
the dams of the Idaho Power Co. would 
be built in part at public expense and 
cost-and, in fact, at a substantial cost 
and expense. to the public. 

Mr. President, I cannot favor the ap
pointment of such a person. I do not 
think his conduct has been honest. I 
think it has been deceitful. I think it 
is but another example of this man's 
weakness of character that he concealed 
the facts from the American people, 
while he occupied a position of public 
trust, and while he was dutybound as 
a servant of the Congress, heading a 
Commission which is an arm of the Con
gress, to carry out the purpose of the 
Federal Power Act, which is to develop 
a comprehensive plan for the great river 
basins, not only tho_se in the Pacific 
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Northwest, but also those in other parts 
of the country. 

Mr. President, :Mr. Kuykendall said 
some other interesting things in his 
opinion. He also in the opinion stated:. 

Development by applicant of the Hells 
Canyon reach of the Snake River would pro
vide 1 million acre-feet of flood-control 
storage and the required streamflow regu
lation in aid of navigation on the lower 
river at no cost to the United States. 

These statements, I say, were mislead
ing and inaccurate in the extreme, in 
view of the company's applications for 
writeoff certificates, known to the Com
mission. 

Yet the no-cost-to-the-United States 
theme was played in the opinion and 
was stressed in the Federal Power Com
mission press release announcing the 
grant of the licenses. 

The duty of the Commission was to 
discuss this frankly and openly in its 
decision, particularly in view of the suc
cess of private utilities in obtaining these 
certificates and the favor with which the 
executive branch regarded the Idaho 
Power Co. plan. 

In his recent testimony before the Ke
fauver subcommittee, Chairman Kuy
kendall admitted that the Federal Power 
Commission opinion passages quoted 
were a mistal{e, in the light of events. He 
claimed, however, that only conventional 
financing by the company was contem
plated, and he placed great stress upon 
the fact that Idaho Power's president 
testified that the company had only 
"faint hope" of obtaining the tax write
off certificates. 

Mr. President, I do not know why Mr. 
Kuykendall would be fooled by that 
statement. He only had to look at the 
records. The Office of Defense MobiH
zation had been granting those give
aways. Some of us in the Senate had 
been leading the fight against them. 
The record at that time was one of suc
cesses on the part of the private util
ities in getting their hands into Uncle 
Sam's pockets and taking out, by the 
tens of millions of dollars, these interest
free loans. So again, Mr. President, I 
wish to say that those of us who are 
in the very difficult position of having 
to decide whether to vote for or against 
confirmation of the nomination of this 
man must, in forming our judgment and 
in arriving es.t QU!:' decision, consider the 
nominee's record in its entirety. When 
I consider all of his record, again I must 
reach the conclusion that I cannot trust 
him. I do not trust him. I think he 
weasels. I do not think he is frank and 
candid. I do not think his nomination 
should be confirmed. It is my conclu
sion-and it is based upon the sorry 
record he has already made-that he 
does not possess the qualities of public
service responsibility which would jus
tify placing this trust in him for an
other 5 years. 

That the company was less than can
did in this representation is little ex~ 
cuse for the Commission's taking the 
representation as a realistic appraisal of 
the situation. This is all the more the 
case in view of the Commission's failure 
to make mention of the tax writeoff pos
sibilities and its affirmative declarations 

that there would be no ·expense to the 
United States in the company projects. 
KUYKENDALL MISLEADS COURTS INTO FAST 

AMORTIZATION TAX WRITEOFF DECISION UN
DULY FAVORING COMPANIES AS AGAINST CON-
SUMERS 

It is high time that Congress got rid 
of a Federal Power Commission Chair-· 
man who interprets the action of Con
gress, in opening the fast writeoff tax 
procedure to electric and natural gas 
utilities, as a bribe to private enterprise 
to induce it to build additional capacity 
sufficient to safeguard defense needs. 
It is sufficient that Congress simply in
tended to provide the additional capital 
required without burden to either stock
holders or consumers. Under the Com
mission's ruling some companies are al
ready disbursing what I consider to be 
their bribes as tax-free dividends or re
turn of capital. 

This is precisely the position which 
Mr. Kuykendall advances as the Com
mission's position in an attempt to 
justify his glaring failure to require 
sound uniform accounting for the inter
est-free capital which electric and gas 
utilities have secured under this fast 
writeoff tax procedure. In taking this 
position under Kuykendall's leadership, 
the Commission again overruled its able 
technical staff. 

Mr. Kuykendall cites the decision of 
the United States Court of Appeals for 
the District of Columbia in City of De
troit against Federal Power Commission 
as completely and unequivocally approv
ing the action of the Commission in 
dealing with this problem. 

Mr. Kuykendall quotes the court opi.n· 
ion at length. Thus, the court de
scribed the plan of the Petitioner City 
of Detroit, speaking for the consumer in
terest, as in essence to allow Panhandle 
Eastern the yearly saving in taxes-in
terest-free capital-but to "deduct the 
amount of that saving each year from 
the rate base." The court continues: 

This plan was rejected by the Commission 
which concluded, we think correctly, that 
the intent of Congress reflected in section 
124A is not to benefit consumers but the 
taxpayer, in order to encourage construc
tion of certain emergency types of facilities. 
Were the tax savings deducted from the 
rate base, the taxpayer here would not re
ceive the intended benefit. The valuations 
upon which it is entitled to . earn a fair re
turn would be decreased by the amount of 
the savings. In placing the savings at the 
disposal of Panhandle under the limitations 
specified, the Congressional intent is ef
fectuated. The funds go into a reserve ac
count for the payment of deferred taxes to 
accrue after the 5-year amortization period. 
Though thus earmarked, the funds are 
available for income-producing purposes. 
Unless this is permitted, it is difficult to see 
how Panhandle could benefit substantially. 
This statute, unlike the Natural Gas Act it
self, is not for consumer benefit. It has a 
different public policy and should be given 
effect as intended by Congress. Further
more, the solution of the Commission does 
not result in higher rates to the consumer. 
It simply does not operate to reduce them. 
It aids Panhandle but neither aids nor 
harms petitioners. We think this is the re
sult sought by Congress. 

· I have quoted at this length from Kuy
kendall's excerpt from the court decision 
because it contains basic errors which 
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are damning evidence of the kind of case 
the FPC under his leadership presented 
to mislead the court into a decision 
actually penalizing consumers in order 
to bribe the companies to do their duty 
at no expense to themselves. 

The Commission's position, as restated 
by the court, is in error in, :first, its con
ception of the company as the taxpayer; 
second, its assumption that the company 
would not benefit if the Government's 
contribution of capital were deducted 
from the rate base; third, its assumption 
that the Commission's solution does not 
result in higher rates to consumers; and, 
fourth, its assumption that the Commis
sion's solution reflects the intent of Con
gress. 

The facts are: First, the company is 
merely the tax collector; the taxes are 
actually paid by the consumers, and 
everybody knows it; second, the company 
would benefit even if the free capital 
contributed by the Government were de
ducted from the rate base because it 
would not have to put up the capital re
quired for the emergency margin of ca
pacity; third, the Commission's solution 
will result in consumers paying higher 
rates to the extent necessary to pay a 
6 percent return on emergency capacity 
over and above what would be required 
to serve them if the Government had not 
encouraged the company to construct 
additional defense capacity out of tax 
moneys which the consumers had ac
tually paid but the Government had not 
collected; and, fourth, the intent of Con
gress was that the fast writeoff tax sav
ings should represent a contribution of 
capital by the Government so that the 
additional margin of capacity which it 
was asking should burden neither the 
stockholders nor consumers. Congress 
did not intend to offer the companies a 
bonus at the expense of both taxpayers 
and consumers-a profit on the capital 
put up by the Government at the expense 
of the taxpayer. 

BUt even if this FPC interpretation of 
the emergency accelerated amortization 
provision of the tax law were correct, is 
it not amazing that under Mr. Kuyken-

. dall's chairmanship, the FPC has de
cided to apply section 167 of the Internal 
Revenue Code in the same way? 

That provision, enacted in 1954, per
mits a corporation to use more favorable 
amortization methods than the conven
tional straight line depreciation method. 
Under it, very substantial tax savings 
can be made by the corporation and, by 
the . same token, very substantial losses 
of tax revenue are sustained by the 
United States Treasury. So, ·for exam
ple, one expert, writing in the Harvard 
Business School Journal, estimates that 
the Treasury will lose $19 billion in reve
nue during the first 17 years of its opera
tion. 

The announced rationale of the provi
sion is that it is more realistic than 
straight line depreciation because it per
mits larger percentage reductions for de
preciation in the early years of equip
ment, reflecting their rapid loss of value 
during the early years of use. The argu
ment used for section 168 of the Code
section 124a of the 1950 law-that it is to 
supply an incentive for investment which 

otherwise would not be made was not 
advanced in support of section 167. 

Yet, the FPC has interpreted section 
167 in the same fashion as section 168 
and held that for rate purposes the de
preciation need not be the same as for 
tax purposes. This is a handsome gift, 
of course, to the utilities. 

It is another example of the manner 
in which the FPc: under Mr. Kuykendall, 
constantly rules in favor of the compa
nies to be regulated by it no matter how 
tenuous or tortuous the reasoning. 

In this case, Amere Gas Utilities, 
docket No. G-6358, June 30, 1956, a 
majority of the Commission said: 

We can find no legal difference between 
the problem now before us and that which 
was presented to us by section 124A (now 
sec. 168) of the Internal Revenue Code, per
taining to 5-year amortization of defense 
fac111ties pursuant to a certificate issued by 
a defense agency of the United States. Ad
mittedly, section 167 of the Internal Revenue 
Code contains no specific mandate to create 
a reserve account for the deferred taxes. 
Nevertheless, we know of no way to effectuate 
the clear and obvious Congressional intent, 
except by doing so, just as we did in our 
two prior opinions above mentioned. 

Commissioner Qonnole, dissenting, 
had no such difficulties: 

I dissent from the majority opinion be
cause it will have the effect of authorizing a 
permanent reserve created out of excessive 
charges to operating revenue deductions for 
Federal income tax payments contrary to 
the intent of the Congress, contrary to 
established regulatory law, and unjustified 
by the regulated utility concept. 

The full text of the majority and mi
nority opinions are in the record of 
hearings. 

The matter is more than a mere differ
ence of opinion. The differing opinions 
demonstrate what has been taking place 
at the Commission under ' Mr. Kuyken
dall's chairmanship. If he is confirmed 
it will be the signal that Cong:.:ess is 
insensitive to the manner in which its 
delegated powers are being employed to 
enrich supposedly regulated utilities and 
gouge consumers. 

There could be no better illustration 
than these cases of the grave danger of 
having one of the country's outstanding 
regulatory Commissions continue under 
the guidance of Mr. Kuykendall. That 
is because the higher courts them
selves-the last resort for protection of 
the public interest-must, of necessity, 
assume that the technical reasoning and 
interpretation of a Federal a·gency, 
equipped with a large staff of engineers, 
accountants, and lawyers supposedly 
hired to protect the public interest with 
money appropriated by Congress for that 
purpose, can be depended upon for accu-
rate presentation of the facts. ' 

By 1929, regulation of electric, gas, 
and communications utility corporations 
had virtually broken down, because of 
failure of State commissions to secure 
court decisions that would free them 
from the interrelated burdens of holding 
company inflation of capitalization sup
ported by rate cases based on <(guessti
mates" known as "1·eproduction cost" 
valuations. 

Following enactment of the Public 
Utility Act of 1935, the Securities and 
Exchange Commission and the Federal 
Power Commission, with their expert 
staffs dedicated to the public interest, 
established the basis for court decisions 
which swept aside these twin burdens. 
In terms of the Federal Power Commis
sion, the series of the United States 
Supreme Court decisions which made 
history in regulation included those in
volving Natural Gas Pipeline Co. of 
America, Hope Natural Gas Co., Pan
handle Eastern Pipeline Co., North
western Electric Co., and so forth. 
These Court decisions made it possible 
to regulate rates on a prudent invest
ment basis, without even considering re
production cost and to require uniform 
accounting on an original cost basis, 
with all inflationary items removed from 
the plant accounts. 

Financial houses in New York recog
nized this as progress, strengthening the 
utility companies. 

But, most important of a.U, it opened 
the way to effective regulation in the 
interest of both consumers and small 
stockholders at both Federal and State 
levels. 

The Senate of the United States can
not afford to confirm a man to the Fed
eral Power Commission who has demon
strated his readiness to lead regulation 
in a retreat, ba.ck to the old days when 
State commissioners testified they hesi
tated to go through the futile gesture of 
making conscientious decisions in favor 
of consumers because court precedents 
all favored the companies. And these 
precedents favored the companies be
cause the regulatory commissions of that 
day were generally without adequate 
technical staffs to meet the multimillion 
dollar utility combines on anything like 
equal terms in preparing · groundwork 
for the courts. · 

We cannot allow the outstanding Fed
eral Commission in the field of electric 
and gas utilities to continue under the 
leadership of Mr. Kuykendall, who has 
demonstrated a complete failure to use 

· the Commission's large staff to carry on 
its tradition of leadership in protection 
of the consumer interest. 
KUYKENDALL BEGS QUESTION ON CHARGE HE 

FAILED TO CONSULT CONSUMERS ON NATURAL 
GAS LEGISLATION-MISLEADS COMMITTEE ON 
BASIC PRACTICE 

Mr. Kuykendall, who had previously 
endorsed the Barris-Fulbright bill and 
who claims he was seeking to formulate 
a middle-ground bill, states that he did 
consult with a spokesman for the Coun
cil of Local Gas Companies "who stood 
shoulder to shoulder with consumers' 
representatives who opposed the Barris
Fulbright bill," and continues: 

But there was no point in conferring with 
such · groups (consumers' groups) on this 
matter for the obvious reason that they had 
clearly stated their position, which was con
trary to the position of Congress in the mat
ter. They were firmly opposed to change in 
the method of regulating producers. 

Thus, Mr. Kuykendall definitely 
pleads guilty. The mere fact that the 
Congress had passed a bill, which did 
not become law because of Presidential 
veto, would hardly justify refusing to 
consult consull}.er groups on a possible 
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middle-ground substitute simply because 
their position was contrary to his and 
that of Congress. This is particularly 
the case where the veto message had 
specifically stated that new legislation 
"should include specific language pro
tecting consumers in their right to fair 
prices." 

Mr. President, it is very interesting 
that Mr. Kuykendall would say he did 
not consult consumer groups, although 
there were many consumer groups avail
able for consultation, because their point 
of view was contrary to the point of view 
of Congress. How could it be? Congress 
had not succeeded in passing a law. The 
bill could not become a law until the 
President's veto was overridden, and it 
was not overridden. Therefore, let me 
say Mr. Kuykendall had a clear duty, 
even on the facts he wants to set forth, 
to consult the consumer groups. 

I desire to make this perfectly clear, 
Mr. President. Let us assume Congress 
had passed a bill and the President had 
signed it into law. Mr. Kuykendall still 
had the clear duty, as the Chairman of a 
Commission which has the responsibility 
of protecting consumer interests in this 
field, to consult with the consumer 
groups. He might, after such consulta
tion, find himself in disagreement with 
their representations, but it is a pretty 
weak reed to lean on to say that he did 
not consult with them because he 
thought their point of view was contrary 
to the intent of Congress. 

Mr. Kuykendall ignores the fact that 
the consumer representatives included 
the mayors of many great cities, and mu
nicipal law officers association, and the 
spokesmen of organized labor, rural elec
tric cqoperatives, and municipal electric 
plants. 

With governors of various States, nu
merous state attorneys general, members 
of State public service commissions, may
ors of larger cities, city attorneys, and 
representatives of consumer organiza
tions speaking for tens of millions of 
members presenting ably prepared state
ment.S against this anticonsumer legis
lation, Mr. Kuykendall has the brass to 
say in his apologia: 

Consumers are not and cannot be organ
ized and technically trained to represent 
themselves on all issues affecting them. 

That is his explanation for turning 
only to corporation lawyers representing 
the several divisions of the gas industry 
and asking them to come up with some
thing they could all agree on. 

Mr. Kuykendall's action on this matter, 
his inability to recognize the one.:sided 
na ture of his activity on this proposed 
legislation, reflects, in my judgment, his 
limited outlook. This is the very out
look which should disqualify him from 
continuing in the vital office of member 
and chairman of the Federal Power Com
mission. It is perfectly true, as he sug
gests, that the Federal Power Commis
sion is an agency supposed to represent 
consumers. Yet in his secret negotia
tions, he purposely excluded representa
tives of consumers-many of them with 
obvious technical qualification. 

He has openly and persistently taken 
a position in favor of a standard for 
pricing or evaluating natural gas as a 

commodity which would not require use 
of a rate base or traditional ratemaking 
principles. He has favored the fair 
field price and opposed inclusion of costs 
in determining gas prices. 

The proved effect of this Kuykendall 
type of regulation, which he and the 
Commission actually adopted in the Pan
handle Eastern Pipeline Co. case despite 
the objections of consumer representa
tives as well as the Commission's tech
nical staff, is to shift the advantages of 
the entire regulatory process from con
sumers to producers of natural gas. It 
actually is shifting hundreds of millions 
of dollars, ultimately billions of dollars, 
from consumer pocketbooks to great oil 
and gas producer bank accounts. For
tunately, in this case the Commission was 
overruled by the courts. 

It is inconceivable that the Senate will 
allow this man to continue to masquerade 
as a protector of the consumer interest. 

Complete proof that the Federal Pow
er Commission under his chairmanship 
cannot be depended upon as the protec
tor of consumers and the public interest, 
to use his own words, is found in a dis
cussion of the Olin Gas Transmission 
Corp. case during his appearance on 
June 4, 1957, before the House Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

The Commission had granted his 
company a rate increase for the gas 
which it produced in the Monroe gas 
field in Louisiana. In doing so it used 
the fair field price method in spite of 
the fact that the United States Circuit 
Court of Appeals for the District of Co
lumbia refused to go along with the 
Commission's use of this method in 
granting an increase to the Panhandle 
Eastern Pipe Line Co. and required it to 
justify any allowance above cost. The 
Supreme Court had denied certiorari in 
the Panhandle case. 

In the Olin Gas Transmission case the 
cost of production was 4.66 cents per 
thousand cubic feet and the claimed 
field price 9.87 cents. Thus the field 
price represented about a 100 percent 
increase over costs. 

In the House hearings Congressman 
BENNETT, of Michigan, asked Mr. Kuy
kendall whether the Commission could 
not dq the same thing by the same for
mula in every other case. The ex-FPC 
Chairman replied: 

We can do it if the companies present the 
evidence that will give us the factual back
ground where it appears required. 

Then followed an extraordinary reve
lation of the point of view of this man 
who claims to have represented consu
mers in secret negotiations with gas cor
poration lawyers on proposed amend
ments to the Natural Gas Act. He 
added: 

I might add this, Olin was a little bit 
lucky here because I don't think their case 
was contested like it could have been. 

Thus Mr. Kuykendall reveals how he 
acts when the consumer representatives, 
whom he said it would be useless to 
consult on a new · Natural Gas Act 
amendment bill, are not contesting a 
producer's claim for a rate increase. 
But, in response to a further question 
from Representative BENNETT, he pro-

ceeded to strip off the last vestiges of his 
consumer-protector disguise. 

Representative BENNETT asked, "Do 
you think if it would have been con
tested more vigorously they would have 
gotte1_1 a lesser price for gas?" Mr. Kuy
kendall replied: 

No, I don't think they would have gotten 
a lesser price but I think that it is possible 
that if it had been contested more vigor
ously that we would have had a lot more 
trouble in finding evidence to make a find
ing that this was warranted. Now theJ 
had a pretty good spokesman from the com
pany there and we quoted some of his testi
mony, who was quite persuasive, and he 
didn't happen to get contradicted very much. 

Here is the thumbnail sketch of a Fed
eral regulatory body completely in the 
company's corner except when that cor
ner is made untenable by able consumer 
representatives contesting the company 
claims. 

In other words, Mr. Kuykendall's re
plies to Representative BENNETT make it 
very clear that the Federal Power Com
mission, as constituted under Kuyken
dall's chairmanship, was not carrying 
out the intent of the Natural Gas Act 
which, as the United States Supreme 
Court said in the Hope and other cases, 
was to protect consumers from exploita
tion by natural gas companies. 

Mr. Kuykendall has made it plain that 
his philosophy is to give the companies 
what they want unless their claims are 
vigorously contested by consuming in
terests, and probably to give it to them 
anyway. 

In the Olin case, both pipeline com
panies which buy the company's gas and 
resell it to distribution companies have 
gas production of their own. Conse
quently, they had no interest in contest
ing the field price method of regulation 
and no municipalities, State commis
sions, or consuming group intervened. 
· Actually, the Commission in this case 

brushed aside the objections of its own 
staff which opposed the increase. Al
though it tried to excuse itself by saying 
that the decision was not a precedent, 
we have Mr. Kuykendall's word in reply 
to the Michigan Congressman's question, 
already quoted, "We can do it again if 
the companies present the evidence that 
will give us the factual background where 
it appears required." 

Mr. Kuykendall, by his own words, has 
demonstrated beyond cavil of doubt that 
he and the Commissioners who went 
along with him in this case have com
pletely disregarded the interests of con
sumers. And this in spite of the sheep's 
clothing which he dons so obtrusively in 
his statement to the Senate committee. 
If this kind of regulation is allowed to 
continue, utility regulation will be ulti
mately recognized as a fraud on the pub
lic, worse than no regulation, with re
sults that might tend to undermine faith 
in government itself. 
ANOTHER KUYKENDALL MISREPRESENTATION 

DURING CONFIRMATION HEARING 

In reviewing the testimony of Mr. Kuy
kendall at the final hearing on his nomi
nation for a new 5-year term on the 
Federal Power Commission, I find a 
statement so at variance with the truth 
that I feel it should be invited to the 
attention of Congress. It reflects Mr. 
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Kuykendall's readiness to mislead Con- · 
gress, to gloss over his use of the omce 
to favor corporationr. which the Com
mission is supposed to regulate. 

In commenting on the Commission's 
grant of a reasonable market price rate 
to Olin Gas Transmission Co., Kuyken
dall had told a House committee that 
Olin had been rather lucky because the 
case had not been contested. As I stated 
in my testimony against his confirma
tion, this admission as to the Commis
sion's action in allowing a rate nearly 
double the cost of service, provided clear 
indication that Congress could not de
pend on the nominee to protect the pub
lic interest. 

When Mr. Kuykendall resumed the 
stand, the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. PASTORE] pursued the matter fur
ther to allow the nominee, if possible, 
to clarify his position. The record reads 
as follows: 

Senator PASTORE. Now, let me ask again the 
question that Representative BENNETT asked 
you. Do you think if it (the Olin case) had 
been contested more vigorously, they could 
have gotten a lesser price for gas? 

Mr. KUYKENDALL. Well, I said there that 
I did not think they would get a lesser price 
and the question is whether they could sus
tain the burden at all. Now, what I meant 
was that if somebody had insisted upon and 
cross-examined them and required them to 
demonstrate mathematica-lly how much 
revenue they needed to carry on their ex
ploration and developmel'l.t, I do not believe 
the company could have sustained that. 

Senator PASTORE. Do not jump over that 
too fast. Why wasn't that your duty? What 
do you mean by "somebody." Whom do you · 
mean by "somebody"? 

Mr. KUYKENDALL. Staff, OUr staff or any 
party in the case. (Hearings, p. 711.) 

Now, passing over the fact that here 
again the nominee clearly reveals a cal
lous attitude toward failure of the Com
mission to do its duty, this answer would 
imply that there was no cross-examina
tion of Olin Gas Transmission's witnesses 
on this important point. 

I have looked over the record of Com
mission hearings in the matter and I find 
105 pages of cross-examination of com
pany witnesses by F'PC Staff Counsel 
J ensch. I find further clear evidence 
that the staff of the Commission is floun
dering because of the failure of the Com
mission itself to abide by any sound 
regulatory principles. 

And, most disheartening of all, I find · 
that the Commission saw fit to change 
the examiner in the middle of the case, 
bringing in one who constantly harassed 
Commission staff counsel in his efforts to 
cross-examine and undertook to help the 
main company witness make his case. In 
fact, it is most significant that the ex
aminer actually rephrased the answers 
of tJJ.e company's executive vice presi
dent, so that they would better support 
the "1·easonable market price" decision. 

When, in response to a question from 
staff counsel, company vice president, 
E. F. Blanks admitted that he wanted the 
Commission to disregard its holding in 
the Panhandle Eastern opinion, the ex- · 
aminer stepped in-pages 395-396-to 
help the witness. When staff counsel 
attempted to proceed with cross-exam
ination, drawing from the witness the 
statement that the lower rates in east 

side Monroe field contracts ''are not un
reasonable, except that by modern day 
standards they are," the examiner 
stopped the cross-examination and pro
ceeded to rephrase the witness' testimony 
"from a market standpoint"-pages 395-
396. 

In fact, the examiner stopped staff 
counsel's cross,examination on the very 
line of testinibny, concerning which the 
witness had originally testified; that is, 
concerning "reasonable market price," 
on the theoretical ground that he was 
asking the company vice president to give 
legal opinions rather than facts. Listen 
to the examiner's admonition to the 
Commission's attorney: 

PRESIDING EXAMINER. YOU haven't asked 
him anything except the application of his 
concept of what would be reasonable. I think 
this is a very simple proposition. I wish the 
witness was just a little more able to explain 
himself. I feel I understand what he means, 
but maybe the record doesn't (p. 400). 

After a few more helpful questions by 
the examiner and replies by the company 
vice president, the interchange concludes 
as follows: 

PRESIDING EXAMINER. In other WOrds, you 
are talking like most businessmen, it is rea
sonable to get the proper price, the price the 
market will pay; is that right? 

The WITNEss. I might say, Your Honor, 
that that is less than some gas that is being 
delivered in the Monroe field at central 
points today (pp. 401-402). 

Finally, staff counsel brought out that 
the company's decision to ask approval 
of a 10-cent-per-thousand-cubic-feet 
rate "has no relationship to our cost." 
And to his question as to why it is fair, 
"in your judgment," the company vice 
president made the company's position 
very clear as follows: 

Because I think it is a reasonable price for 
the gas in the Monroe field, and while our 
contracts that we had were substantially 
higher than what we were getting, I feel that 
we should be entitled to it. 

And if others were permitted to sell their 
gas at that price, we see no justification for 
us being held down to a price that we have 
been regulated down to (p. 407). 

On further cross-examination of the 
company's vice president, after his re
turn to the stand for redirect testimony, 
Staff Counsel Jensch br.ought out that 
the Olin Gas Transmission Co. has no 
substantive basis for the judgment that 
4% cents additional cost per thousand 
cubic feet is necessary as an incentive 
to explore. The company witness falls 
back on the explanation that "it makes it 
comparable with what others are doing 
in the field and we presume that they 
feel that it is all right at the moment"
page 748. 

Mr. President, I think it will be agreed, 
in the light of this record, that Mr. Kuy
kendall's response to Senator PASTORE's 
questions, with its clear implication that 
nobody insisted upon cross-examination 
on this vital point, was a blatantly mis
leading statement-made in the . very 
course of the hearings on his confirma
tion. 

In spite of all the obstacles faced by 
Commission staff when the Commission 
itself refuses to accept its consumer
protector responsibility, staff counsel 
brought out that Olin could not demon-

strate mathematically how much reve
nue they needed to carry on their ex
ploration and development, but that, on 
the contrary, their case was based es
sentially on what the market would pay. 
And, according to Kuykendall's own re
ply .to Senator PASTORE, ability to dem
onstrate this was directly associated 
with their ability to sustain the burden 
of proof. 

To me, the record of the,:.Olin case is 
shocking evidence of the ·:&eterioration 
of regulation by the Federal Power Com
mission under the chairmanship of Mr. 
Kuykendall. 
KUYKENDALL DECEIVES CONGRESS ON HIS RE

VERSAL OF CONGRESSIONAL MANDATE CON
CERNING DURATION OF HYDRO LICENSES 

Mr. Kuykendall's statement justifying 
his improper policy on duration of li
censes for hydroelectric projects is a 
particularly glaring example of his 
readiness to deceive Congress and trade 
on the expectation that Members will not 
have enough detailed knowledge in this 
technical field to catch him. 

The charge, which he is attempting to 
meet, is that he and a majority of the 
Commission under his chairmanship, 
have permitted private power companies 
to secure what amounts to extensions of 
their licenses for hydro beyond the 50-
year maximum permitted under the 
Federal Power Act and thus to evade 
what has been known as the option of 
the Government to recapture these proj
ects at the end of the licensed period. 
The companies have been allowed to get 
away with this sort of deal by coming 
in with a proposal for construction of 
an additional development and then get
ting what amounts to a new long-term 
license for old projects illegally operated 
without a license. 

The specific issue is whether, under 
the pro-power company chairmanship of 
Mr. Kuykendall, the companies, by pro
posing a new hydrodevelopment and ask
ing that previously constructed devel
opments be included under the new li
cense, are going to be allowed to secure 
an extension of the period of use of a 
hydroelectric resource subject to Con
gressional jurisdiction beyond the 50-
year limit which Congress wrote into the 
Federal Power Act. 

Let me call attention to the way in 
which the pre-Kuykendall Commission 
interpreted its duty in this matter. This 
will involve reference to Commission de
cisions in the 1940's which Kuykendall's 
statement fails to cite. 

In the first place, to see how the Com
mission established the principle, I will 
refer to early Commission action on un
licensed constructed projects, where no 
reconstruction or new construction was 
proposed. In 12 such cases decided be
tween 1935 and 1940 the Commission 
issued licenses extending to June 30, 
1970-50 years after the Federal Water 
Power Act of 1920 became effective-or, 
in 2 cases, to 50 years after the project 
was started. Included in that list are 
project No. 400, Western Colorado Power 
Co.; project No. 1904, Connecticut River 
Power Co. and New England Power Co.; 
project No. 1881, Pennsylvania Water & 
Power Co.; project No. 1855, Bellows 
Falls Hyroelectric Corp., Connecticut 
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River Power Co., and New England Power 
Co.; project No. 1893, Public Service 
Co. of New Hampshire; project No. 
1856, Electro Metallurgical Co.; project 
No. 1913, Public Service Co. of New 
Hampshire; project No. 1744, Utah Light 
& Traction Co. and Utah Power & Light 
Co.; project No. 1759, Wisconsin-Michi
gan Power Co.; project No. 1888, Metro
politan Edison Co.; project No. 1968, 
Wisconsin Public Service Co.; and proj
ect No. 1979 of the same company. 

The Commission's principle in these 
cases was made clear in the Metropoli
tan Edison case-project No. 1888-after 
the company had asked a rehearing. 

In its opinion of Noverr..ber 17, 1947, 
issued after rehearing, the Commission 
called attention to the fact that tl:e 
project has been in trespass since orig
inal construction and a license should 
have been obtained on passage of the 
Federal Water Power Act of 1920. After 
noting further that, since 1938, the Com
mission "has uniformly fixed January 1, 
1938, as the effective date of the com
mencement of the administrative 
charges required by section 10 (e) of the 
act," the syllabus of the opinion con
tinues: 

3. Except in cases where an earlier date 
is appropriate, June 30, 1970, is the termi
nation date prescribed by the Commission 
since 1938 in all licenses for constructed 
projects operating without prior Federal 
authority. 

4. The obligation to obtain a lic~nse rests 
upon the owner of each hydroelectric project 
operating_ with appropriate Federal authority 
in streams subject to the jurisdiction of 
Congress. 

5. To grant applicant's request for a li
cense covering a longer period than to 1970 
would be to accord a special privilege not 
accorded to companies which applied _for 
appropriate authority at an earlier date and 
not contemplated by the Congress in a 
statute limiting the license period to 50 
years. 

As the Commission said: 
If a company could willfully violate the 

law and fail to obtain a .license for 26 years 
as this applicant has done, and then receive 
a 50-year license from the date on which it 
filed the application, its license would run 
for 26 years more tha:1 if it had obtained the 
requisite authority in 1920 (FPC reports, 
VOl. 6, p. 189), 

In the second place, there were the 
Commission's decisions in cases where a 
single old and inadequate development 
was completely reconstructed and mod
ernized, that is, essentially redeveloped. 
These include most of the cases cited by 
ex-Chairman Kuykendall. In the first 
of these cases, involving Idaho Power 
Co.'s project No. 457, the Commission 
followed clo~ely the reasoning in the 
Metropolitan Edison case. This is not 
cited by Kuykendall. Thereafter, it 
treated the reconstruction of a specific 
project as essentially a new project en
titled to .a 50-year_license. But this is 
something totally different from the 
giveaways which the Commission is now 
offering the companies, in which a single 
company ::nay get a new 50-year license 
for as many as 10 old developments in 
connection with one proposed new devel
opment. 

The case of project No. 457l Idaho 
Power Co., the company applied for 
amendment to its license, terminating: 

June 30, 1970, to permit it to redevelop 
the site, about doubling· the original 
capacity. The ·commission, by order of 
April 29, 1947, amended the license for 
this purpose, without extending the date 
of expiration. 

Idaho Power, by letter of May 20, 1947, 
requested the Commission to consider its 
application as one for a new 50-year 
license for the redeveloped project, effec
tive from the date of its issuance. The 
company urged that otherwise it faced 
what could amount to acceptance by 
the company of a 23-year license for a 
new plant representing a major invest
ment. The Commission, by order of 
August 6, 1947, denied the comp'any's 
request, stating in part: 

(4) The application for amendment of the 
license for project No. 457 to cover the rede
velopment stated that the project site is 
to be redeveloped to utilize all of the avail
able head, and it would appear, therefore, 
that the redevelopment is merely an en
largement of the project presently covered by 
the license. This being so, it is not in har
mony with the intent of the Federal Power 
Act to issue a new license for further devel
opment of a project already under license; 

( 5) A new 50-year license would provide 
for amortization to commence 20 years from 
the effective date of the license, whereas the 
20-year period under the present license for 
the project will by the terms of the license 
expire in 1948; 

The Commission, having considered there
quest, the project record and its past practice 
in such matter, finds that: 

(6) It would be incompatible with the in
tent of the Federal Power Act and incon
sistent with the public interest to grant the 
company's request (FPC reports, vol. 6, p. 
831) . . 

This leads to brief comment on the 
cases in this group cited by ex-Chairman 
Kuykendall: 

Project No. 1940, Wisconsin Public 
Service Corp., was essentially a new 
project using the site of an old project 
which applicant had bought at a receiv
ership sale for $8,000 and built a new 
dam and powerhouse for $606,546. Proj
ect No. 1966 similarly represented con
struction of a new powerhouse. 

Project No. 2004, Holyoke Water Power 
Co. involved construction of a new pow
erhouse designed to be expanded step by 
step to four times initial capacity by 
about 1965 for full development of the 
resource. 

Project No. 2056, St. Anthony Falls 
Water Power Co., by Kuykendall's own 
statement is essentially a new project in 
which the company is licensed to develop 
power at Government navigation dam in 
place of its 54-year-old dam which is to 
be Temoved. His statement that the li
cense was later amended to include con
structed facilities at Upper Falls appar
ently refers to action in 1953 or later 
because no such order appears in the 
1951 and 1952 volumes of Federal Power 
Commission Reports. · 

None of these citations provide justifi
cation or precedent for the reversal of 
Congressional policy limiting license 
terms to not more than 50 years. In fact, 
in the long list of precedents, which are 
based on sound principle, he can depend 
on only one exception to support the 
new and vicious principle which he is 
establishing to give the companies the 
vjrtual freedom from possible recapture 

of waterpower projects by the people as 
provided by law. That exception is the 
last which he cites, project 2077, Con
necticut River Power Co., in which the 
Commission in 1952 allowed the company 
to obtain a full 50-year license for two 
constructed projects in connection with 
the proposed construction of a third 
development. 

Under Mr. Kuykendall, the Commis
sion is proceeding rapidly to accomplish 
the virtual repeal by administrative 
action of the 50-year limitation on 
license periods and the opportunity 
thereby afforded Congress to consider 
taking over the project on payment of 
net investment to the licensee. As the 
Senate Committee on Commerce said in 
September 1919 in recommending the 
bill which is now part I of the Federal 
Power Act: 

We should pass legislation which will lead 
private capital and enterprise to develop 
these resources under such regulations as 
will give consumers good service and cheap 
power, or the Government itself should pro
ceed to make this development. This bill 
proceeds on the theory of private develop
ment with ultimate public ownership pos
sible. 

The companies have always been out 
to destroy this alternative, and Kuyken
dall has led the Commission in affording 
a way for them to accomplish this ob
jective. According to Kuykendall's own 
testimony, this is being offered as a bait 
to get the companies to bring their pres
ent unlicensed projects under license-in 
other words, to obey the law as it is 
written. 

Two cases have been decided by the 
Commission under Mr. Kuykendall's 
chairmanship which clearly show his in
tention to offer the private power com
panies this inducement. These are the 
Montana Power Company case, in which 
the Commission gave the company a 
license to 1998 for nine separate power 
developments of which only one would be 
new; and the Carolina Aluminum Co. 
case, in which the Commission gave the 
company a license to 1997 for three sepa
rate constructed developments and to the 
year 2·007 for a new project-one new one 
out of four. 

In other words, these two private com
panies, which fought the Commission 
for years to avoid taking licenses, have 
been rewarded for the resulting post
ponement into the Kuykendall regime, 
by getting licenses for a combined total 
of 11 constructed projects for a period 
extending practically to the end of the 
century. And there is no proposal that 
any of these constructed projects are to 
be reconstructed to bring them within 
the list of precedents cited by Mr. Kuy
kendall. 

If the principle which the Commission 
invoked from 1935 to 1950-which I have 
amply supported by the cases and prec
edents I have placed in the RECORD

had been applied, Montana Power wo.uld 
have received licensed terms to June 30, 
1970-to 1998-for all but two of its 
constructed projects, with the termina
tion date for the remaining two con
structed projects being 1977 and 1980 re
spectively. In the case of Carolina 
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Aluminum, two of the constructed proj
ects would have been licensed to June 30, 
1970, and the other to 1977. 

The Pacific Gas & Electric Co., in my 
own State, has been granted a similar 
favor-which I think is unjustifiable 
and against the public interest-in con
nection with its project No. 2105, ·for 
which the Commission granted a license 
covering both constructed and proposed 
developments for a 50-year period from 
November 1, 1954. Other cases are com
ing up, including the California-Oregon 
Power Co. project No. 2082, on the 
Klamath River; the Alabama Power Co. 
Project No. 2146, on the Coosa River; 
and the Duke Power Co., which Mr. 
Kuykendall mentions. The Duke case 
involves ten constructed and one pro
posed development on the ~antee River. 

Does anyone have any idea how these 
power companies would vote on this 
nomination? Does anyone have the 
slightest doubt as to what the power 
companies would say about the nomina
tion, in view of the Kuykendall theory in 
regard to these extensions, and this re
versal of the long-established precedents 
of the Federal Power Commission? This 
is one of the giveaways on which public 
attention has not yet been focused. But 
this is a giveaway amounting to hun
dreds and hundreds of millions of dol
lars. The chief architect of this give
away ought to be removed from any pos
sibility of further service on the Federal 
Power Commission in view of this record 
in extending these licenses. 

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSON. That is certainly 

an interesting development. Does the 
Senator from Oregon know whether the 
members of the committee who voted to 
report the nomination favorably were 
familiar with the actual extension of 
these licenses on constructed projects? 

Mr. MORSE. I did my very best to 
explain it to them in my testimony. Ap
parently I was not very persuasive. I 
brought the record out. It is not men
tioned in the committee's report or in 
the minority views. That is why I have 
spent so much time on it this. afternoon, 
because I know the record I have made 
will be used. I know the record will · be 
used, because I have made it on the basis 
of documented facts. I am making the 
record, because I intend, in the months 
ahead, to wrap it around the neck of 
this administration in the whole field of 
natural resources. It is a sad story .and 
a sad record of the Eisenhower adminis
tration in giving away hundreds of mil
lions of dollars of the wealth belonging 
to the people of this country to the pri
vate utilities of this country. · It takes 
time. 

The Senator from New Mexico well 
knows that, in view of the many great 
historic fights he has made in the Sen
ate, when he has tried to stop predatory 
interests from taking over the welfare of 
the people. That is true particularly in 
view of the great job he did in the 
Dixon-Yates fight, to which I made ref
erence earlier, and the great work he is 
now doing in trying to protect the rights 
of the American people in the atomic 
energy program. I am trying to protect 

the people's interest ·by endeavoring to 
stop the giveaway program of the Kuy
kendall Power Commission administra
tion in regard to the extension of these 
licenses. 

Of course we know what they are 
afraid of. They are afraid of applying 
the law which was enacted. I take Sen
ators back to the purpose of that law. 
What Congress said in it was that if we 
are going to grant licenses for 50 years, 
then at the end of the 50 years, Con
gress shall have the say as to whether 
the licenses will be renewed. 

In the Federal Power Act Congress 
said it was not closing the door to fu
ture public ownership of some of the 
great power projects. The companies 
are not entitled to an extension of 
these licenses as a matter of right. The 
law makes that perfectly clear. To the 
contrary, I may say to the Senator from 
New Mexico, at the end of the life of 
the license, in theory, the project should 
revert to the taxpayers of America. There 
may be some legal problems involved, of 
course. But what I am pointing out is 
that we have, in my judgment, a Federal 
Power Commission acting as a congress 
on this issue. Have we ever seen a report 
from Mr. Kuykendall of the Federal 
Power Commission to Congress saying, 
"Here is a license about to expire. What 
do you wamt us to do about it?" Have we 
ever seen a report from the Federal 
Power Commission saying, "Do you want 
the Federal Government to take the 
project over?" 

I have tried to bring out what is 
clearly contemplated by the law. 

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. CARROLL. I understand Mt. 

Kuykendall comes from the State of 
Washington. 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. CARROLL. I invite the attention 

of the Senator from New Mexico to page 
156 of the hearings. I call attention to 
the fact that the Washington State 
Grange, which is a body of farmers in
terested in the conservation of resources, 
sent to the committee a resolution set
ting forth seven charges against Mr.· 
Kuykendall. One of the charges is based 
on the very point the able Senator from 
Oregon is making so forcibly. It is the 
sixth point in the resolution, and it 
reads: 

The Federal Power Commission is extend
ing the license period for private-utility 
projects beyond the 50-year limit. 

They go into great detail on that point. 
I wish to commend the Senator from 
Oregon for bringing this out so forci
bly to the attention of the Members of 
the Senate. 

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator 
from Colorado. 

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator from 

Oregon realizes the situation in which 
all of us find ourselves these days. For 
nearly 3 hours this morning I was at a 
committee hearing-and the Senator 
from Colorado was a very interested par
ticipant in it-dealing with water rights, 

which is an item of gl'eat importance to 
the people of the West. I then went to 
a meeting of the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy. In other words, we do 
not get a chance to follow up many of 
these things. However, I notice on the 
page to ·which the Senator from Colo
rado has referred, charge No. 4, which 
reads: 

4. When the Dixon-Yates power contract 
was being investigated, Mr. Kuykendall not 
only failed to inform Congress that two As
sistant General Counsels of the Federal Pow
er Commission had given him opinions which 
were critical of the contract but he also sub
sequently submitted a statement for the 
record before a Congressional committee that 
the Dixon-Yates contract was fair and rea:
sonable for the Government and for the pri
vate power company. This action on his 
part would again raise a question of the in
tegrity of a man in such a high position and 
with such important responsibilities to the 
public interest. 

I merely wish to say to the able Sena
tor from Oregon that I do not know how 
fair it was to the Government, but it 
certainly was fair to the private power 
company. There is no question about 
that. 

Then on another page of the hearings, 
which I do not have at the moment, the 
Chairman of the Atomic Energy Com
mission was testifying about Mr. Kuy
kendall giving him information on con
tracts, as they came along. Knowing 
how Mr. Kuykendall .handled the infor
mation with reference to Dixon-Yates, 
I am wondering of what value the in
formation he would supply to the Atomic 
Energy Commission would be as to the 
reasonableness of power rates from 
atomic installations thereafter. 

This whole field, as the Senator from 
Oregon recognizes, is brandnew. The 
whole question of how to go about evalu
ating atomic-energy power that may be 
put into grids, and how to evaluate the 
eventual cost of it, if we have a break
through and get thermonuclear power, 
is a brand new question. 

The letter to which I had reference is 
on pages 174 and 175. It is signed by 
Lewis Strauss, Chairman of the Atomic 
Energy Commission. It is dated July 22, 
1954. I read from it a sentence or two: 

DEAR MR. KUYKENDALL: On a number Of 
occasions in past 'years we have informally 
requested and received the cooperation of 
the . Federal Power Commission . staff in the 
review of proposed.contracts for the purchase 
of electric power by the AEC. We have bene
fited from the suggestions, advice, and 
assistance that has been given on these 
occa,.sions . . 

Does the Senator from Oregon have 
any doubt that the advice and sugges
tions, and the like, were in full compli
ance with the suggestions of the power 
companies which were going to serve 
the AEC? 

Mr. MORSE. As I said earlier in my 
discussion this afternoon, I think Mr. 
Kuykendall has demonstrated time and 
time again that he sits on the Federal 
Power Commission as a representative 
of the utilities, and not as a representa
tive of the people of the United States. 

In my speech this afternoon I dis
cussed the question which the Senator 
from New Mexico raised, and my con
clusion was that Mr. Kuykendall had 
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deliberately misled the House committee 
in regard to what happened before the 
Federal Power Commission concerning 
the legal advice he had obtained from 
his own lawyers concerning the Dixon
Yates contract. 

I may say good naturedly to my whip, 
the Senator from Montana [Mr. MANS
FIELD], that I think he should know what 
transpired in the course of my speech 
this afternoon. After my conversation 
with him earlier, before the speech 
started, and after my announcement 
that I planned to talk for only an hour 
and a half-! had planned to make sim
ply a synopsis-the Senator from Mon
tana may have noticed that during the 
course of my speech certain messages 
were given to me, and the strongest of 
representations were made to me in the 
midst of my speech, by individuals in 
whose judgment I place great reliance, 
that it was of great importance that I 
make the full record of the material 

. which they knew I had at my disposal, 
because they realized that this record 
will be of use in the future on this great 
issue, including, for example, the point 
I am now discussing. It was only for 
that reason that the course of the ship 
of my debate was changed, and I went 
into the deep waters at a greater dis
tance. 

The public interest requires full ob
servance by the Federal Power Commis
sion of the Congressional intent that pri
vate developers of the Nation's hydro
electric resources accept licenses for pe
riods terminating not later than 50 years 
following enactment of the Federal 
Water Power Act in 1920, if the projects 
were constructed prior to that date, or 
50 years following construction of the 
projects constructed subsequent to that 
date. Only by such procedure can the 
people of the country be protected in 
their right under the existing law to 
a periodic opportunity to determine 
whether the operation and maintenance 
of· such projects should not be taken 
over by the Government on reasonable 
reimbursement of the licensee. Only by 
such procedure can consumers be as
sured that after the development has 
been in operation for 20 years, profits in 
excess of a specified rate of return will 
be used in part to maintain amortization 
reserves which will serve to reduce the 
company's claims for net investment in 
the project. 

Mr. President, I emphasize what I said 
to the Senator from New Mexico. That 
deciEion should be the decision of Con
gress. It is a legislative problem; it is 
not a regulatory problem. Whether we 
should continue a prO.ject under private 
operation or whether we should start 
public operation of it and reimburse the 
company for its investment costs is a 
decision which ought to be made by 
Congress. But that is not what Kuyken
dall has been doing. 

Mr. Kuyl~endall has shown by his own 
statement, with its less than full dis
closure of the facts, that he cannot be 
trusted to protect the public interest or 
carry out the Congressional intent in 
this vital field. 

A further indication of the private 
utility bias of the Commission under 

Kuykendall is its legislative recommen
dation for private utility preference in 
the renewal of licenses. The proposal 
appears on page 336 of the hearings as 
follows: 

Federal Power Act-renewal of hydro
electric licenses: That section 15 of the Fed
eral Power Act be amended in accordance 
with a proposal made by Chairman H. Lester 
Hooker, of the State Corporation Commis
sion of Virginia, so as to give a licensee of a 
hydroelectric development the first option to 
renew its license pursuant to the then pre
vailing statute and conditions prescribed by 
the Commission in the event the United 
States, upon the expiration of the original 
license, did not exercise its option to take 
the project over as provided in section 14 of 
the act." 

This is what it means: The proposal 
would freeze the option of the United 
States to take over projects after 50 
years to the time when the license ex
pires. Under present law the option can 
be exercised ''upon or after" expira
tion-section 14. Further, it would 
eliminate the present provision enabling 
States and municipalities to take over 
these licensed projects after the 50-year 
license period during which the utilities 
make back their investment plus a 
profit. 

Let me dwell on this subject a moment 
longer, because what the Senator from 
New Mexico has pointed out is very vital. 
Under the present system, after 50 years 
the Federal Government can take over 
projects if it wants to. If it does not, 
then preference is to be given to State 
and municipal authorities. It is a pretty 
sound policy. 

Now a law is proposed by Kuykendall 
and the Commission he heads containing 
an interesting gimmick to do away with 
that kind of public preference, and to 
give the first option to the license, to 
the private utility. So through that kind 
of backdoor arrangement, what is really 
being sought is to repeal that provision 
of the original Federal Power Act. In 
the end, if they get by with it-and I 
serve notice on them now that they have 
bought a fight when this one gets to the 
floor of the Senate; that is one of the rea
sons I am making the record this after
noon-they will, of course, to all intents 
and purposes, have destroyed that part of 
the Federal Power Act which says, in 
effect, "We will let you operate the proj
ect for 50 years. You can make a profit 
for 50 years. But in 50 years we will 
decide whether we want to proceed with 
a renewal of the license, or whether at 
that time we will take over the public 
operation of the project." 
EVIDENCE OF KUYKENDALL MISREPRESENTATION 

SUBMITTED AFTER HEARING 

The day after the hearings closed, the 
chief counsel of the Commerce Commit
tee submitted a memorandum which pre
sents strong evidence that during the 
hearings on the confirmation of his own 
nomination, Mr. Kuykendall made yet 
another misrepresentation of fact. That 
memorandum appears on pages 444 and 
445 of the printed hearings. 

Mr. Presdent, I ask unanimous con
sent that the memorandum be printed in 
the RECORD at this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the memo
randum was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
UNITED STATES SENATE, COMMITTEE ON INTER
STATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE-MEMORANDUM 
To: Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, chairman. 
From: Harold I. Baynton, chief counsel. 
Date: July 17, 1957. 

In the Kuykendall hearing of July 16, 
1957, you asked Mr. Kuykendall whether he 
had attended conferences or talked with 
the White House staff regarding the Dixon
Yates contract. Mr. Kuykendall stated he 
did not recall talking to the White House 
staff, the Bureau of the Budget, or the Atomic 
Energy Commission. You then read a para
graph from the report of the House Select 
Committee on Small Business which, in 
effect, stated that the chairman of the Secu
rities and Exchange Commission, other Gov
ernment officials, and Mr. Kuykendall met at 
the White House with the staff and discussed 
the contract. Mr. Kuykendall immediately 
replied: "I say that statement is inaccurate. 
I say it is incorrect completely insofar as 
reciting the fact that I was in on such a 
conference. I was not there." 

On December 5, 1955, the Judiciary Sub
committee on Antitrust and Monopoly was 
holding hearings on Senate Resolution 61, a 
resolution concerning the charges of monop
olistic influences in the power industry. 
The committee was taking the testimony, 
under oath, of Ralph Demmler, who from 
the period of June 17, 1953, until May 25, 
1955, was Chairman of the Securities and 
Exchange Commission. Senator KEFAUVER 
was questioning Mr. Demmler as to meetings 
at the White House concerning the Dixon· 
Yates contract. On page 1275 of the printed 
hearings (power policy, Dixon-Yates con
tract, pt. II) in discussing the White House 
conferences, Senator KEFAUVER asked Mr. 
Demmler "Who was there * • • ?" 

"Mr. DEMMLER. My recollection is the fol
lowing: General Persons was there for awhile, 
not very long, and General Vogel, the Chair· 
man of the TV A, was there, Mr. Kuykendall, 
the Chairman of the Federal Power Commis
sion, I think, Jack Martin was there, he is 
an administrative assistant, or used to be, 
Senator Taft's administrative assistant. 

"Senator KEFAUVER. And General Counsel 
for the President, or Counsel for the P1·esi· 
dent? 

"Mr. DEMMLER. That was Mr. Shanley at 
the time. I don't think he was there. The 
ones I have named are all the ones I 
remember. 

"Senator KEFAUVER. What was Mr. Kuy
kendall doing there? 

"Mr. DEMMLER. I don't know, because 
when the question was disposed of as to 
whether the SEC should be asked to have a 
representative at these hearings, when that 
question was disposed of, I left. I wasn't 
there very long. 

"Senator KEFAUVER. The purpose to have a 
representative, you mean to testify before 
the hearings? 

"Mr. DEMMLER. Whether or not the Securi
ties and Exchange Commission should be one 
of the agencies of government that should 
appear before the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy. 

"Senator KEFAUVER. When was that, Mr. 
Demmler? 

"Mr. DEMMLER. I guess it was November 3, 
because I have a memorandum which I took 
to the conference." 

The foregoing testimony as to the presence 
of Mr. Kuykendall is unclear. Mr. Demmler 
stated, "Mr. Kuykendall, the chairman of 
the Federal Power Commission, I think, Jack 
Martin was there • • * ." The words "I 
think" could apply to Mr. Kuykendall or 
Mr. Martin. However, a little later, Senator 
KEFAUVER asked Mr. Demmler, "What was 
Mr. Kuykendall doing there?" and Mr. Dem
mler went on to say he didn't know and gave 
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his reasons. The two parts of the answer 
together would indicate that Mr. Demmler 
felt reasonably sure that Mr. Kuykendall was 
present at the meeting. Senator KEFAUVER 
agrees with this conclusion. 

(NoTE.-The foregoing was on November 
3, 1955. On November 5, Mr. Kuykendall 
testified before the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy in favor of the Dixon-Yates 
contract.) 

Mr. Demmler was under oath. Mr. Kuy
·kendall in our hearings was not under oath. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, in clos
ing my argument on Mr. Kuykendall, I 
want to say the confirmation of Mr. 
Kuykendall, after his proven lack of 
candor and misrepresentations to Con
gress, his failure to protect the public 
interest in case after case, his secret 
dealings limited to members of the in
dustry to be regulated in drawing nat
ural gas legislation and his repeated · 
strained interpretations of the law so as 
to defeat Congressional policy, in my 
opinion should be rejected. If the Sen
ate confirms the nomination despite this 
record, consumers and conservation 
groups will be faced with the greatest 
threat yet in the long and sad history 
of monopoly exploitation. 

THE QUESTION OF SENATORIAL COURTESY 

Mr. President, I want to make it very 
clear that if Mr. Kuykendall came from 
my State, I would raise personal objec
tions to the confirmation of his nomina
tion. It will be recalled that after Presi
dent Eisenhower had nominated Mr. 
McKay to a position on the International 
Joint Commission, I served notice on the 
floor of the Senate that, because of his 
record in the field of natural resources, 
if the Preside:nt appointed ·him to a posi
tion in the field of natural resources that 
required Senate confirmation, I would 
personally object to the nomination and 
exercise my parliamentary rights to 
block his nomination. 

When I make that statement I do not 
wish to be interpreted as making any 
criticism of the Senators frqm Wash
ington. As was s,tated on the floor of 
the Senate yesterday, it had been sug
gested that they raise personal objections 
to Mr. Kuykendall. I make such a sug
gestion to the Senators from Washing
ton, as did others, I may say, who feel 
that his threat to our natural resources 
is such that we ought to utilize any par
liamentary rights that exist to stop his 
nomination. I hold to that opinion, but 
I agree it is a. matter of personal decision 
for each Senator to make. I only want to 
say that the precedents are pretty clear 
that one does not have to raise the objec
tion by using the phrase "He is person
ally obnoxious." 

In order to substantiate my position 
on that question, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD at 
this point in my remarks a discussion of 
this matter in Harris' The Advice and 
Consent of the Senate, beginning on page 
217. 

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

THE GROUNDS FOR PERSONAL OBJECTIONS 
The custom of senatorial courtesy is the 

sanction by which a. majority of the Senate 
may require the President to nominate the 
candidate proposed by the Senator or Sena-

tors from the State in which the office is sit
uated, provided they belong to the same 
party as that of the President. Under the 
custom, any Member of the Senate may block 
the confirmation of a nomination by stating 
that the nominee is personally obnoxious or 
offensive to him. In the past it has not been 
necessary for the Senator to do more than 
merely indicate his opposition to a nomina
tion, and repeat the customary formula. An 
objection to a nomination does not mean 
that the nomi:lee is actually personally ob
noxious to the objecting Senator; it fre
quently involves no animus whatever but 
merely indicates that the Senator has an
other .candidate. Formerly, it was not neces
sary or even expected that the objecting 
Senator give any reasons to support his 
objections. He needed merely to rise in his 
seat and announce that the nominee was 
personally obnoxious td him and, if he noti
fied the chairman of the committee to which 
the nomination had been referred of his 
objection, the nomination would not be re
ported to the Senate. 

The application of the unwritten rule of 
courtesy was the subject of an extended de
bate in the Senate in 1932 when the nomina
tion of Charles A. Jonas, a former Republican 
Congressman from North Carolina, to be a 

· Federal district attorney in that State was 
being considered. Senator Bailey of North · 
Carolina, recently ·elected to the Senate, en
tered a personal objection, but asserted para
doxically that there was nothing personal in 
his objection. Bailey objected to a state
ment that Jonas had given to the press after 
his defeat for reelection in 1930, Which 
charged that election frauds were prevalent 
in the State and stated that they could not 
be cleaned out by attempts at criminal prose
cution of the offenders. Although Bailey had 
once made much more severe allegations of 
election frauds in the State, he declared that 
the appointment was personally obnoxious to 
him because Jonas had brought the Com
monwealth of North Carolina "into obloquy," 
had impeached its good na:me, and had as
serted that justice could not be had in its 
courts in election cases. 

The principal issue in the debate was 
whether the Senator from North Carolina 
had brought himself under the rule of cour
tesy. Several leading Republican Senators 
stated that they would honor the objection 
and vote against the nomination only if Sen
ator Bailey would state unequivocally that 
the nominee was "personally obnoxious" to 
hrm. The Senate voted to reject the nomina
tion, but a few days later Senator Hastings 
moved to reconsider, stating that he was con
vinced that the North Carolina Senator had 
not come within the rule of "personal ob
noxiousness," because l.le had stated that his 
objection was not personal. Senator Bailey 
declared again that his objection was not 
personal, and that he would not take advan
tage of his worst enemy by reason of any 
supposed privilege resting in him because of 
his position. Referring to the code of sports
manship, he stated that he had been "bred 
to believe that a man should not shoot a bird 
on the ground, or a rabbit in the brush, or a 
duck in the water," and that he did not pro
pose to "take advantages like those." Senator 
Johnson of California stated that an objec
tion was not tenable "except it be of a per
sonal character," but Senator Reed of Penn
sylvania stated that the Senator from ,North 
Carolina was making his path very hard. 
If he would simply state that the nominee 
was personally objectionable, Senator Reed 
said, he would vote against confirmation, but 
if the matter were left to his own judgment, 
he would have to vote the other way. When 
Senator Bailey replied that he had stated 
that the nominee was personally obnoxious to 
him and had given his reasons, Senator Reed 
exclaimed: 

"Ah, but then why does the Senator use the 
words 'personally obnoxious' at all? If he 

has reasons against the confirmation, all well 
and good; let us weigh the reasons; but the 
fact of the nominee being personally ob
noxious to hixn or not does not seem to me t.o 
enter into the case at all. If he puts it on 
the ground of a disqualification of this nomi
nee because of what he has done, that is one 
thing. If he puts it on the ground of his 
being personally obnoxious to him, that is 
something totally different, so far as I am 
concerned. 

"In other words, it depends on where the 
responsibilities lies. If the Senator from 
North Carolina will assume the responsibility 
of saying this nominee is personally obnox
ious, then I vote with him; but if he puts on 
me the responsibility of saying whether this 
man's newspaper interview is a sufficient 
reason for rejecting him, I should be forced 
in all honesty to say 'No, I do not think it 
is a sufficient reason.' " 

* * • • • 
It has been said on the floor of the Senate 

that when a Senator enters a personal ob
jection to a nominee it is to be presumed 
that he has good reasons for taking such ac
tion and the objection can be taken as an 
indlcation that the nominee is not suitable 
for the appointment. The evidence, how
ever, is to the contrary. Typically, a per
sonal objection is entered when the object
ing Senator concedes that the nominee is 
fully qualified, which may or may not be 
openly stated. In opposing the President's 
nominations to the Illinois judgeships in 
1951, for example, Senator Douglas stated 
that the nominees were "worthy" or "emi
nent" men, and Senators Glass and Byrd 
admitted that Judge Roberts of Virginia, 
whom they had opposed· in 1939, was fully 
qualified. In the Senate debate on the 
Jonas appointment in 1932, Senator Walsh, 
who supported the objection of Senator 
Bailey, stated: "There seems to be no serious 
question about the ability of Mr. Jonas as 
a lawyer nor as to his general character." 
Similarly, Senator Reed said that the nomi
nee was perfectly competent, and that the 
President was justified in making the 
appointment. 

These cases are typical of many others in 
which the Senate rejected nominees who 
were recognized as being fully qualified, for 
reasons that had nothing whatever to do 
with their qualifications. In some instances, 

· however, an objecting Senator has attacked 
the nominee, asserting that he lacked the 
necessary qualifications or was an unfit per
son; but such attacks have usually been 
transparently political in nature, revea~ing 
the animus of the Senator rather than veri
fied evidence unfavorable to the nominee. 
As a general rule, when the President turns 
down the recommendation of a Senator of 
his party for an appointment in the Senator'-s 
State, he anticipates the opposition of the 
Senator and therefore is particularly care
ful to choose a person of outstanding quali
fications. This, however, was not true in 
the contest over the Illinois judgeships in 
1951. 

Often, personal objections are due to the 
fact that the nominee is a political oppo
nent of the Senator voicing the objection. 
Thus Senators BYRD and ROBERTSON, of Vir
ginia, opposed the nomination of Martin A. 
Hutchinson of that State to be a member 
of the Federal Trade Commission in 1950. 
Hutchinson had formerly been a prominent 
member of the Byrd organization, and 
BYRD, when Governor, had appointed him to 
some of the highest and most influential 
offices in the State. He had -since become a 
leader of the anti-Byrd faction and had run 
against Senator BYRD in the Democratic 
primary of 1946. Although the Virginia 
Senators did not use the words "personally 
obnoxious," and they alleged that Hutchin
son did not have the requisite qualifica
tions for the office, it was quite clear that 
their objections were political. Prominent 
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citizens of the State, many associated with 
the Byrd organization, sent in letters and 
telegrams speaking of the nominee in the 
highest terms. Douglas Southall Freeman, 
editor of the Richmond News Leader, and a 
celebrated author, wrote that Hutchinson 
was a distinguished lawyer who "measures 
up to every requirement, professional and 
personal, for the important office," and that 
his rejection because of mere factional 
Virginia politics would be "intolerable," and 
"contrary to the best traditions of American 
democracy. * * * Were the nomination of 
Mr. Hutchinson to be rejected, another 
would be added to the unhappy list of men 
denied opportunities for reasons that will 
not stand the light of day." 

In the Senate debate Senator BYRD dis· 
coursed at length on senatorial courtesy 
and the importance of the functions of the 
FTC, and advanced the proposition that the 
Senators from each State should be the 
ones to decide whether a citizen of their 
State should be confirmed for a national 
office. "Quite naturally," he said, "the 
Senators from Virginia are in the best posi· 
tion of any Senators to advise on the fitness 
and qualifications of Mr. Hutchinson or any 
other Virginian who may be proposed for an 
important public office." The Senate voted 
59 to 14 to reject the nomination, sustain
ing the objection, though the objecting Sen· 
ators had carefully avoided using the custo· 
mary formula. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, of the 
various precedents that are cited, I wish 
to point out the North Carolina case, in 
which Senator Bailey said, in effect, 
that the personal relationahips between 
him and the nominee were of the best, 
and yet he took the position that, on 
personal grounds, he could not recom
mend the nominee. He objected, and 
the Senate sustained his objection. 
There have been other similar cases in 
the history of the Senate. 

So that no one in my State, at least, 
will misunderstand my position, I hap· 
pen to believe that the pending nomina
tion is so contrary to the best interests 
of the people of the Pacific Northwest, 
and the Nation as a whole, that any 
parliamentary right which could be 
·exercised to prevent this man's being 
foisted upon the American people for 
another 5-year term should be exercised. 
However, each Senator has a perfect 
right to be his own judge of the course 
of action he should follow. I respect 
the right of the Senators from Washing
ton not to raise any personal objection 
for reasons that they have stated. 

As I close, I urge the rejection of the 
confirmation of the nomination because 
I think, on the record, the nominee has 
proven himself an enemy of the public 
interest of the consumers of America. 

PRODUCTION OF GOVERNMENT 
RECORDS IN CRIMINAL CASES IN 
UNITED STATES COURTS 
During the delivery of Mr. MoRsE's 

speech, 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, 

will the Senator from Oregon yield to 
me? 

Mr. MORSE. Yes; if unanimous con
sent is given that I may do so without 
losing my right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MANSFIELD in the chair) • Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
desire to file with the Senate the copy 
for a star print of the report from the 
Committee on the Judiciary to accom
pany the bill S. 2377, establishing pro
cedures for the production of Govern
ment records in criminal cases in United 
States courts. 

I understand the bill will be called up 
after the executive session has been con
cluded, and after a bill having to do 
with the authorization of appropriations 
for the Atomic Energy Commission may 
be considered. The copy of the modifi
cation of the report is not yet ready, 
but it will be filed with the Secretary 
of the Senate just as soon as it is ready. 

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President-
Mr. MORSE. I yield, provided that 

unanimous consent is given that I may 
yield to the Senator from Michigan with
out losing my right to the ftoor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
LAuscHE in the chair). Is there objec
tion? Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McNAMARA Mr. President, I 
am not as~ing the Senator from Oregon 
to yield to me. I understand that a re
quest had been made for unanimous con
sent to have a star print substituted for 
the original plint. Is that correct? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
imagine that the Senator from Michi
gan is directing his inquiry to the Sena
tor from Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEYJ. 
. Mr. McNAMARA. No, I am not. I 
am propounding a parliamentary in
quiry. Mr. President, my inquiry is this: 
Was unanimous consent requested to 
have a star print substituted for a print 
previou.sly accepted? 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. No such request 
for unanimous consent was made. I pre· 
sented from the Judiciary Committee a 
notice that a star print of the report 
would be sent to the desk. 

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Michigan will state it. 

Mr. McNAMARA. Am I to obtain an 
answer to the parliamentary inquiry I 
addressed to the Chair? 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Of course, Mr. 
President, I know what I stated. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, at 
the time referred to, I was in the Chair, 
and I know that no such inquiry was 
addressed to the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wyoming has stated that 
he did not submit a unanimous-consent 
1·equest; and the Chair assumes that that 
statement is descriptive of the status 
which prevailed in respect to that 
matter. 

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oregon yield to me? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield, provided I may 
do so without losing my right to the 
ftoor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, it is 
my opinion that legislation such as pro
posed in S. 2377, particularly in view of 
the fact that the bill is so loosely drawn, 
is not really necessary. 

Attorneys may be able to make a case 
for some legislation establishing proce
dure which judges may follow in inter
preting the Supreme Court's decision in 
the Jencks case. 

However, many attm·neys with whom I 
have discussed this matter point out 
that S. 2377, as it was drafted, is not a 
good bill. 

At the very least, full and complete 
hearings should be conducted before the 
Senate is asked to act. 

I feel that this bill was hastily con
ceived, following the Supreme Court's 
decision, during a period when some
thing approaching hysteria, rather than 
t·eason, prevailed. 

I think it is significant, however, that 
the Judiciary Committee, which reported 
this bill in such haste, acknowledged 
that the Jencks decision was not really so 
broad as some might have thought 
ini tia.lly. 

I can attention to two statements ap
pearing in the committee's report. On 
page 3, the report states: 

The committee believes that it should be 
emphasized, in view of the wide misinterpre. 
ta tion and popular misunderstanding of the 
opinion in the Jencks case, that in its deci· 
sian the Supreme Court quoted language 
from other cases making clear that the rea. 
soning of the court in reaching the majority 
opinion was that the rule it was upholding 
would not propose any broad or blind fish
ing expedition among documents possessed 
by the Government. 

Also on the same page, the report says: 
Although there is language in the Jencks 

opinion which, standing alone, might have 
led a lower court to a misapprehension of 
the meaning of the decision, the committee 
does not believe, after studying the decision 
very carefully, that a defendant would be 
entitled under the decision in the Jencks 
case to rove at will through Government 
files. 

Further, there seems to be growing 
evidence that the initial apprehension 
over the decision by Federal judges is 
abating. In the past few weeks in Mich
igan, on two occasions, Federal judges 
in Detroit have set limits on the original 
broad interpretation of the Jencks deci
sion. In refusing to turn over FBI files 
wholesale to defense attorneys in one 
case, the Federal judge is quoted as say
ing: 

I don't believe that the decision is as 
broad as some attorneys and some courts 
think it is. It doesn't change the law a great 
deal in my opinion. 

And it certainly doesn't ~ive defense coun· 
sel carte blancue to examine all FBI files. 

I understand fTom newspaper accounts 
that Federal judges elsewhere are adopt
ing similar attitudes. Thus, I do not see 
the need for hasty action on this pro
posed legislation. 

Establishing legislative procedure in 
regard to a Supreme Court decision is, 
in itself, an unusual procedure, attorneys 
tell me. But the very least we can do is 
to subject this bill to the close scrutiny of 
a full hearing. It is too important to 
do otherwise. 

In connection with this subject, I hold 
in my hand a very worthwhile editorial 
from the New York Post of Monday, Au
gust 12, 1957. I ask unanimous consent 
that it be printed, in the RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD. 
as follows: 

JUSTICE, JENCKS, AND JUNK 
It has long been a fact of United States 

life that most newspapers, like most poli· 
ticians, are unwilling to differ with FBI Di· 
rector J. Edgar Hoover in a public place. 

But there is something especially degrad· 
ing about the way in which most metropoli· 
tan dailies are serving as propaganda organs 
for the FBI in its campaign to overthrow 
the Supreme Court decision in the Jencks 
case. 

That decision affirmed nothing more than 
the sound American principle that a de
fendant shall have access to any information 
material to his defense, even if it be con
tained in that sacrosanct vault known as 
the FBI files. 

It did not require the FBI to divulge any 
secrets or unveil any underground agents. 
It simply obliged the Government to decide 
whether the protection of such hidden bodies 
was more or less vital to the national se
curity than an individual prosecution. 

These distinctions are being hopelessly ob
scured in the drive to stampede Congress 
into enactment of legislation repealing the 
spirit and substance of the Jencks decision. 
The drive has reached new depths of fraud 
and fury in the aftermath of the indictment 
of accused Soviet Intelligence Agent Rudolf 
Abel. 

The news columns of the august Herald 
Tribune are competing feverishly with those 
of the know-nothing gazettes in spreading 
the word that the FBI's war against com
munism in general and its prosecution of 
Abel in particular will be fatally crippled 
unless Congress acts at once to scrap the 
Jencks decision. 

Legislation sponsored by Representative 
KEATING, Republican, of New York, and 
noisily seconded by Representatives MARTIN, 
Republican, of Massachusetts, and WALTER, 
Democrat, of Pennsylvania, would, in effect, 
restore to the _FBI, in cooperation with 
friendly and timid judges, the right to with
hold relevant data where J. Edgar Hoover 
deemed such suppression expedient. 

The growing tumult is clearly designed 
to smother free debate and to force frenzied 
legislative action in an area that deserves 
calm, thoughtful appraisal. Now, as so often 
before, it is being suggested that anyone who 
questions the FBI formula must be a hireling 
or dupe of the Kremlin, and not even Chief 
Justice Warren has been spared such attack. 

The timing of the tempest is parentheti
cally puzzling in view of the known facts in 
the Abel case. The chief witness against 
Abel, as the Times noted yesterday, will be 
Abel's former top aid, whose defection is no 
longer a secret. It is hard to believe under 
these circumstances that the success or fail
ure of the prosecution truly hinges on the 
restoration of secrecy to the FBI files. 

But in any event the crucial matter is the 
principle of disclosure; it is bigger than Abel 
or any other single case. Obviously Abel 
himself ceased to constitute a threat from 
the moment when the FBI caught 'up with 
his operations; in the past Mr. Hoover him
self has noted that there are times when the 
FBI prefers to keep foreign agents under sur
veillance rather than initiate prosecutions. 
If the Jencks decision actually threatens an 
effective trial, why was the indictment 
brought at this juncture? , 

Police agencies naturally prefer rules of 
operation which afford them maximum con
venience and minimum complexity. They 
prefer to reveal as little as possible about 
their m-ethods and to intimate that their 
WOfk would be crippled if it became exposed 
to serious scrutiny. The FBI lives by that 
code. Yet that code for many years offered 
protection to such dubious FBI informants 
as Harvey Matusow, and subjected many 

Americans to unjust harassment at the 
hands of untrustworthy witnesses who 
flourished behind closed doors. 

The Jencks decision was a dramatic re
assertion of what used to be basic American 
doctrine: that the business of our courts is 
to secure justice, not insure convictions, and 
that the rights of defendants shall not be 
subordinated to the comforts of the police. 
Surely this is the point at which our law 
clashes most fundamentally with the gospel 
of Communist and Fascist states. But that 
issue is being disguised and distorted by the 
panic of the patrioteers, and by the craven 
performance of most of the press. 

CIVIL RIGHTS 
During the delivery of Mr. MoRsE's 

speech, 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from Oregon yield to me? 
Mr. MORSE. Yes, if unanimous con

sent is given that I may do so without 
losing my right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MANSFIELD in the chair). Is there ob
jection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. . 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, for 
the information of Senators and of 
others who are present, I should like to 
read a dispatch which I have just taken 
from the news ticker. This portion of 
the ticker bears the heading "Civil 
Rights," and it reads as follows: 

WASHINGTON.-Indications of a possible 
break in the House civil-rights deadlock took 
form today. 

Representative KEATING, Repul:)lican, of 
New York, chief House spokesman for the 
administration's civil-rights program, told 
newsmen that as a last resort he would go 
along with a modified jury-trial bill rather 
than have no civil-rights bill at all at this 
session. 

As the civil-rights impasse continued, 
KEATING summoned reporters to his office for 
a news conference, at which he stated: 

"If my back's to the wall, I would rather 
have a bill with some form of jury trial in it 
than no bill at all. I want a bill this 
session." 

Asked if that meant he would take the 
Senate's criminal-contempt jury-trial pro
viso narrowed down to voting cases, as pro
posed by House Democrats, in preference to 
no legislation, KEATING replied "Yes." 

Mr. President, of course, I have no in
formation with respect to the accuracy 
of the report, but I regard the story as 
an indication that progress is being made 
on the House side toward acceptance of 
the bill as passed by the Senate. 

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, at this 
point will the Senator from Oregon yield 
to me? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield, provided unani
mous consent is given that I may do so 
and still may protect my right to the 
floor. 

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

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. P~·esident, with 
reference to the ticker item about the 
very able Member of the House of Rep-

. resentatives [Mr. KEATING], let me say 
that I had occasion to see him casually 
the other day, and, in view of the state
ment which appears on the press ticker, 
I am confident that his position as set 
forth in the ticker statement is actually 
his position. It is a wise position. He 
is a sound lawyer-one of the best law· 

yers in the other body. The position he 
has taken shows real progress. If the 
leadership in the other body would fol
low that excellent example, as shown by 
the ticker statement, I think there would 
come from this Congress a very fine 
piece of civil-rights legislation, due in 
large part to the excellent work done 
bY the distinguished Senator from Wyo
ming [Mr. O'MAHONEY]. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I thank the Sena
tor from Colorado. I share his view of 
the capabilities of Representative KEAT
ING, of New York. 

Mr. President, there has been a grow· 
ing expression of public opinion in favor 
of the civil-rights bill as passed by the 
Senate. 

Last evening, I was delighted to learn 
that former Senator Frank Graham, of 
North Carolina, who formerly was presi
dent of the University of North Caro
lina, and who now is associated with the 
United Nations, and who for several years 
acted, I believe, as a mediator in con
nection with several Asiatic conferences, 
made some observations regarding the 
situation of the Negroes in the South. 
In that connection, today I received from 
Mr. Ralph McCallister, director of the 
New York Chautauqua Institution, a 
letter in which he has informed me that 
last evening Dr. Graham discussed the 
situation of the Negroes in the South; 
and in his letter ;1.\fr. McCallister has sug
gested to me that he believes that at least 
some of the comments made by Dr. Gra
ham should be printed in the CoNGRES
SIONAL RECORD. 

Therefore I am very pleased to read 
the following brief summary of the 
speeches made by Dr. Graham at the 
~hautauqua Institution on August 1( 
1957: 
· In the course of 3 addresses on the United 
Nations at the 84th Chautauqua Assembly 
of people from 48 States and 14 foreign 
countries, Dr. Frank P. Graham, 19 years 
president of the University of North Caro
lina, former United States Senator and U. N. 
mediator in 2 Asian conflicts, made some 
timely observations on (1) the development 
among southern people of the sense of ob
ligation to prepare all their children, includ
ing Negro children, for full citizenship; and 
(2) the faithful way in which Negro youth 
have prepared themselves for full citizen
ship, including the right to vote as the most 
fundamental right in a democracy on which 
other rights so largely depend. 

He remarked that despite heavy lags and 
unfair procedures and pressures in many 
communities in many States there has yet 
been a steady increase in the number of 
Negro voters through the initiative of Negro 
organizations and the widening of the re
ligious conscience and a sense of democratic 
respons~bhity. The opportunity is at hand, 
he said, for the first time in almost four
score yeats to adopt measures'without a Sen
ate filibuster, which in a few years will likely 
more than double the rate of increase in 
the number of Negro voters in 12 Southern 
States . . 

• ·- • • • 
Bearing on the preparation for the right 

to vote based on literacy are the following 
developments: ( 1) In 1875 nine Southern 
States spent a little over $5 million for the 
maintenance of the public schools, mainly 
for white children; (2) in 1952 13 Southern 
States spent .$1.2 billion for the maintenance 
of the public school in that year for all 
children; . (3) in the last decade North Caro
lina, for example, has maintained a State-
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wide, State-suppor.ted, 12-grade, 9-month 
school system for all children, rural and ur
ban, white or colored; (4) in North Carolina, 
Tennessee, and Virginia, teachers of Negro 
children because of their longer experience 
and trai~lng, receive, on the average, higher 
salaries than the teachers of white children; 
( 5) the southern people of both races in
vest a larger proportion of their income in 
the education of their children than the 
people of other regions; and (6) although 
one-tenth of the Negroes in the world are 
in the United States, more Negro youth are 
in colleges in the United States, mainiy in 
the Southern States, than in all the rest of 
the world. 

Mr. President, I think those quotations 
from the speeches made by Dr. Graham, 
formerly the president of the University 
of North Carolina and a former Mem
ber of this body, indicate that progress 
:l.s being made among the people who are 
most closely associated with the Negro 
population of the United States. Fur
thermore, progress is being made in the 
Congress toward the enactment of a 
sound and practicable civil-rights bill. I 
think this is excellent news: 

I thank the Senator from Oregon for 
yielding to me in order that I might 
make this statement. 

POSTAL RATE INCREASES 
Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 

Mr. President, on Tuesday, the House of 
Representatives approved H. R. 5836, a 
bill to increase postal rates and to estab
lish a Congressional policy for the deter
mination of postal rates. 

This is a very complex bill, with many 
ramifications. 

In effect, it places an additional one
half-billion-dollar tax burden on the 
citizens of this country. 

It raises first-class letter rates from 3 
cents to 4 cents. 

Post and postal cards and drop letters 
are increased from 2 cents to 3 cents. 
Bulk book rates are raised from 10 cents 
to 12 cents and books permitted to be 
mailed under fourth class are increased 
from 8 cents to 10 cents. 

Controlled-circulation magazines are 
raised from 10 to 12 cents and 11 to 12 
cents. 

Third-class bulk mail as reported from 
the committee was increased to 2 cents 
the first year and to 27'2 cents thereafter. 

However, by an amendment adopted 
on the floor of the House these rates 
were increased to 2% cents effective 
next October. 

This amendment destroys the long
standing ratio between first- and third
class mail. The ratio now is 1% cents 
to 3 cents. Under the amendment the 
ratio would be 2% cents to 4 cents. The 
committee studies show that the mail 
user in this instance performs a service 
for the Post Office Department at a cost 
to the user of approximately 1 cent. 
This would make the total cost to the 
mailer, who uses third-class mail in bulk, 
3% cents and thus-in effect-render 
useless the third-class mail category. 

The bill as reported from committee 
would increase the rates on second-class 
publications by approximately 15 per
cent for each of the next 4 years or a 
~ot~l of some 60 percen~. 

But, because of an amendment adopt
ed on the floor of the House Tuesday, 
it is impossible to say how much the in
crease on second-class publications will 
be. It has been estimated ·that the in
crease will be as high as 2,000 percent. 

I have been informed by experts on 
the subject that the amendment is un
workable and cannot be administered. 

I say all this to .show why it is abso
lutely necessary that the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service study this 
bill very thoroughly before the Senate is 
r·equested to act. 

I do not intend to take any action to 
unduly delay the bill; but the committee 
has received numerous requests from 
people affected by this legislation urging 
hearings and the right to testify. As 
chairman of the committee, I intend to 
protect their rights. 

I announce at this time that I am 
appointing a subcommittee consisting of 
Senators NEUBERGER, of Oregon; YAR
BOROUGH, Of Texas; CARLSON, of Kansas; 
and MoRTON, of Kentucky, with myself 
as chairman. 

I have discussed the subject of minor
ity representation with the Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. CARLSON]. 

I intend to rtart hearings immedi
ately-beginning Friday afternoon at 2 
p. m. and to proceed without delay to a 
speedy conclusion. 

It is my firm intention to report a 
postal-rate bill to the full committee as 
soon as the hearings are completed. 

TENTH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
INDEPENDENCE OF PAKISTAN 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, on 
August 14, 1947, the new nation of Pak
istan was born. Ten years later Paki
stan is proudly celebrating a decade of 
great progress. 

Pakistan is a country of 84 million 
people. It is a Moslem nation divided 
into two parts by 1,000 miles of Indian 
territory. This division has caused seri
ous problems of transportation, com
munication, economic integration, and 
defense which have aggravated the diffi
culties faced by any new country. Be
yond these problems, Pakistan has had 
to contend with the staggering task of 
resettling 7 million refugees. 

Pakistan has not been daunted by these 
enormous obstacles. The Pakistanis im
mediately rolled up their sleeves and be
gan to develop their economy. The work 
of economic development has gone 
slowly, but Pakistanis have reason for 
pride in what they have accomplished. 
Since 1950, industrial production in Paki
stan has quadrupled. 

It is to the credit of Pakistan to say 
that economic development there might 
have gone faster were it not for the large 
military effort which Pakistan is mak
ing. The United States has been able to 
count on Pakistan as a valuable military 
ally. Pakistan is a member both of the 
Southeast Asian Treaty Organization 
and of the Baghdad Pact. It may be 
that we in the United States have en
couraged Pakistan to undertake a mili
tary burden which is too great for it to 
bear. 

The United States can take pride jn 
the help which we have given to Paki-

stan. This country has delivered or pro
gramed several hundred million dollars 
in the form of military assistance, de
fense support, and technical cooperation 
programs. 

Pakistan has a difficult road ahead 
if she is to increase economic growth 
fast enough to keep pace with her in
creasing population. I am confident, 
however, that the great spirit and de
termination of the Pakistan people will 
carry them through. 

I am sure that aU members of the Sen
ate join me in congratulating Pakistan 
on the results which she has achieved in 
her first 10 years and in wishing the 
Pakistani people continued success. 

PROPOSED LEGISLATION FOR CON
TROL OF SIGNBOARDS ON INTER
STATE HIGHWAYS 
Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President. 

earlier in the day, during the morning 
hour, I made a brief statement on the 
floor of the Senate pointing to the urgent 
necessity of the Senate Public Works 
Committee meeting to consider Senate 
bill 963. This is proposed legislation 
which deals with the control of sign
boards on our interstate highways. 

In fairness to the distinguished chair
man of the Senate Public Works Com
mittee, I think I should say tonight, 
before the Senate concludes its business 
for the day, that there has just come to 
my office an announcement from the 
Senate Public Works Committee to the 
effect that it is scheduled to meet next 
Tuesday, August 20, for the purpose of 
considering Senate bill 963, our sign
board-control measure. 

I wish to have this statement appear 
in the RECORD today, in fairness and 
equity to the chairman of the com
mittee. 

FEDERAL POWER COMMIESION 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the nomination of ·Jerome K. Kuyken
dall to be a member of the Federal Power 
Commission. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

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

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I urge 
confirmation by the Senate of the nomi
nation of Jerome K. Kuykendall of 
Washington to be a member of the Fed
eral Power Commission. 

President Eisenhower has renominated 
Mr. Kuykendall for a second term as a 
member of the Commission. This nomi
nation, which was sent to the Senate on 
May 1, 1957, has been long delayed. The 
Federal Power Commission has been se
riously hampered in its normal opera
tions since last June 22, when Mr. 
Kuykendall's original appointment ex
pired. 

The Senate Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce held extensive 

-
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public hearings for 6 days. Not a single 
scintilla of evidence was presented in the 
testimony of the witnesses who opposed 
Mr. Ku~kendaU which would be cause 
for rejection of his nomination. Many 
charges and allegations were made. It 
was the considered opinion of the ma
jority of the members of the commit
tee, after weighing the testimony re
ceived, that none of the charges had been 
proved. Mr. Kuykendall's nomination 
was ordered favorably reported. 

There was no testimony received by 
the committee from any witness which 
reflected upon the nominee's honesty or 
integrity. The junior Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE], although 
opposed to confirmation, graciously dis
claimed in his minority views any desire 
to reflect the nominee's personal hon
esty or integrity. 

Chairman Kuykendall's personal opin
ions and views, as reflected in some of 
the decisions of the Federal Power Com
mission, were challenged by certain wit
nesses~ I have diligently searched the 
records and have examined some of the 
cases in which Mr. Kuykendall partici
pated. I cannot find in any of the ma
terials that I have seen evidence that he 
has failed to carry out his sworn duty to 
protect the interests of the consumers. 
I frankly do not believe that there is any 
substance to this charge. 

Honest men of different backgrounds, 
education, and ability will often disagree 
on a broad range of controversial issues. 
That is to be expected. There is no basis 
whatever for the charge that Mr. 
Kuykendall, while serving as a: member 
and as chairman of the Federal Power 
Commission, neglected his prime duty to 
protect the interests of consumers or 
tha-t he performed any of his duties in a 
biased manner. I believe that he has 
given the Commission capable, honest, 
and impartial leadership. I certainly do 
not agree with the result reached in 
every case which has come before the 
Commission and I do not expect any of 
my colleagues to do so. I do expect 
that Senators will respect a man's judg
ment ~rrived at impartially after thor
ough consideration of the issues in the 
many cases which came before him as a 
member of the Federal Power Commis
sion. 

Any doubts concerning Mr. Kuyken
dall's qualifications ought to be dispelled 
by the flimsy evidence cited and the du
bious arguments advanced in the mi
nority reports. The case against Mr. 
Kuykendall boils down to the charge 
that he has "shown a superior allegiance 
to the policies of the executive rather 
than to those of the Congress." As I 
shall demonstrate, every bit of evidence 
cited to support that charge actually 
shows Mr. Kuykendall's determination to 
effectuate the policies of the Congress. 
It is most unfair to accuse Mr. Kuyken
dall of being an executive puppet merely 
b~cause the executive policy he may have 
advanced was also the policy of a major
ity of the Congress. 

For example, the first so-called con
vincing evidence cited in the minority 
views concerns Mr. Kuykendall's honor
ing a White House request for aid in 
drafting a natural-gas bill. I am at a 
loss to understand how this incident 

comes even close to proving servility to 
the executive branch. 

In the first -place, the draft legislation 
requested by the White House was sim
ilar to that passed by the 84th Congress. 

And, in the second place, I cannot 
imagine that the Congress would want 
to deny to the President of the United 
States access to an unbiased source of 
expert advice and assistance. If the 
President needs technical information 
about securities regulations, he should be 
able to get it from the Chairman of the 
Securities and Exchange Commission. 
Would the signers of the minority views 
force him to go to Wall Street for leg
islative assistance? 

Or suppose the President wishes to 
recommend to the Congress legislation 
regulating certain radio and television 
network practices. Surely it is not im
proper for the Chairman of the Federal 
Communications Commission to advise 
the President. Would the signers of the 
minority views compel the President to 
get the necessary technical information 
from NBC and CBS? 

Finally, I am somewhat skeptical about 
· the protective attitude which some of 
Mr. Kuykendall's opponents now show 
toward the independence of the Federal 
Power Commission. They voted for Re
organization Plan No.9 of 1950. I voted 
against it. That reorganization plan, 
approved by the Senate on May 22, 1950, 
transferred certain administrative re
sponsibilities from the Commission to 
the Chairman, and vested in the Presi
dent power to designate the Chairman. I 
felt, although some of Mr. Kuykendall's 
opponents did not then agree, that Presi
dent Truman's plan for reorganizing the 
Federal Power Commission might sub
ject this arm of the Congress to execu
tive domination. I think it is a great 
tribute to Mr. Kuykendall's independent 
spirit that the fears which I expressed in 
1950 have not yet come to pass. 

Also described in the minority views as 
convincing proof of Mr. Kuykendall's su
perior allegiance to executive policies is 
his testimony in favor of the Barris
Fulbright natural gas bill in 1955. That 
bill was passed by both Houses of Con
gress. The bill was passed by the Senate 
on February 6, 1956, by a vote of 53 to 38. 
Do the signers of the minority views 
seriously contend that 53 Members of the 
Senate of the United States automati
cally disqualified themselves for mem
bership on the Federal Power Commis
sion? If so, this is a new and rather 
weird form of the hateful bill of 
attainder. 

I would be the first to recognize that 
reasonable and honest men can, and do, 
differ on whether or not the Supreme 
Court decision in Phillips Petroleum Co. 
v. Wisconsin (347 U. S. 672 (1954)), was 
judicial legislation. However, to dis
qualify Mr. Kuykendall for service on the 
Federal Power Commission for not agree
ing with the holding in the Phillips Pe
troleum case would be unforgiveable. By 
the same line of reasoning, the dissent
ing Justices in the Phillips Petroleum 
case-Justices Douglas, Clark, and Burt
on-would be too illiberal, too callous to 
the interests of consumers, to serve on 
the Federal Power Commission. 

The minority report also alleges that 
Mr. Kuykendall on July 28, 1955, pro-. 
moted the executive policy which op
posed Federal construction of a high dam 
at Hells Canyon. Even if such an act of 
promotion occurred, it would be impos
sible to show that it did not equally pro
mote Congressional policy. A year after 
the occurrence of the incident referred to 
in the minority report the Senate. by a 
vote of 51 to 41, rejected the Hells Canyon 
Dam project. 

Mr .. Kuykendall's act, allegedly in~ 
duced by executive opposition to Hells 
Canyon, was merely to describe as "pend
ing" before the House Select Committee 
on Small Business the Idaho Power Co. · 
license application which had in fact 
been approved the day before. But if 
Mr. Kuykendall had made the official an
nouncement of the Commission's action 
in an open hearing of the House Select 
Committee on Small Business, the chair
men of the Senate and House Commit
tees on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce would have had justifiable cause 
to complain. Mr. Kuykendall demon
strated the prudence expected of a good 
administrator by not making a prema
ture announcement of an important de
cision in an open hearing before a leg
islative committee having no supervi
sory function or legislative power over 
the Federal Power Commission. 

Mr. Kuykendall, contrary to the mi
nority views, did not promote executive 
policy in regard to the Dixon-Yates 
contract. He categorically denied that 
he ever participated in any meeting at 
the White House, or any place else, at 
which the Dixon-Yates contract negotia
tions were discussed by White House 
staff members. I am satisfied that Mr. 
Kuykendall testified truthfully on this 
matter. 

I am also convinced that Mr. Kuyken
dall did not mislead the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy on November 5, 1954, 
in his testimony on the Dixon-Yates 
contract. I am a member of that com
mittee, and I do not see how anyone 
could have been misled by Mr. Kuyken
dall's testimony, It is also alleged in 
the minority views that Mr. Kuykendall 
interpreted the letter of the Atomic 
Energy Commission requesting an opin
ion from the Federal Power Commission 
too narrowly. · The correspondence from 
the Atomic Energy Commission re
quested advice on whether or not in 
consideration of the contract as a whole 
the rates, terms, conditions and can
cellation provisions are fair and rea• 
sonable to the Government. 

The Federal Power Commission was 
not a party to the Dixon-Yates contract. 
The commission responded to the re
quest for advice and notified the Atomic 
Energy Commission that the contract 
was fair and reasonable to the Govern
ment. The Federal Power Commission 
had examined two drafts of the contract 
and the same conclusion quoted above 
was sent to the commission in both in
stances. In so advising the Atomic 
Energy Commission the Federal Power 
Commission had accepted the findings 
and recommendations of its Bureau of 
Power. The nominee stated before our 
committee that he could see no reason 
why legal advice should be given to the 



1957. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 14869 
Atomic Energy Commission. I stress 
the point that the Federal Power Com
mission had decided not to give legal 
advice in their opinion. Thus, it was 
by Commission action, and not by sepa
rate action of Mr. Kuykendall, that the 
Federal Power Commission approved the 
draft contracts as being fair and rea
sonable to the Government. 

The minority views also criticize cer
tain internal accounting procedures of 
the Federal Power Commission which 
have had the support of Mr. Kuykendall. 
If the Congress believes that the Com
mission has supported a questionable in
terpretation of section 167 of the 
Internal Revenue Code, and thus con
tributed to a situation which permits 
utility companies to reap windfall 
profits, the obvious solution is for Con
gress to clarify the law. Criticism of 
the decision of the Commission in ex
tending the licenses of . certain private 
power companies under the Federal 
Power Act is not alleged in the minority 
views to be ·in furtherance of executive 
policy. If the Commission's policies in 
this regard are unsound, the problem 
must be solved by legislation, not by the 
Senate rejecting reappointments to the 
Federal Power Commission. 

The Federal Power Commission has 
been plagued for many years, under both 
Republican and Democratic administra
tions, with a problem of . how to bring 
old unlicensed projects under license. 
Many of these projects were subject to 
Federal Power Commission jurisdiction. 
The Federal Power Commission has 
never been able to get an appropriation 
containing ·sufficient funds so that 
enough manpower could be employed to 
determine whether these old projects 
should · be licensed. Members of the 
Federal Power Commission have 
struggled with this problem for many 
years. Mr. Kuykendall testified and of-
fered supporting evidence that-- · 
since 1948 the Commission has made 
numerous licenses effective for 50 ye_ars from 
the date of reapplication for the develop
ment, or where a new development is to be 
built in connection with an existing devel
opment or developments in the same stretch 
of the river. 

This subject has many important 
ramifications. I think that the Federal 
Power Commission has acted properly in 
bringing these old power developments 
within Federal Power Commission juris
diction and under license. By so doing, 
it has resolved the licensing require
ment. It may have aided the companies 
in obtaining better financing. It has 
encouraged development of our natural 
resources. In that connection there are 
certain advantages which accrue to the 
Federal Government. After an appli
cation has been filed with the Federal 
Power Commission, it is in a position 
to compel comprehensive development 
and it can require changes in the devel
opment, if necessary. The end result is, 
of course, a comprehensive plan of de
velopment for the entire river basin in 
which the project is located. 

I believe the Commission's actions on 
these matters have been proper. If 
Congress should desire to change the law 
or to establish ditrerent policies which 

would govern these situations, then Con· 
gress should take the initiative and act. 

There is no reason whatsoever for re
jection of this nomination. President 
Eisenhower has confidence in Mr. Kuy
kendall. I have confidence in Mr. Kuy
kendall. · By majority vote the commit
tee has expressed confidence in him. I 
am sure that our confidence is not mis
placed. Mr. Kuykendall has done a 
fine job at the Federal Power Commis
sion. He has performed his duties dili
gently, honestly, and with a full and 
proper regard for all of his obligations 
under the laws which relate to the Fed
eral Power Commission. He has not 
failed in his trust. He has not abdicated 
his responsibility. He has not failed 
the consumers. He is entitled to have 
his nomination confirmed by the Senate. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS-ANNOUNCE
MENT OF EVENING SESSION 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, aft
er consultation with the distinguished 
minority leader, I wish to announce that 
the Senate will remain in session this 
evening until there has been a vote on 
the nominations of Mr. Kuykendall and 
Mr. Paarlberg, and that we hope to be 
able, at least, to have laid before the 
Senate the pending business, Calendar 
No. 815, S. 2674, to authorize appropria
tion for the Atomic Energy Commission. 

As of now it would seem that the Sen
ate will be in session untilll or 12 o'clock 
tonight. 

I should also like to announce that 
there will be no session of the Senate 
on Saturday. Senators, therefore, can 
make their plans accordingly. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
fully concur in the statements of the 
acting majority leader relative to dis
posing of the nominations this evening, 
which I hope will be done, and that we 
may be able, at least, to have laid before 
the Senate the atomic energy-authoriza .. 
tion bill, to which the acting majority 
leader has referred. Perhaps, if the Sen
ator who is in charge of the bill desires 
to do so, he may wish to make the open
ing statement on the bill, if that is sat
isfactory to him. 

I hope that the announcement that 
there will be no Saturday session will 
not lead Senators to believe that there 
might not be some votes on Friday, or 
that the session on Friday might not 
run for a reasonable time into the eve
ning. 

Therefore I believe Senators should 
be on notice that, until the leadership 
has decided to adjourn on Friday, or to 
recess, as the case may be, they should 
be available for voting all day Friday 
until such time on Friday evening as the 
Senate may determine to stay in session. 

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator from 
California is a member of the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy, and he 
recognizes the time schedule which 
makes it necessary for us to take some 
action on Calendar No. 815, S. 2674, to 
authorize appropriations for the Atomic 
Energy Commission. It may be neces .. 
sary to stay late on Friday, if need be, 
in order to dispose of that bill. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes; I did not 
want Senators to feel having been given 
notice that there might be a session on 
Friday evening, that we might not have 
votes on that day. The fact is that we 
may stay in session late on Friday eve
ning and may have several votes, and 
that we may have to stay to a reason
able hour on Friday evening in order 
to complete consideration of that au .. 
thorization bill. 

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator from 
California recognizes that Senate bill 
2674 merely authorizes appropriations. 
After the bill is passed by the Senate 
and by the House, it will have to go to 
conference with the House. It may be 
possible to go to conference with the 
House on Saturday on that bill, if we 
dispose of it on Friday. However, the 
Committees on Appropriations of the 
House and of the Senate cannot report 
the necessary appropriation bill until 
after the authorization bill has been 
passed. Therefore we certainly must 
take some action on it by Friday night: 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I hope that will 
be done, and that we will make sub
stantial progress. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I should also like 
to point out, if we can dispose of Cal
endar No. 815, S. 2674, and do not have 
too much trouble in doing so, that I 
should like to have the Senate also con
sider Calendar No. 302, S. 2051, the 
atomic energy indemnity bill, which is 
a very important bill; as well as Calen
dar No. 577, S. 2377, the bill relating to 
the production of statements and re
ports of witnesses, which is also a very 
important bill and which I hope will be 
considered as soon as possible. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I hope that all the 
measures mentioned by the Senator 
from Montana, or most of them, can be 
disposed of before we adjourn tomorrow 
night. 

FEDER4L POWER COMMISSION 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the nomination of Jerome K. Kuyken
dall to be a member of the Federal 
Power Commission. 

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I 
rise in opposition to the nomination of 
Jerome Kuykendall to be a member of 
the Federal Power Commission. I hold 
in my hand the report of the committee 
and the minority views. I am very much 
impressed not only by what has been 
said today in opposition to the nomina
tion, but also by the views of the 
minority in the statement · which they 
issued after hearing all the witnesses. 

Since the hour is late, I shall not take 
much time. I believe the Federal Power 
Commission is one of the most impor
tant commissions of the Government so 
far as the consumers of the country are 
concerned, and that we need on the Com
mission a man who has demonstrated 
a higher regard for the public interest 
than has the nominee, and who ha::; abil
ity to reason with the consumers of the 
country and to 1·ecognize and protect 
their needs. 

I believe that to nominate a man like 
Mr. Kuykendall for membership on this 
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Comritissio'n, which was created primar
ily to preserve the interests of the con
sumers of the country, would be indeed 
like continuing a lion in the office of a 
lion tamer. Therefore I shall vote 
against the nomination. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, I 
rise to speak in favor of the nomination 
of Jerome K. Kuykendall to be a mem
ber of the Federal Power Commission. 
On May 1, 1957, President · Eisenhower 
nominated him for another term. The 
nominee had been serving in the high of
fice of Chairman of the Federal Power 
Commission. If confirmed by the United 
States Senate, his new term will expire 
on June 22, 1962. 

I wish to point out to Members of the 
Senate that Mr. Kuykendall's service on 
the Federal Power Commission was ter
minated as of June 22, 1957. Since that 
date the Commission has been without 
a member. We all know that the work 
of the Commission is very important. I 
am personally of the opinion that Mr. 
Kuykendall should be promptly con
firmed so that the Federal Power Com
mission may have full membership to 
carry out the important tasks with which 
it is charged. Already more than 3 
months have elapsed since the President 
sent the nomination to the Senate. The 
nomination has been considered by the 
Senate Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, which has favorably 
reported it -to the Senate. Extensive 
public hearings were held and many wit
nesses were heard by the committee. 
Most of the testimony received by the 
committee was adverse to the nominee. 

I attended the committee meetings 
rather diligently. I heard almost all of 
the testimony. Much of it was, as some 
lawyers say, repetitious, and much of it 
uncorroborated. As a result, many 
charges were made which to this day re
main unproven. 

On June . 28 the nominee testified and 
answered the charges , and complaints 
which had been leveled at him by pre
vious witnesses. I should liket at this 
time, to commend to the Senators pres
ent here today the full and complete 
statement made by Chairman Kuyken-
dall. · 

I have seen few men in public life take 
the abuse and unfair treatment which 
has been accorded this nominee. Some 
of the statements furnished to the com
mittee were so similar in content and 
means of expression, that one might be 
led to believe that some of the state
ments were written by the same author. 

Some of the witnesses were either in
adequately prepared or they deliberately 
chose to present only that portion of 
the facts which tended to favor their 
own personal position and not that of 
the nominee. For one example, I shall 
refer to the failure to present the com
plete testimony of Mr. Kuykendall when 
he appeared before the Joint Congres
sional Committee on Atomic Energy. I 
regret the tactic of taking a statement 
out of context or of publishing only part 
of a man's honest expression of his views, 
his judgments, and his opinions. To do 
so is to attempt to be unfair to the com
mittee hearing the testimony. It 
amounts to an attempt to mislead the 
public through an inaccurate and in-

complete statement. I can only assume 
that such a course of conduct is moti
vated by political reasons. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con~ 
sent to have printed in the RECORD as a 
part of my remat·ks the testimony of Mr. 
Kuykendall, the nominee, when he ap
peared before the committee. 

There being no objection, the testi
mony was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORJ), as follows: 
STATEMENT OY JEROME K. KUYKENDALL, NOMI

NEE FOR MEMBERSHIP ON THE FEDERAL POWER 
CoMMISSION FOR THE TERM EXPIRING ON 

JUNE 22, 1962 
My name is JeromP K. Kuykendall. I was 

a member and Chairman of the Federal 
Power Commission from May 16, 1953, to 
June 22, 1957. On May 1, 1957,. President 
Eisenhower nominated me for membership 
on FPC for the term which would expire on 
June 22, 1962. 

I have previously submitted copies of a 
sketch of my biography to this committee. It 
is appropriate that I answer charges which 
have been made against me .and answer any 
questions the members of this committee 
may desire to ask. 

If I may, I will proceed immediately to 
supply you with the facts concerning these 
accusations. It has not been possible for me 
to prepare a written statement covering every 
conjecture and insinuation that. has. been 
made, but I repeat that I am ready to an
swer questions on any subject in which you 
are interested, which bear on my qualifica
tions for membership on the Federal Power 
Commission. 

THE ACCUSATION THAT I DECEIVED THE JOINT 
COMMr ·TEE Ol'T ATOMIC ENERGY 

Various Members of Congress have. charged . 
that I concealed from the Joint. Committee 
on Atomic Energy the fact that any lawyer 
in the Commission's Bureau of Law had ex
pressed any adverse opinion concerning the 
Dixon-Yates con tract. 

This charge has been made despite the fact 
that the language quoted from my testimony 
in an effort to sustain the accusation in
cludes my statement of " * * * wait a min
ute, I will take that back." But, what is 
even more important, these accusers delib
erately ignore my testimony appearing on 
page 204 of the printed record of the hearing 
before the Joint Committee on Atomic En
ergy, which is as follows: 

"Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Price, this. is rather 
minor, but to correct the record, you were 
asking about the lawyers' participation. I 
recall now that in August before we wrote 
the first letter, I think our General Counsel 
was away on his vacation, as I recall it, and 
another lawyer had gotten into the thing, 
and we discussed it with him. He came into 
a Commission meeting and he was raising 
pretty much the same points as Mr. Smith 
had raised, and also pleading he had not had 
time to study this, and so forth. 

"So there was another lawyer in our Bu
reau that had some contact with this, but 
we decided to rely on our Bureau of Power, 
a1id our Bureau of Accounts, Finance, and 
Rates and not get into the legal aspect of it. 
So, from then on, we did not ask them to 
write opinions for us or conq.uct a thorough 
study for the reason I stated. We felt it 
was duplicating other peopl_e's work. Then 
our General Counsel was back when we 
wrote the second letter, and he was not 
familiar with and was not able, in his opin
ion, to give us· advice that he thought the 
contract was proper. And we did ·not think 
we needed such advice." 

The other salient facts are as follows: 
On July 22, 1954, the Atomic Energy Com

mission addressed a letter to the Federal 
Power Commission requesting that the Chief 
of our Bureau of Power and the Chief of our 
Bureau of Accounts, Finance, and Rates dis-

cuss with Atomic Energy Commission the 
drafts of the contract as they became avail
able. 

In the same letter we were also advised 
that, before the Atomic Energy Commission 
entered into a contract, it would ask the 
Federal Power Commission to indicate 
whether the estimated costs were realistic, 
whether the cost allocations between capac
ity and energy were in accordance with Fed
eral Power Commission practices of approv
ing rates for resale in interstate commerce, 
and whether the rate terms and conditions 
were fair to the Government. · The Federal 
Power Commission's subsequent advice on 
the contract was within this framewo!"k. We 
were never asked to give any legal advice. 

Subsequent to the receipt of this letter, 
some of our technical staff rendered assist
ance to AEC of the kind which was re
quested. No members of our Bureau of Law 
participated in this work, nor were they 
asked to do so by anyone. 

In August 1954, AEC had a draft of what 
was then thought to be the contract in its 
final form, which it submitted to the Com.
mission with a request that we advise them 
"whether or not in consideration of the con
tract as a whole the rates. terms, conditions, 
and cancellation provisions are fair and rea
sonable to the Government.'• 
· Copies of this draft were examined by two 

lawyers on the staff. I was away from the 
office. on vacation at that time, but I under
stand one of the lawyers on the staff made 
a request of one of the other Commissioners 
that he be permitted to eXamine the con
tract. Our general counsel was also absent 
at that time. 
. I was present at the Commission meeting 
m August when this matter was discussed. 
The two lawyers had each hastily written a 
memor~ndum, both of which were critical 
of the contract. They also complained 
strenuously that they needed more time to 
analyze the contract. AEC was. requesting 
submission of our advice. · . 

Mr. Francis L. Adams, chief of our Bureau 
of Power, pointed out to us that most all of 
the points being raised by the lawyers had 
been considered and negotiated by the nego
tiating parties. 

The Commission decided that it should not 
endeavor to give legal advice and did not 
do so. It accepted the findings and recom
mendations of its Bureau of Power and ap
proved the draft as being "fair and reasonable 
to the Governtn::mt." 

It developed that this draft was not the 
final one. Later, the final draft of the con
tract was submitted to us for our comments. 
ln September 1954, this draft also was ap
proved. At that time the Commission dis
cussed the matter ·generaily with its general 
counsel. Appa.rently the lawyers who had 
examined the next to the last draft had en
deavored to interest. him in the final draft. 
He did not give his approval of the contract, 
nor did we ask him to. 

The Commission gave its approval to· the 
final draft, as to its being fair and reasonable 
to the Government, but again did not pur
port to give any legal advice concerning th~ 
contract. 

On November 5, 1954, I testified concern• 
ing the contract before the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy. 

It will be noted, and is apparent, that in 
response to Mr. Price's first question (whicll 
appears at the very bottom of . p. 199 of th6 
record), I, in answering the question (top 
of p. 200) was speaking of what had preceded 
our approval of the final draft-and not the 
next to the last draft. It . is also clear that 
Mr. Price was inquiring about the last draft 
only. 

As I was. answering Mr. Price, I recalled 
what had happened concerning legal adviee 
from FPC lawyers on the next to the last 
draft, and said: "* • • wait a minute, I 
will take that back." Before I could say 
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more, Mr. Price asked more questions, as did 
others. Questions came thick and fast. I 
was the last witness of the day and the com
mittee did not recess until 6:40 p. m. that 
day. 

Nevertheless, I kept in mind that I wanted 
to answer Mr. Price's questions more fully, 
and did so, as shown by my testimony on 
page 204, above quoted. 

The letter of July 22, 1954, from the Atomic 
Energy Commission to FPC, and a photo
static copy of pages 199, 200, and 204 of my 
testimony before the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy, which includes all my testi
mony on this subject, are offered for inser
tion in the record at this point. 

NATURAL GAS LEGISLATION 
Congressman MACDONALD and others have 

asserted that I have improperly conferred 
with representatives of the natural gas in
dustry, and thereby helped evolve H. R. 6790, 
the Harris-O'Hara bill, and that this is 
detrimental to consumers. 

Mr. MACDONALD quotes some of my testi
mony before the House Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce and assumes it 
proves what he alleges. Such is not the 
case. 

Mr. MACDONALD concluded his quotation of 
my testimony with the following question 
and answer: 

"Mr. MACDONALD. Sir, to go back to what 
we were originally talking about, your con
nection with the formulation of this bill, I 
do not know whether you are aware of this 
or not, but on April 15, 1957, there appeared 
in the Oil and Gas Journal an article which 
included the following paragraph, referring 
to the gas bill: 

" 'Early hearing planned. The bill is based 
upon policies worked out by F.PC Chairman 
Jerome K. Kuykendall in meetings with in
dustry groups which he was asked to hold 
after the gas 'bill was vetoed by Eisenhower 
last year.' 

"Do you say that that statement is not an 
accurate statement? 

"Commissioner KuYKENDALL. Yes; I say it 
is not accurate. And I say that what I told 
you a little while ago is the truth. 

"Mr. MACDONALD. All right, sir." 
He did not quote the statement of the 

chairman of his own committee and author 
of the bill, which immediately follows on 
pages 269 and 270, and Mr. MACDONALD's own 
response, which are : 

"The CHAIRMAN. And the Chair would also 
like to state that that is inaccurate. 

"Mr. MACDONALD. I am happy to have the 
statements from both. I have no further 
questions, Mr. Chairman." 

I did, at the request of the White House, 
make an effort to prepare a bill for possible 
introduction in Congress last session as I 
stated in my testimony before the House In
terstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
which Mr. MACDONALD has quoted. Such a 
bill was never completed, and, as everyone 
knows, no such bill was ever introduced. In 
other words, nothing whatesoever resulted 
from such efforts. 

As the record of the House committee hear
ing shows, Mr. John Heyke, president of 
Brooklyn Union Gas Co., who had been a 
leader in the Council of Local Gas Com
panies which had opposed the Harris-Ful
bright bill advised me that he was engaging 
in conferences among industry members re
garding natural gas legislation. There is 
no connection between what these people did 
and what I had done, or started to do earlier. 
Although I had no part in the efforts of 
those meml;lers of the industry, I do not in
sinuate, by so stating, that they were doing 
anything improper. 

What I did do, from which nothing re
sulted, was to endeavor to frame a bill which 
met the requirements of the President's veto 
message which is in part as follows: 

"At the same time, I must make quite clear 
that legislation conforming to the basic ob-

jectives of H. R. 6645 ls needed. It is needed 
because the type of regulation of producers 
of natural gas which is required under pres
ent law will discourage individual initiative 
and incentive to explore for and develop new 
sources of supply. 

"In the long run this will limit supplies 
of gas which is contrary not only to the 
national interest but especially to the in
terest of consumers. 

"I feel that any new legislation, in addi
tion to furthering the long-term interest 
of consumers in plentiful supplies of gas, 
should include specific language protecting 
consumers in their right to fair prices." 

Because haste was necessary, I consulted 
with one of the leading and most effective 
spokesmen who had testified against the 
Harris-Fulbright bill. Mr. LeBoeuf had 
spoken on behalf of the large number of 
distributing companies who were organized 
as the Council of Local Gas Companies. Mr. 
LeBoeuf is attorney for the Consolidated 
Edison Co., of New York. 

He, and the group he represented at the 
hearings on the Harris-Fulbright bill, felt 
that that bill did not contain enough pro
tection for the consumers. Mr. LeBoeuf did 
not favor the existing utility-type method 
of regulation, but advocated what he called 
a middle ground between the existing mode 
of regulation and the Harris..:Fulbright bill. 
He had made specific proposals which he 
believed would have strengthened the bill 
and given more protection to consumers. 

Mr. LeBoeuf agreed to do what he could, 
as a public service. The Practicing Law 
Institute had scheduled a 2-day meeting in 
New York City in the near future, all of 
which was devoted to the problems of natu
ral-gas regulation. Mr. LeBoeuf was to be 
a speal{er on this program. Also on the 
program was ·Mr. David Searles, a lawyer 
from Houston who had been a spokesman 
for the gas producers at the hearings on the 
Harris-Fulbright bill. I agreed with Mr. Le
Boeuf that Mr. Searles' criticism of some 
of Mr. LeBoeuf's ideas for greater consumer 
protection would be helpful. Another law
yer, Mr. William Tarver, who was formerly 
a lawyer on the FPC legal staff some years 
ago and now an attorney for one of the 
pipeline companies, was also consulted for 
the same reason. 

Nothing came of this effort, as above 
stated. It soon became apparent that Con
gress would have no time to consider such 
a bill, and the matter was dropped. 

No publicity was given to what was being 
done for the simple reason that there was 
no certainty that any bill would be offered. 

Criticism has been made because no pub
licity was given to what transpired, because 
no representatives of consumer groups were 
asked to participate, and simply because 
consideration was given to drafting another 
bill altering the method of regulating gas 
producers. 

I wish to point out the foll()wing: 
I was not engaged in an effort to prepare 

a bill exempting producers from regulation, 
although such has been freely charged. I 
was endeavoring to frame a bill providing 
for more stringent regulation than did the 
Harris-Fulbright bill which was not an ex
emption bill. 

There is no basis for charging or assuming 
that what I did was detrimental, or might 
have become detrimental to consumers. I 
made an effort to prepare a bill containing 
even more consumer protection than did the 
Harris-Fulbright bill. If this was against the 
public interest, then it must follow that 
the House, the Senate, (and this committee 
of the Senate), acted adversely to the public 
interest when they approved the Harris
Fulbright bill. No such presumption can 
exist, and no such accusation should be 
made. 

I was acting within the framework set 
both by Congress in approving the Harris-

Fulbright bill and by the President in ap
proving its basic objectives and requesting 
additional consumer protection. 

The effort to depict something sinister 
from the fact that there was no publicity 
fails in view of the obvious and proper rea
son for the "secrecy." Congressman MAc
DONALD approved this secrecy during the re
cent House committee hearing. Page 253 of 
the original uncorrected transcript read as 
follows: 

"Mr. MAcDoNALD. Just one question before 
I forget it. I would just like to say that I 
think, under the circumstances, you acted 
wisely acting in secret. And I agree that you 
perhaps, in the aspects of what you did do, 
were correct." 

In the printed statement which Mr. MAc
DONALD read to this committee, this state
ment reads as follows: 

"Mr. MACDONALD. I WOUld just like to say 
that I think, under the circumstances, you 
acted wisely by acting in secret for the pur
poses you had in mind." 

Nevertheless, in response to a question 
from Senator CoTTON, in this hearing room, 
Mr. MACDONALD said that if he had been in 
my place he would not have acted in secret. 

It has been stated that I should have con
sulted with some of the consumers' groups 
who appeared in opposition to the Harris
Fulbright bill. I did consult with a most 
effective and capable spokesman for the 
council of local gas companies which stood 
shoulder to shoulder with the consumers' 
representatives who opposed the Harris
Fulbright bill. But there was no point in 
conferring with such groups on this matter 
for the obvious reason that they had clearly 
stated their position, which was contrary to 
the position of Congress on the matter. 
They were firmly opposed to change in the 
method of regulating producers. A Member 
of this Senate who wished to prepare a bill 
on a certain subject, would not, I am sure, 
seek assistance from another Senator who 
had clearly expressed his opposition to such 
legislation. 

Although consumers and gas distributing 
companies may have their differences at the 
local level, the fact is that at the Federal 
level, before the Federal Power Commission, 
the interests of consumers (which is gen
erally represented by the State regulatory 
commissions) and the local distributing com
pany almost always coincide. They both vie 
against the pipelines and producers in an ef
fort to assist the Commission in keeping 
prices as low as possible. Thus the con
sumers' interest is voiced through distribut
ing companies at the Federal level on mat
ters of legislative policy, as well as rates and 
matters of public convenience and necessity. 
Would those who now say that distributing 
companies are inherently indifferent to con
sumers, have said so during the time during 
the 84th Congress, when so many of the dis
tributing companies were alined with cer
tain consumers' representatives in opposition 
to the Harris-Fulbright bill? 

The Federal Power Commission is not 
merely an arbiter of disputes between indus
try and consumers. It also is the protector 
of consumers and the public interest. Con
sumers are not and cannot be <>rganized and 
technically trained to represent themselves 
in all issues affecting them. That is why 
we have the Federal Power Commission and 
other State and Federal Commissions. The 
Federal Power Commission has, and will con
tinue to represent the consumers' interests. 
The fact that some persons may disagree 
with both Houses of Congress, the Federal 
Power Commission, and the President as to 
where the best interests of consumers lie 
is no basis for imputation of bad faith. 

HELLS CANYON 
Senator MoRsE has echoed a charge previ

ously made against me that I refused to 
tell a House subcommittee of the Select 
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Committee on Small Business that the Com
mission had arrived at a decision in the Hells 
Canyon case, although the opinion, findings, 
and order had not yet been issued. I have 
already testified fully about this matter be
for Senator KEFAUVER'S subcommittee on 
Antitrust and Monopoly. 

The essence of Senator MoasE's charge, 
as I understand it is that I refused to leak 
to the House subcommittee what the Com
mission was going to do. There was no leak, 
however, and consequently no one had an 
opportunity to take improper advantage of 
the fact that Idaho Power Co.'s stock rose 
10 percent in the market within 24 hours 
after the decision was issued. 

There was, as Senator MoRsE states, a 
week's interval between the time the Com
mission approved its opinion and the day 
it was issued. The reason for this interval 
was not unusual and was explained fully 
to Senator KEFAUVER's subcommittee. I will 
1·epeat the facts. 

On July 27, 1955, the Commission arrived 
at and agreed on the opinions, findings, and 
order. We had had numerous rough drafts 
and had made deletions, alterations, and 
interlineations on the last draft, which was 
finally approved. We had had one of our 
lawyers assisting us in this work. When the 
final draft was approved, he was instructed 
to supervise the cutting o! stencils, and to 
work with only one stenographer and in a 
private room, so as to minimize, so far as 
possible, the chance of a leak. 

This was done. There are many figures 
in the opiniqn, findings, and order, which 
had particularly to be checked for correct
ness. A weekend intervened between the 
time of adoption and issuance. 

The staff lawyer who did this work was 
present at the recent hearings before Sen
ator KEFAUVER where this matter was dis
cussed. He has been an employee of FPC 
since 1934. He verified completely, the facts 
as I have related them, and stated unequiv
ocally that there had been no unnecessary 
delay. 

In his statement to this committee, Sen
a tor MoRsE said: 

"The FPC, after resolving all of the doubts 
in favor of the three-dam plan and licensing 
the three-dam project, turned around and on 
page 20 of the decision stated: 

" ' * * • If a sufficient load does not de
velop to justify construction of low Hells 
Canyon within the time limits imposed in 
the license, the Commission may either ex
tend the time for construction or terminate 
the license for that project whichever is in 
the public interest at the time the matter 
is under consideration.' 

"In effect, the FPC removed the third dam 
from the three-dam project. Poor as the 
three-dam plan is in comparison with the 
high dam, can you imagine how poor a show
ing a two-dam project would make." 

The Senator makes the further statement: 
" I submit that the evidence is clear on the 

f ace of the decision that the Commission, 
under Chairman Kuykendall, used the three
dam plan for comparison only to achieve an 
appearance of plausibility, but in effect re
lieved the company of the burden of build
ing the third ·dam for whose expensive power 
there is little or no expectation of a mar
ket." 

This claim that the Commission in effect 
removed the third dam from the three-dam 
project is not supported by the Commission's 

'decision as claimed by the Senator. 
The record completely refutes the state

·ment that there is little or no expectation of 
a market for the output of the third dam. 
On the contrary the Commission found: · 

"(32) The total dependable capacity of 
767,000 kilowatts that would be provided at 
the Brownlee, Oxbow, and low Hells Can
yon developments would be fully utilized in 
the applicant's own system by about the 
year 1975 and in the Nort hwest area about as 

soon as it could be developed if indicated ar
rangements with other systems can be 
firmed up." . 

The evidence in support of this finding is 
uncontradicted on the record. 

In 1952 the annual peak load of the Idaho 
Power Co. system was 319,000 kilowatts. 
During the period 1952 through 1975 the 
average annual peak load growth is esti
mated to be 30,350 kilowatts, or a total load 
growth of 698,000 kilowatts during that pe
riod. Thus, it is estimated that by 1975 the 
annual peak load will be 1,017,000 kilowatts. 

The dependable capacity of existing power 
supply which will be available to the com
pany in the future is 360,000 kilowatts. The 
three-dam project, if constructed as author
ized by the Commission, will add a total of 
767,000 kilowatts of dependable capacity, 
thus giving the company a total dependable 
supply of 1,127,000 kilowatts. 

When required system reserve capacity is 
taken into account it is apparent that the 
company's system would utilize the output of 
the three proposed developments in the Hells 
Canyon reach of the Snake River by the year 
1975, unless it can obtain the necessary 
power from other sources. Applicant has 
contracted for summer energy from the sys
tem of Utah Power & Light Co. for the years 
1955 through 1958. This power is availabl~ 
to the applicant for the reason that Utah 
Power & Light Co. advanced its own steam
electric capacity construction schedule by 2 
years in order to supply power to applicant 
during the interim period required for the 
construction of one or more qf the three 
developments involved in this proceeding. 

With respect to the possibility of selling 
power developed by the low Hells Canyon 
development prior to 1975 to other systems 
in· the Pacific Northwest, the record shows 
that estimated power requirements of the 
area served by the Pacific Nol'thwest power 
pool will exceed the supply by about 1962. 
Applicant's system is interconnected with 
this pool. 

The Commission found (decision, p. 20): 
"As a practical 1natter Brownlee and Ox

bow are definitely needed withln the near 
:future to supply applicant's own needs, and 
if a sufficient load does not develop to jus
tify construction of low Hells Canyon within 
the time limits imposed in the license, the 
Commission may either extend the time for 
construction or terminate the license for 
that project whichever is in the public in
terest at the time the matter is under con
sideration." 

The Commission is here making no ac
knowledgment that the low Hells Canyon 
Dam may not be built although it. is re
ferring to the authority set forth in section 
13 of the act to extend the time limits for 
construction of project works. Everything 
said there is within the provisions of section 
13. It may happen that none of these pro}
ect works will be built within the time limits 
imposed in the license. If not, then the 
time may be extended or the license there
for may be terminated as provided by sec
tion 13, which reads as follows: 

Section 13 provides "that the licensee 
shall commence the construction Of the 
project works within the time fixed in the 
license, which shall not be more than 2 
years from the date thereof, shall thereafter 
in good faith and with due diligence prose
cute such construction, and shall within 
the t ime fixed in the license complete and 
put into operation such pal't of the ultimate 
development as the Commission shall deem 
necessary to supply the reasonable needs of 
the · then available market, · and shall from 
time to time thereafter construct such por
tion of the balance of such development as 

-the Commission may direct, so as to supply 
adequately the reasonable market demands 
until such development ·shall have been 
completed. The periods for the commence
ment of construction may be extended once 

but not longer than 2. additional years and 
the period for the completion of construc
tion carried on in good faith and with rea
sonable diligence may be extepded by the 
Commission when not incompatible with the 
public interests. In case the licensee shall 
not commence actual construction of the 
project works, or of any specified part 
thereof, within the time prescribed in the 
license or as extended by the Commission, 
then, after due notice given, the license 
shall, as to such project works or part 
thereof, be terminated upon written order 
of the Commission. In case the construction 
of the project works, or of any specified part 
thereof, have been begun but not completed 
within the time prescribed in the license, or 
as extended by the Commission, then the 
Attorney General, upon request of the Com
mission, shall institute proceedings in equity 
in the district court of the United States 
for the district in which any part of the 
project is situated for the revocation of said 
Ucense. the sale of the works constructed, 
and such other equitable relief as the case 
may demand, as provided for in section 26 
hereof." 

License Tequires construction, as follows 

D evelopment Commence 
by-

Complete 
in-1 

Bro-wnlee ____ _______ ___ July 3l.l!!ii6 36 months. 
Oxbow ________ -----~---- July 31, 1959 2-t mon ths. 
Low Hells Canyon____ _ July 31, 1961 I 36 months. 

1 P eriods specified for completion run from date actual 
construction. is started. 

Senator MoRSE also stated: 
"Even-FPC did not claim the latter [three

dams), all together, totaled the benefits of 
the high dam. But, even to come close for 
purposes of argument, the three dams were 
needed. That is why the comparison is 
always between the three company dams 
and the high dam. The FPC practically 
ignored the. high dam's downstream power 
benefi,ts in its decision and excluded them 
from its press release "' "' ·,.. (see e. g. pp. 
16-17 of FPC decision)." It is clear from 
page 16 of the Commission's decision that 
downstream power benefits were taken into 
account as is shown by the use of the lan
guage "power costs and power values at
tributable to each plan." All comparisons 
were made on the assumption that both 
plans would be operated as part of the Fed
eral system in the Pacific Northwest. 

In addition the facts as presented by 
interveners, the staff and the applicant re
lated not only to power output at the site 
of the high dam or the three dams. but also 
included estimates of the output at down
stream plants which would result from the 
storage to be provided in the Hells Canyon 
reach of the Snake River. In addition the 
Commission's finding 18 (FPC order issuing 
license. p. 6) whlch concluded with the state
ment that "Consequently the power features 
of the one-dam plan have no clear economic 
advantage over those of the three-dam plan" 
is bas.ed on estimates of the power output 
both at site and at downstream plants un
der the one-dam plan as well as the three
dam plan. 

That the Commission fully considered 
downstream benefits is shown by its discus
sion of the facto1·s taken into consideration 
in arriving at the output of the two alter
nat! ve plans where the Commission stated 
specifically that one of the factors is ''the 
number of downstream plants in operation 
and the volume of storage available." 

Senator NEUBERGER has alleged that the 
FPC relied on its political judgment, that 
Congress would not authorize the high dam. 
This is not so. While it is true that the ex
aminer made such a statement, the Commis
sion did no.t. The examiner,s decision is 

-no part of the Commission's decision. The 
Commission's decision stands on its own 



1957 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 14873 
feet, and in numerous ways, it is different 
from the examiner's decision. 

In my discussion of these matters pertain
ing to Hells Canyon, I have limited myself 
to points raised by my critics. 
THE ACCUSATION THAT I AM NOT IN SYMPATHY 

WITH THE NATURAL GAS ACT AS IT NOW IS, 
AND AM NOT ENFORCING IT 
No evidence has been submitted to sup

port this charge. The conclusion simply is 
drawn that, since the Commission has sup
ported proposed legislation to change the 
method of regulating producers of natural 
gas, it is not enforcing the law as it now 
is. Elsewhere in this statement, I deal with 
the progress the Commission has made in 
regulating the natural gas industry. 

It is the duty of members of regulatory 
commissions to make recommendations to 
Congress concerning pending bills which per
tain to their powers and duties. Congress 
is entitled to such advice. Indeed, in many 
cases, it would be difficult, if not impossible 
for Congress to legislate wisely and soundly 
without such advice. 

Should a member of a commission be con
victed, or even accused of not enforcing ex
isting law, merely because he performs his 
duty of telling Congress what he honestly 
believes would be an improvement in th~ 
law? 

Evidence that I have conscientiously en
forced the Natural Gas Act as it now is, 
and as it applies to producers of natural 
gas is available from the record of my testi
mony before the House Committee on In
terstate and Foreign Commerce on H. R. 
6790, the Harris-O'Hara bill to amend the 
Natural Gas Act. 

During the course of my testimony before 
the committee, I quoted from the opinion 
of Justice Jackson in the case of Colorado 
Interstate Company v. Federal Power Com
mission, which was decided by the Supreme 
Court in the fall of 1944. I pointed out 
that Justice Jackson's opinion was only a 
dissenting opinion, but represented my 
philosophy- concerning the type of re'gula
tion to be applied to producers of natural 
gas. 

After I had read the quotation, the fol
lowing colloquy took place between Con
gressman MACDONALD and me, and ·appears 
on pages 263, 264, and 265 of the typewritten 
transcript: 

"Mr. MACDONALD. Needless to say, since it 
is hard to hear you when you are testifying, 
a lot of it was lost on me. I can only say 
this: I win be delighted to read it in the 
record, and I am glad you are being guided 
by a great representative from my home 
State, of whom the whole State has been 
proud for a long time. But he has been 
dead for a little while, and I quote to you 
a dissenter whose views I share about a case 
which I think is current enough that you 
should be interested in, if indeed you are 
not. 

"It is the dissent of Commissioner Con
nole in the Union Oil of California case, 
where the Commission dismissed rate in
crease applications for sale of gas .to Transco 
amounting to about $2,600,000 annually, and 
I quote. He says: 

"'The act'-and we are talking about the 
act under which you function, I am sure
'the act requires us'-'us,' I am .sure, mean
ing the Commission-'to determine the just
ness and reasonableness of rate levels and 
structures by the use of standards not con
tabled in the rates themselves. The Con
stitution extends its protection to all the 
independent producing segment as well 
as to the pipeline segment of the natural 
gas industry. 

" 'It is impossible to meet the requirements 
of either the act or the Constitution unless 
we can· determine the revenue requirements 
of the industry we must regulate and the 
effect of the rate in question on its earning 
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capacity. The record as it now stands is 
deficient in terms of both the act and the 
Constitution.' " 

(NoTE.-Reporter's transcript of quotation 
given by Mr. MACDONALD has been corrected 
for accuracy.) 

"I understand that along with Chief 
Justice Holmes, it was a dissent, but it was 
a dissent in which I firmly believe, and I 
wish you might review, since I think it is 
a very sound one. 

"Commissioner KUYKENDALL. Well, Mr. 
MACDONALD, let me tell you that decision is 
not a dissent, and it is not only Commis
sioner Connole's opinion, but it is my 
opinion and Commissioner Connole's and 
Commissioner Kline's. 

"Mr. MACDONALD. And, therefore, on the 
basis of that decision, do you not say 
straight out that you must take into con
sideration a cost factor, not just a rate 
factor? 

"Commissioner KUYKENDALL. Why, yes. I 
have told you a while ago that I am sworn 
to carry out the law, and I did it in that 
case as I believe the law now is. I do not 
think it is right, but I think it is the law. 

"Mr. MACDONALD. Well, I may be wrong
and I am sure.'Mr. Bennett was a little frus
trated and gave over as I am about to give 
up because we do not like to take so much 
time-but it was my understanding that you, 
in your testimony to Mr. Bennett, testified 
just the opposite a half hour ago. 

"Commissioner KUYKENDALL. Well, Mr. 
MACDONALD, a little while ago I was saying 
what I thought the law ought to be, and in 
that opinion I said what I thought the law 
was." 

PROGRESS OF COMMISSION IN REGULATING 
~NDEPENDENT PRODUCERS 

The accusation has been made that the 
Commission, under my chairmanship, has 
not earnestly endeavored to regulate pro
ducers of natural gas. It has also been al
leged that since the Commission sought and 
obtained increased appropriations after the 
Phillips Petroleum Co. decision of June 7, 
1954, and since the Commission still has a 
large backlog. that, ipso facto, the Commis
sion has not diligently endeavored to carry 
on its regulatory work insofar as gas pro
ducers are involved. This is not the iact: 

It has also been stated that the Commis
sion has the power, by administrative action, 
to exempt small producers. This is not so, 
and our Office of General Counsel has so 
advised us. · 

Our requests for, and our increased appro
priations have been limited by the well
known fact that it is not possible to obtain 
the number of accountants, engineers, and 
rate experts we would like to and should 
have. 

Three years have now elapsed since the 
Supreme Court decided the Phillips Pe
troleum Co. case. During approximately 
the first year thereafter, the staff's time had 
to be devoted to receiving and handling the 
many filings of rate schedules and applica
tions for certificates of public con-venience 
and necessity, and assisting the Commission 
in the promulgation of regulations for inde
pendent producers and resolving the nu
merous and novel administrative probleiilS 
which arose. 

During a period comprising approximately 
th,e second year, the Commission staff de
voted a great part of its time to rate in
vestigations and developing facts for the 
requisite rate hearings. 

Although a number of rate hearings were 
held before the third year, it was during the 
third year, which brings us up to date, that 
a large number of· rate hearings were held. 

There follows a list of independent pro
ducer-rate hearings held between July 1, 
1955, and June 19, 1957. Cases involving 
producers similarly situated have been con
solidated. Thus 135 dockets have been con
solidated into 43 hearings. 

Hearings held on independent producer 
rate cases, July 1, 1955, to July 19, 1957 

Docket No. Name 

G-4932 et aL__ Midstates Oil Corp. et aL •• 
G-9411________ Hunt Oil Co _______________ _ 
G-8550 ________ Davidor & Davidor ________ _ 
G-6505 ________ Dorchester Corp_-----------
G-6503 et aL__ Continental Oil Co. et aL __ 
G-8622 et aJ ___ William Negley doing busi-

ness as Paisano 'l'l:ading 
Co., Ltd. 

G-8534________ Phillips Petroleum Co _____ _ 
G-8728........ Cities Service Gas Produc

ing Co. 
G-3940________ Wunderlich Development 

Co. 
G-6502etaL __ H. F. SearsetaL __________ _ 
G-8549 et aL__ Stanolind Oil & Gas Co ____ _ 
G-6622 et aL__ Crow Drilling Co., Inc., 

etal. 
G-8715________ Harper-Turner Oil Co., 

et al. 
G-8288 et aL__ Sun Oil Co. et aL _________ _ 
G-2952 et aL__ Deep South Oil Company 

of T exas (request for dec
laratory order). 

G-5380 et aL__ Skelly Oil Co. ct al. (juris
dictional). 

G-8697 ct aL__ Stanolind Oil Q Gas Co. 
et al. 

G-8695 et aL__ Phillips Petroleum Co. ct aL 
G-6358________ Amere Gas Utilities Co. 

G-8519 et aL·__ A:;o~ated on & Gas co ___ _ 
G-9572etaL __ United Carbon Co. etaL __ _ 
G-8688 et aL __ La Gloria Oil Q Gas Co. 

eta!. 
G-3669 •. ~----- Christie, Mitel1ell & Mitch

ell. 
G-6504 _______ _ Delhi-Taylor Oil & Gas Co. 

et al. 
G-5510. ------- Forest Oil Cm·p _________ __ _ _ 
G-6822 ________ Sunray Mid-Continent Oil 

Co. 
G-4331 et aL __ Union Oil Company of Cal

ifornia et al. 
G-9146 et aL _ _ The Shamrock Oil & Gas 

Corp. et al. 
G-10908_ ______ Phillips Petroleum Co.-----G-1148 et aL __ · _____ do ______________________ _ 
G-8921 et aL.. Arkansas Fuel Oil Corp. 

e.t a!. 
G-8970 et aL .. Blackwell Oil & Gas Co ____ _ 
G-9277 et aL__ Champlin Oil & Refining 

Co. 
G-9281_ _______ West~rn Natmal Gas Co ___ _ 
G-9291 et aL__ Sinclair Oil & Gas Co. et aL_ 
G-9447 -------- Southern Production Co., 

Inc. 
G-9553 et aL .. H. L. Hunt_ _______________ _ 
G-9932 ________ Tidewater Oil Co __________ _ 
G-ll56.3 et aL_ Union Oil & Gas Corpora-

tion of Louisiana. 
G-9Gll et aL.. Southwest Gas Producing 

Co., Inc:, ct al. G-1219L ______ Shell Oil Co ________________ _ 
G-10060 _______ Union Producing Co. ann 

United Gas Pipeline Co. 
G-8969 et aL __ 'l'he 'l'exas Co. eta! ________ _ 

1 Set for hearing but recessed to C. 0. 

Number 
of 

dockets 

11 
1 
1 
1 
3 

2 
3 
3 

4 
4 

2 

2 
1 

2 
2 
2 

· 2 

l 
1:3 
15 

1 
10 
1 

3 
1 
2 

1 
1 1 

2 15 

2 Set for hearing Apr. 8, 1957; recessed to June 24, 1957. 

The number of natural gas certificate ap
plications has increased 667 percent since 
1953. Gas rate filings climbed 549 percent 
above 1953; and gas rate cases were 77 per
cent above 1953. In 1953, we issued 1,324 
notices, orders, decisions, and opinions. In 
1956, we issued 4,060. In 1953, we distrib
uted 78,000 copies of those documents and 
in 1956, we distributed 809,000. In 1953, 
an average of 45 persons visited our public 
reference room daily. In 1956, the daily 
average was 75. 

The Commission's overall increase in 
man-years from fiscal year 1954, the last year 
before the independent producer workload, 
to fiscal year 1957, which is just ending, has 
been only 12 percent. The handling of the 
tremendous increase in workload shown by 
the above statistics, with so limited an in
crease in manpower has been made possible 
only by constant attention to increasing 
the efficiency of our operations, which we 
believe we have accomplished without re
ducing the quality of our work. 

Since the Phillips decision, June 7, 1954, 
the following rate orders have ~en issued 
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dealing with independent producer rate 
filings: 
Orders making proposed rate changes 

effective ---------------------------- 290 Suspension orders _____________________ 408 
Orders terminating proceedings, etc____ 26 
Orders affirming or reversing presiding 

examiner --------------------------- 13 
Orders denying applications for rehear-

ing or motions to dismiss___________ 71 
Orders permitting changes in rate due 

to reduction in Texas occupation tax__ 50 
Orders instituting investigation (sec. 

5 (a))------------------------------ 29 
Orders consolidating proceedings_______ 12 
Miscellaneous orders___________________ 22 

Total--------------------------- 921 

The following two schedules show the 
man-years the Commission has devoted to 
regulation of independent producers during 
the fiscal years 1955, 1956, and 1957. 

Independent producers-Man-years 

Fisc.'tl year 

1955 1956 1957 l 

-----------1--------
Certificates_____________________ 42. 4 31. 5 34.8 
Rate cases______________________ 6. 0 38.3 90.6 
Rate filings____________________ _ 31. 8 33.0 37.1 

TotaL------------------- 80.2 102. 8 162. 5 

1 Actual July 1, 1956, to May 31, 1957; estimated June 
1-30, 1957. 

Fiscal year 

1955 1956 1957 l 

-----------1--------
Total commission ______________ _ 
Total gas ______________________ _ 
Total independent producers __ _ 

1 Estimated. 

641.0 
280.9 
80.2 

683.4 739.1 
291.8 337.0 
102.8 162. 5 

The next schedule shows the great increase 
in litigation which has confronted the Com
mission since the Phillips Petroleum Co. de
cision of the Supreme Court. Incidentally 
the Commission is justly proud of its record 
in the courts. 

Federal Power Commission-Cases in the 
courts 

Fiscal year 

' 

1954.--------------------------------------
1955.--------------------------------------
1956_---------------- ----------------------
1957 (to June 20, 1957) ---------------------

TotaL ••••• -------.----------.-------

1 1 in part only. 
2 Confessed error in 1. 

Won Lost 

111 6 
12 4 
22 6 
36 2 4 

----
81 20 

It is most difficult for persons who are 
not actually engaged in the Commission's 
work to comprehend the magnitude of the 
work we have had during . the last 3 years. 
I hope the foregoing will be of assistance to 
this Committee in understanding what is 
involved. 

The Commission has, this calendar year, 
told the Appropriations Committees of both 
Houses that it proposed a 3-year program 
within which to overcome the backlog it 
now has in its independent producer regu
latory work. The Commission and its able 
staff will, I know, do all it can to further 
that objective. 

The principal reason I accepted renomina
tion as a member of the Federal Power Com
mission and am seeking the approval of this 
committee and confirmation of the Senate is 
that I hope to play a part in getting the 
Commission abreast of its work. I did not 

wish to leave while the present unsatisfactory 
condition existed. 

DOWNSTREAM BENEFITS PAYMENT 

Senator Morse states that FPC, during my 
chairmanship, has recommended that down
stream benefits be assessed not only in favor 
of the Federal Government, but also in favor 
of private dams which provide downstream 
benefits. The Senator has overlooked two 
points: 

First, the Commission's recommendation 
would apply not only to privately owned 
dams, but to publicly owned, non-Federal 
dams as well. 

Second, this recommendation did not origi
nate with me, or with any of the present 
members of FPC, but was first made by the 
Commission on December 20, 1951, to the 
Interagency Water Policy Review Committee 
set up in the Bureau of the Budget. The 
Commission's annual report for 1953 is the 
first of such reports to contain this pro
posal. On page 156 of that report, it is· 
stated that the recommendation originated 
with the Commission's comments on the 
recommendations of the Interagency Water 
Policy Review Committee, Committee Paper 
No.27. 

This Commission recommendation states 
in part as follows: 

"* * * In order to be consistent, it would 
appear appropriate not only to call for reim
bursement by non-Federal power developers 
for improvements constructed by the United 
States, but also to require reimbursement by 
the United States for improvements con
structed by non-Federal interest. * * *" 

The members of the Commission who 
made this recommendation on December 20, 
1951, were Thomas C. Buchanan, Chairman, 
Harrington Wimberly, Claude L. Draper, and 
Nelson Lee Smith, all of whom were ap
pointees of President Truman. 

If the fact that I have made this recom
mendation is proof that I am biased in favor 
of privately owned utilities, then these four 
former Commissioners must have been simi
larly biased. But I am sure that such is not 
the case. All of us have tried to serve the 
public interest as we saw it. 

An investigation to determine headwater 
benefit payments in Columbia Basin was 
initiated in 1950 and it was determined in 
1952 that no such benefits were received by 
non-Federal projects for the years 1931 
through 1948. Up to 1948, Grand Coulee was 
the only Federal storage reservoir in opera
tion and Rock Island is the only completed 
non-Federal project downstream from 
Coulee. Prior to installation of additional 
capacity at Rock Island in 1952, there was 
not sufficient capacity at Rock Island to 
utilize additional water from Grand Coulee 
storage. 

The Commission studies and investiga
tions in the Columbia River Basin have con
tinued since 1950 and in December of 1956, 
the FPC determined the amounts Rock Is
land should pay for headwater benefits 
through the year 1953 and such payments 
have been made. 

The Federal Hungry Horse and Albeni 
Falls projects did not come into operation 
until 1952 and 1955, respectively, and the 
Commission has continued its investigation 
since those dates. FPC expects to make de
terminations this year as to payments due 
for headwater benefits derived from those 
projects as well as from Grand Coulee. 

It should be pointed out that headwater 
benefit payments are fixed only after they 
are realized in a year or more of operation. 
Therefore, we have only 1 or 2 years of op
eration of Albeni Falls and only 4 or 5 years 
of operation of Hungry Horse upon which to 
base the determinations. In the Columbia 
River Basin, particularly, such determina
tions involve many complex factors and the 
studies have been carried on continuously. 

The Commission has made determinations 
and required payments to the United States 
in the following river basins: 

River Federal project Date 

Etowah_____ __ ____ _______ __ Allatoona_ -------- - 19M Do ___________ __ _____________ do______________ 195o 
Columbia__________________ Grand Coulee______ 1952 

Do______________ _______ Grand Coulee and l !l5G 
Hung,·y Horse. 

East Branch of Clarion East Branch __ __ ___ 195G 
River. 

The following chart gives a comparison of 
what the Commission has spent in making 
headwater-benefit determinations in fisca l 
years 1952 through 1957, with the amount 
requested of Congress for 1958 indicated: 
Expenditures for headwater-benefit deter-

minations 

1952------------------------------ $6,632 
1953------------------------------ 11,170 1954 ______________________________ 22,727 

1955-------------------~---------- 32,685 1956 ______________________________ 42,219 
1957 ______________________________ 1 47,439 

1958------------------------------ 2 47,920 
1 Estimated, but close to actual, as fiscal 

year is almost over. 
2 Amount requested of Congress. 

Pages 17 through 20 of the Commission's 
justification for appropriations, pertaining 
to headwater-benefit determinations follow: 
FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION .JUSTIF-ICATION FOR 

APPROPRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1958 

(c) Headwater-benefit determinations: 
Under the provisions of section 10 (f) of 
the Federal Power Act, the Commission is 
authorized and directed to determine an
nual payments to be made by any licensee 
or owner of an unlicensed project directly 
benefited by a storage reservoir or other 
headwater improvement constructed by the 
United States or by another licensee. The 
Commission's cost of making such determi
nations is reimbursed by the non-Federal in
terests involved. 

It is estimated that at present there are 
47 river basins in connection with which 
headwater-benefit investigations and deter
minations are required. These involve an 
estimated 109 headwater improvements and 
222 projects benefited. 

The following tabulation divides these data 
between Federal reservoirs (existing or un
der construction) which have regulatory 
storage and which now or when completed 
may benefit downstream hydroelectric proj
ects, and non-Federal reservoirs under li
cense (existing or under construction) which 
now or when completed may benefit other 
hydroelectric projects: 

Ownership of headwater 
reservoir 

Number 
of h ead
water 
reser
voirs 

involved 

Number Number 
of projects of riv<'r 
benefited basins 

involved 

---------1------------
FedPraL ____ ----------- _ 
Non-FederaL __________ _ 

81 
28 

TotaL.______ _____ 109 
Less duplications _______ --------- -

Net totaL ______ _ 109 

137 
114 

251 
29 

222 

30 
22 

52 
5 

47 

Each of the 47 river basins constitutes an 
investigation unit. The projects benefited 
include 19 Federal projects. Although Fed
eral plants are not subject to assessment 
under the act, the benefits rece'ived must be 
computed in determining the assessments to 
be made to non-Federal beneficiaries. 

During fiscal year 1956, headwater-benefit 
investigations were under way in nine river 
basins, as follows: Investigation involving 
the Federal Allatoona project and three 
downstream projects owned by the Alabama 
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Power Co. , all of which are located in the 
Coosa River Basin in Georgia and Alabama; 
one involving the Federal Blakely Mountain 
project and two projects downstream owned 
by the Arkansas Power & Light Co., all lo
cated on the Ouachita River in Arkansas; 
investigat ion involving three Federal storage 
reservoirs, two non-Federal-licensed storage 
reservoirs, and four non-Federal-licensed 
run-of-river projects in the Columbia River 
Basin; an investigation involving the Fed
eral Clark Hill project and downstream proj
ects owned by the South Carolina Electric & 
Gas Co. and the city of Augusta, Ga. , all 
located on the Savannah River in Georgia 
and South Carolina; one involving the Fed
eral Canyon Ferry project and six down
stream projects owned by the Montana 
Power Co., all of which are located on the 
Missouri River in Montana; one involving 
the Federal East Branch project and the 
downstream Piney plant owned by the Penn
sylvania Electric Co., both located on the 
Clarion River in Pennsylvania; investigation 
involving the Federal Isabella project, the 
Borel and Kern River No. 1 plants of the 
Southern California Edison Co., and the Kern 
Canyon plant of the Pacific Gas & Electric 
Co., all located on the Kern River in Cali
fornia; investigation involving two private 
utilities in California (the Southern Cali
fornia Edison Co. and the Pacific Gas & 
Electric Co.) and one involving the Federal 
John H. Kerr and Philpott projects and the 
Roanoke Rapids and four other non-Federal 
plants in the Roanoke River Basin, Virginia 
and North Carolina. These 9 investigations 
involve an aggregate of 16 headwater im
provements and 45 projects benefited. 

Headwater-benefi.t determinations are 
made on an after-the-fact basis-once a 
headwater-benefit case is set up it continues 
as long as the projects are in operation and 
benefits are provided. Accordingly, it is em
phasized that headwater-benefit investiga
tions must be conducted on a continuing 
basis, year by year. In addition to those 
listed above for 1956, it is expected that 3 
new headwater-benefit investigations will be 
initiated in fiscal year 1957 and 3 in fiscal 
year 1958, bringing the total to 15. The new 
investigations are summarized as follows: 

Fiscal year Ri ver basin 

1957 _ - - -- - ---- White ____________ _ 
1957 _ --------- Chat tahoochee .... 
1957------- --- Willamette ___ ___ _ _ 
1958 _ --------- Snake ______ -- -- - --
1958 _ --------- Platte . •. . .. •.. .'. :. 
1958 _ ------ - -- San too. - ---- ---- - -

N umber N um ber 
ofhead- of 

watet· projects 
improve- bcnc-

mcnts fitcd 

1 
2 
5 

13 
8 
2 

2 
8 
4 

18 
11 

2 

The workload and man-years for the fiscal 
year 1956 and the estimates for 1957 and 
1958 are shown in the following tabulation: 

Fiscal 
year 

1956 .. . 
1!!57 .. . 
1\J5$ __ _ 

Start of 
year : 
'I'otal 
r iver-
ba~in 

investi-
gations 

8 
9 

12 

Initiated 
durin g 
year 

1 
3 
3 

N umber 
of 

p rojects 
bene-
fited 

45 
59 
90 

Man-
years 

6.4 
7.0 
7. 0 

End of 
year: 
Total 
r iver-
basin 

invcsti-
gations 

9 
12 
15 

APPLICATION TO CONSTRUCT THE MOUNTAIN 
SHEEP AND PLEASANT VALLEY PROJECTS 

Senat or NEUBERGER has quoted a column 
writ ten by a reporter for the Portland Ore
gonian and seemingly accepts everything 
stat ed therein as the truth, and then, from 
tha t premise, voices his criticism. This 
criticism has a reverse twist, in that I am 
accused not only of being independent of 
t he administration, b·ut of dominating the 

administration, rather than t he administra
tion dominating me. 

The column the Senator quotes states that 
I received a strong letter from Secretary of 
the Interior Fred A. Seaton which asked the 
Federal Power Commission to delay action 
on the Pacific Northwest Power Co.'s appli
cation for a license to construct hydroelec
tric projects at the Mountain Sheep and 
Pleasant Valley sites on the Snake River. 
The article further states that, on receipt 
of the letter, I took it to Sherman Adams at 
the White House and had it blue-penciled. 

I have already testified concerning this 
matter before Senator KEFAUVER'S Subcom
mittee on Antitrust and Monopoly of the 
Judiciary Committee. I have never received, 
nor have I ever seen any letter from Secretary 
Seaton, which asked the Commission or me 
to delay the hearing in the Mountain 
Sheep-Pleasant Valley case. I have never 
discussed this case with Sherman Adams. 
Neither he, nor anyone else in the White 
House or in the administration, has at
tempted to influence the Commission in 
this matter, or any other matter within the 
Commission's jurisdiction. 

On March 20, 195'1, the Federal Power 
Commission responded to an inquiry from 
Senator ANDERSON in which it was stated in 
part as follows: 

"In specific response to your first question, 
the Commission does not consider that the 
letter of February 14, 1957, from the Secre
tary of the Interior has any legal effect, sub
stantively or procedurally, in the proceed
ing on the application for license for project 
No. 2173. In response to the second ques
tion, the Commission also respectfully states 
that it does not intend to alter in any way 
its normal course of procedure in handling 
the Mountain Sheep-Pleasant Valley applica
tion of the Pacific Northwest Power Co." 

This paragraph has been rather widely 
quoted, but the next paragraph of the letter 
received scant attention in the press. I 
think it is important. It is as follows: 

"The foregoing does not mean that the 
Commission would decide the matter on an 
inadequate record if such should be the 
case. In any event, the matter is now be
fore t he presiding examiner pursuant to the 
provisions of the Administrative Procedure 
Act." 
ACCELERATED AMORTIZATION FOR IDAHO POWER 

co. 
Although this question has become moot 

since this hearing started, it still appears 
necessary to demonstrate that the effort 
to discredit the Federal Power Commission 
and me, concerning this subject, is baseless. 

The t wo Senators from Oregon indicate 
that the Commission should have deter
mined positively, whether or not Idaho 
Power Co. would receive a certificate for 
rapid amortization from ODM before it 
issued a license. 

I t seems to be implied, although not defi
nitely stated, that if FPC had discovered 
that Idaho Power Co. would get the f ast 
write-off, FPC should then have denied the 
company a license for that reason. 

Such a policy would, of course, lead not 
only to absurd, but to d isastrous results. 
Let us take an example out side the electric 
power field where the public versus private 
ownership issue is not present. FPC has 
issued many certificates of public conven
ience and necessity to natural gas pipeline 
companies to construct natural gas pipe
lines. Some of those companies obtained 
cert ificates for rapid amortization of such 
projects. Should FPC, after finding tha t 
the public convenience and necessity re
quired the construction of such facilities, 
then deny authorization to build thel:Jl be
cause another agency, in the executive 
branch of the Government had determined 
that such facilities were needed for our na
t iona l defense? 

FPC acted wholly independently" of ODM 
and without any knowledge of what ODM 
would or would not do. I submit that such 
action was the proper one. 

Senator MoRsE states that I admitted, be
fore the Kefauver subcommittee, that cer
tain passages in the Commission's opinion 
regarding Idaho Power Co. were a mistake in 
the light of events. Senator MoRSE has not 
correctly stated what I said, but I excuse 
him for that, because several reputable news
papers reported in their news columns that 
I had so stated. 

What I said appears on page 730 of the 
typewritten record of the hearings and is 
as follows: 

"Mr. KuYKENDALL. Mr. Chairman, I will 
say this: 

"Throughout this opinion we tried to be 
very careful not to make any statement that 
was not accurate. could not be demon
strated froxn the record. 

"We made that statement, as I said, with
out any thought of or any consideration of 
the possibility of accelerated amortization 
being granted to Idaho Power Co., and the 
excerpt of the testimony of these witnesses 
for the company which we have sup
plied--

"Senator KEFAUVER. This was based upon 
the testimony of the president of the com
pany before you, wasn't it? 

"Mr. KUYKENDALL. Yes. The president of 
the company said he had faint hope of ever 
getting it, and we did not think he would, 
and we did not consider the feasibility of 
the project on the basis of the company 
h aving accelerated amortization. 

" I will concede now in the light of wha t 
has happened since, that it can be said that 
we made a misstatement there, but what we 
were saying was that there would be no 
Federal expense through appropriations to 
build this structure. 

"Another agency has done something that 
we did not know it was going to do and did 
not expect it to do." 
THE ACCUSATION THAT THE FEDERAL POWER 

COMMISSION IMPROPERLY ALLOWED IDAHO 
POWER CO. TO CHANGE THE DESIGN OF THE 
BROWNLEE DAM 
Neit her the Commission nor its staff has 

permitted the Idaho Power Co. to vary the 
terms of its license. 

The inspection work is carried on by the 
Commission's staff. FPC staff has_ prepared 
the following statement of the actual facts. 
Neither I, nor any member of the Commis
sion has personal knowledge about any of 
the details of the construction of Brownlee, 
since such m atters are handled entirely by 
the staff until such time as changes requir
ing Commission approval are proposed. 
However, I have full confidence in the truth
fulness and accuracy of the attached state
xnent and will stand on it. 
IDAHO POWER CO. IS CONSTRUCTING THE BROWN• 

LEE DEVELOPMENT IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE 
PLANS APPROVED BY THE FEDERAL POWER 
COMMISSION 
A question has been raised as to whether 

t he construction of the Brownlee develop
ment on Snake River by Idaho Power Co. has 
been carried out in accordance with the 
plans for the development approved by the 
Federal Power Commission. 

The plans as approved for aU the project 
works such as the dam, spillway, and power
house have been followed as required by the 
license in that they have been constructed 
to date without any major change which 
requires Commission approval. The change 
which has been discussed by those who op
posed the granting of the license involves 
the facilities provided to divert the flows 
of the Snake River around the dam site 
during construction. 

The Commission does not usually approve 
specific plans for such temporary diversion 
worlcs just as it does not specifically approve 
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the location of the concrete-mixing plant, 
the construction camp, or the borrow-pit 
areas but leaves those matters up to the 
licensee and the Commission's regional en
gineer who is the Commission's authorized 
representative during construction. If the 
licensee and the regional engineer fail to 
agree on any matter involving diversion or 
construction methods, the Commission has 
authority to order what shall be done in 
such matters. 

The approved plans for the Brownlee de
velopment contemplate that the diversion 
tunnel which is being used for temporary 
diversion of streamflow during construction, 
will also be used as a permanent facility as 
part of a flood-control sluiceway system 
which is being included in the project upon 
recommendation of the Army engineers. The 
Army desires such a sluiceway as a means of 
quickly releasing stored waters from the res
ervoir in advance of floods so as to provide 
up to 1 million acre-feet of vacant reservoir 
capacity in which to store floodwaters. Such 
a system is required by the license and will 
be provided by the company. 

Since it was contemplated that the diver
sion tunnel would be used as a permanent 
flood-control sluiceway, the Commission 
rules and regulations required that the tun
nel and its associated valves and other con
trol works needed for its operation upon 
completion of the dam, be shown on the plans 
and be approved by the Commission. No 
change in the permanent sluiceway facilities 
has been approved by the Commission. 

The approved plans also show the contem
plated use of the diversion tunnel during 
construction, although the Commission's 
rules did not require such a showing. At the 
time the plans were filed it was contemplated 
that the permanent diversion tunnel would 
be approximately 44 feet in diameter and that 
the upstream cofferdam, which was designed 
to divert water into the tunnel during con
struction, would be constructed to elevation 
1,880 feet, or about 80 feet above river bot
tom. Such a tunnel and cofferdam system 
would have a diversion capacity of about 
60,000 cubic feet per second. 

After the license was issued the company 
undertook to relocate the Oregon State High
way in the reservoir area. Parts of the high
way are located as low as elevation 1,832 feet. 
Although the State highway commission was 
agreeable to the relocation, that agency de
cided that it did not have authority to let 
the company so relocate the highway with
out an authorizing act of the Oregon State 
Legislature, since the original location of the 
highway had been specified by an act of 
the legislature. The legislature recently au
thorized the relocation and it is understood 
that the act will become effective 90 days 
after the adjournment of the legislature. 

When it developed that the highway could 
not be relocated without an act of the legis
lature and still comply with State law, the 
company, with the agreement of the Commis
sion's regional engineer in San Francisco, 
proceeded with construction of the cofferdam 
to elevation 1,830 feet instead of 1,880 feet, 
since a cofferdam higher than 1,830 feet 
would result in flooding out the State high
way. In addition, the temporary diversion 
tunnel was constructed with a 42-foot diam
eter instead of 44 feet. The tunnel with the 
cofferdam at 1,830 feet has a capacity of 
25,000 cubic feet per second instead of 60,000 
cubic feet per second, as originally contem
plated with cofferdam at elevation 1,880 feet. 
The principal factor in the reduction of di
version capacity was the decrease of 50 feet 
in the height of the cofferdam with the re
sultant reduction of 50 feet in head at the 
upstream entrance to the tunnel. 

With such a change in diversion capacity, 
it was expected that the cofferdams would 
have to be breached during the 1957 spring 
floods since it was known from examination 
of flood-flow records that the flows substan-

tially exceed 25,000 cubic feet per second 
every spring. In addition, such records show 
that a flood of 60,000 cubic feet per second 
has been equaled or exceeded during 4 
spring floods in the past 32 years. The cost 
estimates of the Brownlee development con
tained a sum of money to allow for the cost_ 
of a breach in the cofferdams during one 
flood season. As it turned out, the coffer
dams would have been breached during the 
February 1957 flood season had the 60,000 
cubic feet per second diversion capacity been 
provided, as originally contemplated, since 
the flows substantially exceeded that amount 
during February 1957, and again in May of 
1957. 

Prior to the February 1957 flood, the core 
section of the Brownlee Dam had been com
pleted up to elevation 1,800 feet (stream 
bed elevation) planned to be reached in ad
vance of the flood. This core section extends 
downward 100 feet to foundation rock. 

The company has proposed locating the 
flood-control sluiceways or low-level outlets 
under the spillway section instead of com
pleting the existing diversion tunnel as the 
permanent flood-control sluiceway. As re
quired by the license, model tests have been 
made of the spillway section as a basis for 
its final design and such studies included 
tests of the flood-control sluiceways under 
the spillway. This possible relocation of the 
sluiceways has been under study and con
sideration by representatives of the company 
and Commission engineers since late 1955. 
It appears now that the relocation could 
save some two or three million dollars in 
construction costs and could result in more 
efficient and less costly operation. However, 
the proposed revision will be studied in de
tail and the Commission will have to decide 
whether or not to approve the proposed 
relocation. 

The required model tests upon which the 
design of the proposed relocated sluiceway 
and spillway are based, have only recently 
been completed. The. report on the model 
tests and the revised plans were filed on May 
27, 1957, together with a request that they 
be approved by the Commission. The plans 
are presently under study by the Commis
sion staff. 

Some question has also been raised as to 
whether the flood damage at the Brownlee 
site has been extensive. Present estimates 
indicate that the damage will not exceed 
$35,000. In any event, the work is protected 
by insurance against all damage in excess of 
$25,000. Construction is proceeding on other 
facilities such as the spillway, power intake 
works, power tunnels, and rock embank
ments, and our San Francisco regional office 
has recently reported that the work is pro
ceeding satisfactorily according to approved 
construction methods and that construction 
of the job as a whole is on schedule. 

The present construction calls for comple
tion of the Brownlee Dam to an elevation 
of 2,050 feet by January 1958. However, 
should the dam be no higher by that time 
than elevation 2,020 feet which is 140 feet 
higher than the original height planned for 
the upstream cofferdam, the diversion tunnel 
will be capable of passing about 70,000 cubic 
feet per second, and the spillway section will 
be able to pass an additional 90,000 cubic 
feet per second, for a total of 160,000 cubic 
feet per second. In addition the reservoir 
will have a storage capacity of about 700,000 
acre-feet with the dam at elevation 2,020 
feet. Thus, it is apparent that all floods of 
record can be safely and adequately handled 
during the remainder of the construction 
period. 

ACCELERATED AMORTIZATION, RATEMAKING, AND 
ACCOUNTING 

Mr. Clyde Ellis, general manager of the 
National Rural Electric Cooperative Associa
tion, has criticized the Commission's treat
ment of accelerated amortization. He makes 
no mention whatsoever of the opinion of the 

United States Court of Appeals for the Dis
trict of Columbia .circuit, entitled City of 
Detroit v. Federal Power Commission, de
cided December 15, 1955, which approved 
completely and unequivocally the action the 
Commission had taken in solving this prob
lem. This decision is final and binding. 
The pertinent part of this decision is here
inafter quoted: 

"We do not disturb the Commission's so
lution of the problem created by Federal 
income-tax savings resulting from accelerated 
amortization. Such amortization is per- . 
mitted under certificates of necessity, ap
plicable to emergency facilities, issued pur
suant to section 124A of the Internal Reve
nue Code (26 U. S. C., sec. 124A ( 1952)), to 
encourage construction in the interest of 
national defense. Panhandle has had an ag
gregate investment of $10,563,609 certified 
for accelerated amortization. Under section 
124A Panhandle is authorized to charge off 
this total amount to depreciation in 5 years, 

_ regardless of the estimated useful life of 
the properties, thus accelerating the amorti
zation of these facilities. The Commission 
points out that the savings in Federal income 
taxes thus effected for each of the 5 years 
will be '* * "' the difference between what 
taxes it (Panhandle) would otherwise have 
been required to pay without accelerated 
amortization and the taxes actually paid.' 

"The Commission continues: '* • • We 
have computed the tax payments which 
would have been required without the ac
celerated amortization which Panhandle is 
permitted, and for the purposes of the rate 
schedules under study have considered that 
Panhandle will be allowed as operating ex
penses such normalized taxes. This does 
not allow Panhandle for -rate purposes more 
than a fair return over the long period, 
but does recognize the grant by Congress 
of certain temporary tax savings under sec
tion 124A.' 

"Since, however, Congress intended by 
section 124A only to defer tax liability, and 
not to provide a fund which could be di
verted by Panhandle to the payment of divi
dends, the Commission further states, 'the 
accruals from taxes in excess of those ac
tually paid should logically be treated by 
Panhandle, not as free and unrestricted in
come, but earmarked to provide for the 
future meeting of such liability.' After the 
facilities have been fully depreciated under 
the accelerated amortization plan, income 
taxes will normally be greater, since no 
further deductions for depreciation will be 
possible. By setting up a special reserve 
for the tax savings of the first 5 years, the 
Commission insures that this amount will 
go to meet the increased taxes after that 
period, rather than being paid out in divi
dends. 

"Petitioners object to the Commission's 
method of 'normalizing' income tax ex
pense, by which all computations are made 
as if amortization were not accelertated. 
They contend that in order to hold rates to 
a just and reasonable level, the savings ef
fected by the accelerated amortization 
should partly inure to the benefit of con
sumers. They propose that this be ac
complished by treating the saving simply as 
ordinary depreciation would be treated. 
That is, in computing recoverable expenses, 
the income tax expense would be figured at 
its actual, instead of normalized, amount, 
but depreciation expense would be set at 
the accelerated figure. Thus the same sav
ing would accrue to Panhandle,· but under 
the name of depreciation expense rather 
than income tax expense. The difference, 
however, would lie in this, that amounts re
covered as depreciatiqn expense are deduct
ed from the rate base. Thus in essence pe
titioners' plan would allow Panhandle its 
yearly saving for the 5-year period, but 
would deduct the amount of that saving 
each year from the rate base. 
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"This plan was rejected by the Commis

sion, which concluded, we think correctly, 
that the intent of Congress reflected in sec
tion 124A is not to benefit consumers but 
rather the taxpayer in order to encourage 
construction of certain emergency types of 
facilities. Were the tax savings deducted 
from the rate base, the taxpayer here would 
not receive the intended benefit. The val
uations upon which it is entitled to earn 
a fa ir rate of return would be decreased by 
the amount of the savings. In placing the 
savings at the disposal of Panhandle under 
the limitations specified, the Congressional 
intent is efi'ectuated. The funds go into a 
reserve account for the payment of the de
ferred taxes to accrue after the 5-year am
ortization period. Though thus earmarked, 
the funds are available for income-produc
ing purposes. Unless this is permitted, it 
is difficult to see how Panhandle could 
benefit substantially from section · 124A. 
This statute, unlike the Natural Gas Act 
itself, is not for consumer benefit. It has a 
difi'erent public policy and should be. given 
efi'ect as intended by Congress. Further
more, the solution of the Commission does 
not result in higher rates to the consumer. 
It simply does not operate to reduce them. 
It aids Panhandle but neither aids nor harms 
petitioners. We think this is the result 
sought by Congress." 

As for the accounting aspects of the matter, 
32 State commissions have accounting rules 
concerning the subject. Most of them have 
accomplished the same result as did FPC, but 
various accounting methods and account 
numbers were used to accomplish the de
ferred tax accounting. · 

The accounting aspects and ratemaking as
pects of the problem are intertwined. The 
ratemaking problem is ·of primary concern to 
the States as the electric rates subject to FPC 
jurisdiction are extremely small, as only a 
relatively minor amount of electricity is sold 
for resale in interstate commerce. 

FPC has always cooperated with the Na
tional Association of Railroad and. Utilities 
Commissioners in an efi'ort to bring about 
uniformity of accounting. Not all electric 
companies are under FPC jurisdiction. There 
never has been complete uniformity in elec
tric utility accounting. In fact, there exists 
side by side, the FPC's uniform system of 
accounts and the NARUC uniform system. 
They are very similar, but not identical. In 
some cases, State laws prevent a particular 
State commission from adhering to the uni
form system in some particular respect. 

This subject has been continually reviewed 
by the NARUC committee on accounts and 
statistics on which FPC is represented by one 
of its stafi' members. 

On February 8, 1957, the Commission issued 
a notice of proposed rulemaking (R-159) 
which would have flexible applicability, de
pending on whether or not the controlling 
State commission had authorized deferred 
tax accounting. Numerous comments have 
been received, and the Commission stafi' is 
analyzing them. In due course, the Commis
sion will take appropriate action. This pro
posed rulemaking pertains both to acceler
ated amortization and liberalized deprecia
tion, the latter having been authorized by 
the previous Congress. 

Because of the primary jurisdiction of the 
States over electric rates plus the fact that 
the various States have made varying deci
sions in regard to accounting, in order to 
implement their rate decisions, absolute uni
formity is apparently not obtainable. Never
theless, full disclosure has and will be 
compelled. 

DURATION OF LICENSES OF HYDROELECTRIC 
PROJECTS 

Again the Commission, under my chair
manship, is charged with following an im
proper policy, while the fact is the Commis
sion has created no new policy in this in-

stance, and has only followed the policy and 
precedents set by the Commission when it 
was composed entirely of members appointed 
by the preceding Democratic administrations. 

Since 1948, the Commission has made nu
merous licenses effective for 50 years from 
the date of reconstruction or redevelopment, 
or where a new development is to be built in 
connection with an existing development or 
developments in the same stretch of the 
river. 

Let us see what the Commission had done 
prior to my becoming a member thereof: 
Project No. 1940, Wiscons in Public Service 

Corp. 
Although the corporation had filed a decla

ration on May 27, 1937, to reconstruct the 
project and actually reconstructed it in 1938, 
the Commission order of June 6, 1946, author
ized the license for a term effective January 
1, 1938, an.d terminating June 30, 1970-or 
50 years after 1920 because the original proj
ect had been constructed prior to 1920. The 
company called the Commission's attention 
to the fact that in 1937 the old timber dam 
had been removed and replaced with a con
crete dam and that a new powerhouse had 
been installed, and requested that license 
terms be for 50 years from the reconstruction 
date. By order of March 30, 1948 (7 F. P. C. 
523) the Commission modified its 1946 order 
and fixed the term at 50 years from January 
1, 1937, the year of reconstruction. 

The members ·of the Commission who took 
this action were Olds, chairman; Draper, 
Sachse, Smith, and Wimberly. 
Project No. 1980, Wisconsin Michigan Power 

Co. 
By order of April 6, 1948, (7 F. P. C. 544) 

the Commission authorized issuance of a 
license for project No. 1980 to Wisconsin 
Michigan Power Co. for a term of 50 years 
from March 1, 1948, to authorize reconstruc
tion of an old dam and powerhouse originally 
built in 1914. The dam was to be replaced 
and a new powerhouse built which would 
eventually replace the old powerhouse. 

Smith, Chairman; Draper; and Olds voted 
to issue this license. 

Project 2004, Holyolce Water Power co. 
By order effective July 5, 1949, the Com

mission issued a license to Holyoke Water 
Power Co. for project works on Connecticut 
River, some of which were originally con
structed prior to 1920 and new facilities, 
principally a new powerhouse, to be con
structed after issuance of license. The 
license as issued was for a term of 50 years 
from September 1, 1949. 

Commissioners Smith, Chairman Buchan
an, Draper, Olds, and Wimberly approved 
this license. 
Project 1966, Wisconsin Public Service Corp. 

On February 26, 1951, the Commission 
issued a license to Wisconsin Public Service 
Corp. for a dam built as early as 1915 and 
for a new proposed powerhouse constructed 
in 1938 to replace the old one. The term 
was for fifty years from January 1, 1938, the 
year in which the new powerhouse was built. 

Chairman Buchanan, and Commissioners 
Draper, Smith, and Wimberly voted to issue 
this license. · 

Project 2056, St. Anthony Falls Water Power 
Co. 

By order of September 6, 1951, the Com
mission issued a license to St. Anthony Falls 
Water Power Co. for 50 years effective as of 
February 1, 1951, for the lower dam develop
ment on Mississippi River in Mineapolis. 
The powerhouse was being modernized and 
t he Government was constructing a new 
navigation dam to replace applicant's Old 
dam built in 1895-97 with a resultant 6 foot 
increase in head. This license was later 
amended to include constructed facilities 
at Upper Falls immediately upst.ream and 
to authorize modernized power facilities. 

In its order amending license the com
mission found that the combined facilities 
at the Upper and Lower Falls constitute a 
complete development of the power head at 
St. Anthony Falls and that the operation 
of the entire development is directed from 
the Main Street plant with water released 
from the powerplants at the upper dam 
being utilized through the powerplant at 
the lower dam. 

Chairman Wallgren, Buchanan, Smith, and 
Wimberly' 'were the Commission members 
who voted to issue. this license. 
Project 2077, Connecticut River Power co. 

F'ollowing this same principle of issuing 
a license for fifty years from date of recon
struction or redevelopment, the Commission 
on January 22, 1952, issued a license to Con
necticut River Power Co. for 50 years from 
August 1, 1951, for the constructed Comer
ford and Mcindoes developments and the 
proposed Littleton development, designated 
as project No. 2077. 

The members of the Commission who voted 
to issue this license were Buchanan, Chair
man; Draper, Smith, and Wimberly. 

In the cases above mentioned, and in 
similar ones, the Commission was faced 
with conflicting considerations. Admitted
ly, all old, unlicensed projects subject to 
F'PC jurisdiction should be brought under 
license. But the Commission never has been 
able to get the sufficient funds and man
power to determine whether many of the 
old projects should be licensed, and to re
quire the owners to get licenses. 

It is not a simple matter, in many cases, 
to determine whether or not a given project 
is subject to FPC jurisdiction. This fre
quently depends on whether the project is in 
navigable waters, or whether the project 
affects the navigable capacity of waters 
downstream. There has been considerable 
litigation on these questions with the result 
that a number of projects which at one 
time were definitely thought not to be under 
Federal jurisdiction, now are under license. 

In the specific cases above cited, the Com
mission was able to bring old developments 
under license simultaneously with licensing 
a new development. Very probably, in some 
cases, if the Commission had back-dated 
licenses for the combined construction and 
proposed project works as far as it could, 
the licensee would have refused any license 
until jurisdiction was established and very 
likely would have refused or been unable 
to proceed with the new development in
volved in the absence of a 50-year term. 
Apparently, it has appeared to the Commis
sion over the years that it was more im
portant to get old developments under 
license and new ones constructed by allow
ing a 50-year term than to hinder or impede 
development by insisting upon a shorter 
term. 

Admittedly there are legitimate arguments 
for back-dating licenses for old, unlicensed 
projects, one of them being that it is not 
wise to fail to penalize for delay in applying 
for a license. But, once an application is 
filed for a development or group of develop
ments, the Commission is in a position from 
then on to compel comprehensive develop
ment by requiring changes in the develop
ments, if necessary, to make them best 
adapted to a comprehensive plan of develop
ment for the river basin involved. In addi
tion, no change or additions can be made 
after licensing without the Commission 
giving its approval. Is that better than 
being unable to do anything about the 
matter? 

Possession of licenses with short remain
ing tenure raises many problems for the 
licensee. He must set up an amortization 
reserve at the end of the 20th year of the 
license period. If licenses were back-dated 
to date of GOnstruction, the licensee would 
in many cases be years behind in setting 
up this reserve at the time he received his 
license. 
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Another most serious problem is that a 

licensee whose license is issued with only a 
few years to run will probably have .great 
difficulty in obtaining capital to finance the 
new project works !because of the imminence 
of possible takeover by the Government. 

The problems of publicly owned electric 
utilities created by the uncertainty of license 
tenure were solved by the enactment of Pub
lic Law 278, 83d Congress, approved August 
15, 1953 (68 Stat. 587). This act provided 
that section 14 of the Federal Power Act was 
inapplicable to licensed projects owned by 
States and municipalities. Section 14 is the 
section which specifies that the United 
States must pay only net investment, not to 
exceed fair value, if it takes over a licensed 
project at expiration of the license period. 

In Senate Report No. 599, 83d Congress, 
the Senate Committee on Public Works rec
ommended enactment of the bill (S. 2094) 
stating: 

"It [the committee] considers that State 
and municipal hydroelectric projects are de
veloped for public use and benefit, and that 
the provisions of section 14 for establishing 
a formula under which the acquisition price 
can be determined in event a licensed proj
ect is acquired by the United States at the 
end of the license period should not be ap
plicable. Removal of this feature with re
spect to State and municipal projects would 
greatly assist those agencies in the sale of 
bonds for financing such projects, or for 
making additions on betterments by remov
ing the uncertainty of license tenure." 

The Commission pointed out in its report 
on the bill that the uncertain tenure in the 
General Dam Acts of 1906 and 1910 was the 
primary reason those acts were not successful 
\n encouraging water-power development. 
The Commission said: 

"The absence of a minimum tenure pre
vented the full and free fiow of capital nec
essary to the optimum development of water
power resources. A search of the legislative 
history of the Federal Water Power Act of 
1920 discloses that the Congress was pri
marily concerned with these problems of de
velopment of water-power resources by pri
vate enterprise (including States and munic
ipalities) consistent with protection ...Qf the 
public interest in conservation of such re
sources. To that end a system of both ad
ministrative licensing and certainty of ten
ure were regarded as indispensable. 

"The retention of the acquisition price 
formula in section 14 is not indispensable 
to, nor is its surrender necessarily inconsist
ent with Federal licensing control over State 
and municipal projects. Moreover, if as a 
matter of policy the Congress sees fit to thus 
modify this provision of the act, regional or 
national power planning and development 
would not be precluded. Multiple-purpose 
features, including fiood control and naviga
tion benefits, are preserved and Federal in
terests are believed to be adequately safe
guarded by sections 4, 10, 11, 12, and 18 of 
the act. 

"States and municipalities would not be 
placed in a disadvantageous position nor 
would the interests of the Federal Govern
ment be prejudiced by exemption of States 
and municipalities from the provisions of 

· section 14 of the act. Under section 15 of 
the act, such a licensee, upon the expiration 
of the original license can apply for a new 
license." . 

The favorable report to the Congress on 
this legislation was made by Jerome K. 
Kuykendall, Chairman, and Commissioners 
Claude L. Draper and Dale E. Doty on July 
10, 1953. However, I do not advocate this 
same exemption for the privately owned 
utilities. 

Realizing that the administrative prob
lems involving bringing old projects under 
license were becoming more aggravated with 
each passing day, the Commission, on July 
28, 1954, issued a notice of · proposed rule 

making, pursuant to the Administrative Pro
cedure Act (R-139), and solicited· views and 
comments from interested parties. No so
lution was founrl. .Most parties who com
mented recommended that each application 
for license should be determined on its own 
particular facts. As a result, the Commis
sion terminated the proceeding on January 
25, 1955, without adopting any rule. 

Recently the Commission authorized a li
cense for several old developments of Caro
lina Aluminum Co., on the Yadkin River 
in North Carolina, together with a new de
velopment to be built. The i;erm of the 
license, so far as the old developments were 
concerned, would run from 1947. (This was 
-done for reasons stated in the opinion.) 
The license also provided that so far as the 
new development is concerned, it shall bear 
a current date. 

The applicant has petitioned for rehear
ing, and contends it could not afford to 
finance the new project with such a short 
term remaining for the older structures. Ap
plicant also says it cannot afford to rebuild 
its smelting works at Badin unless it has 
the longer tenure, and will, instead, close 
down the Badin works and build additional 
smelting facilities at another plant. This 
matter has been set for hearing. 

The American Public Power Association 
has protested, contending the old projects 
should have a license for a shorter tenure. 
This case indicates some of the problems in
volved. 

We now have a somewhat analogous ap
plication on file from Duke Power Company. 
In both cases, the Commission's jurisdiction 
has not been admitted, nor has it been de
termined in a formal proceeding. 

The foregoing briefiy analyzes the difficult 
problems facing the Commission regarding 
this situation. Since there are cases pend
ing before the Commission which present 
these p~oblems, it would not be wise for me 

. to comment further at this time. I, for one, 
would be happy to have this Committee re
view this matter to determine if the prob
lems could be resolved by legislation: 

Our general counsel has advised the Com
mission that the matter of dating a license 
is discretionary, and that the law does not 
require that it be dated as of the time it was 
constructed, or at any other particular time. 

For a number of years, the activity of 
bringing unlicensed projects under license 
was completely dormant. It has been re
vived, under my chairmanship. Unfor
tunately, the problem cannot be simply 
solved by merely obtaining a larger appropri
ation. For fiscal 1958, we asked the Bureau 
of the Budget for 18.5 man-years for this 
work and requested Congress for 2.5 man· 
years. The Bureau of the Budget's basis for 
cutting our request was that the skilled 
manpower needed could not be obtained in 
the numbers we requested. I must reluc
tantly agree that, under existing conditions, 
we probably could not obtain all the man
power we need. 

Our statement to the Bureau of the 
Budget on this subject was as follows: 

" (e) Unlicensed projects investigation: 
The necessity of concentrating personnel on 
processing applications for permits and 
licenses has meant that unlicensed project 
investigations have in general been insti
tuted only for specific reasons, among which 
is the need for determining the legal status 
of an unlicensed project· which would affect 
or be affected by a Federal river development. 
· "Section 4 (g) of the Federal Power Act, 
however, authorizes the Commission to in
vestigate the occupancy, for the purpose of 
developing electric power, of streams and 
lands subject to Federal jurisdiction and to 
issu-e such orders as it may find appropriate 
and expedient and in the public interest to 
conserve and utilize . the navigation and 
water-power resources of the region. The 
actual expenses of this work have been more 
than repaid by back charges collected from 

unlicensed projects. The work, therefdre, 
more than pays for itself. 

"F.rom a survey made a number of years 
ago, it is estimated that there are several 
hundred unlicensed . projects of over 500-
horsepower capacity each concerning which 
there is doubt as to whether they are op
erating under proper authority. 

"During fiscal year 1956, 6 cases of long 
standing were under investigation. One 
case, involving the Missouri River projects 
of the Montana Power Co., was completed. 
It is expected that the remaining 5 cases . . 
carried forward to fiscal year 1957, will be 
disposed of during the fiscal year. These 
5 cases, plus 3 new cases to be commenced 
during the year, will bring to 8 the total 
number of unlicensed project investigations 
in progress during fiscal year 1957. The 
three new cases will be carried over to fiscal 
year 1958. 

"In the past, the Commission has made 
findings, in connection with declarations of 
intention, which required licenses for par
ticular projects, such findings being ap
plicable to other projects in the same rivers. 
It is planned to initiate proceedings involv
ing projects in three such river basins in 
1957 and three in 1958. It is expected that 
three of these proceedings can be completed 
in 1958. The back charges payable to the 
United States from owners of projects which 
would be licensed in these six river basins 
would depend on the effective dates fixed if 
and when licenses are issued. However, if 
the licenses for these constructed projects 
were made effective January 1, 1938, as has 
been done in other cases, the back charges 
are estimated to amount to over $1 million, 
and . the average annual administrative 
charges thereafter would be about $56,000. 
Entirely aside from the regulatory prin
ciple involved, this revenue would appear 
to amply justify the staff increase needed. 

"For fiscal year 1958, it is· aiso planned to 
initiate six new investigations involving 

· projects for which there are no Commission 
jurisdictional findings that are directly ap
plicabl-e. These investigations involve 38 
unlicensed projects in six river basins having 
an aggregate installed generating capacity of 
about 840,000 kilowatts with estimated aver
age annual administrative charges of about 
$100,000. The statement in the previous 
paragraph concerning back charges is also 
applicable to the projects included in these 

· six investigations. · (If computed back to 
1938, the back charges would amount to 
about $1,800,000.) Since there are no ·com
mission jurisdictional findings directly ap
plicable to these projects, the work involved 
in these investigations is much greater than 
in c.ases where there are applicable Commis
sion findings. This factor accounts for prac
tically all of the increase in man-years in 
1958 over 1957 in this activity. These addi
t ional 6 cases will make a total of 12 river 
basin investigations to be conducted during 
fiscal 1958. 

"The following ":abulation shows the man
years for this type of work for 1956 and as 
estimated for 1957 and 1958, with the corre
sponding number of investigations expected 
to be carried on and the number completed 
during each of these years: 

Numbrr-of 
"Fiscal year investigations 

in progress 

1P5fi___ _____ __ ___ _________ _ 6 
1957_ -- -- -- ------- -- -- - - - -- 8 
1958__ ____________ _______ __ 12 

Man-years 

J . 2 
2 .• ~ 

18. 5" 

SENATOR JACKSON'S STATEMENT 
Senator JACKSON's statement reiterates 

many of the accusations which have already 
been answered, but he raises another point 
or two which deserve attention. 

He refers to a case concerning Olin Gas 
Transmission Corp. where the Commission 
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found that that corporation had sustained 
the burden of proof on a difficult point. I 
pointed out that the testimony of a particu
lar witness had, in the Commission's opinion, 
stood up. The element of proof referred to 
was set forth in the case of City of Detroit v. 
Federal Power Commission, decided by the 
United States Court of Appeals for the Dis
trict of Columbia Circuit on December 15, 
1955, where the court said, in discussing the 
use of "field price" (hereinafter referred to 
by the court as the "latter method"): 

"When the latter method is used, the evi
dence and findings must show that the in
crease in rates thus caused is no more than 
is reasonably necessary for the purposes ad
vanced for any increase." 

Each case must be decided on the record 
of that particular case. The fact that the 
Commission found that Olin had been for
tunate enough to sustain a difficult burden 
of proof does not mean that an improper 
result had been reached. On the contrary, 
the Commission specifically found that the 
rates had been shown to be just, reasonable, 
and otherwise lawful. 

The Olin case is the first and only case so 
far in which the Commission has found that 
the burden of proof above mentioned has 
been sustained. 

In the following cases, the Commission has 
held that such burden was not sustained, and 
I joined in all these decisions: G-8518, Asso
ciated Oil & Gas Co.; G-8519, Orange Grove 
Oil & Gas Corp. and H. J. Mosser; G-4505, 
Bel Oil Corp.; G-6622, Crow Drilling Co., Inc.; 
G-8516, Gulf Oil Corp.; G-6279, Maracaibo 
Oil Exploration Corp.; G-4334, Morris Rauch; 
G-8488, Sohio Petroleum Co.; G-8288, Sun 
Oil Co.; G-4331, Union Oil of California; 
G-5510, Forest Oil Corp. 

Do such facts indicate that either the 
Commission or I are partial to gas producers? 

Senator JAcKsoN also stated: 
"Mr. Kuykendall testified recently concern

ing the proposed administration amendment 
to give the Federal Power Commission per
missive authority to consider costs in ar
riving at reasonable market price. Mr. Kuy
kendall took the attitude that costs should 
be considered only where they would give 
producers a higher price, and not where it 
would result in lower prices to consumers. 
For details refer the committee to pages 
187-190 of the transcript for May 9 on the 
natural-gas hearings before the House Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 
On pages 211 and 215 there are additional 
revelations of Mr. Kuykendall's producer
oriented philosophy." 

I must unequivocally contradict the Sen
ator. During the course of the hearing, he 
refers to, before the House Committee on 
Interstate imd Foreign Commerce; I stated 
precisely the contrary view several times. 

On pages 211 and 212 of the typewritten 
transcript, I said: "I am not so concerned 
about evidence of the costs of any one par
ticular producer, because it is reasonable to 
assume, I believe, that a producer who has 
high t costs may be very willing to disclose 
those, while one with low costs would not 
be.. The costs that are pertinent or' the 
cost evidence that I deem pertinent is not 
necessarily pertaining to one producer, but 
to economic conditions or to the conditions 
of the industry generally, to show trends, 
they might be used in economic studies, evi
dence of that character, and not something 
to be used for arithmetical computations, 
but simply supplemental evidence to all the 
other evidence, to arrive at a reasonable 
market price." 

On page 214, I said: "And in the instance 
I cited, just because a producer has very 
high costs is no reason, in my opinion, as a 
matter of law or in sound economics, to try 
to reward him unduly, simply because he 
wasn't as fortunate as some other producer. 
I think he should still get only a market 
price." 

. On page 215, I said: "I don't think the cost 
of the individual producer should be given 
very much, too much, weight ordinarily, be
cause the costs of producers are too variable, 
it is too hazardous an industry, it is not a 
utility industry where costs have a close 
relation to the selling price or the service." 

On pages 3521-3524 of the same record, 
there is a letter from the Commission to 
the chairman of the committee. One para
graph, appearing on pages 3522 and 3523, is 
as follows: 

"We would not, as we understand the pro
posed measure, be bound or authorized to 
allow a high price to any producer simply 
because he had incurred high costs in de
veloping some gas reserves. We understand 
the bill to mean that no producer should 
be allowed more than the reasonable market 
price, regardless of his costs and that, con
versely, no producer should be allowed less 
than the market price because his costs were 
low." 

Senator JACKSON complains of the Com
mission not accepting the staff's position in 
the Olin case and not accepting the exam
iner's position in the Hells Canyon case. He 
does not mention the fact that the Commis
sion agreed with the result the examiner 
reached in the Olin case and agreed with 
the staff's position in the Hells Canyon case. 
It is clear this criticism proves nothing, 
except the fact that the Commission has 
made its own decisions-as it should do. 
THE FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION'S RECENT REC• 

OMMENDATIONS FOR POWER INSTALLATIONS IN 
FEDERAL PROJECTS 
Since 1953, the Commission has recom

mended installation of power facilities in the 
following projects which have either been 
proposed or considered by the Department of 
the Army: 

Capacity 
(Kilowatts) 

Eagle Gorge_____________________ 35,000 
John Day _____ ·------------------ 2, 000,000 
Dexter__________________________ 15,000 
HartwelL----------------------- 360, 000 
Ice Harbor---------------------- 540,000 
The Dalles---------------------- 1,.716, 000 
New Cumberland________________ 24,000 
Markland----------------------- 100,000 
New Richmond__________________ 70, 000 
GreenUP------------------------ 60,000 
Hills Creek- - -------------------- 45, 000 
Fort Gaines-----------------~--- 130,000 

Total _____________________ 5,095,000 

During the past 4 years the Commission 
has recommended power installatio~s at the 
following Department of the Interior proj
ects: 

Capacity 
(Kilowatts) 

Browns Creek------------------- 90,000 
Rogue River______________ ___ ___ 10,000 
Colorado rim storage project _____ 1, 000, 000 

Total _____________________ 1,100,000 

I am ready to answer any questions the 
committee may have. 
CHARGES AGAINST MR. KUYKENDALL IN CON• 

NECTION WITH ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, I 
refer any Senator who desires to exam
ine the printed record of these hearings, 
to the hearings of the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy on the Exercise of 
Statutory Requirement of section 164, 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 and the util
ity contract between the Atomic Energy 
Commission and the Mississippi Valley 
Generating Co. Mr. Kuykendall's testi
mony will be found on pages 187 through 
211. 

CERTAIN REPRESENTATIVES IN CONGRESS, AND 
OTHER WITNESSES, ALLEGED THAT THE NOMI• 
NEE CONFERRED WITH OFFICIALS REPRESENT
ING THE NATURAL GAS INDUSTRY IN AN EFFORT 
TO DRAFT LEGISLATION WHICH WOULD BE 
ADVERSE TO THE INTERESTS OF THE CON
SUMER 

Mr. Kuykendall made a full and com
plete discussion in testifying before the 
Senate Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce that, at the request 
of an official at the White House, he did 
make an effort to prepare a bill for pos
sible introduction in Congress on natural 
gas. I point out that he testified such 
a bill was never completed and that no 
such bill was introduced in either House 
of Congress. 

It is interesting to note that the man 
with whom he conferred actually testi
fied against the Harris-Fulbright bill. 
This representative of the gas industry 
represented the Consolidated Edison 
Company of New York and he served as 
an attorney for that firm. In addition, 
this spokesman had made public state
ments on behalf of the distributing com
panies, which were at that time organ
ized as the Council of Local Gas Com
panies. It is interesting to note that the 
attorney with whom Mr. Kuykendall 
conferred was of the opinion that the 
Harris-Fulbright bill did not contain 
sufficient protection for consumers. I 
understand that the spokesman for the 
Council of Local Gas Companies did not 
favor the utility type method of regu
lation. He did, however, advocate a 
position between the existing type of 
regulation and the Harris-Fulbright 
bill. The meeting at which Mr. Kuy
kendall conferred with Mr. Randall Le
Boeuf was held in New York when both 
Mr. Kuykendall and Mr. LeBoeuf were 
attending a series of meetings held 
under the sponsorship of the Practicing 
Law Institute: By way of explaining, 
I wish to add that the Practicing Law 
Institute is an organization devoted to 
the professional improvement of law
yers. At that time it was conducting a 
seminar on natural-gas regulation prob
lems. 

I wonder how many Members of this 
body would not have reacted in the same 
manner as Mr. Kuykendall if they had 
been requested by an official serving as 
special ' counsel to the President to at
tempt to draft legislation that would 
overcome the veto objections which the 
President has stated in his message to 
the Congress at the time the last gas bill 
was vetoed. I feel certain that almost 
all of us would have endeavored to com
ply had we been serving as Chairman of 
the Federal Power Commission. While 
I am sure that we all consider the in-

. dependent boards and commissions such 
as the Federal Power Commission to be 
"arms of Congress" they do have certain 
responsibilities to the Executive, and 
under the terms of our Constitution the 
President can call for a written report 
from an official of a department or an 
agency of our Government. I would not 
characterize Mr. Kuykendall's conduct 
as wrong in any respect in this particu
lar. He merely attempted to comply 
with a request that originated in the 
White House. For that I do not believe 
that he should' be condemned. The 
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charge that he had made efforts to pre
pare a bill exempting gas producers from 
regulation is simply not true. The 
nominee testified he did endeavor to 
frame a bill which would provide "more 
stringent regulation than did the Harris
Fulbright bill which was not an exemp
tion bill." 

Much has been made of the fact that 
the meeting was held in secret. I prefer 
to consider that the meeting was a pri
vate one between the participants and 
that there was no sinister conduct on the 
part of any participant. Such an allega
tion or insinuation is simply not true. 
The charge that Mr. Kuykendall has 
acted adversely to the consumer interest 
in this case has not been proven. I am 
certain that the Members of this body 
will recall their action on the Harris
Fulbright bill and on the Kerr bill that 
preceded it. Strong opinions were held 
by Members of this body either for or 
against the legislation. We did not ques
tion each others' motives. V/e all knew 
where the representatives of the con
sumer stood on those bills. The simple 
fact is that their position was known, 
they wanted no change in the law in any 
respect. No advantage could be gained 
by conferring with representatives of 
that group. 

The nominee testified that he had al
ways held himself available to any person 
or g1·oup that has endeavored to contact 
him in connection with any matter 
within the jurisdiction of. the Federal 
Power Commission. I commend him for 
it for I believe that such availability for 
discussion of common problems is essen
tial and that many advantages can flow 
from a free exchange of views. As I re
call the testimony, the nominee stated 
that no representative of any consumer 
group ever conferred with him concern
ing pending natural-gas legislation. 

The nominee has been charged with 
failing to be candid when he appeared 
before a Subcommittee of the House 
Select Committee on Small Business in 
connection with testimony concerning 
the Hells Canyon case decision. The 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. BRicKER] has 
covered this. I shall not repeat it now. 
The facts in that case will clearly show 
that the Hells Canyon matter had been 
the subject of Federal Power Commission 
meetings and that, in fact, on the date 
that Mr. Kuykendall testified before the 
subcommittee a decision had already 
been reached with respect to that case. 
At that time the opinion, findings, and 
the order of tbe Commission had not been 
issued. When asked about the case; the 
Chairman of the Commission refused to 
divulge to the committee the fact that 
the case had been decided. He merely 
advised that the matter was pending be
fore the Commi~sion. I think his choice 
of language in describing the situation 
was good because, in fact, that was the 
actual status of the case. I know of no 
1·eason why a Federal official should dis
close or leak information to committees 
of Congress in cases which are under 
active consideration. The situation is 
exactly the same as a pending legal case 
in which the judge has decided the issues 
but has not offered his written opinion. 
1 do not feel that it is proper to question 

either members of boards and commis
sions or trial judges concerning their 
action on a legal matter which is pending 
before them. I consider such attempts 
to be highly improper and I know that 
coming from a member of the bar, such 
questions to a magistrate would be con
sidered an unethical practice not in 
keeping with the ethics of the legal pro
fession. 

Many of us are a ware of several recent 
leaks ·jhat have occurred within the not 
too distant past. We all know that, 
whenever advance information comes out 
before the omcial decision is published, 
many unscrupulous persons will attempt 
to take financial or other advantage of 
such a situation. I believe Mr. Kuyken
dall acted correctly in not permitting an 
opportunity for such an occurrence. We 
all know that it is ditncult at times to 
keep people from talking about such 
matters which have great political im
pact. I doubt that such knowledge could 
have been kept in a confidential status 
until after the Commission issued its 
final order in this case. 

It has been charged that the Federal 
Power Commission, under Chairman 
Kuykendall, used the .Private three-dam 
power project on the Snake River for 
comparison with the high dam only to 
achieve an appearance of plausibility but 
that in effect the company would be l'e
lieved o( the burden of building a third 
dam since there is little or no expecta
tion of a market for excessive power. 
The Chairman testified, and I believe 
quite correctly, that such a claim is not 
supported by the Commission's decision 
in the Hells Canyon case. The record 
before the Federal Power Commission 
refutes the claim that there is little ex
pectation of a market for the power out
put of a third dam. The findings as set 
out by ' the Commission clearly evidence 
the fact that the total capacity which 
could be provided by the three-dam proj
ect would be completely utilized by the 
year 1975 in the system of the applicant 
company. Efforts were also being made 
by the applicant to dispose of the power 
through wheeling arrangements of other 
systems in the northwest area. Evidence 
presented to the Federal Power Commis
sion_ sustains the possibility that the 
total capacity developed by the three
dam project could be sold to other sys
tems in the Pacific Northwest. That evi
dence indicates that the power require
ments of the area will exceed the supply 
by 1962. 

It has been alleged that the Federal 
Power Commission in deciding the Hells 
Canyon case has made a political deci
sion which is not within .the scope of its 
jurisdiction. I am certain that Chair
man Kuykendall and his colleagues on 
the Commission have been fair in con
sidering all cases which come before 
them in their official capacity. The Fed
eral Power Commission has relied upon 
facts in each case as it found them and 
has reached its decisions in accordance 
with sound principles of applicable, gen
eral, and administrative law. 

Certain witnesses have voiced oppo
sition to Mr. Kuykendall's participation 
in the Hells Canyon case befOTe the Fed
eral Power Commission, and they cite 
his connection with certain utility com-

panies and his service on the Public 
Service Commission for the State of 
Washington. I wonder where we can 
get qualified men to serve on our ad
ministrative boards and commissions un
less we obtain them from sources which 
are presently available. If you need a 

_utility lawyer you get a utility lawyer. 
If you need a communications lawyer, 
you get a communications lawyer. If 
you need a board member with the back
ground of aviation, you obtain a person 
who has a knowledge of the aviation 
business. Chairman Kuykendall has a 
background of private practice of law 
and service on a State commission 
charged with regulating utilities. By 
virtue of that background, he had par
ticular knowledge and ability within this 
highly specialized complex field of law. 
His service on the State regulatory body 
has demonstrated his executive ability. 
These facts make him an asset to our 
Government. He brought to the Com
mission well-rounded experience and 
administrative talents. He has ap
proached the questions coming before 
him with an open mind and the charge 
of bias simply has not been proved. I 
know of no reason why he should have 
disqualified himself from participation 
in that case. 

NATURAL GAS ACT 

It has been charged that the nominee 
was not in sympathy with and has not 
enforced the Natural Gas Act. We all 
know that, when a Senator or a Member 
of Congress introduces legislation, ap
propriate agencies and departments of 
our Government are requested to fur
nish their views or comments on the 
proposed legislation. The Federal Power 
Commission has in the past complied 
with the requests of the various commit
tees of Congress and has furnished views 
in support of or in opposition to such 
legislative proposals. In so doing, the 
members of the Commission have ren
dered a service to Congress in .expressing 
their own opinion upon legislation, as 
they frequently are asked to do. In the 
past we hQ.ve frequently found, not only 
with the-Federal Power Commission but 
also with other agencies, that frequently 
members charged with the responsibility 
of administering a statute held a philos
ophy or opinion somewhat in conflict 
with it. Our laws do not always keep 
abreast of changes in our way of life, in 
our economy, or within a particular in
dustry. While the rule of law which has 
been set out in the statute is inflexible, 
in some instances changes within the 
industry which it regulates dictate a dif
ferent approach to the problem from 
that which is contained within the law. 
I can find no quarrel with Mr. Kuyken
dall's conduct on this matter. He is en
titled to his own personal views on the 
Natural Gas Act, or on any other mat
ter. Such views as are sent to Congress 
reflecting the need for changes in our 
law which are constructive are most 
helpful to the committees of Congress 
and individual legislators in determining 
the need for new legislation. 

We have found within the Federal 
Power Commission, and I am certain in 
other commissions, that at various times 
certain commissioners have found them-
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selves opposed to the philosophy of law 
under which they have administrative 
responsibility. I ' do not consider that 
unusual, and certainly it is not the basis 
for an accusation that a member of a 
commission or a board is not carrying 
out and fulfilling his administrative du
ties under the law. It is apparent to me 
that the nominee has consistently en
forced the Natural Gas Act. He said he 
would follow the law. I draw that con
clusion from the actions he has taken in 
cases coming before the Federal Power 
Commission and from his testimony be
fore the committees of Congress. 

Mr. President, Chairman Kuykendall 
is but one member of the Commission 
and I do not believe that he should be 
·criticized because of the action taken by 
a majority of the Commission in recom
mending changes in our law. 

THE SO-CALLED SEATON LETTER INCIDENT 

A Member of the Senate appeared be
-fore the committee and quoted certain 
newspaper correspondents concerning 
·certain actions taken by Secretary 
Seaton of the Department of the In
terior and Chairman Kuykendall. One 
of the newspaper columnists reported 
that Mr. Kuykendall had received a 
strong letter from Secretary Seaton re
questing the Commission to delay its ac
tion on an application for a license to 

.construct · projects at the Mountain 
Sheep and Pleasant Valley sites on the 
Snake River. It was further alleged 
.that Mr. Kuykendall took the letter to 
Sherman Adams at the White House and 
·had it "blue penciled." Mr. Kuykendall 
told our committee that he had never re
.ceived or seen a letter from Secretary 
Seaton making such a request for a de
lay in hearing that case. The nominee 

. stated that he never at any time dis
cussed this case · with Sherman Adams. 
'Additionally, the nominee told the com
mittee that neither Mr. Adams nor any
one else at the White House had at
_tempted to influence the Commission in 
that case or any other case coming with
in the Commission's jurisdiction. I 
have faith in the members of the Fed
eral Power Commission and in Mr. 
Kuykendall. I know that the Commis
·sion will not decide any case coming be.:. 
fore it without a full and complete rec
ord. I do not believe that the Commis
·sion would take any other course than 
one which is right and just considering 
all the facts and that even if such con
versations had been held, they . would 
have had no influence upon the ultimate 
decisions of the Commission. The fact 
'is the record shows the conversations did 
not take place. 

ACCELERATED AMORTIZATION FOR IDAHO 
POWER CO. 

During the hearings, testimony was 
received concerning the action of the 
Office of the Defense Mobilizer in grant
ing tax amortization certificates on an 
accelerated basis for the Idaho Power Co. 
It was intimated that the Federal Power 
Commission should have inquired of 
ODM whether or not the application of 
the Idaho Power Co. would be granted. 

The Federal Power Commission has no 
authority or jurisdiction in resolving the 
question of whether or not the Idaho 
Power Co., or for that matter, any other 

· applicant should receive such a certifi
cate because of national defense consid
erations in the construction of plant 
facilities. Chairman Kuykendall testi
fied that the Federal Power Commission 
acted independently of ODM and had no 
information whatsoever on the granting 
of acc~lerated amortization to the appli
cant company. 

The entire question became moot dur
ing the hearing. As Senators will recall, 
·responsible officials of the Idaho Power 
Co. agreed to surrender their certificate. 
By that action they would not obtain the 
right to tax benefits which had been 
authorized by ODM. 

DESIGN CHANGES OF THE BROWNLEE DAM 

Certain witnesses testified that the 
nominee misrepresented facts about the 
flash-flood washout of the Brownlee Dam 
which was under construction by the 
Idaho Power Co. It was alleged that Mr. 
Kuykendall and the Commission per
mitted the company to construct inade
quate installations at the dam site. The 
nominee testified that no member of the 
Commission had personal knowledge of 
the details of the construction ·of Brown
lee. Construction details are handled by 
the staff of the Commission. Whenever 
·a change requires Commission approval, 
the Commission then examines the 
changes and takes such action as is re
quired. According to testimony received 
by our committee, the plans for all of the 
project work have been followed as re
quired by the license and no major 
change occurred which would require 
Commission approval. · I w1derstand 
that the Commission has in the past per
·mitted its regional engineer to supervise 
construction details of the facilities. It 
has been alleged that the temporary di
version works were defective. The flood
control sluiceway system was included in 
the project upon recommendation of the 
Army Corps of Engineers. Such a sys
tem is required under the terms of the 
license and it will be provided by the 
company. To date, no change in the 
permanent facilities has been approved 
by the Commission. The temporary di
version tunnel was constructed with a 42-
foot instead of a 44-foot diameter. At 
the same time ~he cofferdam was de
creased 50 feet in height. These changes 
were approved by the Federal Power 
Commission's regional engineer in San 
Francisco. 

As a result of the slight change in di
ameter, a resultant change took place in 
diversion capacity. It was fully ex
pected that the cofferdam would have to 
be breached during spring floods as 
-records indicated past flows exceeded 
25,000 cubic feet per second every spring. 
The diversion tunnel with the cofferdam 
at 1,830 feet had a capacity of 25,000 
cubic feet per second. The nominee 
testified that the flows duTing the fiood 
season in February 1957, would have 
breached the cofferdam even if the 
diversion tunnel had had a capacity of 
60,000 cubic feet per second. During 
February and May 1957, flows exceeded 
60,000 cubic feet per second. 

.The applicant has proposed relocation 
of the sluiceway, and that change has 
been under study by Commission en
gineers since late 1955. The proposed 

change would require Commissi9n ap
proval before the company could go 
ahead with actual construction. Ac
cording to construction reports from the 
San Francisco regional office, the work 
at the dam site is p1·oceeding satisfac
torily and construction of the job is on 
schedule. 

I think it is readily apparent to Sena
tors that members of commissions and 
boards cannot be held responsible for 
having intimate knowledge of vast con
struction projects. In this case, the 
Commissioners had no knowledge of the 
construction details since that duty had 
been delegated to the regional engineer. 
It would be unfair to charge any mem
ber of the Commission with negligence or 
failure to exercise due diligence when 
such matters are incidental to the Com
missioner's normal duties. Whenever a 
change requires their approval, I am cer
tain that the members of the Federal 
Power Commission will carry out their 
duties and that they will act whenever 
required after consideration of all of the 
facts incidental to each proposed change. 
In this situation the exact results which 
were anticipated took place. The flood 
and washout resulted in a small mone
tary loss to the company, a part of which 
was covered by insurance. I wish to 
point out that the construction of the 
dam has not been impeded. 

Again I commend to Senators the 
statement with reference to his answer
ing the charges which were leveled 
against him. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD as a 
part of my remarks, Chairman Kuyken
dall's statement regarding the Olin Gas 
Transmission Co. 

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

I pointed out in my oral testimony that 
Olin Gas Transmission Co. had, ir.. the Com
mission's opinion, sustained a burden of 
·proof, which numerous other companies 
which I listed had not been able to do. This 
is, admittedly, a difficult burden, as the Com
misston has discovered from other cases. 
The Commission was satisfied that Olin had 
sustained its case. The facts of the case 
were unique, as the Commission pair-ted out, 
and resulted in this case, in Olin making the 
requisite proof in a comparatively simple 
manner. Producers generally have been un
able to relate their financial needs for addi
tional exploration and development to the 
price at which existing reserves should be 
sold. . The thought I was trying to express in 
testimony before the House committee was 
that this issue was not raised, and if it had 
been a closer question would have been 
present, but that does not mean that the 
interest of consumers in their need for con
tinuing supplies of gas as well as low prices 
has not been protected or that the decision 
is not legally correct. If the Commission 
had any reason to believe that the record in 
this case compelled reaching an unfair result, 
it would have, I know, reopened the record 
for further evidence. In this case, the Com
mission has sought to make future gas sup
plies available by exploration and develop
ment at a price less than would be the cost 
if the needed gas were to be purchased from 
others. 

The unusual facts of the case are briefly 
indicated by the following quotations from 
the commission's opinion: 

"Olin is the largest individual producer 
in the field. It has about 50,000 acres of the 
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field's some 250,000 productive acres and 358 
of its 1,868 producing wells. There ·is no 
question but that in a few years' time, 
Olin will be unable to meet its customers' 
requirements with gas produced by it from 
the Monroe Field. Without some incentive 
to produce additional· gas for its resale cus
tomers, Olin will be required to purchase the 
needed gas at higher prices from others 
which will directly result in increased costs 
to the consumers of gas. If the needed 
volumes of gas were bought from United 
Gas Pipe Line Company, for example, which 
could well be the case, under United's ap
plicable rates as shown in this proceeding, 
the cost of the alternative supply of gas from 
United would be, on the basis of a 72 per
cent assumed load factor for Olin's main 
line, 15.50 cents per Mcf; and on a 100 per
cent load factor, 14.10 cents. On the basis 
of Olin's actual load factor for the year 1954, 
the cost would be 23.34 cents per Mcf. 

"There was convincing testimony on the 
part of the executive vice president of the 
company and Olin's principal policy witness, 
that the amount of the increase above cost 
sought by Olin was needed to provide it with 
an incentive to carry on exploration activi
ties in an effort to develop gas reserves in 
the northern Louisiana area sufficient to 
maintain supply to its main-line customers 
as the Monroe Field becomes depleted. Thus 
this witness testified * * *: 

"'We think we can, by exploration and 
development, deliver our gas to our custo
mers at a cheaper price under the produc
tion system.' 

"In addition, there was evidence of Olin's 
present and projected exploration programs. 
In this connection, it should be kept in 
mind that present-day costs for exploration 
and drilling. activities are much higher than 
in the past. For example, it appears that a 
Monroe Field deep test well today may cost 
as much as $220,000, compared with the 
$12,000 or so cost of a shallow well by which 
the field has been developed. Additionally, 
there was evidence of increased opera tiona! 
flexibility to the company resulting from 
ownership of its own production as con
trasted with purchasing its gas from others, 
which would redound to the benefit of the 
consumer. On consideration of all the 
factors, on the basis of the record in this 
case, we conclude that the increased rates 
proposed by Olin will, while remaining with
in the bounds of reasonableness, serve the 
desirable and proper purpose of affording 
Olin the incentive and, at least to a degree, 
the means for undertaking the exploration 
and development which are required in the 
interest of Olin's customers, to meet their 
need for continued supplies of natural gas 
at reasonable rates." 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, I 
shall not attempt to discuss in detail any 
of the decided cases which have been re
ported during ' Mr. Kuykendall's tenure 
at the Federal Power Commission. Those 
cases stand by themselves, and the de
cision reached is explained by the opin
ions and orders filed in those cases. In 
many instances, in cases of first impres
sion, the action of the Federal Power 
Commission has been upheld when a liti
gant dissatisfied with the decision of the 
Commission has appealed the case to our 
courts. No purpose would be served in 
going into the details of such decided 
cases. 

I call upon Members of the Senate to 
confirm the nomination of Jerome K. 
Kuykendall. In my remarks I have dis
cussed many of the charges and allega
tions which have been made against him. 
In my opinion, there has been no evi
dence which would reflect upon his quali
fications to hold the office of Commis
sioner on the Federal Power Commission. 

He has been honest and forthright in his 
approach and candid in his statements to 
our committee. Probably that is why 
some objections have been raised against 
him. 

I feel he is a man of great integrity and 
a credit to the Federal Power Commis
sion. The administration should be glad 
to have a man of his qualifications and 
b~ckground rendering a public service in 
this high office. I hope that the Mem
bers of this body will share my high opin
ion of Mr. Kuykendall, and vote to con
firm is nomination. 

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, I do 
not personally know Mr. Kuykendall. 
Therefore, what I may say about him is 
in no sense personal. I desire to raise 
again an issue which has been raised 
before in this discussion, namely, 
whether the Senate should confirm 
nomination of Mr. Kuyken1all. 

I am interested in Mr. Kuykendall's 
nomination because of several multi
million natural gas-rate cases now 
pending before the FPC. The cases 
all involve a company called the Colo
rado Interstate Gas Co. 

It will be of interest to my colleagues 
to know that the Colorado Interstate 
Gas Co. is a gas producing and trans
mission company which transports natu
ral gas interstate operating in six States 
with the bulk of its product being sold 
in Colorado. 

In regard to these Colorado gas-rate 
cases and in regard to the Kuykendall 
appointment I should like to read from 
an article published in the Denver Post 
of May 9, 1957. This matter relates not 
only to the nomination before us to
night, but also the whole ethical pro
cedure followed by the Commission. 

In Colorado there are pending three 
gas-rate increases before the Federal 
Power Commission. Two of the cases 
have been decided against the Colorado 
Interstate Gas Co. by a trial examiner. 
In these cases the trial examiner, in a 
preliminary decision, subject to review 
by the Commission en bane, ruled that 
Colorado Interstate must refund $33 
million to consumers. 

The headline of the article published 
in the Denver Post of Thursday, May 9, 
1957, reads: 

Thirty-three Million Dollars Refund on 
Gas Rates Seen if Ruling Is Upheld. 

The article reads, in part, as follows: 
Natural gas users supplied indirectly by 

Colorado Interstate Gas Co. are entitled to a 
rate refund of abo1.1t $33 million under the 
recommendation of a Federal Power Com
mission examiner, Wednesday. 

About 30 percent of this refund-or about 
$10 million-would go to Denver area con
sumers if the examiner's recommendation is 
upheld by the Commission itself and by the 
courts. 

Mr. President, I shall not read there
mainder of the article; I ask unanimous 
consent that the entire article be print
ed at this point in the RECORD. 

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

[From the Denver Post of May 9, 1957] 
THIRTY-THREE-MILLION-DOLLAR REFUND ON 

GAS RATES SEEN IF RULING Is UPHELD 

Natural-gas users supplied indirectly by 
Colorado Interstate Gas Co. are entitled to 

a rate refund of about $33 million under 
the recommendation of a Federal Power Com
mission examiner Wednesday. 

About 30 percent of this refund-or about 
$10 million-would go to Denver area con
sumers if the examiner's recommendation is 
upheld by the Commission itself and by the 
courts. 

Natural-gas customers additionally would 
get a reduction of $15 million a year in 
present prices, in such an event. 

Ironically, however, the price of gas will 
probably go up before it goes down. 

Interstate, of Colorado Springs, has filed 
a new rate-increase request of $3.1 million 
for its entire system, based on new invest
ment-effective July 1. 

The new rates thus could be imposed be· 
fore the refund issue is settled. 

Interstate supplies the Denver area 
through the Public Service Company of Colo
rado. It also supplies a number of other 
natural-gas wholesalers. 

The Colorado Springs firm has been col
lecting rate increases, subject to refund, 
-since January 1, 1954. 

FPC Examiner Samuel Binder said in 
Washington Wednesday the increased rates 
were excessive. He suggested the firm be 
limited to a boost of only $4.5 million. 

Binder figured the excess revenues at about 
$2,871,449 for 1954-55 and $15 million an
nually for the second rate hike imposed 
February 1, 1955. 

This second boost, which has been in effect 
more than 2 years, would total more than 
$30 million in itself. 

About 30 percent of Interstate's business is 
done with the PSC in the Denver area. 

SEVERAL OBSTACLES 

City Attorney John Banks said Thursday 
the refunds to actual gas consumers could 
be expected but he noted that there were sev
eral intervening obstacles. 

He said he expects Interstate to appeal 
-Binder's findings to the FPC itself. 

If the .case is appealed and if the Commis
sion sustains Binder, the issue undoubtedly 
will be taken to court in a drawn-out suit. 

Binder's recommendation is subject to re
view by the Commission either upon appeal 
by Interstate within 20 days or upon the 
FPC's own motion within 10 days thereafter. 

In addition to the PSC, Interstate's cus
tomers include the Greeley Gas Co. (Canon 
City), Citizens Utility Co. (La Junta), Colo
rado-Wyoming Gas Co., Iowa Electric Light 
& Power Co. (northeast Colorado), the 
Plateau Natural Gas Co. (Fountain-Castle 
Rock), Pueblo Gas & Fuel Co., Pioneer Nat
ural Gas Co. (Amarillo, Tex.) and the cities 
of Trinidad and Colorado Springs. 

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, the 
point I wish to make is that for 4 years 
there has been in litigation before the 
Federal Power Commission a matter of 
public interest to the people of Colorado 
involving a sum of $33 million, which 
since the examiners decision in May has 
grown to $40 million. 

several prominent lawyers appeared 
in behalf of the Colorado Interstate Gas 
Co., including James L. White, of New 
York; William Dougherty, of New York; 
L. M. Poe, of Colorado Springs; Peter 
J. King, of Colorado Springs; and John 
A. Phillips of Colorado Springs. They 
are all distinguished lawyers and im
portant members of the bar. This array 
of attorneys is indicative of the impor
tance of these cases. 

After the May 8 decision of the trial 
examiner in this case-involving an 
overcharge of $40 million to the people 
of my region-a refund to the consumers 
would be ordered if the decision of the 
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trial examiner were sustained by the 
Commission en bane. 

I now come to the practices I find un
conscionable, and unethical conduct of 
a type which I think must be stopped, 
not only in the Federal Power Commis
sion but in all regulatory bodies. Im
mediately after the FPC trial examiner's 
May 8 ruling we find that Mr. W. E. 
Mueller, president of the Colorado .Inter
state Gas Co. came to Washmgton 
to the Federal Power Commission-and 
acting not through his lawyers, but per
sonally, went to the individual membe~s 
of the Commission and cried on their 
shoulders, complaining that the decision 
of the trial examiner would bankrupt 
the company. 

Mr. President, for 4 years prior to that 
May 8 decision the Colorado Interstate 
Gas Co. had been using as working 
capital money which, according to the 
decision, belonged to the people. Then 
Mr. Mueller, the president of the com
pany, had the audacity to come to Wash
ington and importune the FPC Com
missioners, by personally going to them 
individually and asking that they reopen 
and reconsider the case. Subsequently 
a hearing was held on a formal motion 
to re0pen the case and that motion is 
now under consideration. If the case is 
reopened it will be stalled another . 4 
years, at which time the -company w!ll 
then owe the consuming public $102 mil
lion all of which would be canceled out 
if s~mewhere along the line Congress 
passed the Harris Gas Act. This is the 
delaying strategy of the company. · 

Mr. President, whatever I say here is 
not designed to attempt to influence the 
eventual outcome or the decision in that 
case. But I say that when a Federal 
regulatory body is sitting in judgment 
on a case which involves millions of dol
lars of the people's money, the members 
of the Commission should not permit 
themselves personal consort with the 
litigants. There should be no private 
c'onferences. No court in this land, no 
experienced judge who follows the ethics 
of his profession, would ever let a private 
litigant come into his chambers and 
seek to inftuence his judgment. 

Why do we permit these attempts at 
influence in the case of the regulatory 
bodies? It has been stated that these 
are quasi-judicial and quasi-legislative 
bodies; and it is said that, therefore, 
they have a right to talk to those who 
are interested in legislation. 

Mr. President, I say to you that when 
these bodies are sitting in judgment on 
a case involving millions of dollars of 
money belonging to the people, their 
position is not quasi:legislative·. It is 
judicial. They are functioning in a 
judicial capacity. And there ought to 
be some ethics, some morals in the regu
latory bodies in Washington, D. C., and 
throughout the larid, so far as the Fed
eral Government is concerned. 

The record here is clear. The dis
tinguished chairman of the Senate Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce, the distinguished senior Senator 
from Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON], put 
a series of questions to Mr. Kuykendall 
on this Colorado Interstate matter. Let 
us see wftether the statement I have 
made is true, Mr. President; let us ex
amine the record in that connection. 

We find that the chairman of the 
committee [Mr. MAGNUSON] asked the 
following ·question -of Mr. Kuykendall: 

The CHAIRMAN. During the period May 12 
to June 3, did Mr. W. E. Mueller, president 
of the Colorado Interstate Gas Co. visit with 
you here in Washington? 

Mr .. President, it was on May 8 t~at 
the decision came from the FPC tnal 
examiner. It was only a short time 
thereafter that we find the president of 
the company-not its lawyers, not law
yers in the -process of filing m?tions, 
not lawyers in the process of gomg to 
the Commission, but the presi~ent of 
the gas utility company-commg to 
Washington and personally soliciting 
the cooperation of the Commissioners of 
the Federal Power Commission in con
nection with the Colorado Interstate 
Rate case. What did he say to the Com
missioners? The head of this great gas 
transmission company said to them, "If 
your trial examiner's report is sustained, 
we will be bankrupt." Imagine that, 
Mr. President. Imagine having the 
president of the company say that, -after 
the trial examiner had said, "You have 
been using $37 million of the people's 
money. and you must refund it." 

I read now the answer Mr. Kuyken
dall gave in reply to the question asked 
by the distinguished senior Senator from 
Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON]; the ques
tion being in reference to Mr. Mueller's 
visit to the FPC sometime during the 
period May 12 to June 3. Again, I em
phasize that that was a few day~ after 
the trial examiner rendered his un
favorable opinion. I read now Mr. Kuy
kendall's answer: 

Mr. KUYKENDALL. It was probably in that 
period. He was in after that examiner:s ?e
cision and asking that the Comm1ss1on 
grant his request for oral argument. 

The president of the company was ask
ing the Chairman of the Federal Power 
Commission to reopen the case because, 
so the president said, if the company had 
to refund the people the money it owed 
them it would bankrupt the company. 

Mr. Kuykendall said-and I am r~ad
ing now from page 281 of .the heanngs 
the remainder of that particular answer 
by Mr. Kuykendall: 
and representing in a general way that he 
was in a bad position-

Who, Mr. President? Mr. Mueller, the 
president of the Colorado Interstate Gas 
Co. 

Mr. Kuykendall said: 
he was in a bad position because the com
pany had more financi~g to ~o a?d they 
were afraid they couldn t do 1t w1th that 
decision outstanding. I guess he talked to 
all the Commissioners. 

That is what Mr. Kuykendall said in 
referring to the occasion when the presi
dent of the Colorado Interstate Gas Co. 
talked to all the Commissioners. 

Then the chairman of the committee 
[Mr. MAGNUSON] asked the following 
question: 

I think we can clear it up. He did discuss 
with you and other Commissioners, prob
ably-you can't speak for them-dockets G-
2260 and G-2576? 

Mr. Kuykendall replied: 
Those must be the dockets. 

Then Mr. Kuykendall said: 
He said they had financing · in the offing 

they had to do, and were afraid they couldn't 
do it. 

In other words, Mr. President, if it 
had not been for the decision for the 
FPC trial examiner, the company could 
have had the use of $37 million of the 
people's money, could have acquired 
financing for new pipelines, and could 
have had its rates increased, not once 
or twice, but three times. And here we 
find the president of this large gas util
ity pleading personally with the Com
missioners. 

Then we find that the following 
testimony was given at the committee's 
hearing: 

The CHAmMAN. Did he suggest the Com
mission reopen proceedings? 

Mr. KUYKENDALL. I think he filed a written 
application asking for that. 

But Mr. Kuykendall was not sure 
whether the application had been filed; 
he did not know. He was unable to 
inform the Senate committee whether 
the written application had been filed. 

Mr. President, it is the function of 
the company lawyers to file an applica
tion to reopen the case; it was not the 
function of the president of the company 
to go personally to see the individual 
Commissioners, and to cry on their 
shoulders, and · to plead that his utility 
company would be bankrupt, after the 
tri~l examiner had said that the $37 
miflion had to be returned to the people. 

I read further from the committee 
hearing. · 

T.he CHAmMAN. Did Mr. Mueller or any 
other representative of the Colorado Inter
state Gas Co. advise the FPC that the com
pany would go bankrupt if forced to return 
to consumers the excess rates collected? 

Mr. KUYKENDALL. No. I don't think he 
said that. I hope that isn't true. 

Mr. President, at this time I wish to 
read some articles which were published 
in the Denver Post. The first one which 
I shall read was published on May 12, 
4 days after the trial examiner made his 
decision. The headline of the article 
is "Gas Firm Head Says Proposed Rates. 
Mean Bankruptcy." · 

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

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

[From the Denver Post of May 12, 1957] 
GAS FIRM HEAD SAYS PROPOSED RATES MEAN 

BANKRUPTCY 
(By Chares Roos) 

President W. E. Mueller of Colorado Inter
state Gas Co. said Saturday that refun~s 
and reduced rates recommended by a Federal 
hearing examiner last week would bankrupt 
the company. 

Mueller made the statement in Colorado 
Springs where the firm is based. He to_ld 
The Denver Post by telephone he was mail
ing a special letter to CIG directors, re
ferring to the findings of a Federal Power 
Commission examiner, stating: 

"If his decision is allowed to stand there 
ts no question in my mind that the company 
will become bankrupt and will be placed 
in receivership." 

Applying the recommended rates on 1956 
volume, he said, shows that the natural gas 
company would have made only half enough 
money to pay interest on its bonds. None 
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would have peen available to pay dividen.ds 
on either preferred or common stock, Mueller 
said. 

Mueller said the examiner's recommenda
tions raised serious questions about planned 
long-rang financing. CI G has proposed a 
major expansion of pipelines and other gas 
supply facilities , dependent in part on long
term financing. 

Earlier, J. P. Roetzel , CIG financial vice 
oresident, said the recommended rate struc
t ure would amount to "confi~cation." 

REPORT PRAISED 

A different view was expressed in Wash
ingt on, D. C., by United St ates Senator CAR
ROLL , Democrat of Colorado, who said the 
examiner's report represented "a great vic-: 
tory for the people of Colorado." 

CIG provides natural gas for the Denver 
area through Public Service Company of 
Colorado and serves other Colorado cities; 
including Colorado Springs and Trinidad. 

FPC examiner Samuel Binder said Wednes
day gas customers supplied by CIG are en
titled to refunds totaling about $33 million 
dating back to 1954 and to a $15-milion-a
year reduction in current rates. 

His recommendation was made to the 
FPC. CIG will file objections as soon as 
possible, Roetzel said. 

NEW BOOST ASKED 

The FPC may adopt, modify, er reject the 
examiner's recommendations. 

The Colorado Springs firm has been col
lecting rate increases, subject to refund, 
since January 1, 1954. CIG also has ap
plied for a new rate boost, which would be 
effective July 1. 

Roetzel said if the examiner's ruling is al
lowed to stand, the company will be in des
perate need of $10 million. It has about $7 
million on hand to pay the refunds, could 
realize some $10 million to $11 million more 
in Federal tax refunds and additional re
funds of State taxes but still would not have 
enough to repay customers. 

"I don't know where we could get such a 
sum," he said. "No one wants to lend money 
to a company that is not making money and 
has no prospect of making any. That is the 
position in which we would find ourselves." 

THIRTEEN AND ONE-HALF MILLION DOLLARS 

In question was CIG's plan for construc
tion, at a cost of $87 million or more, of 
the so-called Beatrice project . 

The project, which would increase the 
company's physical valua tion by 42 percent 
to $206 million, would include several large 
pipelines, the major one being a 345-mile, 
30-inch line from Kit Carson, Colo., to 
Beatric-:?, Nebr. It would deliver gas there 
for the Chicago area . 

Binder ruled that only $13.5 million of 
$46.7 million in added rates charged by the 
company since 1954 is justified. 

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, the 
Denver Post article quotes Mr. Mueller 
as saying about the FPC examiner's 
decision-"!! his decision is allowed to 
stand, there is no question in my mind 
tha.t the company will become bankrupt 
and will be placed in receivership." 

Of course, with that sort of reckless 
rem arks before the public and with that 
sort of nonsense going before the Fed
eral Power Commission, even Kuyken
dall had the common sense to say that 
in the entire history of the country, no 
public utility company had ever gone 
bankrupt. Of course, what the Colo
rado Interstate Gas Co. wanted was 
to have the rate increases allowed, 
so it could use this money to capitalize 
a great expansion program which even
tua-lly would cost the people of Colorado 

another $3.7 ·million annually in in
creased gas rates. 

Mr. President, why do I raise this 
point in connection with the pending 
nomination? I do so because it seems 
to me that somewhere-as I have pre
viously indicated-steps must be taken 
to protect the public interest. I do not 
know Mr. Kuykendall persona:tiy. I 
have read some of his statements, as 
they appear in the committee's hearing. 
They seem to me to show that he has an 
understanding of what a Federal Power 
Commissioner ought to do, namely, pro
tect the public interest. But when I 
read what he said, I observe that al
though the voice was the voice of Jacob, 
the hands were the hands of Esau, be
cause I do not find in the actions of the 
members of the Federal Power Com
mission an evidence of a desire to pro
tect the public interest. What do I find? 
I find the staff of the Commission work
ing to protect the public interest, but 
I find the Commission itself mostly 
working in the opposite direction. 

Mr. President, the time has come to 
make the Federal Power Commission 
aware of the purpose for its existence. 
I suspect that the nomination of Mr. 
Kuykendall will be confirmed by the 
Senate this evening. But I wish to 
make a record, and I wish to warn the 
other Commissioners that the time has 
come to establish a proper code of ethi
cal conduct on the part of these regula
tory bodies, so that litigants shall not 
be permitted to come before the Com
missioners-whether at a social engage
ment, or on a golf course, or on a 
yacht--to influence · their judgment on 
important decisions affecting the eco
nomic welfare of the country and, more 
important, affecting the pocketbooks of 
millions of Americ~ns. 

Lawyers in Washington have said 
to me that the conduct of the regulatory 
agencies in this regard is scandalous
and I am not only referring to Mr. Kuy
kendall's agency, but all the regula
tory bodies. · 

It would seem to me that somewhere, 
whether it be the Committee on the 
Judiciary, whether it be the commit
tee which has responsibility for legisla
tion concerning regulatory bodies, 
whether it be the bar in Washington, or 
the American Bar Association, someone 
should begin pointing to the code of 
ethics to be observed in regulatory 
agency matters, especially when the 
pocketbooks of millions of Americans are 
affected. This lackadaisical and careless 
and unethical manner of handling legal 
questions in a regulatory agency would 
never be countenanced at home in our 
Colorado State bodies. Why do we per
mit it in Washington? 

That is one of the reasons why this 
evening I am going to take a firm stand 
against the confirmation of Mr. Kuy
kendall's reappointment. I shall take 
that stand not only because of his nomi
nation, but as a warning to other regu
latory commissioners. As a matter of 
fact, as surely as I stand on the floor of 
the Senate this evening, if the unethical 
practices I described continue, one of 
these days a great scandal will break 
because of the economically powerful 

groups that manipulate Gov.ernment 
agencies through resources of oil, gas, 
and power, and because of the tre
mendous impact they have upon all the 
agencies of our Government, being per
mitted as they are to walk willy-nilly 
into a commission and discuss and at
tempt to change its decisions. I say we 
ought to put an end to it. For that 
reason, I am not going to put my stamp 
of approval · on that sort of condu~t by 
voting for Mr. Kuykendall. I do not 
know what the outcome is going to be in 
the case of the Colorado Interstate Gas 
Co. All we ask for in Colorado is 
a decision on the merits, under law, by 
persons who are interested in protecting 
the public. At the same time we want 
the utilities . to make the fair and rea
sonable profit which is now guaranteed 
them under law. 

Mr. President, I conclude with this 
following observation: I have sat here in 
the Senate this afternoon. I have lis
tened to the very able comments of the 
Senator from Oregon and of ot:Q.er Sen
ators. I have read transcripts of the 
very excellent hearings conducted by the 
senior Senator from Washington. I 
have seen the fairness with which he 
put his penetrating questions to Mr. 
Kuykendall, who, I may add, impressed 
me personally. He favorably impressed 
me when I interrogated . him on the 
Idaho fast tax writeoff. . 

It is a very hard for me to criticize an 
individual . when both Houses of Con
gress are also sometimes guilty of pass"! 
ing bills against the public interest, 
when I find the President of the United 
States establishing policies which I 
think are contrary to the public interest. 
It is hard for me to single out one indi~ 
vidual and place the whole load on his 
shoulders. 

And I think of the many times I have 
heard Members criticize the Supreme 
Court decisions. In the field of eco
nomics we have seen the Supreme Court 
holding the line for the past 10 years. 
If it had not been for some Supreme 
Court decisions, certain special interests 
would have br,oken through the barrier, 
at tremendous ·cost to the consumers of 
this Nation, and, in my opinion, con
trary to the public interest. 

I thank the distinguished chair
man of the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce for the time he has 
given me for my remarks. 

Mr. President, I shall vote against Mr. 
Jerome Kuykendall, knowing that the 
confirmation of the nomination will be 
approved this evening. But I am hope
ful that our opposition votes will sound 
a warning to other Commissioners. 
Furthermore I hope that other Members 
of this body who can deal with greater 
force and greater influence and greater 
emphasis with some of the points I have 
raised this evening, will initiate action 
to restore ethical and moral norms to 
the procedures of the regulatory bodies. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, first 
I wish to thank the Senator from Colo
rado for his very kind remarks about 
the hearings on the nomination of Mr. 
Kuykendall. It is true that the Senate 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce took a great deal4>f time in 
considering the nomination. The rec-
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ord of the hearings on Senators' desks 
comprises only a part of the conferences, 
exhibits, court decisions, and other mat· 
ters in the committee files. 

A great deal has been said in the Sen· 
ate-and it has been very eloquently and 
very well said-about the record of Mr. 
Kuykendall as Chairman of the Federal 
Power Commission. What has been said 
has been well documented. In no case 
has any witness or any Member of Con
gress who appeared in opposition to Mr. 
Kuykendall surmised or concocted any 
conclusions or set of facts on his own 
opmwns. The conclusions reached by 
those of us who. oppose his confirmation 
as a member of the Federal Power Com
mission are based on documented facts, 
and not, as I say, on surmises or con
clusions. 

I placed in the RECORD last night, and 
discussed at some length, much of the 
documentation of the nominee's record 
during his period of service as Chair
man of the Federal Power Commission. 

Last night the distinguished Senator 
from Utah [Mr. WATKINS] speaking in 
favor of the nomination, gave us a very 
illuminating history of the beginnings 
of the Federal Power Commission. He 
went back to the days of Gifford Pin
chot and Theodore Roosevelt, and kept 
reiterating that it was the purpose 
that the Federal Power Commission 
should be a sort of barrier, not neces· 
sarily· an obstacle, but some kind of a 
referee as between the great consuming 
public of the Unitect..States and the util· 
ities that use the God-given resources 
of the United States 'for the purposes 
of serving the public. It was the hope 
that the Commission would stand be
tween those two groups to see that the 
utilities did not take too much of the 
resources, did not grab too many of 
them, and did not take undue profits out 
of the hide of the consumer, whether 
the resource was gas, electricity, water, 
or any other kind. That is true, Mr. 
President. The Commission was set up 
for that purpose. It was not to be un
fair to the utilities, but it was hoped 
that the consumers, through the Fed
eral Power Commission of the United 
States, would have someone to speak for 
them. That wa.s the only reason for 
creating the Federal Power Commission. 
Any department could issue licenses and 
put into effect regulatory measures gov
erning the use of our resources, whether 
for the Government or not, but the Fed· 
eral Power Commission was instituted in 
line with Government policy, to stand 
between the consumer and those who 
would take our resources in the way of 
gas, electricity, and water and develop 
them. It was hoped that the members 
of the Federal Power Commission, when 
they took the oath of office, and when 
they solemnly appeared before a com
mittee of the Senate and said they would 
uphold that policy, would live up to the 
oath they took. 

The whole truth of the matter is that 
Mr. Kuykendall has not done so. The 
consumer of the United States no longer 
has any voice in the Federal Power Com
miSSion. If Gifford Pinchot, Theodore 
Roosevelt, George W. Norris, or some of 
the other great men who evolved the 
Federal Power Commission for that pur-

pose could be listening tonight, they 
would turn over in their graves, and if 
they are listening they are probably 
turning over in their graves, because of 
the purposes for which the Commission 
has been used. 

I do not know when the Federal Power 
Commission, under Mr. Kuykendall's 
leadership, has ever even heard from a 
consumer. But I know instance after 
instance the other way. I know it be
cause it is documented. I know of in
stance after instance where those who 
would use the Commission for the other 
purpose-against the consumer-have 
had their day in court before the Com
mission any time they picked up the 
telephone. That is the whole story. 

Congress cannot pay attention to all 
these details. 

The Senator from Utah said last night 
that we were angry because Mr. Kuyken
dall opposed the Hells Canyon Dam. 
Frankly, last night I was speaking im
personally. Some of us were. But that 
is not the whole case. That is only a 
part of the case. 

The Commission has a right to rule on 
cases, but it has no right to rule on a case 
when the law creating the Federal Power 
Commission says if a project is in dispute 
and it can be developej as a Government 
dam in the interest of all the people the 
Commission shall notify the Congress 
and wait 2 years. 

The Commission could rule, but Hells 
Canyon Dam is only one part of the con
troversy, as I see it, involving a question 
of policy. 

Mr. Kuykendall appeared before the 
House committee just before Congress 
adjourned last year. He was asked if 
the Power Commission had made a deci
sion, or what was the status of the Hells 
Canyon project. I shall not take the 
time to read the testimony. I put it in 
the RECORD last night. The question 
was: What is the status of the applica. 
tion of the Idaho Power Co.? And Mr. 
Kuykendall said that had not been 
decided, that it was under consideration 
by the Federal Power Commission. As 
a matter of fact, Mr. President, it had 
been decided, and the Commission 
waited until the Congress adjourned to 
make the announcement, knowing full 
well that had the announcement been 
made before the Congress adjourned, on 
the day that the case was decided, we 
would have kept the Congress here for 
2 or 3 more months to consider that issue 
alone. 

These are some· of the things which 
makes some of us oppose Mr. Kuyken
dall. 

There is nothing personal about the 
opposition. It is difficult for me to 
stand up and oppose Mr. Kuykendall. 
He comes from my State. I have known 
him for years. I knew his father. So 
far as Jeny Kuykendall is concerned 
personally, I think he is a man of great 
ability as a lawyer. Probably person
ally he has high integrity. But he was 
appointed to a Commission established 
by the Congress and not by the execu
tive department, and was supposed to 
carry out the policies of the Congress 
of the United States. The Federal 
Power Commission 5s supposed to be an 
arm of Congress. 

When Mr. Kuykendall was before the 
committee which considered his first ap
pointment, I was happy that someone 
coming from my State was to have the 
position. We in the West have great 
interest in the Federal Power Commis
sion. I asked him at that time, as the 
record will show, about the Federal Pow
er Commission being an arm of the Con
gress, and asked him whether he would 
consider himself to be under the execu
tive branch or an independent agency 
of the Government, and he said over and 
over again he considered the position 
was under control of the Congress, to 
prove that he was going to do the proper 
job. 

I think Mr. Kuykendall has gone out 
of his way time and time again to carry 
out the policies of the administration 
and not the policies of the Congress 
which are intended to protect the con
sumer. 

Do Senators think for one moment 
that during his tenure of office, if the 
word were passed from the administra
tion regarding· power policies or the gas 
bill, that Mr. Kuykendall would step in 
to say, "The consumers have something 
to say about this." Of course not. In
stead of meeting with the consumers, 
the testimony shows very clearly, as the 
Senator from Colorado has pointed out, 
that he met with the gas producers to 
write a gas bill. 

The gas producers have a right to have 
a gas bill written, and I would have no 
objection if they all attended a meeting 
with the Department of the Interior and 
asked the Solicitor of the Department 
of the Interior to write the kind of bill 
they thought they wanted. That comes 
under the executive department. 

The Federal Power Commission is sup
posed to be an agency to protect the con
sumer. What chance did the consumer 
have in the Colorado case? 

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

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. CARROLL. It is my hope that 

the Commission will base its decisions 
upon the evidence. All we ask is a fair 
hearing. The trial examiners who con
duct the rate hearings are not Colorado 
trial ex11miners, they are members of 
the staff of the FPC. 

Against them are some of New York's 
and Colorado's most able attorneys be
cause $40 million is involved in two of 
the Colorado gas rate cases. A third rate 
case involving $3 million a year will come 
up this winter. 

What chance will the consumers have 
under these conditions? That is the 
question we in Colorado are asking. 
That is why I place a stamp of disap
proval on conduct I described a few 
moments ago. 

I wonder if the Senator can give me 
the answer to this problem. Do I suffer 
because I am new in the Senate? Am 
I so naive, to believe Government officials 
should follow an ethical code of con
duct? Where millions of dollars are in
volved in litigation, do private litigants 
have the right to go to the judges and 
talk to them personally about the case? 
Am I naive in my belief? Has that be· 
come a matter of custom? 
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That procedure never could happen at 

home. That could never happen before 
a Colorado judge. The judge would dis
qualify himself immediately, even in a 
case involving $1,000, $2,000, or $3,000. 
£' et here we are speaking in terms of 
hundreds of millions of dollars. 

The Senator asked the question: What 
will the consumers get? I do not know. 
I do not know. But I agree completely 
with the statement of the distinguished 
Senator from Washington. I would al
most defy anyone standing on the out
side, reading about certain FPC deci
sions that have come up in the last few 
years, to come to the conclusion that 
these decisions have been in the public 
interest. I doubt that that conclusion 
could be made. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I thank the Sena
tor from Colorado. 

I wish to say, without detaining the 
Senate much longer, that this all boils 
down to the basic purpose of the estab
lishment of the Federal Power Commis
sion. Under these circumstances, the 
Commission might as well be abolished, 
because it serves very little of its pur
pose, which is to stand between the con
sumers and the regulated utilities which 
furnish the consumers the things they 
need. 

The minority views are short. I think 
they are concise. I received permission 
to have excerpts from them printed in 
the RECORD last night. 

It is true that a great majority of the 
membership of the committee voted for 
the confirmation of Mr. Kuykendall's 
nomination. However, no witness ap
peared in favor of confirmation-not one 
soul but himself. I think the commit
tee was very fair. We let him hear the 
testimony from all the witnesses against 
him, and gave him the right, as a matter 
of rebuttal, to testify later and say what 
he had to say. 

I do not think his answers were satis
factory. I wish to recite . only one in
cident for the benefit of the Senate. In 
one of the cases where a gas rate increase 
was allowed, which will again take from 
the consumers millions of dollars, Mr. 
Kuykendall was asked why the decision 
was made as it was made. He said, 
''Well, the applicants were very vigorous 
in their cause, but if someone had ap
peared in opposition the increase might 
not have been granted." 

That is apparently his conception of 
the function of the Chairman of the 
Federal Power Commission. He was 
·supposed to appear in person and stand 
between the consumer and those who 
would seek rate increases. I think that 
shows a philosophy which clearly dis
qualifies him to hold this office. It does 
not make him unfit as an individual. 
Surely no one can criticize him if those 
are his honest views. But surely he can 
be criticized for taking a job in which 
he swore to uphold the purposes for 
which the act was passed, and for doing 
exactly the opposite. 

For that reason I think the Congress 
ought to be very much concerned about 
the reappointment of persons to posi
tions which involve carrying out the in
tent of Congress. I think the nomina
tion should be rejected on that ground 
alone. 

As I previously stated, Mr. Kuykendall 
is an able lawyer and a very personable 
individual. We have been personal 
friends for a long time. But after 
watching his operations on the Federal 
Power Commission during the time he 
has been its Chairman, I think he has set 
the purposes of the great leaders men
tioned last night by the Senator· from 
Utah when the Commission was created, 
and the cause of the consumer in the 
United States, back far beyond the time 
when the Federal Power Commission 
was even conceived in the mind of Theo
dore Roosevelt. 

If this philosophy, in which Mr. Kuy
kendall takes the leadership in the Com
mission continues, we can - just about 
scrap most of the conservation laws 
which Congress passed in all seriousness 
to conserve the great natural resources 
of the country-resources which should 
.be used, when necessary, for the benefit 
of the consumer, the consumer to pay 
only what is reasonable for their use. 

We can pass all the laws we like, but 
when the Power Commission is admin
istered with this sort of philosophy, we 
may as well forget about the purposes of 
Congress. 

I submit that the nomination should 
be rejected by the Senate. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
understand that the yeas and nays have 
been ordered on the Kuykendall nomi
nation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I suggest the ab
sence 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 <Mr. 
-CoTTON in the chair). Without objec
tion, it is so ordered. 

The question is, Will the Senate advise 
and consent to the nomination of 
Jerome K. Kuykendall to be a member 
of the Federal Power Commission? 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 New Mexico [Mr. 
CHAVEZ]. the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. FREAR], the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. FULBRIGHT], the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. JoHNSON], the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. MuRRAY], the Senator 
from West Virginia [Mr. NEELY], the 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O'MAHONEYJ, the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. SPARKMAN], and the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. YARBOROUGH] are absent on 
official business. 

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. CHURCH] 
is absent on official business attending 
the Economic Conference of the Ameri
can states in Buenos Aires, Argentina. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. HEN
NINGS], is absent by leave of the Senate 
because of illness. 

On this vote, the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. CHURCH] is paired with the Sena-

tor from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART]. If 
present and voting the Senator from 
Idaho would vote "nay" and the Sena
tor from Indiana would vote "yea.'' 

The Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
SPARKMAN] is paired with the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS]. If pres
ent and voting, the Senator from Ala
bama would vote "nay" and the Senator 
from Vermont would vote "yea." 

I further announce, if present and vot
ing, the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CHAVEZ], the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
HENNINGS], the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. MURRAY], the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. NEELY], and the Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEY] would 
each vote "nay.'' 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
BRIDGES] and the Senator from Maine 
[Mr. FAYNE] are absent because of ill
ness. 

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
ALLOTT] is absent because of illness in 
his family. 

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 and is paired with the 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. CHURCH]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Indiana would vote "yea" and the Sen
ator from Idaho would vote "nay." 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS] is necessarily absent and is 
paired with the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. SP_ARKMAN]. If present and voting-, 
the Senator from Vermont would vote 
"yea," and the Senator from ·Alabama 
would vote "nay." 

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. GoLD
WATER] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. MA
LONE] is absent on official business. 

The Senator from New York [Mr. 
IvEsJ, is detained on official business. 

If present and voting the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. ALLOTT), the Senator 
from Arizona [Mr. GoLDWATER], the 
Senator from New York [Mr. IvEs], the 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. MALONE], and 
the Senator from Maine [Mr. PAYNE] 
would each vote "yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 50, 
nays 25, as follows: 

Aiken 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bible 
Bricker 
Bu10h 
Butler 
carlson 
Gase, N.J. 
case, s. Dak. 
C'ooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Dworshak 
Eastland 

Anderson· 
Carroll 
Clark 
Douglas 
Ervin 
Gore 
Green 
Hayden 
Hill 

YEAS-50 
Ellender -
Hickenlooper 
Holland 
Hruska 
Javits 
Jenner 
Kerr 
Knowland 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
Long 
Martin, Iowa 
Martin,Pa. 
McClellan 
Monroney 
Morton 
Mundt 

NAYS-25 

Potter 
Purtell 
Revercomb 
Robertson 
Russell 
Sal tons tall 
Schoeppel 
Smathers 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, N.J. 
Stennis 
Thurmond 
Thye 
Watkins 
Williams 
Young 

Humphrey Morse 
Jackson Neuberger 
Johnston, S.C. Pastore 
Kefauver Scott 
Kennedy Symington 
Langer Talmadge 
Magnuson Wiley 
Mansfield 
McNamara 
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All ott 
Bridges 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Cnavez 
Church 
Flanders 

NOT VOTING-20 
Frea.r 
Fulbright 
Goldwater 
Hennings 
Ives 
Johnson, Tex. 
Malone 

Murray 
Neely 
O'Mahoney 
Payne 
Sparkman 
Yarborough 

So the nomination of Jerome K. Kuy
kendall was confirmed. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the nom
ination was confirmed. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. 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 California to lay on 
the table the motion of the Senator from 
Ohio to reconsider. 
. The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

ADJOURNMENT TO 11 A. M. TOMOR· 
ROW 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Sen.ate completes its business tonight, it 
stand in adjournment until 11 o'clock 
tomorrow morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out qbjection, it is ·so ordered. 

MEET THE PRESS INTERVlEW OF 
SENATOR KERR 

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I 
· ask unanimous consent that the tran
script of the Meet the Press television 
·program of last Sunday, August 11, be 
printed in the body of the REcoRD. · Our 
colleague, the distinguished senior 
Senator irom Oklahoma [Mr. KERR] was 
a guest on this occasion. I -have heard 
considerable comment in the past week 
on the part of -several Senators, express
ing -interest in the program. Therefore 
I ask that it be printed in the body of 
the RECORD at ·an appropriate point. · · 

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

MEET THE PRESS-AUGUST 11, 1957 
(Moderator: Lawrence .E. Spivak; guest: 

Senator ROBERT S. KERR, Democrat, of Okla
homa; panel: May Craig, Portland (Maine) 
Press-Herald; Richard Wilson, Cowles Pub
-lications; Jack Bell, Associated Press; Wil
liam H. Lawrence, New York Times.) 

The ANNOUNCER. Our guest today is Sen
ator RoBERT KERR, ranking Democrat of the 
$enate Finance Committee, who charged that 
the administration's financial policies are 
responsible· for many of our economic diffi
culties. 

Ready for this spontaneous, unrehearsed 
conference are four of America's top re
porters. Please remember their questions do 
not necessarily reflect their point of view. 
It is their way of getting a story for you. 

While Ned Brooks is on vacation, here is 
today's moderator of Meet the Press; Mr. 
Lawrence Spivak. 

Mr. SPIVAK. Our guest today is Senator 
RoBERT KERR, Democrat, of Oklahoma. 

Senator KERR has a reputation in and out 
of the Senate for his wit, his wealth, and 
his willingness to take on all comers in de
bate. He is the ranking Democrat · of the 
Senate Finance Committee which is now 
conducting one of the most far-reaching in
vestigations into the fiscal affairs and finan
cial policy of the Government in the history 
of our country. 

He made headlines by his questioning of 
former Secretary of the Treasury George 
Humphrey in one of the longest and most 
grueling sessions in committee history. 

Senator KERR is one of the most outspoken 
critics of the Eisenhower administration. He 
believes that the policy of high interest 
rates, hard money, and tight credit is dam
aging the· Nation's economy and it is par
ticularly harmful to the small farmer, the 
workingman, and small business. 

A short time ago he brought on a storm 
of political controversy with his remark that 
President Eisenhower had no fiscal brains. 
This week, 48 hours before it happened, he 
predicted that the Federal Reserve Board 
would raise its discount rate. 

Senator KERR is a living example of an 
American legend. Born in a log cabin, he 
has risen to wealth and high position. He 
was the Governor of Oklahoma before be
coming a Senator, and was a candidate for 
the Democratic presidential nomination in 
1952. 

And now seated around the press table 
ready to interview Senator KERR are Richard 
Wilson of the Cowles Publications, May 
Craig of the Portland (Maine) Press-Herald, 
Jack Bell of the Associated Press, and Wil
liam H. Lawrence of the New York Times. 

And now, Senator, if you are ready, we 
will start the questioning with Mr. Lawrence. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. Senator KERR, you asserted 
in the Senate recently that so far as fiscal 
matters are concerned, the President of the 
United States, General Elsenhowei·, has no 

. brains. These are really pretty harsh words 
about a man who has been twice elected by 
the people. · · 

Would you back that up with a bill of 
particulars? 

Senator KERR. Well you know they ha,d 
a biography of Mamie published just re
cently. In it . it was stated "So Mamie's 
.father trained her in the careful manage
ment of money that enabled her to live 
comfortably on Army officer's pay. It was 
well he did for Ike had no interest in money 
matters. From the first he handed ·Mamie 
the purse strings." 

Now 'he told you gentlemen of the press a 
few weeks ago that when he-went into this 
office he turned all of his money over to a 
committee of businessmen to handle for him 
and that he had no idea how they were 
investing it or what they were doing with it. 

Now it just seems to me like a · fellow who 
never had any experience even in handling 
his own salary of $125 a ·month, and ·has 
spent as much time as he has since he went 
into office as far away from the Treasury as 
he has, he would have mighty little concept 
of handling a $275 -blllion debt and a Gov
ernment With an income of $70 billion a 
year, and that much or a little more ex
penses. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. Oh, come now, Senator, you 
have really mixed up two questions, haven't 
you? You have mixed up first of all whether 
a man has. ~ny .right to. his paycheck at an 
if he is married, and then you have mixed 
up the President's great desire _to get out of 
any possibility of a conflict of interest by 
turning over the money he has of several 
hundred thousand dollars, into an irrevoc
able trust to other people to invest for him 
during the period that he is in the White 
House. · 

Senator KERR. Well, you know I think if 
he had known what to do with that deai he 
wouldn't have called in Randolph Burgess 
of the National City Bank of New York and 
turned it over to him. I think if he had 
known how to handle it himself he would 
have done so. I think if he had known hQW 
to handle it himself, he wouldn't have 
handled it so it would hurt as many people 
as it has. I think if he had known how to 
handle it he wouldn't have permitted the 
bringing on of the Eisenhower inflation that 
we have had for the last 18 inonths which 

has been the direct result of the fiscal poli
cies of the administration. 

Now I will tell you this, when I accused 
him of that on the Senate floor there were 
46 Republican Senators either there or in 
their offices, and there hasn't been a one 
yet stand up on the Senate floor and defend 
President Eisenhower. Not a one of them 
said I wasn't telling the truth. 

CAPEHART jumped up and down and hol
lered that I ought to be ashamed of myself 
for telling off on Ike there in front of a 
bunch of schoolchildren, but he didn't say 
I wasn't telling the truth. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. Well, Senator, you still, it 
seems to me-you have made the charge the 
man has no brains. 

Senator KERR. No fiscal brains. I was talk
ing about his ability to handle the fiscal 
affairs of this country. I believed it then 
and I believe it now and I think I was being 
kind to the man. 

Let me say this to you: I think Eisenhower 
is a great patriot, I think he is an honorable 
man, I think he is a great American, but 
he is not even curious about the fiscal af
fairs of this Government. I think if he 
knew anything about it then he would be 
guilty of perpetrating it on the people. I 
think that when I said he did it ignorantly 
that I was doing him a favor, because I would 
a lot rather if I were in his shape, have it 
proven that I didn't know what was going on 
than that I did. 

Mr. BELL. Senator, what you actually said 
in the Senate was that Eisenhower has no 
brains. The "fiscal" qualification came 
along later. 

Do you think he has any brains in any 
field? 

Senator KERR. Yes, I think he is a great 
military man. 

Mr. BELL. Beyond that does he have any 
brains in running this Government at all? 

Senator KERR. Now you make your own 
statement about that, Mr. Bell. 

Mr. BELL. I am asking you, sir. 
Senator KERR. I said I didn't think he had 

any fiscal brains. And while I didn't put 
the "fiscal" in front of the "brains" every 
time I used it, I put it in there often enough 
that an alert man like you are that doesn't 
lift stuff out of context but goes ahead and 
reads what a man says, knows what I was 
talking about. 

Mr. BELL. Well, Senator, I won't accept 
your indictment on that score because actu
ally ybu said Eisenhower had no brains and 
then there was an argument in the Senate 
over whether you had meant fiscal or not; 

Senator KERR. No, Mr. Bell, you are mis
taken. I ·said it before finishing the sen
tence or sitting down. I do not claim the 
man has no brains at all. ·I claim that he 
is ignorant on fiscal affairs. 

Mr. BELL. All right, what else is he igno
rant on that this Government needs some 
thinking about in the White House? I know 
you don't care much for his farm program. 

Senator KERR. He hasn't got a farm pro_. 
gram. He got up and made a speech when he 
was running for President in '52 and an
nounced that he would do a certain thing 
about the farms and then he turned it over 
to Ezra Benson and he hasn't done· a thing 
that he promised he .would. 

Mr. BELL. Well, didn't he turn the fiscal 
matter over. though, to Secretary Humphrey? 
Is the President supposed to be Secretary 
of the Treasury, too? 

Senator KERR. No, but he ought to have 
some idea about what the man is going to do 
that he puts in there. 

Mr. BELL. I think he had an idea, didn't he, 
Senator, about what the man was going to 
do? 

Senator KERR. I don't think he did. I 
don't think he had any idea what he was 
going to do. I don't think he had any idea 
what he was going to do. I don't see how 
he could. 
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He was shooting quail in South Carolina. 

u.at year when this inflation started and you, 
yourself, know that they don't get reports 
on the Treasury out at Burning Tree Golf 
Course when the thing has been getting 
worse this summer now, Mr. Bell. Just on 
the level. 

Mrs. CRAIG. Well, now Senator, do you 
think you have fiscal brains? 

Senator KERR. I sure do. 
Mrs. CRAIG. Well, now, Senator CAPEHART, 

with whom you had this little fisticuff on 
the floor, is a big-business man, a millionaire. 
Do you think he has no fiscal brains? 

Senator KERR. I didn't say that he didn't. 
If you want to know, I am going to tell you, 
I don't. 

Mrs. CRAIG. You sure implied it. 
Senator KERR. I meant to imply it and I 

have the gravest doubt about it now. Yes, 
I do. 

Mrs. CRAIG. Are you not aware that many 
of your own party disagree with you that the 
administration's tight money policy is 
wrong? 

Senator KERR. Well now, I haven't found 
anybody in my party that is bragging on 
Eisenhower's tight money policy. 

Mrs. CRAIG. Well, sir, there is a subcom
mittee over in the House headed by Demo
crat MILLs of Arkansas, and they made a 
unanimous report that this was good. 

Senator KERR. No, they didn't, Miss May. 
As soon as the press reported that they had 
endorsed Eisenhower's fiscal policies, VV'ILBUR 
MILLS wrote a letter to each Member of the 
Congress and he said, "We are not endors
ing the tight money policy of this admin
istration." He said that very plainly .. 

Mrs. CRAIG. He said tight money pinches, 
but infl.ation is worse. · 

Senator KERR. I wouldn't dispute that in· 
flation is worse, but what I am sa.ying is that 
his tight money policy has been responsible 
for the present spiral of inflation. 

Mrs. CRAIG. You don't agree, then, with the 
Republican Secretary of the Treasury that it 
is better to have the cost of interest go up 
than the cost of living clear up in the sky? 

Senator KERR. I certainly think it would 
be better if we had to choose between the 
two to have some increase in the cost of 
interest rather than a great increase in the 
cost of living. But if you will look at the 
charts, Miss May, you will find this: The 
Federal Reserve Board reported in 1952 that 
we had achieved stability. Mr. Humphrey 
himself on June 13 of 1953, a little over 4 
years ago, in a review in the U. S. 
News & World Report said that we have 
a stable dollar. This inflation started last 
year just when they put the hardest tight
money policy into effect and started to lift
ing the interest rates. So instead of what 
they are doing now to make it tighter and 
higher interest rates during it, that is what 
started it and that is what is feeding it. 

Mrs. CRAIG. Well, Senator, you say that 
the Federal Reserve is to blame for this. But 
Democratic Senator LAuSCHE, of Ohio, says 
that every citizen has a part to play in the 
fight, and Congressman CANNON, a Democrat 
and chairman of the Appropriations Com
mittee says that the fight against inflation 
begins at the grassroots, but you put it all 
on the Federal Reserve. 

Senator KERR. I am saying to you this, 
that the Federal Reserve monetary policies, 
the hard money, tight credit, high interest 
rates, and the shortage of houses which has 
raised the rents on the average consumer 
that was brought about by the hard-money 
policy are the biggest forces and pressures 
in the present inflationary spiral. 

Mr. WILSON. You paint a rather dark pic
ture of our financial future by what you 
have said here and what you said in the 
Sanate. Is that right? 

Senator KERR. No, sir. 
Mr. WILSON. You don't think it is dark? 
Senator KERR. No, sir. I think that we 

have a pinch on, now. I think that it is go-

1ng to get tighter. In fact, the New York 
Journal of Commerce said the other day 
that it looked to them like the Eisenhower 
monetary boys were deliberately bringing on 
a slight recession as the only cure to the 
problems of prosperity. 

Mr. WILSON. Well, under conditions like 
that, do you think it would be a mistake 
for a man to pay $800,000 for a herd of 
cattle? 

Senator KERR. Well, that would depend en
tirely on what was in that herd of cattle. 
I have seen some herds of cattle that weren't 
worth $800 and I have seen some that were 
cheap at $800,000. 

Mr. WILsoN. You apparently had some 
confidence in the situation when you and 
your partner bought that herd of 800 pure
bred cattle. 

Senator KERR. We sure did, but for your 
confidential information we didn't pay 
$800,000 for it. You oughtn't to go off the 
deep end like that with an inference on a 
subject you don't know a thing in the world 
about. · 

Mr. WILSON. What did you pay?. The 
Tulsa World said you paid $800,000. 

Senator KERR. The Tulsa World didn't say 
I paid $800,000. 

Mr. WILSON. It is right here. They say that 
you and your partner hinted that you had 
paid $800,000. . 

Senator KERR. Oh, it said that we hinted 
that we paid $800,000. You said we paid 
that. 

1.\-Ir. WILSON. What did you pay? 
Senator KERR. If they ask me did I pay a 

lot of money I might indicate that I did. 
I paid $500,000 for it, Mr. Wilson. What 
did you pay for that Sl;lit of clothes you 
have on? 

Mr. WILSON. I only paid $85. 
Senator KERn. I will tell you that herd of 

cattle comes nearer being worth $500,000 
than that suit does to being worth $85. 

Mr. WILSON. Well, it shows that you have 
a lot of confidence in the future when you 
put up $500,000 for 800 hea.d of cattle. 

Senator KERR. Yes, sir, it certainly did, and 
I still have it. 

Mr. WILsoN. Then you weren't so worried 
about inflation after all. 

Senator KERR. Yes, sir. 
Mr. WILSON. Are the cattle worth more 

today than when you bought them? 
Senator KERR. Yes, sir. 
Mr. WILSoN. Now they are really worth the 

money, and that is not an inflated value? 
Senator KERR. That is correct. 
Mr. SPIVAK. Senator, may I ask you this 

question: If things are so bad, what do you 
think would cure them? Do you have a 
cure-not a long one. 

Senator KERR. Now, Mr. Spivak, you have 
asked me a question that if you will give 
me 15 minutes I will be glad to answer for 
you. If you want me to do it in 15 seconds 
I will just say I have a cure for it but the 
limitation on time won't permit me to give 
it to you. 

Mr. SPIVAK. Can you give us one simple 
little suggestion? 

Senator KERR. Yes, sir, the first thing I 
would do would be to ease the tightness 
9f money. I woUld operate this Treasury 
so that we wouldn't pay such a penalty to 
the moneylenders in the form of such a high 
interest rate which moneylenders in the 
form of such a high interest rate which is 
going to cost the American taxpayers and 
interest payers $15 billion a year penalty 
if they put it into full effect. I would ease 
the credit situation on housing so that the 
shortage of houses could be met which woUld 
result in a tremendous increase in the con
sumption of supplies, household goods and 
increase in labor. 

Mr. SPIVAK. A:re you going to stop inflation 
by easing credit? 

senator KERR. Well, 1! tightness of credit 
has brought it. on, Mr. Spivak-you know 
there is not the historic infia tion. The his-

toric infl.ation is where _too. map.y dollars are 
chasing too few products. That is not the 
situation now. The thing that is short to
day is credit and houses. And in the credit 
field we have got too many borrowers com
peting for a supply that is too small which 
has forced the cost of this credit up. 

Mr. SPIVAK. Well, Senator, if you have 
more credit you are going to have more 
stuff made, you are going to have higher 
wages, and you are going to have more com..; 
petition for the people, you are going to 
keep this inflation thing going higher and 
higher. 

Senator KERR. Not at all. 
Mr. SPIVAK. This tight credit thing that 

was just put on the other day is just the 
beginning, isn't it? 

Senator KERR. It wasn't put on just the 
other day, it was put on in the last of 1955 
and it has been getting worse. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. Senator, you have dealt 
with the President in very -personal terms, 
and I wonder if I might ask you a per
sonal question now: You brought up your
self this question of _ the President placing 
his stocks in an irrevocable trust so as to 
avoid the confl.ict of interest. Don't you 
think that maybe that is a better policy 
than for a Senator to introduce and advocate 
a bill that .would free his own company from 
Federal regulation and thereby add to its 
profits? J am now· referring to the Natural 
Gas Act. 
· Senator KERR. No,.Mr. Lawrence. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. Let's just compare the two 
things. 

Senator KERR. All right, let's Just compare 
the two things. · 

In the first place I didn't introduce a bill 
to free .any company from regulation. I in
troduced a bill ·in the United States Senate 
to clarify a previous action of the Congress 
which had freed it from regulation a,nd to 
free it from the cold, dead hand of a Fed• 
eral regulatory body that was trying to im
pose upon it a regulation which had not 
been authorized by the law. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. The court said it had been, 
though, didn't it? 

Senator KERR. No, not at that time. That 
was held since. You ought to study these 
cases before you go to asking me about the 
gas bill and things like that because I know 
that subject and if you want to know it I 
:will educate you and I want to tell you right 
now I never saw a man who needed educat
ing on a subject any worse than you do on 
that. · · 

Mr. LAWRENCE. Well, now, I thank you for 
the compliment, Senator. 

Senator KERR. Fine. 
Mr. BELL. Senator, you said in the Senate 

the other day that the monetary policies of 
Gover:nment of the Eisenhower administra
tion were going to provide grave issues in 
1958 and 1960. Is that a suggestion that 
there may be some political advantage in 
attacking the administration's monetary 
policies? 

Senator KERR. I think anything a man 
does here that helps the people enables 
him to meet his responsibility and I think 
it is a political advantage. I want to say to 
you that there is no political question in 
.this country more important to more people 
than the fiscal policies of the Government. 

You know old Baron Rothschild nearly 
200 years _ago said this: , "Permit me to issue 
and control the money of .the Nation and I 
care not who makes the laws." 

Nearly 75 years ago or a little more than 
that, James A. Garfield said, "Whoever con
trols the volume of money in any country 
is absolute master of all industry and com
merce." And the fiscal policies affect the 
economic welfare of the wage earner, the 
farmer., the home owner, the consumer. 
Every citizen. And don't you think that 
they don't know it. And don't you think 
that it is not going to be a hot political 
question next year, and in 1960. 



1957 CONG~SSION.{\L RECORD- SENATE 14889_ 
Mr. BELL. I agree with you, Senator, it is 

going to be a hot political question, you
are becoming the No. 1 Democratic exponent 
of that particular view of the thing. It sug
gests to me that about 5 years ago we had a · 
President who was from Missouri. Now we 
have a President who is--depending on your 
Yiewpoint, either from Kansas or from Texas. 
That sort of leaves Oklahoma in the middle. 

Mr. SPIVAK. Your question, Mr. Bell? 
Mr. BELL. I just wondered if you were 

going to do anything about that in 1960. 
Senator KERR. Mr. Bell, I don't aim to do a 

thing in the world. You never saw a man 
any better satisfied where he is than I am 
nor one who had any more completely dis
appointing experience than I did · in 1952 
when I tried to run for President and I am 
not going to-I am like the fellow who 
tied himself to the 3-year.;old bull. He said 
after about the second jump he said he 
saw where he had made a terrible mistake. 

Mr. BELL. You are cured? 
Senator KERR. I am cured. 
Mrs. CRAIG. I am surprised that you 

brought up Mrs. Eisenhower handling the 
money. Are you not aware, with most of 
the people in the country, among the young. 
marriages, the wife does handle the money? 

Senator KERR. And I think that is wonder
ful and I think it was a good thing for Ike 
that Mamie did handle it. I only used that 
to show you that the man hadn't had any 
experience, even in handling $125 and $200 a 
month. 

Mrs. CRAIG. Yes. Did your wife handle it 
vrhen you were first married? 

Senator KERR. And does now . . 
Mrs. CRAIG. Well, then I don't know how 

you can complain about Eisenhower. 
Senator KERR. I am not complaining. I 

am just showing ypu that that proves that 
he has had no experience, himself. 

Mrs. CRAIG. Senator, are you for a tax cut? 
Senator KERR. Yes. 
Mrs. CRAIG. What kind? 
Senator KERR. To increase the personal 

exemption for the taxpayer and his de
pendents. · · 

Mrs. CRAIG. That will take a great deal out 
of our revenue and you are complaining 
about the :p.ational debt being so high. 
Where will we get the money? 

Senator KERR. What did I say about the 
national debt? I just remarked that a 
fellow who was going in to handle a Gov
ernment that had a $275 billion debt ought 
to know something about it. 

Mrs. CRAIG. You are always complaining, 
I believe, about the national debt and the· 
interest it costs us. 

Senator KERR. I am complaining about the
increase in the interest that it will cost us· 
because of what Ike has done. 

You see, when they passed the tax code 
in 1954 I led the fight to give that relief to 
the great mass of taxpayers instead of a 
greater amount of relief that was in that 
bill for about 10 percent of the taxpayers 
and I still favor that. 

Mrs. CRAIG. How can you replace the tax 
money if you give a tax cut? 

Senator KERR. What we tried to do 2 years 
ago if you will remember was to take the 
provision out of the 1954 code that cost the 
Government something over $2 billion a year 
from the accelerated depreciation privilege 
that was given in that bill which is used by. 
about 10 percent of the taxpayers, and rather 
than to put that in there at a cost of $2 
billion a year we tried to give the average· 
taxpayer an increase in his exemption rate 
that wouldn't have cost as much. 

Mr. SPIVAK. Mr. Wilson. Now, let's keep 
our questions short. We have only a few 
minutes. 

:Mr. WILSON. Senator, as I understand it~ 
you are concerned about inflation. Yet 
many fiscal experts say the tax cut is in
flationary. Would you agree with that? 

CIII--936 

Senator KERR. Well, I don't think £0. Now, 
I remember when the Republicans came into 
the 48th Congress they gave a tax cut and 
no less an eminent personage than Robert 
Taft led the fight and the basis of his fight 
was that the tax cut would be noninflation
ary rather than infia tionary. 

Mr. WILSON. How much of a tax cut total 
in dollars would this amount to that you 
are talking about? 

Senator KERR. About $2 billion. 
Mr. WILSON. Senator, you speak of the 

administration planning a moderate reces
sion. Why would any administration want 
a recession? 

Senator KERR. Because Mr. Humphrey and 
Mr. Burgess came before the committee and 
Mr. Humphrey plainly said that this rolling 
readjustment looked to him like it was the 
best way to take the sharp edge off of this 
price inflation. That is what David Lawrence 
said they are trying to do. 

Mr. WILsoN. Well, why do they want it, 
though? 

Senator KERR. Why do they want that? 
Mr. WILSON. Yes. 
Senator KERR. They admit that they have 

failed by their policies to stop this Eisen
hower inflation, and they think that would 
stop it. 

Mr. SPIVAK, Senator, do you blame this in
flation entirely on Republican fiscal policy? 

Senator KERR. I do. 
Mr. SPIVAK. Don't you know there is infla

tion going on all over the world; do you 
blame that too on the Republicans? 
- Senator KERR. No; I don't. - I want to re
mind you of this, that according to Mr.· 
l!umphrey and Mr. Burgess, we had stability 
in our price level and if you will look at the 
economic indicator in the Consumers Price 
Index, you will see it was about level in 1952, 
1953, 1954, 1955, and that this present spiral, 
Mr. Spivak, started in late 1955 through 1956 
and 1957. They brought it about after 4 
years of a level Consumers Price Index. 
~ Mr. $PIYAK. My memory may serve me 

wrong, but didn't we have a little inflation 
under Roosevelt .and under Truman and un
der the Democrats? . 

Senator KERR. During the war we certainly 
did and in 1947 and 1948 after the war, after 
price controls were taken off, after the great 
pent-up demand following the war, we did 
have. But I will tell you this. we have had 
more in the last 18 months, outside of 1946, 
1947, and 1948, than in any peacetime period 
in the history of this Nation. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. You said a moment ago, 
and I wanted to be sure I heard you cor
rectly, that one way you would pick up this 
gap in revenues by increasing exemptions 
would be to repeal the accelerated deprecia
tion clause, which I think you said applied 
to only 10 percent of the economy, is that 
right? 

Senator KERR. The ones in the 1954 code,
that is right. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. What percentage of the· 
econ.omy is covered by this extraordinary de
pletion allowance for the oil industry? 

Senator KERR. You see the depletion allow
ance for the oil industry, Mr. Lawrence-and 
I am glad you asked that, because I love edu
cating -you boys who don't know anything 
about it. 

Mr. LAWRENCE. What percentage? 
- Senator KERR. It applies to oil, gas, min
erals~ lead, zinc, coal, it applies to about 75 
minerals. Now, whatever percent of the 
population in this country is engaged in the 
production or handling of all of the minerals 
produced in this country, including coal, are 
affected by that depletion factor directly and 
you are affected by it indirectly. Because of 
that, this country has built the greatest do
mestic oil industry o! any nation in the 
:world, which enabled us to have the !uel 
we needed to win World War I and World 
War U, and develop the great economy that 
we have got. 

Mr. SPIVAK. Senator, I am sorry to inter
rupt, but our time is up, 

Thank you, Senator KERR, for being with 
us; and now, here is our announcer. 

ANNOUNCER. Goodby for Senator KERR and 
Meet the Press. 

~1ESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE~ EN
ROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the·· 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills, and they were 
signed by the President pro tempore: 

H. R. 232. An act to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 with respect to the 
readjustment of tax in the case of certain 
amounts received for breach of contract, and 
to restrict the issuance of certificates for 
rapid amortization of emergency facilities; 

H. R. 5168. An act for the relief of William 
Henry Diment, Mrs. Mary Ellen Diment, and 
Mrs. Gladys Everingham; and 

H. R. 5707. An act for the relief of the A. C. 
Israel Commodity Co., Inc. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will state the next nomination on 
the calendar. 

The legislative clerk read the nomina
tion of Don Paarlberg to be Assistant 
Secretary of Agriculture. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask that the yeas and nays be ordered 
on the Paarlberg nomination. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
. Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that a statement· 
prepared by my colleague, the senior 
Senator from Montana [Mr. MuRRAY], 
relating to the appointment of Mr. Don 
Paarlberg to be Assistant Secretary of 
Agriculture, 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: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR MURRAY 
I submit the following statement relating 

to the confirmation of the nomination of Mr. 
Don Paarlberg as Assi!)tant Secret"ary of Ag
riculture. 

My objection to Mr. Paarlberg is based 
upon my concern for the farmers of this Na
tion :.nd my complete disagreement with Mr. 
Paarlberg's attitude toward the farmers' 
plac-e in our economy. I have read many 
of Mr. Paarlberg's public utterances relating 
to the problems of our farm families, and I 
am dismayed at the thought of placing in 
the :;;>owerful position of Assistant Secretary 
of Agriculture a man who .has as little sym
pathy for or understanding of the actual 
problems of the American farmer as Mr. 
Paarlberg seems to have. 

Mr. Paarlberg advocates that farmers be 
left to the mercy of the free market. After 
a good many decades of experience with 
what happens to the farmers' income and 
standard of living in Mr. Paarlberg's so
called free market, we have evolved in this 
country at least a stopgap system of insur .... 
ance for the farmers' protection, known as 
the farm price-support program. It is far 
from perfect, but it is necessary, and the 
administration of that program is one of 
the major functions of the Departm·ent of 
Agriculture. 

What is the attitude of Mr. Paarlberg 
toward this price support program? Well, 
during his confirmation hearing he studi
ously avoided pMsing any judgment on it. 
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But going back to a speech he made in 
Chicago in October 1950, we get a pretty 
good idea of his attitudes. The title of his 
talk was "The Case Against Price Supports." 
He commented as follows: 

"But let us recognize price supports for 
what they are-a political solution to an 
economic problem, adding nothing to the 
net product of the society, costly in terms of 
administration and use of resources, and in
volving a certain reduction in the standard 
of living of us all." ~ 

When Mr. Paarlberg speaks of the "reduc
tion in the standard of living of us all," I 
can only wonder how high he thinks the 
national standard of living will be if our 
farm families are to survive at a mere sub
sistence level or below, caught permanently 
in the closing vise of falling farm prices and 
rising farm costs. 

Then, later in that same speech, Mr. Paarl
berg said: 

"First of all, there is much doubt regard
ing the role of agriculture in a depression 
and no clear evidence that endeavoring to 
stabilize agricultural prices would avert a 
depression." 

Well, stabilizing farm prices may not avert 
a depression if it comes, but I can tell Mr. 
Paarlberg one thing from well-remembered 
experience: A failure to stabilize farm prices 
will certainly make any depression a real 
rip-snorter. I simply do not know of any
thing which can be fed to a depression that 
will give it as much vim, vigor, and vitality 
as 27-cent wheat. 

Mr. Paarlberg has studied the problems of 
farmers too much in recent years from col
lege campuses and too little on the practical 
basis of the farms of America. He might 
benefit greatly from a few months' ~ vacation 
when he could go out and pull grass with 
the men who run our farms and get their 
viewpoint a bit. 

I could quote at length from others of Mr. 
Paarlberg's statements and point out dozens 
of additional points at which I disagree with 
him, but I think this would not be profitable. 
Mr. Paarlberg was questioned at length about 
many of his views during his confirmation 
hearing, and his answers are in the printed 
record for all to see. I simply disagree too 
heartily with too many Of his views to be 
able to believe that his confirmation would 
be either in the interest of the farmers of 
the country or the Nation at large. For this 
reason I shall vote against the confirmation 
of his nomination to be Assistant Secretary 
of Agriculture, and I urge my colleagues to 
do likewise. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, as I 
understand, the nomination of Don 
Paarlberg to be Assistant Secretary of 
Agriculture is now before the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

The Senator from Florida will sus
pend until the Senate is in order. The 
Senate will be in order. 

The Senator from Florida may pro
ceed. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I de
sire to report to the Senate the outcome 
of the hearings before the subcommittee 
and the action in the full committee upon 
the nomination of Don Paarlberg to be 
Assistant Secretary of Agriculture. 

A subcommittee of five members was 
appointed by the Senator from Louisiana, 
the Chairman of the Senate Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry, to conduct 
the hearings on this nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Florida will please suspend 
and will not continue until the Senate 
is in order. 

Senators will kindly resume their seats. 
Senators and other persons upon the 

floor will please refrain from conversa
tion. The Senator from Florida will 
please suspend his remarks until there is 
order in the Chamber. 

The Senator from Florida may pro
ceed. 

Mr·. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I was · 
appointed by the chairman of the full 
committee to be the chairman of the 
subcommittee to conduct hearings on the 
Paarlberg nomination. Hearings were 
held on July 20 and August 7, 1957. A 
copy of the printed hearings is, I believe, 
on the desk of every Senator. 

The action of the subcommittee, after 
the hearing was concluded, resulted in 
3 votes for confirmation of the nomina
tion, and 2 votes against. 

The action of the full Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry was taken on 
August 8, 1957. The full committee re
ported, at first, on the basis of 8 votes for 
confirmation of the nomination, and 4 
votes against. Later, the absent mem
bers of the committee were polled. 

Mr. President, if I may be allowed a 
courteous hearing, I would appreciate it 
very much. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Florida will suspend and 
will not continue until there is complete 
order in the Chamber. The Senate will 
be in order. 

The Senator from Florida may proceed. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Upon the first vote, 

the result was 8 to 4 for confirmation. 
Upon recording the votes of Senators 
who, for one necessary reason or another, 
could not be present at the time of the 
first vote, the total vote was 10 for con
firmation · of the nomination and 5 
against. 

Dr. Paarlberg was nominated to 
serve as Assistant Secretary of Agricul
ture to replace the retiring Assista::1t 
Secretary, Dr. Earl Butz. He was nomi- · 
nated also to serve as a member of the 
Board of Directors of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation. I take it that while 
this vote is to be upon the first of the 
appointments, it might be considered as 
applicable to both appointments. I do 
not know of any effort to have two sepa
rate proceedings on the nominations and 
I hope there will not be. 

Mr. Paarlberg, as is shown on page 1 
of the hearings, was born at Oak Glenn, 
Ill., June 20, 1911. 

He grew up on a farm near Crown 
Point, Ind. I read the following from 
his biography as printed on page 1 of 
the hearings: 

Active in college extension programs, 
farm organizations, and rural youth work. 

Teaching and research work in the general 
field of agricultural prices. 

Member of the staff of the department of 
agricultural economics at Purdue University 
for 6 years. 

Economic consultant for various firms 
dealing in agricultural products. 

I do not recall the names of the 
firms-there were two, I believe-which 
are shown by the record to have been 
served by Dr. Paarlberg in that capacity. 

He was secretary-treasurer of the 
American Farm Economics Association 
in 1951-52. 

He was a delegate to the International 
Conference of the Agricultural Econo-

mists at Stresa, Italy, in 1949, and at 
Helsinki, Finland, in 1955. 

He has been assistant to Secretary of 
Agriculture Benson since January 1953. 

Without laboring the matter at great 
length, I think what I have said might be 
stated to be a l'esume of his business 
career. 

Dr. Paarlberg did not go to college un
til he was 25 years old. He worked on a 
farm until that time. As a result of ob
taining a scholarship to start his educa
tion, he was enabled to attend college at 
Purdue, where he was graduated with a 
bachelor's degree. Later he took his doc
torate in agricultural economics at Cor
nell University. 

Dr. Paarlberg has served since 1953 in 
the position he now occupies; and he 
has frequently appeared before the Sen
ate Committee on Agriculture and For
estry, and has testified on several differ
ent measures. 

My own opinion of him-formed from 
listening to him during 4 Y2 years-is very 
high. I think he is a gentleman of high 
honor. I think he is well informed in 
the field of agricultural economics; and, 
in general, I think he is a very coura
geous man who is perfectly willing to 
take his position, even though it may 
not be in accord with that of the Sena
tors questioning him or even though it 
may not be in accord with the Secretary 
who is looking to him for assistance, or 
regardless of whether it agrees with the 
opinion of anyone else. His philosophy 
is very definitely that of the Secretary of 
Agriculture; and Dr. Paarlberg made 
that abundantly clear in the course of 
the hearings. I think the members of 
our comm1ttee have full knowledge of 
that, by reason of his appearance 
througl) the years. · 

Mr. President, without attempting to 
meet points which may be advanced
and I realize that there are Senators 
who do not think Dr. Paarlberg is prop
erly qualified to serve in this position, 
and I respect their view. and they have 
every right to take it if they feel that 
way about it-it seems to me that the 
principal .objection to Dr. Paarlberg is 
that his philosophy is that of the Sec
retary of Agriculture, to whom he would 
be an assistant, in the event his nomi
nations to these two positions should be 
confirmed. 

Two things in particula.r were held 
against him in the hearings, and they 
are the only things I shall mention at 
this time. 

One was that in a speech delivered in 
Massachusetts to a group of farmers Dr. 
Paarlberg had made some reference to 
the fact that the farmers had been ''liv
ing in a dream world"-or words to that 
effect-during the war and the immedi
ate postwar period. I requested Dr. 
Paarlberg to produce the speech referred 
to; and the full text in reference to that 
particular quotation may be found on 
page 4 of the hearings. I shall read it 
at this time. This is a quotation of a 
part of the speech in which that par
ticular reference appeared: 

Net farm income is down close to 30 per
cent since the immediate postwar years, it 
is true. But let us remember that the war 
and postwar years were the best ones farmers 
ever had. Th ese were years when our mar-
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kets reflected the food needs of war-ravaged
Europe. 

These were years when automobiles and 
housing and television sets did not offer as 
much competition for the consumer's dollar 
as at present. It was before farmers' costs, 
such as freight rates and the price of ma
chinery, reflected the full impact of inflation. 
They were years of good yields, high prices, 

. and low costs, an unusual combination that 
never occurred previously, to a like degree, 
and may never oocur again. 

There was a time during the war and post
war period when many farms were bought 
and paid for in a fraction of the time it 
usually takes. There were years, out in the 
Great Plains, when the value of a single crop 
exceeded the sale price ~f the land on which 
it was grown. This was a dream world, and 
no one expected it to last. Congress did not 
expect it to last; legislation was passed to 
"cushion the shock of readjustment." 

Professional economists did not expect it 
to last; they warned farmers that the recent 
past was not the new normal. The trade did 
not expect it to last; for long periods of time 
prices on the futures markets were low rela
tive to cash prices. Farmers did not expect 
it to last; they were conservative about land 
values. They avoided speculation. They 
paid off debts and accumulated savings. 

The point I am making is that the war 
and postwar years were not normal years; 
they were the best years we ever had. 

Few things look good when compared with 
the best you ever had. 

Mr. President, I cannot find any fault 
with that statement, even with the in
clusion in it of the words "dream world," 
which seem to have occasioned resent
ment in some quarters, because it seems 
tQ me that it is entirely true that the 
conditions obtaining in the immediate 
postwar years were anything but nor
mal, and that they 'COuld not have been 
regarded by anyone as being anything 
other than fantastic, when viewed· 
against the normal. I have no fault to 
find with anyone who uses ·the words 
''dream world," as applied to that sit
uation. 

The other matter about which there 
were particular complaints was the fact 
that in a speech delivered in October 
1950, before Dr. Paarlberg came to 
Washington, he made a particular state
ment with respect to price supports. The 
speech was entitled "The Case Against 
Price Supports." Quotations from the 
speech will be found in the hearings, par
ticularly at page 98, and briefer quota
tions will be found on pages 99, 100, and 
following pages. At any rate, Senators 
can refet· to those quotations if they 
wish. 

When questioned about the occasion 
for the speech, which was delivered be
fore Dr. Paarlberg held any official posi
tion, Dr. Paarlberg stated-and now I 
quote from page 98, where we find that 
he was asked, "Don't you think that is 
a little strong about price support, the 
ethics of one group having its hand in 
the pockets of another?"; Dr. Paarlberg 
replied: 

Well, I think tt is appropriate to raise the 
question. As the title of that speech indi
cates, I was giving the case against price 
supports. That speech did not purport to 
be a balanced, considered judgment of all the 
pros and all the cons. I think it is an ap
propriate question to raise. The language 
may be a little blunt. 

Later, Mr. President, question arose 
as to where and under what circum-

stances the speech was delivered. Dr. 
Paarlberg said that to the best of his 
recollection at that time, it was delivered 
while he was teaching at Purdue Uni- 
versity, and he thought it was delivered 
to a conference which was held at Pur
due. Later. when he was asked to 
supply the details in that connection for 
the record, and after he had access to 
his notes, he supplied the following ex
planation, which is to be found on page 
104 of the hearings: 

(Mr. Paarlberg later supplied for the rec
ord the fact that this speech was made to a 
group of processors who were drying eggs to 
sell to the Government under the then
current egg price-support program. The 
speech dealt primarily with price supports 
for eggs. The meeting was also addressed 
by men from the Department of Agriculture 
who explained and defended the price
support program for eggs.) 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Florida yield to me? 

Mr. HOLLAND. .I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. The Senator from Flor

ida may recall that it was not brought 
out at the hearings that Dr. Paarlberg 
was proven completely correct in the as
sertions he made at that time, because 
the price-support program for eggs be
came so ineffective that Secretary Bran
nan canceled it in the year 1950. It 
reached the point where it simply was 
not workable. Some of the eggs which 
were powdered became contaminated. 
It was claimed that some persons be
came sick from eating them; and the 
armed services would not use the Com
modity Credit Corporation eggs in the 
field, because the armed services did not 
dare risk the health of the soldiers. 
Thus it may be recalled that Secretary 
Brannan canceled the entire egg-buying 
program. 

So the situation was even worse than 
Dr. Paarlberg said it was. 

Mr. HOLLAND. At any rate, that is 
the background-at least as it is shown 
by the hearings-of the occasion for the 
speech and of the nature of the presen
tation, which was ex parte, and was 
issued in planned opposition-as Dr. 
Paarlberg says in his explanation-to 
statements made by representatives, at 
that time, of the Department of Agri
culture. The men who explained and 
defended, as Dr. Paarlberg states, the 
price-support program for eggs may still 
be in the Department of Agriculture. I 
do not know who they were. 

Mr. AIKEN. Evidently it was a 
panel, where one side undertook to make 
out the strongest possible case for price 
supports; and the other side, repre
sented by Dr. Paarlberg, undertook to 
make out as strong a case as possible 
against them; and I suppose the dis
cussion went on from there. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I would judge that 
was the case. When Dr. Paarlberg stated 
very clearly, in the beginning, he was 
making a case against price supports, 
and -it had been assigned to him and it 
was made 3 years before he came to the 
Department, I was not particularly con
cerned with it, and I think the explana
tion should satisfy practically anyone 
who wishes to look at it. 

Mr. AIKEN. Inasmuch as it was not 
brought out in the hearings, I believe, 

there should be placed in the RECORD the~ 
fact that the egg-purchase program re
ferred io was canceled by Secretary 
Brannan as a completely unworkable 
prQgram. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Of course, the Sena
tor is correct about that. The Senator 
from Florida and the Senator from Loui
siana [Mr. ELLENDER] offered an amend
ment shortly before that to knock out 
the price-support program for Irish po
tatoes. We had eggs scheduled for the 
next treatment. Before we got back to 
consider it again, the Secretary himself 
had knocked out egg supports. 

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the Senator 
from North Dakota. 

Mr. YOUNG. My own impression is 
that Dr. Paarlberg has been opposed to 
an kinds of price supports. Can the Sen
ator point to any speech in which he 
said he was in favor of price supports of 
75 percent or 85 percent or 90 percent, 
or any kind of price supports? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I have not checked 
any speeches except those brought out 
at the hearing. I may say Dr. Paarl
berg was very explici~ when questioned 
on this subject, stating he did favor price 
supports. His idea of price supports is 
not in accord with that of those who 
want high, rigid price supports. To the 
contrary, I suspect Dr. Paarlberg is guil
ty of the high crime of feeling about as 
the Senator from Florida feels on the 
question of price supports for all basic 
commodities except tobacco. If he be 
guilty of high crimes and misdemeanors 
in adopting that attitude-which, by the 
way, is following his chief-the Sena
tor from Florida would have to plead 
guilty to that crime also, as would the 
American Farm Bureau Federation, 
which has taken that position for a long, 
long time. 

Mr. YOUNG. My understanding is 
that the Republican Party is on record as 
favoring flexible price supports from 75 
to 90 percent. I do not believe could be 
found anywhere a statement showing 
that Dr. Paarlberg ever defended that 
kind of program. He wanted supports 
to be lower than that. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I would not know 
about the position of the Republican 
Party. I may say to my distinguished 
friend I thought Dr. Paarlberg made 
it rather clear, in responding to direct 
questions, that he did favor p1ice sup
port programs and that they were neces
sary under present conditions; but his 
idea of price suppQrts levels and meth
ods do not agree with those of my dis
tinguished friend. The Senator from 
North Dakota and I do not agree on it, 
but I do not think he is anything less 
than the best friend of agriculture. In 
my experience I do not know of any
one who has worked harder for agricul
ture. We differ on those matters. I 
do not feel that the mere fact that Dr. 
Paarlberg in his philosophy agrees with 
the Secretary whom he is appointed to 
serve can be urged as a sound reason for 
opposing him. In the course of my rath
er brief membership in the Senate I 
have approved the nominations of men 
for higher positions than the one under 
consideration, for instance, as Secretary 
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of the Interior and as members of the 
Cabinet, under both President Truman 
and President Eisenhower, with whose 
personal views I did not agree. However, 
I feel that the people decide at the gen
eral elections what kind of philosophy 
they want to prevail. Whether they 
decide the question rightly or not, the 
men· who are elected to high office are 
entitled to have in their official families 
men who agree with their philosophies. 
I shall never oppose an honorable and 
a trained man, who I think is qualified 
otherwise, simply because his philosophy 
is different from mine, if he is qualified 
to hold the position and to discharge it 
as a subordinate of the man whom he 
is appointed to help. I think my duty in 
that regard is discharged when I have 
found out that he is honorable, that he 
is courageous, that he is experienced, and 
that he is well trained. I shall not farll 
out with him about his philosophy. 

Mr. President, I had agreed to yield 
to the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I think the dis
tinguished senior Senator from Florida 
knows how anxious we both are to have 
the REcoRD clear. 

Mr. HOLLAND. That is correct. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. With respect to 

the statement made that Dr. Paarlberg's 
talk was made in a debate, let me say 
that we have investigated the matter to 
the best of our ability. We find no evi
dence of any debate. The talk in ques
tion was made at the Sherman Hotel in 
Chicago on October 1. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Of what year? 
Mr. SYMINGTON. 1950. To the 

best of our knowledge, Dr. Paarlberg was 
the only speaker. Nor did he, in the 
talk, confine himself to eggs. The im
plication might be given that it was a 
speech about eggs. Let me quote the 
speech itself: 

Price supports for farm products are based 
on the assumption that a dollar is worth 
more in the pocket of a farmer than in the 
pocket of anyone else. 

"Price supports for farm products," he 
said, not price supports for eggs. He 
said further: 

I do not intend to inquire into the merits 
of this assumption, though I have many 
doubts concerning it. In any case, we are 
engaged in the process of transferring dollars 
from pocket to pocket, even though a con
siderable amount of change is lost in the 
process. 

There are two aspects to this process of 
transferring dollars. One is the short run 
effect, which is a net gain to the farmer 
and a net loss to the consumer. The other 
is the long run effect, which, I maintain, is 
a net loss to all groups. The short run 
effect is understood by all; the long run effect 
is more subtle, but is perfectly clear to those 
who are willing to try to understand it. I 
shall discuss price supports for the commod
ity eggs as an example; much of what I 
shall say can be applied to other commodi· 
ties. 

I say to the distinguished Senator 
from Florida this was not a talk limited 
in content or application to the subject 
of eggs. 

The Senator mentioned that a reason 
why he thought it would be a good idea 
for the Senate to confirm the nomina
tion was that Mr. Paarlberg fully sup
.ported the theories of Secretary Benson. 

In the remarks I shall make later, I shall 
take issue with my able friend from Flor
ida because, in my opinion, the record 
proves that Secretary Benson's thoughts 
were not considered nearly so radical, in 
connection with the reduction of farm 
supports, as were those of Dr. Paarlberg. 
I shall later read into the RECORD some of 
the things Dr. Paarlberg said in that 
connection. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator 
from Missouri. My position is simply 
this, Mr. President and Senators: I 
think this man is a clean man, an honor
able man, . a qualified man. I think he 
has comported himself with great abil
ity in his dozens of appearances before 
our committee. I could not possibly feel 
he is disqualified to serve in this impor
tant capacity. To the contrary, I think 
Secretary Benson is thoroughly within 
his rights in · choosing a man who. has 
been loyal to him and loyal to the 
same ideas he, as Secretary, espouses . 
I certainly would want a showing dif
ferent from that produced in this RECORD 
before I would consider seriously voting 
against the confirmation of his nomina
tion. 

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the Senator 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish to say I 
would concur in what the Senator from 
Florida has said about Dr. Paarlberg as 
an individual. I think he is a clean 
man. I think he is an intelligent man. 
I am sure he supports the policies of 
Mr. Benson, and I gather he supports 
the policies of the President. 

Having said that he is a man of good 
character, honor, and integrity-which 
I believe he is-and that he is intelligent, 
my only comment is that his judgment 
on agricultural matters is not quite so 
good as his intelligence. 

The only thing I hold against Mr. 
Paarlberg, in fact--and I want to be 
quite clear about it--is that he has been 
the economic architect of the economic 
policies of the Department of Agricul
ture. I know that the Senator from 
Florida believes, as I generally believe, 
that the President has a right to select 
his own appointees, unless we find some
thing grossly wrong with them. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Within the limita.
tions I mentioned. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think the limita
tions mentioned by the Senator were 
what would generally be considered to 
be fair and proper limitations. 

The issue, however, as to the confirma
tion of Mr. Paarlberg's nomination-and 
I say this so that my position may be 
quite clear about it, though I am sure it 
is clear to the Senator from Florida-is 
simply whether we should once again 
ratify not only the man but ratify one 
who has been a philosopher in the De
partment, an economist in the Depart
ment, and one of its most articulate 
spokesmen, with whose philosophy I can
not agree, whose economics I think 
would lead to grave economic trouble, 
and whose general attitude on agricul
tural policies I feel is not sound. 

I am not going to debate the issue 
tonight with any venom or vitriol, be- · 
cause we had a wonderful opportunity to 

visit with Dr. Paarlberg. He was a good 
witness. He answered our questions. He 
came at the request of the committee. 

I feel that tonight Senators are go
ing to be called upon not only to pass 
judgment on a man but to pass judg
ment again on a policy. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Minnesota is very fully and 
courteously stating the position he stated 
at the time of the hearings. I shall 
quote the record, because I think it is 
so completely in accord with what the 
Senator from Minnesota has stated at 
this time. 

Senator HUMPHREY. I want to say, Dr. 
Paarlberg, that I for one would never contest 
your courage. 

Earlier some Senator-! believe it was 
the senior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
THYEJ-asked Mr. Paarlberg if he had 
the courage to stand up for his convic
tions. A little bit later the Senator from 

. Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY] had this to 
S:ly: 

Senator HUMPHREY. I want to say, Dr. 
Paarlberg, that I for one would never contest 
your courage. You have great courage and 
you have a sense of personal integrity which 
I think is most admirable and your views as 
I have heard them revealed here and as I 
have read them are in support of administra
tion policies on agricu.lture. 

I must confess that in my mind that 
doesn't help you as to my reaction to your 
confirmation but this has no personal re
flection upon you, sir, for your sense of per
sonal integrity and your courage and your 
ability to defend your position. You do a 
very good job of it. 

Mr. PAARLBERG. Thank you. 
Senator HUMPHREY. I personally have 

some disagreement over the point of eco
nomics involved. 

Mr. PAARLBERG. I understand that and I 
have thorough respect for your view, Senator, 
and for your view, Senator SYMINGTON. I do 
indeed feel that there are honest differences 
of viewpoints that have been very effectively 
expressed around this table today. 

I may say that the hearing was a 
most pleasant one for an onlooker, and 
the Senator from Florida was for the 
most part an onlooker. The exchanges 
between both Senators and Dr. Paarl
berg were most pleasant and most cor
dial. I think there were some similar 
words used, though I shall not attempt 
to quote them, in which the Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. SYMINGTON] ex
pressed, though not quite so forcefully 
or fully, his view that the trouble with 
Dr. Paarlberg was his philosophy. 

I think the Senator from Florida very 
fully, and I hope fairly, has stated the 
situation. He does not question the 
right of the Senator from Minnesota, 
the Senator from Missouri, or any other 
Senator to adopt a different position, 
but the Senator from Florida through
out the years has found that it is not 
his philosophy which has to be satisfied 
when important appointments come be
fore him. Questions as to integrity, as 
to experience, as to character, as to 
training, as to intelligence, as to aggres
siveness and as to courage are involved. 
·when one goes beyond that, speaking 
about executive department appoint
ments, such as we are now consider
ing, one must yield some freedom to 
those in authority to choose nien of like 
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points of view. I certainly do accord 
that freedom. 

As I say, I frequently have been called 
upon to act on appointments about 
which I had some question. I could 
mention certain instances, but that 
might be regarded as simply being dis
ag-reeable. I do not think it is nec
essary. I have been frequently called 
upon to vote to confirm nominations of 
persons who, I thought, did measure up 
to the standards I have mentioned, al
though their points of view were not in 
accord with mine but were satisfactory 
to the appointive power. 

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the Senator 
from Vermont. 

Mr. AIKEN. There seems to be some
thing of a misunderstanding, Mr. Presi
dent. When the Senator from Missouri 
and the Senator from Minnesota very 
openly and pleasingly commended Mr. 
Paarlberg because he would not yield 
from his belief and he would not state 
that he would do things differently if his 
nomination were confirmed, it appears 
that the Senator from Missouri and the 
Senator from Minnesota are indicting 
the policies which Mr. Paarlberg is un
dertaking to carry out. It may be that 
Secretary Benson and Dr. Paarlberg 
have some belief about those policies 
and would like to make some changes in 
them, but I wish respectfully to point 
out that the policies wl)ich they are car
rying out were laid ·down by a majority 
of both Houses of the Congress, and not 
by the administration. In fact, the ad .. 
ministration did not approve 100 per .. 
cent all the policies laid down by the · 
Congress. 

In practically every case, so far as I 
know, Dr. Paarlberg is undertaking and 
will undertake to carry out the policies 
laid down by the Congress, even though 
he may think they could be improved in 
some respects. Possibly they could be 
improved upon. I, myself, think so. 

So the indictment should not be 
against Dr. Paarlberg. The indictment 
should be against Congress. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I may 
say that I yield to every Senator the 
right to make indictments as he sees fit, 
but I see the matter as does the Senator 
from Vermont. I am not finding fault 
with my friends who feel otherwise. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a brief observa .. 
tion? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. The point is that 

in a presidential appointment such as 
this we are asked to give advice and 
consent. My advice to the Senate is, 
' 1Do not confirm him." And, so far as 
my consent is concerned, I say, "Never. 
never." 

I do not believe Mr. Paarlberg's nomi .. 
nation should be confirmed. He is not 
only what one might call a loyal and 
trusted servant of the administration, 
but this man is an able man. Make no 
mistake about that. I respect his ability. 
Not only does he say that he will ad
minister the policies which are laid 
down, but he also would like to change 
them. From what I hear about the 
changes, they would not help much. 

I must say the one vote in my public 
career I should like to withdraw, if I 
could, would be the vote I cast to sup .. 
port the philosophy laid down by our 
good friend, the Senator from Florida, 
with regard to the Secretary of Agricul
ture. As I recall, I was one of those 
misguided souls who voted to confirm 
his nomination. 

The distinguished junior Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. YouNG] did not be .. 
come involved in tha·t kind of of misin .. 
formation and misguided attitude. He 
took a firm position at the beginning. I 
want to pay tribute to the Senator. I 
have learned from him. Tonight as he 
has again asked some penetrating ques
tions I have felt that he is a great teacher 
looking over at the students to say, "This 
time stand firm. Be like those Spartans 
at the Pa,.ss of Thermopylae." I want 
to say that if Mr. Paarlberg is a Persian, 
he is going to have a tough time getting 
through. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the 
tone of this meeting is as pleasant as 
was the tone of our hearing. In fact, it 
is going along the same line. 

I hope the Senator from Minnesota 
will not feel too guilty about casting the 
vote which he mentions, because if he 
were in my State and counseled with 
the people of my State, he would find 
it very popular, because the people there 
-strongly support, in the main, · the poli .. 
cies of the present Secretary of Agricul
ture. 

Mr. President, there are · two other 
things I should mention. I apologize to 
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. SYM
INGTON] for taking more time than I had 
intended. 

The first item is that I do not believe 
I mentioned the fields of service which 
Dr. Paarlberg would handle as an As
sistant Secretary. One of them is the 
Foreign Agricultural Service. The sec· .. 
ond, related to that, is Public Law 480. 

I believe it appears in the RECORD that 
both distinguished Senators who have 
been on their feet in opposition have 
stated their very strong approval of the 
attitudes of Dr. Paarlberg with reference 
to Public Law 480 and his ad1ninistration 
of that law in the event it should be 
entrusted to him. 

The other fields which he would han
dle are the fields of Agricultural Market
ing Service and the statistical depart
ment of the D~partment of Agriculture. 
He would not be directly in the price
support field; and that seemed to me to 
be yet another reason why we snould 
not be too greatly concerned with his 
attitude on the price-suppor.t question. 

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. Would the Senator care 

to insert in his remarks at this point 
what Dr. Paarlberg said relative to Pub
lic Law 480? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Where is it to be 
found? 

Mr. AIKEN. On page 130 of the hear
ings. The Senator from Minnesota was 
questioning Dr. Paarlberg. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad to follow 
the suggestion of my able friend from 

Vermont. The Senator from Minnesota 
asked this question: 

Senator THYE. Dr. Paarlberg, as to Public 
Law 480. We of course from time to time are 
faced with the question of whether to extend 
Public Law 480. What is your attitude to
ward Public Law 480? 

Mr. PAARLBERG. I am in favor of Public Law 
480. I think it is a good law. I think that 
it has accomplished a good deal for agricul
ture. It has been generally wisely adminis
tered. Its achievements have been more fav
orable than I anticipated. 

There is more to the same effect. 
There was direct questioning on the same 
subject by the Senator from Missouri 
and the Senator from Minnesota. As I 
remember, the junior Senator from Min
nesota questioned Dr. Paarlberg more in 
this particular field than did any other 
member of the committee, and then ex
pressed his very warm appreciation of 
Dr. Paarlberg's attitude on the subject. 

Mr. President, I believe that is all I 
care to say. I have simply tried to state 
the facts as they were brought out before 
the committee and to state my own feel
ings about Dr. Paarlberg's record, his 
showing, and his entitlement, as I see it, 
to speedy confirmation by the Senate of 
his nomination. 

I hope the nomination will be con
firmed. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, in 

the discussion between the able-Senator 
from Florida [Mr. HoLLAND], and the able 
Senator from Vermont [Mr .. AIKEN], 
there was defense of a talk made in 1950 
by Dr. Paarlberg, the nominee. Back in 
1954, in a talk at Cornell University, be .. 
fore the Cornell Economics Seminar, Dr. 
Paarlberg made some statements which 
it would be very difficult, if not impossi .. 
ble, to defend on the same grounds that 
have been used in an attempt to defend 
his earlier statement. I shall quote from 
that speech. 

In referring to the role of the econo
mists in the Department of Agriculture 
in the drafting of the Agricultural Act of 
1954, Dr. Paarlberg said: 

Definite limits were imposed on our worlt 
from the start. 

There was the Republican platform, there 
were the campaign promises, and there was 
the Secretary's policy statement. 

Mr. President, it is obvious from that 
remark that Dr. Paarlberg does not agree 
with Secretary Benson. He believes 
that the administration should have 
gone further in lowering price supports 
than it did. He said, speaking of the 
limitations which he mentioned: 

These were subject to interpretation. 
within politically acceptable limits. 

But they nevertheless set boundaries 
within which the recommendations coming 
from our studies were required to fall. 

We had to come up with a program thl!-t 
gave a substantial amount of price support. 

He said later in the speech: 
How much economic commonsense 1s there 

in this program? 
Perhaps as much as the political climate 

would allow; the extremely narrow margin 
by which it passed the Congress is evidence 
of that fact. 

Certainly it involves a change in direction 
toward more reliance on the forces of the 
market. 
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It provides a beachhead of price flexibility 
which may in time be enlarged. 

Certainly it is fail· for us to conjecture 
what that means. Inasmuch as the 
Secretary of Agriculture has now backed 
a bill which could bring cotton supports 
down to zero, an enlarged beachhead 
on cotton might well be no price sup
ports at all. 

Dr. Paarlberg continued, on the same 
subject: 

This accomplishment was noteworthy, 
coming as it did in an election year, with 
declining farm prices, and in the face of 
repeated warnings that farmers would pun
ish at the polls those who would vote lower 
price supports. 

So I appraise it as a victory for economic 
commonsense, though not so decisive a 
victory as many of us would have liked. 

What is it that Dr. Paarlberg is ap
praising as a victory for economic com
monsense? The answer is clear and 
obvious-lower price supports. There
fore the next phrase of his speech is even 
more interesting: 

So I appraise it as a victory for economic 
commonsense, thoUgh not so decisive a 
Victory as many of us would have liked. 

Mr. President, it would be interesting 
to note what Dr. Paarlberg's program 
would be today if he had not been re
strained "by the Republican platform"; 
if he had not been restained by "the 
campaign promises o.f President Eisen
hower"; and if he had no.t been re
strained by the "Secretary's policy state:. 
ments." · 

Note well this latter statement. Dr. 
Paarlberg is on the record that he would 
go farther than Mr. Benson if he had 
not been limited. · 

Most farmers in America can shudder 
at the thought of what this decisive vic
tory would have meant to their incomes. 

Mr. President, this is the record. 
I shall continue later with a few fur- · 

ther remarks on this subject. 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. SYMINGTON. I shall be glad to 

yield, but before doing so, I congratulate 
the able junior Senator from North Da
kota for his splendid remarks on this 
subject. - As all of us know, he is one 
of the authorities on the farm programs 
of the United States, and his actions are 
always in the best interests of the fam
ily-sized farms. 

I now yield to my distinguished col
league from Washington. 

Mr. JACKSON. I take this oppor
tunity to express to the distinguished 
junior Senator from Missouri my appre
ciation for the very able work he did in 
the Conunittee on Agriculture and For
estry in bringing out the facts with ref
erence to this important nomination. 

I compliment the distinguished and 
able junior Senator from Missouri for 
the excellent presentation he is making 
on the floor of the Senate in connection 
with the nomination. 

It is obvious that the philosophy o! 
this nominee, who apparently is a very 
fine man personally, is not in the best 
interests of the American farmer and 
the family-sized farm. The able Sena
tor from Missouri is rendering a great 
public service in bringing out these facts 
on the floor of the Senate this evening. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the dis
tinguished Senator from Washington for 
his kind remarks. I am deeply grateful 
for his honoring me by the statement he 
has just made. 

Mr. President, the Senate is being 
asked to confirm, for high administra
tive office, the nomination of Dr. Don 
Paarlberg, Chief Economic Adviser to 
Secretary of Agriculture Benson, for the 
position of Assistant Secretary of Agri
culture in charge of marketing and for
eign agriculture. 

After carefully studying the record of 
this gentleman, I oppose this nominee, 
not on the basis of his personal char
acter, but because it is clear that his 
philosophies are against the best inter
ests of most farmers-the people ne is 
supposed to represent. 

If administrative experience is impor
tant for good government, then I believe 
a vote for Dr. Paarlberg is a vote against 
good government--and the record proves 
it is a vote against the family size farmer, 
as well as the small town which that type 
of farm supports. 

In passing, there is not a single argu
ment that can be made to justify the 
continuation of small business which 
cannot also be made to justify the con
tinuation of the family size farm; and 
vice versa. 

We are all in this farm program 
together. 

Dr. Paarlberg has had no managerial 
experience whatever; therefore, it ap
pears wrong to me for the Senate to 
approve his nomination for a high posi
tion in a Department already riddled 
with management problems. 

In addition, Dr. Paarlberg is generally 
considered the leader of the current 
brain trust in the Department of Agri
culture; therefore, he is one of those pri
marily responsible for the policies of that 
Department in recent years. 

Dr. Paarlberg has publicly stated that 
his recommendations "have been influ
ential in the position that the Secretary 
and others have taken." 

There are those who say, "If Dr. 
Paarlberg believ-es in the philosophies of 
Secretary Benson, why not let the latter 
have him?" . 

But if one believes the policies of Mr. 
Benson are wrong, I plead with him to 
give consideration to the fact that the 
record proves Dr. Paarlberg's aversion 
to support of the farmer is far greater 
than that of Mr. Benson. 

Dr. Paarlberg has even stated that his 
recommendations had to be watered 
down to meet political limitations, 
and an examination of his speeches 
proves conclusively that this is true. 

Such an analysis of his talks, plus his 
recent testimony, may not show what· he 
is for. But they do show what he is 
agains-t--the family-size farmer. 

Let us look at the record of what his 
policies have done to the· Ainerican 
farmer. 

In 1952, the · ·year p-rior to that 'fn 
which the Benson-Paarlberg group, in 
effect, obtained control of the destiny of 
the American farmers, parity for those 
farmers ·was 100. 

Those who know and under-stand par
ity know that 100 percent of · parity is 
lOO·percent justice~no more, no less. 

Last year it was -83-a drop of 17 per
cent from the 1952 average-the last 
year with an average parity as high as 
100. 

Total farm income, after inventory 
adjustments, has dropped from $15.1 
billion in 1952 to $11.6 billion in 1956-
a decline of 23 percent. 

Average per capita net farm income 
from all sources-that includes the in
come from off the farm by those who 
could not support themselves on the 
farm-was $953 in 1952. Last year it 
was down to $902. 

In other words, in my State, and in 
the States of many other Senators, there 
are men who work all day on the farm 
and then go into town at night and work 
at whatever jobs they can obtain. Then 
they go home and start working on the 
farm again at great physical strain. 
Many such cases have come to our at
tention in Missouri. Despite the small 
amount of additional money they have 
made by working off the farm~inciden
tally following the advice of Secretary 
Benson to get some work in town-their 
income has dropped from $953 in 1952 to 
$902 in 1956. 

At the same time the average per 
capita net income of the nonfarm popu
lation increased from $1,833 to $2,018. 

Many believe that these · are planned 
policies-planned to reduce the number 
of American farmers; and in that way 
give more prosperity to those who 
remain. 

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield. 
Mr. KERR. A few days ago I was dis

cussing the farm problem with one of 
the high officials of the Treasury Depart
ment. The discussion came up in con
nection with the adminis-tration's fiscal 
policies and their effect, and the mone
tary control policies and their effect, up-
on the economy, particularly upon the 
American farmer. 

The gentleman looked at me with a 
very straight face and spoke just as 
seriously as if he were talking about the 
business of eating, sleeping, or exercis
ing, or the matter of food and shelter. 

He said, "Senator, don't you know 
that we have far too many farm families 
in America, and that the uneconomic 
farm unit has to go?" 

I said, "My friend, do you realize you 
are talking about human beings-Ameri
can men, women, and children?" 

He said, "So what? If they are an 
uneconomic unit, there is no place .for 
them in this economy." 

In view of what the distinguished Sen
ator from Montana has just said about 
what appears to be the program of this 
administration, I presume referring, in 
part, to the Department of Agriculture
namely: 

Many believe that these are planned pol· 
icies, planned to reduce the number of Amer· 
ican farmers; and in that way give more 
pros-perity to those who remain. 

Would not the Senator consider it to 
be a fact that such a policy is a well
known and established fact when mem
bers of even another department of the 
executive branch . ot the Government 
fran.kly and boldly make the statement 
that the-re are too many {arm famiiies 
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in this country, and that the uneconomic 
farm unit has to go? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. There is no ques
tion about the accuracy of the distin
guished Senator's statement. I remind 
him of the remark which was made by 
the present Under Secretary of Agricul
ture several years ago, when he said that 
the marginal farms should be turned 
over to grass or fallow. That was when 
the great senior Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. RUSSELL] said that he felt the diffi~ 
culty would be they had-not yet taught 
the farmers' children how to digest grass. 

Mr. KERR. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 

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

Is it not true, also, that the Department 
of Agriculture has been successful in 
putting many small farms out of busi
ness? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The answer to 
that is based on their own record. In 
the last 4 years, under the program of 
the present administration of the De
partment of Agriculture for the elimina
tion of the family-sized farm by their 
own figures we have lost more than 470,-
000 farm families. I have been told by 
the able Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
KERR] that those figures actually are 
considerably larger than 470,000. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Is it not also true that a limitation has 
been made, namely, that no loan will be 
made unless the farmer produces a cer
tain amount of . cash crop, and the 
amount has been ".fixed at $2,000? -

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is correct. 
Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 

Does not that prevent a great many of 
the small farmers from obtaining loans 
from the Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. 'There can be no 
question about that. It is simply an
other part of the planned elimination of 
the small farmer. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
·we know the farmer grows many things 
which never are turned into cash. 
Therefore, those things are not included 
in figuring the cash 1crop. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Of course. 
Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from Missouri yield to me? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

TALMADGE in the chair). Does the Sen
. ator from Missouri yield to the Senator 
from Oklahoma? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield to my able 
colleague from Oklahoma. 

Mr. KERR. I should like to ask about 
two things. First, is it not a fact that 
today the average income per farm fam
ily is very little, if anything, above $2,000 
a farm? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The average in
come per capita, today, in the case of 
farmers--

Mr. KERR. I am talking about the 
income per farm unit, 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I cannot answer 
as to that. But the average per capita 
income of farmers today is just over 
$600 from the farm. 

Mr. KERR. From the farm? 
Mr. SYMINGTON. That is correct. -

Mr. KERR. The Senator referred to a 
statement by the Under Secretary of 
Agriculture who, I believe, is Mr. Morse. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Yes, Under Secre
tary True D. Morse. 

Mr. KERR. As I recall his statement, 
it was that the marginal farmer must be 
eliminated. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Let me read Mr. 
Morse's statement, which a member of 
my staff has just handed to me. 

This was said on April 24, 1953, just as 
this group began to go to work to elimi
nate the family-size farm: 

Under Secretary True D. Morse said price
support programs tend to keep the inefficient 
farmer in business, instead of allowing the 
normal, healthy adjustment which should 
take _place in agriculture--

Which is just what the distinguished 
senior Senator from Oklahoma says he 
was told a few days ago in the Finance 
Committee. 

Under Secretary Morse is further 
quoted as follows: 

Inefficient producers may either be forced 
out of business or else "farm the llfe out of 
their farms" to pay the bills. He felt it would 
be better if the marginal farme1· got out of 
farming and into industry-

At that point I should like to ask, 
where are the jobs for them in industry, 
in view of the fact that layoffs in indus
try are now occurring by the tens of 
thousands? 

I read further: 
. and then his land should be turned over to 
grass or trees or othet· soil-conservation 
practices. 

That caused the remark by the senior 
Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. KERR. I am glad to have the 
exact words. As I remembered them, he 
had indicated that his judgment was 
that marginal farmers should be elim
inated. 

Is it not a well-known fact that the 
Department of Agriculture has succeed
ed in putting that policy into successful 
operation? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I would answer 
that partially "Yes" and partially "No," 
because even though the Department of 
Agriculture has applied its policies in or
der to get rid of the small farmers, in 
order that the remaining farmers would 
be wealthier, the actual facts are that in 
1952, when the present administration 
came into power, the average per capita 
net farm income was $953; but after the 
administration and the Department of 
Agriculture eliminated 470,000 farm 
families-in other words, millions of peo
ple-in order that the remainder would 
have more income, nevertheless, under 
those policies the income dropped to $902 
a year. 

Mr. KERR. The latter are 1956 dol
lars, which are approximately 5 per~ent 
less in value than the 1952 dollars. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator from 
Oklahoma, who is a great authority on 
the entire financial structure of the Gov
ernment, would know that better than I 
do. But I am sure the reduction is· at 
least that much. 

Mr. KERR. Very well. I believe the 
Senator's answer to my question is that 
in the case of the purpose of the pres
ent a4zninistration and the Department 

of Agriculture to eliminate the marginal 
farmers, they have been eminently suc
cessful. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is correct. 
Mr. KERR. Is it not a fact that after 

they have succeeded in a big way in the 
elimination of the marginal farmers they 
found when they came into power, their 
policy has resulted in the creation of 
many more marginal farmers than the 
number they have thus far been able to 
eliminate? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Oh, yes; the able 
Senator from . Oklahoma makes a con
clusive point. The proof is that the ones 
who are left are now worse off than were 
the ones they eliminated in 1953. 

Mr. KERR. I thank the Senator from 
Missouri. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Missouri yield to me? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield 
to my friend, the distinguished senio1· 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN]. 

Mr. AIKEN. I am sure the Senator 
from Missouri wishes to state the correct 
source of the information in connection 
with the statements he has been making, 
I do not recall that any official of the 
Department of Agriculture recommend
ed the elimination of so-called family
sized farms. I know that the Senator 
from Missouri will find that the recom
mendation was made by an organization 
known as the Committee for Economic 
Progress, which was sponsored by Mr. 
James Patton, Mr. M. W. Thatcher, Mr. 

·Walter Reuther, and several other per
sons, who made the recommendation for 
the liquidation of 950,000 farms the in
come of which was less than $2,500 a 
year. That recommendation was made 
in a report issued a year ago last spring. 
It was not generally distributed, but I 
shall be glad to show the Senator from 
Missouri the report, if he would like to 
see it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have a copy of 
the report here, and I should like to have 
the Senator read the material in it. 

Mr. AIKEN. They recommended the 
elimination of 950,000 small farms, ove1· 
a 4-year period. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
do not know who were the ones who 
suggested elimination of the family
size farms. I do know of the actions of 
this administration in eliminating them. 
What we are discussing now is the prac
tical application of governmental au
thority to eliminate the family-size 
farms-the exercise of such authority by 
the persons who currently are in control 
of the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. AIKEN. Let me identify the au
thor of the report to which I have re
ferred. He is Mr. Leon Keyserling. I 
am sure the Senator froni Missouri will 
agree that Mr. Leon Keyserling is a very 
able economist, and that he probably 
made a very worthwhile and able report 
at the time. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I cannot agree 
with a proposal to eliminate 950,000 
family-size farms. 

Mr. AIKEN. I disagree emphatically 
with Mr. Keyserling, Mr. Patton, Mr. 
Thatcher, and Mr. Reuther in that rec
ommendation. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I believe we are 
getting a little off the subject, when we 
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begin to quote from statements by Mr. 
.Reuther about farms. I never knew he 
was as much of a farm expert, as he 
ls an expert regarding conditions in the 
cities. 

But regardless of who talked about 
eliminating the family-size farms, the 
fact is that when the present admin
istration came into power they did not 
merely talk about it, they went ahead 
and did it 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Missouri yield to me? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield. 
Mr. KERR. Mr. Reuther is not being 

considered by the Senate of the United 
States for appointment to the position of 
Assistant Secretary of Agriculture; is he? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. No. But I am 
quite sure--based on my knowledge of 
Walter Reuther-that if he were nomi
nated and confirmed to be Secretary of 
Agriculture, he would have a great deal 
more sympathy for the farmer than the 
present Secretary of Agriculture has 
shown in his policies. 

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

Mr. KERR. Just a moment, please. 
I wish to say to the distinguished Sen

ator from Missouri that I thoroughly 
agree with him in that regard. Let me 
say that I would prefer to put the fate 
of the family-size farms of Oklahoma in 
the hands of Walter Reuther or Jim Pat
ton or Leon Keyserling and trust them, 
when operating without a law, rather 
than to have the fate of .the family
size farms of Oklahoma placed in the 
hands of Mr. Paarlberg and Mr. Benson, 
when operating with a law. 

I desire to ask this question: Does not 
the distingiHshed Senator from Missouri 
believe that today it would be impossible 
to find as many as 1 million farm fam
ilies in the United States with an average 
income of $2,500 per farm? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. There is no ques
tion about that. 

Mr. KERR. It would be difficult to 
find that many, certainly. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Let me reply by 
stating that in my own State, in many 
counties the average farm gross income 
is less than $1,000 a year. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from MissoUli yield to me? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield 
to my friend, the distinguished junior 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HUM
PHREY], who is a very able expert in all 
aspects of agriculture. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I th81nk the Sen
ator from Missouri. 

The study to which reference has been 
made is entitled "Full Prosperity for 
Agriculture--.Conference on Economic 
Progress." The study was authored by 
Leon Keyserling, one of the great econ
omists. The study is based upon Gov
ernment statistics, and it presents a 
rather comprehensive program. Let me 
say that if the program were enacted, 

·the agricultural income situation today 
would be decidedly improved. 

For example, this is one of the cap
tions of one of the paragraphs in the 
study: 

The family-type farm should be further 
· strengthened by improved credit facilities, 
and by encouragement of farm cooperatives. 

Another subheading: 
Essential public services should be vastly 

expanded in farm areas, with incre.asing re
sort to the principle of equalization. 

An.other subhe81ding: 
Programs to reduce farm poverty, improve 

farm income distribution, and strengthen 
the family-type farm. The Government's 
immediate and long-range 1956-60 objectives 
for expanding farm income should contain 
specific targets and programs for the reduc
tion of farm poverty and for strengthening 
the family-type farm. 

Another subheading: 
Farm price supports and income payments 

should help to narrow the gap between 
poverty and high incomes in agriculture, and 
to strengthen the family-type farm. 

With the policies presently being 
pursued, it was said there would be a 
migration of agricultural workers. The 
report said that if such migration should 
take place, there should be employment 
provided, and it should be full-time, 
rather than part-time employment. 

I think what we are concerned with is 
healthy agriculture, and whether it con
sists of 15 million farm families or 13 
million farm families-whatever the 
number may be-the families in agricul
ture ought to be able to make a living in 
agriculture. That is what we are talk
ing about. 

To be sure, some persons are going to 
leave the farm. There is no law to keep 
them there. With farm production up, 
some persons are going to leave the farm 
because of modern technology. It is one 
thing for persons to leave farms because 
they want to, because it is their own free 
choice; it is another thing for persons to 
be driven off the farms because of un
economic policies and policies which 
cause persons to leave the farm because 
of attrition, rather than because of free 
choice. · 

If persons wish to go to the cities by 
their own free choice, when the alterna
tives are good living in the city or poor 
living in the country, that is their choice; 
but for the Government of the United 
States to have policies, which it pursues 
relentlessly, to work out programs of 
attrition in driving persons from the 
land, cannot be condoned. That is what 
the Senator is talking about. 

I recommend this booklet for the read
ing of Senators who feel that Mr. Paarl
berg ought to be Assistant Secretary 
of ·Agriculture. After they get through 
reading it, they will not want to cast only 
one vote against the confirmation, but 
two votes, which, of course, they cannot 
do. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator from 
Minnesota did not say two votes for Dr. 
Paarlberg, did he? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No. I will re
peat-two votes against confirmation. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield so that I may ask a ques
tion of the very distinguished Senator 
from Minnesota? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield with the 
understanding that I do not lose my 
right to the :floor. 

Mr. KERR. Would the Senator from 
Minnesota think 'it might be a good 
thing for the distinguished Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] and the country 

at large if the Senator from Vermont 
evidenced an attitude of support· of the 
entire thesis of that book, instead of only 
a limited part of it, drawn from context? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I would say if the 
present administration would accept as 
its economic program for agriculture the 
proposition, the principles, and the sta
tistical formula laid down in this study, 
the American farmers would indeed be 
entitled to a day of rejoicing. They 
would think it was one of the happiest 
moments in the history of the Republic. 

Mr. KERR. Would such a program as 
the administration has established have 
any relationship to the program of 
which the Senator from Vermont is the 
principal architect? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. If so, it would be 
strictly by coincidence or accident. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Sena
tor. Jim Patton is my friend. I admire 
his etforts to help the farmers of our 
country, but I did not think it was nec
essary to comment on any remarks 
which, even by implication, would tend 
to give the thought that he was not pri
. marily interested in bettering the fam-
ily-sized farm. 

It is true there are hundreds of thou
sands less farmers; but those remaining, 
those who have been fortunate enough to 
hold out, are nevertheless making less 
money. 
~hey are making less, despite the fact 

that other segments of the economy are 
making a great deal more. 

Let us compare the average hourly 
earnings in agriculture with other seg
ments of the economy. 

In 1952, the realized return per hour 
to all farm labor and management-after 
allowance for capital investment-was 
82.5 cents. 

In 1956, it had declined to 70.3 cents
down 17 percent. 

During the same pe1iod, wages in man
ufacturing rose from $1.67 to $1.98 per 
hour-up 2.0 );lercent. 

From 1952 to 1956, the average of all 
wages increased 22 percent. 

Wage rates normally rise with an in
crease in productivity. This has not 
been the case in agriculture; and that in 
itself should have been a warning to the 
Department that something was very 
wrong with their policies and programs. 

The red light was ignored, however. 
The Department initiated policies which 
have resulted in lower farm prices, lower 
farm income, and, therefore, lower farm 
wage rates. 

The records of the Department detail 
what has happened. 

In recent years, millions of Americans 
have left the farm. From 1952 to 1956, 
the number of farms in the United States 
has decreased 460,000. 

This is according to Mr. Benson's own 
figures. Some informed people believe 
the number is actually much higher. 

In the past 4 years, the farm mortgage 
foreclosure rate has increased 40 percent. 

The more one looks into his philoso-
. phies, as carried out in the cw-rent pro
grams of .the Department of Agriculture, 
the more one has the right to believe 
that this Agriculture administration can 
be called an administration of paradox. 

Compensatory payments, a method of 
farm support involving the least cost to 
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the consumer, are wTong-unless they 
are right. 

They are wrong for cotton or wheat or 
livestock, but right for wool. 

They are right for wool, so as to in
cTease production. But last year wool 
production decreased. 

Price supports to nonconformers in 
grain programs are right in one year, but 
wrong in another year. 

In 1956 soil-bank payments on corn 
were justified on the ground these pay
ments would reduce production; yet we 
ended up with 220 million more bushels 
of corn. 

I am not necessarily criticizing these 
policies in any one case; I am attempting 
to show the completely paradoxical po
sition in which the Department of Agri
culture has placed the American farmer 
through its policies. 

Assistance is wrong for needy farmers 
in some disaster areas, but right for 
wealthy farmers in other disaster areas. 
Based on facts originally uncovered by 
the distinguished senior Sen a tor from 
Delaware, everyone now knows that is 
the present way the management of the 
Department of Agriculture has been 
handling the drought program. 

Mr. President, at this time I ask unani
mous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD at this point an article from a 
great Missouri newspaper, the St. 
Joseph Gazette, of Friday, August 9, 1957, 
entitled "Drought Help Squandered
Senator Says Some Firings Are in 
Order." 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD. 
as follows: 
DnouGHT HELP SQUANDERED--SENATOR SAYS 

SOME FIRINGS ARE IN ORDER 
WASHINGTON, August 8.-Senator JoHN 

WILLIAMS, Republican of Delaware, called to
day for immediate dismissal of Federal 
drought relief administrators who he 
charged have squandered $3,600,000 through 
n>ismanagement. 

The Delaware Republican said that under 
the leadership of Kenneth L. Scott, drought 
program director, there has been "widespread 
mismanagement of the drought relief pr?
gram," established in 1953 to aid farmers 1n 
the arid Southwest. 

He urged a thorough Senate Agriculture 
Committee inquiry into the handling of 
drought funds. 

THREE ACCUSATIONS 
WILLIAMS charged that-
( 1) More · than $2 million in Federal funds 

was misused to buy ineligible feed and pay 
book accounts. 

(2) More than $1 million was thrown away 
because drought program administrators mis
marked shipments of cottonseed meal sent to 
plants for pelleting, and failed to take ad
vantage of low freight rates. 

(3) The Commodity Credit Corporation 
paid $600,000 to railroads for retroactive 
freight charges for a period in which the 
railroads had agreed to reduce rates by 50 
percent. The Comptroller General has rep
rimanded the CCC for this action and has 
urged it to reclaim the funds. 

TEARS INTO PAYMENTS 
Referring to the $1 million in unnecessary 

freight charges, WILLIAMS declared: "This 
represents one further example of the inex
cusable negligence surrounding the admin
istration of this drought relief program, and 
the official or officials responsible for this ac
tion should be fired.'• 

He said the $600,000 payment to the rail
roads "is just another instance indicating the 

widespread mismanagement of the drought 
relief program under Mr. Kenneth L. Scott 
and further emphasizes the need of a thor
ough examination of this program by the 
Senate Agriculture Committee." 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
that Senator was the distinguished 
senior Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
WILLIAMS]. 

Regimentation of the farmer is wrong 
in some programs, but right in others. 

Many farmers have failed after having 
been given the freedom of "the right to 
go broke"; whereas others, through mar
keting orders that involve almost com
plete regimentation by the Department 
of Agriculture, have been given the right 
to prosper. 

In these latter cases, note that the 
regimentation so often criticized by Dr. 
Paarlberg nevertheless extends to the 
point where many thousand American 
farmers are now criminally liable if they 
do not obey Secretary Benson when he 
orders them to sell a certain specified 
amount of a certain specified product at 
a certain specified time in certain speci
fled containers to be shipped to certain 
specified markets. 

Even a cursory examination of various 
recent hearings before the Senate Agri
culture Committee shows the Depart
ment to be in desperate need of addi
tional administrative experience. 

It is true there are small oases in the 
desert of the farm economy. Let us look 
at what has happened to the rest of the 
farmers. As I mentioned before, Dr. 
Paarlberg has absolutely no managerial 
experience of any kind whatever, yet if 
his nomination for this position is con
firmed, he will have about 10,000 people 
working for him and he will supervise 
programs incident to the distribution of 
$1,661,000,000 of the taxpayers' money. 

Dr. Paarlberg's lack of managerial ex
perience makes this important, because 
the cost of running the Department of 
Agriculture is rising so rapidly. 

How many people realize that whereas 
in the fiscal year 1952, the last full year 
of the previous administration, the De
partment of Agriculture's net expendi
ture was just over $1 billion, for the fiscal 
1958 the estimated net expenditure for 
the Department of Agriculture is g.lmost 
$5 billion-five times as much. 

Even more incredible are the following 
figures: 

During the 20-year period prior to the 
present control, the average farm price
support cost per year was 35 cents per 
person. 

In the fiscal year 1956, this price sup
port cost rose to $S per person-and for 
the first 11 months of the fiscal year 
1957, it rose further, to $7 per person. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
What was the total cost? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. In money? 
Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 

In money. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Let me say to my 

distinguished colleague, the very able 
farm expert from South Carolina, that 
the average cost for all price-support 
activities during the 20-year period prior 
to the present control of the Department 
was 35 cents per citizen a year. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Has the Senator stated how many mil
lion dollars it cost? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I did not, but I 
shall. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Proceed, please. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. During the 20 
years prior to this management obtain
ing control of American agriculture, the 
total losses-all commodities-which re
sulted from farm price supports were 
$1,110,137,000. 

Let me say to the distinguished senior 
Senator from South Carolina, that figure 
includes a loss of nearly a half-billion 
dollars on potatoes. Actually, the cost 
of the 6 basics in that period of 20 years 
was only about $20 million, or about one
third of 1 percent per person a year. 

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. If I may, I should 
like to finish these figures for the REc
ORD, and then I shall be happy to yield. 

Under this same program, in the 4% 
years that this administration has been 
directing the price support operation, the 
loss to the American taxpayer on price 
support operations, up to May 31, 1957, 
was $3,347,000,000. On the basics dur
ing the same period, the total was $1,-
459,000,000. 

In other words, under the current 
theories, which we all know are the 
theories of Dr. Paarlberg, the American 
taxpayer has already lost over three 
times as much money in 4% years as he 
did in the previous 20; and on the basics 
he has lost more than 70 times as much 
in 4 years as he did in 20. 

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to 
yield to my friend, the Senator from 
Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The reply to the 
Senator from Missouri will undoubtedly 
be that this administration inherited a 
"mess." I am sure the Senator has 
heard that expression before. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I have heard 
much about that. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think the an
swer should be given now. The truth is 
that the cost of the ·farm program to the 
taxpayers has gone up each year this 
administration has been in power. 

In other words, the cost in 1953 was 
greater than the cost in 1952. The cost 
in 1954 was greater than the cost in 
1953. After 1954, the administration 
had its own law exactly the way · it de
sired, but the cost in 1955 was greater 
than the cost in 1954, and the cost in 
1956 was much greater than the cost in 
1955. The cost in 1957 is an Eisen
hower record. It really went right on 
through, just as was done with interest 
rates. The administration broke the 3-
percent barrier, and then broke the 4-
percent barrier. 

The administration has now broken 
the $5 billion barrier in the expenses of 
the Department of Agriculture, though 
some persons used to talk about Truman 
being a spendthrift. Harry Truman in 
1952 had a Department budget of $1,045 
million, but in 1956, 2 years after the 
administration's own farm law went into 
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effect, there was a net budget of-let 
me get the exact figure-$4,956 million. 

Only this administration can do that, 
because it is planned that way. This 
could not happen by accident. This is 
one of those well-organized, properly 
planned, businesslike methods of losing 
almost $3% billion in 4 years. One sim
ply cannot do that by accident; one has 
to work at it. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator is 
correct. One would think, based on 
these tremendous losses, losses 70 times 
as high in the 4 years as occurred in the 
previous 20 years, there would be some
thing to show for it. Has it resulted in 
more income for the farmers? It has 
not. Farm income has dropped 23 per
cent. I ask Senators: Does this not 
prove the danger of adding another fox 
to those already in charge of the hen 
house? 

And these figures are only part of the 
story. 

When Mr. Benson took over the De
partment of Agriculture in January 1953, 
it had 67,000 employees. That was when 
the so-called business administration 
came into power. 

By January 1957 it had 82 ,000-an in
crease of 23 percent. And it is still roll
ing-because today there are 87,000. 

In other words, under these first 4 
years of Mr. Benson's administration 
and Dr. Paarlberg's advice, it took 23 
percent more employees to reduce farm 
income 23 percent. 

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. May I say that the 

Senator is now pointing out accomplish
ments of the administration? These are 
the positive achievements. I want to 
add one other achievement, because 
everything this administration has done 
in agriculture has not resulted in l'educ
tions. 

For example, take farm indebtedness. 
In 1952 it was $14,600,000,000. This ad
ministration has been doing something 
about that. By January 1956, the ad
ministration got the figure up to $18,-
900,000,000. So the administration gets 
some things up. It got farm prices 
down, farm income down, and farm par
ity down, but it got the indebtedness up. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
And do not forget about the interest, too. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. It got the in
terest rate up. 

There is one other factor which the 
administration increased. The total 
value of Commodity Credit Corporation 
inventory on hand as of June 1953, was 
$3 ,476,330,000. The next year it was $6,-
005,511,000; in 1955, $7,069,277,000; in 
1956-going up-$8,257,308,000. Then 
we gave them $2 billion under Public 
Law 480, to sell farm surpluses, and they 
reduced the inventory to $7,645,075,000 in 
1957. In other words, in 4% years, they 
were able to add almost $4 billion to 
Commodity Credit Corporation invento
l'ies. They were able to increase the 
storage price of wheat from 7 cents a 
bushel to more than 12 cents a bushel. 
They were able to get interest rates up 
too, from 4 percent to an average of 5 Y2 

percent, and to increase indebtedness same value as it did in 1953, when the 
from $14 billion to $18,900,000,000. . total was $3,476,330,000? 

There is no way to make a record like Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator's 
that without working at it. Dr. Paarl- point is very well taken. The point that 
berg has been one of the architects, one should be stated here is that there was 
of the carpenters in the economic work- a difference of about eight points in par-
shop for the destruction of agriculture. ity. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Year after year Mr. KERR. There was a much great-
in this administration the costs have er difference than that. 
gone up and farm income down. They Mr. HUMPHREY. The 1953 parity 
have planned and carried out the bank- ratio was about 92. It is down to about 
ruptcy of the Department of Agricul- 82 at the present time. 
ture. In private business, after one has Mr. SYMINGTON. It is 84, as of this 
bankrupted a business he is usually re- month. 
lieved from office. Tonight we are being Mr. HUMPHREY. That is a differ
asked to promote one of the authors of ence of 8 or 9 points. In percentage it 
the policies that have caused the bank- would be equivalent to about a 17-per
ruptcy. cent decrease in price. So it would be 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will fair to say that that would represent 
the Senator further yield? more than $9 billion in Commodity 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield. Credit Corporation inventory at 1952 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish to repeat, price levels. 

so that no one can misunderstand me, Mr. KERR. Does the Senator know 
that I do not accuse the administration any other field of American production 
of merely letting these things happen. in which this administration has sue
That would be really unfair. It could ceeded in reducing value to so great a 
not make so great a mistake. It had to degree as has been accomplished in the 
be planned. Such planning required an field of the value of farm products? 
economic philosopher. It required Mr. HUMPHREY. The only other 
someone with an economic formula. field is that of Government bonds. The 
The only trouble with Dr. Paarlberg's administration has succeeded very well 
economics is that they are wrong. They in reducing their value. 
lead only in one direction. They lead Mr. KERR. I thank ·the Senator for 
down. They are the same kind of eco- that suggestion, which is pertinent and 
nomics that were pursued by the Gov- correct. 
ernment in the 1920's and the early Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
1930's. There is no doubt about it. Senator yield? 

Mr. Paarlberg was asked whether his Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield to the 
point of view had changed since he came Senator from North Dakota. 
to Washington. He said that it had Mr. LANGER. For the RECORD, how 
not been changed, but had been re- many members are there on the Commit-
fortified. tee on Agriculture and Forestry? 

What was his point of view before he Mr. SYMINGTON. I believe there 
came to Washington? It was not in are 15. 
favor of price supports. His point of Mr. LANGER. And the majority of 
view was that there were too many them are Democrats, are they not? 
farmers, too many people on the farm. Mr. SYMINGTON. The majority of 

His point of view was that price sup- them are Democrats. 
ports were uneconomic, as will be seen Mr. LANGER. And they have en
from the statements which the Senator dorsed this nominee for this position, 
from Missouri has quoted. He himself have they not? 
said that the members of the adminis- Mr. SYMINGTON. Initially the vote 
tration could have done something about was 4 Democrats against; 3 for approval. 
the situation, but they had made some Later when the absent members were 
political commitments. polled the vote became 4 for and 4 

Mr. SYMINGTON. They were re- against. I say that with considerable 
strained by the Secretary of Agricul- sorrow--
ture, by the Republican platform, and Mr. LANGER. Were they familiar 
by the campaign promises of the Pres- with the facts? 
ident. Mr. SYMINGTON. From the stand-

Mr. HUMPHREY. Those are mighty point of the future of the American 
weak restraints. Anyone who could not farmer, especially the family sized farm, 
get away from those restraints was prac- they were. 
tically anemic. Mr. LANGER. The committee knew 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the that this nominee was against the small 
Senator yield to me to make a sugges- farmer, did it not? 
tion to the Senator from Minnesota? Mr. SYMINGTON. The final vote 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield. record shows the Democrats on the com
Mr. KERR. The Senator from Min- mittee split 4 to 4. There were 4 Demo

nesota was speaking about the great ac- cratic votes against the nomination and 
complishments in the realm of failure, 3 Democratic votes in favor of the nomi
and in the growth of the inventory of nation at the committee meeting. But 
the Commodity Credit Corporation when the absent members were polled 
from $3,476,330,000 in 1953 to $7,645,- the vote became 4 to 4. 
075,000 in 1957. Mr. KERR. So there was not a rna-

Does the Senator take into account jority of the Democrats on the com
the difference in the unit value of what mittee in favor of the nomination. 
was in that inventory, and what the Mr. SYMINGTON. That is correct. 
value really would be in 1957 if that If I may respectfully say so, the showing 
which was in the inventory had the of interest in the family-size<i farm on 
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the part of Democrats on the committee 
was considerably better than that on 
the other side of the aisle. 

Mr. LANGER. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President will 

the Senator yield? ' 
Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I think it would 

be fair to say that after our friends 
on the other side of the aisle hear of the 
fine address the Senator from Missouri 
is making, and after they have an op
portunity to digest it for a few moments, 
they will join wtth those of us who wish 
to see the nomination rejected. There 
are many good friends of the family
sized farm on the Committee on Agri
culture from the other side of the aisle. 
When they realize that this issue is not 
merely a question of being courteous to 
a Presidential appointee, but a question 
of whether or not we are to entrust a 
whole section of the Department of Agri
culture, with a budget of $1,600,000,000 
to Mr. Paarlberg, I cannot ·believe that 
any Senator will allow his feeling of loy. 
alty to Mr. Benson-! know they would 
not let that happen-make him vote for 
Mr. Paarlberg; or that Senators will al
low their .feeling of respect for Mr. Eisen
hower to compel them to vote for Mr. 
Paarlberg. A Senator can respect Mr. 
Eisenhower and still vote against Mr. 
Paarlberg. 

I am confident that President Eisen
hower has never examined Dr. Paarl
berg's record. I know that he could not 
have done so and still sa.y that Dr. Paarl
berg believes in the farm program which 
President Eisenhower advocated in cam
paign speech after campaign speech in 
1952, and even in 1956. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Anyone who be
lieves that managerial experience is im
portant to a very high managerial posi
tion in the Government cannot approve 
this nomination, because Dr. Paarlberg 
has no previous manageriar experience: 

Senators do not have to take my word 
for the fact that Dr. Paarlberg is against 
any real support for the family-sized 
farm. All I ask Senators to do is to take 
Dr. Paarlberg's word. 

There has been a major effort on the 
part of some people to explain away his 
famous remark that the farmer is in "a 
dream world-and no one expected it to 
last." 

Let us not dwell on that incredible 
statement. 

But I now list some even more definite 
expressions of the doctor's philosophy 
during recent years. 

On October 1, 1950, before the semi
annual meeting of the National Egg 
Products Association at the Hotel Sher
man in Chicago, Dr. Paarlberg, then as
sociate professor in the department of 
agricultural economics at Purdue Uni
versity, stated, in a speech entitled "The 
Case Against Price Supports": 

Price sl!l.pports for farm products are based 
on the assumption that a dollar is worth 
more in the pocket of a farmer than in the 
pocket of anyone else. 

I do not intend to inquire into the merits 
of this assumption, though l have many 
doubts concerning it. 

In any case, we are engaged in the process 
of transferring dollars from pocket to pocket, 

even though a considerable amount of 
change is lost in the process. • • • 

We leave unanswered the question regard
~ng the ethics of one group having its hands 
1n the pockets of another. 

In all sincerity, I ask, How can anyone 
vote to confirm the nomination of a man 
for~ high position in the Department of 
Agnculture who has that kind of opinion 
of the American farmer? 

And then Dr. Paarlberg let his hair 
do~n about what he really thinks of any 
pnce supports, when he said in that 
same speech: 

A wealthy nation like the United States 
can afford a certain amount of this foolish
ness. 

. Mr: President, Congress has expressed 
1ts Will that farmers should have some 
for~ of support just as other segments 
of our economy have. Do we want to 
put into high administrative office in the 
Department of Agriculture a man who 
believes that the price-support program 
is foolishness? 

He continued: 
But let us recognize price supports for 

what they are-a political solution to an 
economic problem, adding nothing to the net 
product of the society, costly in terms of ad
ministration and use of resources, and in
volving a certain reduction in the standard 
of living of us all. 

Is it not true, that one can say exactly 
the same thing about a tariff or a mini-
mum-wage law? · 

Do we want to put into high adminis
t~ative office, as the farmers' representa
tive, a man who believes that price sup
ports put the farmer in the position of 
Picking the pockets of other citizens? 
That, in effect, is what he said. · 

.Do we want a man promoted to this 
high office, who asserts that price sup
ports are "a political solution to an eco
nomic problem, adding nothing to the 
net Product of society, costly in terms of 
use of resources, and involving a reduc
tion in the standard of living of us all"? 

Could not these same arguments be 
used against any tariff; against any mini
mum-wage law; against any accelerated 
t~x writeoff; against any special deple
t:on allowa~ces; against any cash Sl,lb· 
s1dy to such mdustries as shipping corpo
rations or airlines; against higher prices 
than the world price for domestic mines? 
· A few days ago from the president of 
the New York Cotton Exchange I re
c.eived _an article which had bee~ pub
lished m the New York Times. He sent 
it to me to show that the Government 
J:.ad just closed a contract for $500 mil
l!on worth of ships for a large shipping 
lme. How much of that $500 million do 
Senators think tlie taxpayers are going 
to put up? They will put up $200 million 
of it. 

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield. 
Mr. KERR. Is the Senator aware o.f 

the amount of the Post Office Depart
ment's deficit? 
. Mr. SYMINGTON. I am not aware of 
that amount. I would appreciate the 
Senator telling us what the amount is. 
· Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President will 

the Senator yield? ' 
Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield. 

Mr. ~<?NRONEY. Last year it was 
$~50 rmlllon. The estimate is that it 
Will be close to $1 billion for the cominO' 
year. o 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Missouri yield, so that 1 
may ask a question of my distinguished 
colleague from Oklahoma? 

. Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to 
Yield for that purpose. 

Mr. KERR. Is it not a fact that much 
of that ~eficit is in the form of a subsidy 
t? c~rtam users of the mail, whose pub
licatiOns and other matter are carried 
through the mail at a loss to the Govern
ment? 

Mr. MONRONEY. It has been re
peatedly testified before the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service that the 
first-class mail carries its own freight 
so to speak. ' 

Mr. KERR. That is the letter mail. 
~r. MONRONEY. That is the lette1· 

ma1l. 
Mr. KERR. That is the mail that 

everyone uses and pays for. 
Mr. MONRONEY. That being true 

then the deficit is chargeable to the sub~ 
sidies which are paid on the magazine 
mail-the slick-paper magazines, large
ly-~nd on the . newspapers which go 
outside county circulation, and the so
called junk mail; which is mail that is 
sent out en masse; as well as parcel post, 
to some degree. 

Mr. KERR. In other words that 
would be a subsidy to the few. ' 

Mr. MONRONEY. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. KERR. While we resent and 
deny the charge that the farm program 
is a subsidy, even if it were a 
subsidy it would have the redeeming 
feature of being something that goes to 
the many, instead of to the few which 
is now the situation with refer~nce to 
the hundreds of millions of dollars of 
subsidy paid to a limited percentage of 
our people, who are getting the benefit 
of a rate which amounts to a subsidy to 
them. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The able Senator 
is eminently correct. 

Actually, could not these same argu
ments be used against unemployment 
insurance? 

At this point, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to introduce into the 
RECORD an editorial in the August issue 
of a great farm magazine, Capper's 
Farmer, entitled "Why Not Help Agri
culture, Too?" 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
WHY NOT HELP AGRICULTURE, Too?-TELL 

YOUR CITY FRIENDS THE TRUTH 

Slapping subsid'ies is fast becoming a popu. 
lar parlor game. But curiously, and unfortu
nately, it's a game played with unusual 
ground rules. The idea, apparently, is to 
slap only farm giveaways. Other subsidies, 
direct and indirect, are by inference just, 
proper, and in the public interest . 

It would be deplorable enough if the folks 
who instituted the game and set up the re
strictive rules were merely misinformed. But 
it 's reprehensible when they represent re
sponsible segments of the American econ
omy, including agriculture itself. 
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Who is slapping farm subsidies? Almost 

everyone, including some spoke~men for agri· 
culture and some farm organization leaders. 
And their views make quick headlines in big 
city newspapers and mass circulation maga· 
zines. 

No wonder the American consumer, whose 
knowledge of farming begins and ends at 
well-stocketi supermarket counters, is con
fused. No wonder he looks upon farmers as 
public charges with a master key to the 
United States Treasury. 

The farm bloc is split asunder, farm or
ganizations apparently are incapable of pre
senting a united front for agriculture. So 
we think it's high time to sort the facts out 
of clouded half-truths and innuendoes. 

Capper's Farmer does not defend the pres
ent farm program. We've criticized it loud 
and clear. But we do defend some safeguards 
for the industry that produces our food and 
fiber. For agriculture is an unorganized in
dustry, particularly vulnerable to forces be
yond its control. 

We do think that f<..rmers-and the Na
tion-have something to gain in u sing t:tle 
ideas inherent in the parity principle until 
we find a newer and better substitute. And 
we believe subsidies intelligently used make. 
sense as a means of bolstering segments of 
the economy for the general welfare of all 
people. · 

America's Founding Fathers apparently 
believed so, too. Historically, the subsidy 
principle is one o.f the building blocks of our 
country. The first Congress of the United 
States, as its second official act, created a 
subsidy in -:;he form of a tariff bill. 

Subsidies have built our great industries, 
our transportation systems, our institutions 
o·f iearning, our science and art. Today 
nearly all industry is being helped, directly 
or indirectly, by taxpayers' dollars. For 
example: 

Labor: Government gifts include unem
ployment insurance, public employment of
fices, social security. 

Maritime industry and airline companies: 
Subsidies go a long way to h_elp keep our 
merchant and passenger ships afloat and our 
airplanes aloft. 

(For example: The superliner United 
States cost $76,800,000 to build, $40,000,000 
of that was a Federal subsidy.) 

Industry: Fast tax writeoff programs give 
indu.stry, in effect, an interest-free loan in 
the amount of the deferred taxes. According 
to the Office of Defense Mobilization, 22,000 
companies of various types· have received 
benefits of fast tax writeoffs since the pro
gram started during the Korean war in 1950. 

Mineral interests: Mineral depletion al
lowances are another indirect, but nonethe
less very real, subsidy. Since mineral pro
duction depletes the wealth of the property, 
the owrier is allowed to deduct, for his net 
profit, a percentage as depreciation costs. 

In the case of sulfur mines; it is 23 per
cent; for oil and gas wells, 27.5 percent; for 
certain nonmetals, 15 percent, and so forth. 

In a 1955 report of the Congressional Joint 
Economic Committee, a study of 24 large 
petroleum companies showed that they paid 
an average of 22.6 percent of their net in
come for Federal income tax. The average 
paid by all corporations was 48.1 percent. 

This is an incomplete list. But it is 
enough, we think, to illustrate that if farm
ers are riding a "gravy train," they share a 
pretty crowded seat. 

However, it is not our intention to "point 
the finger." Rather, this is a plea for rea
son, good common sense, for a fair evalua
tion of agriculture's position. 

We must not blindly condemn the parity 
principle, the basic concept of a healthy 
agriculture, merely because the current. at-:
tempt at an action program is admitted to be 
unworkable. Our plea is for a workable pro
gram to carry out the parity concept. 

A sound, healthy agriculture is indispen
sable to our economy-present and future. 

It is vital to our national defense. Petty 
squabbling, name calling, anq finger point
ing only confuse and divide. And we never 
needed clear thinking and unity more. 

You and your neighbors are ·salesmen for 
agriculture. It is up to you to defend your 
business. Tell your city friends the truth. 
Write your Congressmen and the leaders of 
your farm organizations. 

If you do not do your part, if you do not 
rise to the defense of your business, then you 
must share the blame when all farm pro
grams are killed. 

THE EDITORS. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
also ask unanimous consent that excerpts 
from another article in the same issue 
of this magazine, with a title which just 
about sums up much of what we are 
talking about, namely, ''They Are Trying 
To Kill Price Supports," be inserted at 
this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 
THEY ARE TRYING To KILL PRICE SUPPORTS

EFFORTS To AROUSE PUBLIC RESENTMENT 
AGAINST GOVERNMENT SUPPORTS ARE EN

DANGERING THE WHOLE FARM PROGRAM 

Farm price supports you've known since 
the war are in danger of being eliminated 
completely. Supports gradually have been 
discredited to the overwhelming majority of 
nonfarming Americans. It could be only a 
matter of time until the program's back is 
finally broken. 

The administration is out to remove Gov
ernment pricing as an income-supporting 
device. It wants supports only at disaster
protection levels. Beyond this, the adminis
tration has outlined no constructive program 
for the future. 

We think there is much evidence that the 
dTive to kill price supports could succeed. 

The rising demand by city lawmakers to do 
away with all their so-called farm hand
outs comes at a crucial time-when the · 
farm bloc is completely disorganized. In 
the words of one antisupport official, "the 
timing couldn't be better." 

These are conclusions drawn from our 
study of official actions and public state
ments over the last 5 years. Secretary Ben
son's request for full 0-to-90-percent-of
parity flexibility is the latest evidence. 

There is no question that the battle be
tween high fixed supports and flexibles is 
dead. That, however, does not mean no 
price program at all. Congress is more likely 
to approve same kind of substitute program 
than to permit full flexibility alone. This 
may be a two-price system, or production 
payments, or a combination. In the mean
time, Secretary Benson says he wouldn't lower 
supports below 50 percent. 

The hunt is on for a substitute program. 
Congressmen from farming areas are devot
ing their time to finding new programs, not 
defending the present one. The fight is boil
ing down to a choice between no Govern
ment · income protection, except possibly 
under disaster conditions, and an entirely 
new approach. 

Is Secretary Benson out to remove all 
supports if he can? After most surpluses are 
gone, yes. But while surpluses last, he wants 
to dwindle supports. 

Here's his record on supports: 
He asked for and got power to reduce basic 

support to 75 percent of parity. He has re
duced props under surplus crops to about 
that level-77 percent of parity for corn and 
cotton this year, 75 percent for . wheat i:rt 
1958. He now labels that "Step No. 1" in line 
with his policy of gradualism. 

The next step, Benson says, is .to get at. 
most blank-check authority' to lower sup-
ports to zero. · 

What the third step will be he hasn't said. 
But while he says supports wouldn't drop 

below 50 percent right away, he leaves no 
doubt that they would be cut that far. 

For wheat, 50 percent of parity means 
about $1.25 a bushel, compared with 1957's 
$2. For corn, 90 cents a bushel, compared 
with this year's $1.36. For cotton, 19 cents 
a pound. It was 28 cents in 1957. 

When would supports be dropped? Not on 
1957 crops. Nor on 1958 crops-although 
basics which haven't been cut to the present 
75-percent report floor are likely to go to 
that level. Tipoff is the announced 75-per
cent level for 1958 wheat. 

How is the rug being pulled from under 
public acceptance of supports? By relent
less public education and calculated official 
action, as the record reveals it. 

USDA officials make speeches discrediting 
present programs without setting up any 
eventual goal except freedom. Thus, the 
talks undercut supports, and make the 
farmer look like the country's conniving 
poor relation. 

This device has been so effective that the 
giant national magazine, Life, was prompted 
to say: "If enough Americans squawk, some
thing will be done to stop this silly business." 

A talk by Assistant Secretary Earl Butz, 
popular speaker in business circles, hammer
ing at the dairy program, is an example. It 
doesn't give fanners enough free enterprise, 
says he. 

Butz told the recent milk marketing con
ference at East Lansing, Mich., that he op
poses the use of Federal milk marketing or
ders as price-supporting devices. He favors 
gradual but realistic price adjustment, as 
production and marketing efficiencies permit. 

The shooting opened up as soon as Benson 
took office in 1953, when he publicly damned · 
USDA as a swollen bureaucracy. (USDA now 
has 25 percent more employees, 100 percent 
more assistant secretaries, plus more pro· 
grams, than when Benson took office.) 

Surpluses are ·put forward as the procf 
that supports won't work. But many promi
nent economists, including some at USDA, 
say this is mostly tilting at windmills. The 
problem just isn't as ·bad as it's painted, they 
say, and could be controlled by effective ac
tion under present laws. 

A relatively new USDA official, Assistant 
Secretary Marvin McLain, recently said that, 
while we do have a substantial surplus prob
lem, we need certain quantities of reserve 
in case of war or crop failure. 

McLain says the wheat surplus is closer to 
500 million bushels. This is in contrast to 
the total carryover of 1 billion bushels much 
publicized in official speeches. About 500 
million is a legally required reserve. 

Put on the same basis, the cotton surplus 
is only 7 million bales, not the 12 million 
generally advertised. As to corn, there ac
tually is no real surplus. The billion-bushel 
carryover (4 months' supply) needed as a 
reserve is usually cited as surplus. 

Benson's critics point out that for several 
years until Congress forced him, he refused 
to sell surplus cotton competitively on the 
world market. The cotton-sales program 
now is hailed officially as a sensational suc
cess. 

Further, his career economists told the 
Secretary several years ago that acre allot
ments-which he only recently condemned
could not alone control production. In 
1954, he announced cross-compliance, which 
his economists said would work, but later 
canceled this plan. 

The presidentially appointed 18-man Ag
ricultural Advisory Commission, composed 
largely of nonfarmers, looks more like a will
ing rubberstamp than an advisory body. 
And when the group doesn't see eye-to-eye 
with USDA brass, its recommendations for 
the most part are ignored. 

You get an idea of the Commission's role 
from this interview with one of its members: 

"No, the members never take out any 
homework to do. We just come here (Wash-
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ington) for the meeting and find out what 
it is we are to advise on at that time." 

"How do you know, then, what you are 
advising on?" 

"We don't. We just shoot from the hip. 
Then they do what they want to do any· 
way." 

Accusations that Secretary Benson is "try. 
ing to kill price supports" resulted from his 
no-support-floor plan. However, he denies 
that it is "our purpose to scrap farm pro· 
grams or subject farm people to the unre· 
stricted forces of the free market." 

A clue to the Secretary's thinking is his 
early declaration: "No real American wants a 
subsidy." Later, in 1954, when he got his 
75 to 90 percent flexible law-which he now 
says is inadequate--he said: 

"It is my hope that ultimately flexible 
supports will be able to effect all the produc· 
tlon adjustment necessary. • • *" "This," he 
said, "would restore greater freedom of oper
ation to farmers as well as providing greater 
opportunities for higher income." 

Comments at a recent press conference are 
revealing. After stating he didn't think he'd 
put supports below 50 percent, the Secretary 
was asked why he had requested full 0-to-90 
percent flexible discretion. 

The reporter asked: "If you don't need it 
(support below 50 percent), why do you want 
it-I mean full discretion?" 

Benson: "Because we have it on other 
commodities and it's working." 

The Secretary has full discretion on 188 
other commodities. Of these only nine are 
supported this year, including the feed 
grains, oilseeds, dry edible beans, and pine 
gum. He is required to set supports for only 
12 commodities, the 6 basics plus butterfat, 
milk, wool, mohair, honey, and tung nuts. 

Referring to Government programs in gen
eral at a recent press conference, President 
Eisenhower remarked there are probably only 
a very few of them that should be dropped. 
He cited the farm program and water pollu
tion as things of that character that the 
Government can do without. 

A week later, Eisenhower made a remark 
which had the effect of whipping the farmer 
in public. 

He told reporters: "At present you must 
t·emember that about half the income of the 
f armer is from Federal subsidy. * * *" He 
said he believes this averages over a thou
sand dollars a farm family that the United 
St ates is paying in some form of subsidy. 
He added that not all of that "I think * * • 
gets right into the hands of the farmer." 

Before Benson cleared up the statement 
f or the White House later, it touched off a 
countrywide explosion of indignation against 
the farmer. By then every newspaper reader 
and radio-TV listener in the · country had 
been led to believe that each farmer gets a 
c,ubsidy of $1,000 a year from the Treasury. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
ac:;k unanimous consent to insert in the 
RECORD a short editorial entitled "It's 
Time To Speak Up," by the editors of 
Capper's Farmer, at this point in the 
RECORD. 

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

IT's TIME To SPEAK UP 
Capper's Farmer doesn' t want to see the 

loan program killed before we have some 
better plan for improvfng farm income. 
Such action would be disast rous to agricul
ture and dangerous to our whole economy. 

Now is the time for you, as a farmer, to 
speak out in your own behalf. If you want a 
sound workable farm program, it's high time 
to say so. Silence may be interpreted by 
Congress as disinterest. 

THE EDITORS. 

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield 
to the junior Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Did I understand 
the distinguished and able Senator from 
Missouri to say that that speech was 
made in Chicago in 1951 or 1952? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. One of the speech
es was made in Chicago. 

Mr. MONRONEY. The one on the case 
against price supports, I mean. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The case-against
price-supports speech was made on Oc
tober 1, 1950, at the Sherman Hotel in 
Chicago. 

Mr. MONRONEY. That was when the 
charge was made that the farmer had 
his hand in the taxpayer's pocket. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is when Dr. 
Paarlberg implied that the farmer was 
picking the pocket of the rest of the 
economy. 

Mr. MONRONEY. The distinguished 
Senator from Missouri has given the to
tal subsidy over a 20-year period on the 
6 basics as amounting to $20 million. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. About $20 million 
was the total loss on the 6 basic crops 
between 1933 and 1953. 

Mr. MONRONEY. At the time that 
Dr. Paarlberg made his speech in Chi
cago, price supports on potatoes which 
had caused $500 million loss had been 
discontinued by Congress. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The able Senator 
is correct. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Many of the other 
costs of the subsidies and price supports 
were for tung oil and various substitute 
commodities, such as vegetable oils and 
peanuts, and several others, which had 
to be provided during the war period to 
give us essential supplies for the war 
effort. Is that correct? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Again the Senator 
is correct. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Yet here we are 
considering for promotion a man who 
was the principal adviser to the Secre
tary of Agriculture, who did not se~ fit 
to give statistics which were readily 
available in his statement of the case 
against price supports. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. MONRONEY. He withheld . vital 
and effective information from his audi
ence in that speech, although he had the 
opportunity to give the information. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I wish to be very 
fair about this. The record of Dr. Paarl
berg, as I said-which he admits-is so 
appalling, in view of the position we are 
considering him for tonight, that I will 
say I am not certain-although I have · 
read the sp_eech-that the Senator is en
tirely correct on that point. However, I 
believe he is. 

Mr. -KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield. 
Mr. KERR. Does the Senator know 

the occupation of Dr. Paarlberg in 1950, 
when he made that address? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Dr. Paarlberg at 
that time, in 1950, was associate profes
·sor in the department of agricultural 
economics at Purdue University. 

Mr. KERR. Does the Senator know 
where he got the title "Doctor"? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Yes; he has a de
gree of doctor of philosophy. 

Mr. KERR. In what field? 
Mr. SYMINGTON. I believe it is in 

the field of agriculture. 
Mr. KERR. I wonder if it could pos

sibly have been in the field of agricul
tural economics. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The able Senator 
is generally correct, and this is no ex
ception. His degree is that of a doctor 
of philosophy in agricultural economics. 

Mr. KERR. I thank the Senator; be
cause after the recitation of economic 
accomplishments of this administration, 
it occurred to me that the impact of what 
we really felt must have been caused by 
the inspiration of the man who had to 
be at least a doctor of philosophy in agri
cultural economics in order to achieve 
such a high degree of success in the 
planning and execution of the slow ex· 
termination of American agriculture. 
No one less than a doctor of philosophy. 
who had devoted a lifetime to the de
velopment of that kind of knowledge, and 
that quality of economics, could have 
done what has been so eloquently de
scribed by the distinguished Senator 
from Missouri and outlined by the dis
tinguished Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Sen
ator from Oklahoma, who places his 
finger on the nub of the problem. 

Mr. KERR. Is it a fact, or not, that 
there is a doctor of philosophy in the 
family of · the Chief Executive? If the 
Senator does not know, I would not 
want him to speculate. 

Mr. SYMINGTON: I understand 
there is a doctor. I do not know in what 
field. 

Mr. KERR. He is not a dentist or 
a physician. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. No. I believe he 
is the president of a great university. 

Mr. KERR. Does the Senator suppos.., 
it is possible that he also is a doctor of 
philosophy? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. My able friend 
from Oklahoma is probably more knowl
edgeable concerning that particular 
branch of the official family than I am. 

Mr. KERR. As I have thought about 
the discussion of the Senator from Min
nesota and the Senator from Misso.uri a 
while, the thought · came to me with the 
impact of an inspiration that Paarlberg 
must be a doctor of philosophy. As I 
think about it, I am constrained to be
lieve that no single nondoctor of phi
losophy, even though he had that high 
degree of knowledge, could have made 
such a record of accomplishment. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Sen· 
ator for his contribution. 

Surely it is wrong to see the loan pro
gram killed before we have some better 
plan for improving farm income; and 
surely such action would be disastro"..ls 
to agriculture and dangerous to our 
whole economy. 

But let us see what Dr. Paarlberg 
thinks about that concept. In the same 
Chicago talk, he stated: 

It may be said that price supports will . 
serve to forestall a farm-led and farm-fed 
depression. 

First of all , there is much doubt regarding 
the 1·o1e of agriculture in a dapression and 
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no. dear evidence that endeavoring to stabi· 
lize a-gricultural prtces would avert a. ' de~ 
pression. 

There are m.a.ny persons who are say
ing that, since "far,mers comprise only 
13 ,percent of the :Popuia-tion ·and re
ceive only 5 percent cl th~ nati{).ll,a,l 
inoome, it does not really make much 
diffe11ence what w~ do or do not do about 
the farmer. Dr. Paarlberg -cantinues: 

S.e.eondly, eccnmmists are aware of other 
:m.eth.c>ds of a;vexti.n_g depreesimn--ta,.xing and 
borrowing policy and mana~en1ent -Gf the 
monetary .syst.em--which are much more 
promising of success in the attainment of 
economic stability than supporting the J>rice 
of peanuts and turkey g<:>bbl-eTs. 

Leaving aside this cynical comment 
about peanuts and turkey go'bblers by 
the gentleman whose nomination fo.r a 
position of author.ity over the f-armers -of 
the uru.ted States we .are asked ton~ght 
to confirm, it may be that Dr. Paarlberg 
is right. But do we want as Assistant 
Sec:retary of .Agriculture a man who Js 
unsympatheti-c with the current pmblems 
of the farmers--those whom he would be 
supposed to re_presen t? 

Ma:'. KERR. Mr. President, wiJ.l the 
Sa..nator yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. ~yield to my friend 
!from Oklahoma. 

Mr. KER-R. What Paa:rlberg and Ben
son h:av.e done to the farmers, even 
though it has brought them te the brink: 
of disaster in terms of dollars, is peanuts 
compared with what those now manag
ing th.e monetary system of this country 
have done to the American people ·fur 
the benefit Gf the lenders of this coun
try 

It might be that Dr. Paarlberg was 
talking ab~u.t the aocrewing p0licy and 
the management of the monetary sys
tem, and realizing the extent of the re
ward . which could be siphoned off from 
the pockets of the many into the pockets 
of the few, he had a basis to conclude 
that, insofaT as the amount of dollai's was 
concerned, what he-could do to the .farm
ers would be peanuts co:rnpared with what 
was being done to all the people for the 
benefit of the few by the manageTs of 
the monetary policy of this administra
tion. 

MJ.·. 'HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I am delighted that 

the Senator f;rom Missouri first yielded 
to the able .and v.ery learned Sena-to.r 
fr:0m OkJahDma, who again has given to 
the Senate a dissertation on monetarw 
policy which .:is needed day after day. 

Mr. SYMI.NGTON. That is correct. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. The interesting 

part of the matter is that Dr. Paarlbe.r.g 
is not agaim>t -all price supports. He is 
for price supports. M-ake no mistaire 
a-bomt it, whether it be price SUJ9pOrts foc 
peanuts or turkey gobblers, or whether it 
be price supports for money to increare 
the interest rates. Indeed, he is formu:re 
than that. As the Senator h-as pninted 
out, Dr. Paarlherg said: 

First of all, there i-s ·muCh .doubt 'l'egaJ:Idin.<g 
the role of ~gr.icultur..e in a depression, and 
no clear evidence that endeavoring to stabi
lize agricultural prices would a vert .a 
dep>ression. 

!The converse Df that is tha-t .eoo-nomists 
are also aware of methods wller.eby tll.e 
economy can be destra.yed, methods 
whic.h may bring on .a depress1on. On.e 
w.ay ·is through a misguided monetary 
and borrowing policy. · 

D.:r~ Paarl'berg ·may f.eel that "ther.e is 
much doubt regarding the .role of agricul
ture in a depression."' .He may feel tha't 
there is "'no clear evidence that endeav
oring to sta-bilize agricultural 'PI'ices 
would -a-vert n d-epressiun." 

I say to Dr. :Paarlberg and all his fol
lowers and supporters ttrat if, first, the 
administration ignores what ha..PP€Ils t'o 
farmers, and second, plans -ann designs 
policies which wreak their havoc upon 
farmers and theiarm economy, and then 
lead-s us, on top 'Of that, to a borrowing 
policy and a monetary policy which ex
tracts liternB.y binions of dollars from 
the taxpayers of the country for the 
benefit of the favored few, there will 
be -a depression. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, may 
we please ha V<e or.der 'SO we may all hear 
the distinguished Senator? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate wm be in order. Senators will 
please refrain from audibl-e conversation. 
Those wno must converse wm please ~e
tire to the .:c1oakrooms. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. There will obe a· 
depres-sion if the matters which we are 
'CUseuss1ng roni.ght go ·unattended, ami 
if they go in the manner in which the;v 
are going under tlile leadership of this 
administration. 
' There are Sena;tors who ought to ;re
member that for more tn'an 10 years, 
fr0m 1920 to 1:930, the Repub1icans in :the 
Department of Agri-culture and in the 
Treasury Department were sa-y.ing, ~no 
not worry about farm prices. Do not 
wGrry. There will be no depr.ession. 
Do not worry, bec,ause agriculture .can
not drag us .down into a depression." 

In those 10 years from 1920 to 1:g3o 
farmers were losing their shirts, their 
homes, their barns, their farms, ami 
literally their self-respect. 

But ad<ll what happened to the farm
ers <!luring those same years to the mnne
tary and bonGwlng po1ic:i.es which .are 
now being pursued. and which were 1ftlemt 
pumued in tbat decade~ .and see what the 
result is. 

I do not say w.e are headed for a de
pression, because 'bef(l)r.e tthat happem; 
the Ame1ican people will awaken 2nd 
will turn the reins Qf government oven.· 
to people who will see to it that a de
'P!'.essian does not .happen. .But if the 
p.r.esent course comtinues.. with. f:~mens 
being driven from the land, and those 
who are left on :the mud baying ever
rising linc<llme taxes anrl ever-rising costs, 
with. .ever-lowering lin:came and ever-in
creasing interest T.ates, with credit being 
tightened, and :s:tmrll business sqilleezed, 
this country will be in trouble. ·T.h:e .an
ministration can go aroUl'ld pretem:ting 
that it will not be. They ean dream ·a·nd 
dream, and h'aiV.e even Pa1trlberg tdrerums. 
It wm sttll .h..a,ppen.. The business of 
smoking p.old.tical opium, hoping it wtiU 
make people feel !better an.d see b.e.t.ter, 
even if things are not better, may be 
.something in which som~ people like ;to 
indu~ge, but' some-times .it is better to face 

u.p to the f.atcts. The .facts &·e that this 
admil)istra ti.On is _pursuing a C.G>urse of 
Jrui)net~ry p0lic.Y~ j)o;rrowin.g PD1icy, and 
agricultural policy which is bound to 
ilead fu trouble f-a!I' J;eyond anytfuing that 
ha:s been eont'emp1ated up to this hour. 

Mr . . KERR. Mr. P..resident .... will the 
Senator ifrom .Missow·i yjeld to me? 

Mr. S~NGTON. I y1e1d. 
Mr. KERR. I . should lik-e to ask the 

-able Senawr from Minnesmta-if the 
Senator fi\Gm Missomi wil[ yield for that 
purpos:e-:wheth.e:r ·it is nut a fact that 
no other c.ombinatim1 of polieies of whieh 
there is any Tecord .ha-s been so hi:ghly 
successfu1 in cr.ea.ting dep.r.essions as has 
the continued 11J.a.d uninterrupted appli
cati.!iln of the paliDies· naw :in -effect by 
this .a:dministTa-tion. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Oklaboma is bist'Orically accurate. His 
prophecy shou1n 1'Iighten every man, 
woman, .and cblld ln the United states, 
because if that .com·se is pursued by this 
ad.ministrati<m we -are bound to hav.e a 
recurrence. History doos not .alw.ays re
peat itse1f, but hiE:tory tells men of judg
ment uhat they lla'd better [earn somee 
thing from the lessons-of thepast. There 
is nothing wrong with the Re.Publiean 
leadership .except they .are like the old 
..B~uroons: they uever ·Iorget .anything; 
but they nevei· .leaTn.a..nytbmg, either. 

Mr. KERR. Ml:. President, the Sen
ator tr<m:1 Mi1m'eSOta js getting on dan
€erou.s ground, as 'the Senator fr<ml. Okla
homa can relate .on tne basis 'Of experi
ence, w.hen he ref-ers to the lac'k of 
know.ledge on the part of anyone at the 
top ..of this administTation. [Laughter.] 
Tther~ are well-known f-acts w.hich aTe 
sc.andalous.in.natur.e~ and libelous if gen
erally indulgerl in r-epetition. I wish to 
sey tnat t he Senator from. Minnesota is 
getting ·em dangerous gTOund when he 
begins to tell the .truth about what the 
lleads of this .administration do not 
Jmow. [Laughter.] 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, l 
wish to -say to the Sena:tor from Okla
homa that, as one 'Who has been a war
rior in the ba.tt1e to ~K:plain the fisca-l 
and agrieultura"'l truth to the Members 
of the Senate, I"l·espect hi'S judgment. If 
lle believes I am getting almost '"'to the 
brink;'' even thougn this is not .a demon
stration of "blinkmanship," .still I wish 
to point out ti:lat I ne~er said the Bour
bons :did n,ot know .anwthing; I merely 
.said they never lear.ned. .anyth.i.J:l.g:, 

Mr. KERR. WeTI, Mr. President, if 
they do not know anything and if they 
.never learn anything, 1t adds np to zero 
in n:ur book. [Laughter.] " 

MT. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
thank both able Senators for their con
tribution in respect t'O analyzing the 
philosophy of the g'ellt-1-eman we are dis
cussing tonight as the possible overlord 
of · the farm pTo<;>gram under Secretary 
Benson. I -wiEh tu :read -agajn t'he nomi
nee"s statelll'e.nt, a...s fol1"0ws: 

"Economists are .aware of other methods 
of averting depression-taxing and narrow
ing po1icy and management of tbe mune
tar_y system-which are m'tlch -more promis
ing of success in i;he attahrment of economi-c 
stability than supporting the priue of -pea
nuts.mrd tur"key -gobbl-ers. 

Mr. !Presidl.ent, let me · present a. little 
.more of this g.en.tleman's philQSOpb.y. 
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After he had become Assistant to Sec· 

retary Benson, Dr. Paarlberg addressed 
the 33d annual conference of the Ameri· 
can Country Life Association, at East 
Lansing, Mich., on September 15, 1954. 
In a speech entitled "Problems of Low 
Income Farmers and How They May Be 
Met," Dr. Paarlberg asserted: · 

The number of farmers needed to supply 
our food needs is decreasing. 

High rates of reproduction, plus the de
creasing number of needed farms, means 
that approximately half our young people 
must find nonfarm employment. * * * 

Human beings are not readily mobile, like 
the fictitious "economic man." 

Hence there is a piling up of excessive hu
man resources in agriculture. 

Dr. Paarlberg has not changed. Three 
years later-it was only a few weeks 
ago-in a hearing before the Senate 
Agriculture Committee this July, I asked 
him, "Do you believe there are too many 
farm families in America?" 

He replied: 
If I could impose my own value judgments 

on large numbers of people in agriculture, 
my answer would be "yes." 

If he is promoted to this office, he will 
be able to impose his own value judg
ments. And, of course, that means that 
he will go to work, with great authority, 
to throw even more people off the land. 

More of Dr Paarlberg's philosophies 
were expressed in a speech delivered in 
December 1954, at Cornell University, 
before the agricultural economics semi
nar. 

At that time, when referring to the 
role of the economists in the Depart
ment of Agriculture in the draf.ting of 
the Agricultural Act of 1954, he made the 
following frank and almost unbelievable 
statements: 

Definite limits were imposed on our work 
from the start. 

There was the Republican platform, there 
were the campaign promises, and there was 
the Secretary's policy statement. 

So he said there were those limitations 
and restrictions. Inasmuch as he said 
that, how can anyone dispute the fact 
that he goes further than Secretary Ben
son did in his "Root, hog, or die'' policies 
with respect to the farmer. 

Then Dr. Paarlberg said: 
These were subject to interpretation, with

in politically acceptable limits. 
But they nevertheless set boundaries 

within which the recommendations coming 
from our studies were required to fall. 

We had to come up with a program that 
gave a substantial amount of price sup-
port. * * • · 

How much economic commonsense is 
there in this program? 

Perhaps as much as the political climate 
would allow; the extremely narrow margin 
by which it passed the Congress is evidence 
of that fact. 

Certainly it involves a change in direction 
toward more reliance on tbe forces of the 
market. 

It provides a beachhead of price flexibility 
which may in time be enlarged. 

This accomplishment was noteworthy, 
coming as it did in an election year, with 
declining farm prices, and in the face of 
rapeated warnings that farmers would pun
ish at the polls those who would vote lower 
price supports. 

So I appraise it as a victory for economic 
commonsense, though not so decisive a 
victory as many of us would have liked. 

Mr. President, it would be interesting 
to know what Dr. Paarlberg's program 
would be today if he had not been re
strained "by the Republican platform" 
if he had not been restrained by "the 
campaign promises of President Eisen
hower," and if he had not been re· 
strained by the "Secretary's policy state
ments." 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, ·at 
this point will the Senator from Missouri 
yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am happy to 
yield to the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish to make this 
final observation, in view of the Senator's 
splendid and well documented address 
to the Senate: If, when Dr. Paarlberg 
was not Assistant Secretary of Agricul
ture, he believed that h·e was restrained 

- by the Republican platform and that he 
was restrained by the campaign prom
ises of President Eisenhower and that 
he was restrained by the· policy state
ments of the Secretary of Agriculture
if Dr. Paarlberg felt then that they were 
the reasons why he could not do some 
of the things he wanted to do-then, in 
light of the existing situation, and in view 
of the new strength which Mr. Paarl
berg will have as Assistant Secretary of 
Agriculture, he will be able-Samson
like-if it is required, to overcome those 
restraints, because anyone who could 
not overcome those restraints could not 
fight his way out of a paper bag. Con
sider the Republican platform a re
straint. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Certainly the Sen
ator from Minnesota is correct. 

Mr. President, Dr. Paarlberg is on 
record as having said he would have gone 
further than Secretary Benson did, if 
he had not been "limited." 

Most farmers in America can shudder 
at the thought of what this decisive 
victory would have meant to their in
comes. 

Mr. President, this evening we have 
had a debate about this appointee. At 
times the colioquy has -been amusing. 

But the facts are that under the 
policies of this man, more than 470,000 
farm families-comprising millions of 
Americans-have gone bankrupt. I 
have seen that situation in my own 
State. It is not pleasant to watch farm 
families go down the road and have to 
sell everything they own for whatever 
they can get for it. 

For some tim':! I carried around with 
me a check for $1.70, which was all that 
was offered to a farmer in southwest 
Missouri for his cow. 

Mr. President, tonight the Senate will 
reach a decision. Senators who are 
satisfied with a continuation of the pres
ent tragic conditions in much of rural 
America can vote for confirmation of 
the nomination of Dr. Paa.rlberg, because 
he is the economic adviser who is 
primarily responsible for these policies. 

But those of us who believe in the 
family-sized farm, and the small towns of 
America supported by such farms, have 
the opportunity tonight to vote against 
the confirmation of Dr. Paarlberg. 

Mr. President, I yield the :floor. 

1\(fr. YOUNG. Mr. President, a little 
more than 4 years ago I voted against 
confirmation of the nomination of Ezra 
Taft Benson to be Secretary of Agri
culture. I did so at that time because 
I believed that his views were not in 
accord with the Republican policy, or 
the platform on which the President and 
other Republicans campaigned during 
that election year. I did so because I 
believed that his policies were not good 
for agriculture or for the Nation as a 
whole. 

I shall vote against confirmation of 
the nomination of Dr. Paarlberg for the 
reason that I do not believe his views are 
in accord with the views of the Republi
can Party in the last campaign. 

Dr. Paarlberg has never, to my knowl
edge, made a speech in support of any 
price-support program, whether it be 
90 percent, or 75 to 90 percent of parity. 

Dr. Paarlberg honestly does not be
lieve in any price-support program. I 
am sure he is an honorable and able per
son, and I know there are millions of 
people in America who subscribe to his 
views. However, the Republican Party 
did not subscribe to them in the last 
election, and certainly in my State, the 
Republican Party does not subscribe to 
them. His policies, if carried forward, 
would have a far worse effect on agricul
ture in America than we have had up 
to now, with the result that agriculture 
itself would be in a far worse condition 
than it is today. - _ 

Many adverse farm statements have 
come out of the .Department of Agri
culture, and many adverse articles have 
been written and published in various 
magazines. 

I believe that many such stories have 
emanated from the Department of Agri
culture, perhaps even from people like 
Dr. Paarlberg. At least I have never 
heard him defend any farm program 
which had to do with price supports. · 

Only this week, in the current issue of 
Time magazine, there appears one of the 
most vicious antifarm articles I have 
ever read. Let me quote from it briefiy: 

In a year of bountiful crops, the Agricul
ture Department will spend a record $5 
billion, largely in an effort to cope with 
surpluses. 

The article goes on to state that the $5 
billion, appropriated to the Department 
of Agriculture, will be spent largely for 
price support and surplus farm programs. 

Nothing could be further from the 
truth than that statement. It is true 
that the programs are becoming more 
expensive-and the time may soon come 
when we will have to try other kinds of 
price support programs. However, the 
alternative to a no-price-support pro· 
gram-and Dr. Paarlberg apparently 
believes in a no-price-support program
would definitely mean bankruptcy for 
farmers and our Nation as a whole. 

Let me quote further from the article
and I might say that thi...; article is typi
cal of what Dr. Paarlberg or people like 
him would write-and this article, as I 
said, appeared in this week's Life 
magazine: 

In coping with a commodity in oversupply, 
e. g., wheat, Benson would lower the support 
price bit by bit. Gradually, farmers would 
shift wheat fielctM io more profitable crops. 
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Mr. P1·esident, if the PJ.'ic.e .s.uppor.t on 
wheat were lowered, and the farmer were 
to shift to another crop from wheat, to 
what crop could the farmer shift? What 
field crop is profitable now? They are all 
in a surplus situation. 

Mr. President, 96 percent of all the 
wheat produced in the world today is 
produced under some form of price sup
port program. Let me read a few of the 
countries which have price support pro
grams on wheat. These are the latest 
figures available from the Department 

of .Agricu.ltureA I should like to ;r.ead 
some of the figures from "Foreign Agri
cultural Circular," a Department .of 
Agriculture publication: 

Algeria, '$2.64 a bnshel; Argentina, 
$2.72 -a bushel; Australia, $1.41 a bushel; 
Austria, $2.63 a b'U'Shel; Belgium, -$.2.56 a 
bushel; Canada, $1:40 a bushel; Chile, 
$4.50 a bushel. 

~taly., $2..0.5 .a bushel. Presently the 
price su.pport proga:am in Italy is higher 
than it was a.t the time of the publica
tion cilf these figures. The price support 
in the United States i£ $2 and next year 
will be '$1.78 per bushel. 

W~ then go down to France, where it 
is $2.64 a bushel. Since the publication 
of these figures the price support in 
France has been increased. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have the entire list printed in the 
RECORll at this point in my remarks. 

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

Summary of 1954-55 wheat price -supports and wheat procluct-ion in spedfied counln'es 

1954-,-5.5 support price 

Country 

In local units 

Albania. __ ------------------- (1) ----------------------------------------Algeria _______________________ 3,4DO francs por quintaL _________________ _ 

Argentina.------------------- 50 pesos per quintaL---------------------
.Australia_____________________ 12 shilltngs 7 pence per busbeL ___________ _ 
Austria_______________________ 250 schillings per quintaL-----------------

Belgium .•••• ----------------- 470 francs per quintaL ___________________ _ 

BraziL----------------------- 320 cruzeiro per 60 kilogram ___ ------------B ulgaTia ____ ------ _ _ _ ___ ____ _ _ (') . ____ ____ _______________________________ _ 
Canada_______________________ $1.40 per busheL_-------------------------

Ohile_________________________ 1,818 pesos per quintaL.----------------- - -
Czechoslovakia_______________ (t) ___ _______________ ______________________ _ 
Egypt_______________________ 4.30 Egyptian pounds per ardeb __________ _ 

Finland-·-------------------- 33.30 markka-s per kilogram _______________ _ 

France._--------------------- 3,40':! francs per quintaL _________________ _ 

Equiva
lent per 
bushel 

Dollars 

General comment 

(I) Information lacking but price secondary to aims of economic plan_------
2. 64 Basic 1ixed price, average quality, at collection 'POints. Premiums and 

discounts provided for quality. 
2. 72 Guaranteed minimum, u. 2 semibard in bags, f. o. r. ports---- ·--------
1. 41 -Guaranteed minimum, fair av..erage qualit-y, f. o . .r. p01'ts. __ ------------
2. 63 A vcragc fixed price per bushel of 60.6 pounds test weight, delivered at 

mills. Includes allowance .for farm storage. 
2. 56 Basic "dh·ectional" price per bushel of 56.7 pounds test, delivered mills. 

Additional allowance for farm storage. 
(2) Fixed prico, per bushel of 60.6 pormds test, delivered ports _____________ _ 
(1) Prico secondary to aims of Communist ph'\n __ ___ ___ _______ ____ ________ _ 
1. 4.0 Guaranteed minimum, No. 1 Northern in store Fort \Yilliam/Port Ar

thur or Vancouver. 
4. 50 Average fixed price, average quality, delivered at collection points ______ _ 

(') Price secondary to aims of Communist plan ________ ____________________ _ 
2.18 Government purchase price, average quality. Free market price some

what lower. 
3. 95 Average fixed price, average quality, delivered collection centers. In

cludes an allowance for farm storage. 
2. 64 Fixed price, average quality, delivered collection points. Additional 

allowance for farm storage. 
West Germany ______________ 420 to 436 marks per quintaL------------- 2. i2-2. 83 Average guaranteed price nmge, average quality, delivered market 

points. Includes allowance for farm storage. 
Greece----------------------- 3.4 drachmas per oka ____________________ _ 

Hungary_-------------------- (1) ----- - ------ - ----------------------------
India_________________________ 10 rupees per maund •• --------------------

Iran..______________________ 2,930 rials per ton _________________________ _ 

Ireland----------------------- 89 shillings per bruTeL--·-·----------------

IsraeL •• ------.---- _____ ------ (') ---------------------------- ____________ _ 

Italy __ ···------------------- 7,050 lire per quintaL ________ • ___ : _______ _ 

Japan._---------------------- (1) _________ ------------------------------- -Lu:xemboW'g _________________ 565irancs per quintaL ___________________ _ 

MexicO----------------------- 91.30 pesos per quintaL------------------ -

Morocco ____________________ ._ 3,400 francs per quintaL-----------------· 
Netherlands __________________ 26.00 guilders per quintaL----------------

New Ze.aland..________________ 11 shillings 6 pence per bushel ____________ _ 
Norway·-- ------- ------------ 90 ¢re per kilogram _______________________ _ 
Peru •• ----------------------- 1.28.solcs per kilogram •• -·----------- -----

Poland.-----···-------_______ (1) _____________________ ----- _____ ----------
'Partug:il______________________ 300 lire per quintaL-----------------------
Red China.-------------_____ (t) ___________ --·-- _______ ----- _____________ _ 
Rumania .. _______ • __ --------- (1) --------- ______________ ------- __________ _ 
Spain.------------------------ 390 pesos per· quintal_---------------------

Sweden .• -------------··-···-- 44.75 kroners per quintaL-----------------

Switzerland_··---------·----- 66 . .00 francs per quintaL----------------- -
Syria _____ ····---------------- 200 Syrianj}ounds per metric ton _________ _ 

Tunisia .••• ·------------------ 3,400 f1·ancs per quintaL------------------Turkey______________________ 25.6 kroners per kilogram _________________ _ 

Union of South Africa ________ 53 shillings 10 pence per 260-pound bag ___ _ 
United Kingdom_____________ 30 shillings 9 pence per hundredweight. __ _ 
United States_--------------- $2.24 per busheL------···---------------

U.S. S. R---------·-·-·-·-·-- ('>----------------------·-·---------------Uruguay_-------------------- 16.50 pesos per quintaL _________________ _ 

Yugoslavia ___________________ 24 dinars per kilogram·--···---------·····-

2. 40 Government purchase price, average quality, delivered collection points. 
Free market price somewhat lower. 

(') Pricesecondm·y to aims of Communist plan ____________________________ _ 
1. 52 Government purchase pr.ice, average quality, delivered collection cen

ters. Free market price somewhat higher. 
0. 97 Average Government purchase price, average quality, delivered market 

centers. Free market price somewhat higher. 
2. 39 Fixed price, 60-pound test, delivered market centers. Additional allow

ance provided for farm storage. 
(1) There is a fixed price for average quality delivered at collection J>Oints, 

but level unknown. 
3. 05 Average Government purchase price, average quality, delivered market 

centers. Free market prices for domestic wheat somewhat higher. 
2. 61 Fixed price, average quality, delivered collection points.----------------
3.02 Fixed price (including direct payment), 55.9 pounds test, delivered 

collection centers. 
1. 99 Average Government purchase price, avcnu~c quality, delivered collec

tion centers. 
2. 64 Fixed price, standard quality, delivered state silos ______________ ________ _ 
1.86 Average "dh·ectional" price, average quality, delivered collection cen

ters. Includes allowance for farm storage. 
1. 59 Fixed price, average quality, delivered collection contcrs _______________ _ 
3. 43 Basic fixed price, average quality, delivered collection centers .• ---------
1. 83 Approximate price resulting from compulsory utilization and Govern

(I) 
2.85 

(1) 
(1) 

2. 73 

ment controls over flour trade and prices. 
Price secondary to aims of state plan._------------- ------·-·----------
Fixed price, average quality, delivered market centcrs _____ • ______ ····---
Pl'ice secondary to aims of Communist plan·-----·-·-··-·--·-····--·-____ do _________________________________________________________________ _ 
Basic fixed price, average quality, delivered ma1 ket centers. Additional 

allowance for farm storage. 
2. 35 Guaranteed minimum, average quality, deli>ered collection points, 

Apr. 1, 1955. 
4.19 Fixed price, type II, delivered collection centers ________________________ _ 
1. 54 Average Government purchase price, average quality, delivered desig

nated markets. 
2. 64 Fixed price, average quality, delivered collection-centm·s----------------
2. 49 Fixed price, for ordinary-white type, average grade, delivered collection 

points. 
2. 25 Fixed price, class A, grade II, f. o. r. producer's station _________________ _ 
2. 30 Guaranteed price, average quality, delivered millers ___________________ _ 
2. 24 National guaranteed average 'lllinimum, average quality, farm basis, 

Mar. 31, 1955. 
(1) Priceaecondar;r to aims cf1 Communist plan ____________________________ _ 

2. 96 Fixed price, average quality, delivered Montevideo. AdditiGnal a.1low
ance for farm storage. 

2. 16 Government pw·chases, basis ,prchru:vest contrac.ts, average quality, de
livered collection centers. 

'Other countries _______ _______ _ -·------·-------·-·-------·-·-··---·-···--- --------- -·-----------------·-----·----··--·--·-·-·-···--·-··--·--·-·----

19.54-.55 
wheat 
·crop 

Bushels 
(1) 

44,830,000 

272, 000, 000 
160, 610, 000 
16,700,000 

20,800,000 

25,000,000 
(3) 

29 '909,000 

38,.270, 000 
(3) 

60,000,000 

10,000,000 

386, 500, 000 

105, 600, 000 

45,000,000 

(3) 
290, 900, 000 

77,000,000 

15,900,000 

(3) 

264, 000, 000 

55,700,000 
1, 500,000 

30,300,000 

45,560,000 
14,590,000 

4,600,000 
1,480,000 
6,100,000 

(3) 
27,470,000 

(3) 
(3) 

180, 000, QOO 

37,870,000 

9,370,000 
31,200,000 

22,410,000 
1'80, 000, 000 

19,760,000 
104, 160, 000 
969, 781, 000 

(3) 
26,310,000 

(3) 

2, 916, 414, 000 

'\Vorld totaL ___________ ------------------------------------ -~---- -·----·----------·--···-··--------------·----·-····- 6, 825,000,000 

1 Not available. 
2 Impossible to conwrt internal price of wbettt to 11 dollar equivalent because of 

innation in Brazil, the country's comPlicated system of foreign exchange control 
lllld the fact that no existing exchange rate can be applied for computing the local 
pl'ic.e in dollars of a homegrown product that is retained for consumptioR wit.hin the 
.cou!Itry. 

a iEstlmate included in other cmmtrles. 

ource: BKSed on rnformation from United tates agricultural attaches and from 
official and trade })ublications ol foreign countries. 
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Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, Dr. 

Paarlberg believes that under price-sup
port programs, as he stated in a speech 
a few years ago, money is taken from 
one pocket and put into another. He 
inferred that the farmers were lif,ting 
money from somebody else's pocket. 

I have placed in the REcoRD a list of 
the countries which have higher price 
supports than our own. 

Shortly there will come before the 
Senate a foreign-aid bill appropriating 
money for many <>f these countries, and 
sizable amounts of money will be granted 
to these countries. The United King·
dom, for example, will get .$550,000 under 
the foreign-aid program. France will 
g-et $44,022,000. Italy will get $38,335,-
000. Turkey, which has a high price
support program, will get $210,666,000. 
Of that amount $58,346,000 will be in 
the form of economic aid. 

We are supporting countries which 
.have a higher price-support program 
than we have. In effect we are helping 
pay for their price-support programs. 
Yet it is inferred by Dr. Paarlberg that 
the price-support program p-ermits the 
farmers to take money out of somebody 
else's pocket. 

Farmers would be delighted to have 
any other kind of program which would 
assure them some semblance of fair 
income, a program which would improve 
farm income which is far out of line 
with respect to the income of labor or of 
industry. I, for one, would be in favor 
of abolishing all price-support programs 
if all advantages organized labor enjoys 
were abolished and if industry were de
nied its ability of establishing prices at 
a high level and maintaining for itself 
the highest profit in a11 history, and at 
a time when most industries have a 
surplus. 

I cite, for example, oil. Gasoline 
prices rose recently when there was a 
surplus of gasoline and despite the fact 
that there was no reason for an increase. 
All of these increased prices are passed 
on to the farmer and he is helpless to 
do anything about it. 

There are some people who say that 
we would have a solvent farm economy 
if we lowered the price supports or did 
away with them entirely. I do not know 
of anything that could be further from 
the truth. 

As I said concerning the article in 
Time magazine, in the prepatration of 
which or for its inspiration, Dr. Paarl
berg may well have had a part-at least 
to my knowledge he has never defend
ed the farmers-it is stated that the 
Department of Agriculture spent $5 bil-
1ion to support farm prices. It should be 
remembered that about $1,300 million of 
that amount, according to the Depart
ment of Agl·iculture, is represented by 
the price-support program. That is 
large enough, of course. It maty be time 
that we should adopt some other kind of 
program. Personally, I believe the costs 
would have been far less if we had had 
in the Department of Agriculture more 
people who would have been more sym
pathetic to the price-support program 
than Dr. Paatrlberg. 

Some of the officials in the Depal't
ment of Agriculture are very competent 
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men. I remember James McConnell. 
Assistant Secretary .of Agricultw·e. He 
was a very able person. He and I dis
agreed pn many policies, but one could 
work with him. Dr. Butz, who left re
cently, is another one with whom I dis
agreed on many iarm problems, but he 
was an able man, and one could work 
with him, too. There are others, goocL 
able people in the Department. and they 
have very a kindly feeling toward 
farmers. 

Other of the appropriations, such as 
the Sugar Act and Wool Act, are for 
largely self-financing programs. The 
oper.ations under Public Law 480 cost 
$1,257 million. We received, under that 
program, foreign currency and strategic 
materials. So we recovered most of 
those expenditures. However in the 
Time magazine article these amounts are 
listed as expenditures of the Department 
of Agriculture. There is also the $375 
million school-lunch program. Then 
there is the $610 million that was loaned 
to the REA. They have one of the best 
Tepayment records of any p-eople in the 
entire United States. 

All of these and many more are typi
cal of the unfatirness of this article. I 
am against Dr. Paarlberg's nomination 
too because he missed many opportuni
ties to defend the farme·s of this Na
tion. 

I admire Secretary of Labor Mitchell, 
because he has always defended the 
laboring people of this Nation. I have 
always admired Sinclair Weeks, Secre
tary of Commerce, because he has al
ways defended the businessmen of 
America. I would like to see someone 
in the Department of Agriculture who 
would defend the farmers of this Nation. 
I shall never vote to confirm any top
level person in the Department of Agri
culture who is not wholeheartedly for 
the faljffiers of this Nation, who will 
do as much for the farmer as Sinclair 
Weeks will do for the businessman or 
Secretary Mitchell will do for the labor
ing man. 

Again I should like to say Dr. Paarlberg 
is a very able person. In any other posi
tion in the Department of Agriculture 
he would do an excellent job, but I will 
not vote to confirm him to the position 
to which he has been nominated. In 
the two positions to which he has been 
nominated he would have even more in
fluence than he now has in determining 
policy on priee-support programs. I 
would be very happy to vote to confirm 
him for some other important position 
in the Departm-ent of Agricu1ture, but 
not for the ones for which he has been 
nominated. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, we have before us this 
evening a very serious proposition. Per
sonally, I think that we have gone far off 
on a tangent with regard to confirming 
the nominations of certain persons. I 
think we have looked at it from the 
wrong direction, and I wish to commend 
to the reading of Senators an article 
which appeared in the Washington Post 
and Times Herald of Tuesday, August 13, 
1957, written by George E. Sokolsky. He 
tells us that we have failed to look into 
the matter of confirmations as we shou1d. 

I ask unanimGus consent that the article 
be printed .at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, th-e article 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD~ 
as follows: 

GLUCK JUST DoESN'T FIT 

(By George E. Solt-olsky) 
The unfortunate Gluck appointment does 

not lead to the conclusion that all diplo
matic assignments shou1d go to careermen. 
Many ambassadors and ministers taken out 
of business and the universities have repre
sented the United States a-dmirably. Wal-ter 
Hines Page, for instance, made one of the 
most distinguished reeords as Ambassador 
to the Court of St. James's. He was a book 
publisher. 

Clare Booth Luce surprised even her friends 
and admirers by her rare ability while Am
bassador to Italy. PaulS. Reinsch and Jacob 
Gould Schurman, both out of the universi
ties, did remarkably well in China. 

One could go on and on detailing excellent 
representation by businessmen, bankers, 
lawyers and profess()rs, many of whom made 
astonishingly notable careers in the diplo
matic service. Others, of course, were duds. 

The Gluck appointment created a furor be
cause there was no reason for appointing him. 
He does not possess the background, the 
manner or the personality for this particular 
task, although that is no ref:lection on the 
man. 

I am sure that the thousands who are not 
able to direct a symphony orchestra would 
not regard themselves as lesser human be
ings; on the other hand, if they tried to 
direct, let us say, Beethoven's Ninth because 
they had successfully earned enough money 
to make an excessive contribution, perhaps 
in violation of the Hatch Act, to a political 
party, they would produce catcalls and in
sults and possibly a strike on the part of 
the musicians. It is the old story of shoe
maker stick to your last. 

Maxwell Gluck ought not to go to Ceylon. 
Being an associate of Benjamin Javits will 
do him no good in the East of Asia. The 
new Asiatic countries are very proud of their 
achievements. Those who head their gov
ernments are educated men, often men 
trained in British universities who speak 
European languages in cultured tones and 
whose familiarity with world affairs repre
sents years of study. A high school educa
tion in Farrell, Pa., is not sufficient educa
tional or cultural background for such an 
assignment. 

The United States cannot afford to be rep
resented in the East of Asia by a man who 
cannot possibly have the status essential for 
th~ task. Some of the career diplomats now 
in those countries are not of the best, but 
that is an internal problem in the State 
Department which John Foster Dulles said 
he would solve before he became Secretary 
of State, but he apparently has been too 
ousy for it. 

I will cite Chester Bowles as an example 
of what can happen. Bowles started life as 
a huckster and made his fortune in partner
ship with William Benton. But Bowles came 
of the distinguished Bowles family of Spring
field, Mass., newspap-er publishers. He stud
ied at Yale. He had a long career as -a pub
lic official during Warld War II and after. 
He served a term as Governor of Connecti
cut and then was appointed Ambassador to 
India and Nepal, where he served with un
usual distinction. 

He became a close friend of Nehru and 
undoubtedly played some role in holding 
Nehru in neutrality at a time when personal 
predllection and the pressure uf events in 
China could have driven Nehru1nto the arms 
of Mao Tse-tung, if not Stalin. 

Gluck's statement that he could not pro
nounce t he word "Nehru" represents sheer 
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ignorance. Nehru is as well known to lit· 
erate human beings as Roosevelt, Stalin, 
Churchill, or even Hoffa. While it is possible 
:for a man to sell goods and not know the 
word "Nehru," it is impossible for him to 
represent his country in the east of Asia. 

The fact that Gluck came well recom
mended by Jacob Javits, Benjamin Javits, 
and, as some say, Sherman Adams, is no 
warrant for this particular type of appoint
ment. He should quit. He should resign. 
He should do whatever is necessary to serve 
his country patriotically by removing himself 
from the temptation of embarrassing Uncle 
Sam in Asia. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I am strongly oppos,ed to 
the nomination of Dr. Don Paarlberg to 
be Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, be
cause I believe he is a man dedicated to 
principles that are in direct conflict with 
the intent and purpose of Congress and 
the laws of this Nation intended to assist 
farmers. 

Bear in mind that if he takes this posi
tion, he will be able to make rules and 
regulations within the Department to 
carry out his philosophy and his way of 
thinking. We must also bear in mind 
that he is an expert in the field of pro
moting_ programs to run small farmers 
out of business. 

Dr. Paarlberg is the creator of the ex
pression that whenever the farmer gets 
into a favorable era of income he is liv
ing in a "dream world." He holds to the 
theory that farmers should live under 
handicapped conditions and should re
.ceive no help from Government. 

While industry may get 300 percent of 
parity for its products, Dr. Paarlberg 
thinks the farmers should get sliding 
parity without regard as to how low it 
~!ides. In fact, I think he eventually 
will be in favor of eliminating all price 
supports completely, whether or not he 
would admit it when he was testifying 
before our committee. 

I think that his actions in the past 
speak louder than any words he might 
have uttered in our committee. 

Dr. Paarlberg is labeled the "brains 
behind Benson," and most programs and 
policies in the Agriculture Department 
are attributed to his genius. 

Last spring, for example, there ·were 
literally thousandn of farmers in South 
Carolina being turned down for small 
loans for fertilizer and seed for the first 
time in recent years. These farmers 
have no great capital and the local banks 
cannot possibly take care of their loans, 
as much as they would like to. In fact, 
the small bankers of my State. were 
among the first to ask that I get the 
Agriculture Department to do something 
to loan these small farmers money so 
they could plant crops and continue to 
be taxpaying, self-sufficient citizens. 
At every turn the Agriculture Depart
'illent turned them down and declared a 
policy of refusing to loan money to 
farmers who made less than $2,000 a 
year on their cash crops. These small 
farmers needed loans of only $200 to 
$500. The farmers had been making 
tbese loans year in and year out from 
the Agriculture Department and had 
been paying the Department back each 
year. 

That shows how the rules and regula
tions prescribing how loans shall be 

made, which rules and regulations pe· 
nalize the small farmers of the Nation, 
are set up. 

The Agriculture Department was their 
sole source of loans. But the Agricul
ture Department, which I presume is 
run by Mr. Paarlberg, with Mr. Ben
son's blessing, cut off these loans this 
year. 

Mr. President, the policy of lending 
procedures in the Department of Agri
culture even went this far: The Depart
ment said when farmers paid back loans 
from the year before, they would not be 
eligible to get a new loan this year. But 
if they had- not paid back their loans 
from the year before, they would be eli
glble for loans this year. That was the 
rule the Department made. 

In other words, if one kept faith with 
his Government and conducted his farm 
in such a way that he made enough 
money to pay off his loan, he was penal
ized for doing so. But if he still owed 
the Government money, the Department 
would lend him more to go after that 
which he still owed. The economic les
son being taught by Dr. Paarlberg in 
that instance was that one should be 
negligent in paying back what he owes 
his Government in order to secure loans 
for the future. That is what such a 
policy would lead to. 

At any rate, Mr. President, we held 
conferences on this loan situation, and 2 
days before the planting deadline the 
Department succumbed to the pressure 
from Capitol Hill, and reversed most of 
its orders, and made the loans available 
for some of the same small farmers in 
my State. 

I presume, however, we shall have the 
same fight on our hands again next year 
when these small farmers come forth 
for their annual loans, for if Dr. Paarl
berg's nomination goes through, he will 
be that much more powerful. In fact, 
when the loans were made this year, the 
implication was that this would be the 
last year the loans would be made. 

There is an ironic twist to this situa
tion, Mr. President, that should be 
brought out. I would conservatively say 
that more than 75 percent of the small 
loans made in my State went to Negro 
farmers. Most Negro farmers in my 
State are small farmers who take great 
pride in their property ownership, re
gardless of how small it is. They love 
the land and want to work the soil for a 
livelihood. 

During the fight to get the small loans 
from the Department, the fact that 
most of the loans were being made to 
Negro farmers was brought to my atten
tion by the Department of Agriculture. 
I stated then, and I state now, I do not 
care whether they are Negro or white 
farmers. If they are farming citizens 
who are trying to earn an honest living 
and be taxpaying citizens instead of 
wards of the State, then the Department 
of Agriculture should utilize loan pro
grams authorized by Congress and help 
these farmers to keep going regardless 
of race or color. They seek loans from 
the Government not as a handout, but 
because there is insufficient capital 
available to meet their needs at the 
planting time of year. 

I did not hear of President Eisenhower 
issuing orders to help these Negro citi
zens of my State. I did not see the Na
tional Association for the Advancement 
of Colored People rushing to the Wash
ington scene to help the Negro farmers 
of South Carolina procure these loans 
from the Republican-controlled Agricul
ture Department. The so-called civil
rights Senators did not trounce on the 
issue and render assistance to the Negro 
farmers of my State. 

I heard no remarks from the great ad
ministration spokesmen and alleged 
champions of Negro rights chastising the 
administration or declaring that it was a 
sad day for the history of agriculture. 

Neither did the distinguished minority 
leader in the Senate, to my knowledge, 
render his great influence within the 
Agriculture Department to secure eco
nomic rights for the Negro citizens of my 
State. 

No, Mr. President, it was the Senators 
and Congressmen from South Carolina 
who pushed and struggled with the Re
publican Department of Agriculture to 
get loans for the small farmers of South 
Carolina, white and Negro alike. 

Mr. President, if the great liberals of 
the Senate wish to help secure the eco
nomic rights for all of the farmers of 
this Nation of every status, they should 
join me in opposing the nomination of 
Dr. Don Paarlberg who, in my opinion, 
is more responsible for the tight money 
policy and sliding parity programs 
within the Department of Agriculture 
than any other person outside of Mr. 
Benson himself, except for Milton Eisen
hower, brother of the President, who 
seems to have an iron grip over the De
partment of Agriculture, and with whom 
Dr. Paarlberg undoubtedly will coop
el'ate. 

Dr. Paarlberg's record in the Depart
ment of Agriculture is clear. I do not 
question the man's integrity, nor his 
character. As far as I know and as far 
as I am concerned, his character is high 
and his integrity is pure. But I am vio
lently opposed to his philosophy and his 
policies within the Department of Agri
culture. 

It has been said that we should not 
oppose a man because of his philosophy 
and policies if his character is good. 
This is an unsound argument, for why 
else would his nomination be subject to 
the advice and consent of the United 
States ·senate. I believe if we stamp 

. approval to the nomination of these men 
who spend their time finding ways and 
means to circumvent the intent of pro
grams passed by Congress, then we are 
just as guilty of the policies they lay 
down upon our farmers as these nomi
nees are. 

For that reason, I think we should 
look into the policies of this nominee, 
and his philosophy of life. If we want 
to let the people of this Nation know 
our stand, we have an opportunity to
night to vote upon this nomination, an.:l 
to vote for this man if we believe we 
should do away with all the little farms 
in this Nation. 

If we do not believe in those policies 
and philosophies which we know he ad
vocates and which we know he pos
sesses, then why should we confirm his 
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nomination? That is the onlY way we, 
as Senators, can let the people know 
how we feel and how we intend that the 
Department should be operated. · If we 
follow · b1imUy Mr. Benson and his 
philosophies in the field of agriculture, 
we are sure not only to fail to iner€8-se 
the net income of the ianners, but we 
will help fo:rce it down, down, down, 
year after year. 

As Senators already know, the farm 
income has decreased since Mr. Benson 
has been in office, in 4 years_, from $15.1 
billion to $11.6 billion. How much is 
that? That is $3 ~ billion. I warn 
Senators this evening that if we permit 
those policies to continue, without put
ting up any 'fight in the 'Senate about 
them, we will have to say that the farm
ers in America are doomed. 

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

I yield. 
Mr. HUMPliREY. I rise to CQlllJllend 

the Senator fr.oin South Carolina for his 
fine address on this important subject 
of agriculture and, of course, for his 
comments in opposition to tile con
firmation of the nomination of Dr. 
Paarlberg. 

Let the REcORD 'Show that the Senator 
from South Carolina is always a true, 
sturdy, persevering and courageous 
friend of the famfly .farmer of America. 

Having served on the Committee on 
Agdculture and Forestry with the .Sena
tor, it gives me a sense of strength and 
a sense of real courage to have a man 
so dedicated to the interests of the fam
ily farmer leading the struggle time 
after time for what at times almost 
seems to be the forgotten people of our 
economic life. 

I commend the Senator. 
Mt·. JOHNSTON of South carolina. 

I thank the Senator. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish to say the 

Senator has summarized what tbe is
sues are, and what he has had to say 
are the very wor4s I wish I had said, as 
well. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I thank the distinguished Senator from 
Minnesota for his remarks. 

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

Mr . .JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 1 
yield to the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I should like to 
associate myself with the remarks made 
by the distinguished Senator from Min
nesota. The able Senator from South 
Carolina has fought the battle for the 
small farmers and the family-sized 
.farms as hard and as well as any Mem
ber of the Senate. 

The .senator mentioned a minute ago 
a reduction -of $'3 ~ billion in income of 
farmers in the last 4¥2 years. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
That· is a net 1·eduction, also, as the 
Senator will remember. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator is 
correct. It is true, is it not, that at 
the time this tremendous reduction in 
farm ineome has taken place, wages 
have gone up 22 petcent. corporate prof
its after taxes have gone up .33 per..cent, 
and the New York common-stoc).{ price 
index has gone up 'i7 percent. 

:Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
w.ish I had at my fingertips the figure · 
showing the rise in value -of the stock 
of General Motors and some of the other 
corporations,. as well BS the .figw:e for the 
increase in their net profits. 

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

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
yield to the Senato1· .from North Dakota. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr~ President, I wish 
to associate myself with the remarks of 
the distinguished Senator from Minne
sota and the distinguished Senatot· from 
·Missouri with reference tu the able Sen-
atol' from South Carolina. I am fortu
nate to .serve with the Senator on the 
Judiciary Committee and on the Post 
Office and Civil Service Committee. I 
want to say that the rank-and-file 
men-whether laboring men, postal em
ployees, or farmers-have no greater 
friend in the Senate than the distin
guiShed Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 1 
thank the Senator .from North Dakota. 
I can say, with regard t-q the Senator 
from North Dakota, that we can always 
count .on him to help the farmers and 
the laboring people. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the REcoRD cer
tain letter.s which I have in my posses
sion, the result of correspondence I have 
carried on with the Department of Agri
culture. 

I ask unanimous consent first, Mr. 
President. to have printed !in the RECORD 
a letter to Mr. K. L. Scott, dated Janu
ary 4, 1957. Senators will observe from 
reading· the letter that I take up the 
problem of obtaining some relief for 
the small farmers of my State. 

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

as follows: 
JANU~RY 4, 1957. 

Mr. K. L. ScoTT, 
· Director, Agricultural Credit Services, 

Department oj Agriculture, Wash
tngton, D. C. 

DEAR MR. ScoTT: I wish to thank you for 
your letter of December 28 to me in which 
JTOU outlined the Agriculture Department's 
policy on special emergency loans (Public 
Law 728, 83d Cong., as amended). In your 
letter you state that before the Department 
can designate an area eligible for these loans 
that it must be determined, among other 
things, that there is a widespread need for 
agricultural credit which cannot be met 
through the regular programs of the FHA 
and other lending agi'lncies. You further 
state that you -are in touch with the situa
tion in South Caroiina and the information 
you have avaUabl<e 'does not indicate a wide
spread need f.or loans as contemplated by the 
law. I wuuld like to .call to your attention 
that nowhere in th~ law. to my knowledge, 
does uny reqmrement for widespread need of 
credit mentioned appear. The law states in 
simple rerms that the Settetary of Agricul
ture :shall make loans wherev.er a need exists 
in .any area.. The intent of Congr.ess wa:s not 
to qualify this to be applied only 'Wher.e a 
widespread need. may exist .nor .did Congress 
indicate how large or how small a farm must 
be nor how large or BmaU the loan. The 
intent of the law was to .fill a need. 

I d() not wish ·to question the information 
or an vice which JTOU ,have received regarding 
this .situatron in South Carolina., but it is 
imperative that I call to )T'OUr .attention that 
there is a real em.ergency . existing in my 
State in which the small farmers -are hard.-

pressed and are unable to find eredit needed 
to fertilize and plant their 1957 crops. I 
would like to use one county for an exam
ple since this county is one of the m'Ost hard
pressed in the Stare. This is Clarendon 
County. I have very authentie information 
whiclt has been bro~ht to my attention 
by Mr. Charles N. Plowden of that county, 
president of qne of the only two existing 
banks in that county and "Wh'O is a former 
chairman of the South Carolina House 'Of 
Re.Pi·esentatives Ways and :Me'alns Committee, 
and a :former ctirector of the State develop
ment board. J.IIr. Plowden, who testified at 
length before the Senate Agriculture hear
ings in Columbia last )T'ear and whose testi
mony I enclose for your information, advised 
me yesterday that the economic plight of 
small farmers 1n that >area, coupled. with the 
almost complete abse11ee of all loan facili~ 
ties in that area, will mean these small 
farmers will be unable to plant this year 
and will probably go out of business. He 
advises that between 300 .and 500 farmers 
in Clarendon Vounty alone urgently need 
immediate small emergency loans. Undoubt
edly there .a.r.e thousands in similar oondition 
ln .other areas of Soutb Carolina. As I 
stated before, it is urgent they receive these 
loans now for fertilizer and seed purposes. 
-These farms have exhausted ~very possible 
private source of loans. It 1s my considered 
opinion that these farmers 'Will end up on 
the relief rolls nf South Carolina if they do 
not receive emergency loans from the De
partment of Agriculture. 

I realize that South Oarolina bas had what 
is generally considered to be a good cr.op year 
and that no emergency exists from the stand
point or sense of an .emergency created by 
.nature.; but there is a manmade emergency 
existing in my State caused by several things: 
reduced parity received by i'ar.mers for what 
they are growing; shrinking acreage; in
creased .cost of farm operations, and the 
higher cost of living. Unless credit is ex
tended to these small farmers to tide them 
through the .adjustment period-income ris
ing to meet costs of production and living
then they are doomed to bankruptcy or relief 
rolls. It has been said by some spokesman 
jn Washington that these farmers should 
seek part-time work in industries .and even 
.find new means of livelihood in adjacent 
cities. This is quite impossible for they 
have no industries to turn to for such em
ployment in the .rural lower part of South 
Carolina, and their very plig1lt is creating 
a minor depression in some of the areas of 
South Carolina wnich depend upon their 
purchasing power to keep main street busi
ness going. I firmly believe the situation ex
isting in Clarendon County and in · other 
areas of South Carolina is exactly what Con
gress anticipated tne law to cover under 
Public Law 727, 83d Congress, as amended. 

I urge that im1nediate consideration be 
given this matter because any further de
lay will seriously affect 'these small farmers 
even if they do obtain the loans. 

Thanking y.ou for your consideration in 
this matter and hoping for an early reply, 
I am 

Sincerely, 
OLIN D. JOHNSTON • 

Mr. JOHNSTON of Scmth Carolina. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the RECORD the reply 
to my letter, which is from Mr. D'Ewart, 
and is dated January 15, 19::57. 

There being no objection, the letter 
w.as ordel'ed to be printed. in the RECORD, 
as follows; 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
0FF.ICE OF THE SECRETARY, 

Wa.sltJ;7bflton, D. C., January 15, 1957. 
Hon. OLIN D. Jo.HNSTON, 

United States Senate. 
DEAR SENATOR .. JOHNS'l10N: Reference is 

made to your letter oi .January 4 concerning 
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the designation of South Carolina and par
ticularly Clarendon County as an emergency 
disaster area eligible for emergency loans 
under Public Law 727. 

Under date of January S, the Director of 
Agricultural Credit Services, Mr. Kenneth L. 
Scott, wrote you concerning emergency loans 
in South Carolina and his letter contains 
some of the information you requested. 

It is the thinking of the Department that 
credit can be made available under normal 
procedures. If experience demonstrates such 
credit cannot meet the needs of South Caro
lina or funds are exhausted, then the normal 
credit can and will be supplemented under 
Public Law 727 or other emergency credit. 

Sincerely yours, 
WESLEY A. D'EWART, 

Assistant to the Director, Agricultural 
Credit Services. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Also I took up the matter with Mr. L. M. 
Belk, State director of the Farmers 
Home Administration, in Columbia, S. C. 
To bear out the statements which I 
make, I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a telegram which 
I sent to him, together with his reply, 
showing what difficulties were being ex
perienced in South Carolina in obtaining 
funds for the program. 

There being no objection, the tele
grams were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

FEBRUARY 1, 1957, 
Mr. L. M. BELK, 

State Director, Farmers Home Admin
istration, Columbia, S. C.: 

Understand many South Carolina farmers 
a!Jplying for disaster and production loans 
He pein.g advised no such funds availab,le 
this year. Many farmers who borrowed in 
1955 and in 1956, and who have paid back 

· these loans, need another loan this year. Al
thougll South Carolina may not have been an 
area suffering from widespread disaster this 
year, some areas are still feeling effects from 
previous hardship years and need these loans 
to overcome this past disaster. I shall ap
preciate your givi1;1g immediate consideration 
of this matter which is extremely critical. 
Would you kindly advise me (1) is it true no 
funds for such loans are available to South 
Carolina farmers; (2) how many South Caro
line farmers have either directly applied for 
loans or have been advised, verbally or in 
writing, by FHA not to apply, because they 
cannot get these loans, and (3) what loans, 
if any, available to these farmers through 
FHA for disaster or production purposes. 

- Best regards. 
OLIN D . JoHNSTON. 

Hon. OLIN D. JoHNSTON, 
United States Senato1·: 

First. Production emergency (disaster) 
funds are available to such indebted bor
rowers when it appears an additional loan 
is necessary to protect the Government's in
terest and borrower cannot get funds to 
operate from other sources. Production 
emergency funds are not presently available 
to upper farmers . . 

Second. As of February 1, there are 54 
written applications on hand. No record of 
number of oral inquiries; however, local au
thorities indicate substantial number. 

Third. No production emergency (disaster) 
funds authorized for farmers not indebted 
on such loans. Operating loan funds are 
available to eligible full-time family-type 
farmers. Also limited number part-time 
farmers. 

L. M. BELK, Jr., 
State Director. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of So.uth Carolina. 
Mr. President, I also ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD at 

this point as a part of my remarks a let
ter to me from H. C. Smith, Adminis
trator of the Farmers Home Administra
tion, in Washington, D. C., showing what 
was taking place at the time of that let
ter, which is dated February 8, 1957. 

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

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT 
OF AGRICULTURE, 

FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D. C., February 8, 1957. 

Hon. OLIN D. JoHNSTON, 
United States Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR JOHNSTON: Because Of your 
previous interest, we are glad to inform 
you that we have recently authorized our 
State Director for South Carolina, Mr. 
Luther M. Belk, at Columbia, to make addi
tional emergency loans in 1957 to those 
borrowers who received and repaid such 
loans in connection with their farming 
operations last year, but have not recovered 
sufficiently to obtain their credit from other 
sources. It is believed that this will enable 
us to meet the needs of most fa1·mers in 
whom you are interested. 

Sincerely yours, 
H. c. SMITH, 

Deputy Administ1·ator. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
also ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD at this point as a 
part of my remarks a letter dated March 
5, 1957, which I wrote to Mr. K. H. Han
sen, Director of the Farmers Home Ad
ministration, in Washington, D. C. 

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

MARCH 5, 1957. 
Mr. K. H. HANSEN, 

Direct01·, Farmers 1-Iome Administra
tion, Department of Agriculture, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. HANSEN: For some time I have 
been trying to straighten out the loan sit
uation for small farmers in my State. On 
February 8 I was advised by your Deputy 
Administrator that the policy for emergency 
loans had been reversed for South Carolina 
and that all farmers eligible for these loans 
in 1956 would become automatically eligible 
for the loans again this year. 

At the Eame time I was advised that there 
was no change in the policy regarding an
nual loans being made in my State. How
ever, during the month of February I re
ceived many complaints from _South Caro
lina regarding small farmers who said they 
had received in 1956 and- in previous years 
annual loans and / or emergency loans, but 
this year were being denied these loans. 

On the basis of this, I called for a meet
ing between one of my staff and your Deputy 
Administrator on Thursday, February 28, at 
which time this entire matter was gone over. 

My staff member was advised the policy 
of FHA in South Carolina was to this effect: 

If a farmer had received loans either 
emergency or annual in previous year, that 
despite what I had been told they would 
not again be made available this year unless 
the FHA office in South Carolina, in its 
opinion, considered the loan would place 
the farmer in a position of either being self
sustaining in future years or at least in a 
position to obtain credit from private 
sources. At the same time it was admitted 
in Berkeley County alone over 1,500 farmers 
need credit which is not available from 
private sources. In two more adjacent coun
ties similar situations exist. For your in
formation, in Berkeley County there are 
only two banks and the same is true for 
nearby Clarendon County. Private banking 

in the area just cannot meet these needs for 
these farmers. 

On Friday, March 1, your Deputy Admin
istrator advised he was requesting the 
State director of FHA to go into the counties 
in question and resurvey loan needs ~nd 
would "do everything possible to serve the 
credit needs of the people in that area." 

Today I received urgent calls from farmers 
in Berkeley and Clarendon Counties advis
ing your FHA representat:ve was not mak
ing these loans and that several hundred 
farmers would go unserved because they do 
not qualify for either annual or emergency 
loans. These farmers are in desperate dr
cuinstances and must be served within the 
next week. Any delay beyond that point will 
place these farmers on 1·eUef rolls of South 
Ca.rolina. 

I urge you to intervene in this situation 
and help these small farmers obtain credit 
so they may remain industrious taxpaying 
citizens and not become wards of our Gov
ernment. 

The Senate Agriculture Committee, of 
which I am a member, is deeply interested 
in this situation and if it does not improve 
it is my intention to call for an investiga
tion to see what has caused a reversal Of 
policy in this field of agricultural financing. 

I sincerely hope you can take action in 
this matter immediately and advise me · as 
quickly as possible-time is of the essence. 

With best wishes, I am 
Sincerely yours, 

OtiN D. JoHNsToN. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I also ask to haye printed 

·in the RECORD at this point, as a part of 
my remarks, Mr. Hansen's reply to me, 
dated March 7, 1957. Bear in mind that 
this correspondence started in January, 
and it was March 7 when the Adminis
tratien decided to do something for the 
small farmer. This correspondence 
shows, in black and white, what was 
taking place at that time. 

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

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 

FARMERS ·HoME ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D. C., Ma1'ch 7, 1957. 

Hon. OLIN D. JoHNSTON, 
United States Senate. 

DE_AR SENATOR JoHNsToN: This will reply 
to your telegram of March 5 and confirm our 
telephone call on March 7, 1957, informing 
you that the Acting Secretary of Agriculture, 
Mr. True D. Morse, has authorized the making 
of emergency loans in Berkeley and Claren
don Counties, South Carolina, pursuant to 
Public Law 727, 83d Congress, as amended, 
through June 30, 1~57. 

The designation of these counties was 
made primarily for the purpose of provid
ing a source· of credit for operators of farms 
smaller than family-type who have previously 
rec_eived other types of loans through this 
agency but are no longer able to qualify for 
such loans and are unable to obtain needed 
operating credit from normal sources serving 
their area. It is felt that this authority will 
enable us to meet the credit needs of the 
farmers in whom you are interested. 

A leaflet outlining the purposes, terms, and 
eligibility requirements for emergency loans 
under Public Law 727 is enclosed. 

Farmers desiring further information about 
these loans or other types of assistance avail
able through this agency should get in touch 
with the local office of the Farmers Home 
Administration serving their county. 

We appreciate your interest in this mat
ter and shall be glad to hear from you at any 
time we can be of service. 

Sincerely yours, -
K. H. HANSEN, Administrator. 
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Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 

Finally, I ask unanimous 'consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a letter, dated 
April 1, 1957, addressed to me by Mr. H. 
C. Smith, Administrator of the Farmers 
Home Administration, in Washington, 
D. C., declaring that certain sections 
were in distress. · 

The situation was called to his atten
tion early in January. This letter shows 
that the time for planting corn in my 
State had already passed when the ad
ministration decided to give the relief 
which was necessary. 

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

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
F'ARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION, 

Washington, D. C., Apri l!, 1957. 
Hon. OLIN D. JoHNSTON, 

Uni ted States Senate. 
DEAR SENATOR JOHNSTON: This Will con

firm our telephone call informing you that 
the Acting Secretary of Agriculture; Mr. 
True D. Morse, has authorized the making 
of emergency loans pursuant to Public Law 
727, 83d Congress, as amended, through 
June 30, 1957, to eligible applicants in the 
following counties of South Carolina: 

Chester, Chesterfield, Fairfield, George
town, Greenville, Kershaw, Laurens, Pickens, 
Uichland , Spartanburg, Williamsburg. 

The designation of these counties was 
made primarily for the purpose of providing 
a source of credit for operators of farms 
smaller than family-type who have pre
viously received other types of loans through 
this agency but are no longer able to qualify 
for such loans and are unable to obtain 
needed operating credit from normal sources 
serving their area. 

A leaflet outlining the purposes, terms, and 
eligibility requirements for emergency loans 
~nder Public Law 727 is enclosed. 

Please call on us whenever we can be of 
service. 

Sincerely yours, 
H. c. SMITH, 

Acting Administrator. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. KERR~ Mr. · President, I wish to 
express my appreciation and commen
dation of the distinguished Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. SYMINGTON], the distin
guished Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. JoHNSTON], the distinguished Sen
ator from Minnesota [Mr. HuMPHREY], 
the distinguished Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. LANGER], my distinguished 
colleague from Oklahoma [Mr. MoN
RONEY J, and my distinguished and 
esteemed colleague from North Dakota 
[Mr. YouNG], for their very great con
tribution in bringing light to the sub
ject under discussion and making a case 
against confirmation of the nomination 
of Dr. Paarlberg to the position to which 
he has been appointed in the Depart
ment of Ag'l'iculture. 

I think this is one of the important 
votes Senators will cast during this ses
sion of the Congress. I do not know of 
many opportunities which are left to 
strike a blow for the welfare of agricul
ture in America, and especially the fam
ily-size farm operator. I would feel that 
I had been derelict in my duty to my 
constituents ·in Oklahoma if I 'did not 
add my voice of protest to those of other 
Senators who have voiced their senti
ments-in far more eloquent words than 

I can command, In opposition to the 
confirmation of the pending nomination. 

I have not a word to say against the 
integrity or character of the nominee. 
In fact, I think his honesty and frank
ness place an added challenge before 
every Member of this body. He has told 
us frankly what he has favored, what 
he has done, and what he will do; and 
if we now confirm his nomination we 
must share the responsibility with him 
for the unhappy effect which the con
firmation of this nomination will have 
upon the farm people of our State and 
of the country. 

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

Mr. KERR. I yield. 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. I know that 

the distinguished senior Senator from 
Oklahoma is a student of history. He 
has already stated that he has taken 
this position on behalf of agriculture, 
and particularly of the family-type farm. 

In the light of the history of Rome, 
I ask the Senator whether or not it was 
when the family-type farm fell to pieces 
that the landless came into Rome; and 
in the light of the history of England, · 
whether, between 1780 and 1860, the 
small farmer, the yeoman class of Eng
land, disappeared. Are those events not 
indicative of what can be expected in 
America if we liquidate the family-type 
farm? In speaking for the small 
farmer, therefore, is the Senator not . 
speaking for the safety of the Nation? 

Mr. KERR. I thank the Senator for 
his observation and question. In reply, 
let me tell the Senator that of all the 
economic crimes which have been com
mitted or will be committed by the 
Eisenhower administration, that which 
will hold it up in infamy for decades to 
come has been its program of elimina
tion of the marginal farmer, and im
poverishment of the family-sized farm 
operator. 

The distinguished Senator from Texas 
referred to ancient Rome. I can hear 
the echoing voice of old Cato, ringing 
down through the ages. He is remem
bered most for having repeatedly de
clared "Delenda est Carthago." That 
had to do with the security and survival 
of his country. . 

But I can also hear the echo of his 
ringing declaration that the safety of 
Rome was best protected at the hands 
of her farmer-soldiers. 

We have the greatest country on 
earth, and the contributions of all our 
citizens have been of a high order. How
ever, none, whether in the tasks and 
burdens of peacetime responsibility, or 
in the throes and dangers of war, has 
risen to a higher degree of consecrated 
patriotic service, whether on the farms 
or on the battlefields, than the youth 
who have come from our farm families. 

I can hear the words of inspired poetry 
coming down from our early days, tell
ing us of the embattled farmers who 
stood and fired the shot heard around 
the world. 

There a nation was born. There a 
foundation was laid by the embattled 
farmers at Concord, who fired the shot 
heard around the world. 

To my mind tonight come early recol
lections of the story of the father of his 

country-on his knees at Valley Forge, 
presiding over the deliberations and ses
sions of the Constitutional Convention, 
and at the helm of his country as its 
first President. The character which 
carried him through those trials, and 
which made him the great leader and 
patriot that he was, was developed on 
his farm. So far as I know, while he 
rendered important services as· a sur
veyor in the service of an early Virginia 
governor, his lifelong profession was that 
of farmer. 

Mr. President, this administration has 
liquidated the family farm. The ad
ministration started to do it, and it has 
succeeded in doing it. The casualties 
of that program are displaced persons, 
who have been deprived of the environ
ment in which they could make a living 
on the farm, and who are unable to find 
another place in the economy. 

A woman on one of the farms in south
ern Oklahoma wrote to Mr. Benson early 
in his administration, complaining about 
his policies, and what they were doing 
to the welfare of her family. He wrote 
back and told her she should adjust. 

She wrote back to Mr. Benson and 
said, "I was born on a farm, and I have 
lived on a farm all my life. I am 56 
years old. I can milk cows and I can 
take care of poultry, and I can even run 
a tractor. That is all I know how to do, 
Mr. Benson. If I am deprived of the 
opportunity to do that, to make a living, 
into what can I adjust?" 

Mr. President, there is not a group of 
people in America that has made a 
greater contribution to the building of 
America than has the group who live on 
family-sized farms. 

We can go anywhere we like-among 
the ranks of our greatest soldiers, among 
the ranks of our fighting men, in the 
great stream of trade and commerce, in 
which · industry and the agricultural 
economy of the Nation have gained 
supremacy in all the world-and we will 
not find a group that has made a greater 
contribution to the development and the 
building up of our country than the gen
eration after generation of youth who 
have been raised in the rugged environ
ment of the family farm. It was there at 
the altar, where the father and mother 
and family gathered around the fireside 
in the evening, that they learned rever
ence for their God, and rugged in
dependence and self-reliance, which saw 
them through their crises and enabled 
them to make the contribution they have 
made to the development of this country 
and its strength and our way of life. 

That environment is now all but de
stroyed. 

Yet we are asked tonight to confirm 
the nomination of a man who is the 
leading apostle of the program of the de
struction of that great institution. 

I am not going to vote to confirm his 
nomination, Mr. President. 

An administration which has devoted 
itself to increasing the price supports 
under interest rates on money 100 per
cent, and to destroying every semblance 
of price supports under the value of farm 
products, has committed the two un
pardonable economic crimes. 

The greatest of these, insofar as 
human suffering is concerned, ·and 
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damage to human dignity is concerned, ment of the American economy, but have 
has been the policy: Let the marginal always opposed any form of support for 
farme1· be eliminated. the family farmer or for small business. 

As I reminded the distinguished Sena- · Will the Senator from Oklahoma give his 
tor from Missouri a little earlier, a few observations on that point? 
weeks ago I was talking to a high official Mr. KERR. I should like to say to my 
in the Treasury Department, and I told good friend from Minnesota that only 
him that the fiscal policy of the admin- by favoring a program of economic im
istration was having a bad effect on the provement for the farmer can a man in 
economy of the farmer. He said, "Sen- the present administration become an 
ator, we have too many farmers, and the economic heretic. I should like to give 
uneconomic farm unit has got to go." the Senator an alternative. Only if a 

Paarlberg is the No.1 architect of that man favors improving the economic wei-
farm program. fare of the farmer or if he opposes special 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, privileges for other groups in the econ-
will the Senator yield? omy can he be blackballed by the Eisen-

Mr. KERR. I yield. hower administration with equal inten-
Mr. YARBOROUGH. With the sity and ferocity and frequency. That 

knowledge the distinguished senior Sen- will happen to him either for favoring 
ator from Oklahoma shows of the sub- the American farmer or for failing to be 
ject, particularly of the qualifications of in favor of special privileges 'for certain 
the nominee, Mr. Paarlberg, I should other groups. 
like to ask the senior Senator from Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Oklahoma whether, from his study of Oklahoma has commented upon the 
Mr. Paarlberg's statements and his many price-support program of this adminis
statements against farm subsidies, the tration. We have had many arguments 
senior Senator from Oklahoma has ever whether the price-support program 
found any speech made by Mr. Paarl- ought to be 90 percent of parity, which 
berg in which he said he was against a is 10 percent less t:i.1an fair, anything but 
shipping subsidy, an airline subsidy, high, though approximately reasonable, 
1·ailroad subsidies, any fast tax write- or whether it should be a flexible price
otis, or any type of business subsidy? support program of from 75 to 90 percent 

Mr. KERR. No; I have not once, to of parity. I think I am correct in say
my knowledge, heard him say anything ing that _that has been th~ main _argu
like that or seen anything written by ment which has been earned on m the 
him along that line. That apostle of Senate year after year. 
ruin to the American farmer has never Is the Senator aware of the fact--and 
so much as whispered opposition to the I am sure he is-that the Secretary of 

· other forms of subsidy to which the Sen- Agriculture, Mr. Benson, who has been 
ator from Texas has referred. If he receiving his economic instruction regu
had, the hierarchy of the Eisenhower larly from his economic adviser--
administration would have run him out Mr. KERR. Does the Senator mean 
of town with a tin cup on his tail and the doctor of philosophy? 
the scourge of repudiation on his back Mr. HUMPHREY. The doctor of phi
as he loped over the rise of the horizon losophy in agricultural economics. The 
leaving this vicinity. Senator is aware, I am sure, that Mr. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will Benson is quoted in that agricultural 
the Senator yield? publication of the New York pavements, 

Mr. KERR. I yield. the New York Wall Street Journal, as 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I should like to follows: "Benson's strategy: He aims to 

say to my friend from Oklahoma that win voters, then ask lower supports." 
the description which he has just given But there is a little note which says: 
of what would happen to Dr. Paarlberg "Opposition is strong." The Secretary 
were :he to respond in the affirmative to of Agriculture appeared in the State of 
the questions which were posed by the Minnesota. He made an address there. 
junior Senator from Texas is most il- In fact, he made several of them. One 
luminating and enlightening and con- of the comments I have from a local 
vincing. However, I wish the Senator newspaper in my State is to the effect 
to know that there are those who have that while he was in Minnesota, Mr. 
very strongly recommended the confir- Benson subscribed to the theory that 
mation of the nomination of Dr. Paarl- price supports might well run between 
berg. zero and 90 percent of parity. 

As the Senator kncws, Dr. Paarlberg Does the Senator from Oklahoma re-
was once a teacher at Purdue University. call the administration advocating in the 
The distinguished senior Senator from last election, or does the Senator recall 
Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART] gave us a very the President of the United States ad
strong recommendation for Dr. Paarl- vocating at the time we had the farm 
berg, and I gathered that there were price-support bill up in 1955, a zero to 
other Senators who rather strongly rec- 90-percent ratio of parity? 
ommended him. In line with what has Mr. KERR. I do not recall that such 
transpired in the Senate from time to a program was pressed at that time by 
time, in terms of economic philosophies the apostles of Benson in the Senate. I 
and discussions, is it not very obvious think they were taking the farmer down 
that those who have supported the con- by degrees, feeling that if he was about 
firmation of the nomination now before to drown, and had been under only 
the Senate, and have recommended it to twice, there would be no use to become 
the Senate, are the very people who have overly exercised about it; wait until he 
endorsed the hard money policy, the went down the third time and did not 
tight credit policy, the high interest pol- come up, and then give him a decent 
icy, and subsidies for every other ele- burial. [Laughter.] 

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

Mr. KERR. I yield. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. The record of Dr. 

Paarlberg is so appalling as to what he 
has actually said concerning his con
tempt for the farmer-statements w.hich 
I have read into the RECORD tonight-
that I felt obligated to bring it to the 
attention of the Senate.-

Is it not true that a Senator who votes 
tonight to confirm the nomination of 
Dr. Don Paarlberg to be Assistant Sec
retary of Agriculture is voting against 
the family-sized farm and the small 
towns of America which are supported 
by those farms? 

Mr. KERR. I could not be more sin
cere than I am now when I say to the 
Senator from Missouri that the answer 
is, "Yes." A Senator who votes to con
firm the nomination of Paarlberg tonight 
must bear a part of the responsibility 
for what he will inflict upon the family
sized farm. 

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

Mr. KERR. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I think the point 

needs to be made tonight that we are 
approaching another juncture in the 
process of economic attrition of Ameri
can agriculture. The truth is that the 
Secretary of Agriculture has been cam
paigning up and down the United States 
since January of this year. The truth is 
that, as chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Reorganization of the Committee on 
Government ·Operations, I have been 
unable to get the Secretary of Agricul
tul·e to come before the subcommittee. 
I have sought, time after time, not only 
through my office, but through the staff 
director of the Committee on Govern
ment Operations, to obtain any date 
when the Secretary of Agriculture would 
appear to discuss with us some of the 
alleg·ed revisions in . the REA loan pro
gram; but to no avail. 

The Wall Street Journal published an
other article which I think should be 
brought to the attention of the Senate. 
The headline of the article is: 

Farm Chief's Campaign for Lower Price 
Props Wins Backing in Cities. Letters Spur 
His Hope for Urban Uprising; He Gets Few 
Pats From Farmers. 

The substance of this article-and it 
is here for any Senator to read-is that 
the Secretary has been going to the cities 
and spreading disillusionment, spreading 
what I consider to be, at least in my 
opinion, a misrepresentation of the facts 
of agriculture, so as to try to induce the 
urban voters, who are in the vast ma
jority, to be in opposition to what have 
been sound farm programs. 

Only recently the Secretary of Agri
culture, before a committee of the other 
body, testified to the effect that it was 
his desire to have zero to 90-percent lee
way or flexibility clear down the chute; 
no safety platforms, but all the way 
down the chute. That is exactly the ob
jective to which the program about 
which we are speaking tonight is lead
ing. Dr. Paarlberg endorses that kind 
of economic philosophy. 

I say to my colleagues that they can 
take a position on 75 to 90 percent of 
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parity. They can say that there is at 
least a minimum floor at 75 percent-a 
safety net. The farmer may fall to 75 
percent. He may sprain his back. He 
may break his leg. But we will not be 
letting him break his neck. 

What is the economic philosophy 
which is directed to zero to 90 percent 
of parity? I submit that when the Sec· 
retary of Agriculture found out, for ex· 
ample, that the Nation's cotton supplies 
were diminishing under the use of Public 
Law 480, he started to complain about 
the fact that because of the formula in 
the law he had to raise the price sup
ports, since supplies were diminishing. 

Is this not the evidence? The evi· 
dence merely is that this administra· 
tion is unwilling to raise tpe support lev· 
els. This administration is refusing even 
to use the mechanism at its control to 
support agricultural income. 

I say it is not the law-we do not have 
much difference of opinion about the 
law-but what is worse it is the malad· 
ministration or the misadministration in 
the Department of Agriculture. I do not 
believe the situation will be improved by 
the confirmation of the nomination of 
a man of the type and character of Dr. 
Paarlberg, because, as the Senator from 
Missouri has said, Dr. Paarlberg has 
had no managerial experience. He has 
been an economic adviser to the advo
cates of the Benson-Eisenhower farm 
policies. If he is placed in a position of 
greater responsibility and power, we will 
have lots of what we already have, and 
we will have more of it. 

I commend the Senator from Okla
homa, although I do not need to; his 
speeches speak for themselves. What 
he says about agriculture is exceeded 
only by what he has been pointing out 
concerning the economic mismanage
ment .of · the monetary policies of this 
administration. 

Mr. KERR. I thank the Senator from 
Minnesota. 

Mr. President, I will say this about 
Benson and his absenteeism from Wash· 
ington. I remind the Senator from 
Minnesota that much as Benson has 
been away from Washington, he has not 
spent as much as 1 hour on a golf 
course. I wish the President would teach 
him golf. If he could teach Benson golf 
and persuade him to spend his time on 
the golf course, he would do much less 
damage to the American farmer than by 
devoting his full time to trying to de
stroy the farmer's economic welfare and 
income. 

M:·. Paarlberg has another plank in 
his platform. During the last campaign, 
Mr. True D. Morse came to Oklahoma 
and made two speeches, one of them to 
the chamber of commerce in our largest 
city, and the other to the Rotary Club in 
our second largest city. He made farm 
speeches to both groups. 

He said, "Your farmers do not need to 
have any economic assistance. There is 
not one of them who does not live with
in reach of an industrial job. I do not 
believe there is a farm family in Okla
homa which cannot survive if they will 
let only one member of their family work 
40 hours a week in some industry, and 
contribute that income to the require
ments of their living." 

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

Mr. KERR. I yield. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Is the Senator . 

saying that Under Secretary of Agricul· 
ture Morse made that statement in the 
Senator's State? 

Mr. KERR. Yes; he made it in one 
city to a great chamber of commerce, 
and in another city to a Rotary Club. 
Dr. Paarlberg said the same thing to the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

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

Mr. KERR. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. I want to make certain 

that the Senator understands that the 
Under Secretary of Agriculture is no rel· 
ative of mine. I think his first name 
is a misnomer. [Laughter.] 

Mr. KERR. I thank the Senator; I do, 
indeed. 

I remind Senators that Dr. Paarlberg 
subscribed to the same theory in his 
statement and answer to questions asked 
by the Senator "from Missouri. He said: 

Now, another qualification I would make 
of your comment is that many of these farm 
people are not going in to the cities to take 
employment. Many of them are continuing 
to live on their farms, and to take part-time 
employment in an adjoining city, or in a 
factory out in the country, driving 10, 20, or 
30 miles to work, continuing their farming 
operations. 

Now listen to this: 
In many cases they are improving and 

increasing their farm operations while they 
add this additional source of income. 

It is to a degree another form of diversi
fication, and provides them, I think, with a 
very good economic position in that they are 
not completely dependent on employment for 
their income. 

"They are farmers," he said in effect, 
"and I want to give them the comfort 
they can have in the knowle'dge that as 
farmers they are not completely depend
ent upon their income, as is a laborer in 
industry.'' 

Just imagine, Mr. President. Mr. 
Paarlberg said that their great security 
lies in this fact: "They have one foot on 
the land, you might say, and another foot 
in industry." 

Mr. President, the fact that the indus
try was 30 miles away from the land did 
not seem to raise any difficulty in the 
fertile imagination of Mr. Paarlberg as 
to their capacity to have one foot on the 
land and another foot in industry. 

What he forgot is that the farmer's 
position was made untenable by the fact 
that he had one of Mr. Paarlberg's feet 
in the middle of his back and both of 
Mr. Benson's feet on the back of his neck. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. President, today the American 
farmer is in the midst of an economic 
depression. Farm people and the com
munities dependent upon their economic 
welfare are today in an economic depres
sion. Mr. President, can you imagine the 
bleakness of the outlook the farmers face 
when the only word that comes to th€m 
from Washington is, "Be of good cheer; 
fear not. Paarlberg :ls coming." 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. President, I wish to say to you that 
the warning that Paul Revere gave out 
in ringing tones that New England 

night-"The redcoats are coming"
was an announcement of insignificant 
effect and materiality, as compared to 
the stern warning which will be sounding 
over the airways, the television, the news, 
and the morning newspapers, if the 
farmer has to receive the message, 
"Paarlberg is coming.'' [Laughter.] 

Mr. President, the American farmer 
has no unemployment compensation, 
unless he has that "one foot in industry." 
The farmer has the most hazardous of 
all America·n occupations. 

This last year in Oklahoma, the 
farmer has suffered drought, flood, in
sects, and disease of his livestock. Right 
now in four northeastern Oklahoma 
counties the dread scourge of anthrax is 
stalking abroad on the farms. 

Mr. President, you would think that 
was enough penalty for this wonderful 
group of people to have to bear. But I 
wish to say to you that all those inflic· 
tions, if wrapped up into one bundle, 
would be as nothing compared with the 
fact that for 5 long years they have had . 
Benson inflicted upon them. And now, 
to add insult to injury, are they going 
to have to endure Paarlberg, too? 

Mr. President, I read in Holy Writ 
these beautiful words: 

Faith, hope, charity • • •; l:mt the greatest 
of these is charity. 

Mr. President, I shall not indulge in a 
comparison of those three great virtues. 
I wish to say that faith in the human 
heart, the substance of things hoped 
for, the evidence of things not seen, is a · 
great reinforcement in the age in which 
we live. Even the great Apostle said 
that "the greatest of these is charity." 

Mr. President, hope stands high amid 
the blessings that come to the human 
heart. America has long been the land 
of hope. Yonder on the magnificant 
statue in New York Harbor-the Statue 
of Liberty-are engraved these words: 
Give me your tired, your poor, 

Your huddled masses yearning to be free, 
The wretched refuse of your teeming shore, 

Send these, the homeless, tempest-tossed 
tome. 

I lift my lamp beside the golden door. 

What a message of promise. What 
an inspiration of hope. 

But, Mr. President, if the nomination 
of Mr. Paarlberg is confirmed by the 
Senate, where will be the golden door for 
the American farmer? Where can those 
homeless, tempest-tossed look? Who 
will lift to them again the opportunity 
of hope, and who will say, "Send these 
to me. I lift my lamp beside the golden 
door." 

Ah, Mr. President, I wish to tell you 
it is tough when economic losses fasten 
the chains of depression and poverty 
around the necks and the welfare ·of the 
members of an American family, when 
drought and the scourge of floods invade 
and dest:roy, when economic hardship 
stalks abroad in the land, and, no matter 
where the people turn, they find no ave· 
nue of improvement. But, Mr. Presi· 
dent, in addition to that stern reality of 
hardship, if the door is ·closed to hope, I 
wish to say that then the final and un.:. 
pardonable sin has been committed. 

The American farmers are more than 
economic figures on an economic chart. 
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They are human beings; they are men, 
women, and children. They are entitled 
to have more consideration from their 
Government than to be only the basis of 
more economic charts and economic 
t rends. 

Mr. President, I wish to say to you 
that a government that has no more re· 
gard for its people than that, is prepar
ing for them a sepulcher. And I say to 
you that as I look at the Benson and 
Paarlberg combination, I say-those 
whited sepulchers. Those resting places 
of hope. I am not going to be a party 
to the crime of voting for the conftrma· 
tion of this nomination. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. MoN· 
RONEY in the chair). The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

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

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

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I had in· 
tended to speak tonight on behalf of 
confirmation of the nomination of Dr. 
Paarlberg. But I shall not do so. The 
attacks which have b~en made upon 
him have recommended him to the office 
for which he has been nominated far 
more eloquently than could any speech 
which I might possibly make in his be· 
half. 

So, Mr. President, I simply wish to call 
the attention of the Senate to the fact 
that the question on which the Senate is 
to vote tonight is, not whether the pres· 
ent farm policies are sound, or not 
whether those which may be proposed in 
the future will be better; but the ques· 
tion on which the Senate will vote to
night is this: Whether the President of 
the United States, who is charged with 
carrying out the policies and programs 
laid down by the Congress, shall be per
mitted to choose as assistants those who 
will be loyal to him. 

That is all I have to say. 
Mr. WATKINS. I think the statement 

made by the distinguished Senator from 
Vermont should be compelling and con· 
elusive in this matter. All the oratory 
we have heard here should not change 
the situation one iota. I had prepared 
a statement on the nomination. In· 
stead of reading it, I ask unanimous 
consent that it may be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR WATKINS 

I urge the Senate to approve the nomina· 
tion of Don Paarlberg to be Assistant Secre· 
tary of Agriculture. 

I have had the Senate Agricultural Com· 
mittee hearings, held July 27 and August 7, 
reviewed very carefully, since I thought in· 
asmuch as four members of the Senate com· 
mittee voted against his confirmation, that 
the hearings would contain allegations that 
Mr. Paarlberg was not qualified for the posi· 
tion to which he has been nominated by the 
President of the United States. 

Such definitely is not the case. Rather, 
the hearings reflect an apparent determina· 

tion on the part of a minority of the com
mittee to vote against Mr. Paarlberg's nomi· 
nation pecause they disagree with the Eisen· 
hewer-Benson farm program. 

· The sklll with which Mr. Paarlberg han. 
died the questions dealing with the opera
tion of our farm-price support and other 
programs, indicates that he is indeed quali
fied to give good services in the position to 
which he has been nominated. 

His answers were factual, concise, and to 
the point. They were informative, and qual
ified in nature when the question suggested 
the need for qualification. This is to his 
credit, and a sign of good judgment. 

Not only does Mr. Paarlberg have a doctor 
of philosophy degree in agricultural eco
nomics but he has had actual farm ex
perience. He grew up on a f arm near Crown 
Point, Ind. As a youth and as a young m an 
he was active in rural youth work, farm
organization activities, and in college-farm 
programs. 

D-uring his academic training he has been 
able to accumulate 6 years' experience as a 
staff member of agricultural economics at 
Purdue University. The esteem with which 
Mr. Paarlberg is held by his professional col
leagues, I believe, is evidenced by the fact 
that during 1951-52 he was elected to :;erve 
as the secretary-treasurer of the American 
farm Economic Association. In addition, he 
has contributed numerous articles to pro
fessional journals in the field of agricultural 
economics. 

If my memory serves me correctly, there 
have been few individuals nominated for the 
position of Assistant Secretary of Agricul
ture who have come before the Senate for 
confirmation with as well-rounded and ex
tensive a background as that enjoyed by 
Mr. Paarlberg. I urge speedy confirmation 
of his nomination. 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I, too, 
also ask unanimous consent to place in 
the RECORD a statement I have prepared. 

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR J ENNER 

Mr. Don Paarlberg has an excellent back· 
ground of education and experience and is 
exceptionally well qualified to be Assistant 
Secretary of Agriculture. 

We hear a lot of talk these days about at
tracting capable persons into key positions· 
in the Federal Government. Mr. Paarlberg 
is an outstanding example of a dedicated 
public servant who has already proven his 
ability as economist for the Department of 
Agriculture. There should be no question 
about the approval of this man who is ideally 
equipped for the challenges he will encounter 
as Assistant Secretary. 

Mr. Paarlberg grew up on a farm near 
Crown Point, Ind., where he was active in 
farm youth organizations and knows from 
personal experience both the satisfactions 
and the problems of making a living from 
the soil. 

He earned a bachelor of science degree from 
Purdue University in 1940 and a doctor of 
philosophy in agricultural economics from 
Cornell University in 1946. He served as a 
member of the staff of the department of 
agricultural economics at Purdue University 
for 6 years. He has done considerable re
search work and teaching in the general 
field of agricultural prices. 

He was elected secretary-treasurer of the 
American Farm Economic Association in 
1951-52. He also served as a delegate to the 
International Conference of Agricultural 
Economists at Stresa, Italy, in 1949, and at 
Helsinki, Finland, in 1955. 

He is a member of the American Farm 
Economic Association, the International 

Conference of Agricultural Economists, and 
the American Statistical Association. 

Mr. Paarlberg is the joint author with 
Mr. F. A. Pearson of a book dealing with feed 
and has also written extensively in the field 
of agricultural prices. 

Mr. Paarlberg is married and has two sons. 
An insight. into his character is evidenced 

by the fact he has for many years been ac
tive in the Methodist Church, serving in 
various capacities including Sunday school 
superintendent. 

Mr. Paarlberg is most certainly a capable 
and outstanding authority in the complex 
field of agriculture. If some members of 
this body might differ in their philosophy of 
agriculture, this should never stand in the 
way of their voting for the confirmation of 
Mr. Paarlberg as Assistant Secretary of Agri· 
cult ure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Will the Senate advise and 
consent to the nomination of Don Paarl
berg, of Indiana, to be an Assistant Sec
retary of Agriculture? 
· On this question · the yeas and nays 

have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. MA.J.~SFIELD. I announce that 

the Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CHAVEZ] , the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. FREAR], the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. FuLBRIGHT], the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. JoHNSON], the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. MURRAY], the Senator 
from West Virginia [Mr. NEELY], 
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O'MAHONEY], the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. ROBERTSON], and the Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are absent on 
official business. 

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. CHURCH] 
is absent on official business attending 
the Economic Conference of the Ameri· 
can States in Buenos Aires. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. HEN· 
NINGsJ is absent by leave of the Senate 
because of illness. 

On this vote the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. CHURCH] is paired with the Senator 
from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART]. If pres
ent and voting the Senator from Idaho 
would vote "nay" and the Senator from 
Indiana would vote "yea." 

On this vote the Senator from Ala
bama [Mr. SPARKMAN] is paired with the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERs]. 
If present and voting the Senator from 
Alabama would vote "nay" and the Sen· 
ator from Vermont would vote "yea." 

I further announce that if present and 
voting the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. CHAVEZ], the Senator from Mis· 
souri [Mr. HENNINGS], the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. MuRRAY], the Senator 
from West Virginia [Mr. NEELY], and 
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O'MAHONEYJ would each vote "nay." 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
BRIDGES] and the Senator from Maine 
[Mr. PAYNE] are absent because of ill· 
ness. 

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. AL· 
LOTTJ is absent because of illness in his 
family. 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPE
HART] is absent by leave of the Senate in 
order to represent the Senate at the 
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Latin American Economic Conference in 
Buenos Aires and is paired with the 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. CHURCH]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Indiana would vote "yea"· and the Sena
tor from Idaho would vote "nay." 
· The Senator from Vermont, [Mr. 
FLANDERS] is necessarily absent, and is 
paired with the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. SPARKMAN]. If present and voting, 
the Senator from Vermont would vote 
"yea" and the Senator from Alabama 
would vote "nay." 

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. GoLD
WATER] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. MA
LONE] is absent on official business. 

The Senator from New York [Mr. 
. IvEsJ and the Senator from Kentucky 
lMr. CooPER] are detained on official 
business. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. ALLOTTJ, the Sen
ator from New York [Mr. IvEs], the Sen
ator from Kentucky [Mr. CooPER], and 
the Senator from Maine [Mr. PAYNE] 
would each vote "yea!' 

On this vote, the Senator from Ari
zona [Mr. GoLDWATER] is paired with 
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. MALONE]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Arizona would ·vote "yea" and the Sen
ator from Nevada would vote "nay." 

Tlie result was announced-yeas 42, 
nays 32, as follows: 

Aiken 
Anderson 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bricker 
Bush 
Butler 
Ca rlson 
C'ase, N.J. 
case, S. Dak. 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dirksen 

Bible 
Carroll 
Clark 
Douglas 
Ervin 
Gore 
Green 
Hayden 
Hill 
Humphrey 
Jackson 

Allott 
Bridges 
Byrd 
C'apehart 
Chavez 
Church 
C'ooper 

YEAS-42 

Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Hickenlooper 
Holland 
Hruska 
Javits 
Jenner 
Know land 
Kuchel 
Martin, Iowa 
Martin, Pa. 
Morton 
Mundt 

NAYS-32 

Potter 
Purtell 
Revercomb 
Saltonstall 
Schoeppel 
Smathers 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, N.J. 
Stennis 
Talmadge 
Thye 
Watkins 
Wiley 
Williams 

Johnston, S.C. Monroney 
Kefauver Morse 
Kennedy Neuberger 
Kerr · Pastore 
Langer Russell 
La usche Scott 
Long Symington 
Magnuson Thurmond 
Mansfield Yarborough 
McClellan Young 
McNamara 

NOT VOTING-21 

Flanders 
Frear 
Fulbright 
Goldwater 
Hennings 
Ives 
Johnson, Tex. 

Malone 
Murray 
Neely 
O'Mahoney 
Payne 
Robertson 
Sparkman 

So the nomination of Don Paarlberg 
to be Ass.istant Secretary of Agriculture 
was confirmed. · 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I inove 
to reconsider the vote by which the nom
ination was confirmed. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. 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 California [Mr. KNow
LAND] to lay on the table the motion of 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the next nomination on 
the calendar. 

The legislative clerk read the nomina
tion of Don Paarlberg, of Indiana, to be 
a member of the Board of Directors of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Will the Senate advise and 
consent to the nomination of Don Paarl
berg, of Indiana, to be a member of the 
Board of Directors of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation? [Putting the ques
tion.] 

The nomination was confirmed. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote by which the nom
ination was confirmed. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. 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 California [Mr. 
KNOWLANDJ to lay on the table the mo
tion of the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DIRKSEN] to reconsider. 

The motion to lay· on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Pt·esident, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Presi
dent be immediately notified of all nom
inations confirmed tt>day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the President will be noti
fied forthwith. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

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

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of leg
islative bu~iness. 

PRODUCTION OF STATEMENTS AND 
REPORTS OF WITNESSES-WITH
DRAWAL OF REPORT 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on 

behalf of the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. O'MAHONEY], I ask unanimous con
sent to withdraw Senate Report No. 569, 
accompanying the bill <S. 2377) estab
lishing procedures for the production of 
Government records in criminal cases in 
United States courts, and submit in lieu 
thereof an amended report, and ask that 
it be given a new report number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Montana? 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I wonder what is the 
purpose of the motion? This is a most 
important bill. I wonder why we are go
ing to have a fourth version of it and 
then vote nn it tomorrow. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am not at all cer
tain we shall vote on the bill tomorrow. 
We shall discuss the bill tomorrow. 
What I am doing is carrying out a re
sponsibility which was entrusted to me 
by the Senator from Wyoming, which 
I assume is in accordance with the latest 
version, or the fourth version, of the 
particular proposal, which may come 
from the Judiciary Committee. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I shall 
not object, but I should like to have the 

record show that in my judgment this 
ill-considered legislation is being rushed 
through the Senate without an adequate 
opportunity for all Senators to under
stand its real purport. I hope we shall 
have ample opportunity to discuss the 
bill tomorrow, before we pass it in a 
hurry. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I assure the Sen
ator that, so far as I am concerned, he 
will have ample opportunity to discuss 
the measure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Montana? 

The Chair hears none, and without ob
jection the report <No. 569) will be with
drawn and the amended report <No. 981) 
will be received, and be printed, as re
quested by the Senator from Montana. 

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF 
ROUTINE BUSINESS 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate convenes tomorrow at 11 a. m. 
there be the usual morning hour for the 
transaction of routine business only, with 
a limitation on statements of 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the req'-lest of the Senator 
from Montona? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA
TIONS FOR THE ATOMIC ENERGY 
COMMISSION 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

move that the Senate proceed to the con
sideration of Calendar No. 815, S. 2674, 
a bill to authorize appropriations for the 
Atomic Energy Commission in accord
ance with section 261 of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and for 
other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title for the information 
of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 
2674) to authorize appropriations for the 
Atomic Energy Commission in accord
ance with section 261 of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and for 
other purposes. 

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

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill. 

THE BURKE AIRPORT SITE 
Mr. THYE. Mr. President, there ap

peared in the Washington Evening Star 
of this date an editorial, which refers to 
the Burke Airport site, entitled "No More 
Studies, Please." 

Mr. President, I fully concur that there 
should be no further studies and no 
further delay, and I believe we should 
make a decision. There is great need! 
for another airport for Washington, and 
a decision is long overdue. · 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous ..con
sent that the editorial be printed in the 
RECORD at thiS point. 
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There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD~ 
as follows: 

No MORE STUDIES, PLEASE 
Senator BYRD, in opposing a Burke site for 

a new Washington airport , suggested a fur~ 
ther study by the Civil Aeronautics Adminis
tration of possible sites, including the Chan
tilly region. He told the Senate Appropria~ 
tions Committee that he thought the 
Chantilly area should be investigated fully. 
Apparently the Virgin ia Senator has not 
been adequately informed on the CAA search 
for a suitable airport site. For it is a matter 
of record that the CAA, over the past sev~ 
eral years, has conduct ed a diligent and com~ 
prehensive study of every available airport 
site in the Washington area, that it has re
investigated a number of sites previously 
rejected and that it still is convinced that 
the best site is at Burke, Va. 

President Eisenhower based his request for 
a supplemental appropriation fqr the Burke 
project on the expert advice of the CAA, 
after its long studies of the whole region. 
The House accepted this authoritative ad
vice in approving the President's request for 
$12.5 million to enlarge the Government's 
holdings at Burke and start construction. 
To require the CAA to conduct further in~ 
vestigations of sites would be a useless du~ 
pllcation of efiort by the Federal Agency-a 
costly waste of the sort that Senator BYRD 
has fought so vigorously and well as an 
economy advocate. 

No more studies, no more stalling tactics 
of any kind, should be permitted by Congress 
or the administration in this vital airport 
matter. There have been too many studies 
and too much stalling already. Meanwhile, 
air congestion is increasing and the danger 
of accidents correspondingly is rising. Pub
lic safety demands action now to assure an 
auxiliary airport for Washington. The 
Senate should face up to t his responsibility 
and end the risky and pointless dillydallying 
with the Burke project. 

THE BUENOS AIRES CONFERENCE 
Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, to

day in Buenos Aires delegates from the 
21 American Republics gather for the 
first session of the Inter-American Eco
nomic Conference. 

The United States and our Latin 
American neighbors have substantial 
impact on each other's economies. Last 
year Latin America spent over $3.8 bil
lion in the United States, purchasing 
about 22 percent of total United States 
nonmilitary exports. These purchases 
encompassed the entire range of our na
tional production. For instance, Latin 
America bought 28 percent of our exports 
of industlial machinery; 32 percent of 
our exports of electrical machinery; 51 
percent of our exports of automobiles, 
parts, accessories, and service equip
ment; 40 percent of our exports of paper 
and paper products; and 48 percent of 
our exports of medical and pharmaceu
tical preparations. Nor was the indus
trial sector of our economy the only 
beneficiary from our trade with Latin 
America. Of our agricultural exports, 
the American Republics bought 26 per
cent of our dairy products, 36 percent 
of our lard exports, 20 percent of our 
1·ice exports, and 23 percent of our ex
ports of vegetable oils and fats. 

The immense impact which the United 
States has upon the prosperity of Latin 
America by purchasing Latin America's 
products is well-known. Last year we 
spent more than $3.5 biliion in buying 

about 43 percent of the total exports 
from the American Republics. They 
depend on these dollars earned by sales 
to the United States to purchase many 
of the vital necessities of life which they 
cannot o1· presently do not produce at 
home. 

When we remember that Latin Amer
ica's population of more than 187 million 
already exceeds that of the United 
States, and promises to be double that 
of the United States and Canada com~ 
bined within the next 50 years, it takes 
little imagination to foresee the increas
ing importance to all participants of 
inter-American trade. 

Commerce, prosperity, and friendship 
go hand-in-hand. It is my fervent hope 
that the Conference now convening in 
Buenos Aires will result not in mere 
speeches, but in specific developments 
leading to a reduction in trade barriers, 
to increased opportunities for an ex~ 
change of goods and ideas, and to 
strengthening the ties of friendship 
among the sister republics of the West~ 
ern Hemisphere. 

PROHIBITION OF SERVICE OF 
ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES ABOARD 
CERTAIN AffiCRAFI'- AMEND~ 
MENTS 
Mr. SMATHERS submitted amend

ments, intended to be proposed by him, 
to the bill -<S. 4) to prevent the service 
or consumption of alcoholic beverages 
aboard commercial passenger aircraft 
and military aircraft, which were re~ 
ferred to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce and ordered to 
be printed. 

ADJOURNMENT TO 11 A. M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in 
accordance with the order previously 
entered, I move that the Senate now 
adjourn until 11 o'clock a.m. tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 
11 o'clock and 27 minutes p. m.) the Sen
ate adjourned, the adjournment being, 
under the order previously entered, un
til tomorrow, Friday, August 16, 1957, at 
11 o'clock a. m. 

NOMINATION 
Executive nomination received by the 

Senate August 15, 1957: 
NAVY DEPARTMENT 

Richard Jackson, of Massachusetts, to be 
Assistant Secretary of the Navy. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate, August 15, 1957: 
FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION 

Jerome K. Kuykendall, of Washington, to 
be a member of the Federal Power Commis~ 
sion for the term of 5 years expiring June 
22, 1962. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Don Paarlberg, of Indiana, to be an Assist

ant Secretary of Agriculture. 
COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 

Don Paarlberg, of Indiana, to be a member 
of the Board of Directors of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation. 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
John S. Graham, of North Carolina, to be 

a member of the Atomic Energy Commission 
for the term expiring June 30, 1959. 

John Forrest Floberg, of Illinois, to be a 
member of the Atomic Energy Commission 
for a term of 5 years expiring June 30, 1962. 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 
Edwin R. Hicklin, of Iowa, to be United 

States judge for the southern district of 
Iowa. 

UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS 
Laughlin E. Waters, of California, to be 

United States attorney for the southern dis
trict of California for 'a term of 4 years. 

James W. Dorsey, of Georgia, to be United 
States attorney for the northern district of 
Georgia for a term of 4 years. 

Frank 0. Evans, of Georgia, to be United 
States attorney for the middle district of 
Georgia for a term of 4 years. 

William Cozart Calhoun, of Georgia, to be 
United States· attorney for the southern dis
trict of Georgia for a term of 4 years. 

Krest Cyr, of Montana, to be United States 
attorney for the district of Montana for a 
term of 4 years. 

John C. Crawford, Jr., of Tennessee, to be 
United States attorney for the eastern dis
trict of Georgia for a term of 4 years. 

Millsaps Fitzhugh, of Tennessee, to be 
United States attorney for the western dis
trict of Tennessee for a term of 4 years. 

John Strickler, of Virginia, to be United 
States attorney for the western district ot 
Virginia for a term of 4 years. 

William B. Bantz, of Washington, · to be 
United States attorney for the eastern dis~ 
trict of Washington for a term of 4 years. 

COAST AND GEODETIC SURVEY 
The following nominations for permanent 

appointment to the grade of captain in the 
Coast and Geodetic Survey, subject to quali
fications provided by law: 
A. Newton Stewart Robert A. Earle 
Max G. Ricketts Harry F. Garber 
Clarence A. George Karl B. Jefiers 

I I .... •• 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
THURSDAY, A UGUST 15, 1957 

The House met at .12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 

D. D., offered the following prayer: 
Almighty God, who art daily blessing 

us so abundantly, hear us as we now 
approach Thy throne of grace with pray
ers of supplication and intercession. 

We thank Thee that we may commend 
and commit unto Thy gracious provi
dence not only our own personal and 
individual needs and longings but those 
of all the members of the human family. 

Humbly and penitently we confess 
that we are doing so little to make the 
struggle of life less difficult for others. 
We are eager to get and possess the good 
things of life but reluctant to give and 
to share them. We have been severe in 
our criticizing of our fellow men but so 
lenient and indulgent with ourselves. 

Forgive us for being indifferent to the 
pitiful appeals of the poor and lowly, 
the weary and heavy ladened, the wor
I·ied and anxious, and the less privileged 
who are the victims of adversity and 
trying circumstances. 

Grant that we may abound in the 
spirit of charity and benevolence, of 
sympathy and service, of kindness and 
good will, and may we always be willing 
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