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204. Also, petition of Mabel M. Hand and
others, Daytona Beach, Fla., requesting pas-
s.ge of H. R. 2446 and H. R. 2447, social-
security legislation known as the Townsend
plan; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

205. Also, petition of Alfred B. Hunt and
others, Orlando, Fla., requesting passage of
H. R. 2446 and H. R. 2447, soclal-security leg-
islation known as the Townsend plan; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

' 208. Also, petition of Rei Taketa and 1,450
others, Kumamoto Junior College, Euma-
moto, Japan, requesting release of the Jap-
anese people who are serving prison terms as
war criminals; to the Committee on Foreign

Affairs.

SENATE

TuEespAY, ApriL 28, 1953

(Legislative day of Monday, April 6,
1953)

The Senate met at 11 o’clock a. m.,
on the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

Our Father God, who amidst all the
trafic of our busy ways dost lead our
steps to this wayside sanctuary of the
spirit, take Thou the dimness of our
souls away. Our hearts are restless un-
til we find Thee and are found of Thee.
Without Thee we can find no light nor
rest nor strength. Like those who raise
their eyes from foul and narrow city
streets to the snow-clad whiteness of
mountain peaks and to the steadfast
calm of the friendly stars, so we would
lift our gaze to the infinite sky of Thy
mercy and to the beckoning hills of Thy
help: as we link our hopes for all human=-
kind to Thee, who seest our little, trou-
bled hour as one to whom a thousand
years are but 1 day. We ask it in the
dear Redeemer’'s name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL
On request of Mr. Tart, and by unan-
imous consent, the reading of the Journal
of the proceedings of Monday, April 27,
1953, was dispensed with.

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. TarT, and by unan=-
imous consent, the Subcommittee on In-
vestigation of the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations was authorized to
meet today during the session of the
Senate,

TITLE TO CERTAIN SUBMERGED
LANDS

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 13) to
confirm and establish the titles of the
States to lands beneath navigable wa-
ters within State boundaries and to the
natural resources within such lands and
waters, and to provide for the use and
control of said lands and resources.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
question before the Senate is——

Mr. DOUGLAS, Isuggest the absence
of a quorum.

The

AUTHENTICATED
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INFORMATION
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will eall the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their

names:

Alken Green McClellan
Anderson Griswold Millikin
Barrett Hayden Monroney
Beall Hendrickson  Morse
Bennett Hennings Mundt
Bricker Hickenlooper Murray
Bridges Hil Neely
Bush Hoey Pastore
Butler, Md. Holland Payne
Butler, Nebr. Hunt Potter
Byrd Ives Purtell
Capehart Jackson Robertson
Carlson Jenner Russell
Case Johnson, Colo. Saltonstall
Clements Johnson, Tex. Schoeppel
Cooper Johnston, 8. C. Smathers
Cordon Eefauver Smith, Maine
Daniel Eennedy Bmith, N. J
Dirksen Kilgore Smith, N. C,
Douglas Knowland Sparkman
Duff Kuchel Stennis
Dworshak Langer Symington
Ellender Lehman Taft
Ferguson Long Thye
Flanders Magnuson Tobey
Frear Malone Watkins
Fulbright Mansfield Welker
George Martin Wiley
Gillette Maybank Williams
Goldwater McCarran Young
Gore McCarthy

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
Cuavez] is absent by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
EasTrAaND] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate because of a death in his family.

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
HumpHREY] and the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. KEgr] are absent on official
business.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, A
quorum is present.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendments of the Senator from Illi-
nois [Mr. DoucLas].

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that two editorials
bearing upon the issue now before the
Senate be printed in the body of the
Recorp. The first is an editorial en-
titled “Titan of Talk,” published in the
Washington News, and the second is en-
titled “Morse Proves His Endurance,”
which appeared in the Washington Post.

There being no objection, the edito-
rials were ordered to be printed in the
REcorbp, as follows:

[From the Washington Dally News]
TiTaN oF TALK

Senator WAYNE Mogrsg, of Oregon, set a
new talking record of 22 hours, 26 minutes
in the current filibuster. It cost the tax-
payers between $9,000 and $10,000 to print
the Senator's remarks—tncluding some ref-
erences to bologna—Iin the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

A flag-pole sitter would be cheaper.

[From the Washington Post]
Morse Proves His ENDURANCE

Benator Morse's feat in addressing the
Senate for 22 hours and 26 minutes should
be appropriately recorded in the annals of
human endurance. The Senator has made
pikers out of Robert M. La Follette, Huey
Long, and others who have attempted to
sway the Senate by the mere multiplication
of words, The fact remains that most of
his words were spoken to empty benches, a
blear-eyed presiding officer and two sleepy
members of his family., Thus the Senator
was denied the applause that used to be
glven to the winners of the old-fashioned
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ple-eating contests and other extreme tests
of physlcal stamina.

Mr. Morse attributed his feat to his ex-
cellent physical condition and his modera-
tion in sipping the bouillon, coffee, and tea
that were brought to him. His health and
his caution in some things are doubtless of
interest to the public, but it does seem that
he might have demonstrated both at less cost
in time and money. As the speech will oc«
cupy about 95 pages in the CONGRESSIONAL
REcorD, its cost to the public will be more
than $8,000. As to its value, even when Mr.
Morse turned from his report for the Inde-
pendent Party to the vital subject of offshore
oil, his arguments were lost in the excess of
verbiage. If it is mere endurance that he
wishes to demonstrate, 1t is a pity that he
does not take up polesitting or marathon
dancing.

PROPOSED UNANTMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I am hop-
ing that we may today reach an agree-
ment on the time when a vote may be
taken on the pending joint resolution.
The subject was discussed briefly yes-
terday. It seems to me that the pro-
posal which I submitted yesterday was
a reasonable proposal. However, it was
objected to. It was a proposal for a
unanimous-consent agreement to limit
debate on amendments, and to assign
all of May 5 for final debate, so that in
the late afternoon or in the evening of
May 5 there could be a final vote on the
joint resolution.

The Senators who have conducted the
opposition to the joint resolution cer-
tainly have frequently expressed the
view that a time should be set for a
final vote on the measure, and that an
effort should not be made to prevent a
vote, and they have so stated on the
floor of the Senate.

Mr, President, I am taking them at
their word. The distinguished Senator
from Illinois [Mr. DovueLAs], on January
7, 1953, at page 202 of the CONGRESSIONAL
REcoRD, said:

A filibuster, it should be needless to say,
is prolonged discussion of a measure which
is designed to prevent it from ever coming
to a vote. It is not discussion for the pur=
pose of making voting more intelligent. Its
purpose is to tle up business so completely
that a vote will never occur. It is, there-
fore, a method of preventing the majority
from making its decision effective. Hence
it is a form of minority rule.

Mr., President, it seems to me that
any Senator who believes what I have
just guoted should be willing to agree
to a vote on the pending joint resolu-
tion. We are now coming near to the
end of the fourth week of the debate
on it.

In my proposal of yesterday, I sug-
gested May 5 as the date for a final vote.
That is an entire week from today. It
would seem to me to be a perfectly rea-
sonable timre to allow for further debate.
However, I am willing to make the date
for a vote later. I should like to have
one of the Senators in opposition to the
joint resolution say when the opposition
would be prepared to vote. We are go-
ing ahead because of the fact they have
said they want more time. I am tak-
ing them at their word. The Senate
will run in continuous session tonight,
tomorrow, and perhaps tomorrow night,
in order that there may be full time
provided in which to present all views.
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The opposition has taken the view
that they are not trying to prevent a
vote. I can relieve the burden on many
Senators and on the opposition Sena-
tors themselves, if the Senators in oppo-
sition will carry out in good faith what
they have said. It is important that we
agree on a date. That date may be
May 5, May 15, or even May 25, so far as
I am concerned. The important point
is that so long as the present procedure
continues we have no assurance that we
will ever be able to get a vote on the
joint resolution.

Regardless of what the Senators in
opposition may say, the effect of their
position amounts to an effort fo prevent
the Senate from ever voting. We are
therefore trying to secure a vote with
the parliamentary means available to us.

The distinguished Senator from Min-
nesota [Mr. HuMpHREY] has said:

One of the least defensible and, in my
mind, most undemocratic procedures of the
Benate is that which permits a minority of
its members to prevent a mafjority from act-
ing by the device of a filibuster.

The distinguished Senator from Min-
nesota said further:

Let us not speak of minority control with
pride as the prerogative of the Senate. It is
just the opposite. It is the weakness of the
Benate. It is a weakness that can make this
Senate lose prestige in the public mind and
lose effectiveness as a governing body. Now,
Benators have likewise spoken of the dangers
of the majority rule and of the fact that it
can often be wrong. I agree. Certainly ma-
jorities can sometimes be wrong, but so can
minorities, and even more often and more
easily.

The distinguished Senator from Min-
nesota [Mr. Humeurey] said further:

We have this kind of distortion, this kind
of legislative trickery, going on here respect-
ing this important piece of legislation. That
is done in an effort to do what? To prevent
the Senate even having a chance to vote on
one of the most controversial issues of our
day. I submit that that shows lack of
faith. It represents an unwillingness to test
the courage of the respective Members of the
United States Senate to see how they are
going to vote.

The Senator from Minnesota said fur-
ther:

I happen to be enough of a believer in the
democratic process to say that if Senators do
not like a bill, they should give their argu-
ments and should register their votes * * *
and should not resort to some sort of legisla-
tive trickery, or some other legislative pro-
cedure, call it what we will, to prevent the
measure from being acted upon.

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

Mr. TAFT. I yield to the Senator
from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. I wish to say that I cer-
tainly do not quarrel with what the
Senator from Ohio has stated; namely,
that it should be possible to fix a date
eventually for a vote on the pending
joint resolution. I am working to that
end. I am not sure, but perhaps we
will be able to arrive at an agreement
before the day is over, at least on the
first part of the problem.

I submit most respectfully a sugges-
tion for whatever it may be worth. I
say to the majority leader that I do not
speak for myself alone, although I do not
know whether I speak for the entire
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group of the minority that has been
working on this problem, but I speak
for some of them when I express these
views. We think we ought to sit down
with the majority leader and discuss the
procedure, to the end that we may de-
termine whether we can make a start
toward agreeing to a schedule for voting.
However, I may say most kindly that
the majority leader makes it a little dif-
ficult when he suggests that he will hold
us in all-night sessions. I assure him
that we can take it. We have already
demonstrated that fact. On the other
hand, I do not know of any better way
to drive the Senate into the filibuster
technique than to hold us in all-night
sessions, when we say that we have no
intention of preventing an ultimate vote
on the joint resolution.

If the Senator from Ohio will check
the personnel of the Senate he will find
that they are pretty well fagged out.
The official reporters are exceedingly
tired.

What we ought to do is to negotiate,
but not under the demand—I shall not
use the word “threat”—which the ma-
jority leader has suggested, but rather
that we sit down together and work out
a time for a vote, with the Senate sit-
ting for reasonable hours in the mean-
time. I am sure that under such cir-
cumstances the joint resolution will be
disposed of in the not too distant future.

I meant it the other day when I said
that I was not going to oppose a vote
ultimately. The Senator has negotiated
with his colleagues, and he knows as well
as I do that when we sit down, as we on
our side have been sitting down with 15
or 16 Members of the Senate, there is
no unity of opinion among us, any more
than there is among the majority leader
and the Senators with whom he sits
down in conference, as to just what the
procedure is to be.

So, Mr. President, speaking at least for
the group that I know I can speak for, if
the Senator will meet with us today and
discuss the problem, perhaps before the
day is out we will arrive at some arrange-
ment.

Mr. TAFT. I am encouraged by the
words of the distinguished Senator from
Oregon, speaking for the little band of
liberals whom he defended the other
night. T certainly am glad to negotiate
with him. However, all the arrange-
ments have been made for a full night
session. We have worked the matter
out so as to have the least burden fall
upon the Senate employees and upon all
others. I do not believe that we could
change those arrangements, unless
something very definite should be agreed
upon. I do not mean to say that we
must have agreement on a fixed date on
which to vote, if I am satisfied that
Senators are about ready to agree, be-
cause I am the last person in the Senate
to want to go through a night session.
I do not like night sessions. However,
there seemed to be no other recourse to
follow, after the long procedure, and I
have given a full week's notice of our
intention in that connection, during
which time we have held sessions for
long hours in order to permit Senators
to make full statements on the subject.

Mr. President, I should be glad to meet
the distinguished Senator this afternoon.
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If I may, a little later, I shall name an
hour for meeting with him.

Therefore, Mr. President, for the mo-
ment I withhold a unanimous-consent
request as to a specific date.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—EN-
ROLLED BILL SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
clerks, announced that the Speaker had
affixed his signature to the enrolled bill
(S. 1419) to permit the Board of Com-
missioners of the District of Columbia to
establish daylight-saving time in the
District, and it was signed by the Presi-
dent pro tempore.

PRINTING IN THE RECORD OF TELE-
GRAMS AND LETTERS RECEIVED
BY SENATOR MORSE IN REGARD
TO SUBMERGED LANDS JOINT
RESOLUTION

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, yester-
day I submitted, for printing in the Ap-
pendix of the Recorp, various letters
and telegrams which I have received in
support of my position on Senate Joint
Resolution 13. They were individual
letters and telegrams. I could have
offered them one at a time, at length,
if I had wished to do so; but I did not.
Apparently, a question has been raised
as to whether they should be treated
under the printing rules as a single
manuscript.

This is not the time to discuss that
point, although later I shall discuss it
at some length, for I believe that under
the rule it is clear that each letter or
each telegram is a separate entity and
can be presented separately, and there-
fore, does not come under the rule re-
quiring that an estimate of cost must
be made and stated.

Be that as it may, Mr. President, I now
ask unanimous consent—because the
telegrams and letters bear upon my
argument against the submerged lands
Jjoint resolution—that the telegrams and
letters which I offered yesterday and
such others as I shall offer today, shall
be printed in the body of the Recorp at
this point.

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

The telegrams and other communica-
tions are as follows:

DerrolT, MICcH., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SeNaTorR Morse: Congratulations to
you for your courageous fight against a grab
of the tidelands oil. ‘That which belongs to
all the people shouldn’'t be in the hands of
a few, but it is hard for some selfish people
to see that. Only men with courage can
fight these predatory interests which seem
to abound in our country. Eeep up the
good work.

Sincerely,
EFrREM PERLIS,
DEeTROIT, MICH.
The Honorable WAYNE MORSE,
Senator from Oregom.

Dear Smm: Congratulations on your stand
on the tidelands issue. We need men in the
Senate that represent all the people and not
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those from a few States. May God grant
you good health and strength.
Sincerely yours,
STANLEY SELIGMAN,

New York, N. Y., April 25, 1953,
Senator Wayxne MoRsE,
Washington, D. C.

DEar SENATOR Morse: May we congratulate
you on your courageous stand in regard to
the tidelands oil. Your actions denote t‘m
true stature of a statesman.

We consider you the statesman of our
generation and feel that our country is most
fortunate to have an individual such as you
in our governing body.

The best of wishes to you and your fam-
ily. I know they must feel proud of you,
too,

Very truly yours,

New Yorx, N, Y., April 25, 1953.
Benator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sm: After reading about your heroie
stand against individual States’ title to the
tidelands oil, may I in my humble way offer
you my sincere thanks for your great effort
in this fight. Certainly all the citizens of
our great country should benefit from these
natural resources, and not just a few favored
States, and the big businesses within these
States, who wish to gain control of this oil.

I favor the Anderson bill, and so intend

to inform my own State's Senator, InviNg M. -

.

I have generally registered as a Democrat
but consider myself an Independent—going
along on what I believe is the best for the
most people.

Thank you again, Senator Morsg, for your
valiant and honest stand on the Issues as
they arise.

Respecfully yours,
CeL1A COHEN,

Mrs. Henry Cohen.

VavposTa, GA., April 25, 1953.
Benator Morse:

I would like to congratulate and express
my deepest admiration for your outstanding
performance on the Senate floor. Your
great display of support for the American
people by halting, so far, this great “give-
away" bill—the Holland resolution—shows
the people which of their Senators are in-
terested in their welfare. I close with the
feeling that this bill will be defeated by
your outstanding words and the few Sen-
ators of your opposition group.

Respectfully yours,
Wirtrranm H, MoBLEY,
Student at Valdosta State College.
Norrorx, Va.

Dear Senatror Morse: Congratulations on
your wonderful feat of endurance. You are
indeed our greatest Senator, a humble man
with a supreme conscience. My only regret
is that you're from Oregon rather than
Virginia. Because I would consider it an
honor and privileges to have voted for you.

You have magnificent principles and
morals. History will record you along with
our other greats—Jeflerson, Lincoln, Wilson,
Henry, Hale, and Franklin. You embody all
of their fine independent ideas.

God be with you.

Wwum. GorpoN DILLON.

Hiursioe, N. J., April 25, 1953,

Dear SenaTor: Congratulations on your
speech against tideland oil.

You have earned the admiration of the
American people in your fight for demo-
cratie principles for all the American people.

Sincerely yours,
Mrs. I. MARCUS.
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PorTLAND, OREG., April 23, 1953.
Un.lted States Senator WayNE MORSE,
Washingion, D. C.

Dear SenaTor Morse: We esteem you for
your opposition to the oil lobby, and wish
you may be sueccessful in your efforts. It is
certainly an uphill fight you are engaged
in, but what can be more important in our
national life than to protect our schools.

Sincerely yours,
K. L. TREVETT.

ItEAca, N. Y., April 25, 1953.
Senator WayneE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SEnaTOR MoRsE: Although your mar-
athon speech is undoubtedly unwise and
extravagant from a personal point of view,
let me congratulate you on your valiant
effort to defeat a bad and costly bill.

While the press and radio have reported
the efforts of yourself and others to prevent
passage of this measure they have been very
lax in informing the public of the actual
provisions of the bill. Maybe your gesture
will stimulate them to be more specific.

I hope you gain converts.

Very truly yours,
EUNICE DE CHAZEAU
Mrs. M. G. de Chazeau.

Gorconpa, Iur., April 25, 1953.
WaYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SenaTorR Morse: I want to thank you
for your support of the oil for education
amendment,

SBincerely yours,
James A, LOWERY,

New York, N. Y., April 25, 1953.
Senator WaynNe MORSE,
Washington, D. C.

DEear SENATOR MoORSE: As a native Texan,
may I congratulate you on your fine stand
against the tidelands bill. Win or lose,
you've certainly done your part in trying to
stop this very unfair legislation. Thank
you, and good luck.

Sincerely,
Berry J. KELLY,

ReapiNeg, Pa., April 23, 1953.

DEeAR SENATOR Morse: I would like to add
my voice to the many who are appreclative
of the single-handed battle you are waging
for American democracy.

May I say that I am grateful for you and
sorry that you stand alone fighting for a
principle. In my mind you are the “Gad-
fiy” of whom Socrates himself would be
proud.

Respectfully yours,
LitriaN P. WoOLFF,

New Yorr Crry, N. Y., April 25, 1953.
My Dear SENATOR MoRsE: We've just sent
a telegram commending your action in the
Senate against giving away the rights to the
country’'s oil. It's wonderful to have one
man take this stand almost alone, alone in
being an Independent too. Here's good
wishes to you on your wholesome and ex=-
ceedingly courageous stand.
Mrs. L. CoOPER.

MEenForp, OrEG., April 22, 1953,
Senator Wa¥YNeE MORSE,
Senate Offjce Building,
Washington, D, C.
Dear SEnaTOR: Thanks for your stand on
tidelands oil. We don't know what we
would do without you.

ATLANTA NOFFzZIGER,

QuINcy, Mass.
Desr SENATOR MoORSE: Just an inadequate
expression of our appreciation of your stand
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on the tidelands oll issue. Christ couldn't
have suffered more on the eross than you did
in those 19 magnificent hours of sacrifice.
We slept while you suffered on the floor of
the Senate. Keep up the good work while
your strength lasts.

It is unfortunate that we do not have
many Senators of your caliber. Your stand
on all issues to date has been in the best in-
terest of all the people. Your work has not
gone unnoticed.

Respectfully,
Mavrice and JaNE LyowNs.

AsTORIA, LONG ISLAND, April 25, 1953.
Senator WayNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Thank you.
HORACE MANNER.

CENTRAL POINT, OREG.
DEAR SENATOR Morse: Your stand on the
Hill-Anderson bill has the approval of both
of us,
Very sincerely,
Mr. and Mrs. LesTer E. JAMES,

HousTtoN, Miss., April 25, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate, Sadty
Washington, D. C. "

Dear SENATOR MorsE: It seems obvious that
Yyou are to lose In your noble fight to pre-
serve for posterity its rightful heritage in the
submerged lands off the coast. But there
is no faflure in losing when overwhelmed by
the powerful forces of greed. Is not the
difference between the noble and the ignoble
precisely this: The noble have a strong
sense of obligation to the future—to the
unborn generations dependent on those
now in control of their whole fortune?

T have followed closely the debates on this
vital issue as recorded in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp, Our own newspapers—=Scripps-How-
ard all—never give any space to the oppo-
nents of the grab. So I have sent clippings
to other citizens who have no way of know-
ing the faets in this controversy. I feel that,
vast as may be the wealth which is to be
turned over to the selfish, an even greater
menace is the fact that this measure will
probably be only the opening of the gates
to the despoiling of the whole national do=
main—a domain held in trust omly.

To you and to Senators Doucras, Hmnrn,
HUMPHREY, FULBRIGHT, LEHMAN, EKEFAUVER,
and others, I feel a great debt of gratitude.

If you, Senator MorsE, were a Mississippl
Representative, I should merely wire you,
“Attaboy” for that unprecedented marathon
in which you have engaged. But, of course,
I should not dare use such an expression in
addressing a Senator. Nevertheless, you are
entitled to exclalm "“Rejoice, we conquer!™
Tor yours is & moral vietory which this Na-
tion can never forget.

Yours most sincerely,
Mrs. L. B. Rem,

P, 8—

“I shall have glory by this losing day

More than Octavius and Mark Antony
By this vile conquest shall attain unto.”

PHILADELPHIA, Pa., April 25, 1953,
Hon, WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building, h
Washington, D. C. L

Dear SenaTor: I think you are doing a
magnificent job in behalf of all of the people
of the United States.

If convenient, please convey my apprecia«-
tion to those of your colleagues who are co-
operating in this effort to prevent the Big
Steal.

Yours sincerely,
MACK BLANE.
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‘EvansToN, ILL, April 25, 1953.
Hon. WAYNE MOoORSE,
United States Senator,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR: Like many others who ap-
preciate your continuing efforts in behalf of
all Americans, I send you sincere thanks for
your dauntless opposition to the oil bill now
before the Senate. Whether or not you are
successful in this present test of the people
versus selfish interests, I hope that you will
feel sustained by the millions of citizens
for whom you are crusading so valiantly.

Respectfully yours,
BOYER JARVIS,

EAU CLAIRE, WIS., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Independent, Oregon,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr SENATOR MoRsE: Sincerest best wishes
and congratulations on your courageous
stand and debate on the tidelands oil ques-
tion. This writer does not make it a prac-
tice to write letters such as this, but in this
matter as in your general forthright stand
on the issues of today, you certainly merit
the good wishes and thanks of all the people
and voters in this country.

Yours truly,
Jorn T. KELLY,
WEesTPORT, CONN.

Congratulations, Senator Moasg, for your
courage and strength. In Westport the board
of finance is cutting back on education.
Maybe if you can win and if the children
of Westport can have their share of the
tideland oil they can have more teachers at
better salaries.

But thanks for the fight you and your
allies are putting up.

WarTer E, GUTMAN,
PHILADELPHIA, PA,
Senator WayNE MORSE:

Bravo on your record-breaking talkfest.
The people needed a rude awakening to the
vital issue. Your service to the people of
the United States is magnificent and I hope
the press wakes up to the facts. Here in
Philadelphia one can note the noticeable
change in our newspapers, from the publie,
ete. Give my regards to fellow conscientious
Benators. You are gaining admiration
throughout by your independent thinking
and action.

THERESA J. WRIGHT, R. N.
APrIL 23, 1953.
The Honorable WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear SEwaTOR MoORse: I have wanted
to write to you for a long time. I have
always postponed it until tomorrow. Tomor-
row has arrived, ushered in by your brave
fight against the tidelands oil bill. Not only
myself, but thousands of other people are
behind you in this fight. Regardless of what
a number of newspapers say, most of us
from this part of Oregon are with you and
for you. Our Medford paper certainly is.
Mr. Ruhl, the editor, has a great deal of
public influence. His judgment is respected
by both young and old.

Of our local taxes, 82 percent goes for
the support of our schools., New school
buildings have increased bonded indebted-
ness to the limit in some places. The only
possible solution is the Hill-Anderson bill.
Our Supreme Court has ruled in favor of
48 States, not three, If we are to respect
the Supreme Court in some cases, why not
now? If we are to economize in Federal
expenditures, in millions, why give billions
away?

Keep up the good work and may God bless
you.

Sincerely yours,
CHARLES L. MoLDOVAN.
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BAKER, OREG., April 21, 1953.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE, r

United States Senator, s

Washington, D. C.

My Dear SENATOR MoRSE: I have been fol-
lowing with great interest the debate on the
so-called tidelands bill.

I do not ever recall in my lifetime anything
comparing in the line of giving away our
natural resources. In fact, I can hardly un-
derstand how a Senator or Congressman
could take their oath of office and then cast
their vote to give away the very thing they
swear they will protect—our country and its
sovereignty.

Then what comes next? Forests, timber,
grazing? We in Oregon, a great timber and
public-lands State, are becoming increas=
ingly alarmed. I could not belleve my ears,
when I heard former President Hoover advo-
cate selling away our big multipurpose dams
to the power companies. Just how far will
this administration go before the people back
home realize that this is not a crusade for
the people, but a crusade for the few?

You Senators that are fighting this bill on
the floor of the Senate are doing the country
a great favor. I really do not believe the
people are awake to the far-reaching deci-
sion you are about to make,

I have been reared to believe the Supreme
Court was the final authority on the laws of
our land. I wonder what the press would
have saild had former President Trunran
asked Congress to overrule the Supreme
Court in the steel case? There would have
been an uproar, and rightly so. But what do

we see in the press now? Not very much, I’

can assure you.

S0 I would say if Senator Tarr wants it
called a fillbuster, let it be called that. I
would encourage you and the other Senators
to keep up the fight, and once the people are
really informed, I am sure your efforts will
be appreciated.

Yours sincerely,
LLOYD REA,
County Judge.
APRIL 25, 1953.
Senator Wa¥yNE MoRsE,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR: More power to you, and all
the vast, disillusioned, liberal-thinking pub-
lic is solidly behind your valiant fight for
Federal control of tidelands. You need help
and support. Where are the rest of them?

Be assured of many, many well-wishers
and staunch supporters, Senator.

Our prayers are with you in all your ef-
forts, and you will succeed.

Sincerely,
MARDEN BATE.

—_—

UNITED PACKINGHOUSE WORKERS
OF AMERICA,
Des Moines, Iowa, April 25, 1953.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr Sir: I am writing for myself and the
900 members of Local 89, United Packing-
house Workers of America, CIO.

We want to commend you and give our
thanks for the stand you took on the tide-
lands-oil issue. We are aware of the attitude
of the present Congress, and are wondering
how much worse it will get before it gets
better.

Enclosed are two leaflets we are now in-
forming our members with, I thought you
might be interested.

Fraternally yours,
JAMES VINCENT,
Education Director, Local 89, UPWA-CIO.

SwamMPsCOTT, Mass., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington,D. C.
DeAr SENATOR MoORSE: Many thanks and
our heartfelt appreciation for your eflorts,
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as leader of the Independent Party, to defeat
the so-called tidelands deal. You had your
day in court last Friday, as you have many
Fridays past.

For you to stand today for what you think
is right requires much fortitude.

It is our feeling that we are in the midst
of the dark ages, politically speaking, with
the stake but one step removed.

May God continue to give you the power
to discern the common good and to act
upon it.

Sincerely yours,
MiILDRED M. RAMSDELL,
FRANK E. RAMSDELL,

—_—

PORTLAND, OREG., April 25, 1953.
Senator WayNE MogsE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DeAR SENATOR MoRse: Congratulations on
your magnificent stand on the Senate floor.
I really appreciate the task you are carrying
for all Americans. I hope by now that many
more are beginning to see the folly of dog-
gedly carrying through an opportunist cam-
paign pledge such as the offshore oil reserves
giveaway.

I might ask you how you did tr= 22-hour
stint on the floor, but such detalls are per=
haps best kept an eternal secret of yours.

Many thanks again from one constituent
and let us hope that the giveaway can be
stopped in the courts if not on the Senate
floor.

Sincerely,
Davip LENT.

P. 8S—Please do not feel obligated to
answer this letter. The press of work on you
must now be very heavy.

CanaJoHARIE, N. Y., April 25, 1953,
Senator WayNE MoRsE,
Washington, D.C.

My Drar Senaror: Our heartiest congrat-
ulations and approval to you and your fels=
low Senators against this awful “Oil Grab
Eill". We belleve that the press, radio and
television has deliberately kept the public in
ignorance of the true nature of this bill. We
most sincerely would like to see you air your
gallant views on this subject—on television.
That would give the public a true picture.
Best of luck to you and our best wishes for
success.

Sincerely yours,
JuLta KNG,
New Bern, N. C., April 25, 1953.

DeAr SBEnaTOoR Morse: Just this note to let
you know that thousands of your fellow eiti=
zens throughout the Nation feel very happy
to know that we have in you, and your val=
iant colleagues, true representatives in the
Senate at this crucial time. I refer to the
tenacious fight you are waging against the
passage of the giveaway submerged lands
bill now before the Senate.

As I see it, Senator Morsg, the only sure
way to defeat this iniquitous bill is to see
that it is given ample and extended debate,
Such prolonged debate will tend to acquaint
the American people with the true nature
of this proposed grab bill.

Eeep up your good fight. Thousands of
your enlightened fellow citizens are with you
to the end.

Sincerely yours,
ERNEST MURRAY.
New Yorx, N. Y., April 25, 1953.
Senator WaYyNE MoRSE,
Senate Building, Washington, D. C.

My Dear SENATOR: Heartfelt thanks for your
magnificent fight against the offshore bill
defending the interests of the American peo-
ple against the interests of oil companies.

Very truly yours,
EnGar L. TRIER.
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Purrow, Mo., April 25, 1953,
The Honorable WAYNE MORSE,
The United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr SENATOR MORSE: As a private citizen
I wish to thank you for your efforts to pre-
serve the tidelands oil for all the people of
our Nation. You, indeed, deserve the grati-
tude of the masses of Americans, whether or
not they are discerning enough to realize
it at this moment.

The present trend toward the ligquidation
of public power, of aid for low-income hous-
ing, and of Federal ownership of offshore oil
bodes, in my opinion, only ill for the future
of our couniry. All that most of us can
do is stand on the sidelines and watch, ex-
cept for letters to our representatives. It is
heartening, therefore, to know that there are
among our legislators some who, ltke you,
talk sense to the American people and strive
to make themselves heard above the din and
confusion created by the apostles of rugged
individuaiism,

Since I did not do so at the time, I also
wish to express now my admiration of the
courageous stand that you took in the gen-
eral election last November,

Sincerely yours,
Ersa Wape WILLIAMSON,
Mrs, Hugh P. Williamson.

Los ANGELES, CaLrr., April 25, 1953,
The Honorable WaynNE L. MogsE,
United States Senator,
Washington, D. C.

My DeAr SenaTor: This is just a brief note
of appreciation for the wonderful fight you
and certain other Senators are putting up
to stop the huge giveaway.

I hope you succeed in getting (1) the bill
tossed out, or (2) modified so that the in-
terests of the people of this Nation are pro-
tected.

But it looks very much to me that this
administration is going ahead to undermine
all the good conservation leglslation passed
since the days of Teddy Roosevelt.

O1il first, then forests, grazing, and min-
ing, all seem destined to be taken out of
Federal control. Water and electricity too.

Then when the Democrats get in again
they’ll have to go through the painful process
of restoring these rights to the people.

Very truly yours,
GeorGE L. ErTZ.
DeTrOIT, MICH.
The Honerable WayNe MoORSE,
United States Senalor from Oregon,
United States Senate.

Dear Sm: I have just heard about your
record fillbuster on the tidelands hill. I
think you are doing a fine job to prevent
a few States from grabbing all the oil.

I like the amendment pro to pro-
vide for education for all with the oil-lands
profits.

I am in accordance with the stand you
take on this issue. Good luck to you and
those that also oppose the tidelands oil grab.

Sincerely,
Morr1s ROSE.
WasHINGTON, D. C.
Hon., WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Drear SENATOR Morse: Your fight on the
tidelands issue was remarkable, Continue
to fight the proposed bill to give to the oil
interests what belongs to the people of the
United States,

In conclusion, may I say well done,
Senator.

Yours truly,
SYLVAN S. SzWED.

P. S—I am a voter in the State of Penn-
sylvania.
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Brownx, N. Y., April 26, 1953,
Hon. WAYNE MogsE,
United States Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sm: I am at a less for words to ex-
press my gratitude for your superhuman
efforts in behalf of justice for all the people
of this our great Nation. If the Senate had
more men of your caliber and principles (in-
stead of being peopled with the errand boys
of the selfish-interest groups} then our Con-
stitution would become a living vibrant doc-
ument instead of a piece of paper to be cir-
cumvented by legalistle machinations to
thwart its intent and purpose.

It appears that the controlled press is de-
lberately withholding the issues and facts
invelved in this great debate of public versus
private ownership of tidelands oil. If, for
the moment, you should meet with tempo-
rary defeat, please do not become discour-
aged or discontinue your creditable work.
Eventually the people will discern the pat-
tern of private grabbing that is slowly devel-

. and take the proper corrective meas-
ures. As that great American, Lincoln, obh-
served: “You can fool some of the people,
ete.”

I close with the profound hope and prayer
that your efforts will be erowned with suc-
cess to the everlasting benefit of our Na-
tion's schoolchildren.

Respectfully yours,

Leoxn Erauss.

Jersey Crry, N. J., April 26, 1953.
Senator WaYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. Morsg: I want to express ad-
miration for your heroic, and wholly justi-
fied, battle against the dangerous offshore
oil bill,

This Natlon is in desperate need of men
like yourself, people who can and will
struggle for the values of our liberal, demo-
cratic tradition.

I hope that you will sustain your fight
despite all the pressure of powerful reaction-
ary interests who certainly must regard you
as their primary foe.

Sincerely,
i Jacos H. JAFFE.

P. 8.—It is obviously a compliment to the
citizens of Oregon that they have the good
sense to elect you to represent them in
Congress.

RricaEMoND, CALIV., April 25, 1953,
Hon, WaynNE MORSE,
United States Senator from Oregomn,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DEar SENATOR MoRse: I hasten to alrmaill
a word of encouragement to your group with
respect to the tidelands issue.

I appreciate profoundly your services for
the future of our country in continuing to
oppose this shortsighted piece of legislation.

Sincerely yours,
Rincway H. BroTHERS, M. D,

New Yorx, N. Y., April 26, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Hownorep Sm: It is my privilege to address
this letter to a man of honor and courage
in the United States Senate.

I am requesting that a copy of the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcorp of April 25 be sent to me
containing your now famous 22-hour speech.

My deepest regret, sir, is that I cannot
work for your reelection. May God be with
you in your trials.

Respectfully,
MARTIN WOSKOW.

BwomomIsa, Wasa., April 25, 1953.
Dear HowmorasrE Morse: Thank you very
much for the way you and the other 24
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Senators are fighting for the people for the
ofl lands. EKeep it up; we of the United
States need more men like you who have an
interest of us common people. I like the
stand you take all the time.
Sincerely,
Hrwry C. QUADE.

New York, N. Y., 4pril 26, 1953.
Senator Wa¥YNE MORSE,
Senate Building, Washington, D. C.

Dear SENaTOR: I have read your speech, or
rather about your speaking, against the pro-
posed giveaway of our oil resources, sub-
merged lands, which naturally belong to the
Nation as a whole.

It is rather a pity that In the greatest
democracy in the world there should be only
a handful of public servants in our Senate.
I have admired and voted for Robert La Fol-
lette, Sr., back in 1924.

Why not start to organize now, with all
progressive Republicans, progressive Demo-
crats, and all liberal elements in the coun=
try. I am confident that we would be in
the majority in 1856 for presidential elec-
tion.

As it stands now the Old Guard Repub-
licans, the Dixiecrat Democrats in Congress
are in majority and will give away all of our
natural resources. Today, oill; tomorrow,
other mineral deposits and other vital re-
sources of the Nation.

Please accept my heartfelt congratula-
tions for your outstanding service for our
country.

Dear Senator, and friend of the people,
keep up this work and some day your philos-
ophy will succeed. Abraham Lincoln had a
hard time. So did Pranklin D. Roosevelt,
but both have won out at the end.

Good luck and good health.

Respectfully,
5. HorFrMaN.

Maprsow, ILn., April 25, 1953.
Dear Sm: My husband and I just want to
congratulate you on your fighting spirit.
Also, PavL DoucLAs, another great man. Let
all the States share in this oll. We have two
States that are rich in uranlum and they
don't want this for themselves only.
Bincerely,
Mr. and Mrs. LoUls STOCROFF.

Dear Sm: Thank you for doing all you
are to protect our great public domain—tide-
lands oil. Keep up your courageous work,

rely,

ANN ARrBOR, MICH. April 25, 1953.
The Honorable WayNe L. MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sir: Hurrah for you Senator WAYNE
Morse. And all the other good Senators who
are willing to endure an endurathon in order
to keep this oil money for the purpose of
education—after using it for self-defense.

I may be only a housewife and the mother
of 4 kids; but those 4 kids include 3 teen-
age sons almost ripe for laying down their
lives for this country. And I am also an ex
schoolteacher, and the wife of a school-
teacher and a League of Women Voter. As
such, I am aware that we need more educa-
tion and more and more education of the
right kind—for political responsibility—in-
stead of for competitive athletics. I am
reading Morality in American Politics by
George Graham, which makes me feel strong-
1y that only education will make the people
aware enough to do something about the
stymied position we, as citizens, have placed
ourselves in on all the levels of Govern-
ment. If the schools can’t be sustituted for
the pressure groups in order to get the facts
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before the public, then we are a doomed
country. And better teachers are needed to
do it. Relegating public education to an
inferior position in any State in a country
that claims to be a democracy is ludicrous.

I stopped my ironing to clap for you as
I heard Martin Agronsky tell me this morn-
ing how you are progressing with your talk-
athon. Swell. Eeep it up.

Very truly yours,
MiNapeLLE ETATR VANSICKLE,
PRINCETON, N. J.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate, °
Washington, D. C.

Dear SeEnATOR Morse: Thanks and con=-
gratulations for your attempt to halt passage
of a bill which would turn our national re-
sources over to three States. If the President
were motivated by a similar desire to repre-
sent all the States and not merely a cabal of
3 or 4 of them, we might hope for the best.
But this is evidently impossible to expect.
EKeep it up, and accept our best wishes.

Sincerely yours,
WILLIAM ARROWSMITH.
JEAN ARROWSMITH.

JamEsTOWN, N. Y., April 24, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MOoRSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DEAr SENATOR MoRrsE: Good luck to you and
the other valiant 24 Senators who are work-
ing so hard to save our country, and pro-
tect our sacred Constitution, and uphold the
honor and dignity of the highest court in our
land, the United States Supreme Court. I
think very few people know or realize the
momentous history which is being made on
the floor of the United States Senate these
days.

It is sickening to me that some Senators
of the United States can put politics before
their country, and take the oath of office so
casually. To me, it seems like violating the
public trust, and practically constitutes
treason, to say nothing of showing contempt
for the highest court of our land and the
supreme law.

If our enemies succeed In passing this
dangerous bill Senate Joint Resolutlon 13,
I'm afraid it will have a very demoralizing
effect on our allles, make them afraid, and
perhaps force them into the arms of the
Communists, in a desperate attempt to be on
the winning side. After all, the Communists
can say convincingly, that if Senators of the
United States have no respect for the Bible
they swear on, the Supreme Court or our
Constitution, how can other nations have
any respect for us either.

Senator LEEMAN sent me a copy of Senate
Joint Resolution 20, April 1952, and it terri-
fied me: “In time of war—the right of first
refusal.” Is our Natlon to be helplessly
shackled and completely at the mercy of all
enemies? Was this bill written in Moscow?
And Eisenhower says tonight “The Natlon
must remain strong and unafraid.” How?
By draining our Natlon of it's lifeblood, our
priceless submerged oil? How nalve can he
get?

I hope and pray that your courageous
group can win the other Senators to the side
oi right or prevent a vote on the giveaway

bill,

° _You are fighting for the life of our country,
and you will have the everlasting gratitude
of all the people, when the truth becomes
known.

Success to you. May God bless your fight
to save America,

Sincerely,
Mrs. ELsiE M. JOHNSON,

———

New HAvEN, ConN., April 25, 1953.
Drear SENaTOR Morse: Congratulations and

God bless you for your great fight for our
ofishore oil.
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You could not have broken the record for
a better cause.
Yours very truly,
EncArR H. BRENNER.

BrooRLYN, N, Y., April 25, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MoORSE,
Senate Office Building,
3 Washington, D. C.

DeAr SENATOR Morse: Congratulations, I
am a regular Republican and support the
present administration generally. Hereto-
fore, in certain quarters, your sincerity has
been challenged. After your masterful per-
formance today and all through the debate

on the submerged-lands legislation, I will .

ignore those challenges to your integrity. It
is at times such as has presented itself that
we, the publiec, are given the opportunity
to assay the character of a man. Your worth
has been proven and your work has not gone
for naught. I am one who more or less was
opposed to you, and now you have won me,
How many more are there?

If it is not too difficult, would you send
to me a copy of your remarks.

In the meanwhile, take heart and continue
the battle. You have my heartiest good
wishes and may God bless you.

Sincerely yours,
JoHN A. HURLEY,

Brownx, N. Y., April 25, 1953.
DeAr SENATOR Morse: Congratulations for
helping the American people keep what
belongs to them.
Keep up the good work in trying to kill
the “oil-grab’ bill,
We need more Senators like you.
Good luck.
Danten M. ABRAMOWITZ,

TowsoN, Mp,, April 25, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MoORSE, :
Senate Office Building, i b
Washington, D. C.

Sm: Congratulations and best wishes for
success in your courageous effort to save our
country’s resources for all its people, not just
seacoast dwellers,

We're writing our own State SBenators to
support you, but we wanted to personally
express our appreciation of your wonderful
efforts.

Respectfully yours,
Mr. and Mrs, JULES STREISAND.

Long IsLaND CrITy, N. Y., April 25, 1953.
Hon. Wayne MOoRsE,
The Senate, Washington, D. C.

Dear Sir: As & matter of principle, I am
opposed to the existence of Senate rules
which make a filibuster possible. However,
inasmuch as this rule exists, I am happy to
see you use it to good effect against those
who would steal our natural resources.

Sincerely yours,
CHARLES ECESTAT.

WasHINGTON, D. C., April 25, 1953.
Hon. WayNeE Morsg, SENATOR OF OREGON,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr SENATOR MoRse: I just want to take
a moment to do something I should have
done months or years ago. I want to tell
you how thankful I am that we have a
man like you in the Senate. There are
some other men of courage and high prin-
ciple to whom I should like to say the same
thing—men like Senators PauL DovcLas and
EsTEs EEFAUVER. I am sure there must be at
least 96 such people in the United States—I
don't know why the 160,000,000 people of the
United States can't find some way to dis=-
cover 96 such people and put them in the
Benate.

My main reason for writing at this time
is to let you know of my respect, admiration,
and appreciation—in particular as to the
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stand you and a number of others have
taken in the tidelands issue. I happen to
be a Texan—I was born there, lived there
all my- life until coming to Washington, it
is etill my legal residence and still my home.
I am proud to be a Texan. But I am prouder
still to be an American. And the tidelands,
I feel, should contribute to the welfare of all
the people of the United States, and not just
to the welfare of Texans, or Californians, or
any other group who seek to claim certain
special blessings of geography, I am sure
there must be a lot of Texans who feel the
same way I do.

Sincerely and respectfully yours,

J. B, WILMETH.

UrPER MONTCLAIR, N. J., April 26, 1953.
Senator WayNE MoRsE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DrAr SENATOR Momse: May I extend my
congratulations to you for your stand on the
*“Tidelands Oll Grab.” As a school teacher
who enjoys visiting our national parks I
feared that a precedent might be set which
would see them exploited.

I would appreciate a copy of the Hill
amendment which, as I understand it, would
give much needed assistance to education
in the States.

Thank you agaln and keep up the good
work.

Sincerely.
Frank Svocum,
Anw ArBor, MicH., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear BewaTor: Congratulations on your
courageous stand agalnst the present tide-
lands oil bill.

If the bill doesn't go through, it will be
poetic justice indeed that the'methods used
were the same dilatory methods used by
many of the bill's present advocates. *

You'll be called a lot of names for using
the filibuster but if the administration and
many of it's reactlonery supporters really
objected to the filibuster, they would have
offered legislation against it a long time ago.
+ What they really object to is yours and
several other men’s clear and unselfish think-
ing on the matter.

Keep up the good work and please don't
give up the fight.

Sincerely,
EpwIN S. SADER.
TorLepo, OHIO, April 25, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DeArR SENATOR Morse: Just a short bit of
encouragement that you and your fellow
Benators and Congressmen should continue
the good work in trying to preserve for all
the people of the United States of Amerlca
their interest in the oil-land fight.

Eeep up the fight even if it turns into a
filibuster. I think the reason you have not
heard from a vast majority of the American
people is that they do not really understand
the significance of what is going on.

So again keep up the good work.

Sincerely,
WiLiam J. SYRING.

P. 8—Kindly inform your fellow Senator-
helpers of my position so that they may be
somewhat encouraged.

New Avsany, Inp., April 24, 1953.

Senator MORSE:

What a wonderful stand you are taking,
and what a magnificent fight you are making
for Federal control of the offshore oil de=
posits.

You are a superior man who I suspect
has learned that right so often stands alone.
But you are not really alone, We followed
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your course all through the campaign and
believed you right.

God is with you and so many of us are
with you—the 'little unknown people you
never hear from but nevertheless believe you
to be morally right.

Eeep up the fight for us and God bless you.

LaVernNE Enpicorr, R. N,

NorTH BROOKSVILLE, MATNE, April 25, 1953.

Dear SENATOR MorsE: I have long wanted
to tell you how much we admire you up here
in these parts.

I suppose you are going to lose this tide-
lands deal, but no one can say you didn't try.
I wish the United States had a few more
with your guts and stamina and courage of
conviction.

I doubt if you'll ever get much reward for
it except the knowledge that there must
be thousands like me who are deeply grateful.
- I wish the State of Maine had the same
good judgment as the State of Oregon.

Sincerely,
Mrs. ALETHA SWENSEN.

P. S.—While I don't approve of fllibusters
it doesn’'t make me mad to see the filibus-
terers get a taste of their own medicine.

Uwnrton Crry, N. J., April 25, 1953.

HownorasrE Sir: Congratulations to you on
your speech against the tidelands oil bill.
Perhaps your “small volce crying in the
wilderness” may be heard and felt by the
stony hearts and self-centered legislators
who are interested in the almighty buck be-
fore justice and the best interest of these
great United States of America. More power
to you.

Sincerely,

Joan LINDEN.
°

Venice, FrA., April 24, 1953.
DeAr SENATOR MoORSE: As private citizens
my wife and I appreciate all your efforts to
keep the tidelands oil for all the people of
the United States, especially since the ofl is
go vital to defense and the proceeds from
the sale of oil could give all the States fine
educational systems for the children of the
land.
We urge you to keep fighting; you have
the people behind you.
Sincerely,
Morris G. SECA.

Mewa, Ark., April 24, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR: You are entitled to this
little token of appreclation for your stand
on behalf of common people, and particu=-
larly on the tidelands.

Respectfully,
L. R. JaMes,

Meprorp, OreG., February 23, 1953.
Senator WayNE MORSE, z
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sewator Morse: I just wanted to
write and thank you for your courageous
stand on the tidelands oil bill now before
Congress. We are back of you 100 percent,
and are urging our friends to write to the
other Oregon Congressmen and Senator to
to back you up, not that we think they will,
but at least we're trylng to do our part as
you are dolng yours. God bless you always.

Our fine newspaper editor, Robert W. Ruhl,
has surely been doing his share, too, to help
you in this fight, as he apparently feels how
much it will mean to all the people of
Oregon.

Really, Senator Morse, the greed and
callous indifference of some of our people in
government right now makes us sick. If it
weren't for men of honesty like you to guard
the people's Interest, we'd be lost.

Eincerely yours,
Mrs. W. H. McGUIRE.
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Evcrm PusLic ScHOOLS,
Euclid, Ohio, April 25, 1953.
Senator MORSE,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SEwATOR: Thank God for men like
you—may the tidelands bill fall by the way-
side.

My deepest regret is that living in Ohlo
I'm not able to cast a vote for you.

Bincerely,
P. J. WINTERS.

P. 8—I'm ashamed and apologize for
Ohio’s representation in the Senate on this
bill.

Horranp PARK, MIcH., April 25, 1953.
DeAr SENATOR: Congratulations to you for
your magnificent giveaway oil flibuster
speech. Hoping you will continue to fight
for Hill and/or Anderson amendment,
Thank you.
Sincerely yours,
Mr, and Mrs. E. J. GORALEWSKI,
P. S—We would appreciate a copy of your
speech.

PHILADELPHIA, PA.
Thanks a million for your terrific work on
this tidelands oill issue. ¥You have awakened
me and I know lots of others to the facts
of this grab. Win or lose you have given
your best. That's all I ask.
Thank's again,
JOHN BRADLEY,

ForesT Hruis, N. Y., April 25, 1953.

Dear SEwaTOR MorsE: Even though your
efforts to prevent the “tidelands steal” ap-
pears to be in vain at this time, I wish to ex-
press my appreciation and warm thanks for
what you are doing.

Apparently you departed the GOP in the
nick of time. When they succeed in accom-
plishing their foul purpose this will come
to be known as the “era of the great oil rob-
bers."”

CrirrorD T. GREEN,

ConNcoRrD, Mass., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR MorsE: I am sure the fili-
buster was worth while in keeping up oppo-
sition to giving tidelands to States.

It is an ill-considered measure, selfish, and
actually showing a frightening trend to pow-
er pressure. How about the Chief Joseph Dam
bill going the same way? Can we Enow
more about that, please?

Mrs. J. H, VOLEMANN.

CHESTER, PA., April 25, 1953.
DEAR SENATOR MoRsE: Congratulations on
your speech against the submerged lands
bill. I support you and feel that, win or lose,
you have performed a great service to the
people of the United States.
W. C. ELITSCH,

———

Srony CreEE, N, Y.
Senator MORSE,
Washington, D. C.:

Thank you for your efforts. United States
property should not be given to any State,
especially for political purposes in paying
campaign debts,

Our boys are called upon to patrol and
defend those waters above the submerged
land. An education for all is a reduction in
taxes for all, this could be had from this
valuable land. If it had no wvalue, States
would ignore them and we would still patrol
them at all States’' expense and taxes. It is
one of the greatest errors if ever allowed to
be signed by the President.

‘The courts should decide if people approve.

HazeL EELLY, R. N.
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¥ New Yorx, N. Y., April 25, 1953.
Hon. Senator MoRsE,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sm: I would like to extend my con-
gratulations and sincere appreclation for the
heroic and courageous position you have
adopted for the welfare of the American
people. Nowhere is that more evident than
in your fight on the tidelands oil issue,
and I am sure that there is a large personal
sacrifice Involved in your position, For this
earnest and honest conviction, I salute you.
May you continue in your efforts to serve as
you are convinced in your constience and
Judgment.

Respectfully,
RAYMOND LUKE.

NeEw York CITY, April 26, 1953,
Senator WATNE MoRsE,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sm: Although I am not one of your
constitutents I wish to thank you for your
efforts in behalf of the silent millions like
myself. I have never written to a Congress-
man before today, but I had to let you know
that your efforts were appreciated. I look
forward to a chance of someday beilng able
to give you my vote,

; BioNeY A, COWEN,

PHILADELPHIA, PA,
Hon. WAYNE MoORSE,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear SENATOR Morsg: Congratulations
on your defense of the people's rights,
Thank God for one voice in the Senate that
can always be counted on to defend the fast
disappearing rights of the American people.

Sincerely yours,
Mgs, H. FITTINGOFF.

ROBINHOOD, MAINE,
Senator WAYNE MoRSE, \
Washington, D. C.: |
Thank you for your good work in behalf
of the people of America in the matter of
tidelands oil.
M. GWENDOLYN POWERS,
(Mrs. George A. Powers.)

MEeDFORD, OREG., April 23, 1953.
DeAr SenaTOR MoRse: Your strong support
of the Hill-Anderson bills has my approval.
Please do your best to urge their passage.
Thank you. :
Yours sincerely,
Dr. BERT R. ELLIOTT.

PHILADELPHIA, PA., April 25, 1953.
You certainly deserve a lot of credit in
your fight against the tidelands bill.
Conserve your strength as the American
people need more of your type around.
Mrs. E. GERAGHTY,

.

BeNTON HARBOR, MIcH., April 25, 1953. -
DEAR SENATOR MorsE: Thank God for men
like you who fight for the rights of all the
people without regard for narrow party
limits.
The people who gagged at mink coats and
5 percenters are apparently unaware of the
really big steals contemplated by those in
power, It is “straining at a gnat while swal-
lowing a camel,” If tidelands oil goes to the
States, it will be the biggest blow ever dealt
our public schools and defense. !
Very sincerely yours, 1
Mrs. FLORENCE BOSSENBERGER
(A DAR who tried to think for her=
self on all public questions).

New York, N. Y.
DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Thanks a lot. I'm
considering moving to Oregon so that I may
have an opportunity to vote for you in the
future.



4042

This thank you is as much for your 20-
hour stint as it is for many of your recent
statements.

Thanks a

Best,
GARY BELKIN,

BrookLYN, N. Y., April 24, 1953.
Dear Sir: I urge you please to keep up the
fight for the people to get a share of the
tidelands oil which belonged to all of us.
As those who want to grab it have enough
when they get the 3-mile limit, I hope your
gallant fight will not be in vain. Good luck
to you, sir, and may your great effort bring
success. May God bless you, sir.
Mrs. M. PoviLL,
WasHiNGTON, D. C.
My Dear SENATOR MoORSE: Eeep up the
fight. I am with you in your fight on the
submerged oil lands.

Sincerely,
FrEpERICKE ESCHLICH.

WasHINGTON, D. C., April 25, 1953.
DeAR SENaTOR MoOrsSE: You have my sup-
port in your stand against the attempted
4-State grab of our offshore resources.
Keep up the good campaign.
Yours truly,
ELmEer E. GLASER.

BrooxLYN, N. Y., April 25, 1953.
Dear Sir: Congratulations on your heroic
effort to save the oil lands from “the big
steal.” ' This could be a wonderful world if
people’ weren't so greedy and lustry for

power.
My humble thanks,
Davip WEINER.
SHAVER HILn, PA.
Congratulations on your record. I knew
you had it in you. You are doing the coun-
try a great service. I am mighty proud of
you. Keep up the good work.
Pavrn TINE,

-

CAMDEN, N. J., April 25, 1953.
. 'The greatest break of your career has been
,your assuming the independent role. You
" are doing splendid work and wonderful serv-
ice to the country. Your talk on the tide-
lands oil bill has done wonders. It has force-
, fully made the press give space to you and
your fellow colleagues' efforts. I appreclate
+ your tireless public-spirited efforts.
i HELEN J. PATTERSON.

PrINCETON, N. J., April 25, 1853,
DEAR SENATOR MorsE: Thank you for your
long and brave fight against the handing of
the tidelands over to the States. Even
though it may well be a futile struggle, many
people will long remember your untiring ef-
forts. I have written both of the New Jersey
Benators to vote against the present tide-

lands oil bill.
Sincerely,
Wimrarp F. KING.

New York, N. Y., April 25, 1953.
My Dear SeNaTor: Thank you for your
gallant fight on the Senate floor on behalf
of the people.
Respectfully,
ALVIN SCHARF.
PHILADELPHIA, PA., April 25, 1953.
Congratulations on your fight against the
greedy oil interests. Keep up the fight and
defeat the tidelands bill.
J. GERAGHTY,
Nmxow, N. J., April 25, 1953.
DEArR Sm: My congratulations to you on
your fight to prevent the giveaway of Amer-
ica’s resources—resources that belong to all
the people. It is unfortunate that the
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“gutless-wonders,” the so-called liberals of
the Benate are permitting you to carry on
the fight almost single handed—more power
to you.

b o LIONEL DOMASK,

Baw Dreco, CaLir., April 25, 1953.

Thanks Senator. You have restored my

faith considerably. I consider you the most
honest and patriotic official in office today.
You are an American for all—not just the
“66 Billionaire Club.” The other Republi-
cans smell. Any thinking citizen, with any
morals, will appreciate your efforts in their
behalf, which is more than the “30 pieces
of silver” in the long stretch.

New Yorg, N. Y., April 25, 1953.
Dear SENaTOR: My wife and I want to
thank you for your gallant fight.

Once again the Republicans are befouling

their nest. Congratulations on becoming an
Independent.
Respectfully,
HERBERT J. SALOMON,

RoseLLE PaRK, N. J., April 24, 1953.
DEAR SENATOR: Frank Edwards just an-
nounced you had talked for 9 hours in the
patriotic effort to prevent the greatest colos-
sal steal in United States history by a hog-
gish oil combine using a United States Presi-
dent, and G. O. P. Senate, of the billions of
dollars in the oil resources owned by all the
people of our country. You and the small
band of honest Senators sharing in your
grand fight to protect the public ownership
of these rights have earned the grateful
thanks of all honest Americans. Teapot
Dome is dwarfed by this dastardly plot. I
have twice written protest letters to our New
Jersey Senators and Congressmen and the
silly, shilly shally answers I received dis-
gusted me. I am a Lincoln Republican, and
cast my first vote in 1888.
Yours sincerely,
o GEORGE W. WILLIAMS,
BROOKLYN, N, Y.
Dear Sm: Wonderful, Your fight against
the cil grab is a great thing. I highly com-
mend you for it and sincerely hope you and
the small group in the Senate victory. How-
ever, I am pessimistic and expect our group
of politicians to defeat your attempt and
let the oil get in the hands of the 3 States.
It will be a dreadful and menacing tragedy.
Good luck.
Yours truly,
MARTIN M. KANIN,
ItHACA, N. Y.
DEAR SENATOR MoORSE: This is the first time
I have written to a public figure, but when
I heard this morning of your brave 19-hour
fight for the public interest, I couldn't re-
sist writing this to tell you that I am with
you all the way and wish your efforts every
success.
Congratulations to an outstanding public
servant.
Miss SHIRLEY COLLINS.

BrooELYN, N. Y., April 25, 1953.
My DEAR.SENATOR Morse: May I humbly
thank you for your superhuman effort in
the fight for the tideland oils. They do
belong to all of us and the profits should
go to all the States for schools and other
important improvements in our great
country.
I pray for your good health In your
vigorous fight.
Respectfully yours,
. S. ERAMER.
PeELHAM, N. Y., April 25, 1953.
My DEAR SEnaTOR Morse: This to express
my sincere admiration for your indefatigable
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courage and for your sense of justice in fight-
ing for the rights of all American citizens
to share in the revenues from the submerged
oil resources.

I was once a Republican, too, before I
realized that most members in that party
are working in the interest of big business
and the wealthy, almost exclusively.

Sincerely yours,
Mrs. EpITH DIGNAN.

New Yorx, N. Y., April 20, 1953.
DeAR SENATOR MoORsSE: Sincere and hearty
congratulations on your fight in. behalf of
the tidelands oil. This belongs to all the
people for all time.
Respectfully yours,
Mrs, ELIZABETH SMITH.
ArrrL 25, 1953.
Dear SENATOR Morse: Congratulations for
the terrific job you did on the tidelands oil
bill. This morning I wished I lived in Ore-
gon, so I could have the chance to vote for
you,
Blncerely yours,
MARTHA NATHAN,

BELLEVILLE, W. Va., April 25, 1853.
Congratulations on your endurance for
the rights of all the people.
Gratefully yours,
EaRL R. EVANS.
Frmwt, MICH.
SENATOR WAYNE Morse: I want to con-
gratulate you on your stand against the
“give away” bill coming up soon for a yote.
I wish we had more men like you to repre-
sent the people. The offshore lands clearly
belong to all the people as the Supreme
Court has dgcided three times. Keep up
the fight.
Mrs. NELLIE DUFORE.
CoLumMmsevus, OHIO.
HoworasLE Sir: Thank you for your ef-
forts to keep tidelands oll for all of the
States of our country and to use the income
to equalize educational opportunities for all
children of our Nation. Also appreclate your
courageous stand on many other honest and
progressive matters,
Sincerely,
Mrs. LuciLLe K. GRUMLEY,
BrookLYN, N. Y.
‘Thank God for WAYNE MORSE.
GERARD M, WEISBERG.

ATLANTIC CrTY, N. J., April 25, 1953.

My DeAr SENATOR: Congratulations on your
heroic stand against handing public prop-
erty into the hands of possible irresponsible
politicians.

The revenue from tide oil should be given
to the entire Nation for the benefit of edu-
cating the youth of the Nation as a whole.

Names of your opponents would be appre=-
clated.

Sincerely,
Mrs. HANLEY.

New Yorxk, N. Y., April 25, 1953.
Hon. Senator Morsg:

The soil, raw materials and its products,
belong unabridged to its people. Thank you,
sir, for your patriotic stand, opinions, and
defense.

HeNrRY METISCHER.

Tiramoox, Orec., April 22, 1953.

People are pulling for your team in this
fight to keep the natural resources out of
the hands of the pack. Some day, if you
Just keep 1t up, people will know for sure
that what you said about “trends” in gov-
ernment was right, and that we stand to
lose everything to those Internationalists
who have cost us s0 much already.
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We raise our hands in horror at the ancient
practice of throwing children into furnaces
to appease pagan gods. I wonder just what
the difference is between that and sending
our boys out to make it safe for their plun-
dering. Why not father a bill to rotate
those Pentagon guys into the Korea trenches,
s0 they will know what war is like? Also
why not force dairles to leave cream in the
milk and sell it for a little more; people
would buy it that way, and there would be
no butter surplus. Why not really use our
heads?

GRACE M. CHARLTON,

New Yorx City, N. Y., April 25, 1953.
Dear Sik: You and the others who are
fighting the oil grab are doing a magnificent
job. We, along with many other Americans,
thank you and pray that you all will have the
strength to continue your magnificent
struggle.
Respectfully, »
Mr. and Mrs. Max HAUSEN.

NEw PROVIDENCE, PA., April 25, 1953.
DeAR Sir: Some of the people versus all
the people. Just heard about your speech
supporting all the people. Eeep up the good
work. Do whatever you can to defeat the
tidelands oil bill
H. EUGENE CARRIGAN.

Mapison, N. J., April 24, 1953,
Dear SENATOR MorSE: Bless you for your
fine work and for your great heart, not only
spiritually, but physically. How you stand
all the strain, we don't know, but we were
delighted to hear that your voice is still
strong and clear. I guess your righteous
cause gives you strength. Didn't I write you
right after election that if Eisenhower lives
up to some of his pledges, or any of them,
he may count you yet among his greatest
assets. I am still waiting for him to make
a stand somewhere. And if has any support,
it looks as if it will have to come from you
and the Democrats.
Sincerely,
ALICE BALASSA,
BALTIMORE, Mb.
Dear Sir: Keep on with your noble stand
on the oil grab. History will record you as
being an outstanding example of a honest,
upright man, who is doing his duty as a Sen-
ator, not a chisler who is being bought off.
You are fighting heavy odds and unfair com-
petition, but keep on, there are plenty of
people cheering for you.
Best luck.
I. BARDITCH.

[R—

New Yorg, N. Y., April 25, 1953.
DEAR SENATOR: Bravo for your great effort
in behalf of all the people in regard to tide-
lands bill. A flash just came over that the
vote was postponed. I am sure that by that
time all the people will wake up and back
you to the hilt. Thanks and good luck. I
am only sorry that I do not live in your

State so I could vote for you.
J. E. AusTIN,

NEw YORK, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
DEAR SENATOR MoORsSE: Congratulations on
your magnificent 22-hour effort and for your
support of federally owned tidelands.
I am sure your fight has done much to
show people the fallacy of State operation.
Sincerely yours,
FRANKLIN GOULD.

PORTLAND, OREG., April 26, 1953.
Senator WAYNE L. MoRsE, ~
United States Senate,
Washington, D, C.»
Your stand on tidelands oll is in the best
interests of Oregon and the Nation. Please
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accept the sincere thanks of one of your loyal
supporters respectiully.
V. C. HEFFERIN.
Meprorp, OrEc., April 26, 1953.
Senator WAYNE L. MoORSE,
Washington, D. C.:

Jackson County Democrats appreclate your
fight against tidelands steal. We are proud
to have a man of your honesty and integrity
representing Oregon.

Guy D. CLoRLISS,
Chairman, Jackson County Democratic
Party.
New York, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
Senator WayNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.»

Strongly endorse your strenuous efforts as
well as those of other Senators opposing pas=-
sage of outrageous tidelands oil bill.

C. STUART MACDONALD,
President, Cummins Diesel Motive=
power Corp.
New Yorx, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Washington, D. C.»

God bless you. Always fight for our coun=-

try. I think everyone feels the way I do.
Ruro Luciawo.

SPRINGFIELD, MASS., April 25, 1593.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Washington, D. C.:

Thank you. Wish that there were more of
you. Wishing you success on this bill
Speaking of eight others.

Mrs. ELvira CATALDO,
Ez-President-of City Women's Re=
publican Club.

SaLEM, ORrEG., April 26, 1953.
WaYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.»
Congratulations on your stand on tide-

lands oil.
Mayor FraNCIS G. BRADLEY,

SHERIDAN, OREG.

ScrANTON, PA., April 26, 1953,
Hon. WAYNE MoORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SenaTOR: In behalf of the children
and teachers of Pennsylvania, we salute you
on your courageous stand on the tidelands
bill,

Mary H. Ruopy,
Secretary,
Dunmore Federation of Teachers.

HunTInGTON, W. VA, April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MoRSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.»

We love you, respect, and admire you.
Pour it to 'em. /
Tom and FANN HARVEY.
Boes and MABLE SMITH,

AvBANY, N. Y., April 26, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MoRSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.r
Congratulations on speech. Wish I were

Oregonian for 1956.
ARTHUR SILVERSTEIN,

New Yorxk, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
Senator WaynNE MoRsE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
We thank you for really representing the
people yesterday.
DoroTHY and Reva FINE.

4043

BavrEMm, OrEG., April 26, 1953.
WAYNE MORSE,

United States Senate, i
Washington D. C.: v
Executive Board Oregon Farmers Union
meeting at Salem strongly supports your
stand for oil-for-education bills. We oppose
Holland bill which we belleve will pave the
way for grabs for other natural resources
and might jeopardize dam and irrigation
program of Federal Government. Keep up

good fight.
RicHARD MOELLER,
President, Oregon State Farmers

Union.

MILWAUKEE, Wis., April 26, 1953.
Hon., WAYNE MORSE,

Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.!

Your courage, statesmanship, and genuine
devotion to the welfare of the American peo-
ple is llke a breath of spring. May God
give you strength to on in the true
Progressive tradition of “Bob"” La Follette,

H. J. Rrep.

Hovusron, TEX., April 25, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE, ]
Senate Chambers, Capitol Building:
Btop liguidation and give-away of the peo«
ples property. Congratulations.
EucENE and LiLaN HUDGENS.

LeviTToWN, N, Y., April 26, 1953.
Benator Wayne MoRSE,
Senate, Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on your effort. Wish our
Senators helped. If Oregon thumbs down,
welcome to Levittown.
Mr. and Mrs. CARL RIGDON.

ToPEEKA, EANS., April 26, 1953.
Hon. Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sir: Thank you sincerely for your
efforts to prevent tidelands oil passage.
Such a bill would be most unfair to the
American public. Although just an average

~=Citizen I want you to know that I and many
like myself appreciate the battle you fight

Mrs. L. W. O'BRIEN.

_———

Jackson HelcHTS, N, Y., April 26, 1953
Senator Wayne Mogse,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
You don't stand alone. Our hope lies in
you. Congratulations.
Mr, and Mrs. ANTHONY IMMARCO.

Frusming, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
The Senate, Washington, D. C.:?

Thank you for your courageous efforts on
behalf of the people of this country in your
recent 22-hour speech.

RoseMary and Harry KLEMFUSS.

New Yorg, N, Y., April 26, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Washington, D. C.:

My thanks to you and to the people of
Oregon who elected you.

PerEr GOODE,
LawreNcE, Eans,, April 25, 1953.
Senator WaynNeE MoORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear BroTHER Morse: Congratulations on
your record-shattering speech. We admire
your fortitude.

Bera Gamma or Pr EarPA ALPHA,
UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS,
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LiNcoLN, NEBR., April 25, 1953.
WayNeE MoORSE,
Senate, Washington, D. C.:

Senator Morse stay with it. Those tide-
lands belong to our United States. A First
World War veteran just telllng you stay
with it.

W. R. Enev.

CaMBrIDGE, Mass., April 25, 1953,
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Your opponents announce their assurance
of victory next week. You must not let them
steal the property of the whole people at
least until you have forced the press to in-
form the people of what is happening. We
are grateful to you for giving us hope in
these trying times.

HaroLp S. TURKEL.
Mr. and Mrs. JAMES E. SULLIVAN,
GEORGE KRONISH.
Mr. and Mrs. JACKE CHURCHILL.

DerrOIT, MICH., April 26, 1953.
Benator WaTwe Morsg,
Washington, D. C.:

The attorneys of Michigan admire your
stand.

CoNLEY AND GALLGHER.
PrrrspurcH Pa., April 25, 1953.
Senator WaynNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:

This is the most important work you have
done in the course of a great public career.
Best wishes to you and all the Senators who
are helping.

Mgs. Freperic G. WEIR.

OraNGE, N. J., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MoRsE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on a wonderful job. If
the Senate had more like you the country
would be in better shape.
J. L. Zar,
President, National Radiac, Inc.

Derroitr, MicH., April 26, 1953.
Senator WaynE MoRsE,
Washington, D. C.:
. The schoolchildren of Michigan are with
you. EKeep it up.
PATRICK, TIMOTHY, MICHAEL, AND DENNIS
GALLAGHER.

. FrusHING, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
SENATOR MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.;
Congratulations on successful speech
against oil bill. Respectfully suggest aid to
education with oll revenue. God bless you.
C. T. Camrri, Ph. D.
New Yorr, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
SENATOR WAYNE MORSE,
Washington, D. C.:
Thank you for your magnificent effort.
BarBARA FERGUSON.
Map1isoN, Wis., April 25, 1953.
BENATOR WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.»
Congratulations to you and other Senators
for your courageous fight against the big
steal of tidelands oil. Your courage in the
fight against greed will live long in history.
ARTHUR H. GORDON.

LrrcuriELD, CoNN., April 26, 1953.
SENATOR WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Agree with you. Offshore oll land should
remain under the Federal Government.
AmYy R. THURSTON.
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BrooxLYN, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
SENATOR WAYNE MORSE,
United Stales Senate,
Washington, D. C.r
Bravo, your heroic achievement, Your
courage an inspiration to all America.
SeELMA and IRVING ABRAMS,

New York, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
Senator WaYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.:
For a great stateman’s courageous fight we
thank you.
CEcELIA M. TURIN,

BroorLyYN, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
Senator WaYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
Eeep up the fight against the steal of
tideland oil.
BERNARD ATEINS.

AnN Arpor, MicH., April 26, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Congratulations on your brave fight from
one of the many American citizens who are
solidly behind you and deeply indebted to

ou.

4 NANCY MORSE.

(Not related to Senator Morsg.)

CHICAGO, ILL., April 26, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

The fight 1s not futile. EKeep it up, and
please pass this telegram to our BSenator
DoUGLAS.

W. M. Cramer and A. F. Jacoss.

SPRINGFIELD, Mass., April 26, 1953.

Senator WaYNE MORSE,
Washington, D. C.!
Congratulations on your fight against the
scandalous tidelands steal.
EMERsON B. MILLER,
President, United Council of Mu-
nicipal Employees of Springfield,
Mass.

DeTroIT, MICH., April 26, 1953.
United States Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.:

My congratulations and thanks for your
efforts to focus the attention of the Ameri-
can people on the preservation for all of us
of our offshore national resources. The De-
troit papers have given good attention to
your holding of the Senate floor. Continue
to serve us.

RoBERT GREENE.
StatE CoLLEGE, PA.,, April 26, 1953.
Benator WAYNE MoRsE,
Senate Office Building,
- Washington, D. C.:

Congratulations to you and your colleagues
for your excellent fight against the offshore
oll grab. 4
- Frep HOEHLER, Jr.

CAMBRIDGE, Mass., April 26, 1953.
Senator WayNeE MoORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Congratulations on stand in favor of oil
for education and against relinquishing of
national wealth; also congratulations on
speech keeping the subject placing issue in
public eye. We appreciate your effort to drive
home the undemocratic nature of the filibus-
ter. Keep it up.

ExecUTIVE BOARD, HARVARD LIBERAL

UNION,
(on behalf of its 250 members).

April 28

Davy Crry, CaLir., April 26, 1953,
‘WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:
Good luck on your fight to keep Federal
control of our marginal oil land.
Marcorm G, MITCHELL.

WarTHAM, Mass., April 26, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Capitol Building, Washington, D. C.:
To the noble defender of the people's rights
admiration and thanks.
Oscar HOLGER.
LanspowNE, Pa., April 26, 1953.
Hon. WaYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
Thank you for your fight on behalf of all
Americans.
. Georce and EUNICE GRIER.

BrrINGFIELD, OHIO, April 26, 1953.
Senator WayNeE MoRSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
My sincere appreclation for your out-
standing defense of the public's interest.
J. C. PARDEE,

DeTtroIT, MICH., April 27, 1953.

. The Honorable Senator MORSE,

Senale Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:
Terrific your stand tidelands. Convey
congratulations to Senator ANDERSON Of New
Mexico on Meet the Press tonight.
M. P. SCULLY.

PorTLAND, OREG., April 27, 1953.
Senator WaynNe L. MoRsE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

We stand 100 percent behind you in your
courageous fight to retain ownership of
tideland oll. Our thanks also to Senators
Hmui and ANDERSON and the supporting Sen=
ators. Your marathon speech was stupen=-
dous. You are indeed a great man, and our
confidence in you will never be shaken,

Sincerely,
JoserH HEIM,
New HAvVEN, CoNN., April 27, 1953.
Senator WayNE B. MORSE,
United States Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Eeep up the good work.

RicHARD PORTER, JULIA ROGERS,
JoHN WEGENER.

—_—

SoMERVILLE, Mass., April 27, 1953,
Hon, WayneE MoRsE,
Senate Building,
Washington, D. C.:

On behalf of the officers and 1,400 members
of Ford local union, No, 901, United Automo-
bile Workers, I urge you and your colleagues
to vote to defeat the Holland and Hunt
bills in fairness to the just rights of all
Americans in all States of the Union.

ARTHUR DEPIETRO,
President, Ford Local No. 901.

M

DerroliT, MicH., April 27, 1953.
Benator WaynNE MoRSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on your speech. against
the tidelands oil bill. Would like to be send-
ing similar congratulations to the Senators
from my State.
DoroTHY HAENER.
New BosToN, MICH,
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PORTLAND, OREG., April 27, 1953.
WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Thoroughly agree with your magnificent
stand against tidelands oil steal. Believe
people here are finally becoming aroused.
Keep it up as the public is now learning the
truth, Tidelands for schools, not million=-
aires. Best regards.
James C. JOENsSON.

PORTLAND, OREG., April 25, 1953.
Hon. Senator WaYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:

Me and mine thank you and pray for you.
Your valiant defense of the people's owner-
ship of the offshore oil makes the voters of
Oregon a first-line defense of the United
States. You can lick 'em. Good luck.

Tom EIDDER,

Boise, Inamo, April 27, 1953.
Benator WAYNE MORSE,
Washington, D. C.:
Thank you very much. Keep it up.
Warrace K, POND,

MounT VErNoN, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.:
Congratulations on your speech. It may
help bring this important issue to greater
publie attention. Tidelands belong to na-
tional, should remain under Federal, control.,
LAWRENCE AUERBACH.

GLENSIDE, PA,, April 26, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
~ Washington, D. C.r
We think you are doing a grand job to-
gether with the other Senators. Have wired
Senators DurrF and MarRTIN that we are in
favor of the Anderson bill and Hill amend-
ments.
Good luck.
PAUL SCHERR.
Lols SCHERR.

New Yorg, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
Senator WayNE MORSE,
Congress, Washington, D. €C.r
Please accept my sincerest thanks for the
effective manner in which you are upholding
the rights of the majority of Americans. I
admire particularly your recent herculean

efforts,
H. 8. MacLean.

PORTLAND, OREG., April 27, 1953.

Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.z
You have our support in your efforts to

prevent the giveaway of the tidelands.

Mr. and Mrs. THoMas C. COREY.

LeviTTOoWN, N. Y.,
Senator WayNE Monse,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Simm: On behalf of Levittown Demo-
cratic Club extend to you most sincere con-
gratulations on your memorable speech last
Friday which focused nationwide attention
to devoted efforts of you and other liberal
Senate colleagues to prevent historic rights
of Federal Government to offshore lands
from being subverted by selfish pressure
groups and self deluded States righters. As
a dynamic liberal force in Levittown our
Democratic Club is proud to applaud ef-
forts of any public official regardless of
political affiltation who places general wel-
fare above narrow partisan or private in-
terests. You have our gratitude and thanks
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mrtalklngaeneetothe&enatcandtotha
American people.
LeviTrown DEMoCRATIC CLUE,
Wirriange W, WepIN, President.

PorTLAND, OREG.,
Senator WayNeE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
I applaud your stand. Am definitely be=

hind you.
Dan CLANCY,

April 26, 1953.

HAVERTOWN, PaA., April 26, 19563,
Senator WaynNeE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Eeep 1t up; you're on the right side.
CATHERINE KINNEY,

PorTLAND, OREG., April 26, 1953.
Benator Wayne MorsE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on. courageous stand
against oll lobby’s attempt to plunder pub-
lic wealth. Wired Senator Corbon strongly
urging him to stand up and be counted with
you in this fight to preserve natural oil re-
sources for all our citizens,
MeLviN LoNpon and Erra Lowpon.

LawsiNg, MicH., April 26, 1953.
Senator Wayne MoRSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on your excellent fight
against giving away our tidelands. Hope you
keep it up. Owur natural resources belong to
all American citizens. I am a bullder and
realtor member both natiomal associations
but do not always agree with our policy-
makers, Keep fighting for the people.
James L. MITCHELL.

AvBany, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MoORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations and thanks for your ef-
forts against the willful and wasteful give-
away of United States property in offshore
oil. Good luck.
Barsara and Dawien McNaMEE,
Los AwceELES, CaLIF., April 26, 1953,
Senator WAyNE MoORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.*
HoworasrLe Sir: We wish to commend you
for your effort to save the oil resources of
the United States tidelands for all of the
people of our country. We feel that this is
only the beginning of the “big deal” grab of
the national resources. We have too few
representatives in Republican administra-
tion to protect the interests of the Nation,
Thank you.
Sincerely,
Luciire and ERNesT WESLECK.

VENICE, Cavlr,, April 26, 1953.
Senator Morse of Oregon,
Washington, D. C.r
We commend you upon your stand against
the tidelands bill. If such a bill passes it
would be in contradiction to the best inter-
est of the majority of the people. As a Sen-
ator, as a man, it is gratifying to know that
you put democracy and justice above all
else.
PAuL and DorROTHY MATTSON,
BroorxLyw, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Care Senate, Washington, D. C.:
Re tidelands oil bill, that oil belongs to the
American people, some of it belongs to the
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fighting forces in Korea and some of the
returned prisoners of war.

Congress has been showing an intense pre-
occupation with the purpose of giving away
the Nation's rights to offshore oil and in
doing so is writing a questionable (or shall
I say another questionable) chapter in po-
litical history. Remember Teapot Dome.
The good God knows, ask His help.

Mrs. JAMES DOONER.

NeEwTON, MAass., April 26, 1953.
Senator Morsg,

: Wasbing:on D. €.;

Thank God for you; our prayers are with
you. Please contact my Congressman and
Senators.

J. P. YOUNIE.
Frusmiwe, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
Senator Wayne MoRsE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Thanks to you, honesty and good govern=
ment have & chance.

Mr, and Mrs. 5. BRANMAN,

New York, N. Y., April 26, 1953,
Senat.or WaAYNE MoRSE, .
Senate QOffice Building,
Washington, D. C.»
Congratulations on your courageous stand
on the tidelands oil steal.
RoBERT and LILLIAN POLATCHEK.

LoursviiLe, KY., April 25, 1953.
Wayne MomsEe,
United States Senator:
Still admiration. Tidelands oil speech
correct. Stay with the people.
W. F. HARRELL,
OVERLAND, Mo., April 25, 1953.
WaAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:
Keep it up. I wish I could vote for you.
FRANK J. GRIFP,

New HaveN, Conn., April 25, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MOoRSE,
Senate Office Building:
Conratulations. Your great efforts win-
ning new support from many people.
Mr, and Mrs. PETER T. COLADARCT,

ALBUQUERQUE, N. MEX., April 25, 1953.
Benator WaYNE MoRSE:
Thanks for protecting the rights of all

people.
R. Suc Arpa.

=

PHILADELPHIA, PA., April 25, 1953.
Senator WaYNE MoORSE,
United States Senate;
We are with you.
Dr. and Mrs. JEROME A. ERONGOLD,

New York, N, Y., April 25, 1953.
Hon, WAYNE MORSE: "
Magnificent performance. Thank you,
Eeep it up.
WALTER J. HANNIGAN,

New York, N. Y., April 25, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MoRSE,
Senate Office Building:
Accept my great admiration for your
courageous stand.
HazEL BARNES.

ScranTON, PA., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MoRSE,
Senate Office Building:
Hearty thanks your supreme effort against
the giveaway. Bid your colleagues carry on.
People mot yet vocal but preponderantly

with you. =
Acop ECKERSLEY.
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BrooELYN, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

Thanks and congratulations on your cou=
rageous stand on tideland oil. Keep up the
good work.

ALICE SHIELDS,
BERKELEY, CALIF., April 27, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE:
Congratulations. God speed your efforts,
JouN E. GERRITY.
New York, N. Y., April 27, 1953,
Senator WayNE MORSE,
United States Senate Building:

Two more voices supporting your tidelands
views and appreciating the splendid fight for
the right.

Misses A. IsgiaN and J. JOHNSTON,

BROOKLYN, N. Y., April 27, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

Congratulations for magnificent fight for
the people on offshore land and in opposition
to pending offshore oil bill.

NOrRMA MESSING,
New Yorx, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
Senator WayNE MoRSE,
Senate Office Building:

Your magnificent fight on the tidelands
and other issues has won the admiration and
applause of many of us. We are proud to
look upon you as a great Senator, represent-
ing all the United States. Eeep up your
efforts. We shall not forget you.

BERNARD E. EARLEN,

NEw Yorxk, N. Y., April 27, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MoORSE:

Congratulations on your record-breaking
speech on the States’ grab of the Continental
Shelf. First good cause for filibuster.

BARBARA BUTLER.

New York, N, Y., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE:
Thank you for your courageous stand on
the tidelands bill
B. G. STEGMAN.
ForesT Hruis, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
Benator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:
Congratulations on record-breaking speech,
It should do much to educate public.
JACQUELINE and DAVID CASSEL.

New Yorx, N. Y., April 25, 1953.
Senator WaAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Thank you for fighting for the rights of
the people of all the States. Eeep fighting,
JosepH ELIC,
PHILADELPHIA, PA., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations Sendtor for your achleve=
ment. More power to you in your work.
Sincerely,
HARRY J. PAULSON.

NEw YoREK, N. Y., April 25, 15953,
Benator WaYNE MoRSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on fine speech from two
supporters of your courageous battle, Keep
up the good work to save resources of our
great country for all Americans.
Lucy and GEORGE COOPER,
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EpenTow, N. C., April 25, 1953,
The Honorable WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senator from Oregon,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.2
May God grant you strength in fight for
American people, Keep up your good work,
RoBERT B. MARSH,

Sacrwaw, MIcH., April 25, 1953,
Hon, WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on your magnificent stand
against the tidelands bill. We Michigan
liberals love you and wish you well.
ALICE W. WALLACE,

New Yorg, N. Y., April 25, 1953,
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
I heartily support your campaign to save
the tidelands.
JAacoB GOLDSTEIN,
New Yorg, N. Y., April 25, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.»
Bravo, Senator, and thank you.
ALFRED STRAUSS,
RocHESTER, N Y., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.r
The American people are with you. Keep
up the good work.
J. S. MORIARITY.

BrooRLYN, N, Y., April 25, 1953,
Senator WaYyNE MORSE,
Washington, D. C.»
Congratulations on your courageous speech
and efforts to stop the tideland steal, Our
solid vote of thanks. God bless you.
Mr. and Mrs. I. SHORE,

Osweco, N. Y., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.!
Congratulations on your great effort
against the administration’s tidelands give-
away plan. Time may help people to under-
stand basic issues involved. You and the
other liberals are helping to dispel the hero
worship and to bring to the front common
sense in the interests of all of us.
R. LEE MARTIN,

——

New York, N, Y., 4April 25, 1953.
Benator Wayng MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.:
Great fight you put up for all the people.
Thank you. Keep it up.
LAVERNE DONNAN,

BROOKLINE, Mass, April 25, 1953.
Senator WayNeE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.!

The people of the United States will even-
tually appreciate the efforts of you and the
other honest men in the Senate. Offshore
oil means more than $60 billion. It means
that the big business raid on our resources
has begun. Congratulations on your great
speech.

StanrLey M. BroomM,
MarcoLm L. DORES.
BrooKLYN, N. Y., April 25, 1953.
Senator WaYNE MORSE, 1
Senate Chambers,
Washington, D.C.:

Congratulations; keep up the fight; don't
give in, -

ABRAHAM M. DUBNO.

April 28

ALEXANDRIA, VA., April 25, 1953.
Senator WayNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations and thanks to you for
your splendid defense of the people’s inter-
ests,
CHARLOTTE and DAvID LLOYD,

St. Lovis, Mo., April 25, 1953.
Benator WaYyNE MORSE,
United States Senator from Oregon,
Washington, D.C.:

The magnificent fight you and the minor=
ity group of the United States Senators have
given to Senate Resolution 13 commands
the respect and support of every right-
thinking American. Ill advised political
commitments may force upon the Senate
passage of Resolution 13 but always remem-
ber that the average American has a memory
like, and of, an elephant.

B. M. MoRTON.

BevERLY HILLS, CALIF., April 25, 1953.
Hon, WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.*

Congratulations on your magnificent per-
formance against tidelands giveaway. If
available, please forward us a copy of your
prepared address.
ARTHUR A. BROOKS, Jr., and CLARA B. BROOKS,

Norwoon, N. J., April 25, 1953.

Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Heartfelt thanks for courageous stand

against act to enrich stockholders at expense
of taxpayers, would like more independence
in Senate, with you all the way.

Mr. and Mrs. GUNTHER MOHR,

——

TacoMa, WasH., April 25, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:

Had our regular monthly meeting today.
Our local union went on record to support
you and the other Senators with you on the
magnificent stand you have taken on the
tidelands oil bill now bhefore the United
States Senate. We hope that this bill can
be defeated and any others as the return of
power plants and synthetic rubber plants
that the new administration intends to turn
over to private ownership. Organized labor
is squarely behind you in these efforts.
INTERNATIONAL WOODWORKERS OF AMERICA,

Locar 23-9, CIO,

LoNGVIEW, WaSH., April 25, 1953,
Oregon Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Washington, D. C.:
Keep up the good work. I am behind you
as a voter.
JOHN GLASCOCE,
Boise, InagoO, April 26, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.:
Congratulations on your valiant and high-
ly admirable record-breaking effort to bring
the tidelands oil issue before the people of
America. We are behind you 100 percent.
The greatness of your actions and words will
be more fully appreciated by the public as
time goes by and the light begins to dawn.
We indeed feel fortunate to have learned of
your perspicacity and courage as early as we
did. BSome people are too busy worrying
about themselves to truly comprehend or
realize the self-sacrifice and devotion of pub=
lic servants such as you.
Respectfully,
Lt. and Mrs, WHITNEY 1. CRUM.
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OvERLAND, Mo., April 26, 1953.
Senator WaYNE MoRSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Wishing your best health and continued
efforts tidelands oil. As individual, most ap-
preciative your effort on behalf ,of all citi-
Zens,
Mrs. Wooprow J. BROWN,
DeTROIT, MICH., April 26, 1953.
Senator WayNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
I am with you.
Tom GALLAGHER.

Los ANGELES, CALIF., April 26, 1953.
Senator WaYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.r
Dear SewaTor: Congratulations for cour-
ageous fight for tidelands oil as decreed by
Supreme Court. You Senators fighting for
the oll for all the States are brave soldiers,
too. We the people thank you all.
Bincerely,
Mrs. ForEsT W. HILL FAMILY
AND FRIENDS.

ForesT Hrrs, N. Y., April 26, 1953,
Senator WayNeE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Our congratulations on your wonderful
Job. We are behind you in your fight to
defeat the tidelands oll bill,

Mr. and Mrs. ELr FISHLEDER.
Forest Hius, N, Y., April 26, 1953.
Senator WaYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
consratulaticns on your courageous stand,

Eeep up the fight.
A. DINNERSTEIN.

New York, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
Benator WayNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations. God give you strength to
keep fighting.
Mr. and Mrs. LEesTer HELLER.
NEw Yorg, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
Benator WaAYNE MogsE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
God bless you and keep you a force for pub-
lic welfare against oil predatory interests.
STANLEY FEINGOLD.
New Yorg, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
SBenator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on speech. Keep up the
good work.
Raymonp H. EKaARgT,
JERRY BRIGGS.

New Yore, N. Y., April 26, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.r
You have my full support on offshore oil
matter. Your magnificent demonstration
has dramatized fact of opposltion. News=-
papers, however, are treating it as sports-
manship feat. Fact that this is $40 billion
giveaway is still not widely known. Best
wishes.
BERNICE SOLOMON.

Mr. ANGEL, OREG., April 26, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MoRSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.:
Hurrah for you fighting Senators. Hope
you can stop this political giveaway.
M. VaN BUSKIRE,
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; New Yorx, N. Y., April 26, 1953.

Senator WaYNE MORSE,
Senate Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Deepest appreciation for valiant fight to
preserve for all the people natural resources
belonging to them. Adequate funds for
education desperately needed for preserva-
tlon of our democracy. Oil for lamps of
learning rationed too long. Eeep fighting.
Our children will Iive to bless you.

JACQUELINE HARTJGAN.
MARY SEEPER.

BHERIDAN, OREG., April 26, 1953.
Benator WAYNE MoRsE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Our sincere thanks for your stand against
tideland oil bill.
- A. J. PAULOVICH.
Howarp MULLER,
PeTE BELL.

Lonc BeAcH, Cavtr., April 26, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MoRSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Whether Republican or Democrat, I do not
know or care, but the fact that you are a
great American does count. Your stand in
the tideland oil issue has proven that. Hav=-
ing lived in Long Beach, Calif., for over 30
years, the last 7 of which one dare not even
think of opposing-the tideland bill, yet I
believe it is a bill that should be o
Senator Mogsg, I have always believed that-
we are Americans first, citizens of our States
second, and citizens of our eommunity last,
but not least. I personally own several pieces
of property in Long Beach, and am very,
very proud of my community, and certainly
would like lower taxes if the oil revenue
would bring this, but not at the expense of
our Nation's welfare., Thanks a million for
your stand in this issue, and hope that you
will continue unceasingly in your efforts for
the good of our country.

PauL J. DESMOND.

Syracusg, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
Senator MogsE,
Senator from Oregon:
You are to be congratulated for your in-
spiring tide oil stand.
HARRY LEVINE.

NurLeY, N. J., April 26, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MorsE,
Senate Office Building:

Nutley finally awakened. Have had 34
people contact Smith and Henderson as fol-
lowup on your speech.

WALLACE,

PoORTLAND, OREG., April 26, 1953.
Senator WAYNE L. MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Vigorously protest transfer of submerged
oil land to State. In my judgment, senti-
ment is developing in Oregon like a tidal
wave in opposition to such transfer. I thlnk.
that history will record this as another Tea-
pot Dome situation.
B. A. GREEN,

WELLESLEY, MASS., April 26, 1953,
Hon. WaynNe L. MORSE,
5020 Lowell Street NW.,
Washington, D, C.:
Congratulations on a wonderful speech and
splendid personal achievement for a cause
to which we adhere.
JoHN M. RAE.
BeaTRICE M. RaAE,
Bruce A, RaE.
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Ban Dieco, CaLxr., April 25, 1553.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:
Heartfelt thanks for your vallancy in the
name of our unborn children.
Mr. and Mrs. BLANCE.

EncrLEwWooD, N. J., April 25, 1953.
Hon. United States Senator WayNe Morsg,
United States Senate Office Building:
For a magnificent inspirational stand, our
heartfelt thanks and deep appreciation.
Four Men FroMm NEw JERSEY.

PorrsTowN, Pa., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:
Congratulations on your courageous stand
from the Senate floor on tidelands oil.
AL EKoVAL,

QuINcY, Mass., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:
Senator, thank you for your herole efforts
in defense of great principle,
J. L¥NcH.

WasHINGTON, D. C.
Hon. WaynNE MORSE,
United States Senator,
United States Capitol:
Congratulations from a Texas Democrat,
to you and colleagues who prefer being right
to being popular with big business.
HeLEN WaTsON.

WasHINGTON, D, C., April 25, 1953.
Senator WayNeE Mogse:
This is to thank you for your valiant fight
in the tidelands oil question.
*  Sincerely,
Louise 8. BTEELE.

Iowa Crry, Iowa, April 25, 1953.
Hon. WAYNE MoORSE,
United States Senate:
Congratulations on your stand against
tidelands oil steal. This grab must be op-
posed by conscientious citizens.
Rev. ALFRED J. N. HENRIKSEN,

New Yorg, N. Y., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MoRsE,
Senate Office Building:
Many, many thanks from this deeply grate-
ful citizen for your courageous crusade.
RosLYN Mass.

Sourn HADLEY, Mass., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate:
Keep up the good fight on offshore oil. We
are with you.

WasameToN, D. C., April 25, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MoRsE,
Senate Office Building:

What hath Morse wrought—a dramatie
and effective statement of the colossal and
tragic importance of the offshore oil and
related giveaway programs, and, within and
as part of that statement, a uniquely effec-
tive renewal of your plea for an antifilibuster
rule that would establish majority rule in
the United States Senate. Congratulations.

PAUL SIFTON.

—

BroorLYN, N. Y., April 25, 1853.
Senator Morse:
God bless you for your effort on behalf of
all the people.
R. EAUFMAN.
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New York, N. Y., April 25, 1953.
Benator WaYNE MoRSE,
Senate Building:
Deepest and humblest thanks for your no-
ble effort.
EpiTH HAYES,
DeTROIT, MICcH., April 25, 1953.
Benator WaYNE MoORSE,
United States Senate:
Good luck, keep fighting, keep the tide-
land for the people.
Dr. AsTHUR P. CHERNEY,

—_—

WesTFIELD, N, J., April 25, 1953.
Senator WayNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:
Congratulations on magnificent fight for
people of this country.
InwiN ELINGSBERG,

BcHENECTADY, N. Y., April 25, 1953.
Senator WaYNE MoRse,
Senate Floor:

Big truth will be on front pages today,
congratulations on dramatizing fight against
glveaway tidelands oil bill.

Dox MYRUS.
CuYAHOGA FALLS, OH10, April 25, 1953,
Benator WAYNE MORSE:

Thanks for sacrificing for your countrymen.

I am praylng for your strength.
Loulse BRYE,
DENVER, CoLo., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MoORSE:
Congratulations, only hope you succeed in
attempt to prevent another steal by
the Republican Party,
FLo¥YD MARKS,
CINCINNATI, OHIO, April 25, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE:

Congratulations on tidelands oil fight.

Tennessee valley will be next.
A. L. Hess,
New Yorx, N, Y,, April 25, 1953,
Benator WAYNE MoRsE,
Senate Office Building:

Heartfelt thanks for fighting for the good
and welfare of t.ha people. The Bronx is
with you,

O'SHEA FAMILY,

ARDMORE, OKLA., April 25, 1953.
Benator WAYNE MORSE:
Eeep up the good work.
C. W. Vax EaTON,

New HaveEN, CoNN., April 25, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senator from Oregon, Senate Office
Building:

Many of us who share your conviction
and admire your courage, patriotism, and
strength of purpose send you our thanks
and our hopes for your success.

CHRISTINE 5. HUGERTH.

Lansing, MicH,, April 25, 1953,
Hon. Senator WAYNE MoRsE,
United States Senate:

Congratulations on your wvallant and
courageous fight against the one campaign
l}:romj.se that Mr. Elsenhower should not

eep.
Mr, and Mrs. STANLEY H. SHEAP,

BRIDGEPORT, ConN., April 25, 1953,
Benator WAYNE MoRsE:
Your outstanding fight for American peo-
ple is an honor and tribute to yourself and
your office.

JoserH Bz, Jr.
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NewsvreH, N. Y., April 25, 1953,
Benator WAYNE MoORSE,
Senate Office Building:
God give you strength, save the oil for the
people,
Mrs. MARION BEAVER.

New Yor, N. Y., April 25, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:
God bless you in your noble fight for
rights of all people.
JULIA and BEN SHAINBLUM,

New Yorx. N. Y., April 25, 1953.
Benator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate:
My appreciation for your understanding of
the role of a man in soclety.
LEoN DEREMAN,

BaysimoE, N. Y., April 25, 1953.
Benator WAYNE MoORSE:
Congratulations on your heroic fight.
are with you.
WALTER AND DOROTHY EKUHN.

AvsTIN, TEX., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE B. MoRSE,
United States Senate:
Congratulations, excellent job.
the tidelands for everyone.
HerserT V. HILLERY.

-

DRUMRIGHT, OKLA., April 25, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Building:
Appreciate efforts in behalf of the people.
Mr. and Mrs, L. R. FINCHER,
BIRMINGHAM, ALA., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

I glory in your spunk if we lose our form
of Government. Will be from making laws
for the selfish interest instead of the masses,

‘W. D. DoBBINS, SR.
HampTON, VA., April 25, 1953.

Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate Office Building:

Congratulations for your courageous fight
in tidelands bill.

We

Lets keep

W. F. JoHNSON.
New York, N. Y., April 25, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate:
‘We need great leaders who do not surrender
to personal or party motives congratulations.
Davip WINDHEIM AND FAMILY.

PHILADELPHIA, PA,, April 25, 1953,
Senator WayNeE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

Your heroic fight is more than just for the
right cause; may God help you in this gal=-
lant stand and preserve your health.

ALFRED LINHARD,

Horrywoob, Cavir., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:
Kaep fighting for America and our children,
MARILYN and LEE STRANSKY,

RIDGEFIELD, CONN., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:
We applaud your stand on offshore oll.
Mr, and Mrs. Van EAUFMAN,

New Yorx, N. Y., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:
Appreciate your defense of the people’s re=-
sources; keep it up.
Mr, and Mrs, WiLLtam T, GAYLE.
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- CINCINNATI, OHIO, April 25, 1953.
Senator WaYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:
Congratulations on tidelands oil fight. Ten=
nessee Valley will be next.
= A. L., Hess,

New York, N. Y., April 25, 1953.
Senator WaYyNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

Concerning offshore oil bill call your at-
tention to article by Bernard DeVoto in
May 1issue Harper's magazine just out.
Bhould be read into CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD,
Keep up the good fight.

J.H. MEYER.

Burraro, N. Y., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate:

More power to you. The children of
America are deserving of your sfrength and
talent.

Lron COOPER.

—

BrooxryN, N. Y., April 25, 1953.
Benator WayNE MoORSE,
United States Senate:

The American people will be eternally
grateful for your heroic fight against those
who seek to rob them of their heritage.

N. W. STrIER.
Baxer, Ored., April 25, 1953,
Hon., WAYNE L. MoORSE,
Senator from Oregon,
Senate Office Building:

Congratulations on your fine American
fight for the people agalnst tidelands oil
bill. Also for your stand for Hells Canyon.
Eeep up the fight,

KEecKRITZ DELVUCHS.

CoLuMeIA, Mo., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate:
We congratulate courageous effort of you
and colleagues agalnst tidelands bill,
Jerome Landfield, Frances McCurdy,
Webster Smalley, David Ralph, Ir-
win EKuhr, Otha Linton, Robert
Friedman, Jay Sanders.

NeEw Yore, N. Y., April 25, 1953,
Benator WayNE MorsE,
Senate Office Building:
Congratulations on your fight to save the
people’'s domain. Keep it up.
GEORGE and MIRIaM YARICE.

New Yorr, N. Y. April 25, 1953.
Senator WayNE MoRSE,
Senate Office Building.

Dear SEwnaTOR MorseE: We support your
stand on submerged oil lands bill. The right=
eousness of your course will eventually tri-
umph. May God give you strength to carry
on in all your good works.

R. ROTHWAX.
B. and M. GELLER.
Lywnpaurst, N. J.,, April 25, 1953,
Senator WayNE MoORSE,
United States Senate,
Senate Office Building:
Eeep up the filibuster.
Iris St. CLAIRE.
New Yorg, N. Y., April 25, 1953,
Senator WaYNE MoRSE:
(Deliver on Floor of Senate)

Eeep at it.

Lamar MippLETON and WiFe.

Des Mones, Towa, April 25, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MorsE,
Washington, D. C.:
Eeep up the good fight on the tidelands
oil issue,

HeLMI MUSTONEN,
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GLENDALE, Mo., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MoORSE,
Washington, D. C.:
Keep up good work. People's interest must
be protected.
PAULINE SCHILLING.

—_—

sr. Lovurs, Mo., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Floor, Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on your fine work, we are
for you in your eflort to save the tidelands
for all the States.
EuceENE V. HENSCHEL,

SeaTTLE, Wash., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.!

Congratulations and hearty thanks for
fighting giveaway of submerged oil.

Lou STEWART,
HeLENS, OREG,, April 25, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Washington, D. C.:

Thank you for the effort you are making
that justice to the people of the United
States concerning the oil land may be real-
ized. As you know from my wire of last May
I have kept in touch with the proceedings.
Again I thank you. Iam a Democrat and for
Justice to all. Sincerely.

Mrs. PEARL M. STAMMEN,

St. Louis, Mo., April 25, 1953.
Senator Wayne Morskg,
Senate Chambers, Washington, D. C.?
You are making a great fight against the
oil grab. Thanks.
W. C, MEYER.

Des Moines, Iowa, April 25, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.:
Please continue your good work on tide=
lands oil. The present administration's
attitude is entirely wrong.
MARY SCHACHTERLE.

—_—

FaLLs CrHURCH, Va., April 24, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.!
Deeply grateful for your gallant states-
manship and courage in fight retain offshore
oil resources for all 48 States.
Mr. and Mrs. OrAav F. ANDERSON.

Des MoINes, Towa, April 25, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MoRsE,
Washington, D. C.:

In regards to tidelands oil, stay in there
and fight. A lot of my good Democratic and
Republican friends are behind you.

BiLL CASKEY,
WasninGgToN, D. C., April 24, 1953,
Hon. WayneE MoRse,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.*

I wholeheartedly support your battle on
the Hill amendment and hope the American
}:eople will be heard from before it is too
ate.

JoHN L. EVERETT.

AsTorIA, N, Y., April 24, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MoRsE,
Senate Chambers,
Washington, D. C.»
We the people thank you for your fight.
Good luck. God bless you.
CHARLOTTE GREENWALD,

GreAaT Neck, N. Y., April 25, 1953,
Senator WaynNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:
Congratulations. Keep up the fight.
LEo THALER.
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Leown1A, N, J., April 25, 1953.
WAYNE MORSE,
Senator from Oregon, :
Senate Office Building:
God glve you success in your valiant fight
to save tidelands resources for the Nation.
MarTHA and SELMA WASSON.

PrrrsBURGH, PA., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

Congratulations on maintaining public in-
terest in offshore-oil debate. Convey my
wishes to Senators DuFr and MARTIN.

Mrs. RutH M. GLICK.
NATHAN MUELLER,
RAY MUELLER.
LILLIAN REIFER,

ANN ARBOR, MIcH., April 25, 1953,
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate: !

Since when are Republicans majorities In
Florida, Texas, Louisiana, California worth
trillions in public property. Thank you.
Thank you.

RoserT J. WOLFSON.

SPRINGFIELD, Mass,
Senator WAYNE MoORsSE,
United States Senate:

Congratulations in your fight against
Eisenhower and the tideland-oil lobby. God
bless you.

MURRAY B. SHAPIRO.

STamMForp, CoNN., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office:
T salute you for your courage and loyalty
to the American people. Keep up the good
fight and the people may be aroused. God

bless you. -
BEN ZIMMERMAN,

NraGarA Farrs, N. Y., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Capitol Hill:
Bravo, and thanks from grateful parent-
teacher and taxpayer.
Mrs. EUGENE BRUCE.

CAMBRIDGE, Mass., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:
Keep up the good fight for all these people.
! Mavurice B. CAUCHON,

Darras, Tex, April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:*
Thanks. Wish we could loan you our voice.
Byrow and DOROTHY BUCKERIDGE,

PrrrseurcH, Pa., April 25, 1953,
WAYNE MORSE!:
Thanks for being & good public servant,
We have so few these days.
GEORGE WESLEY.
Horranp, MicH, April 25, 1953.
Senator WayNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:
All fair-minded, intelligent people are
with you. Don't relax the fight.
ALICE POWELL,

New Yorr, N. Y., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE:

Our warm thanks and deep appreciation
to you and your colleagues in the tidelands
battle,

DoroTHY SCULLY and FLORENCE CAMERON,.
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New Yorg, N. Y., April 25, 1953,
Senator WaynNE MORSE,
Washington, D. C.:

You have alerted America to wholesale
theft of your national resources. Thank you
for your integrity and courage in the tide=
lands fight.

ROBERT FRANCIS STUBENRAUCH.

e —

PouGHKEEPSIE, N, Y., April 25, 1853.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate Building,
Washington, D, C.:
Congratulations, keep on talking. We are
with you."
Dr. SEYMOUR LEVIN,

EUGENE, OREG., April 25, 1953.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D, C.?

Thank you for your efforts regarding tide=
lands cil. The welfare of the Nation as
whole should be the first concern of all.

RurH D. MARSH,

—

EUGENE, OREG., April 25, 1953.
Hon, WATNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
Want to encourage you in your stand on
tidelands oil.
Mr. and Mrs. A. S. PrREsScoTT.

EUuGENE, OREG., April 25, 1953.
Hon. WATNE MogsE,
Senate Chamber:
Appreciate your gallant efforts to inform
public on tidelands. More power to you.
Mr, and Mrs, W. F. MADDRON.

Sarem, ORrec., April 25, 1953.
Senator Wayne L. MoRrsE,
Senate Office Building:
Congratulations on your great effort to
forestall the tidelands oil grab. May God
give you strength to continue the fight.
Jason and DoroTHY.

FRESNO, CALIF,, April 25, 1953,
Senator WayneE MoORSE:

May some big D Democrat stand on their
platform and help you “educate the people.”
Our thanks and congratulations.

FrEsNo COUNTY YOUNG DEMOCRATS.

NEwARK, N. J., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senator Office Building:
We admire your stand on the tidelands biil
and agree with you wholeheartedly.
PavuL B, WILLIAMS,

BcranTOoN, PA., April 25, 1953.
Senator WayNgE MORSE,
United States Senate office Building:
Sincerest congratulations for your stand
on submerged oil-bearing lands. Scranton,
Pa., school board members support your
stand 100 percent.
ScHooL DirecToR DOUGLAS JENKINS,

LaJorra, Cavrr, April 25, 1953.
Senator WayNeE MoRsE,
United States Senate:

We fervently admire your heroic efforts to
save public domain and thankful your your
vigilance.

ARTHUR and ELIZABETH STEAKE.

EvceNE, Orec., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D.C.:

‘We applaud your courageous fight on the
tidelands oil. Assure you there are many
others like us.

Eerre and ELLEN SKELTON.
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Convarris, OREG., April 25, 1953.
Senator WayNeE MORSE,
Senate Chamber,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on your stand on tide-
Iands ofl bill, May you win.
INA CHRISTY.

MEeprorp, OREG., April 27, 1953.
Senator Warwe MoORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.r
Avprove and appreciate your stand on off-
shore oil.
Mr. and Mrs. ROBERT B. DUNCAN.

PHILADELPHTA, PA., April 26, 1953,
Senator Wayne Morse,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.2
Congratulations. Thanks and best wishes,
Letter follows.
Max FROEHLICH.

BrooxLYN, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
Senator WayNE MORSE,
United Siates Senate,
Washington, D. C.:

Thank God that we've got man of your
type. May God give you strength to keep up
fighting for all the people’s rights. Continue
your wonderful work. May God bless you.

SAMUEL SPIEGEL,
‘WesT Hameron BEAcH, N, Y., April 26, 1953,
Hon. Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Building, Washington, D. C.:

Congratulations on your great effort, hope
you and your colleagues will continue and
defeat tidelands bill.

HermoN L. BISHOP,

BALTIMORE, Mb., April 26, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Washington, D.C.:
May you continue to have the strength for
many years to speak against what is wrong.
Fannie E. and EUGENE BLANK,

RYE, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MoORSE,
Washington, D. C.:
Thank you for over 22 hours on two feet
for a great cause.
WoLrGANG MEGNTUS,

JamesTown, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Independent Senator United States
Senate, Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on your magnificent bat-
tle to stop the tidelands oil grab. I admire
a man who has enough backbone to stand
up and be counted. If we can't afford to
cut taxes, how can we afford to give away
$40 billion worth of oil?
Rop PEARSON.

PHOENIX, ARTZ., April 27, 1853,
SBenator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.*
Thank you for your magnificent effort to
stop the ugliest steal in the Nation's history.
How can lawmakers justily subverting the
Constitution. and Supreme Court. Thus,
what an example to set. It is unthinkable
that so shameful an action should dishonor
the Congress,
RUTH ADAMS.

PORTEAND, OREG., April 26, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.*

Congratulations and heartfeit thanks for
your magnificent dramatic speech opposing
the administration’s oil grab. Your liberal
thoughtful approach inspires all interested
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in the welfare of all the people rather than
a powerful few. Our best wishes for your
continuing attempts te sponsor and support
liberal legislation.

Mr. and Mrs. JOHN M. GILL.

NEw YorEK, N. Y., April 27, 1953,
Hon, Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Chamber:
Honorable sir, in the name of our local
union representing 1,200 members, we wish
to express our sincere thanks for the cou-
rageous fight you have put up against the
tidelands oil bill. Our members are looking
forward to your leadership.
GEORGE PELLETIERE,
Secretary-Treaswurer, Barbers and
Beauty Cultures Union, Local 3.

PENDLETON, ORrEG., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

Approve your fight on oil Iands issue.
Congratulations to you and colleagues in
your efforts.

JACE W, WHITEMAN.

HUNTINGTON, IND., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE:

Thank you for your vallant stand against
tidelands oil. Have also telegraphed our
Senators.

Mr. and Mrs. Berwarp EKroor.

LonG IsLanp Crty, N. Y.,

April 27, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,

Senate Office Building:

In the name of Local 425, TUE-CIO, I wish
to extend my congratulations for the splen-
did fight you have made taward the oil
interest.

WiLLiAM By WATER,
President, Local 425, IUE-CIO.

New Yorx, N. Y.,
April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

Congratulations on your gallant fight to
expose the tidelands ofl deal. This makes
Teapot Dome seemr petty. Eeep up the good
fight. We pledge full support.

RETATL, WHOLESALE, AND DEPARTMENT
Store UniowN, LocaL 260, CIQ,
© Jouw J. Horan, Manager.

Long Istanp Crry, N. Y.,

April 27, 1953.

Senator WAYNE MoRsE,

Senate Office Building:

Congratulations on your mighty effort In

your exposure of the tidelands oil grab.

UNITED OFFICE AND CLERICAL WORKERS,

LocaL UnIoON 1772, CIO,
JoHN ROSENKRANTZ, Fresident,
Jack Izzo, Secretary-Treasurer.

New Yorx, N. Y.,

April 27, 1953.
Senator Wayne Morse,
Senate Office Building:

Congratulations on a wonderful job in ex-
posing the tidelands oil grab, You have
earned the respect of those in our eommu-
nity that have the interest of all our people
at heart.

LocaL 721, RWDSU,
MarTIN KOPPEL.
EeNT, Onlo,
April 27, 1953,
Senator Warne Morse,
Senate Office Building:

Congratulations on tidelands bill. Sorry

Ohio Senators not with you.
Sincerely yours,
J. C. McGUIGAN,
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BroorLyYN, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
Hon, Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Chamber:

In the name of our local union represent-
ing 1,100 members we are proud of the
courageous fight you are putting up against
the tidelands bill. Our membership is look-
ing forward to your leadership.

Respectrully yours,
JosePH TRIFILETTI,
Secretary-Treasurer, Barbers and
Beauty Culturists Union of Amer-
ica, Local No. 2.

SPRINGFIELD, ILL., April 27, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE:
Thanks and appreciation for the splendid
work you are doing,
MARGARET L. TAYLOR.

‘WasHINGTON, D. C., April 27, 1953,
Senator WAaYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

Our heartiest congratulations upon your
wonderful speech and our prayers for con=
tined health.

Jok and ESTELLE STONE.

BrOOKLYN, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

Our sincere congratulations on your splen=
did sight to prevent the old grab. You de-
serve high praise from the Americtm people.
Eeep up the good work.

BrewERY WORKERS JoINT BoARD
oF GrEaATER NEW Yomrx CIO.

BAYONNE, N. J., 4pril 27, 1953.
Hon, WAYNE MoRSE,
Senate Office Bulding:

‘When God made you he made a man sin-
cere. Congratulations to you for your cou=
rageous effort to stop that national scandal,.

Henry A. BENDER, Jr.

NEw Yorxk, N, Y., April 27, 1953.

Senator Wayne MoRsE,
Senate Office Building:
National Maritime Union in the Port of
New York congratulates you wholeheartedly
on your gallant fight in exposing tideland
oil deal. We realize that this gigantic steal
malkes Teapot Dome affair look small. We
pledge you our full support in your fight for
best interests of American people.
Jorn T. HUNT,
Port Agent, Port of New York.

Cammpew, N. J., April 27, 1953.
Benator WaynNe MoRsE,
Senate Office Building:

Our sincerest congratulations and support
for the position taken by you in the tideland
oil legislation, It's your type of statesman-
ship and willingness to represent all of the
people that will long be remembered. Con-
gratulations on behalf of our entire mem-
bership.

FRANK ANNIBALE,
Chairman Legislative Commitiee In-
dustrial Union of Marine and
Shipbuilding Workers of America,
Local 1, A. F. of L.,

NEw Yorg, N. Y.,
Senator WayneE MoRsE,
Senate Office Building:

New York Clty €O Counecil, with 500,000
members in New York City area, hails ycu
on your great and magnificent speech on the
off-shore oll steal and congratulates you for
exposing this on behalf of all the people of
the United States. We pledge you our full
support. Our continued good wishes to you.

MicHAEL J. QUILL,
President.
Morris - IUSHEWITS,
Secretary-Treasurer,

April 27, 1953.
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Acawanm, Mass,, April 25, 1953.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

Hats off to your determined stand against
the shameful Holland bill. Applause also
for 23 Senators. May your ranks be speedily
increased. Your critics don't realize passage
of Senator HmL’s bill will be a blood trans-
fusion to our nearly dead school system and
a thorough treatment of DuPont ammate
agalnst the polson ivy of juvenile delin-
quency. Whole future of education is at
stake. Down with Holland bill—long live
Hill bill.

MarY A. BaLL.

NorroLK, VA., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D, C.:
Congratulations. Your gallant stand on
the tidelands bill will save the Nation from
folly, Please fight on.
ApAM ZABINSKY.

Demrorr, MicH.,, April 27, 1953.
Senator WaynNeE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on your courageous stand
on tideland oll. Keep up the good fight.
ANNIE W. McCORMICK.

PrrrsrIeLd, Mass., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Building,
Washington, D. C.:
IUE, CIO, Local 254, 1s behind you in your

fight against the tidelands oil grab.
EuGENE O. SULLIVAN,

Secretary-Treasurer,

—

BAKER, OREG., April 27, 1953.
Hon. WayNE L. MORSE,
United States Senator From Oregon,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on your tidelands oil and
Hells Canyon fight. Eeep it up. Real
statesmanship.
E. R. CURFMAN,
ALBERT C. ULLMAN.
THOMAS RITCH.
GRACE CURFMAN.
LyNeEa ERVING.

AvusTIN, TEX., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:

It is gratifying to have you, Senators AN~
DERSON, HUMPHREY, LEEMAN, and others ex-
pressing the views of some of us regarding
offshore oil lands. Among those who agree
with you are many Texans like ourselves. It
is truly a time for the greatness and courage
you are showing.

Sincerely,
DoroTHY C. WILSON.
SeLsY FLY.

BrEMERTON, WaASH., April 27, 1953.

Senator WaYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Appreciate your effort in valiant fight to

retain control of offshore oil for benefit of
all the people.

Four WASHINGTON STATE VOTERS.

PHILADELPHIA, PA., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

We congratulate you on your courage and
endurance and wish you all possible success
in blocking the oil giveaway.

Mr. and Mrs. K. A. SOLMSSEN.
Mr, and Mrs. A. R. G. SOLMSSEN,
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EVERETT, WaASH., April 27, 1953,
Senator WayNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Everett Federation of Teachers, Local T72,
unanimously congratulate you for coura-
geous fight against tidelands bill.
DeNZIL WALTERS,
Corresponding Secretary.

CHICAGO, ILL., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:
Congratulations on your tidelands speech.
Best wishes for eventual success.
CHas. BusHONG.

Dewnver, Coro., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on your herolc effort
against tidelands bill. There are many peo-
ple like us who feel as you do, and whose
sentiment should mobilize.
BerT and BETTY NASTER.

-——

PrrTsPIELD, Mass., April 27, 1953,
Senator WayNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:
We commend you on your stand re tide-
lands oil.
PeTER KLOPFER.
Tap GESEE.

New York, N. Y., April 28, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MoORSE,
Senate Office Building:
Congratulations and continue the great
fight against the oil grab.
WHOLESALE CLOTHING CLERKS UNION.

DeTrOIT, MICH., April 28, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Appreclate extraordinary tidelands fight,
Success in your independent efforts.
JERRY RAZNICK,
SANFORD ROSENZWEIG.
CHESTER BEEMAN,

MmwaAvreE, Wis., April 27, 1953.
Hon., WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.*
Congratulations on the remarkable educa-
tional job on tidelands oil. We hope you
and your colleagues will continue to carry
on the effort to educate the people on this
important issue and enable us to retain these
natural resources for all.
LesTER WASHBURN,
International President, United Au-
tomobile Workers, AFL,

NeEw Yorx, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
Hon, WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on your courageous uphill
fight to defeat the gross injustice of the tide-
lands oil legislation. The campaign you are
conducting will arouse the American people
against this great give-away and even compel
the press to give this important problem the
attention 1t deserves. On behalf of the
26,000 dressmakers of Local 22, ILGWTU, I wish
you strength and good health to continue the
concerted effort to preclude the dissipation
of our Nation's resources.
CHARLES 8, ZIMMERMAN,
Secretary-Manager, Local 22, ILGWU,
AFL.

BrooxLYN, N. Y., April 27, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on your speech before the
Senate against tidelands oil bill. You have
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shown forthright courage in denouncing the
offshore oil grab. May God give you
strength in all your future undertakings.
Frang FINK,
President,
Bottlers and Drivers’ Union, Local 345.

BrooxryN, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MoRsE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.?
Sincere congratulations for your splendid
speech in the Senate last Friday. We should
like to have a copy of the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp in®which the same is printed.
Respectfully yours,
WILLIAM (IERSBACH,
Chairman, Legislative Committee,
Local 116, UAW-CIO.

Frusuing, N, Y., April 27, 1953.
Hon, WAYNE C. MORSE,
Washington, D. C.*

Unqualifiedly behind your brilliant fight to
stop discredited ofl grab. Right to prolonged
discussion. Long approved by members of

opposition, Your integrity an inspiration.

Mr. and Mrs. M. PosIin.

Forest Hrurs, N, Y., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Washington, D. C.:

We heartily support your strenuous efforts
to prevent the Federal Government from giv-
ing away the tidelands oil. Please continue
to do your best.

JosepH KRUSKAL, Jr.,
Morris, BETTY, RACHEL, and
ADELE SOLOMON, '

—_—

New York, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MoRSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:
Congratulations on your great speech ex-
posing attempted tidelands-oil grab. Ameri-
can public looks to you for protection.
AMALGAMATED CLOTHING WORKERS
OF AMERICA, LocAL 324,
VINCENT MESSINA.

PHILADELPHIA, PA., April 27, 1953.
Hon. WAYNE MoRsE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:
Your 22-hour stand in an inspiration.
You stood for everything decent.

i'Y:.'u.t stood for the people for whom Lincoln
died.

Your stand was for walor, honor, and
brotherhood. With your permission we
should like to memorialize your stand by the
allocation of a stand of 22 trees.

BEnyaMIN H. DYSHEL,
Dyshel Foundation, Feasterville, Pa.

NEw York, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE, ,
Senate Office Building:

School Lunch Employees, Local 372,
GCEQOC-CIO, applauds your magnificent
fight against tidelands-oil grab. You have
our full support in fighting for the best in-
terests of our country.

HarrY GRAY, President.
PHILADELPHIA, PA., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MoRSE:

The Nation is proud of one of the most
independent Senators we have. Congratula-
tions,

HucH O'DONNELL,
Vice President, TWU-CIO.
NeEw York, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

Congratulations on great fight against

tideland-oil grab led by you. Your fight is
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people’s fight. I am sure people will no
forget. Behind you 100 percent.
ELLis F. VANRIPER,
Transport Workers Union, Local 100,

DoyLESTOWN, PA., April 27, 1953.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Buidling:
Congratulations to you in protecting the
tidelands-oil bill, Keep it up.
PETER W. ELKINGTON.

New York, N. Y., April 27, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE: .
Congratulations on the splendid job done
concerning tidelands oil.
Locar 977, UNITED AuTo WORKERS, CIO.

PHILADELPHIA, PA., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

As an officer of the Transport Workers
Union, Local 234, a hearty “thanks” for your
magnificent stand on the rights of the peo-
ple against property rights, the issue of tide-
lands oil.

JoEN DONNELLY,
Secretary-Treasurer.

New Yorx, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
Benator WaYNE MogsE,
Senate Office Building:

On behalf of Brewers Union, Local No. 1,
please accept heartiest congratulations for
your magnificent speech exposing attempts
to steal tidelands oil from the American
people.

Emm T. WEICHAND,
Secretary-Treasurer.
HENRY BARTELS,
Secretary.
PHILADELPHIA, PA., April 27, 1953,
Senator WAYrNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

On behalf of the Transport Workers Union,
CI0, I say “Thanks” for a job well done on
the tidelands-oil issue. The so-called little
man is behind you 100 percent.

Lou DWYER,
International Vice President.
PHILADELPHIA, PA., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

The people of the United States will long
remember you for your stand in tidelands
oll. Millions of young Americans, if this is
won, will be eternally grateful.

Wirriam Howre,
Vice President, Transport Workers
Union.

New Yorg, N. Y., April 27, 1953,
Senator WayNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

Congratulations on your great exposé of
the tidelands-oil steal. Urge you to keep up
the great fight for the people.

MORTIMER GELLIS,
President, Local 1706, IAWOC-CIO.

New York, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
‘Senator WayNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

Congratulations on your magnificent fight
in exposing tidelands oil steal. We pledge
you our full support in your fight for the best
interests of the American people.

RATMOND DIANA,
Ezxecutive Secretary, New York Joint
Board, Government and Civie Em=-
ployees, CIO.
PHILADLEFPHIA, Pa.,, April 27, 1953,
Senator WayNeE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

As a member of organized labor I want to
take this opportunity to say thanks for your
stand on the tidelands oil issue.

JEAN REILLY,
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PHILADLEPHIA, PA., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MossE,
Senate Office Building:
¥ am sure that I do not speak for the Trans-
port workers of Philadelphia only when I tell
you that we are behind you in your stand on
the tidelands oil issue 100 percent.
Frang FINN,
Staff Officer, Local 234, TWU-CIO.

PHILADLEPHIA, PA., April 27, 1953.
Senator WayneE MoRsE,
Senate Office Building:

I am sure that the 22 hours will seem a
fleeting moment when the issue of the tide-
lands oil is resolved. I have mo doubt that
the question will be resolved in favor of Fed-
eral ownership. Congratulations.

Tep JOHENSON,
Staff Officer, TWU-CIO.

_—

PHILADELFHIA, PA., April 27, 1953.
Senator WayNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

As a member of organized labor I want
to take this opportunity to say thanks for
your stand on the tidelands oil issue.

KATHERINE TAYLOR,

PHILADELPHIA, Pa., April 27, 1953.
Senator Wayne MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

As a member of organized labor I want
to take this opportunity to say thanks for
your stand on the tidelands oil issue.

BARBARA LICHTMAN,

PHILADELPHIA, PA., April 27, 1953.
Senator WayNE MoORSE,
Senate Office Building:

As a member of organized labor I want
to take this opportunity to say thanks for
your stand on the tidelands oil issue,

BETTY BROSEO.

PHILADELPHIA, PA., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

As a member of organized labor I want
to take this opportunity to say thanks for
your stand on the tidelands oil issue.

MARGARET BARNES.

PHILADELPHIA, PA., April 27, 1953,
Senator WayNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

As a member of organized labor, I want to
take this opportunity to say “thanks” for
your stand on the tidelands oll issue,

FAY LOVETTE.
PHILADELPHIA, PA., April 27, 1953,
Senator Wa¥Ne MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

As a member of organized labor I want to
take this opportunity to say “thanks” for
your stand on the tidelands oll issue.

Apa Eartz.
New York, N, Y., April 27, 1953.
Benator WAYNE MORSE:

On behalf of our 3,000 members we con-
gratulate you on your great feat of exposing
in your marathon speech the offshore oil
steal. This fraud upon the American people
makes the Teapot Dome swindle look like
petty larceny. Please keep up the good fight.

N. JEroME EAPLAN,
President, Retail Drygoods and
Chain Store Employees Union,
Local 1102, CIO.

PHILADELPHIA, PA,, April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MorsE,
Senate Office Building:

As a member of organized labor I want
to take this opportunity to say “thanks” for
your stand on the tidelands oil issue,

EVELYN FABRICCL
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NeEw YoRrk, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
Senator WayNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

Congratulate you wholeheartedly on your
gallant fight and exposure of the tidelands
oll steal. We realize now that this gigantie
steal makes the Teapot Dome affair petty.
We pledge you our full support in your fight
for the best interests of the American peo-
ple.

IrviNg M. StMON,
President, Retail, Wholesale, and
Department Store Union, CIO.

—_—

NeEw Yorx, N, Y., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

The New York joint board of the Amal-
gamated Clothing Workers of America con-
gratulates you wholeheartedly on your gal-
lant fight and exposure of the tidelands ofl
giveaway. This attempt to rob the Amer-
ican people of its natural resources deserves
the condemnation of all patriotic citizens.
We are all with you in this fight,

Lovuls HOLLANDER,
VINCENT LACAPRIA, Comanagers,
ABRAHAM 2
Seeretary-Treasurer,
New York Joint Board, Amalgamated
Clothing Workers of America.

PHILADELPHIA, PA., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MoORsE,
Senate Office Building:

As president of local 234, Transport Work-
ers Union, CIO, representing 10,000 members
in the Philadelphia area, I wish to congratu=
late you on a magnificlent job done on be=-
half of the people of the United States.
Your stand on the tideland oil issue is con-
sistent with the prineciples on which this
country was built and on which it has at-
tained the high measures of achievement
;hat it has both in the economic and social

eld.

Paun O'RoURKE, President.

New York, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
Senator Wa¥YNE MoRsE,
Senate Office Building:

On behalf of over 3,600 members of our
union and their families, congratulations
for your courageous fight for us and all
Americans against the tidelands oil steal.
Citizens and children of our State too will
be deprived immeasurably of much needed
aid in education and other benefits. The
expose of the big oll stake by special interests
must be on the record for all Americans to
take note. Congratulations.

Franwe Forr,
President, Watch and Jewelry Work-
ers Union, Local 147, CIO,

New Yorx, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MoRSE:

We are applauding your marathon speech
of the tideland oll steal which rich resource
your aim is to keep for the bemnefit of all
American people instead of a few oll barons.
We are gratified to you Senator for such
stand of bravery of civic service to the coun-
try in the name of 15,000 shoe workers of
Greater New York and of our joint couneil
Number 13. Please accept our expression of
deep admiration.

F1I. DENOVELLIS,
Secretary-Treasurer, United Shoe
Workers of America, CIO.

—

New YorE, N. Y., April 25, 1953,
Senator Morse,
Senate Chamber:

Congratulations. Talk to kill that bill
Don’t let them steal public property for pri-
vate gain.

Mrs. G. EROTINGER.
Joy KROTINGER,
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BrOOELYN, N. Y., April 25, 1953.
Senator MORSE,
Senate Chamber:

Please support the Senator Hin amend-
ment to the oil bill now under debate in the
United States Senate. The President seems
to ignore the three favorable decisions of
the Supreme Court on this matter.

JAMES P, WARREN,

_—

WanIinG RIVER, N. Y., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Chamber:

Delighted to hear of your perseverance in
opposing shortsighted sell-out to local in-
terests by Republicans on tidelands oil.

ELEANOR DELAGUNAIN.

BrooKLYN, N. Y., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Chamber:

Bm: Thank God there are still a few men
willing to stand up against this oil robbery.
How many mink coats will tidelands buy?

HERBERT BARNETT.

BROOELYN, N. Y., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:
Don't let those thieves steal our oil.
HARRY MARSHAK.,

CLEVELAND, OHIO, April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate:

Our prayers are with you to fight those
ghouls and moral IV-F's. Eeep tidelands
for America. L

B g Karr CERNY,

_——

New Yore, N. Y., April 25, 1953,
Senator WaYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:
Congratulations. Superb
formance on public behalf.
against base stealers.

sacrificial per=-
Keep slugging

RosE TERLIN.

ST. Louis, Mo., April 25, 1953.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.r
Thanks for your tireless effort to throw the
spotlight on the iniguitous offshore oil grab.
Those greedy despoilers of America’s natural
resources deserve your continued and un=-
stinting opposition.
WARREN BECKMAN,
RicHARD EEARNS.

BROCETON, Mass., A4pril 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.»

Am prouder than ever to have had the
opportunity to shake your hand prior to
the election In Boston. If southern Demo-
crats can stop civil-rights legislation cer-
tainly we can stop what is an attempt to
legalize an oil scandal.

GeorcE M. RoMM.

GREELEY, Colo., April 25, 1953.
Senator WayNeE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on your wonderful all-
night speech. The misnamed tidelands oil
bill is the biggest financial grab of the 20th
century, Its passage can and must be pre-
vented., Talk until the cltizenry of the
United States becomes aware of the impli-
cations of the attempted robbery of wealth
belonging to all
H. P. CHRISTENSEN.

Erie, PA., April 25, 1953.
Senator WayNE MoRsE,
Senate Office Building.
DEeAR SENATOR: Accept our many heartfelt
congratulations on your tremendous feat on
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holding the Senate floor for all-time record
of over 22 hours against the scandalous and
disgraceful plunder of the Nation's oil re-
serves. We all pray for additional strength
and encouragement for yourself and your
colleagues to hold out for many days against
this brazen looting of the national domain.
RarrH W. TILLOTSON,
CIO Director.
New Yorx, N, Y., April 26, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Hearty congratulations on your wonder-
ful fight to prevent the plunder of our coun=
try's natural resources by private interest.
It's about time we gave the southern reac-
tionaries a dose of their own medicine. EKeep
up the good fight,

HerBERT HILL.
New York, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MoORSE,
Senate Office Building:

Congratulations on your forthright and
dramatic stand against the tidelands oil
grab. Your leadership in this debate has
given new hope to many people.

MICHAEL J, QUILL,
International President, Transport
Workers Union of America,

New Yorx, N. Y., April 27, 1953,
Senator WaYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

Our sincerest congratulations on your
marathon speech exposing the tidelands oil
steal, You are doing yeoman service for all
of us,

SepasTIAN J. REBALDO,
Business Manager, United Optical
Workers Union, Local 208, CIO.

New York, N. Y., April 27, 1953,
Hon, WAYNE MORSE, !
United States Senale!

The New York Newspaper Guild, repre-
senting 8,000 working newspapermen and
women, salute you for your most eous
fight against the tidelands-oil steal. We
stand ready to lend you any asslstance to
prevent another Teapot Dome.

OrrIcERS OF THE NEw YORK
NEWSPAPER GUILD,
M. MicHAEL POTOKER,
Secretary-Treasurer.
New Yorx, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

Six thousand furniture workers, members
of Local 76-B, CIO, wholeheartedly congrat-
ulate you on your gallant fight exposing
tidelands-oil steal. Fully realize this gigan-
tic steal makes Teapot Dome affair insignifi-
cant. We pledge you our full support in your
fight for best interests of American people.

MicEAEL DEcICCcO,
Manager.

JosEPH GARRAFFA,
Financial Secretary.

Lowa Istaxnp Crry, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MoRsE,
Senate Office Building:

Congratulate you wholeheartedly on your
gallant fight and exposure of the tidelands-
oil steal, We realize now that this gigantic
steal makes the Teapot Dome affair petty.
We pledge you our full support on behalf of
3,000 of IUE-CIO in your fight for the best
interests of the American people.

HucH AMIDEO,
President, Local 463, IUE-CIO.

L
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New Yorgr, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAaYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:
Full support of our membership is behind
your splendid efforts to prevent tidelands

FEDERATION OF SHORTHAND REPORT-
Ems, Liu, LocAaL 1813, CONGRESS OF
INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS.

New York, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

In behalf of the membership of our union
wish to congratulate you on your heroic ef-
fort to stop the tidelands oil steal. The
American people will remember and honor
those who fight in their cause.

Davip ERUMHOLZ,
Business Manager, Retail Furniture
and Floor Covering Employees
Union, Local 853, CIO.

New Yorxk, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

On behalf of the 40,000 members of local
100, trangport workers union, may I extend
our congratulations on your outstanding feat
in exposing in your marathon speech the
tidelands oil steal. Your daring and coura-
geous stand on behalf of all the people is
deeply appreciated by our organization and
its members.

MATHEW GUINAN,
President, Local 100, Transport Work-
ers Union.
New Yorx, N. Y., April 28, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate:

Your fight on tidelands commendable.
Eeep up the good work.

(Unsigned.)

BrooELYN, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
Benator WAyneE MORSE!

Congratulate you wholeheartedly on your
gallant fight and exposure of the tideland
oil steal. We pledge you our full support in
your continued fight for the best interest of
the American people,

G. D. ProcoP10,
President, Shoe Service Union, Retail
Wholesale, and Departmeni Store
Union, CIO.

New Yorx, N. Y., April 27, 1953,
Senator WayNE MoRsE,
Senate Office Building,
Washingion, D. C.:

In the name of the Journeymen Tallors
Union, local No. 1, Amalgamated Clothing
Workers of America, we congratulate you on
your great feat In exposing the tidelands oil
steal.

JoURNEYMEN TAILORS UNION, LOCAL
No. 1,
Viro Giosa,

ONTARIO, CarLIrF.,, April 27, 1953,
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:
Washington, D. C.r
Congratulations on your logical debate
and effort to save tideland minerals and oil.
These belong to all the States by divine gift.
States right is & misnomer and indirect road
to giving to international cartel. Continue
your fight. Use every parliamentary means
to delay and defeat opposition.
M. A. TrIPP.
E. E. JOENSTON.

New Yorx, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on your great feat of ex-
posing the oll steal.
INDUSTRIAL UNION OF MARINE AND
SHIPBUILDING WORKERS OF AMER-
1cA, Locan 22,
Louis J. BRAVERMAN, President.
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LesTER, PA.,

Benator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,

Washington, D, C.r
(1) To Senator WAYNE MORSE my most
heartfelt congratulations to you for your
strong stand on the offshore oil bill. Each
and every schoolroom in America should give
your portrait its place of highest honor.
Every liberal of this Nation is coming to look
to you as his champion and the champion of
his children, God willing, I could think of
no greater honor than to introduce you as
our next President at the 1956 national con-
vention of any party whose banner you
choose to carry. (2) To you, President Eisen-
hower, and do not make the mistake of
thinking that I do not know my literary
ethics. You were addressed in second place
with calm deliberation. My views on this
bill are the views of my party. It is very
apparent that you are more concerned with
the setting back of the clock than you are
in the education of American children. (3)
A Philadelphia bulletin, dateline April 21,
states that Automobile Charlie Wilson wants
to concentrate all production of war goods
in a few big factories “to save expenge.” Oh,
to be sure, but it does not take a crystal ball
to tell that that is putting all your eggs in
one basket and I'm not fool enough to think
that Russian espionage will not know the
location of that basket. Pearl Harbor is
only 12 years history. You may rest assured,
Mr. President, that by means of newspaper
clippings and magazine reports a careful file
is being kept of your record.and come 1956,
with your present force, that record will be
fit only for crowbait. (4) To you, Senator
DuFF, I think that in the above portion of
this message addressed to Senator MoRse
and the President, respectively, I have stated
my views with sufficient clarity that you must
realize that your voting record will be care-
fully checked and my action at the polls con-
trolled thereby. A vote against Ameriea's
children is a vote to upset our political apple-
cart.

April 27, 1953,

GARFIELD C. BURKE,

New York, N. Y., April 28, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

On behalf of the members and officers of
Local No. 1, Amalgamated Lithographers of
America, I wish to congratulate you for your
vallant effort on your great feat of speech-
making to stop the tidelands oil steal,

FrangK GILLIGAN,
Pecording Secretary-Treasurer.

New Yorxg, N. Y., April 28, 1953.
Benator WAYNE MORSE:

Congratulations on your stand on behalf
of all the people against the tidelands oil
steal. Our sincere thanks for your out-
standing efforts.

DANTEL GILMARTIN,
JoHN HAMILTON,

Vice Presidents of Transport Workers
Union, Local 100.

New Yorxk, N. Y., April 28, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MoRSE,
Senate Office Building:
Congratulations on your wonderful battle
to save tidelands oil for all American peo=
ple. Your efforts deserve the undying ad-
miration and appreciation of every Ameri-
can,
Anmmau Rapio AssociaTiow, CIO,
. R. STEINBERG, President.
'Px-nur O'ROURKE, Vice President.
BERNARD L. SMITH,
Secretary-Treasurer,

FarRMINGDALE, N. J., April 27, 1953.
DeAr SeNaToR: I heartily support your
stand on the offshore oil bill.
Yours truly,
DAvID BOYAVIN,
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GARRETTSVILLE, OHIO.

Good work on the tidelands oil bill, Con=-
gratulations on getting it set aside, Hope
you can kill it permanently.

Yours,
Homer D. TITTLE,
BucKkHANNON, W. Va.
Senator MORSE,

Dear Sir: Keep the good of the United
States in mind not three States. I am sure
you will defeat the tidelands bill.

W, H. HILLHURT,
BROOKFIELD, ILL,

DeAr Sewartor: Congratulations on your
stand on the tidelands oll question.

You are to be commended on your inde-
pendent stand on all questions.

Keep up the good fight on the sellout to
the special privileged.

MarviN W. TOEPPER.
HammroN, OHIO,

Congratulations on resisting the grab of
Tidelands Oil for a few States. “The earth
is the Lords and the fulness thereof,” should
certainly be quoted to support the general
welfare.

HerMAN GECKLER.
BrooELYN, N. Y.

DeAr SENATOR MorsE: More power to you!
Congratulations on the fine stand (!) against
the Tidelands Oil grab.

Sincerely,

Mas. J. EaANE.

PITTSBURGH, PA.
Sir: Please, please keep fighting for the
Nation against special groups. Have heard
many favorable comments on your Tidelands
fight. I'm sure the bulk of the Nation is
with your group. More power to you.
Respectfully,

James Hivn,
BrookLyN, N. Y.
Dear SeNaTOR: Good luck to you and keep
up the good fight!
Hasry BROWN.,

CEepAR GROVE, N. J., April 26, 1953,
Dear SeEnaror Morse: I'm with you.
Sincerely,
JOSEPH SIEGER.
Meape, Eans., April 25, 1953.
Congratulations on your courageous stand
against this tidelands oll giveaway. I very
much approve of your position.
Best wishes,
LeonNArRD M. WoOLFE.
WoRTHINGTON, OHIO.
Please continue fight against (1) tide=
lands oll grab; (2) glft of synthetic fuel
plants to industry; (3) ditto for synthetic
rubber; (4) selling out TVA to public util-
ities lobby.
C. M. ALLEN.
Avrora, ILn.,, April 26, 1953.
Dear Sm: Eeep up the good fight. Amer-
ica belongs to all Americans, not just a se=
lect few.
EeNNETH J. DIXON,
LAWRENCE, EaANs., April 26, 1953.
Senator Morsk,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on your effort to prevent
the tidelands giveaway.
W. H, Buck.
LoNa IstanD, N. Y., April 26, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
DeAr SENATOR MORSE: My thanks and con=
gratulations on your gallant effort to drama-
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tize the offshore oil issue. T know that de-
feat on this issue will not diminish your
zeal on behalf of the people's welfare.
Most sincerely,
InviNg AMDUR.

MovunT VERNON, N, Y., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,

United States Senate,

Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR: Congratulations on a wone
derful fight. Don't give up that tidelands
battle now. I feel that we've got 'em on the
run.

Again, good luck.

JosErH A. Lowuis,

. New York, N, Y., April 26, 1953.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
Senator from Oregon,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR: Bravo for the splendid bat-

tle you have been waging to defeat the un-
derwater oil grab,

Sincerely,
G. R. GARRETT.

TEANECK, N. J., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR SEwATOR MoRSE: Congratulations,
Thank you for doing what you did to drama-
tize the tidelands issue now being debated
in the Senate. Keep up the wonderful work.
Don't let them steal the tidelands.

Sincerely,
MarviN D. EINHORN.

New York, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
Hon, WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sm: Congratulations on your at=
tempts to educate the people about the
issues of tideland oil. More power to you.

Bincerely yours,
MYRON EISENSTEIN.

MEeLROSE Park, Pa., April 26, 1953.
Senator WaYNE MORSE,
United States Senale,
Washington, D. C.

DeArR SENATOR MorsE: We appreclate very
much your stand on the so-called tidelands
oil bill, and feel that the fight you are
making is in the public interest.

ARTHUR FLORY.

UNTTED AUTOMOBILE, ATRCRAFT,
AGRICULTURAL IMPLEMENT WORK=-
ERS OF AMERICA (UAW-CIO),
Milwaukee, Wis., April 27, 1953.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR MogrsSe: Congratulations on
your wonderful 2214 -hour effort to bring to
the attention of the American public the
vital Anderson-HIill bill,

I think you were very successful in bring-
ing the attention of more and more people
to this subject, as your speech brought forth
the most publicity yet on this terrible give-
away of offshore oil. EKeep fighting, keep
talking, more and more of us hear your voice.

Very truly yours,
Br.n Dopbps,
Director, Education and Political
Action, Region 10, UAW-CIO.

P. 8—I would appreciate 1t very much if
you would send me a copy of your extended
speech.

PrrrssurcH, FA., April 27, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
The Senate, Washington, D. C.

DEeAr Sik: I am for Federal control on tide=
land oil.
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I also want to thank you for your effort
you put forward in order to arouse the pub-
lic. I hope your work was not in wvain,
Eeep up the good job you are doing.

Sincerely yours,
Mrs. ANNA EILERS.

—

CHICAGO, ILL., April 26, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear SENATOR MorsE: I am writing to
commend you for the valiant fight you have
been making against the so-called tidelands~
oil bill, This bill is an outright steal on the
American people, and it should be fought
to the last ditch. I hope you will continue
your opposition to it.

Ordinarily I do not approve of the use of
the filibuster. But in this case it is plain
that certain selfish interests have tried to
blitz the American people with their propa=
ganda, and they have succeded only too well.
Something dramatic, such as your record
speech on Friday, may catch attention and
draw interest to your side of the case. In
any case, if the proponents of this bill bring
out their heavy guns to break this filibuster
they will probably be forced later to use
the same weapons to put over civil-rights
legislation. The reactionaries can’t win both
ways. Or can they? Let's hope not. Again
I want to commend you for your great stand
for the public welfare.

Sincerely,
Froyp MULKEY,

Map1sonN, Wis., April 26, 1953.

DEAR SENATOR MoRSE: My wife and I have
been meaning to write you for some time in
order to thank you for taking stands that
truly represent our beliefs and interests to a
greater degree than any other Member of
the Senate. Your latest speech against the
tidelands-oil steal is only one episode in a
long line of courageous, public-spirited acts
that merit our hearty approval and sincere
thanks. And since you doubtless get more
than your share of personal abuse and vil-
lification, to say nothing of having to bear
the cross of an unfair press, we want you to
know that you have many friends across the
country who admire you and appreciate
your efforts on our behalf.

We are living in discouraging times for
liberals and those who try to think in terms
of the commonweal, but we can take heart
as long as we have men like you who are not
afrald to stand up for what is right, rather
than follow the shameless course of political
expediency, individual chicanery, and un-
conscionable fraud. We who are deeply
ashamed of the misrepresentation that we
Wisconsinites have today in the Senate are
proud that you are carrying on in the old
Bob La Follette tradition—a fitting course of
action for a former native of the State that
has contributed so much to the progressive
movement in days gone by.

Eeep up the good fight, Senator Mogse,
and more strength to your arm. We are
proud of you and we want you to know
that you have many friends throughout the
land who realize your worth and appreciate
your many battles in our name,

Yours sincerely,
JEAN CRONON.
EpMUND D. CrONON.
Mr. and Mrs. Edmund D. Cronon.

PrinceTON, W. VA., April 26, 1953.
Senator WaYyNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr SENaTOR: Strange things happen—
only scanty news over the radio and prac-
tically none in the press about the fine
speeches that you Senators are making who
are In opposition of the oil grab by the
coastal States.

You are making a noble fight for all the
people of the Nation and I know there must
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be many who are grateful to you for the
splendid stand that you are making. I can
see another Senator Norris or Senator La
Follette in you. My prayers are with you
and may God bless you and keep you stead-
fast in the great work that you are doing.
Very truly yours,
LawsoN FAULKNER,

MurrHYSBORO, ILL,, April 25, 1953,
Benator WaynNe Morsk,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SEnaTOR: You have my personal ap-
preciation for the great stand you have made
against the tidelands oil grab; and I will
add that I have heard many people express
the same opinion, giving you high praise.

Sincerely,
THEODORE BRADLEY,

DetroIT, MICH., April 26, 1953,
Sm: For your great and vallant fight for
all the people on the tidelands issue cur-
rently in the Senate, all we can say is, God
bless you.
Sincerely yours,
CHARLES J. ELAVOUS.

Cepar Rarins, Towa, April 26, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Washington, D. C.
Dear Sm: Just an appreciation of your ef-
forts to save the tidelands for the Nation,
Yours truly,
BELLE HANSEN,
DeEna HANSEN.

ATHENS, GA., April 25, 1953,
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR MORSE: As a subscriber to
the Congressionar Recorp, I have had the
opportunity to read the many speeches you
have made on the Senate floor during the
current session. First of all, since I find
them to be an excellent presentation of the
independent, liberal, and progressive pro=
gram, I would like to obtain reprints of*them
if you have made copies avallable in that
form.

I hope you will continue your battle to
obtain justice in the matter of committee
assignments which you have been denied
because you dared follow your conscience in
certain matters.

In today's news I read that you have fin-
ished one of the longest speeches on record.
I am looking forward to reading it in the
REecorp when it is released.

I have always been an opponent of the
filibuster as a means to defeat legislation—
and it has been used successfully for this
purpose in times past. However, those who
rule the Republican Party have condoned
its use in the past, and their support of the
Wherry rule has made it well nigh impos-
sible to obtain a working rule to eliminate
its use. I feel, therefore, that if they con-
done its use—and they have—Ilet them have
it now. Let it be used now to help prevent
the passage of what I believe is one of the
most vicious pleces of legislation ever pro-
posed.

Again, Senator, keep up the excellent work
you are doing. I know that at times it may
seem that you are battling alone, but I believe
you do have the admiration and support of
independent, thinking men and women.

Sincerely yours,
JoEN W. ANDERSON.

THE ATOEA CoUNTY TIMES,
Atoka, Okla.
Senator WayNe MOoRSE,

Washington, D. C.

DEeAr BENATOR: This is the first time in my
life that I have ever written a Senator from
another State on any matter, but I just must
congratulate you on your gallant tidelands
fight. It does my heart good to see a man
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who places his country above his party, and
perhaps before his own success.

I see the tidelands matter as a vast give-
away of inherent rights of the Federal Gov-
ernment. If you lose this fight (Heaven for-
bid it) I hope you can tack an amendment
onto the tidelands bill that would prohibit
the spending of any Federal money on any
rivers, harbors, or tidelands improvement of
any State exercising their rights over the
tidelands.

Sincerely,
ANDREW PHILLIPS.

SHIPPENSBURG, PA., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYyNE MoORSE,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR Morse: With the very es-
sence of sincerity I wish to commend you
on your Senate voting record of the past.
Your position on the tidelands oil issue is
quite consistent with your record of liberal
leadership within Republican ranks.

I cannot contain some expression of ap=-
preciation for the fact that you have, accord=
ing to the mandates of your own conscience,
kept faith with the democratic maxim—the
greatest good for the greatest number. You
have shown that principle need not be alien-
ated from politics. For this, the people of
Oregon, and indeed the people of the United
States, should be very appreciative.

When I consider your unique political sit=
uation I think of a statement by Woodrow
Wilson: “God save a free country from cau-
tious men—men, I mean, cautious for them-
selves—for cautious men are men who will
not speak the truth if the speaking of it -
threatens to damage them.” I am proud
that the Senate contains a man whose
thoughts have not been channeled by the
caution of which Woodrow Wilson spoke.

With personal best wishes for the future
and a lengthy Senate career devoted to the
prineiples of liberalism, I am

Very truly yours,
RoserT A. RoTZ.

New RocHELLE, N. Y., April 26, 1953,
DEeAr SENATOR MoRsE: Had I the tongues of
men and of angels, I could not convey to you
my sense of gratitude for your superb 22-
hour attack on the tidelands oil bill. What
a man! There is so much chicanery and
stupidity In Congress that such ex-
hibition of mental and physical energy and
discipline and above all of courage, electrifies
the public. Few men could put on such a
demonstration, and I doubt if anybody but
you would! For no matter how you may
minimize your effort, I can only think of
Hercules’ job on the Augean Stables in
comparison.
With deepest appreciation,
Mary GrAY PECE.

RosL¥N, N. Y., April 28, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

Congratulations on your courageous speech
exposing the tideland oil steal. The workers
of this local are solidly behind you in this
most Iimportant struggle with the greedy

oil trusts.
ANTHONY MaAzzOCCHI,
President, Local 149, United Gas
Coke and Chemical Workers of
America, CIO.

New York, N. Y., April 28, 1953.
Senator WAYyNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

On behalf 2,600 members our organiza-
tlon most heartily and sincerely congratulate
you your outstanding effort in tidelands oil
issue. We urge you continue your good fight.

MURRAY WEINSTEIN,
Manager, New York Clothing
Cutters Union.
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INDIANAPOLIS, IND., April 26, 1953.
SenATOR MoORsE: Thanks for your great
assistance to save the tidelands for all 48
States. With admiration we read of your
great support against this measure.
EVELYN WALTON.

Mapison, Wis., April 25, 1953.
DEAR SENATOR: Go to it. The people are in
back of you. The politicians who have been
bought off will be forgotten. But you and
the rest of the good men who are fighting
the battle for our children’s education will
be honored. Those in power are laughing

now, but we will beat them.
Sincerely yours,
PHILIP SIEKERITZ.

New Yorx CrITY, April 27, 1593.
Just a word of admiration and approval
for the fine job you are doing regarding the
tidelands oil. It is most encouraging to
realize there are men like yourself in gov-
ernment. I hope you will continue your

excellent activities for a long time,
Very truly,
BEVERLY GEIGER

Mrs. Lewis B, Geiger,

Aprirn 26, 1953.
DeAR SENATOR MoRrsE: I want to thank you,
and the other Sendators who have stood with
you, including our own great Senator LEH=-
mAN, for the good fight you are waging in
behalf of the people’s rights. I hope you are
getting plenty of encouragement, and that
your efforts will have the desired effect of
- arousing the people to a realization of what
is involved. What a fraud has been perpe-
trated on the people by the “great crusade.”

Bincerely,
REBECCA JAFFE.

FrusHING, N. Y., April 26, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
The Senate, Washington, D. C.
HonNorRABLE Sm: Although I am not a con-
stituent of yours, after reading about your
remarkable stand In the Senate against the
tidelands oil bill, I felt that I must congratu-
late you for the courageous action that you
have taken. Too few of your colleagues have
dared to speak out against this infamous
plunder of the country’s natural resources.
It is not a proud moment in the Nation's
history, except for the fight waged by you
and a handful of courageous Senators.
Whether or not you are successful in the
battle, you have earned the admiration and
gratitude of the American people.
Respectfully yours,
MARTIN BLUMBERG.

Decator, Iun., April 28, 1953,

DeAR SENATOR MoRsE: Please accept my
sincere thanks for the magnificent fight you
are waging against the offshore oil bill. The
people owe you a great deal.

Very truly yours,
W. H. BATTERSHELL,
(A school teacher).
ArriL 25, 1953.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.:

DEAR SENATOR: Your conduct and remarks
of the past few days on the Senate floor has
placed your name alongside such distin-
guished Senators as Senators Borah, Norris,
and other great Senators who always main-
tained that the welfare of the Nation tran-
scended the “rights” of the individual
States. If I am among the living in 1956, I
shall feel honored to contribute to your
campaign for reelection. I do not believe
that the citizens of Oregon will fail you; on
the other hand, I am sure that they are
proud of you.

Yours truly,
Orravio CONTL
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UrBaANA, ILL., April 24, 1953.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SewNaTOR: Congratulations on your
fight for liberalism and a government dedi-
cated to benefiting the people, rather than
the powers. As a former social-studies
teacher and a teacher of soclal-studies stu-
dent teachers, I find it increasingly difficult
to inform myself and suggest sources where-
by their future students can get at the facts.

I am encouraged by your Friday speeches,
of which I learned through your talks on
Frank Edwards’ program, and your fight on
the so-called tidelands oil legislation.
Would you be willing to send me any mate-
rials you may have on these Friday speeches
and the oil fight.

Senator, thank you for carrying on the
fight, What can we do? What can I do?

Sincerely yours,
OmMER WILLIAM RENFREW.

StaTeE CoLLEGE, PA., April 25, 1953.
Senator WayNE L. MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Smm: I am inspired by your coura-
geous stand on the tidelands ofl bill, and
other issues. It is truly rare that one finds
a man in the legislative branch of our Gov=-
ernment who has the courage to do what is
right without regard to the personal conse-
quences. Keep up the good work.

Very sincerely yours,
GerALD HUuGH ELEAN.

—_—

St. Pavr’s MerHODIST CHURCH,
IrvINGTON-oN-HUDSON, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
Dear BewaTorR Momse: Congratulations,
God bless you for your gallant fight in be-
half of the American people. Your name
will go down in the history books, and will
be remembered long after the names of the
“what's good for General Motors is good for
the country” boys have been forgotten.
May your courage inspire others to join
the fight for the future.
Sincerely,
Lee H. BaLL,

il

Hiee Point, N. C., April 27, 1953.
Benator Wayne MoORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR Morse: I am not a constit-
uent of yours but may I thank you for the
splendid battle you and other Senators are
waging for all the people of the United
Btates. Your magnificent debate against the
tidelands bill and your unceasing fight for
all things that are right leaves the Ameri-
can people deeply in your debt.

Sincerely yours,
: EATHERINE MORRIS.

BROOKLYN, N. Y., April 27, 1853.
MY DEAR SENATOR MoORrsSE: Please accept my
appreciation for the grueling task that you
undertook in order to call the tidelands oil
issue to the attention of the people.
I think it was a very courageous and fine
thing to do. Good luck.
Sincerely,
Mrs. BEATRICE GOLDBERG.

BrooxLyYN, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
Dear SeNnaTOR: Congratulations on your
splendid endeavor to awaken interest in the
crucial tidelands debate. Also, I think you've
shown remarkable foresight in withdrawing
from the Republican Party when you did.
ANTHONY MONTIGLIO.

FrusmiNg, N. Y., April 28.
DeAR SENATOR Morse; As a Purple Heart
veteran (78th Infantry Division), I want to
congratulate you on your unceasing efforts
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to speak in favor of Federal control of our
mineral resources.
May I receive a copy of your extensive
speech delivered for almost 1 full day.
Sincerely yours,
BENJAMIN MIGDAL,

ArrIL 25, 1953.

Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Building, Washington, D. C.

DEar SENATOR MORSE: Congratulations on

your fight against the tidelands oil bill.
Your fine showing should help to wake up
Americans to the consequences should such
a bill, as you're fighting against, ever be
passed.
I truly admire your courage and it's re-
freshing to know that we still have a few
men left in this country who stand up and
fight for their convictions.

I regret not living in your home State as
I would be honored to work and to cast my
vote for your reelection,

Sincerely yours,
DonaALp J. McGEeE and FAMILY.
GARDEN CrTY, N. Y., April 26, 1953.

Dear SENATOR MoORsE: Congratulations on
your gallant fight to prevent the largest give-
away in history.

Has 1t been emphasized that the oil royal-
tles from these offshore oil reserves could
help (a) balance the budget, and (b) reduce
taxes?

Posterity will record who was right on this
issue.

Very truly yours,
JoaNn W. FAGER,
New YOREK, N, Y., April 27, 1953,
Hon. WAYNE MoRSE,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR: Congratulations on your
wonderful effort to bring to the attention of
the public the fact that “its pockets are
being picked” of billions of dollars of natural
resources.

It 1s work llke yours that leaves its mark
in the history of our country.

Respectfully yours,
SmNEY J. RODNER,

WYNNEWOOD, PA,
OFFICE oF SENATOR WAYNE MoORSE,
Washington, D. C.
Dear Smm: Congratulations.
You're a true liberal and a patriot.
Sincerely yours,
ADELINE S. LAPLANTE,
Fam Lawn, N. J.
Hon. Senator WAYNE MorRsE,
Senate of the United States,
Washington, D. C.
DeArR SewATOR: Congratulations, Your
stand on the tideland oll bill inspires us.
Sincerely yours.
©  GerRTRUDE and Hans HartZ.
WeST CHESHIRE, CONN,
Senator WaynE MoORSE,
United States Senate Building,
Washington, D. C.
Dear SENATOR MoRsE: At long last the
newspapers of Connecticut are bringing to
light the long debate of the oll issue. My
congratulations to you for your part in fore-
ing this issue to a head. It is imperative
that such important debate reach the eyes
and ears of the populace, and if this can only
occur through a 22-hour and 26-minute
speech I thank God for your strong voice,
Sincerely yours,
RicHARD T. SKINGER.
BRONZX, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
DeAr SeENATOR MonsE: Your epic stand
against the offshore oil bill will not easily be
forgotten.
Respectfully yours,
WarreN A. KiscH.
Truly in the tradition of Jefferson, Jack-
son, Roosevelt, and Truman.
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EAsT LEVERETT, Mass., April 27, 1953.
Benator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR MoRSE: I decided that if you
could give so unstintingly of yoursell to
awaken public interest and defeat the tide-
lands oil bill, the very least I could do is to
let you know that some of us are grateful
and wish we could do more to help you.

I enclose a copy of my letter to the New
York Times seconding your efforts. I don't
expect it will get published, and I'm not
gure that it agrees with your own views, for
I have not seen your long recent speech.
You. are free to make whatever use of my
letter you wish—which is probably very
little. I shall certainly get in touch with
my Massachusetts Representatives,

Sincerely,
CHARLES L. SANFORD.

New York, N. Y., April 27, 1953,

DrAR SENATOR: May I express my complete
admiration for your wonderful work? Your
principles are good, but your fight for them
is better.

Keep up the good work. You're bound to
break through some day to the people for
what you are and then everybody will be
better off.

Sincerely yours,
BENJ. HERBSTMAN,

—_—

NeEw PROVIDENCE, N. J., April 26, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr SenAToR: Let us commend you on
your temporary trilumph against the offshore
oil bill, This is at least bringing the matter
more to the attention of the public.

We applauded your stand as an independ-
ent at the time of your exit from the Re-
publican Party. Much Interest is aroused
when we see the name of Senator MorsE in
the news.

The revenues from the offshore oil could
certainly do a great deal toward improving
the educational facilities of the Nation.

More power to you. May more men in
public life catch your inspiration.

SBincerely,
IsapErn MoLL,
JorN MoLL.
Mr. and Mrs. JoEN MoLy,

East LEVERETT, Mass., April 26, 1953.
EnrTor, THE NEW YORK TIMES,

Sm: Debate in the Senate on the so-called
tidelands oil bill has raised in my mind some
disturbing questions:

Whether the attempt to transfer the sub-
merged oll reserves to the disposition of the
several States is not the latest step in the
pillage of the natural resources and public
domain of a continent primarily for private
profit?

Whether the several States would not in
turn relinquish their paramount interest in
these oll reserves to a few individual specu-
lators and oil men?

Whether the money of the Texas oll mil-
lionaires is indeed clean money?

Whether the Republican administration is
not in effect trying to legalize a steal quite
as venal as the corruption against which it
has been avowedly crusading?

Whether the general publie, if it fully un-
derstood the issues, would not prefer to have
the National Government keep these oil re-
serves and use the income from them to im-
prove the public school system?

In the light of these questions I find it dif-
ficult to belleve that General Eisenhower re-
ceived a mandate to dispose of public oil re=
serves valued conservatively at $50 billion,

Sincerely,
CHARLES L, SANFORD.
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; Passarc, N. J.
Hon. WAYNE L. MORSE,
United States Senate.
DEear SENATOR Morse: Congratulations and
the more power to you.
I wish I were an Oregon resident so that
I could vote for you in the next election.
Sincerely yours,
REUBEN GOODMAN.

e

APrIL 27, 1953,
Senator WayNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building.

Dear SeEnaTOR: Congratulations on your
work on the tidelands oil bill.

We need more men like you in our Sen=-
ate and House. Why do some of the Sen-
ators want to give that oil land away. That
is beyond my understanding.

Sincerely yours,
Cora E. EVERSON,

NEw Yorgk, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sm: Congratulations on your lengthy
speech in the Senate yesterday. FPerhaps a
small band of liberals can still protect us
from a grande theft.

Your spirit of political independence is in
the nature of supporting legislation which is
beneficial to most people, and it is the most
honorable line any elected figure can fol-
low.

Respectfully yours,
BERNARD JOBACMAN,

AvBaNy, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
Hon, WAYNE MORSE, -
United States Senator,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr SENATOR MoRsSE: If I were your con-
stituent, you could be sure of one additional
vote. I am sorry, I am not.

I want to express my admiration and
thanks for your courageous fight against the
oll grab.

My humble opinion is that you are 100
percent right and if I were in your place
and had the strength and the character, I
would do the same.

Unfortunately there are too many igno-
rant, selfish, or cowardly people in Congress
and outside of it. They don’t seem to be
able to see the implications of what they are
doing. Don't let that discourage you and
your friends who fight with you. We need
men like you who represent the country
and all of us, not just for themselves and a
few of their friends.

Very truly yours,
GEORGE SCHEIDER,

Bavtivore, Mbp., April 25, 1953.
Hon, WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.:

DEAR SENATOR MoORSE: Permit me to express
my personal appreciation of your splendid
efforts in opposition to the Submerged Lands
Act.

It may be a losing battle for now, but I
feel certain that public opinion will be so
aroused that the problem will be a national
issue again in 1954.

Yours very truly,
RoOBERT B. EIMBLE,

New Yorg, N. Y.

DEArR SENATOR MoRsE: Congratulations on
your dramatic demonstration of the absurd-
ity of the giveaway. Please talk until 1854,
if necessary, so that the people can express
themselves.

But let the liberals now be as crafty as the
reactionaries. Take all the quorum calls
you can, Spare yourself as much as pos-
sible for further Ereat work.
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Thanks to your great speech, I've just
written Senator Ives, asking in a moderate
tone how a New York Senator can favor this
gift. And I'm telephoning my friends to try
to start a small chain reaction.

Sincerely,
ARNOLD MALEAN.

Don't let up.

BROOKLYN, N. Y., April 25, 1953.

Dear SenaTOR: May I express my thanks
for your fight in behalf of all the people on
the question of tidelands oil.

I hope that you and the other fighters
for the people will talk for weeks and weeks
to prevent a vote from being taken.

Yours very respectfully,
PaoL J. BoNnoM.

P. 8.—Up to now I've been against fili-
buster—but not on this issue,

. YowgEers, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senator,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENaTOR: I hasten to join your many
well-wishers and offer my personal saluta-
tions and congratulations upon your coura-
geous and determined stand in focusing at-
tention on a deliberate attempt of a
tremendous steal of offshore oil that we feel
belongs to the whole Nation.

Men of your type are far and few in be-
tween, and our beloved country needs many
more of your caliber to protect it from sel-
fish-seeking groups. - :

‘We pray that you may be spared to your
family and country for many more years of
usefulness.

It is the earnest hope of the undersigned
that your little band of liberals will eontinue
to grow and thereby be able to assist you
in your courageous progressive stand.

Sincerely yours,
Lovuts LEBLANG.

P. S—Remember “T, R." was a great pro-
gressive, too.

Sroux Crry, Iowa, April 26, 1953.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr SENATOR MoRsE: Just a word of com-
mendation to you, and the other truly public
spirited Senators, for the valiant fight you
are waging against the so-called tidelands
oil bill.

In view of President Eisenhower’s com-
mitment to sign the bill, it was our feeling
at the beginning that this was a lost cause.
However, there now appears to be a possi-
bility for accomplishing its defeat, and we
want you to know that we are in hearty
accord with the principle that the natural
resources of this Nation should devolve to
the interest of all of the people.

If you have the means at your disposal,
please convey our sentiment to the other
Senators who are assisting in efforts to pre-
vent that nefarious oil grab.

With a fervent wish for success, and with
kindest personal regards, I am

Bincerely yours,
JoHN SCHOEN, Secretary.

8r. Lovuls, Mo., April 26, 1953.

Dear SENaTOR Morse: This is an expres-
sion of thanks for your courageous stand on
the tidelands oil bill (8. J. Res. 13), which
has commanded the attention of honest and
fairminded people everywhere,

I have admired and sympathized with your
lone-wolf position since the November elec-
tions, and there must be millions of
thoughtful people everywhere who hold in
esteem men of your caliber and integrity, but
who, unfortunately, do not take the time to
express their thanks and appreciation. It
sometimes seems strange in contrast, that
one's critics are so vociferous,
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Please do not allow this terrific antagonism
which you face in the Senate, to dampen
your spirit, or get you down physically, as
s0 often happens when one feels surrounded
by critics and detractors.

As union steward for a group of clerical
workers, I have learned what it means to
try to please everyone, and to be virtually
crucified by the very people one is trying to
help, and have come to truly recognize and
draw courage and solace from Christ's words,
“Father, forgive them, for they know not
what they do.”

Be of stout heart; and thank you again.

Gratefully yours,
ALBERTA SMITH.

HYATTSVILLE, Mb., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.
DEAR SENATOR MoRsSE; Thank you most sin=-
cerely for your heroic performance to pre-
vent the unscrupulous paying of our birth-
right for a mess of pottage.
Truly yours, :
Sue M. BrETT.
ATLEEN W. BROMLEY.
GaY 8. DONNALLY.
HeLEN C. DERRICK.

ArriL 26, 1953.

Thank you, Senator Morse, for your sin-
cere effort to protect the interests of all of
us by keeping our oil out of the hands of a
few whom I fear would not use it wisely.
Thank God, we have you in our Senate,
one who is not afraid to speak and stand
on the faith of your conviction.

Only a few weeks ago in a letter from
our good friend and yours, Knute Hill,
former Congressman from Washington, he
sald, “Thank God for WAYNE Morse” and I
want you to know many people from whom
you will not hear are echoing the same
words. Keep up the good work.

Very sincerely,
Mrs. GoLpA MANLEY,

TARRYTOWN, N. Y.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.;

Dear SewAToR Morse: May we commend
you and your colleagues, Senators HiLL, LEH-
MAN, and KErFAUVER, for your couragecus
stand in the submerged lands debate.

Best wishes for your continued strength.

Sincerely,
E. MEREDITH HAWKINS.
VmmeiNia C. HAWKINS.

CuIcaco, ILL., April 27, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Washington, D.C.

D=ar SEnaTOR Morsi: I want to thank you
very much for the good work you are doing
for the people of our country. My family
and I greatly appreciate your efforts in trylng
to defeat the tidelands oil bill.

I only wish we had more Senators like
you in our Senate.

Respectfully yours,
MARVIN A. BERGER.
Mr. and Mrs, MARVIN A. BERGER.
Mr. and Mrs. BENJAMIN COST.

—_——

WaASHINGTON, D, C., April 26, 1953.
Sanator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SEnNATOR Morse: Thank you so much
for a really inspiring exhibit of oratory on
behalf of the liberal cause. Your speech of
April 24-26 was timely, interesting, to the
point.

The “small band of liberals” is not alone
in their fight on Senate Joint Resolution
13—nor are you alone in your criticism of
the Eisenhower foreign policy and the con=-
gressional committee system. We're behind
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you 100 percent. I wish we ecould have ap-
plauded you on Friday night, without fears
of an order to clear the gallery. Eeep it up,
Senator MorsEg, until the American people
come to their senses.
Very truly yours,
BETTY ANN HERSHBERGER.
‘WesT HEMPSTEAD, N, Y.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Washington, D. C.

DeArR SENATOR: We are two of the many
millions who ardently support your think-
ing. We wish to encourage you in your
fight to keep the tidelands in Federal hands.
Eeep up the good work.

Yours truly,
Mr. and Mrs, M. Roop.

Sea CLiFr, N. Y., April 27, 1953.

My DEAR SENATOR MorsSE: May I express my
sincere appreciation for your statesmanship
and moral integrity in your stand on the
offshore oll lands bill.

You and your courageous colleagues are
performing an invaluable service to your
countrymen. I hope history will accord you
the credit you deserve, if you continue to
speak for truth and enlightenment. The
press is not treating you fairly, Many of
the public are concerned with the principles
involved, and disagree that Mr. Eilsenhower’s
election was an endorsement of this matter,

I hope it will encourage you to know that
your voice is heard and valued by some citi-
Zens,

Yours very truly,
EstTHER D. LIPSON.

SWARTHMORE, PA., April 25, 1953,
Senator WaynE Mogse,

Senate Office Building,

Washington, D. C.

Dear SenaTor: I am writing to congrat-
ulate you for your magnificent struggle
against the Holland tidelands oil bill. I have
been most discouraged by the scanty cover-
age given to this most important issue by the
press and radio, but I think that your cam-
paign is beginning to succeed. The most re-
cent newscast gave the tidelands oil bill top
billing, repeating the bulletin twice. One of
the things mentioned was that you had just
completed a 22 -hour speech. Good for
you,

You may be eondemned for fililbustering,
since you are among the liberal Senators who
wish to change rule 22, but it seems to me
that if the majority of Senators wish the
rule to stand, then you have every right to
use it. Considering the circumstances—the
likelihood of offshore oil rights being given
to a few States, instead of being used to
benefit the whole Nation—you have a right
and a duty to use every weapon at your dis-
posal to defeat the Holland bill.

Again, congratulations.

Bincerely,
JEAN McKEE.

P. 8.—Me, too.

Emiry RawLiNgs Price.

WoLLASTON, Mass., April 28, 1953.
Hon. Wa¥ynNeE MoORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

My Desr SEnATOR Momse: Permit me to
congratulate you on your determined stand
against the tidelands oil steal.

I agree heartily with you that the pro-
posal to turn this back to the States is abso-
lutely against the public interest and totally
unnecessary.

It restores my faith In human nature to
find you willing and able to make a strong
fight whenever you see that special interests
are exploiting natural resources.

More power to you and thankful admira-
tion.

Sincerely yours,
DoroTHY P. HIrL.

April 28

BrownNsvILLE, PA., April 26, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MoRSE:

DEar Sm: Just a note to thank you for
your valiant fight to preserve the interest of
all the States against the Holland bill. Also
to commend your courage in facing up to
realities, and your perseverance in this de=-
bate. We are Republicans but were for Gov-
ernor Stevenson last fall, as his philosophy
came much nearer to what we want in our
Government.,

With kindest regards and best wishes,

Truly yours,
Magie T. WoLKE and FAMILY.

Forest HiLLs, N. Y., April 26, 1953,
DEAR SENATOR Mo=nsg: As a citizen of the
U. 8. A., I express my appreciation and ad-
miration for your great effort to prevent the
oil grab.
Very truly yours,
Sam NORKIN.

-

BroorLYN, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
Senator WaYNE MOREE,
Sengte Office Building,
_ Washington, D. C.

Dear SEnaTOR MorsE: I should like to ex-
press appreciation to you and your “small
band of liberals” for your attempt to edu-
cate both the American public and the Con-
gress of the United States on the matter of
our offshore oll.

Even if you maintain that you are not fili-
bustering (which frankly I do not take too
seriously) your talkathon has made head-
lines and thereby accomplished, in part,
your end of getting across to the people.

I, for one, can view this attempt on the
part of your former party and certain coastal
States as nothing better than a legalized
Teapot Dome. An attempt to rob the people
of the United States, and it is just that,
should not go unpublicized. Your efforts
deserve the thanks of all the people.

Sincerely yours,
ELLIOTT AUERBACH.

Bay SHorE, N, Y., April 26, 1953.
Senator WaynE MORSE,
The Capitol, Washington, D. C.

DEeARr Sir: Please accept our thanks for the
magnificent fight you are making against the
tidelands-oil grab.

We hope that your display of courage,
energy, and unselfish public devotion will
arouse the people of the country to an aware=
ness of the magnitude of this steal of public
resources. We feel that the continuance of
your fight may bring such a public outcry as
will throw the oil-lobby steamroller into
reverse gear.

Sincerely yours,
Mr, and Mrs. MorrIS A. FEUERSTEIN.

RIDGEFIELD, CONN., April 28, 1953.

DEAR SENATOR MoRsSE: Congratulations on
the fine stand you are taking down there in
the Senafe.

That independence of yours may be catch-
ing—keep it up.

Very cordially,
RoBERT FAWCETT.
BrooELYN, N. Y., April 26, 1953.

Dear Sewator Momrse: I just read of your
record demonstration against the pending
offshore oil bill and want to take this op=-
portunity to express my gratitude for your
rare integrity and courage in this matter.

I hope that the attendant publicity that
your dramatic performance elicited will be
effective in arousing an otherwise indifferent
electorate to respond and prevent this ne-
farious measure from being made a law.

I followed your comments during the last
campalgn with the utmost Interest and ad-
miration. What this country needs is more
people with your political philosophy, inde-
pendence of thought, and just the goal of
furthering the common good as opposed to
that of specialized groups.
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May your effort be effective and may you
be granted physical health and stamina to
continue your very great work.

Sincerely yours,
Miss RomoLa ETTINGER.
Baysing, LoNG Istanp, N. Y,
April 26, 1953.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senator, Oregon,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sm: Congratulations for your ef-
forts in opposing the tidelands oil biil.

I am certain the majority of the public,
if made cognizant of the issue, would sup-
port you and your colleagues in your fight
for national over individual interest.

Very truly yours,
ARLENE FINKERNAGEL,
WINTHROP, Mass., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DEeAr Simr: Please allow mé to extend my
sincerest thanks for your efforts in the pub-
lc interests. I too do not feel that the oil
in these United States are here simply to
enrich a few oil corporations.

I am writing to my own Senators asking
them to support your grand efforts.

Please do not take the trouble of any of
your staff to acknowledge this letter as all
your efforts will be best spent fighting for
the public interests.

Sincerely yours,
Davip EpovITZ,

HapponFIELD, N. J., April 26, 1953,
The Honorable Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SeEnaTOR: Though I am not one of
your constituents, I have often desired to
take up residence in the great State of
Oregon, knowing that I would be represented
by you.

You won my admiration when you ex-
plained your lengthy speech concerning the
Taft-Hartley bill to the students of the Uni-
versity of Colorado in late 1947.

And now, you and a handful of colleagues
stand between the greed of 4 States and the
people of all 48 States. I only hope that
your 221;-hour speech is made available to
all the people you have so ably placed above
party politics. In your own words “you have
principle because you have never compro-
mised your principles.” The hope you have
given me as well as inspiration serves as a
bulwark in my own mind against the ever
so mounting forces of reaction.

May the Good Lord keep you in the health-
fest of physical well-being, for civil rights
will come to pass as long as you continue
to champion the rights of all.

Of what service, Senator, can I be to the
common cause of fair play and justice to all
peoples of all lands?

Yours sincerely, .
MARVIN PERLMAN,
WasHINGTON, D, C,, April 27, 1853,
Hon, WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr WAYNE: I have just finished reading
your speech of April 24 and 25. It is a great
pity that the American press did not see fit
to report the contents of the speech. It was
excellent.

Sincerely,

ISADORE G. ALK.

YALE UNIVERSITY,
THE DIvINITY SCHOOL,
New Haven, Conn., April 26, 1953.
The Honorable WAYyNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Permit me to thank

your and your colleagues for the stubborn
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fight you are making against the enactment
of the offshore oil bill, It is difficult for me
to see what justice or sense of responsibility
for and to the Nation as a whole is present
in the position of those who want to give
away a public trust in this fashion. I hope
you can stave off the enactment of this bill
until the long view has had time to make
itself effective in the minds of American citi-
zens,
In any case, a hearty thank you.
Sincerely yours,
H, RICHARD NIEBUHR.

New York, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
DeArR SENATOR MORSE: Congratulations on
the splendid effort regarding the offshore oil
bill. Regardless of the outcome, I shall al-
ways appreciate what you have done.
Sincerely,
L MaTiLpa ToBIAS,

URBANA, ILL., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.
DeAr Sir: Thank you for your valiant ef-
forts to keep the so-called tidelands oil bill
from passing.
Very sincerely,
JAMES 8. AYARS.

_—

New YorK, N. Y., April 26, 1953,
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr SEnATOR MoORSE: Permit me to express
my heartiest congratulations on your histor-
ic, record-breaking speech in the Senate.

I am convinced that long after the current
Members of the Senate and the present ad-
ministration leaders are gone and forgotten,
thoughtful and grateful Americans will re-
call your name as the great American who
tried so valiantly to protect their interests.

I hope you are successful in arousing pub=-
lic opinion to recognize the dangers implicit
in the current tidelands oil bill. I hope, too,
that God grants you strength to do every=-
thing in your power to block this bill.

For myself, may I report that I have taken
a few hours on this beautiful Sunday after-
noon to write letters to Senators IVEs, FLAN~
pERs, ToBEY, and LANGER.

Respectfully yours,
RoBerT K. GOLDEN.

NeEw York CrTY, April 26, 1953.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Hon. WAYNE Morse: Congratulations on
your wonderful performance and great feat
of endurance in the filibuster against the oil
land grab. When the Southern Senators were
filibustering the civil rights bill were they
forced to stand as you were? Did the strict
Senate laws really apply to them? Please ad-
vise me on this as I have to settle an argu-
ment on this score.

Please continue your great fight for Amer-
icanism on and off the floor of the Sen-
ate. Please appear on the program (TV)
Youth Wants To Enow. I know of several
hundred of such requests being made on this
program to invite you as soon as possible.

Yours very truly,
WALLACE 8. HAYES,

E———

THE DarLes, OrEG., April 25, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Oregon Senator,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SeENaToR Morse: My heartiest con-
gratulations to you on your long, splendid
oratory against the tidelands bill. I only
wish there were more Senators in Congress
who had the foresight and wisdom that you
Possess.

As a registered voter of The Dalles, Oreg., I
strongly urge you to influence others to vote
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against the big oil business influenced tide=
lands bill,

Hoping, along with you, I am sure, that
the tidelands bill goes down to a disgraceful
defeat, I remain

One of your sincerest fans,

Mrs, CRAIG DUDLEY.

_—

SAN FrRANCISCO, CALIF., April 25, 1953.
My Dear SenNATOR: Congratulations on
your splendid stand against the tidelands
oil bill, Keep up the good work!
Very truly yours,
RoBERT H. Ho¥yT.

BRONXVILLE, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
Dear SenaTor: Thanks for what I believe
is a real public service,
C. L. HARRIsS,

- —

PORTLAND, OREG., April 26, 1953.
Office of Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Washington, D, C.

Dear SENATOR: Please accept my congrat-
ulations on the fine job which you are doing
to bring the tidelands issue to the American
people. You may count on my support in
your next campaign.

J. C. BoyYLE.
Burraro, N. Y., April 26, 1953.

My Dear Sir: On the Britilsh Broadcast-
ing Station and on all the Canadian stations
I listen in on (because I receive information
not given on American stations).

Your dramatic feat was played up and
emphasis on the fact you have done a
wonderful job.

I salute you.

Woriam L. HELLER.

P. 8—76 years old—with grandfather born
in 1776 who died in 1878—102 years old, I
was born in 1877. Our 2 lives cover Ameri-
can history. As Chinese say—'Upstart
young country.”

New York, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
Senator Wa¥yNE MORsE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DEar SenaTor Morse: We appreciate your
courage and effort in striving to retain our
natural resources for all Americans. We are
sure that your 22-hour speech will focus the
attention of the American people on the
tidelands oll issue and we congratulate you
for your magnificent work.,

Best of luck for 1854.

Yours truly,
BENJAMIN M, SHIEBER,
Bruce GouLp,
Columbia Law School, 1953.

WETHERSFIELD, CoNN., April 26, 1953.
Benator WayNE MORSE, '
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DeEAR SENATOR MoORSE: Congratulations on
your historical filibuster in the fight to block
the submerged lands bill. Your endurance
and guts has made this an unheard of feat,
unequaled except for Jimmy Stewart’s fa-
mous filibuster in the wonderful Frank
Capra movie, Mr. Smith Goes to Washington,
years ago. Your cause, however, is an even
more noble and important one—preventing
the giveaway of the Nation's priceless rights
to offshore oil ownership, and I hope it will
wake other citizens, as it has us, to the ur-
gency of the present need. (We are writing
our Senators, including PurTELL, supporting
your stand.)

The latest battle of yours in the people's
war is fully in keeping with the stature you
established for yourself in endorsing Steven-
son in last fall’'s campaign. So keep up the
good fight. You have at least some citizens
who recognize the American people's con-
tinuing and increasing indebtedness to you.

Very sincerely yours,
Mr. and Mrs, RoBBINs W, BARSTOW, JI.
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Louvmsvinie, Ky., April 26, 1953.

Dear SenaTorR Momrse: A word of thanks
and appreciation for your sincere and cou-
rageous efforts to defeat the so-called tide-
lands bill.

I pray that your efforts will be successful
and also that the revenues from the offshore
oil will be set aside for Federal ald to edu-
cation, thereby benefiting all the people,
and especially the children of our beloved
country.

Once agaln my sincere thanks.

Sincerely,
MapeL CoONEY.

CHicAGo, April 26, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MogsE,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR Morse: We wish to commend
you for your determined defense of the
American people against the tidelands oil
grab. Trust your fight for the common peo-
ple will succeed.

Also, we heard you on the Eate Smith
radio interview; it was truly refreshing and
most enlightening.

Wish there were only more Representatives
and Senators in the Halls of Congress with
the courage, convictions and caliber as you
have so ably displayed. .

Very truly yours,
HENRIETTA m-rrr.acm
VicTor MITTLACHER,
(Mr. and Mrs. Victor Mittlacher).
Forr WorTH, TEX., April 25, 1953.

Dear SENATOR Morse: Congratulations for
your undisputed filibustering championship
on the tidelands grab. You are doing gen-
erations to come a real service. Eeep up the
good work. I hope that you representatives
of the people who have the real interests of
the country at heart will talk this deal to
death.

Sincerely,
va W. SUTHERLAND,

Bwumonz COLLEGE,
Swarthmore, Pa., April 26, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
The United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

HonNoraBLE SIr: Congratulations on your
courageous work, The tidelands-oil issue is
finally beginning to receive the proper pub-
licity because of you. I hope that you and
the other liberal Senators will be able to
succeed in your task.

Yours very truly,
Nina FELPER.
ALEXANDRIA, VA., April 24, 1953.
Senator MoRsE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sir: Thank you for the efforts you are
making to prevent passage of the tidelands
bill. I hope you will continue the fight.

My personal feelings about the charge of
hypocrisy because of the extended debate
now underway is this: I continue to support
a change in the rules to permit effective clo-
ture. In the absence of such a rule I sup-
port unlimited debate of the present bill.

Sincerely,
LavreNcE KASHDAN,
ARLINGTON, VA., April 27, 1953,
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
Senate of the United States.

Dear SenaTorR Morse: Your efforts to de-
feat the pending offshore oil bill are greatly
appreciated by my husband and myself,

The present administration, most of the
Republican and some of the Democratic
Members of Congress are hellbent on turn-
ing over the resources of the United States to
private interests to exploit. This is possible
because so many people are not informed.
That is why calling this to the attention of
all the people is so terribly important.
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Many people feel the same way we do. We
know that we can never repay you for your
great service to our oountrj'..

Bincerely,
Mrs. CATHERINE TROTTIER.
New York, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

HowoRABLE Sm: God bless you in your at-
tempt to publicize the oil grab. I believe
you have succeeded in focusing attention on
this issue. Pray God all America will unite
behind you and the liberal Senators in crush-
ing this bill. Just keep up the good work.
Why not have a Nationwide broadcast, so
that every American will know what's going
on?

Youi's.
Miss P. McWILLIAMS,

ARLINGTON, VA., April 26, 1953.

DEAR SENATOR Morsi: There must be many,
many like my family who feel that you per-
formed a superhuman act in trying to pro-
tect this country of ours and its resources
from those whose God is greed and the dollar
sign. We congratulate you.

Your clear thinking through the last cam-
paign and since, your courageous stands
should go down in history. Please keep up
your good work, there are so few ef you left.
I pray that your constituents feel as millions
of Americans must about you.

Good luck and good health,

M. Z. CorPeR, M. D.

——

WryoMmING LABOR'S LEAGUE FOR
PoLITICAL EDUCATION,
Cheyenne, Wyo., April 26, 1953.
Senator Wayne Morse,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr SenaTOoR Morse: Just a note to ex-
‘press appreciation and commendation for
your work on the tidelands bill last week.

We are trying to do all we can to get the
word to our Wyoming Senators in opposition.

We can only hope that the tide of public
opinion will rise to express itself.

With all good wishes.

Sincerely,
AnT BUCK.
STANFORD, CaLIF., April 25, 1953.

Dms SENATOR MoRrsE: In my future career
as a teacher of political science I will cite
your stand on tidelands oil bill as an example
of political integrity of highest caliber.

Respectfully yours,
JAY ZAWOCEY,
Ph. D. candidate, Stanford, Calif.,
Politlical Science Department.

Itaaca, N. Y., April 23, 1953,
Hon. WayNeE MogsEe,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.
DEar Sir: You are to be commended for

‘your gallant stand on the tidelands oil bill

made in the Senate on last Friday.
We hope that you and your colleagues will
continue to oppose passage of this bill,
Sincerely yours,

Marviy KoGaN,
SaLLy KoGAN,
New Yorx, N. Y., April 25, 1953.

Dzu. SENATOR MOoRSE: Congratulations on
your courageous stand on the tidelands oil
deal.

The newspapers are wrong—you and your
associates are arousing public opinion in
favor of Federal control.

Eeep it up and keep well.

We need men like you in Congress.

Yours very truly,
LAWRENCE Hass.

April 28

PoORTLAND, OREG., April 25, 1953. .
Senator WayNe MORSE,
Washington, D. C.

DeAR SEwnATOR: We have just read In the
Oregon Journal about your 22-hour-and-26-
minute speech to dramatize your opposition
to the tidelands oil grab. We wish to con=
gratulate you for your stand on this issue.
We have been listening to Frank Edwards,
Labor News commentator, for some time
and heard his explanation of what this tide-
lands oil grab means to the common people
of this country. We only wish that we could
‘be of some help in preventing this larceny
from being legalized.

We feel that this is only the beginning of
greater giveaway deals. Next to follow will
be the great hydroelectrie plants and after
that our public lands and national forests.

We admire your courage, although many
brickbats have been handed to you, we feel
that in time criticism will turn to praise
when people realize the great service you
are doing for the future of our country.

May we again thank you for your stand
‘on this matter, :

Sincerely yours,
Mr. and Mrs. Fay EErpy.

'

WHITTIER, CALIP., April 26, 1953. -
The Honorable WayNe MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SeENATOR MoRse: Your courageous
championship of the rights of the American
people as a whole is a thrilling morale boost-
er to those of us who feel downhearted by
the great pressures exerted by special inter-
ests. Your marathon speech on the subject
of tidelands oil was wonderful. It gives new
hope to millions. Whatever the result of
the vote, there is written into the record
a clear, emphatie, and elogquent protest that
indicates the undaunted resistance of basic
principle against temporary opposition.

Accept the deep gratitude of a stanch
Democrat who admires your independence
and leadership. I sincerely hope that the
almost superhuman ordeal to which you
‘subjected yourself will have no i1l effects
either on your health or your spirit.

Bincerely, _
Erpora E. McLAUGHLIN.

New Yorx, N, Y., April 27, 1953.
Senabor WayNE MoRSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.2

DeAr SENaTOR Morse: Ever since you left
your party because you sincerely felt Steven-
son should be our president, we have wanted
to tell you how much we admire you. We
are indeed heartened, as are many of our
friends, by your courage of not only having
the farsighted convictions that you have, but
for having the guts to let the world know
about them.

In fact we had a warm feeling for you hng
before that, and hoped the Republicans
would soon find more candidates for public
office of your high callber., The Democrats
too, for that matter,

‘But now that you have spoken nearly 24
hours on the tidelands issue, we cannot post-
pone telling you that we are grateful beyond
words for your stamina and your sincerity in
representing Oregon as well as States un-
fortunately represented by political prosti-
tutes.

Although we cannot vote for you, we want
you to know that we are cheered by you
and cheer you in return. 'We know that
yours is a lonely road. We hope that your
strength will endure and give impetus to
those who hesitate to fight for democratic
principles in which they believe—thinking
only of their personal political future and
not of the future of the myralds of people
for whom they should speak.

Gratefully yours, !
JusTIN and SARAH ROTHSTEIN.
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Ewnpicorr, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
Dear SewaTor Morse: Keep on with your
fight. You are shaping a party! That
oil belongs to all of us—not to three States
who would have it theirs to sell. It's our
timber, our water, our grazing land, too,
and if the oil goes what will be next? God

bless you!
Mrs. ROBERT R. HAILEY.

New Yorxk, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
DeAr SenaTor Morse: Congratulations on
the courageous stand you have taken on the
tidelands oil issue. The American people
have pitifully few champions in Congress to-
day. I feel it important to voice my personal
support of men like yourself who have shown
refreshing honesty and a strongly principled
stand in protecting the rights of the average
citizen against the big steal of a big-business
administration.
Sincerely,
Dr. 5. SCHAFFER.

BisMARCK, N. Dax., April 26, 1953.
Honorable SENATOR MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SenaTOR Morse: Cheers for your ef-
forts in behalf of retaining tidelands for the
public good.

Borrowing a line from Hun{—may your
tribe increase.

Very sincerely,
FroreNCE F. WRIGHT.

—_—

SaN BERNARDINO, CALIF., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.

Dear SenaTor: I wish to congratulate you
on your wonderful effort to dramatize the
seriousness of the proposed oil grab.

Today for the first time some California
newspapers gave this issue front-page treat-
ment. The only information about the op-
position to this bill that the average person
out here has received is a few words on a
radio broadeast or from columnists such as
Drew Pearson. :

I hope that this extra strain on you does
not impair your health for you are a real
champion of the common people.

Sincerely,
CHARLES A. McDONALD.

Mrant BeacH, Fra., April 26, 1953.
Dear SenaTor Morse: On behalf of my
family and myself I would like. to express
our gratitude for the fight that you have
been waging against the tidelands oil bill.
In these -days of economic and political
stress it is very enheartening to see that the
rights of the ordinary people have not been
overlooked by all of the men supposedly in
Congress to protect them.
? Bincerely yours,
WiLLiam B. Groisser, D. D. 5.

NorTH JUDSON, IND.
Dear Sir: Congratulations on your educa-
tional program concerning the tidelands bill,
I hope it will be successful.
James HYNDMAN,

SEATTLE, WasH., April 25, 1953,
Hon. Senator WAYNE MORSE,

Dear Sir: I noticed a piece in the evening
paper where you were quoted to the effect
that you were disappointed in the lack of
response you haye felt from the public as
a result of your great battle in the public’s
interest on the tidelands issue.

There must be millions like myself who
are grateful to you for your courageous bat-
tles In the publie’s behalf, not only in this
vital issue, but in all the others you have
waged in our behalf, but who have just never
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~got around to sitting down and writing.

More power to you.
Sincerely,
Epwin J. HANSEN,
Fort GEORGE G. MEADE, Mb., April 26, 1953.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE, -
Senator from Oregon.

My Dear Me. SENaTOR: I'm writing these
few words to express my deep satisfaction
over your “lengthy"” speech presented to the
Senate last week.

I agree with your views pertaining to off-
shore oll rights, and would deeply appre-
clate your mailing me a copy of this famous-
to-be speech. j

I'm certain that If our Senate had more
protesting voices, your words of wisdom
would have been so much more successful,

Best of luck.

Sincerely,
Pvt. LEONARD MAURER.

GreENs FarMms, CoNN., April 26, 1953.
Hon. WaYyNE MORSE,
United States Senate Building,
Washingion, D. C.
DEAR SenaTor MorsE: Congratulations on
your courage, good sense and stamina in
trying to help educate the people on the
facts of the offshore oil deal. Let's hope
enough Republican and Democratic Senators
come to understand in time that the tax-
payers and school systems of 45 States would
be paying for this indefensible giveaway to
a few individuals in Texas, Louisiana and
California if the proposed measure were al-
lowed to become law.
Sincerely,
CHARLES O'NEILL.
ApRIL 26, 1953.
Dear SenaTorR Morse: Thank you from a

family of six for the efforts you have made

in defeating the infamous Holland bill.
Fortunately there are men like yourself

_interested and dedicated enough to the

cause of improving the interests of the
majority of Americans.

Your 22 hours of speechmaking has caused
interest and concern in many guarters. We
hope that it was to no avail in defeating
this legislation, however your efforts no mat-
ter what, will be remembered by those who
have national pride and not se¢tional, vested,
greed.

Most sincerely,
Davip Eocen and BETTY, SAMUEL,
FLORENCE, ROBERT, and NEIL.

GeErTLER ToP Som Co.,
Miami Beach, Fla,, April 25, 1953.
SBenator Wayne MORSE,

! Washington, D. C.

Sm: As usual, you are fighting the good
fight; this time on the ‘tidelands oil bill.
But the forces of liberalism have been on a
retreat before superior strength for so long
now (I would say since the Supreme Court
fight of 1837) that I am frankly discouraged.
I am llke one of those who have been
wounded in the battle, lyilng on the field
and watching the victorious enemy rushing
the last redoubt held by the last heroic band
of fighters for the Lord. ;

I can cheer loud, but hope is gone, and
though I can applaud I cannot see how we
will win the battle.

Nevertheless, Senator, please mnote that
here is one American who knows you have al-

-ways battled for his interest against the
-powers of privilege.

Maybe some day Amerlca will reawaken
and honor the good men who fought the good
fight when it was hard to do so.

Very truly yours,-
J. GERTLER,

PHILADELPHIA, April 27, 1953.
Smr: Do not'give up tidelands. You have

“TaFr scared. Many of us are becoming

_are thankful for your eflorts.
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“deeply concerned” at the moves to give
away national resources,
J. 8. IrviNg,
W. W. Iver.

New Yorw, N. Y., April 28, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MogrsE:
Congratulations on your fight tidelands
oil bill. Our local backs your stand.
ANTHONY SCIMECA,
c.'og}-gfmtor, Local 54, Shoe Workers Union,

HousToN, TEx., April 28, 1953.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate:

Transport Workers Union of America, CIO,
Local No. 260, representing 1,000 men en-
gaged In city transportation in Houston,
Tex., congratulate you on your stand against
the tidelands oil grab.

C. C. StoNE, President.

NEw Yorx, N. Y., April 28, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

Our membership thanks you for your
splendid effort to prevent tidelands steal, Be
assured that you have our full support.
UNITED PUBLISHING Emrroyees, LIU 1793,

CIO.

BroorLYN, N. Y., April 28, 1953.
Senator WayNe Morse:
The Senate:
In behalf of the Barbers and Beauty Cul-
turists Union of America, CIO, we congrat-

‘ulate you on your courageous fight against

the tidelands oil “grab™ bill. Your progres-
sive leadership has won the admiration of
milllons of American citizens, keep up the
good fight. 1
BARBERS AND BEAUTY CULTURISTS UNION
oF AMERICA, CIO,
Ernest HeserT, National President,
LiLyAN Moscowrrz, National Secretary=
Treasurer.
5 Corumsla, 8. C.,, April 26, 1953.
DeAr SENaTorR Morsk: Congratulations on
your courage in opposing the tidelands oil
measure so effectively. Thoughtful citizens
I admire your
integrity and applaud the high cause you
serve, ]
Sincerely yours,
Francis MERCHANT.

OAx Parx, I,
DeAr SENATOR Morse: Thanks for carry-

ing on the fight to reserve the oil resources

for all the people of the United Btates. We
do admire your courage and sincerity and
are happy to know you are working for all
of us in Washington,
Respectfully,
MarY W. MEeRR.
PaTersoN, N. J.
‘DEAr Sm: That was a wonderful speech
you made. I notice the newspapers didn't
bother to print what you said. Eeep up

“the good work; there are millions of people
“who have a lot of respect for your kind of
statesmanship,

Yours truly,
JoE CUCCHIARONL.
FarRLAwN, N. J.

DEeArR SENATOR MoRsE: Congratulations on
your long speech in the tidelands oil matter,

We approve of the brave stands you have
taken on many political questions and we
applaud the answers you have given to your
many critics.

We hope enough of your friends will con-
tinue to supply the inspiration you need to
go on fighting for your beliefs.

Mr. and Mrs. SANFORD COHEN,
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BeLLE HarBOR, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
DeAr SENATOR MoORSE: Congratulations on
your vigorous campaign to fight passage of
the oil-grab bill.
I hope you and your team of liberal think-
ers will succeed.
Sincerely,
Mrs. ELEANOR KAPLAN.

EasT PATERSON, N. J.
God bless you for your vallant fight against
the tideland oil giveaway. Everyone I speak
to agrees when they learn the facts.
8. KrLAss.

ALEXANDRIA, VA., April 27, 1953.
DeAr SENATOR Morse: I applaud your great
speech in opposition to the tidelands give-
away and your efforts to protect the interests
of all the American pople.
Sincerely yours,
HembBeRT C. MADISON.
DerrorT, MICH.
DeAr SENATOR MomrsE: Thank you for your
courageous fight in behalf of the people of
the United States, and against the so-called
tidelands oil bill. Would we had many more
Senators as careful as you of the people's
rights. More power to you to keep up the
good work.
Sincerely,
ETHEL SILBER.
DEeAsr SENATOR MoRrse: I want to thank you
for your courageous stand in behalf of the
majority of Americans against the giveaway
tidelands oil bill,
More power to you on your every effort to
fight for the common people.
Sincerely,
FLORIDA DEMOCRAT.
ScHENECTADY, N, ¥,
DeAR SeNaTOR MoRse: FPlease accept my
sincere thanks for your courageous and
righteous fight against the offshore oll give-
away bill. I hope the American people will
realize what is at stake in time to demand
defeat of this bill,
R. 5. ROCHLIN,

New LonpoN, CONN., April 26, 1953.
DeArR SENATOR MoORSE: Bravo to you for
your courageous fight against the oil steal.
Keep up the good work.
Yours sincerely,
H. M. BAWYER.

EAaTONTOWN, N. J.

DeAr SenaToR: Keep up the good work and
take care of your health. The country needs
men like you. God bless you,

Yours,
FRANK SAVANNAH,
BrOOKLYN, N. Y.

How. SENATOR Morse: Congratulations.
Keep up your fight against giving the oil
away. It belongs to all the people, not mere-
1y a favored few.

Davip FiscH.
DeTrOIT, MICH.

Dear SeNaTOR: From the bottom of my
heart thanks for dramatizing the offshore-
oil debate with your marathon speech.

That gargantuan effort was perhaps the
first indication for most people that some-
thing significant was taking place in the
Senate. The press and radio previously did
a thorough job in burying news of the de-
bate.

Bincerely,
EpwARD TONAT.

New York, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
DeAR SENATOR Morsg: Thank you for your
efforts to save the tideland oil for all the
people of the United States.
. Best regards,
Davip A. WELLS,
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ALEXANDRIA, VA., April 27, 1953.

Congratulations on a fine public-spirited
job. Can you keep it up till the giveaway
becomes impossible?

Yours with admiration,
Eprra L. HusseY.
BALTIMORE, Mb., April 26, 1953.

SenaTOoR Morse: You are right in protest-
ing giving the resources off our coast to the
States.

Froyp THIEL.
DerrorT, MIcH., April 25, 1953.
Hon. Senator WAYNE MORSE:

Dear SENATOR: Congratulations on great
work done by you this date against oll give-
away. May God bless you.

EmMET and MariE MARKEY.

New Yomrk Crry, N. ¥.
Sm: Congratulations on your defense of
American heritage,
Sincerely,
SaMUEL J. RESNICK.

BroNx, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
My Dear Sewator Morse: Thank you for
the tremendous fight you are putting up for
the best interests of all the people. I hope
more Senators put principle before party as
you have done so often.
Sincerely,
ETHEL STEIN.

B8r. Lours, Mo., April 25, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Washington, D, C.

DEear SENATOR Morse: I wish to thank you
for your efforts to prevent the passage of
the tidelands ofl bill. I have been hoping
against hope that President Eisenhower
would not choose to continue his stand;
but, unfortunately, he intends to keep this
election promise.

It makes me proud that some of our leg-
islative body are as courageous as you to pre-
vent our natural resources from being given
away. I have no doubt that in spite of your
efforts the bill will be passed, but with the
help of Rhode Island and other States it may
be declared unconstitutional for the fourth
and last time by the Supreme Court. I am
sure many people are made aware of what
is happening in the Government through
your efforts on the floor of the Benate. I
agaln offer you my support and encourage-
ment.

Sincerely yours,
THEO GOLDSTON,

ALBRIGHT COLLEGE,
Reading, Pa., April 27, 1953.
Senator MogsE,
Washington, D. C.

Desar BeEnNATOR MoORSE: The good fight
against giving the tidelands oil revenue to
the States which lie near the oil delights me,

Good luck.

Eprra B. Dovps.

This requires no answer.

New York, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Washington, D.C,

HownoRABLE Smr: Just a few lines to express
my appreciation of your sincere efforts on be-
half of the people of our beloved country.

Would that there were many more hon-
orable gentlemen like yourself in the Sen-
ate.

Very respectfully yours,
MEYER SHEPORD.

PaTeRsoN, N. J., April 72, 1953.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.
DeAr SENATOR Morse: I have been thrilled
by your herolc and patriotic struggle to vin-
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dicate the national rights involved In the
pending tidelands oil bill. I do not have be-
fore me the numerous arguments which you
presented recently. It occurs to me, however,
that what the administration is attempting
to do is to reverse the policy of our country
even preceding the adoption of the present
Constitution of our country.

My research on the subject indicates that
when the Articles of Confederation were
agreed to and submitted to the States in
1777, the victory of the small States in estab-
lishing their right to an equal vote was not
considered by some of them as sufficient.
New Jersey, Delaware, and Maryland de-
manded that the States that had large claims
to western lands renounce them in favor of
the Confederation. Maryland was the last
State to ratify the Articles, holding out until
March 1, 1781, when she became satisfied that
western claims would become the expected
treasure of the whole Nation. This delay
caused almost the whole of the American
Revolution to be fought under a gentlemen's
agreement and one that was by no means
favorable to efficlent operation either eivil
or military. Virginia had the most nearly
legal claims to the western lands, yet Madison
uniformly insisted that they become a part
of the public domain.

It seems incredible to me that the wisdom
and patriotism of our Founding Fathers is
now to be thrown overboard to satisfy the
aims of a few selfish interests. I want you to
know, however, that the people of our coun-
try are watching this performance very close-
1y and that they are in your debt in a meas-
ure which only history will record.

With every good wish, I am,

Sincerely yours,
CHARLES H, ROEMER.

TRENTON, N. J., April 26, 1953.
Dear BENATOR Morse: Congratulations on
your fight against the oil giveaway. I hope
you continue your fight and stop a vote this
Year. The people are waking up, but it takes
time. Iand my friends have written to both
New Jersey Senators.
I don't expect an answer since your time
is valuable,
Yours truly,
Lissen A. Porp,

Serivng Crry, PA., April 26, 1953.
Senator MorsE,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sir: I wish to pay my respects to your
courageous stand on the so-called tidelands
oil debate. Your attitude on this question s
admirable, coupled with your sincere devo=-
tion to sacred prineciples. History will record
your stand as just and upright.

Respectfully,
ALFRED FINDEISEN.

OxForD, MICH., April 26, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

My VerY DEAR Sir: I think it can again be
sald that seldom before have so many owed
so much to so few. Please let me express to
you and to the 25 other Senators who are
standing up against such odds for, the good
of the country against the pig interests, the
greedy and the stupid, my most humble
thanks.

Many millions and not only those who
voted for Stevenson are watching you men
who are putting up such a gallant fight even
though little or nothing is said in the daily
papers. May right strengthen mightily your
Armas.

This administration, as you knew and as
many others knew is turning out to be “a
grab everything that isn’t nailed down" for
those who think more of their interests than
the interests of the country and we have
only you few 10 stand firm for so many many
of us.
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If you see fit please extend my sincere
thanks to the other men who are fighting
the good fight. I wish that the Senators from
this State were with you but I rank them
with the lightest of lightweights and feel
there is no use wasting 3 cents on 'em. (

Most sincerely and thankfully yours,

W. E. GRINNELL,

WILLIAMSPORT, PA., April 27, 1953.
Senator WaYNE MogsE,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sewator: Please let me thank you
and also congratulate you for your gallant
effort to save the Nation’s oll for the Nation’s
people. I hope you and your friends in the
Senate can prevail over the selfish interests
who seem determined to give away our coun-
try’s resources.

Yours truly,
LeoNarp H. FIisHER.

RIVERDALE, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
Dear SENATOR MoRrsSE: You have our full ad-
miration for the feat that you performed in
the Senate., You couldn't have picked a
more worthwhile issue, Move to New York,

we need a man like you here.
Sincerely,
Mr. and Mrs. O. L. BECKER.

——

New Yorx, N. Y.
Congratulations on your fight against
States’ ownership of tidelands oil, Keep it
up.
GEORGE YOUNG.

_—

New York, N. Y., April 25, 1953.

DeAR SENATOR MoORsSE: Accept our congrat-
ulations for the truly great job you did in
the Senate today—and our best wishes for
a good night's rest.

You deserve the commendation of all
Americans fQr your bold stand in preventing
the giveaway tidelands oil bill from being
perpetrated on the people. We are with you
and Senator LEHMAN and your colleagues
100 percent. Keep up the good work,

Very sincerely yours,
Mr. and Mrs. ROBERT WEISS.

i

Des Moines, Towa, April 26, 1953.
“What builds a nation’s piliars high
And its foundation strong?
What makes it mighty to defy
The foes that ‘round it throng?
Not gold, but only men can make
A nation great and strong;
Men, who for truth and honor’s sake,
Stand fast and suffer long!”

(Author unknown). But as one with a
*“grandstand” section seat, in the organized
labor division at the Teapot Dome affair,
the lines represent our sentiments as of
now. More power to you.

Bincerely,
H. P. FAGAN,
HarTFORD, CONN., April 26, 1953.

DeAR SENATOR MoORsE: We would like to
congratulate and thank you for your coura=-
geous and energetic stand you took on the
tideland oil grab.

Sincerely yours,
Mr. and Mrs. M. GUNNER.

—= 5

EasT HARTFORD, CONN., April 26, 1953.

DeAr SenATor Morse: Please don't bother
to answer this.

I just want to say I appreclate your efforts
to preserve Federal title to the offshore re=
sources.

I only wish we could have kept Benton
there to help you.

Sincerely,
FRANE P. LOCKARD.
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Namra, InaHO.

Congratulations, Senator.

Your long talk has served two p es:

1. To focus attention on this viclous steal
of the people’'s property.

2. To perhaps bring to a head the wrong-
ness of the filibuster.

Power to you! Il bet it Is lots more fun
to be an Independent, than to wear the
harness of either set of bosses.

RAY TUTTLE.
LoORAIN, OHIO,
Senator WAYNE MoRsE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

SEnATOR: Many thanks for endeavoring to
safeguard the peoples’ interest concerning
tidelands. You are a great American.

Roy F. FLORES,

NeEw Yorx CiTY, April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington,D. C.
Your very great effort on behalf of the
people is greatly appreciated.
Mrs. PRISCILLE BARTON,

New Yorr, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEear SENATOR: Your efforts on behalf of the
great majorlty of the people of this country
will not soon be forgotten.

I want to commend you for your sincere
belief in the liberal ideals which have made
this country great, and for your courage in
fighting actively for those beliefs, when so
many others have so conveniently surren=
dered to the forces of reaction.

It was this courage which led you to sup=-
port Stevenson, to vote for good legislation,
and now to go through more than 22 hours
of grueling speech to prevent the great oil
theft.

I want to thank you, Senator LEEMAN,
Senator HumpHREY, and the too few other
outstanding Senators who have stood fast in
defense of the people. I only hope that I
shall have the opportunity and the honor

of voting for you for President of these.

United States in the near future.
God bless you.
Respectfully,
HAROLD LEINWAND,

BavsmE, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
Senator WaYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR Morse: I offer my sincere
thanks to you for your courageous effort to
dramatize the struggle being made by you
and your colleagues to resist the tidelands
oil bill. It is most regretable that so many
of the Nation’s papers have chosen to ignore
the 1issues involved in this legislation.
Whether by accident or design, the stage is
set for a cruclal piece of legislation to be
slammed through without any proper airing
of the implications involved. The people of
this Nation owe you a debt of gratitude for
your devotion to their general welfare.

It is my honest wish that you will persevere
and continue to fight for good government
and sound policies, regardless of party label.
Our country needs many more men of your
caliber. Good luck and keep up the good
work,

Sincerely yours,
TroMAS A, DENT.

S——

New York, N. Y., April 28, 1553,
Benator WayNE MogsE,
Senate Office?
District 8, United Gas, Coke, and Chemical
‘Workers of America, CIO, congratulation you
wholeheartedly on your gallant fight and
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exposure of the tidelands-oil steal. We real-
ize now that this gigantic steal makes the
Teapot Dome affair petty. We pledge you
our full support in your fight for the best
interests of the American people.

Jack CURRAN,
Regional Director, District 3.

ScranToN, PA., April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Washington, D. C.

DEeArR Mr. Morse: Truly you are a hero and
deserving of so much credit. You believed
in your stand, and you were willing to sac-
rifice yourself in standing up for it.

How much more admirable is this than
absenting oneself from sessions when a vote
is to be taken and is so often the case.

Congratulations, honorable sir,

Sincerely,
Mary C. FLEMING,

BrooELYN, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
Hon. WaynNe Mogse,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.
- DEAR BENATOR: Whether you win or lose in
your great fight against the cohesive power
of public plunder, you have rendered an
invaluable public service in awakening the
country to the threatened danger of the loss
of its uncalculable assets.
Yours sincerely,
THOMAS J. BARNUM.
PHILADELPHIA, PA.
Dear SewaTorR: Keep up the good work.
The Federal Government must retain control
of the offshore oil lands. I voted for Ike,
but I disagree with him on this issue.
VINCENT LUDWIG.

ANN ArBOR, MICH,
Hon. WAYNE MORSE:

Well spoken, old boy. !
PrissE O'REILLY.

CoruMeUs, OuIo, April 26, 1953.
DEAr Sik: Just a word to tell you that my
views on the tidelands issue coincide with
those of yours. Your unselfish devotion to
your country moves me not a little. You
are truly a United States Senator in the full
meaning of the word, placing country first.

B SHIM,
Student at the Ohio State University.

New Yorx, N. Y., April 26, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Washington, D. C.:

Congratulations., Hope you succeed In
saving our glorious heritage for all of our
people. Congratulations, too, on the good
with which the Lord has apparently endowed
you.

All good wishes for success.

Sincerely,
Miss E. SIiNGER.

PEeExsHILL, N. ¥. April 25, 1853,
Senator Waywne MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR MorsSeE: Re tldelands oll.
Congratulations on your unflinching stand
on the tidelands oil grab. It's a pity there
are so few Senators who have the interest of
the American public as a whole in mind.
Although we are not your constituents, we
wish to express our appreciation of your fight
on behalf of all Americans.

Very sincerely yours,
Mr. and Mrs. PHILIP GREENBERG.

NeEw YorK, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
Senator Morsk,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.
HoNoRABLE SiR: May I congratulate you on
your heroic effort to bring the tidelands oil
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bill to public attention, as well as your de-
voted efforts on several other issues. I think
you are doing a marvelous job.
Very sincerely,
ADRIENA B. GOLDBERG,
Mrs. Clarence Goldberg.

THE UNIVERSITY OF CONNECTICUT,
Storrs, Conn., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Desr SENATOR MomsE: What this country
needs is 95 more Senators like you. Keep
up the good work and remember that you
have millions of us behind you.

Sincerely,
RoBERT G. MEAD, Jr.

SuFFERN, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
Dear SenNaTor Morsg: Congratulations.
Nice to know someone Iin Washington is
concerned with the interests of the many.
Appreciatively,
Mrs. A. ALLAN PERLMAN.

MONGOLIA, MasS., April 26, 1953.

Dear SENATOR MORSE: While I am doubtful
of the wisdom of filibustering, even in good
causes, I wish to applaud your efforts to
prevent the robbery planned in the offshore
oil bill.

It is a sad commentary on the bias of
the press that they report the filibuster but
not the arguments advanced by you and
your colleagues.

With respect to the press, I hope you
realize that a great many people like my-
self, who are better informed than the daily
paper would make them, approve your efforts
to maintain a liberal voice in Congress.

Best wishes for a long and successful career
as a congressional gadfly.

Blincerely,
EARL G. JACKSON,
Lynw, Mass,, April 26, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE:

I wish to congratulate you on your fight
for the people’s rights, and trying to pre-
vent those rich deposits from falling into
the hands of the privileged few.

I realize there are only a few such as you
left in Washington, so it makes it all the
harder, So good luck to you and those with

Sincerely,
JOSEPH SAVAGEAN.
P. S—Don't forget a lot of us little people
are watching that famous fight.

EasToN, PA., April 25, 1953.
Dear SewaTor Morse: I would like very
much to congratulate you on your coura-
geous stand on the tidelands oil bill issue.
It is too bad that there are not more men
with your vision.
Keep up the fight. You truly represent
the people of the United States.
Dawnier HERTZ.

LA PraTa, Mo., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR MORse: I have just written
Senator Tarr to say that his stand on the
tidelands oll is going to defeat his party in
1956. It should send it into oblivion for a
hundred years. I happen to own many
blocks of oil that will be affected by the
passage of this bill—but what decent Amer-
ican wants profit at the cost of this brazen
“hig lie" steal? It is the greatest blot on
the Republican escutcheon of all in their
not very admirable history.

With deepest appreciation of your fear-
less and heroie stand from my husband and
myself, I am

Yours sincerely,
Oy McLorN.
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Warwick, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
Senator WayNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

My Drar Sir: All honor and gratitude to
you, and to the little group of other patriotic
Senators with whom you are working, for
your heroic efforts to thwart the most out=
rageous grab of public property ever at-
tempted in this country, I am sure there
are millions of plain Americans like myself
who pray for your success in this good fight.

Sincerely yours,
W. R. BROWNE.

SANTA MoNIcA, CALIF., April 26, 1953,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENaTOR Morse: I just want you to
know how much my friends and I admire
your magnificent and herolc performance in
Congress yesterday, and to assure you that
you have earned the gratitude of millions
in this country who feel that as long as we
have men like you in Congress, we do have
true spokesmen there (for you know that
sometimes we begin to doubt that), even if
the result of your efforts and those of a few
other Senators should be negative.

Thank you again.

Sincerely,
Miss InMGARD LENEL.

P. 8—I have volced my opposition to the
tidelands oil bill previously to a number of
key Senators and especially to the California
Senators, where my protest fell on deaf ears,
of course,

—_——

GroTow, Mass., April 26, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MoORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Dear Sm: I wish to congratulate you for
the wonderful fight you have made against
the offshore oil bill,

In these times, when it is so difficult to
be a liberal, when one often wishes that he,
too, could forget realities and take the easy
course of blindly following the crowd, your
courageous and outspoken independence is
an inspiration that is badly needed.

Sincerely,
‘WaLLACE P. BisHOP.

New YoRrk, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
DEeAr SENATOR Morse: I want to congratu-
late you on your fine effort to educate the
American public on the tidelands oil contro-
versy. Much as I deplore filibuster tactics,
I am hopeful that you have succeeded by
this method in focusing the attention of
the citizenry on the dangers to America If
this measure is passed.
Sincerely yours,
HELENE P. Gans.

—

NeEw Yorm, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
Hon, Senator WaYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

DeAr SENATOR Morse: I want to thank you
for your efforts to preserve the benefits of
the offshore oll for all the people of the
United States of America. Enowing there
is someone like you working for our interests
makes me less fearful of the future.

Sincerely,
ELISBETH GROVES,

New YoRE, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
Senator WaAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.
Dear Sme: I would like to congratulate you
on your speech concerning tidelands oil.
Respectfully,
Lrrian CoTE.
Mrs. Louis V. Cote.
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CAMBRIDGE, Mass., April 25, 1593.
My DeEAR SENATOR MoRsE: Thank you from
the bottom of my heart for your magnificent
speech in defense of the rights of the whole
American people to our natural resources.
Sincerely yours,
FroreNCE H. LUSCOMB.

—_—

YALE UNIVERSITY SCHOOL OF MEDICINE,
New Haven, Conn., April 27, 1953.
Senator WayNe MORSE,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.
Dear Sr: My thanks for your truly coura-
geous effort in opposition to the tidelands
oil bill. Let us hope that you and the Sen-
ators with you are successful in preventing
the enactment of this greatest of all scandals.
Sincerely,
ROGER LESTER,

New Yorg, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
Senator WayNE MoRSE,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

DeAr SENATOR Morse: This is the first let-
ter I have ever written for or against any
man in public office,

I would like for you to know that there
are many of us who have for a long time
admired your stand on many issues.

Your speech of 22 hours against the off-
shore oil bill prompts me to tell you that
the majority of Americans feel that they still
have some patriotic men left in Congress,
and who are sincerely concerned with the
genuine welfare of all of us in the United
Btates.

Keep up the good fight.

Very sincerely,
ALEX POLLYEA,
BroOKLYN, N. Y.

DEAR SBENATOR MoORSE: My husband and
my three children of voting age support
your stand in the Senate on tidelands.

It takes courage to do the things that are
not popular with most of the Senators.

You can count on our suppors. God bless
you and enjoy good health.

Sincerely,
Mrs. S, WASSERMAN.,

—

Porspam, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
Hon. SENATOR WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENaTOR MoORsE: It's been abouf 15
years since I wrote a letter to a Senator but
I feel that you should be complimented for
your guts in attempting to preserve this
country’s oil resources for the people them-
selves, and not for the oil interests and
those whom they control through campaign
contributions. I feel sick reading the gooey
virtues they attach to State's rights. They
forget that there are 48 States Involved and
not just the few involved in the oll contro-
versy.

When I was an adolescent idealist I would
write letters to Senators, Representatives,
and to the President as well but after learn-
ing the facts of life—and politics—I gave it
up as wishful thinking. I wusually vote
Democratic but when a man like yourself
has the courage to break away from the
parent organization and subject himself to
the vilification and abuse the press heaps
upon him, then I feel it my duty to let
him know there are people that sincerely ap-
preciate the sacrifice. I wonder whether the
folks in your home State realize what it's
all about. Maybe your speech in the Sen-
ate yesterday will awaken those who think
the domestic Republicans, as represented by
TarT and President Eisenhower, offer us the
salvation they lavishly promised during
their campaign. I feel as though this coun-
try still has to get away from the popularity
contests they hold every so often and get
back to electing men for office that have
wisdom and courage—such as yourself,
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In today's Sunday Times there was an
article about your record speech but most
of it referred to you having broken the rec=
ord, and very little regarding the issues you
ralsed. Now if our Mr. TaFT had made a
speech it undoubtedly would have been
recorded in a special supplementary issue of
the Times. The newspaper article also
mentioned you having spoken about bologna,
probably in an effort to disparage your
speech, but I'm certain that there must be
some properties about bologna worthwhile
mentioning and I'm glad you brought it to
our attention.

When and if you start the Independent
Party, you can count on me as one of your
members. The Democrats have just about
shot their load in giving everything away
and the Republicans have done the same in
taking it back. We need a new look in poli-
tics and you're it. Congratulations once
again and best of luck.

Respectfully yours,
MiLToN GAULICK,

CHaPEL HILL, N. C., April 25, 1953, -
Senator WaynNE MoRSE,
Washington, D. C.

DeAR SeENaTOR Morse: This is to express
appreciation for your gallant stand on tide-
land oil. ¥ou are not without many sup-
porters here in the South who believe along
with you that the national interest will be
served best by the use of revenues from tide«
lands oll for education.

Sincerely yours,
Mrs, GEORGE S. PARTHEMOS,

——

New Yorxk, N, Y., April 27, 1953.
Senator WayNE MoRSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
Dear Sm: Congratulations on your stand
against the offshore oil grab.
Stand firm. Everybody isn't an oil mil«
lionaire.
Very truly yours,
LeoNarp 5. KANDELL,

New Yorg, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR: I read the account of your
filibuster in the Times on Sunday, and I also
read the editorial censuring you today, not
for the basic issue of tidelands oil, but be-
cause you used the filibuster in an effort to
bring the issue to the public.

I disagree strongly with the Times edi-
torial and feel that the issue of tidelands
oll transcends the issue of the filibuster.

As long as the filibuster is not outlawed
and is perfectly legitimate for use by Mem-
bers of the Senate, the issue resolves itself
into a question of moral values on its use.

The moral values of tidelands oil are so
basie, and the tangible effects will be so ad-
verse to the public interest, that one moral
value far outweighs the other moral value,

The fillbuster must go, but until it does,
there is no harm in using it as a shield as
well as a sword (to invert a legal principle).
Perhaps the only way it will be outlawed will
be through exposing it as a two-edged sword.

My congratulations to you for your
strength, courage, and fearlessness, qualities
which are strangely lacking on the Senate
floor and which are fast evaporating in a de-
moralized and desensitized world.

Mrs. Allen Murray Myers.

DEeTROIT, MICH,, April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Building,
Washington, D. C.
Dear SIR: TYour talkathon against the
multibillion-dollar “giveaway” was all to
the good. You and the others must keep it
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up If you can. Perhaps the American people
will wake up and exert some pressure before
the bill comes to a vote.
Sincerely,
S. A. DisNER.

DeTrROIT, MICH,, April 25, 1953.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DEar Smm: So long as America has men
like you fighting for us all, we are truly a
good Nation.

God bless you and I hope you win. Thank=
ing you.

Sincerely,
Mrs. H. A, JONES,

New York, N. Y., April 26, 1953.

DeaAr SIR: We wish to congratulate you on
your stand on the offshore oil bill,

We believe that the natural resources be-
long to all 48 States, and not to the indi-
vidual States. It should benefit the whole
Nation.

Yours respectfully,
Mr, and Mrs. ALEX STROBL.

New York, N. Y., April 27, 1953.
My DeAr SEnaTOoR Morse: I wish to ex=
press my admiration for the work you have
done concerning the tidelands oil bill. Many
points are not clear to the people and so0 ex-

haustive debate 1s very important.
Respectfully,
Max Frice.

New Yorg, N, Y.

DeArR SENATOR MoORsSE: I just want to tell

you how much admiration I have for you in
regard in particular to the tidelands oil issue
and think you did a magnificent job in dram-
atizing the issue. If there are coples of your
speech available, I would certainly like to
have one.
Sincerely,
Nancy G. Sprices.

BostonN, Mass., April 26, 1953.
Hon. Senator WayNE MoORSE,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sir: Although I am not one of your
constituents, may I offer my personal con-
gratulations and thanks for your superb
“filibuster.”

I heard no report of your magnificent plea
either on the radio or in the local newspapers
until this day when I read the New York
Times, I think this fact in itself is regret-
table. But, nonetheless, I was thrilled
through and through.

Thank you once again.,

Respectfully yours,
ArTHUR G. SHIP,

TALLAHASSEE, FrA., April 25, 1953,

DeAr SeENATOR MoORSE: As an individual
citizen, I want to thank you for your great
efforts in opposing the tidelands oll bill
Unfortunately, the present administration
seems determined to ram the bill through,
but in my judgment sentiment against the
bill will be overwhelming. I only hope that
not too much damage is done while tha
sentiment builds up.

Your discussions against the bill have done
much to awaken the people. I salute you
most admirably and respectfully.

Very truly yours,
GLover E. ToLLy.

—

PoORTLAND, OREG., April 26, 1953
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Washington, D. C.

DEar SENATOR: Congratulations on the ef-
fectiveness of your speech on the tidelands
oil bill

The rage of the people will be more in
evidence if you stubbornly fight the bill that
would give the States title to the marginal
oil lands. .
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The press have not given the facts to the
people. During the last week I have called
more than 20 of my friends and asked
their opinion on the bill. The results were
suprising to me. Not more than 4 of the
group had any opinion, but 8 of them were
getting worked up about it.

Some men in Congress seem to brag about
a saving of a few millions but give away
billions with such ease,

More and more people as they get in-
formed will oppose the big giveaway and
will fight to save it for all of the people,

The rise of sunken oil and its giveaway
will make the Teapot Dome scandal appear
as a symbol for the Big Deal.

I am getting myself worked up a bit over
this but want you to know that I know you
are right in your fight on this issue. It will
;:t:;akgl ’;he m]i?k scandal just a poor man’s

m g, while the oil sc
Do the Tie tois andal will rise to

With hopeful good wishes, 5

CHARLES L. PAINE.

NEw York, N. Y., A 2
Senator WayneE Morsk, gl
Senate Office Building:

The New York joint board of the Amal-
gamated Clothing Workers of America con-
gratulates you wholeheartedly on your gal-
lant fight and exposure of the tidelands-oil
steal. We reallze now that this gigantie
steal makes the Teapot Dome affair look
petty, We pledge you our full support in
your fight for the best interests of the Amer-
ican people.

Coatr MAKERS TRADE BoArD, ACWA,
JoseEPH GoLb,
CHaRLEs DEL Giacco,

Trade Managers,
Sam La Scara,
Secretary-Treasurer.

—_—

New York, N. Y., April 28, 1953.
Senator WayNE MorsE,
Senate Office Building:

Local 178, Amalgamated Clothing Workers
of America congratulates you wholehearted=
ly on your gallant fight and exposure of the
tidelands-oil steal. We realize now that this
gigantic steal makes the Teapot Dome affair
look petty. We pledge you our full support
in your fight for the best interests of the
American people.

HARrY Eaurr,
Business Agent, Local 178, ACWA.

Homewoobp, ILL., April 28, 1953.
Senator WayNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:
Proud of your fight on oil bill. Eeep going.
EARL and MARGARET SCHMIDT.

BeAvERTON, OREG., April 28, 1953,
Senator WayNE MogsE,
Senate Office Building:
We are backing you in your fight against
tideland oil bill.
Mr. and Mrs. ALBERT Niva.
Mr. and Mrs, E, A. Cook.

OEKLAHOMA CITY, OKLA., April 27, 1953.
DEear SENATOR Morse: I wish to congratu=
late you for the interest you have shown in
the people of the whole United States. If
one cared to trade principle for a few votes
I have an idea it would have been easler to
have followed another course. But from
your actions in the past I believe you think
of principles first and votes later. Thanking
you for your showing of courage.
Yours truly,
EpwARD CONYERS,

GAaLwaY, N. Y., April 26, 1953.
Dear SENATOR MogrsE: I am very grateful
to you for your effort to defeat the tidelands
oil bill, I hope that your work will at least



make future larceny of this kind more diffi-
cult.
W. M. BCHWARZ,

-

PITTSFIELD, Mass., April 26, 1953.

Dear SenaTor MorsE: Congratulations. 'We
both appreciate your stand against giving
the tidelands to the individual States in-
volved. They belong to all the people.

We also admired your honesty in switch-
ing to Stevenson in the late presidential
election.

We just hope the good people of Oregon
appreciate an honest man and do reelect you.
: Sincerely,

Mr. and Mrs. EvGENE 5. ANOLICK.

GRANVILLE, OHIO, April 26, 1953,
Benator WaYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DeArR SENATOR: We are with you in your
stand on the offshore oil bill. We are wish=-
ing you and your liberal colleagues the great-
est success in preserving the offshore oils
for the entire United States to whom they
rightfully belong. It is quite evident that
the Nation needs many more men like you
and your loyal associates in the Senate
Eeep up the fine work.

Bincerely yours,
‘WiLeUr WRIGHT.
WiLLiam MALCOMSON.

Bam Frawcisco, Cavrr., April 27, 1953;
Senator WaYNE MoRSE,
Washington, D. C.

Dear PERSISTENT SENATOR: We all admire
you out here for fighting to preserve our ofl-
rich submerged lands for the entire United
States

Don't give up the fight.
EvmwapeTH K. LIVERMORE,

Sovra WeyMoUTH, Mass., April 27, 1953.

The Honorable WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

My Drear Sewaror Morse: Please accept
deep, sincere thanks for the long hard fight
you have made—and I hope will continue to
make—to save tidelands oil control for the
Federal Government.

‘Our matural resources belong to all of the
cltizens.

Thank you.

Sincerely yours,
Maupe H. WEBSTER.

CINCINNATI, OHIO,.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
The Senate, Washington, D. C.

Dear Mgr. SENaTor: I would like to com=-
mend you on the efforts you are making to
defeat the tidelands bill. I have written to
my Senators from Ohio and am getting my
friends to do.

Respectfully,
ArcHIE FINE, M. D.

RicaMoND HeiGHTS, Mo., April 26, 1953.
HonoraBLE Sir: Please accept my heartfelt
thanks for your courageous opposition to the

-
so-called tidelands oil giveaway. Your fine

-and loyal example should be an inspiration
to all true Americans. Please continue your
fight to prevent the exploitation of the peo-
ple of this great country for the benefit of
the few. I pray that your efforts may not
be in wain.
Respectfully yours, ¥
Winniam C. WILEINSON,
St. Louts, Mo., April 25, 1953.
The Honorable WAYNE MORSE,
Senator From Oregon,
Washington, D. C.
Dear Smr: Let me tender congratulations
on your performance in opposition to the
tidelands bill. I cannot help but feel that
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if people understand the implications of this
bill there would be a groundswell of disap-
proval. You have done a magnificent job in
glving the issue publicity.
Bincerely,
Prances K. GREASHAM,
Mrs. David T. Greasham.

CINCINNATI, OHIO, April 27, 1953.

DeAR SENATOR Morse: Congratulations on
your marathon speech in 'the Senate. T ap-
preciate your persistence and endurance on
behalf of the American people.

I am very glad to see the opponents of this
oil bill so determined to bring this issue fully
before the public. We just saw Benator
ANDERSON on Meet the Press, and he did an
excellent job of clarifying just why this is
such a bad bill,

Good luck to you and the other fine Sen-
ators who are opposed to the tidelands oil
bill,

Very truly yours,
Mrs. GLORIA SCHUMACHER,

NEWARK, N. J., April 26, 1953.
WayYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DEeaR SENATOR MorskE: Thank God there is
someone like you with *“guts” and soclal
vision in the United States today.

Inspired by your magnificent filibuster, I
have just sent letters against the offshore-oil
grab to Senators Tarr, HENDRICKSON, and
Smrra. I know this is a small contribution
in comparison with your terrific fight., If
you have any suggestions for anything else
we can do, I hope you'll let us know.

We in education feel keenly about this
issue.

Sincerely,
Leo LiTzZKY.
BEVERLY FarMs, Mass., April 26, 1953.

Dear Sm: Just wanted you to know that
there were people in other parts of the coun=
try who are applauding your efforts and hope
they bring results.

Thank you.

Very truly yours,
NetTIE BAUM
Mrs. Sidney J. Baum.

—

SEATTLE, WasH., April 25, 1953.
Senator Wayne MOoRsE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr BewaTor Morse: We wish to tell you
that you, and all of the other Senators who
are doing such a yeoman job on tidelands
oil bill, have our fullest support and thanks,

It has been this lengthy debate that you
and Lehman, Douglas, Humphrey, et al., have
carried on that has served to inform an
apathetic public and awaken many to this
vital problem. 1

Keep up the good work.

Sincerely,
Mr. and Mrs. JuLius N. DRAGUIN.

LinDEN, N. J., April 26, 1953,
Senator WayNeE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.
Dear SenaTor Morse: I would like to ap-
plaud your stand on the tidelands oil bill.
I have just written to my two Senators
urging them not to support the present bill,
Sincerely yours,
Mrs. ESTHER WOLIN,

KeNT, OHIO, April 27, 1953.
Senator WayNe MORSE,

Washington, D. C.!
- With great Interest in your stand on tide-
lands oil, for especially the deep tide oil for
the use of education for American boys and
girls; so many of our States do not have the
resources from which to draw revenue from

April 28
for schools to give equal chance for their
schooling

I and my family are all for deep tidelands
oil for our school system. Use our names for
reference.

A friend to schools.

Mrs, C. A. JARRAREL.
Mr. and Mrs, L. A. MUELLER,

DurureH, MinN., April 26, 1953.
Senator WaynNE MORSE.

Dear Sm: Just read in the paper that you
finished a 22-hour talk. I approve your
fight for oil for education. Keep up the good
work.

e Davip E. OPIEN.

ATLANTA, GA., April 27, 1953.
Desar SeNaTOR: A magnificent stand.
Please keep up the good work.
Sincerely,
W. LamMar GAMMON.

WaTERTOWN, Mass., April 26, 1953.
The Honorable WayNE MoORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washingtion, D. C.

Dear SewaToR: Allow me to congratulate
you on your fight against the tidelands oil
bill. There are not many left in the Senate,
besides yourself, who will stand up and fight
against these raids on the national wealth.
They sald they wouldn't “take it away™; but
their first acts are to take everything away:
Cut education help, bhousing, controls,
everything.

We need you to carry the standard of hon-
est liberalism, until the forces can rally
around again,

Sincerely,
L. D. SMULLIN.

Derrorr, MIcH,., April 27, 1953,
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate Building,
Washington, D, C.

DEeAR SENATOR MoRsE! I wish to thank you
and congratulate you for the nice fight that
you have made against the tidelands oil bill,
It is good to know that we have a few loyal
Americans like you and Senators DouGLAS
of Illinois, and HumMPHREY of Minnesota.

It's very bad, that big business is trying
to take over everything, lock, stock, and
barrel, but keep up the good fight, the Amer-
ican people are already beginning to realize
that they made a terrible mistake last No=
vember.

Your talkathon obviously had some good
effect, regardless of what Senator Horrawnp
thinks about it. We need several more Sen-
ators like you—maybe we'll get them in the
next election. But take care of your health,

Yours very sincerely,
J. L, WyarT.

P. 8—1I am also writing Senator HorLrAxD
of Florida, and TarT of Ohlo. They're exactly
100 percent wrong when they say that your
efforts to convince the American people
against the tidelands had little effects. The
Detroit Times dated April 25 guoted Sena-
tor HoLLanD as making that statement.

OBERLIN, OHIO, April 26, 1953.
Benator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DeaAr S1rR: We are impressed by your coura-
geous fight on the tidelands oil issue. You
are indeed bringing it to the attention of the
public. It is tragic to see private interests °
again attempting to make inroads on the
public domain. We feel that they should be
stopped at almost any cost. You have our
wholehearted backing and best wishes.

4 Sincerely,
WHITNEY S. SLATER.
CHARLES Y. MANSFIELD.
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GuainNesviLLE, TEX., April 27, 1953,
Benator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DEear BENaTOR MoRSE: I have just read the
CoNGRESSIONAL Recorp of April 24, 1853. I
feel that it is obligatory upon me to express
my support for your position taken on Senate
Joint Resolution 13.

Though this unfortunate measure be
passed, the people of the United States will
not soon forget your very real contribution
to the debate.

I remain,

Very truly yours,
WiLLiaMm W, CARROLL.

WoopHAVEN, N, Y., April 27, 1953.
Senator WaynNE MogsE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr Sir: By this letter I want to do two
things:

1, Congratulate you for standing o firm on
what you believe to be right; and

2. Thank you for defending longly and
strongly what I believe to be right.

I refer, of course, to your speech agalnst
the so-called tidelands oil bill.

More power to you especially in view of the
petty childlike attempts to relieve you of the
floor by Senator Tarr and his following.

I have today sent a wire to Senator Tarr,
urging defeat of the bill in question., I hope
I have not waited too long.

Thanking you again, I remain,

Sincerely yours, j
LAURA 5. FERNANDEZ.

P. S—An added attraction to the wire: 1t
was signed by me jointly with Mrs. Edith R.
Rubinstein who also sends her congratula-
tions and thanks.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I ask unan=
imous consent that all Senators who
‘wish to submit matters which normally
are in order during the usual morning
hour, be permitted to do so, provided the
time required for that purpose shall not
exceed 2 minutes.

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

PETITION AND MEMORIAL

A petition and a memorial were laid
before the Senate, or presented, and re-
ferred as indicated:

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore:

A resolution adopted by the Alabama Pub-
lic Service Commission, protesting against
the enactment of the bill (S. 281) to amend
sectlon 1 (17) (a), section 13 (3), and sec-
tion 13 (4) of the Interstate Commerce Act
in order to extend to the Interstate Com-
merce Commission power to prescribe the
discontinuance of certain railroad services
in intrastate commerce when found to be
unreasonably discriminatory against or to
constitute an undue burden on interstate
commerce; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. MAYBANK:

A concurrent resolution of the Legislature
of the State of South Carolina; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary:

“Concurrent resolution memorializing Con=
gress to enact suitable legislation outlaw-
ing the Communist Party in the United
States and making membership therein
unlawful
“Whereas the great majority of the people

of the United States are united and deter
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mined to maintain the American way of life;
and

“Whereas the people have become deeply
concerned and view with alarm the encroach-
ment of communism upon the free peoples
of the world; and

“Whereas the people of America are par=-
ticularly alarmed over learning of the vast
numbers of persons who are known Commu-
nists or with communistic leanings em-
ployed in positions of trust in the service
of the Government of our country on all
levels; and

“Whereas the doctrine upon which our
country is built and upon which it has pros-
pered and grown great, is tolerance for all
races and creeds; and

“Whereas it is appreciated by the General
Assembly of South Carolina that the Ameri-
can doctrine of tolerance cannot and must
not extend to those sworn enemies of our
form of government, a part of whose doc-
trine is the destruction of our Government
by force and violence; and

“Whereas this situation threatens the wel-
fare of our Nation and the security of our
country, as the Communists advocate the
overthrow of our Government by force and
violence; and

“Whereas the general assembly belleves
that for our own security the Communist
Party should be outlawed and membership
in the party should be made unlawful: Now,
*therefore, be it

“Resolved by the house of representatives
(the senate concurring), That Congress be
memorialized to enact, without delay, suit-
able legislation looking to the outlawing of
the Communist Party in America and mak-
ing membership in such party unlawful, be
it further

“Resolved, That coples of this resolution
be forwarded to the President of the United
States, to each United States Senator from
South Carolina, each Member of the House
of Representatives of Congress from South
Carolina, the Senate of the United States
and the House of Representatives of the
United States.”

SMALL BUSINESS AND DEFENSE
SUBCONTRACTS—REPORT OF SE-
LECT COMMITTEE ON SMALL
BUSINESS (S. REPT. NO. 206)

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, on behalf
of the Select Committee on Small Busi-
ness, I submit a report on small business
and defense subcontracts, and ask that
it be printed.

The report sets forth the results of an
8 months’ survey of defense subcontract-
ing recently completed by the committee,
During the course of the survey, the
committee conferred with 29 of the Na-
tion’s largest military prime contractors.

The report includes an analysis of
small business policies of the major
prime contractors and sets forth a num-

"ber of suggestions offered by the large

manufacturers for the benefit of small
concerns interested in defense work.

On the basis of your committee’s sur=-
vey, it would appear that there are op-
portunities for small concerns as sub-
contractors in major defense production
programs. If is apparent, however, that
full development of those opportunities
will require close cooperation between
the military departments, major military
prime contractors, and small concerns.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
report will be received and printed, as
requested by the Senator from Minne-
sota.
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ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, April 28, 1953, he pre-
sented to the President of the United
States the enrolled bill (S. 1419) to per-
mit the Board of Commissioners of the
District of Columbia to establish day-
light-saving time in the District.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time and, by unanimous consent, the sec-
ond time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. HILL (for himself and Mr.
5 I'IMSPA bil i
. . 1 to authorize the modifica-
tion of the existing project for Mobile Har-
‘gt;z;l g‘:ltﬁll" in 1:):'1:1:3:l to improve facilities for
on; to e Commi
ol 0] ttee on Public
By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey:
8.1785. A bill to amend the Labor-Manage-
ment Relatt;ons Act, 1947, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Lab '
Public Welfare. E
(See the remarks of Mr. Smrre of New
Jersey when he introduced the above bill,
which appear under a separate heading.)
., 17By Mr. ROBERTSON:
- 1786. A bill for the relief of Sonia Roller:
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 4
By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolinas
5.1787. A bill to amend the Classification
Act of 1049, as amended, pertaining to the
Crafts, Protective, and Custodial Schedule,
and to place the position of char employee
working part time in the appropriate grade
of the Crafts, Protective, and Custodial
Schedule; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service. '
By Mr. PASTORE: g
S.1788. A bill for the relief of Parsegh
Simidian; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.
By Mr. SPAREMAN (for himself and
Mr. HiLy) :

5.1789. A bill to provide for the disposal
of certain private hospitals, clinics, and
medical facilities acquired by the Veterans®
Administration, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Government Operations.

By Mr. BARRETT:

8.1790. A bill for the rellef of Dr. Philip
Bloemsma and Mrs. Joy Roelink Bloemsma;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. McCARRAN:

8.1791. A bill for the relief of Leong Walk
Hong; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado:

8.1792. A bill to amend the Servicemen’s
Readjustment Act of 1944; to the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare.

By Mr. MAGNUSON (for himself and
Mr. JACKSON) :

5.1793. A bill to provide for the develop-
ment of the Priest Rapids site on the Colum-
bia River, Wash.,, under a license issued
pursuant to the Federal Power Act; to the
Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. MUNDT:

B.1794. A bill to relmburse the South
Dakota State Hospital for the Insane for the
care of Indian patients; to the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs,

By Mr. LANGER:

8.1795. A bill for the rellef of Fred and
Bernice Ehlers; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

By Mr. CAPEHART (for himself, Mr.
Jouwson of Texas, and Mr. Dan=

IEL) &

8.1796. A bill to incorporate the Board of
Fundamental Education; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SALTONSTALL:

B.1797. A bill to provide for the appoint-
ment of an additional district judge for the
district of Massachusetts; to the Committee
on the Judiclary.
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AMENDMENT OF NATIONAL LABOR
RELATIONS ACT, AS AMENDED

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-
dent, I desire to introduce a bill and, in
connection therewith, to make a state-
ment which may take me 4 or 5 minutes.
The statement is in explanation of the
bill, and I should like to make the state-
ment at this time. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may do so.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senate has just agreed, by unanimous
consent, upon the request of the Senator
from Ohio, that Senators may proceed
to submit routine matters for not to ex-
ceed 2 minutes in the case of any one
matter. Does the Senator from New
Jersey wish to proceed under that agree-
ment?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I think I
can cover what I have to say in that
length of time: but if I am unable to fin-
jsh within that limit, I ask unanimous
consent that the remainder of my state-
ment be printed in the REcorp, in con-
nection with the introduction of the bill.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If the
statement the Senator from New Jersey
wishes to make will require more than 2
minutes to deliver, the remainder of the
Senator’s statement can be printed in
the Recorp, by handing it to the Official
Reporter.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Very well,
Mr President.

I now introduce for appropriate ref-
erence a bill to amend the National Labor
Relations Act, as amended.

Mr. President, in the course of the
hearings before the Senate Labor and
Public Welfare Committee on amend-
ments to the National Labor Relations
Act—the Taft-Hartley Act—we have
been faced with a very special problem
that involves conflict between Federal
and State jurisdictions. There has been
some confusion, both because of the lan-
ruage of the law and because of its in-
terpretation by fhe National Labor Re-
‘lations Board, as to where the jurisdie-
tion. of the National Labor Relations
Board ends and where that of the States
‘begins.

It has been felt by many of us that the
National Labor Relations Board has, by
its interpretation of the law, unduly ex-
tended its jurisdiction, and that a good
deal of the confusion and delay in deal-
ing with labor disputes could be pre-
vented if a proper limitation were placed
on the kind of cases which Federal leg=
islation should cover.

The purpose of the bill, in the nature
of an amendment, which I have intro-
duced is to reverse the trend which to-
day is away from the States, and to re-
store to the States some of their au-
thority to regulate labor relations in ob-
viously local situations. Furthermore,
in this measure I have endeavored o
curfail in some degree the excessive cov-
erage of labor cases that has been taken
over by the National Labor Relations
Board. Furthermore, I have tried to
eliminate the legal No Man’s Land
which the Labor Beard has created by
its refusal to assert jurisdiction in some
cases, while at the same time prohibit-
ing the States from taking jurisdiction.

To clarify this twilicht zone between
the Federal Government and the States
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.and to meet some of the criticisms that
we have received with regard to the op-
eration of the act, this measure is intro-
duced in order to modify the existing
law in the following respects:

First. It repeals the exemption for
Federal Reserve banks.

Second. It exempts from the Taft-
Hartley Act's coverage (a) employers of
less than 10 employees; (b) *“public
utilities,” as defined, which are primarily
local; and (¢c) employers primarily en-
gaged in the building and construction
industry.

Third. It excludes from the Taft-
Hartley Act's coverage employers whose
annual ipterstate business does not ex-
ceed certain specified minima in terms
of dollars and cents.

Fourth. It requires the Labor Board
to assert jurisdiction with respect to all
employers, unless they are specifically
exempted, or whose interstate activities
fall below the specified minima.

Fifth. It deprives the Labor Board of
authority to cede jurisdiction to the
States, an authority never exercised
under the Taft-Hartley Act. This au-
thority is made unnecessary by my bill

The consequences of these changes
will be both substantial and beneficial.
Considerable criticism has been directed
at the Labor Board, particularly by labor,
because of the inordinate delays in the
processing of its cases. This bill, by
substantially reducing the Board's case-
load, will enable it to speed up its han-
dling of those remaining cases.

The Federal Reserve banks, even
though they perform certain useful
functions in behalf of the Federal Gov-
ernment, are, nevertheless, private in-
stitutions, operated for the profit of pri-
vate parties. Hence, it was felt that
there was no justification for depriving
the employees of such institutions of the
rights guaranteed employees by the
Taft-Hartley Act. Therefore, the hill
removes their exemption.

In the vast majority of cases, em-
ployers with less than 10 employees carry
on operations whose impact on interstate
commerce is so small or remote as to
furnish no justification for Federal
intervention or regulation. This bill
exempts them from the Federal act.

Strikes and lockouts in public utilities,
primarily local in character, have re-
sulted in particular localities in condi-
tions similiar to those Congress sought to
prevent on a national scale by enacting
the national emergency provisions in
title II of the Labor-Management Rela-
tions Act of 1947, This bill, by specifi-
cally exempting local public utilities
from the act, leaves the States free to
regulate such emergency situations in
order to protect the health, safety, and
welfare of their own citizens.

The building and construction indus=
try also is lagrely local in character.
The overwhelming majority of employ-
ers in the industry are small employers,
with very few employees, doing a small
annual business in a local area. For
these reasons, no cases involving the
building and construction industry were
processed under the Wagner Act. Con-
gress, in amendming the Wagner Act,
did not intend to modify that policy.
This bill is thus designed to earry out
that congressional intent.

April 28

. After many years of experience, the
National Labor Relations Board itself,
in October 1950, established certain cri-
teria to guide it in the assertion of its
jurisdiction. These criteria consist of
certain specified dollar amounts of inter-
state commerce below which the Board
would not assert jurisdiction. Because
of the soundness of these criteria in
establishing a line of demarcation be-
tween what is regarded as interstate and
what is properly deemed local in nature,
and because of their clarity and the ease
with which they can be applied in each
specific case, they are included in the
bill in accordance with the policy of de-
priving the Board of discretion in the
matter of jurisdiction.

I am introducing the bill and am mak-
ing this brief explanation on the floor
because I hope that by publicizing these
suggested changes the committee will
have the benefit of reactions, pro or con,
from Members of Congress, from labor
and management, and from the general
public. We shall soon be in the process
of writing amendments to the act, and
it would be helpful to us to ascertain
whether amendments such as the ones
provided by this bill will be acceptable
to the parties chiefly concerned.

I ask unanimous consent that the full
text of the bill be inserted in the Recorp
at the close of my remarks.

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

The bill (8. 1785) to amend the Labor-
Management Relations Act, 1947, and
for other purposes, introduced by Mr.
SmitH of New Jersey, was received, read
twice by its title, referred to the Commit-
tee on Labor and Public Welfare, and

ordered to be printed in the Recorv, as
follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the National Labor
Relations Act, as amended, is hereby further
amended as follows: .

(a) Section 2 (2) of such act 1s amended
to read as follows:

“(2) The term ‘employer' includes any
person acting as an agent of an employer,
directly or indirectly, but shall not include
the United States, or any wholly owned Gov-
ernment corporation, or any State or polit-
ical subdivision thereof, or any corporation
or association operating a hospital, if no part
of the net earnings inures to the benefit of
any private shareholder or individual, or any
person subject to the Railway Labor Act, as
amended from time to time, or any labor
organization (other than when acting as an
employer), or anyone acting in the capacity
of officer or agent of such labor organization,
or any employer the number of whose em-
ployees does not exceed 9, or any ‘public
utility’ subject to regulation by the State
in which such ‘public utility’ is located if
the annual dollar volume of the goods or
services sold by such ‘public utility’ wholly
within such State is not less than 75 percent
of the total dollar volume of the goods and
services sold annually by such ‘public util-
ity,’ or any employer primarily engaged in
the building and construction Iindustry:
Provided, That any employer not otherwise
excluded from the definition of ‘employer’ °
herein shall not be an ‘employer’ within
the meaning of the definition contained in
this subsection unless such employer (A)
ships, or produces or sells goods destined for
direct shipment, to points outside the State
in which such employer is doing business, or

‘performs services outside such State, if such

goods or services are valued at not less than



1953

£25,000 per annum; or (B) sells or furnishes
goods or services valued at not less than
$50,000 per annum, directly to en-
gaged in commerce within the meaning of
this act, and not excluded from the jurisdic«
tion thereof by the provisions of this sub-
section; or (C) purchases or receives directly
from points outside the State in which such
employer is doing business, goods or services
valued at not less than $500,000 per annum;
or (D) purchases or receives goods, valued at
not less than $1 milllon per annum, if such
goods originate at points outside the State
in which such employer is dolng business.”

(b) Section 2 of such act is amended by
inserting at the end thereof the following
new subsection:

*(14) The term ‘public utility’ means an
employer engaged in the busines of furnish-
ing water, light, heat, gas, electric power,
sanitation, passenger transportation, or com-
muunlcations services to the public or of oper-
ating a gas pipeline or a toll bridge, road,
or tunnel.”

(c) Subsection (a) of section 10 of such
act is amended by striking out the words
“is empowered” and inserting in lieu there-
of the word “shall,” by striking out the word
*“to™ where 1t appears after the second comma
in the first sentence of such subsection, by
striking out the word “power’ where it first
appears in the second sentence of such sub-
section and inserting in lleu thereof the
word “duty”, and by striking out the pro-
viso at the end of such subsection.

TITLE TO CERTAIN SUBMERGED
LANDS—AMENDMENTS

Mr. EEFAUVER submitted amend-
ments intended to be proposed by him
to the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 13) to
confirm and establish the titles of the
States to lands beneath navigable waters
within State boundaries and to the natu-
ral resources within such lands and
waters, and to provide for the use and
control of said lands and resources,
which were ordered to lie on the table
and to be printed.

Mr. KEFAUVER (for himself, Mr,
ToseyY, Mr. MORsSE, Mr. PASTORE, Mr.
LaNGER, Mr. MURRAY, Mr. HUMPHREY,
and Mr. GREeN) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by them,
jointly, to Senate Joint Resolution 13,
supra, which was ordered to lie on the
table and to be printed.

Mr. DOUGLAS submitted amendments
intended to be proposed by him to Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 13, supra, which
were ordered to lie on the table and to
be printed.

Mr. MONRONEY submitted amend-
ments intended to be proposed by him to
Senate Joint Resolution 13, supra, which
were ordered to lie on the table and to
be printed.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

As in executive session,
The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. SALTONSTALL, from the Commit-
mittee on Armed Services:

James P. Mitchell, of New Jersey, to be
Assistant Secretary of the Army; and

John BSlezak, of Illinois, to be Assistant
Becretary of the Army.

By Mr. WILEY, from the Comirittee on
Foreign Relations:

Executive T, 82d Congress, 2d sesslon, an
agreement relating to the status of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization, signed at Lon-
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don on June 19, 1851; with an understanding
(Ex. Rept. No, 1);

Executive U, 82d Congress, 2d session, an
agreement relating to the status of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization, signed at
Ottawa on September 20, 1951 (Ex. Rept. No.
1): and

Executive B, 83d Congress, 1st session, a
protocol on the status of international mili-
tary headquarters set up pursuant to the
North Atlantic Treaty, signed at Paris on
August 28, 1952 (Ex. Rept. No. 1).

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI-
CLES, ETC., PRINTED IN THE AP=-
PENDIX
On request, and by unanimous consent,

addresses, editorials, articles, etc., were

‘ordered to be printed in the Appendix, as

follows:
By Mr. WILEY:

Address delivered by him on the subject
of American forelgn policy, at the annual
meeting of the National Association of
Hoslery Manufacturers, in Atlantic City,
N. J., April 27, 1953.

By Mr, BYRD:

Address delivered by Representative Wirt=
Liam M. Tuck, of Virginia, before the Cham-
ber of Commerce of the United States on
April 28.

Address delivered by the Secretary of the
Navy R. B. Anderson before the Portsmouth
Chamber of Commerce on April 22, 1953,

By Mr. JACKSON:

Article on the subject of tidelands oll, pub-
lished in the St. Louils Post-Dispatch on
April 28, 1953.

By Mr. MARTIN:

Editorial entitled “St. Lawrence Seaway Is
No Road to Economy,” published in the Phil-
adelphia Inquirer on April 26, 1953; and
editorial entitled “No More Dream Lands,”
advocating the sale of the TVA to private
industry, published in the Oil City (Pa.)
Derrick of April 21, 1953,

THE RIGHTS AND RESPONSIBILI-
TIES OF UNIVERSITIES AND THEIR
FACULTIES—STATEMENT BY AS-
SOCIATION OF AMERICAN UNI-
VERSITIES
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres-

ident, on March 30, 1952, I inserted in

the REcorp a statement of the Princeton

Chapter of the American Association of

University Professors with regard to the

much-discussed subject of freedom of

speech. I did this at the request of a

friend of mine on the Princeton faculty,

without any intention on my part of
endorsing the position taken by the

Princeton chapter.

I have recently had it called to my at-
tention that the Princeton chapter in
trying to convince its readers ran over-
board with a characteristic statement
that overlooked two or three important
elements in the picture. Friends of mine
in Princeton advise me that they are
trying to convince their academic
brethren that the case for freedom of
speech has been damaged in the past
few years by the neglect of some college
professors to recognize, in connection
with their claims to freedom, the pecu-
liar responsibilities that accrue there-
from. When the academic brethren felt
it necessary to shout about academic
freedom, they have tended at fimes to
overlook the other side of the shield.
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I have just received from Princeton
University a formal statement by the
Association of American Universities en-
titled “The Rights and Responsibilities
of Universities and Their Faculties.”
This is signed by an eminent group of
college presidents. In order to clarify
this issue and to bring out clearly the
position taken by some of our best think-
ers on this important subject, I ask
unanimous consent to print in the body
of the Recorp the statement in question,
together with the names of the signers.

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

'THE RIGHTS AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF UNIVER=
SITIES AND THEIR FACULTIES

I. ROLE OF THE UNIVERSITY IN AMERICAN LIFE

For 300 years higher education has played
a leading role in the advancement of Ameri-
can civilization. No country in history so
early perceived the importance of that role
and none has derived such widespread bene-
fits from it. Colleges moved westward with
the frontier and carried with them the seeds
of learning. When the university idea was
transplanted from Europe, it spread across
the Nation with extraordinary speed. To-
day our universities are the standard bearers
of our whole system of education. They are
the mainstays of the professions. They are
the prime source of our competence in sci-
ence and the arts, The names of their grad-
uates crowd the honor rolls of two world
wars and of the Nation's peacetime affairs.
By every test of war and peace they have
proved themselves indispensable instruments
of cultural progress and national welfare.

In the United States there is a greater de-
gree of equality of opportunity in higher
education than anywhere else in the world.
A larger proportion of Americans study in
universities and colleges than any other peo-
ple. These universities have shown and con-
tinue to show greater responsiveness to the
needs of our society than their European
counterparts. They have equipped our peo=
ple with the varied skills and sclences esse=
tial to the development of a ploneer country.
They have imparted the shape and coherence
of the American nation to formless immi-
grant groups. American ideals have been
strengthened, the great cultural tradition
of the West has been broadened, and enriched
by their teaching and example.

Modern knowledge of ourselves and of our
universe has been nurtured in the univer-
slties. The sclentific, technological, med-
ical, and surgical advances of our time were
born in them. They have supplied intellec-
tual capital as essential to our socilety as
financial capital is to our industrial enter-
prise. They have more than justified the
faith of the public in our distinctive system
of higher education. They have proved
themselves dynamic forces of American
progress. |

II. THE NATURE OF A UNIVERSITY

A university is the institutional embodi-
ment of an urge for knowledge that is basie
in human nature and as old as the human
race. It is inherent in every individual. The
search that it inspires is an individual affair,
Men vary in the intensity of their passion
for the search for knowledge as well as in
their competence to pursue it, History
therefore presents us with a serles of schol-
arly ploneers who advanced our knowledge
from age to age and Increased our ability to
discover new knowledge. Great scholars and
teachers drew students to them, and in the
Middle Ages a few such groups organized
themselves into the first universities.

The modern university which evolved from
these is a unique type of organization., For
many reasons it must differ from a cor=-
poration created for the purpose of produc-
ing a salable article for profit. Its internal
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structure, procedures, and discipline are
properly quite different from those of busi-
ness organizations. It is not so closely in-
tegrated and there is no such hierarchy of
authority as is appropriate to a business con-
cern; the permanent members of a university
are essentially equals.

Like its medieval prototype, the modern
American university is an association of in-
dividual scholars. Their effectiveness, both
as scholars and as teachers, requires the
capitalizing of their indlvidual passion for
knowledge and their individual competence
to pursue it and communicate it to others.
They are united in loyalty to the ideal of
learning, to the moral code, to the country,
and to its form of government. They repre-
sent diversified fields of knowledge, they ex-
press many points of view. Even within the
same department of instruction there are
not only specialists in various phases of the
subject, but men with widely different in=-
terests and outlook.

Free enterprise is as essential to intellec~
tual as to economic progress. A unversity
must therefore be hospitable to an infinite
variety of skills and viewpoints, relying upon
open competition among them as the surest
safeguard of truth. Its whole spirit requires
investigation, criticism, and presentation of
ideas in an atmosphere of freedom and mu-
tual confidence. This is the real meaning
of “academic” freedom. It is essentlal to
the achievement of its ends that the faculty
of a university be guaranteed this freedom
by its governing board, and that the reasons
for the guaranty be understood by the pub-
lic. To enjoin uniformity of outlook upon
a university faculty would put a stop to
learning at the source.

For these reasons a university does not
take an official position of its own either on
disputed questions of scholarship or on poli-
tical questions or matters of public policy.
It refrains from so doing not only in its own
but in the public interest, to capitalize the
search for knowledge for the benefit of so-
clety, to give the individuals pursuing that
search the freest possible scope and the
greatest possible encouragement in their ef-
forts to preserve the learning of the past and
advance learning in the present. The schol-
ar who pursues the search on these terms
does g0 at maximum advantage to soclety.
8o does the student. To the scholar lie
open new discoveries in the whole fleld of
knowledge, to his student the opportunity
of sharing in those discoverles and at the
same time developing his powers of rational
thought, intelligent judgment, and an under-
standing use of acquired knowledge. Thus
essentlal qualities of learning are combined
with essential qualities of citizenship in a
Iree soclety.

To fulfill their function the members of
university facultles must continue to ana=-
lyze, test, criticize, and reassess existing in-
stitutions and beliefs, approving when the
evidence supports them and disapproving
when the welght of evidence is on the other
side. Such investigations cannot be con-
fined to the physical world, The acknowl-
edged fact that moral, social, and poltical
progress have not kept pace with mastery of
the physical world shows the need for more
intensified research, fresh insights, vigorous
criticism, and inventiveness. The scholar's
mission requires the study and examination
of unpopular ideas, of ideas considered ab-
horrent and even dangerous. For, just as in
the case of deadly disease or the military
potential of an enemy, it is only by intense
study and research that the nature and
extent of the danger can be understood and
defenses against it perfected.

Timidity must not lead the scholar to
stand silent when he ought to speak, par-
ticularly in the fleld of his competence. In
matters of conscience and when he has truth
to proclaim the scholar has no obligation to
be silent in the face of popular disapproval.
Some of the great passages in the history
of truth have involved the open challenge
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of popular prejudice in times of tension such
as those In which we live:

What applies to research applies equally
to teaching. So long as an instructor’s ob-
servations are scholarly and germane to his
subject, his freedom of expression in his
classroom should not be curbed. The uni-
versity student should be exposed to come-
peting opinions and beliefs in every field, so
that he may learn to weigh them and gain
maturity of judgment. Honest and skillful
exposition of such opinions and bellefs is the
duty of every instructor; and it is equally
his privilege to express his own critical opin-
ion and the reasons for holding it. In teach-
ing, as in research, he is limited by the re-
quirements of citizenship, of professional
competence and good taste. Having met
those standards, he is entitled to all the pro-
tection the full resources of the university
can provide,

Whatever criticism is occasloned by these
practices, the universities are committed to
them by their very nature. To curb them,
in the hope of avoiding criticism, would
mean distorting the true process of learning
and depriving soclety of its benefits. It
would invite the fate of the German and
Italian universities under fascism and the
Russian universities under communism, It
would deny our soclety one of its most fruit-
ful sources of strength and welfare and rep-
resent a sinister change in our ldeal of gov-
ernment.

III, THE OBLIGATIONS AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF
UNIVERSITY FACULTIES

We must recognize the fact that honest
men hold differing opinions. This funda-
mental truth underlies the assertion and de-
finition of individual rights and freedom in
our Bill of Rights. How does it apply to
universities? In the eyes of the law, the
university scholar has no more and no less
freedom than his fellow citizens outside a
university. Nonetheless, because of the
vital importance of the university to civiliza-
tion, memberghip in its soclety of scholars
enhances the prestige of persons admitted
to its fellowship after probation and upon
the basis of achievement in research and
teaching. The university supplies a distinc-
tive forum and, in so doing, strengthens the
scholar’s voice. When his opinions challenge
existing orthodox points of view, his freedom
may be more in need of defense than that
of men in other professions. The guarantee
of tenure to professors of mature and proven
scholarship is one such defense. As in the
case of judges, tenure protects the scholar
against undue economic or political pressures
and ensures the continuity of the scholarly
process.

There is a line at which “freedom” or
“privilege” begins to be qualified by legal
“duty” and "obligation.” The determina-
tion of the line is the function of the legls-
lature and the courts. The ultimate inter-
pretation and application of the First and
Fourteenth Amendments are the function of
the United States SBupreme Court; but every
public official is bound by his oath of office
to respect and preserve the liberties guaran-
teed therein. These are not to be deter=
mined arbitrarily or by public outery. The
line thus drawn can be changed by legis~
lative and judicial action; it has varied
in the past because of prevailing anxieties
as well as by reason of “clear and present”
danger. Its location is subject to, and
should receive, eriticism both popular and
judicial. However much the location of the
line may be criticized, it cannot be dis-
regarded with impunity. Any member of a
university who crosses the duly established
line is not excused by the fact that he be-
lieves the line ill-drawn. When the speech,
writing, or other actions of a member of a
faculty exceed lawful limits, he is subject
to the same penalties as other persons. In
addition, he may lose his university status.

Historically the word “university” is a
guaranty of standards. It implies endorse-
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ment not of its members' views but of their
capabllity and integrity. Every scholar has
an obligation to maintain this reputation.
By ill-advised, though not illegal, public acts
or utterances he may do serious harm to
his profession, his university, to education,
and to the general welfare. He bears a heavy
responsibility to weigh the wvalidity of his
opinions and the manner in which they are
expressed. His effectiveness, both as scholar
and teacher, is not reduced but enhanced if
he has the humility and the wisdom to recog-
nize the fallibility of his own judgment. He
should remember that he is as much a lay-
man as anyone else in all flelds except those
in which he has special competence. Others,
both within and without the university, are
as free to criticize his opinions as he is free
to express them.

As in all acts of association, the professor
accepts conventions which become morally
binding. Above all, he owes his colleagues
in the university complete candor and per-
fect integrity, preconcluding any kind of
clandestine or conspiratorial activities, He
owes equal candor to the public. If he is
called upon to answer for his convictions it
is his duty as a citizen to speak out. It is
even more definitely his duty as a professor,
Refusal to do so, on whatever legal grounds,
cannot fail to reflect upon a profession that
claims for itself the fullest freedom to speak
and the maximum protection of that free-
dom available in our society. In this re-
spect, invocation of the fifth amendment
places upon a professor a heavy burden of
proof of his fitness to hold a teaching posi-
tion and lays upon his university an obliga-
tion to reexamine his qualifications for mem-
bership In its society.

In all universities, faculties exercise wide
authority in internal affairs. The greater
their autonomy, the greater their share of
responsibility to the public. They must
maintain the highest standards and exercise
the utmost wisdom in appointments and pro-
motions. They must accept their share of
responsibility for the discipline of those who
fall short in the discharge of their academic
trust.

The universities owe their existence to
legislative acts and public charters. A State
university exists by constitutional and legis-
lative acts, an endowed university enjoys its
independence by franchise from the State
and by custom. The State university is sup-
ported by public funds. The privately sus-
tained university is benefited by tax exemp=
tlons. Such benefits are conferred upon the
universities not as favors but in furtherance
of the public Interest, They carry with them
public obligation of direct concern to the
faculties of the universities as well as to the
governing boards.

Legislative bodies from time to time may
scrutinize these benefits and privileges. It
is clearly the duty of universities and their
members to cooperate in official inquiries
directed to those ends. When the powers of
legislative inquiry are abused, the remedy
does not lie in noncooperation or deflance;
it is to be sought through the normal chan-
nels of informed public opinion.

IV. THE PRESENT DANGER

‘We have set forth the nature and function
of the university. We have outlined its
rights and responsibilities and those of its
faculties. What are the implications of cur-
rent anxiety over Russian communism and
the subversive activities connected with it?

We condemn Russian communism as we
condemn every form of totalitarianism. We
share the profound concern of the American
people at the existence of an international
conspiracy whose goal is the destruction of
our cherished Institutions. The police state
would be the death of our universities, as of
our Government. Three of its principles in
particular are abhorrent to us: The foment-
ing of worldwide revolution as a step to seiz-
ing power; the use of falsehood and deceit as
normal means of persuasion; thought con-
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trol—the dictation of doctrines which must
be accepted and taught by all party mem-
bers. Under these prineciples, no scholar
could adequately disseminate knowledge or
pursue investigations in the effort to make
further progress toward truth.

Appointment to a university position and
retention after appointment require not only
professional competence but involve the
affirmative obligation of being diligent and
loyal in citizenship. Above all, a scholar
must have Iintegrity and independence.
This renders lmpossible adherence to such a
regime as that of Russia and its satellites.
No person who accepts or advocates such
principles and methods has any place in a
university. Since present membership in
the Communist Party requires the accept-
ance of these principles and methods, such
membership extinguishes the right to a uni-
versity position. Moreover, if an instructor
follows communistic practice by becoming a
propagandist for one opinion, adopting a
“party line,” silencing criticlsm or impaliring
freedom of thought and expression in his
classroom, he forfeits not only all university
support but his right to membership in the
university.

*“Academlc freedom” is not a shield for
those who break the law. Universities must
cooperate Tully with law-enforcement officers
whose duty requires them to prosecute those
charged with offenses. Under a well-estab-
lished American principle thelr innocence
is to be assumed until they have been con-
victed, under due process, in a court of proper
Jurisdiction.

Unless a faculty member violates a law,
however, his disclipline or discharge is a
university responsibility and should not be
assumed by political authority. Diseipline
on the basis of irresponsible accusations or
suspicion can never be condoned. It is as
damaging to the public welfare as it Is to
academic integrity. The university is com-
petent to establish a tribunal to determine
the facts and falrly judge the nature and
degree of any trespass upon academic in-
tegrity, as well as to determine the penally
such trespass merits.

As the professor is entitled to no special
privileges in law, so also he should be sub-
ject to no special discrimination. Universi-
ties are bound to deprecate special loyalty
tests which are applied to their faculties
but to which others are not subjected. Such
discrimination does barm to the individual
and even greater harm to his university and
the whole cause of education by destroying
faith in the ideals of university scholarship.

V. CONCLUSION

Finally, we assert that freedom of thought
and speech is vital to the maintenance of
the American system and is essential to the
general welfare. Condemnation of com-
munism and its protagonists is not to be
interpreted as readiness to curb social, polit-
jcal, or economic investigation and research.
To insist upon conformity to current beliefs
and practices would do infinite harm to the
principle of freedom, which is the greatest,
the central, American doctrine. Fidellty to
that principle has made it possible for the
universities of America to confer great bene-
fits upon our soclety and our country. Ad-
herence to that principle is the only guar-
antee that the Nation may continue to enjoy
those benefits.
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ISSUANCE OF SPECIAL
IMMIGRANT VISAS

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to speak
for not more than 2 minutes, on the
subject of European refugees.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
Senator from New Jersey that he be
permitted, by unanimous consent, to
speak for not to exceed 2 minutes?
The Chair hears none. Without objec-
tion, the Senator from New Jersey may
proceed.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-
dent, unfortunately, I was unable to be
present last week when the senior Sena-
tor from Michigan [Mr. FErcuson], with
the senior Senator from New York [Mr.
Ives] and my colleague, the junior Sena-
tor from New Jersey [Mr. HENDRICKSON]
introduced, in line with President Eisen-
hower’s request, S. 1746, a bill to assist
in alleviating the current immigration
and refugee problem by providing for
the issuance of 240,000 special immigrant
visas during fiscal years 1953 and 1954,
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Ever since I first visited the displaced
persons camps in 1947, I have been
keenly aware of the deep yearning of
many people in the satellite countries of
eastern Europe for freedom and inde-
pendence. Their courage in leaving their
homes and all their possessions to seek
freedom, and in rejecting the false secu-
rity offered by Russian communism-—
which they knew would be slavery—has
been a real challenge to us all. We can
do no less than help solve this difficult
problem and relieve the population pres-
sures on western Europe, by being willing
to cooperate with other peoples to find
homes and a new start in life for these
twentieth century patriots who, like our
ancestors, are saying “Give us liberty or
give us death.”

I am making this statement today
because I wish to associate myself with
this proposal of President Eisenhower’s
and with my colleagues in introducing
the appropriate bill to carry out the
President’s proposal. I appreciated the
action yesterday of the senior Senator
from Michigan [Mr. FErGUsoN] in ask-
ing that I be permitted to be listed as a
cosponsor of the bill.

I join with my colleagues in their com-
mendable efforts to alleviate the suffer-
ing of these refugees, many of whom
have braved death to escape from be-
hind the Iron Curtain.

THE VISA FUNCTION UNDER THE
IMMIGRATION AND NATIONALITY
ACT—ADDRESS BY FRANK L.
AUERBACH [

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President,inan
address before the Federal Bar Associa=
tion of New York, New Jersey, and Con=-
necticut, on April 16, 1953, Mr. Frank
L. Auerbach, Foreign Affairs officer of
the Visa Office, Department of State, so
very clearly portrayed many of the most
important provisions of the new Immi-
gration and Nationality Act, that I ask
unanimous consent to have his address,
entitled “The Visa Function Under the
Immigration and Nationality Act,”
printed at this point in the RECORD as a
part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the address

was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,

as follows:

THE VisA FUNCTION UNDER THE IMMIGRATION
AND NATIONALITY ACT

I am glad to be here today and to review
with you some of the more important changes
the Immigration and Nationality Act has
brought about in relation to the visa function
of the Department of State.

The new law, commonly referred to as the
McCarran-Walter Act, became effective on
December 24, 1952, and thus has been in op-
eration for less than 4 months, a rather brief
period to assess its eflect in any thorough
fashion. But compared with the old law, the
new act has brought about certain changes in
our immigration laws and consequently in
implementing regulations, the effect of which
can already clearly be recognized in the day-
by-day operations. I should like to discuss
with you some of these changes.

One of the most important changes, if not
the most important change, brought about
by the new law, is that it eliminates racial
discrimination from naturalization and
makes aliens of all races eligible for immigra-
tion into the United States.

Before the new act became operative on
December 24, 1952, the Immigration Act of

1



4072

February 5, 1917, provided for the so-called
Aslatic barred zone, natives of which with
few exceptions could not come to the United
States as immigrants. In addition, the Im=-
migration Act of 1924 made ineligible for im=
migration all persons who under our na=-
tionality laws were barred from naturaliza-
tion. These provisions of the 1924 act made
ineligible for immigration, among others,
natives of Korea and Japan. In recent years
this resulted in many unfortunate situations,
particularly in the case of American service-
men who married Japanese or Korean girls
only to discover that under the then appli-
cable immigration laws they could not bring
their wives into the United States.

In providing for the immigration of per-
sons of Asian ancestry, the Immigration and
Natlonality Act follows, generally speaking,
the pattern set up in 1943 when the Congress,
upon the urging of President Roosevelt, re-
pealed the Chinese Exclusion Act and set up
a guota for Chinese persons. Different from
the case of other immigrants whose quota is
determined by place of birth, the law pro-
vided in the case of Chinese persons that an-
cestry rather than place of birth was to be
the determining factor in establishing an
allen’s quota. A similar formula was allowed
in 1946 when Congress set up a quota for
East Indians.

As stated already, the new law follows in
general the formula of the 1943 act as to the
determination of quota chargeability of
Asian peoples with some very significant
liberalizing exceptions. Under the old law
the East Indian husband, wife or child,
and the Chinese husband and child of an
American citizen could enter the United
States only as quota immigrants, which
mostly meant many years of waiting due to
the smallness of, and the heavy demand on,
these gquotas. The new law accords non-
guota status to any child, wife, and husband
of an American citizen, regardless of their
ancestry or race.

The salutory effect of this liberalization
can be observed in the day by day work in
the Visa Office of the Department of State.

The quota chargeability of an Asian immi-
grant who is not entitled to nonguota status
is determined by his place of birth if he is
born within the so-called Asia-Pacific Tri-
angle, covering roughly all Asian countries
from India to Japan and all Pacific islands
north of Australla and New Zealand. In
other words, a Japanese person born in Ko-
rea Is chargeable to the Korean gquota while
an East Indian born in Japan is chargeable
to the Japanese quota., If an immigrant
who is attributable by as much as one-half
of his ancestry to a people or peoples in-
digenous to the Asia-Pacific Triangle is born
outside of the Triangle his quota is deter-
mined by his ancestry rather than by his
place of birth. Due to specific statutory
provisions Chinese persons who are quota
immigrants are always chargeable to the
Chinese quota regardless of whether they
are born within or without the Asia-Pacific
Triangle.

Apart from the provisions relating to the
immigration of Asian peoples the national
origins system in allocating immigration
quotas has by and large been continued in
the new act from the Immigration Act of
1924,

A new provision In the Immigration and
Nationality Act places a ceillng of 100 on
the number of quota visas which may be is-
sued to natives of colonies and dependencies
who are chargeable to the quota of the gov-
erning country. For example, natives of
Malta, Hong Kong, Bermuda, or Trinidad
who are chargeable to the quota of Great
Britain may not be issued in any one year
more than 100 visas each of the total quota
of Great Britain. This new provision has
particular significance in the Portuguese and
Bpanish quotas where the colonies may ah=
sorb all of the mother country's guota.

In order to facilitate the administration
of this provision of the law the Department
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of State bas established by regulation so-

called subquotas of 100 each. The term sub- -

quota designates that portion of the quota
of a governing country which may be made
avallable, subject to a limitation of 100 an=-
nually, to quota immigrants born in any
colony or other component or dependent
areas overseas from the governing eountry.
Chargeable to such subquotas is, as a rule,
any quota immigrant born in a colony, com-
ponent, or dependent area, The Department
has determined that there are at present a
total of 78 subquotas of 8 countries: the
quota for Great Britain and Northern Ire-
land has 44 subquotas; France, 16 subguo=-
tas; Portugal, 8 subquotas; Spain and the
Netherlands, 3 subgquotas each; India, 2 sub-
quotas; and Belgium and Denmark 1 sub-
guota each. Nine of the 44 subquotas of
Great Britaln are allocated to British col-
onles and dependent areas in the Western
Hemisphere. They are the Bahamas, Bar-
badoes, Bermuda, British Gulana, British
Honduras, Jamaica, Leeward Islands, Trini-
dad, and Windward Islands.

Another significant change brought about
by the new law is the system of preferences
within quotas. Under the old law the first
50 percent of a quota was available to par-
ents, and to husbands by marriages since
January 1, 1948, of American citizens, and
in the case of quotas over 300, to so-called
skilled agriculturists. The next 50 percent
of the quota was avallable to the wives and
children of permanent resident allens. Those
portions of & quota not used by either pref-
erence group was available to all other im-
migrants sometimes referred to as new seed
immigrants, because they had no close ties
in the United States.

Under the new law relative preferences
have been expanded and in addition a sys-
tem of selective immigration has been in-
troduced. The first 50 percent of each quota
is first available to so-called skilled aliens
whose services are needed wurgently in the
United States because of their high educa-
tion, technical training, speclalized experi-
ence, or exceptional ability. The next 30
percent of each quota is available to parents
of American citizens and the remaining 20
percent to spouses and children of aliens
lawfully admitted for permanent residence.

Any portion not used by any of these three
preference groups is first available to aliens
in any of the other preference groups and
if not required by them becomes available
to nonpreference quota immigrants, Twenty-
five percent of this portion of the quota not
used by the first 3 preference groups,
however, is made available to a so-called
fourth preference quota group consisting of
brothers and sisters of American citizens,
and to the sons and daughters of American
citizens who do not qualify for nonquota
status because they are married or over 21
years of age.

Up to this time the number of aliens who
have been found qualified for the so-called
first preference quota has been rather small,
probably due to the fact that this new pref-
erence for skilled aliens, which it is expected
will eventually benefit American economy
and industry, has not yet become well known.
There has been a considerable demand for
fourth preference quota visas particularly by
brothers and sisters of American citizens
who through this new preference find their
cases considered ahead of those aliens with-
out such close family tles in the United
States.

The introduction of the system of selective
immigration was accompanied by another
significant change in our immigration law.
The new law did not reenact the so-called
contract labor provisions but has substituted
provisions designed to safeguard American
labor more effectively and more flexibly, The
contract labor provisions of the old law, with
few exceptions, excluded from admission into
the United States aliens who were promised
or had a contract for labor in the United
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Btates which was predominantly manual in
character, The purpose of this provision
was to protect American labor from competi-
tion of immigrant labor. The new law ap-
proaches this problem differently.

Immigrants who seek to enter the United
States to perform skilled or unskilled labor
are barred from admission only if the Secre-
tary of Labor certifies to the Secretary of
State and the Attorney General a sufficiency
of workers in the United States who are able,
willing, and qualified to perform at the place
to which the alien is destined such skilled
or unskilled labor as the alien is seeking to
perform, or that the employment of certain
immigrants will adversely affect the wages
and working conditions of the workers in
the United States similarly employed. In
the absence of such certification by the Sec-
retary of Labor this provision is inoperative.
So far, the Secretary of Labor has not made
a certification as contemplated by the law.
The scope of this potential ground for ex-
clusion is limited. Even after the Secretary
of Labor has made a certification as to the
sufficiency of labor in a given locality, the
resulting excluding provision applies only to
nonpreference quota immigrants and immi-
grants entitled to nonquota status as natives
of the Western Hemisphere or as former
American citizens. It does not apply to any
of the other nonquota immigrant categories
or to preference quota immigrants.

The abolition of the contract labor pro=-
visions of the old law has a significance which
affects another important requirement of the
law. Both under the old and new law an
immigrant may be issued a visa only if he
can show that he will not become a publle
charge In the United States. Unless the
alien had at his disposal in this country
funds of his own, proof that he was not likely
to become a public charge under the old
law usually was presented by the submission
of a so-called affidavit of support from a
relative or close friend in the United States
who expressed his willingness and showed his
ability to take care of the alien in such way
that he would not become a public charge.
The presentation of a work contract in this
connection was unacceptable unless the
alien’s vocation was predominantly mental.

The presentation of a work contract for
manual employment not only did not over-
come the likelihood of becoming a public
charge but led mandatorily to the denial of
a visa under the contract labor provisions,
Under the new law the presentation of a work
contract may in some cases very well be the
sole proof required by the consul to satisfy
the requirement of the law that the allen
not be likely to become a public charge.

The law contains another new provision
which permits an immigrant in certain cases
to overcome a likelihood of becoming a pub-
lic charge. In the case of an allen ineligible
to receive a visa because he is likely to become
a public charge a bond may be posted with
the Attorney General. Under the State De-~
partment visa regulations the posting of such
bond with the Attorney General will be
accepted by the consular officer as satisfac-
tory proof that the allen is not llkely to
become a public charge in the United States.

At this point I should like to comment
briefly on the public charge provision of the
statute as it is implemented by the regula-
tions of the Department of State. In the
language of the statute an alien is ineligible
to receive a visa if in the opinion of the con-
sular officer at the time of application for
a visa, the allen is likely at any time to
become a public charge, Under the Depart-
ment’s regulations any conclusion that an
allen, eligible to receive a visa, is likely to
become a public charge must “be predicated
upon the existence of facts or circumstances
which indicate a reasonable probability that
the immigrant will become a charge upon the
public after entry into the United States.”

Another provision of the new law relating
to the issuance of visas to immigrants is of
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considerable significance. Since the Allen
Reglstration Act became law In 1940 and
until the new law took effect, not only pres-
ent but also former members of proscribed
organizations were excluded from admission
into the United States. In other words,
under the old law an allen who was a mem-
ber of the Communist Party some 20 years
ago, but had long since terminated his mem-
bership, could not be issued an immigration
visa even if he had become one of the most
outspoken and effective fighters against
communism. 4
For the first time an escape clause for
former voluntary members of proscribed or-
ganizations in provided by the new act. It
contains a defector clause which permits
the issuance of an immigrant visa to former
voluntary members of proscribed organiza-
tions if the allen since the termination of
his membership, and for at least 5 years be-
fore the date of his visa application, has
been actively opposed to the doctrine, pro-
gram, principles and ideology of the pro=-
scribed organization to which he belonged.
The issuance of a visa to such an alien is
conditioned on a finding that his admis-
sion into the United States would be in the
public interest. Visa regulations of the De-
partment of State provide that in the interest
of a coordinated and uniform interpretation
of what constitutes the public interest in
issuing or refusing visas to political defec-
tors, all such cases will be referred by the
fleld to the Secretary of State for possible
consultation with the Attorney General.
Another change In our immigration laws
which affects-the visa function of the De=-
partment of State should be mentioned. The
new law eliminates the discrimination he-
tween sexes which could be found both in
the Immigration Act of February 7, 1917, and
in the act of 1924. Under the old law an
American citizen could bring to this country
his alien wife as a nonquota immigrant; but
an American woman could bring her alien
husband by marriage since January 1, 1948,
only as a preference quota immigrant. An
allen lawfully admitted for permanent resi-
dence could bring his wife to this country as
a preference quota immigrant while an allen
woman lawfully admitted to this country
could bring her alien husband only as a non-
preference quota immigrant which in the
case of smaller guotas meant considerable
and often indefinite delay. If an immigrant
husband and wife were born in two differ-
ent countries and the wife was chargeable
to an oversubscribed quota while the hus-
band was chargeable to an open quota, under
the old law the wife could be charged to her
husband’s quota, But the reverse did not
apply. In other words, a husband charge=-
able to an oversubscribed quota could not
be charged to the open quota of his accom-
panying wife, These and many other pro-
visions of the old law which discriminated
against women have all been elminated
under the Immigration and Nationality Act.
Wives have been given the same status in all
respects as are granted to husbands. In other
words, an alien husband of an American
woman may be issued a nonquota visa as can
the alien wife of an American citizen; and
an alien lawfully admitted for permanent
residence may bring his spouse as preference
quota immigrant regardless of whether the
preceding spouse is the husband or the wife,
One new feature of the Immigration and
Nationality Act which refers both to immi=-
grants and nonimmigrants is the require-
ment that visa petitions be filed with the
Immigration and Naturalization Service in
the case of aliens coming temporarily to the
United States for employment or tralning
and in the case of all preference quota and
nonpreference quota immigrants except
those who are nonguota immigrants due to
their birth in the Western Hemisphere.
The petition procedure In these cases rests
exclusively with the Immigration and Nat-
uralization Service. Upon the approval of
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a petition by the Immigration and Naturali-
zation Service, the Department of State is
notified and in turn forwards to the consular
offices abroad the Attorney General's classifi-
cation of the alien.

Some guestions have arisen as to whether
certain nonimmigrant allens coming to the
United States temporarily are to be con=
sidered temporary workers requiring peti-
tions, or visitors for business in whose case
a nonimmigrant visa may be issued without
the prior approval of a petition. Since it
was obviously the intent of the law to pro-
tect by the petitlon requirement American
labor, the Department of State and the Im-
migration and Naturalization Service have
agreed that certain classes of nonimmigrant
aliens who are coming to the United States
temporarily for noncompensatory and non-
competitive employment or instruction may
properly be classified as visitors for business.
For example, various American firms who
have purchased abroad machinery or other
equipment and have arranged for expert per=
sonnel to install in this country such ma-
chinery and to instruct the American per-
sonnel in its operation. These aliens, it
has been agreed, will be considered visitors
for business and may, therefore, be issued
visitors’ visas without a prior petition if
they continue to draw their pay from their
foreign employer and receive from the Ameri-
can firm not more than a subsistence allow=
ance and reimbursement for other expenses
incidental to their temporary stay In this
country.

Another example 1s that of a group of
ministers of religion, who for years have
been coming from England in exchange with
American ministers going to England during
the summer months. These ministers com-
ing from England continue to draw their
salary in England, and are the guests in this
country of the American church at which
they serve or of its members. Here again it
has been held that a visitor for business visa

may properly be issued rather than a visa -

requiring a visa petition.

A third group of aliens is consldered quali-
fled for classification as visitors for busi-
ness rather than as temporary workers.
These are allens brought to the United States
temporarlly by American exporters who are
selling American goods abroad and who
bring these aliens to this country in order
to familiarize them with the manufacture,
service, or sales methods of the American
product. The Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service and the Department of State
have agreed that these aliens may be classi-
fied visitors for business if the nature of
their instruction is predominantly mental;
if securing this instruction benefits the
American national interest; and if these
aliens continue to draw their pay from their
foreign employer who may be a forelgn
branch of an American firm, and receive from
the American firm not more than a subsist-
ence allowance and reimbursement for other
expenses incidental to their temporary stay.

In view of the concern sometimes ex-
pressed about the allegedly unlimited power
of consular officers in refusing visas, I should
like to discuss, as a final point, the adminis-
trative procedures surrounding the refusal
and revocation of immigrant visas.

When an immigrant visa is refused by a
consular officer a memorandum of refusal is
prepared and retained in the consular file,
The action of refusing an immigrant visa by a
consular officer has to be reviewed by the
consular officer in charge of visa work at the
forelgn post. If this superior officer con-
curs in the refusal, he has to countersign the
memorandum of refusal. If he does not con-
cur in the refusal, the case is referred to the
Department for an advisory opinion.

Once an immigrant visa ls issued it may
be revoked only under the following cir
cumstances: (1) The consular officer knows,
or after investigation is satisfied, that the
visa was procured by fraud, willingly false
or misleading representation, the willful
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concealment of a material fact, or other un-
lawful means; or (2) the consular officer
obtains information establishing the alien
was otherwise ineligible to receive the par=
ticular visa at the time it was issued.

Notice of revocation, if practicable, is to
be given to the alien at his last known ad-
dress before his departure for the United
States. Whenever circumstances permit, the
alien will also be given opportunity to show
why he bellieves revocation to be, or to have
been, unwarranted.

Once an immigrant visa has been revoked
a full report concerning the revocation has
to be submitted to the Department of State
for transmission to the Attorney General.
If it was not practicable to give the allen
notice of revocation before his departure for
the United States, the report submitted to
the Department of State has to explain all
the pertinent cirumstances in the case.

In addition to this procedure prescribed
by regulations it has long been the adminis-
trative practice of the Visa Office to enter-
tain inquiries by attorneys and other in=-
terested persons in the United States con-
cerning the disposition of visa cases. If
there is no case record in the Department
on the case in which an inquiry is received
a request for a report on the case will he
directed to the field. If on the basis of the
facts available in the Department or upon
the report received from the field it is found
that the handling of the case by the consular
officer is not consistent with the Depart-
ment's interpretation of law and regulations
and appropriate advisory opinion will be
dispatched to the consular officer having
Jjurisdiction in the case.

In this connection, I should like to refer
to the provision of the Immigration and
Naionality Act which establishes that deter-
mination and ruling by the Attorney General
with respect to all questions of law are
controlling for all agencies entrusted with
the administration of this law. Therefore,
the interpretation of the Immigration and
Nationality Act by the Department of State
is not only guided by pertinent court de-
cisions but also by rulings and requested
opinions of the Attorney General.

These are some of the provisions of the
Immigration and Natlonality Act which have
been given little, if any, publicity, but which
are considerable importance to those
administering the law and particularly to
those who are affected by the law, the im-
migrant, the nonimmigrant and their
sponsors and representatives in this country.

Of course, it is unavoidable that a new
law dealing with a subject matter as com-
plicated as that of immigration will raise
problems, many of which cannot be recog-
nized until the law has been in operation
for some time. As far as the first 4 months
of the law's operations are concerned, it
has not presented any serious operational
difficulties in the visa field which could not
be resolved by reasonable interpretation or
adjustment of administrative procedures.

The Visa Office of the Department of State,
by the issuance of instructions and advisory
opinions, is doing all in its power to assist
consular officers throughout the world to
achieve as uniform an interpretation of the
law as is possible. And we shall continue
our efforts to interpret the visa provisions
of the law reasonably and fairly and con-
sistent with the intent of Congress as this
intent is reflected in the language of the law
and its legislative history. .

TREATMENT OF SEAFARERS IN
COMMUNIST PORTS — ARTICLE
FROM .THE INTERNATIONAL
TRANSPORT WOREKERS’ JOURNAL
Mr. McCARRAN. Mr, President, I

hold in my hand the March issue of the

International Transport Workers’ Jour-

nal, published monthly by the Interna-

tional Transport Workers' Federation,
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which hasits head office in London. This
magazine is printed in the Netherlands.

This particular issue contains an arti-
cle on the treatment of seafarers in
Communist ports, which I believe my
colleagues will find extremely interest-
ing, especially in view of the many false
charges which have been made, by those
who are seeking to overthrow our immi-
gration laws, respecting alleged hard-
ships suffered by alien seamen coming to
our shores.

Here is a magazine published by a
workers’ organization, for workers in
the transport industry, including sea-
men; and the particular article to which
I have referred reports what happened
to some French seamen who had to enter
ports in a satellite country, a country
behind the Iron Curtain.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, that the text of this article may be
printed in the Recorp at this point as a
part of my remarks,

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

THE TREATMENT OF SEAFARERS IN COMMUNIST
PORTS

From Ailr-Terre-Mer, the monthly journal
published by the ITF Mediterranean vigi-
lance committee, we reproduce the following
pertinent comments on the reception given
to forelgn seafarers visting the ports of Iron
Curtain countries:

“We have one request to make to all those
who have registered protests, which have
often been out of proportion to the facts
themselves, in regard to the application of
the McCarran Act to the crews of foreign
ships arriving in American ports; and to all
those who find nothing to say against the
‘conditions Imposed on crews which have to
enter ports in the satellite countries of East-
ern Germany and Poland. Let them consider
carefully the remarks just made to us by some
seamen returning from precisely those happy
shores.

“We spoke at length with these French
sallors, who were members of the crew on
the 8S. Bastia returning from Gdansk (Dan-
zlg) and Gdynia (Poland).

“Without hesitation they told about their
voyage and their troubles, the gist of which
is as follows:

“‘After unloading our cargo at the port
of Aarhus, In Denmark, we headed for
Gdansk and got in there one night this
winter. The moment we arrived, our ship
‘was literally invaded by a horde of armed
police. All of us wondered what we had
done and what was golng on, but nobody
could tell us.

“‘The policemen, many of whom ‘'were
fairly young boys, were arrogant, and they
were obviously carrying out what was to them
& routine job of control and supervision.

“*They suddenly declded that the entire
crew was to be detained and herded us into
the wardroom, where we stayed from 7 o’clock
that evening until 5 the next morning. We
were guarded all night by two sentinels with
submachine guns, who stood at.the door, evi-
dently ready to shoot down the first person
who gave signs of moving.

* ‘During this time the policemen, accom-
panied by only one of our ship's officers, con-
ducted a thorough search of the ship. The
crew’s guarters were gone through without
the presence of a single member of the per-
sonnel.

*“The day after our arrival, each sailor re-
ceived a landing permit. "This, however, was
refused to eight members of the crew with-
out rhyme or reason. Among these were the
boatswain, the second-class petty officer and
an officer, who were never given any explana=
tlon for this refusal.
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“*Though we had a certaln amount of
painting to do along the sides while we were
there, the boatswain who had been refused
& landing permit was not even allowed to go
down to supervise his men’s work.

* ‘After Joading, the ship left for Gdynia,
where we were to stay for some time and take
on the rest of our cargo. .

“‘There one of our nonadmitted sea-
men, who was suffering from a phlegmon,
had to walt many days before he could get
authorization to go to a hospital, even ac-
<companied and under guard, for the neces-
sary treatment.

“*One of us had a small stock of coffee
which he had picked up during a stop in the
Philippines, When he went ashore, he had
the idea of swapping his precious coffee for
‘merchandise, but the police arrested him,
jailed him for the night, and fined him $50.
Bince the seaman did not have that much
money, the eaptain of the ship had to settle
“the fine for him."

“Here 1s one amusing incident which oc-
cwTed among many grimmer ones:

*““While we were In the Gdansk roadstead,
there was an Italian ship next to us. Its cat
came on board our ship to explore, and we
set out for Gdynia without having returned
the animal to our southern neighbors. When
the Italians reached Gdynia, they entered a
Tormal claim for their cat. Pussy's return
was like a vaudeville act. It took place on
the pier halfway between the two ships.
‘Each of the two saillors—fhe Frenchman and
the Italian—had a special pass, and the whole
operation was carried out under heavy police
supervision.

*‘There is not much to say about the few
chances we had to visit the streets of Gdynia.
What could we learn? It was difficult to
find out anything, for we felt that we were
being constantly followed and spied on,

“'The baslc Polish monetary unit, the
zloty, had no great value, being worth ap-
proximately 100 francs. But a half-pint
bottle of vodka now costs 24 zlotys (2,600
francs). In the shop windows we saw men’s
suits priced between 3,000 and 4,000 zlotys,
and a kilogram of coffee at 400 =zlotys
(40,000 francs). One of us who was wearing
a silk scarf that had cost 2,000 francs in
France was approached by a laborer who
offered him 100 zlotys (10,000 francs) for it.

* “We had nothing to sell and found noth-
ing to buy in this country of fearful, un-
happy people who seem to live under the
shadow of an indefinable terror.

“ ‘When the «day of our departure finally
eame, the whole crew was again assembled
in the wardroom and kept under guard
Irom noon until 6 o'clock, as a Gdansk. This
time there were a number of wWomen mems=-
bers of the armed police who went all over
the ship, visiting the freight holds, the coal
bunkers, the storerooms, the crew's guar-
ters, and even the water ballast. Finally,
after this delightful group had left, we were
allowed to get underway.

“There is nothing debatable about the
strictness, the brutality, and the bestial
and stupld measures applied to foreign crews
in the popular democracies. Both French
and Italian seafarers who visit these ports
are constantly exposed to them.

“However, those political figures, journal-
iste, and ‘more or less well-intentioned people
who protest against the controls exercised by
the American Immigration Service are the
same ones who either approve the savage
intransigence of the popular democracies
or find nothing to say against it. The sur-
prising thing is that they can find other
innocents to go along with them.”

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If
there be no further unanimous-consent
requests, or other similar matters, the

transaction of morning business is con-
cluded.

April 28

TITLE TO CERTAIN SUBMERGED
LANDS

The Senate resumed the consideration

‘of the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 13) to

confirm and establish the titles of the
States to lands beneath navigable waters
within State boundaries and to the nat-
ural resources within such lands and
waters, and to provide for the use and
control of said lands and resources,

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, yester-
day the Senate heard an excellent ad-
dress by the majority leader, the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. TarT], in support of the
pending resolution, Senate Joint Reso-
lution 13. Last night the Senate heard
a reply thereto by the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr, HomMpHREY]. I rise to
express the hope that all Members of
the Senate will read those two addresses.
They present the basic issues which are
before the Senate in this controversy.

As stated by the Senator from Minne-
sota [Mr. HumeHrEY], his contention,
and the contention of the Supreme Court
in its 3 recent opinions, is that the Fed-
eral Government has inherent powers of
external sovereignty not given to it by
the Constitution of the United States,
and that those inherent powers of ex-
ternal sovereignty should be applied in
the present domestic dispute within the
‘borders of the United States.

So that there may be no mistake about
it, the lands within the 3-mile and 3-
league boundaries are within the Nation
and within the States. They are within
the United States the same as any of the
dry land of the continent. That is the
theory of the State Department; and
when the Senator from Minnesota [Mr,
‘HumreREY] argues fhat inherent sov-
ereignty in external affairs, based upon
the dictum in the Curtiss-Wright case,
should apply to lands within the borders
of this country, he is trying to apply
international ]Jaw and external sover-
eignty to the domestic affairs of the Na-
tion.

The Secretary of State sent a repre-
sentative, Mr. Tate, to appear before our
committee. He testified before the Sen-
‘ate Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs that the area referred to, within
our territorial waters, is a part of our
‘Nation, just as all the other territory
within our boundaries. His testimony
will be found at page 1074 of the hear-
ings. Iquestioned Mr. Tate, and he re-
plied as follows:

Benator DaniEL. Mr. Tate, right along the
line that Senator Lone was gquestioning you
about as to the lands within our territorial
waters, using your theory of the 3-mile limit
for the purpose of this question, as I under-
stand it this country recognizes that that
area is part of the United States.

Mr. TaTe. That is correct.

Senator DANIEL. The same as its land
territory.

Mr. Tare. That is correct.

‘Senator DawNieL, And domestic law applies.

Mr. TaTE. That is correct.

Senator DANIEL. As Wheaton said in hlis
book on Elements of International Law in
1886, “Within these limits,” that is, out to
the limit of the territorial waters, “a coun-
try’e rights of property and territorial juris-
diction are absolute and exclude those of
other nations.” Is that correct?

Mr. Tate. That is correct.
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Senator Danien. That is the view of this
Natlon? e y
Mr. Tate. That Is correct. :

Mr. President, this view was further
expressed by the United States at The
Hague Convention in 1930, at which this
Nation agreed that—

The seabottom and subsoil covered by the
territorial waters, including fish and min-
erals, are the property of the United States
or of the individual States where they
border.

In other words, Mr. President, it is
clear that as to the area within the
boundaries of the States 3 miles from
shore and 3 leagues in the case of Florida
and Texas, recognized by Mr. Tate later
in his testimony, the lands are within
our country, and domestic law should
apply. But what would the Senator
from Minnesota have us apply? Con-
trary to the majority leader, the Senator
from Minnesota would apply, not the
Constitution or domestic law but exter-
nal law and international law on the
basis of the dictum in the Curtiss-Wright
case. The Senator from Minnesota
argues that the States were never sover-
eign; that the proprietary rights of the
Crown passed to the Nation instead of
the individual States.

Mr. President, many Court decisions
rendered in the past which applied do-
mestic law to controversies between the
Federal Government and the States as
to lands beneath navigable waters with-
in State boundaries. In order not to
take the time of the Senate unneces-
sarily, I shall ask unanimous consent
that I may have inserted in the REcorp
as a part of my remarks quotations
from several Supreme Court decisions,
which hold that all rights and property
of the Crown passed, on July 4, 1776, not
to a national sovereign, not to the
United States, but to the 13 States as
separate and independent States. Each
State succeeded to all rights and prop-
erties of the Crown within its own juris-
diction and territory.

Mr. President, last night the Senator
from Minnesota argued that the States
were never sovereign.

The issue is drawn now as to whether
we want to go along with him or with
our history and other Court decisions
that the original States were independ-
ent and sovereign, as was set forth in the
Treaty of Paris, and in the Articles of
Confederation. It is an argument which
has been waging since Justice Suther-
land’s dictum in the Curtiss-Wright
case, to which Senator HuMPHREY ad-
heres. But when we come to apply the
question to domestic law, even Justice
Sutherland said the Constitution should
control. On that basis the Supreme
Court has said that proprietary rights
of the King passed to the individual
States. It seems to me that the former
decisions of the Supreme Court are en-
titled to some weight, and that three
recent decisions contrary to the belief
expressed in all former decisions of the
Court should not be allowed to prevail
for the future on the part of those who
believe in States’ rights as we understand
them in this country.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that certain quotations, which
fully support the views of the majority
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Jeader, be inserted in the Recorp at this

: point in my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, CasE
in the chair)., Without objection, it is
S0 ordered.

Mr. DANIEL. A few of the leading
Supreme Court cases holding that the
States, independently, succeeded to all
rights of the Crown are:

Martin v. Waddell (16 Pet. 367, 410 (1842) ) :

“For when the Revolution took place, the
people of each State became themselves
govereign; and in that character hold the
absolute right to all their navigable waters
and the solls under them, for their own
common use, subject only to the rights since
surrendered by the Constitution to the gen-
eral government."”

Shively v. Bowlby (152 U. 8. 1, 14-16
(1894)) :

“And upon the American Revolution, all
the rights of the Crown and of Parliament
vested in the several States, subject to the
rights surrendered to the national Govern-
ment by the Constitution of the United
States.”

Appleby v. City of New York (271 U, 8.
864, 381 (1926)):

“Upon the American Revolution, all the
proprietary rights of the Crown and Par-
Hament, in, and all their dominion over,
lands under tidewater vested in the sev=
eral States, subject to the powers surren-
dered to the National Government by the
Constitution of the United States.”

County of St. Clair v. Lovingston (90 U. 8.
46, at 68 (1874)):

“By the American Revolution the people
of each Btate, in their sovereign character,
acquired the absolute right to all their nav-
igable waters and the soil under them. The
shores of navigable waters and the soil under
them were not granted by the Constitution
to the United States, but were reserved to
the States respectively.”

Massachusetts v. New York (271 U, 8. 65,
85-86 (1926)):

“The English possessions In America were
claimed by right of discovery. The rights of
property and dominion in the lands discov-
ered by those acting under royal authority
were held to vest in the Crown, which under
the principles of the British Constitution
was deemed to hold them as a part of the
public domain for the benefit of the Nation.
Upon these principles rest the various Eng-
lish royal charters and grants of territory
on the continent of North America (John-
son v. McIntosh (8 Wheat. 543, 577 et seq.,
585)). As a result of the Revolution, the
people of each State became sovereign and
in that capacity acguired the rights of the
Crown in the public domain (Martin V.
Waddell (16 Peters 367, 410) ).”

Mr. President, the argument of the
Senator from Minnesota is predicated on
the theory that the Federal Government
may, solely by virtue of its powers over
external affairs, appropriate to its own
use real and personal property within
State boundaries., This is certainly con-
trary to the law as we understood it to
be prior to the recent court decisions.
Such a theory, if allowed to prevail, will
obliterate the constitutional distinction
between governmental powers and pro-
prietary rights in land, and will nullify
the constituitonal principle that the
grant of powers to the Federal Govern=
ment carrries with it no cession or trans-
fer of property rights, a principle which
has been long recognized by our courts.

Mr. President, at this point I ask
unanimous consent to have inserted in
the ReEcorp quotations from three addi-
tional cases, which make it clear that
the majority leader was right when he
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said that under our Constitution the
States retained all their properties and
rights that were not delegated specifi-
cally in the Constitution to the Federal
Government, and that they did not cede
waters or submerged lands as any part
of maritime jurisdiction, commerce, ex-
ternal affairs or other Federal powers.

There being no objection, the quota-
tions were ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

In United States v. Bevans (3 Wheat. 386
(1818) ), Chief Justice Marshall said—page
388:

*“Can the cesslon of all cases of admiralty
and maritime jurisdiction be construed into
a cession of the waters in which those cases
may arise? This is a question on which the
court is incapable of feeling a doubt. The
article which describes the jurisdictional
power of the United States is not intended
for the cesslon of territory, or of general
Jurisdiction. It is obviously designed for
other purposes. It is in the eighth section
of the second article, we are to look for ces-
sions of territory and of exclusive jurisdic-
tion, * * * It is observable that the power
of exclusive legislation (which is jurisdic
tion) is united with cession of territory,
which is to be the free act of the States.”

In Corfield v. Coryell ((C. C. N. J. 1823)
8 Fed. Ed. Cas. No. 8230, pp. 546, 551), Mr.
Justice Washington said:

“The grant to Congress to regulate com=
merce on the navigable waters belonging to
the several States, renders those waters pub-
lic property of the United States for all the
purposes of navigation and commercial in-
tercourse, subject only to congressional reg-
ulation. But this grant contains no cession,
either express or implied, of territory, or of
public or of private property.”

In Rhode Island v. Massachusetts ((1838)
12 Peters 657, 733), the SBupreme Court said:

*“It follows that when a place is within the
boundary, it is a part of the territory of a
Btate; title, jurisdiction, and sovereignty are
inseparable incidents, and remain so, till the
State makes some cession. The plain lan-
guage of this Court in United States v.
Bevans (3 Wheat. 386 et seq.) saves the ne-
cessity of any reasoning on this subject.
* * = Title, jurlsdiction, sovereignty, are,
therefore, dependent gquestions necessarily
settled when boundary is ascertained.”

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I have
here an article written by Dean Roscoe
Pound which fully supports the views of
the majority leader and shows the dan-
gers in the views stated by the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. HumpHREY]. In
the article Dean Roscoe Pound says:

If exerclse of sovereignty for defense re=
quires that the Government be owner, then
there can no longer be private or State
ownership of land. Under the conditions
of warfare today the argument for national
defense would make the United States owner
of the whole land as well as of the shore of
the sea and the sea adjacent to our territory.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con=
sent to have inserted at this point in the
REecorp quotations from Dean Pound in
the Baylor Law Review, volume III, 1951,
pages 120 to 125, entitled “Critique on
the Texas Tidelands Case.” He is re-
ferring to Justice Douglas’ opinion in
United States against Texas.

There being no objection, the quota-
tions were ordered to be printed in the
REcoRD, as follows:

ExcerPTs FroMm ARTICLE BY DeEAN RoscoH
PouND ON JUSTICE DoUGLAS' OPINION IN
UNITED STATES AGAINST TEXAS
Four points, which, however, come down

to one, are made in the opinion of Mr. Ju.s-‘

tice Douglas.
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First, he tells us, the national interests,
national responsibilities, and mnational con-
cern, which are the basis of the paramount
rights of the National Government in the
California and Louisiana cases, are equally
applicable to the Texas case. Accordingly,
we must at the outset look at the opinion of
Mr. Justice Black in United States v. Cali-
jornia (3882 U. 8. 19), and the opinion of
Mr, Justice Douglas in United States v.
Louisiana (337 U. 8. 699).

In the California case, Mr. Justice Black
holds it an inescapable conclusion that “na-
tional interests, respensibilities, and there-
fore rights, are paramount in lands lying to
the seaward of the 3-mile belt.” !

In the Louisiana case, Mr. Justice Douglas
eays: “The marginal sea is a national not a
Btate concern. National interests, national
responsibilities, national concerns are in-
wvolved. The problems of commerce, national
defense, relations with other powers, war and
peace, focus there. National rights must
therefore be paramount there.”? But as to
such things as are specified, namely com-
merce with foreign states (e. g., obligations)
and conduct of war, are not the rights or
powers of the United States paramount also
over the whole land? BSuch rights, incidents
of external sovereignty, are not incompatible
with ownership, dominium, as distinct from
sovereignty. For example, the power of
eminent domain of the Federal Govern-
ment extends for Federal purposes over the
whole land. Private land may be used for
national defense throughout the whole land.
It is not for that reason excluded from pri-
vate ownership. Private land may be used
for national defense throughout the coun-
try and is none the less private property be-
cause of this.

Bection 4 of article IV of the Constitution
provides that the United States shall protect
each State against invasion. Hence defense
on land no less than by sea is a mational not
& State concern. Hence, according to the
reasoning in the California, Louisiana, and
Texas cases, natlonal rights must be par-
amount there, to the exclusion of ownership
by a State or of private ownership. The
fallacy lies in the assumption that they must
be paramount for all other purposes as well
as for the exigencies of defense. State own-
ership of land within its bounds and private
ownership of parcels of such land are ‘per-
fectly compatible with the paramount power
of defense.

In all three of the points made in the
opinion of Mr. Justice Douglas the argument
gets down to the proposition that, although
he concedes, what is universally agreed, that
dominium and imperium are normally
separable, yet as to the land beneath the
marginal sea property is so subordinated to
the rights of sovereignty as to Tollow sover-
elgnty® The proposition is mot the com-
mon law, 8 not international law, and is
not involved in, much less required by, the
constitutional power and responsibilities of
the United States.

As to the common law, from the time of
Bir Matthew Hale's classical treatise De
Portibus Maris, it has been settled that the
title to the soil of the sea below high water
mark is in the sovereign except so far as
an individual or a corporation has acquired
rights in it by express grant or by prescrip-
tion or usage, and that this jus privatum or
dominium, as distinct from sovereignty or
imperium is subject to public right such as
navigation and fishing, but is not excluded
thereby.! This was quoted and fortified by
a long list of common law decisions by the
SEupreme Court of the United States in

© 1894.) ®

1 United States v. California (382 U. 8. 19,
36).
* United Siates v. Louisiana (339 U. S. 699,
T04).
2 United States v. Tezas (339 U. 8. 707, 719).
4 Hargrave, Law Tracts, 84-85.

& Shively v. Bowlby (152 U. S. 1, 14 (1894)).
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While the Crown in’ Great Britain cannot
alienate its sovereignty, it can grant estates
in the soil beneath the marginal sea because
as to that it has dominium which is sepa-
Table from 1its ‘sovereignty® Common-law
lawyers and civillans have been agreed as to
the nature of the right.of the sovereign with
respect to the land and ‘subsoil of the mar-
ginal sea. Lord Cranworth said of the prop-
osition that there was a property right, as
distinet from sovereignty, “No one doubts
that such a right exists.”? This was said to
be “the result of all the best authorities—
Scotch, English, and foreign” in Lord Advo-
cate v. Trustees of Clyde Navigation (1891),
citing numerous civilians and *“judments
with respect inter alia to mineral under the
sea.”* These cases and the authorities they
clite show that dominium as to the foreshore
and as to the bed of the marginal sea is ex-
actly the same and guite independent of im-
perium or sovereignty, although they may
coexist. The dominium may be granted.
The Imperium can be lost by conguest or by
cession to another soverelgn., It cannot be
granted.

As to International law, the distinction
has been made from the time of Grotius.®

Nor is the proposition that dominium and
imperium must be inseparable as to the-soil
beneath the marginal sea required under
our constitutional policy because of the na-
tlonal guaranty of defense and the turning
over of responsibility for foreign commerce,
for international relations and for making
war to the Federal Government.

If sovereignty with responsibility for de-
fense and international relations did meces-
sarily and inseparably involve dominium,
that is ownership of land, all private owner-
ship of land would have to be given up.

(a) When defense for practical purposes
meant defense from attack by sea within the
range of the ordnance of the time, it could
have been sald that jurisdiction over the
marginal sea was required for defense. But
now that the whole country is potentially
threatened from the air and defense may
have to be made from every part of the land,
not merely the seacoast but every locality up
and down the land may call for defensive
activities of the National Government. To-
day, defense, in a time of long-distance
bombing and long-distance invasion by air
over the whole territory of a belligerent must
involve a power of defense from one end of
the land to the other. Tf exercise of sov=-
ereignty for defense requires that the Gov-
ernment be owner, then there can no
longer be private or State ownership of land.
TUnder the conditions of warfare today, the
argument for national defense would make
the United States owner of the whole land
as well as of the shore of the sea and the
sen adjacent to our territory.

(b) Nor do the duties of the United States
Government in international relations re-
quire more than sovereignty. They do not
require ownership of the land over which the
sovereignty extends.

International obligations of the United
States extend to what takes place on land
as well as to what may go on wupon the
marginal sea:

(1) The Federal Government is responsi-
ble in international law for denial of justice
to citizens of other States® Thus the na-
tional government is internationally respon-
sible for the subjecting of an accused alien

¢ Gammell v. Commissioners of Woods and
Forests (3 Macgueen, 419, 458 (1869)). A
number of such alienations by grant are cited
with reference to the records in Duchess of
Sutherland v. Watson (6 Session Cases (Scot-
land) 109, 203 (1868)).

7 Gammell v. Commissioners of Woods and
Forests, supra, at 465.

# 19.Session Cases, 174, 177 (1891).

*11, 2, 13.

#* Hyde, International Law, 2d ed., sec. 281.
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to unjustified discrimination; 1 also for in-
ternationally illegal treatment of aliensj?
also for neglect ‘to prosecute offenses against
aliens residing in our limits; ¥ also for the
consequences of mob violence to diplomats
and other official personages; ** also for in-
Jurious acts of insurgents who do injury to
persons or property; ' also for public bonds
of municipalities, States, and the Nations
Under treaties, inheritance laws of the State
may be affected by international obligations.
Where the Federal Government grants to an
allen by treaty the privilege of acguiring
and holding property within its domain, it
finds itself under a corresponding obligation
to make reasonable endeavors to protect the
same and to abstain itself through any of
its agencies from conduct injurious thereto.®

The United States has been held liable to
Great Britaln for viclation of a treaty of a
state with an Indian tribe made before the
adoption of the Federal Constitution, where
the Indians became wards of the British
Government. ™

All these duties are quite as exacting In
respect of the powers of sovereignty as those
which bind the United States with respect
to the marginal sea. They do not in the
latter case any more than in the former
case require the Government to own the soil
over which it exercises its sovereignty.

Btate jurisdiction of inheritance, over do-
ing justice to resident aliens, over contracts
with them and wrongs done them, over keep-
ing the peace within State borders, and over
the State’s debis and promises is not there-
by excluded or abrogated. The United States
has jurisdiction in bankruptcy throughout
the land. But Btate laws as to contracts,
debts, and liabilities are not excluded for
that reason. Federal jurisdiction, imperium
for all Federal purposes, does not exclude
State ownership (dominium) of all the places
or things with respect to which the im-
perium obtains.

Thus the argument resting the decision
on the sovereignty of the United States and
its rights and duties with respect thereto
under international law, proves altogether
too much.

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, the Na-
tional Association of Attorneys General
has prepared a booklet entitled ““These
Men Believed.” This association is
financed by State funds, and not simply
from three States, as was intimated a
day or two ago by the distinguished
Senator from Montana [Mr. Murravl.
It has been in existence for 47 years,
financed strictly by State funds, and hav=
ing no private interests connected with it.

The association prepared this very
short booklet. "The title is derived from
the statement of Mr. Justice Black in
the case of United States against Cali=-
fornia, in which Mr. Justice Black clear-
ly indicated that the Court in that
opinion, as said by the majority leader
yesterday, was writing the law differ-
ently from former justices believed it
to be. He used these words: “The Court
then believed.”

Those are the words of the opinion.

So, Mr. President, the booklet is en=
titled “These Men Believed—That the
Lands Within Navigable Waters Within

1 1d,, sec. 285.

21d., sec. 286.

1 Id., sec. 389a.

#71d., sec. 200.

= ¥d., sec. 398b.

1 Id., secs. 307-308.

17 1 Hyde, International Law, sec. 203, p. 655.

3 American-British «Clalms Arbitration,
Cayuga Indians' case, Nellsen's Rept. 307
(1926).
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the Boundaries of the States Belonged

to the States.,”

That is the full title of the booklet.

As I have said, the idea came from the
fact that Mr. Justice Black admitted
that the Court previously “used lan-
guage strong enough to indicate that
the Court then believed that the States
not only owned tidelands and soil under
navigable waters, but also owned the
soils under all navigable waters within
their territorial jurisdiction, whether in-
land or not.”

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
gent that the citations from cases and
the names of the Justices who wrote
this rule of law be inserted in the Rec-
orp at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the names
and citations were ordered to be printed
in the REecorp, as follows:

THESE MEN BELIEVED THAT THE LANDS BE-
NEATH NAVIGABLE WATERS WITHIN THE
BOUNDARIES OF THE STATES BELONGED TO
THE STATES
Chief Justice Harlan Fiske Stone.

Chief Justice Charles Evans Hughes, As-
sociate Justice Louis D. Brandeis, Associate
Justice Benjamin N. Cardozo, Associate Jus-
tice Owen J. Roberts, Associate Justice Wil-
lis Van Devanter, Associate Justice George
Sutherland, Associate Justice Pierce Butler,
Associate Justice James C. McReynolds.

Chief Justice William Howard Taft, Asso-
clate Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes, Asso-
ciate Justice Edward Terry Sanford.

Chief Justice Edward Douglas White, As-
sociate Justice Joseph McEenna, Associate
Justice Willilam R. Day, Associate Justice
Mahlon Pitney, Associate Justice John H.
Clarke, Associate Justice John Marshall Har-
lan, Associate Justice Horace H. Lurton, Asso-
ciate Justice Joseph R. Lamar.

Chief Justice Melville W. Fuller, Assoclate
Justice David J. Brewer, Assoclate Justice
Rufus W. Peckham, Associate Justice William
H. Moody, Asscciate Justice Henry B. Brown,
Associate Justice George Shiras, Assoclate
Justice Stephen J. Field, Associate Justice
Horace Gray, Associate Justice Howell E.
Jackson, Assoclate Justice Joseph P. Bradley,
Associate Justice Samuel Blatchford, Asso-
ciate Justice Lucius Q. C. Lamar, Associate
Justice Samuel F. Miller.

Chief Justice Morrison R. Waite, Associate
Justice Nathan Clifford, Associate Justice
Noah H. Swayne, Associate Justice David
Davis, Associate Justice William Strong, As-
sociate Justice Ward Hunt,

Chief Justice Salmon P. Chase, Assoclate
Justice James M. Wayne, Associate Justice
Samuel Nelson, Associate Justice Robert C,
Grier.

Chief Justice Roger B. Taney, Associate
Justice Joseph Story, Associate Justice John
McLean, Assoclate Justice John MecKinley,
Associate Justice Peter V. Daniel.

The United States Supreme Court, in its
opinion in the case of the United States v.
California, rendered June 23, 1947, specifi-
cally stated that *“this Court” had in previous
decisions “many times * * * used language
strong enough to indicate that the Court
then believed that States not only owned
tidelands and soll under navigable inland
waters, but also owned soils under all nav-
igable waters within their territorial juris-
diction, whether inland or not.”

The Supreme Court Justices who held this
bellef are listed above,

In the California, Texas, and Louisiana
cases, the Supreme Court, by a divided vote,
held that all these Justices were wrong in
their belief. :

Following are set forth a few excerpts from
the decisions of these former Justices show-
ing the language they used to indicate that
they believed the States were the owners of
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the lands beneath navigable waters within
their boundaries:
1842

“For when the Revolution took place, the
‘people of each State became themselves sov-
ereign; and in that character hold the abso-
lute right to all their navigable waters and
‘the soils under them for their common use,
subject only to the rights since surrendered
by the Constitution to the General Govern-
ment.” (Chief Justice Taney in Martin v.
Waddell (16 Peters 367, 410))."

1845

“First, the shores of navigable waters, and
the soils under them, were not granted by
the Constitution to the United States but
were reserved to the States, respectively.
Secondly, the new States have the same
rights, sovereignty, and jurisdiction over the
subject as the original States” (Mr. Justice
MecKinley in Pollard v. Hagan (3 How. 212,
230) ).

1867

“Settled rule of law in this Court is, that
the shores of navigable waters and the solls
under the same in the original States were
not granted by the Constitution to the
United States but were reserved to the sev-
£ral States, and that the new States since
admitted have the same rights, sovereignty,
and jurisdiction in that behalf as the orig=-
inal States possess within their respective
borders.

“When the Revolution took place, the
people of each State became themselves
sovereign, and in that character hold the
faibsolute right to all their navigable waters
and the soils under them, subject only to
the rights since surrendered by the Constitu-
tion" (Mr. Justice Clifford in Mumford w.
Wardwell (6 Wall, 423, 436) ).

1873

“All solls under the tidewaters* within her
limits passed to the State” (Mr. Justice
Field in Weber v. Harbor Commissioners (18
Wall, 57, 66)).

1878

“In our view of the subject the correct
principles were laid down in Martin v. Wad-
dell (18 Pet. 367), Pollard’'s Lessee v. Hagan
(3 How. 312), and Goodtitle v. Kibbe (9 id.
471). These cases related to tidewaters, it is
true; but they enunciated principles which
-are equally applicable to all navigable waters,
* * * it (the bed and shore of such waters)
properly belongs to the State by their in-
herent sovereignty"” (Mr. Justice Bradley in
Barney v. Keokuk (94 U. 8. 324, 338) ).

1876

“Each State owns the beds of all tide-
waters within its jurisdiction” (Chief Jus-
tice Waite in McCready v. Virginia, (94 U, S.
381, 394),

1891

“The titles acquired by the United States
to lands in California under tidewaters, from
Mexico, were held in trust for the future
State, so that their ownership and right of
disposition passed to it upon its admission
into the Union" (Mr. Justice Field in San
Francisco v. LeRoy (138 U. B. 656, 670-671) ).

1881

“It is the settled rule of law in this court
that absolute property in, and dominion and
sovereignty over, the soils under the tide-
waters in the original States were reserved
to the several States and that the new States
since admitted have the same rights, sover-
eignty and jurisdiction in that behalf as the

1That the term “tidewaters" includes the
water area of the marginal belt is made clear
by the statement of the Supreme Court in
Manchester v. Massachusetts (139 U. 8. 240,
258 (1891)) that “the minimum limit of the
territorial jurisdiction of a nation over tide-
waters is a marine league from its coast.”
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original States possess within their respec-
tive borders” (Mr. Justice Lamar in Knight
v. United States Land Association (142 U. S.
161, 183) ).

1892

“It is the settled law of this country that
the ownership of and dominion and sover-
eignty over lands covered by tide waters,
within the limits of the several States, be-
long to the respective States within which
they are found * * =,

“The same doctrine is in this country held
to be applicable to lands covered by fresh
water in the Great Lakes over which is con-
ducted an extended commerce with different
States and foreign nations. These lakes
possess all the general characteristics of
open seas, except in the freshness of their
waters, and in the absence of the ebb and
flow of the tide. In other respects they are
inland seas, and there is no reason or prin-
ciple for the assertion of dominion and sov=
ereignty over and ownership by the State
of lands covered by tide waters that is not
equally applicable to its ownership of and
dominion and sovereignty over lands cove
ered by the fresh waters of these lakes” (Mr.
Justice Field in Illinois Central R. Co. v. Iili=
nois (146 U, S. 287, 435)).

1894

*“The new States admitted into the Union
since the adoption of the Constitution have
the same rights as the original States in the
tidewaters, and in the lands under them,
within their respective jurisdictions™ (Mr.
Justice Gray in Shively v. Bowlby (152 U. 8.
1, 67)).

1903

“When land 1s conveyed by the United
States bounded on a non-navigable lake be-
longing to it, the grounds for the decision
must be qulte different from the considera-
tions affecting the conveyance of land
bounded on navigable water. In the latter
case the land under the water does not be-
long to the United States, but has passed
to the State by its admission to the Union"
(Mr. Justice Holmes in Hardin v. Shedd (190
U. S, 508, 519)).

L 1908

“The maritime belt is that part of the
sea which, In contradistinction to the open
sea, is under the sway of the riparian States,
which can exclusively reserve the fishery
within their respective maritime belts for
their own citizens, whether fish, or pearls,
or amber, or other products of the sea™
(Chief Justice Fuller in Louisiana v. Missis=-
sippi (202 U. 8. 1, 62)).

1908

“The right of the State to grant lands cov-
ered by tidewaters or navigable lakes and
the qualifications, as stated in Shively v.
Bowlby (152 U. B. 1, 47), are that the State
may use or dispose of any portion of the

‘same ‘when that can be done without sub=

stantial impairment of the interest of the
publie in such waters’” (Mr, Justice Holmes
in United States v. Chandler-Dunbar Water
Power Co. (209 U, 5, 447, 451-452) ).
1921
*Washington became * * * the owner of
the navigable waters within its boundaries
and of the land under the same” (Mr. Jus-
tice Brandeis in Port of Seattle v. Oregon &
W.R.Co. (256 U. S.56,63)).
1928
“Upon the American Revolution, all the
proprietary rights of the Crown and Parlia-
ment in, and all their dominion over, lands
under tidewater vested in the several States,
subject to the powers surrendered to the
National Government by the Constitution of
the United States' (Chief Justice Taft in
Appleby v. New York (271 U. B. 364, 881)).
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1935

“For that reason, upon the admission of a
State to the Union, the title of the United
States to lands underlying navigable waters
within the States passes to it”” (Chief Justice
(then Mr. Justice) Stone in United States V.
Oregon (285 U. 8. 1, 14) ).

1935

“The soils under tidewaters within the
original States were reserved to them re-
spectively, and the States since admitted to
the Union have the same sovereignty and
jurisdiction in relation to such lands with-
in their borders as the original States pos-
sessed"” (Chief Justice Highes, in Borax Con-
solidated v. Los Angeles (296 U. 8. 10, 15) ).

1936

“Pollard v. Hagan (3 How. 212), Shively v.
Bowlby (152 U. 8. 1), and Port of Seattle v.
Oregon-Washington R. Co. (2556 U. 8. 56)
dealt with the title of the States to tide-
lands and the soil under navigable waters
within their borders” (Chief Justice Hughes
in Ashwater v. Tennessee Valley Authority
(297 U. S. 288, 337) ).

. For over 100 years the States have relied on
the foregoing decisions of the Supreme Court
as establishing State ownership of lands be-
neath navigable waters within their bound-
aries. Titles to real property in every State
have been based upon the statements of the
Supreme Court above guoted.

The effect of the decisions in the Call-
fornia, Louisiana, and Texas cases is to de-
stroy the basis upon which these titles have
been predicated.

Senate Joint Resolution 13 and similar
bills will restore to the States their tradi-
tional property rights.

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I have
here another item which fully supports
the views stated by the majority leader
yesterday and contradicts the views of
the Senator from Minnesota as to the
entire subject. Itisa joint memorandum
signed by 11 of the world’s greatest au-
thorities on international law and the
law of the sea. It was prepared at my
request while I was attorney general of
Texas.

Mr, President, I asked these authori=-
ties to prepare memorandum for me as
to the rights of my State in the marginal
belt. I employed them to study the
question and write their opinions wheth-
er favorable to the State or against the
State, because I wanted the benefit of
their knowledge and opinion before I
argued the matter before the Supreme
Court of the United States. Every one
of the eminent authorities to whom I
submitted the material on the situation
of Texas concluded that Texas was cor-
rect in its contentions. After the deci-
sion was rendered by a 4-to-3 vote
against Texas, a decision which denied
the State from introducing its evidence,
I asked these men to prepare a joint
memorandum in support of Texas’ mo-
tion for rehearing.

I ask unanimous consent to have in-
serted in the REcorp at this point in my
remarks the Joint Memorandum in Sup-
port of Rehearing in United States
against Texas, signed by these 11 distin-
guished lawyers.

There being no objection, the joint
memorandum was ordered to be printed
in the REecorp, as follows:

JOINT MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF REHEARING
IN UNITED STATES AGAINST TEXAS

Based upon our individual research and
consideration of the pleadings, briefs, and
evidentiary materials, each of us has pre-
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pared a separate memorandum opinion on
the title to the lands and minerals under-
lying the Gulf of Mexico within the original
boundaries of the State of Texas and the
rules of international law applicable there-
to. These memoranda were written at the
request of the attorney general of Texas
prior to the request of the attorney general
of Texas prior to the Court's decision of
June 5, 1950.

Without collaboration, each of us con-
cluded:

1. The Republic of Texas, as an independ-
ent nation, had full sovereignty over and
ownership of the lands-and minerals under-
lying that portion of the Gulf of Mexico
within its original boundaries 3 leagues from
shore.! Under international law and under
the domestic law adopted by the Republic
of Texas, the ownership (dominium) of the
subjacent soil and minerals was severable
from the paramount governmental powers
(imperium) employed in the original ac-
quisition and in the regulation and control
of commerce, navigation, defense, and in-
ternational relations.

2. The transfer of national soverelgnty and
governmental powers relating to interstate
and foreign commerce, navigation, defense,
and international relations from the Repub-
lic of Texas to the United States in 1845 did
not effect a transfer or relinquishment of
the ownership of the lands and minerals
above described. International law, as it
existed in 1845, did not imply or require a
cession of these proprietary rights with a
transfer of national sovereignty.

3. The Republic of Texas, upon annexa-
tion, did not cede to the United States the
ownership of the controverted 2,608,774 acres
of lands and minerals within its original
boundaries, but specifically retained this
ownership under the terms of the agreement
between the Republic of Texas and the
United States.

4. A contrary position, first asserted by the
United States 103 years after the inter-
national agreement of annexation, creates a
dispute as to the meaning of the controlling
documents. TUnder such circumstances
either litigant should be entitled to present
evidence bearing upon the intention of the
contracting parties. )

5. Available evidence of the status of inter-
national law, reflected by the customs,
usages, and practices of nations in 1845 and
since that date, will support the foregoing
conclusions of fact and law.

After studying the majority and dissenting
opinions of June 5, 1960, each of us has
written a separate memorandum directed to
issues raised by the majority opinion which
we respectfully submit require a rehearing
and judgment for Texas or at least a trial
on the evidence. In the interest of brevity,
this joint memorandum is submitted as a
summary of our individual opinions and of
the evidence of relevant customs, usages, and
practices of nations. which we will develop
fully if given the opportunity at a trial of
the case on its merits.

In the first instance, the majority opinion
in its concept of the nature of a nation's
sovereignty over and ownership of marginal
belt lands and minerals is not in harmony
with international law as it existed in 1845
and as it continues to exist at the present
time.

The majority has written:

“Once low-water mark is passed, the inter-
national domain is reached. Property rights
must then be so subordinated to political

*The First Congress of the Republic of
Texas, on December 19, 1836, fixed the
boundaries as follows: “* * * beginning at
the mouth of the Sabine River, and running
west along the Gulf of Mexico 3 leagues from
land, to the mouth of the Rio Grande” (1
Laws, Republic of Texas, p. 183; 1 Gammel's
Laws of Texas 1193-11984).
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rights as In substance to coalesce and unite
in the national sovereign.”?

There is no accepted authority in Interna-
tional law for this notion of international
domain. To the contrary, it may be said
that customs, usages, and practices of na-
tions in and since 1845 indicate complete
agreement that the territorial-marginal sea
and its subjacent soll and resources within
its boundaries are under the full sovereignty
of the littoral nation, subject only to the
accepted rules of innocent passage through
the overlying waters.

Under international law as it existed in
and since 1845, the International domain
did not, and does not now, begin at the low-
water mark of a littoral state. Vis-a-vis
other nations, the area of a littoral state be=
tween low-water mark and the seaward lim-
it of its marginal belt was and is in the
same category as its inland waters, uplands,
and other territory within its boundaries?
As sald by Wheaton in 1836:

“Within these limits, its rights of prop=
erty and territorial jurisdiction are absolute
and exclude those of every other nation.”
(Wheaton, Elements of International Law
(Philadelphia, 1836), 142-143.)

Sala wrote in 1845 that customs and usages
of nations have ‘“converted the sea as to
this portion thereof into property no differ-
ent than the lands occupied by them."+¢
Hautefeuille described territorial seas as
under littoral state dominion “in the same
manner and by the same title as the land.” s
Many writers term It a continuation of the
continental territory. Olivart says “the ju-
risdiction of the state over its territorial sea
is exclusive as it is over its land territory.”*
Among the jurist and publicists there is
almost complete unanimity of opinion on
this point.?

It is respectfully urged that no matter
what the United States may galn in this case
by a holding that the Texas marginal sea 1is
“international domain,” such gain could be
far outweighed by the consequent gratuity
to other nations. Implicit in the denomina-
tion of the area as “international domain"
is the possibility of other nations having
rights there in other than innocent passage
through the waters. Spaln, Mexico, France,

3170 8. Ct. at 924.

®The only limitation or exception is that
by mutual consent and established practice
there exists a right of “innocent passage"
for ships of other nations. But as said by
the Italian publicist, Scipione Gemma: “The
limitations implied by the right of innocent
passage of foreign vessels and by certain ex-
emptions applicable to them in matters of
civil and criminal local jurisdictions exer-
cised by the coastal nations are not enough
to consider the littoral sea as something dif-
ferent from the national territory.” Gemma
Appunti di diritto internazionale (Bologna,
1923) 187.

4 Sala, Sala Mexicana, o sea La Illustraciéon
al Derecho Real de Espaifia (Mexico, 1845,
vol. 2, p. 11).

* Hautefeuille, Des droits et des devoirs des
nations neutres en temps de guerre maritime.
(Paris, 1848) 231. He continued: “There is
continuous, complete, and absolute posses-
sion, as there might be of a river, a lake, or
a plece of land territory.” (p. 232.)

%1 Olivart, Tratado de Derecho Interna-
cional Publico (Madrid, 1903) 204.

"See “Summary of Available Opinions of
Jurists and Publicists—1670-1950," pp. 18-50
of the Appendix to Brief for the State of
Texas in Opposition to Motion for Judgment.
See especially guotations from Molloy and
Pufendorf (p. 18), Vattel (p. 19), Lampredi
(p. 20), Rayneval (p. 21), Azuni and Schmalz
(p. 22), Wheaton (p. 24), Cussy and Gardner
(p. 27), Casanova (p. 29). Field (p. 30),
Fiore and Martens (p. 21), Pradier-Fodéré
(p. 33), Hershey (p. 38), Fenwick and Mbller
(p. 43), Bustamante (p. 45), Gidel and
Baldoni (p. 46).
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England, Russia, and other nations can
make no reasonable assertion of an interest
in the oil and other minerals within the
3-league gulfward boundary of Texas so
long as this Court recognizes that the area
was removed from international domain
when it became a part of the Republic of
Texas. This was accomplished by the Re-
public of Texas in accordance with interna-
tional law as recognized at the time by the
countries named and by all other civilized
nations. A contrary conclusion by the
United States Supreme Court could well be
used by other nations as an opening for
claims not now asserted.

The Court’s holding in this regard is con-
trary to the official position of the United
Btates as expressed by the Department of
State and by Presidential proclamations.
The official view of the United States at the
League of Nations Conference at The Hague
in 1930 was declared as follows:

“The seabottom and subsoil covered by
the territorial waters, including fish and min-
erals, are the property of the United States
or the individual States where they border.” 3

‘The Continental Shelf proclamations and
Executive orders of the President of the
United States on September 28, 1945, do not
regard the bed of the Continental Shelf as
“international domain.” On the contrary, the
proclamation regards the land and resources
below low tide “as an extension of the land-
mass of the coastal nation and thus na-
turally appurtenant to it” and wholly unaf-
fected by “the character as high seas of the
waters above the Continental Shelf and the
right to their free and unimpeded naviga-
tion.” * The Executive order recognizes that
ownership of the subsoil and sea-bed is pos-
sible either in the BStates or the United
Btates.™®

There is no authority In international law
for the doctrine that property rights in the
marginal sea must be so subordinated to po-
litical rights as in substance to coalesce and
unite in the national sovereign. 'On the con-
trary, international law in and since 1845,
and all domestic law with which we are ac-
guainted, recognizes that political rights
(imperium) are separate and severable from
property rights (dominium) in the subsoil
and minerals of the marginal belt the same
as in any other soil and minerals within a
nation's territory.® The use of the soil may
be more limited by governmental restrictions
and regulations designed to protect public
use, innocent passage, and navigation of the
waters generally, but restrictions and regula-
tions on property use have not been under-
stood to vest ownership of the property in the
governmental power which imposes the re-
strictions and regulations.

There is no obligation or responsibility of
a nation to other nations which requires 1it,
rather than one of its political subdivisions,
to own the soil and minerals within its terri-
torial marginal belt, so long as it has govern-
mental powers which guarantee innocent
passage for ships of other states. The exer-
cise of this responsibility and all other re-
sponsibilities connected with foreign and in-
terstate commerce, defense, and interna-
tional relations is wholly separate from and
does not depend upon the economic use and
profits connected with the proprietorship of

s Reply of the United States to the Bases
of Discussion, March 186, 1929, League of Na-
tions Conference for the Codification of In-
ternational Law, Bases of Discussion, C. T4,
M. 39. 1929. V. p. 128,

* 3 C. F. R., 1945, Sup., Proc. 2667, 13 Dept.
Btat Bull, 484, 485 (1945).

03 C. F. R, 1945, Supp., E. O. 9633,

11 It is believed that evidence of the prac-
tice of nations in 1845 will show that they
treated original ownership of the subsoil and
minerals of the marginal belt as within the
same legal regime and property law as was
applicable to other unsold and unappropri=
ated lands within their public boundaries.
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this subsoil and minerals any more than it
does the subsoil and minerals beneath up-
lands, inland waters, and all areas of the
nation’'s territory.

Such was the status of international law
when the Republic of Texas and the United
States entered into their agreement for the
annexation of Texas. A transfer of margi-
nal sea lands and minerals was not then
implied in a transfer of national sovereignty.
An express cession or other clear terms indi=
cating a transfer of these proprietary rights
was as necessary then as it would be now to
effect such a result. As recently sald by one
of the coauthors of this memorandum:

“In this day when world governments are
being planned it is important that dominium
is not confused with or inextricably tied to
imperium, * * *

“Assume that all of this Nation's powers
of external sovereignty, international rela=
tions, and defense were transferred to a
United Nations of the World. This transfer
of external sovereignty should not be held
to carry with it any proprietary rights there-
tofore acquired by the United States in the
marginal belt of the original States and Cali-
fornia in the absence of a cession of the
property.

“Such is the situation which existed be-
tween Texas and the United States in 1845.
Texas transferred its external sovereignty
and certain enumerated properties which
then pertained to its national defense. It
ceded no other property. This is confirmed
by a specific reservation of all ‘vacant and
unappropriated lands lying within its limits.
The subsoil and minerals remained in the
State just as the subsoil and minerals of
the California belt would remain in the
United States if it should transfer external
sovereignty to a larger federation of States
without ceding its rights of a proprietary
nature beneath the marginal sea of Cali-
fornia.” 1

bsd

Even if the Court believes that the lands
and minerals in gquestion would ordinarily
pass to the United States with national po-
litical rights, this would not be true if the
parties made an agreement to the contrary
at the time of annexation.

In this case there is an international agree-
ment which contains a specific retention of
lands lying within the limits of the Republic
of Texas.® It 1is of the same nature and has
the same effect as a treaty or contract be-
tween independent nations, Therefore, rules
of interpretation applicable to treaties, con-
ventions, and other international agreements
apply. The object of the interpretation of
an agreement of this nature is to discover
the understanding and intention of the par-
ties at the time the contract or agreement
was entered into.

Texas has a specific allegation at page 15
of its first amended answer that—

“By these acts on the part of the United
Btates and the Republic of Texas, when con-
strued, as they must be, In the light of the
intention of the contracting parties, there
was a binding agreement between the two
independent sovereigns that upon annexa-
tion Texas would not cede to the United
States any, but that the newly created State
would retain all, of the lands, minerals, and
other things lying beneath that part of the
Gulf of Mexico within the original bounda-
ties of the Republic, as well as the right to
take, use, and develop the lands and min-
erals, subject only to the dominion and par-
amount powers of the United States as rec-
ognized in section 2, paragraph II above.”

If it be found, as alleged by Texas, that the
parties intended by the terms of the agree=

11 Roscoe Pound, Rights Involved in United

- States v. Tezas, pp. 10-11, Memoranda and

Appendix, Brief for the State of Texas in
Opposition to Motion for Judgment.

15 Stat. 797; 2 Gammel's Laws of Texas
1225, 1228,
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ment that the lands and minerals beneath
the marginal belt were to be retained by
Texas the same as other lands and minerals
within its limits, no other provision of the
agreement should be permitted to defeat this
intention. Thus, a controlling issue in this
case is the fact question of whether the par-
ties intended the retention clause to be ef-
fective to the extent of the limits of Texas,
as the terms imply, or only as far as low-
water mark.

The applicable rule in such case s stated
in the majority opinion as follows:

“If there were a dispute as to the meaning
of documents and the answer was to be
found in diplomatic correspondence, contem-
porary construction, usage, international law,
and the like, introduction of evidence and a
full hearing would be essential.” *

If this case is not determined in favor of
Texas on the law and terms of the documents
alone, it should not be determined against
Texas without allowing it the opportunity
for introduction of evidence and a full hear=-

. It is our opinion that the answer to
the dispute will be found in diplomatic cor-
respondence, contemporary, and subsequent
construction, usage, and international law
under which the parties were dealing in 1845.

Insofar as International law is concerned,
it was possible in 1845 for one nation to join
another and retain the lands and minerals
underlying the marginal sea within its
boundaries.

This was and is possible also insofar as the
domestic law of the United States is con-
cerned. Counsel for the United States itself
have not contended that ownership of the
marginal belt lands and minerals is an in-
separable attribute of national sovereignty®
In the Government's brief in United Stales
v. California (332 U, 8. 19 (1947)) it was said:

“We do not argue that the effective exer-
cise of the foregoing powers (national de-
fense, commerce, - international relations)
granted to the Federal Government by the
Constitution would be impossible without
ownership of the marginal sea” (p. 89).

The Court in that case also recognized that
ownership of this property is not a necessary
inecident of national sovereignty or essential
to the exercise of Federal constitutional
powers over the area when it said that the
power of Congress to deal with such property
“is without limitation.” 1¢

Implicit in the powers of the United States
Congress to convey these lands and minerals
to the States and good faith claimants and
to admit new States is the power to admit
Texas to the Unlon under an agreement that
Texas retain the lands and minerals in the
first instance.

The Texas Annexation Agreement of March
1, 1845, whether classed as a treaty, act, or
joint resolution, was passed by Congress and
carried into effect by the President, who is

u70 8. Ct. at 922,

» Solicitor General Perlman, in answer to
a question by Mr. Justice Reed during the
argument on the motion for leave to file the
complaint herein, said that if the United
States owns the property, it could convey it
to the States. His words:

“Oh, yes; Congress could give whatever
title it has, whatever rights it has, to the
States” (argument, United States v. Tezas,
May 9, 1949, Reporter's Transcript, p. 6).

u United States v. Californio (332 U. 8. 19,
27). Also in stating that valuable improve-
ments made in good falth under State titles
are not ground for a different judgment, the
Court added: “But beyond all this we cannot
and do not assume that Congress, which has
constitutional control over Government
property, will execute its powers in such way
as to bring about injustices to States, their
subdivisions, or persons acting pursuant to
their permission. See United States v. Texas
(162 U. S. 1, 89, 90); Lee Wilson & Co. v.
United States (245 U. S. 24, 32).” Id. at 40.
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charged with the conduct of international
affairs. This agreement provides that—

“Said State, when admitted into the Union
* * * ghall also retain all the vacant and
unappropriated lands lying within its
limits.”

Thus as to Texas, Congress has acted with
regard- to the specific question before this
Court. The Congress of Texas, and the peo=
ple in convention assembled, agreed to an-
nexation with this as one of the “conditions"
and “guarantees.” ¥ There is no evidence
in the terms of the agreement that the parties
meant to retain only those lands lying above
low tide on the coast. The retention clause
says “lands lying within its limits.” Neither
is there any evidence in the terms that the
parties intended the lands and minerals of
the 3-league marginal belt to “coalesce and
unite” with the political powers of national
soveréignty transferred to the United States.
Under the domestic law of the Republic of
Texas, these lands and minerals involved
rights of property, severable from sover=
elgnty, but originally held by the sovereign
in trust for the people.

The constitution of the new State, adopted
in accordance with the terms of the an-
nexation agreement and as a part of the
annexation procedure, indicates that these
property rights were to remain as they were
under the laws of the Republic of Texas. It
included this provision:

“The rights of property * * * which have
been acquired under the Constitution and
laws of the Republic of Texas * * * ghall
remain precisely in the situation which
they were before the adoption of this Con-
stitution.” »

This Constitution was laid before the

. United States Congress and was approved
by that body in the final act of admission
as belng in conformity to the provisions of
the annexation resolution (9 Stat. 108).

On the basis of these documents it would
appear that Texas retained the lands and
minerals in question by the specific agree-
ment and approval of the United States
Congress. The only doubt cast on the mean-
ing of the documents is the contention by
the United States that the retention clause
was not intended to include lands and min=-
erals below low tide and the statement in
the majority opinion that an equal footing
clause in the annexation resolution of March
1, 1845, effected a relinquishment of the
property to the United States.

The equal footing clause in the March
1 resolution for annexation of Texas was
contained in section 3, which was an alter-
native proposal never submitted to, or con-
sidered or accepted by, Texas. Sections 1
and 2 contained the proposals, conditions,
and guaranties submitted by the President
of the United States and accepted by the
Congress and the people of Texas. These
sections provided that Texas retain its lands
and pay its own debts. It is significant that
they contained no equal footing clause. Only
the unilateral final act of admission referred
to equal footing, but it also recited that ad-
mission was granted in accordance with the
proposals, conditions, and guaranties con-
tained in the first and second sections of
the March 1, 1845, annexation resolution.
It could not have the effect of taking from
Texas lands and minerals which had been
gpecifically retained by the proposals, condi-
tions, and guaranties theretofore agreed
upon. Texas pleads that it has evidence
which will show that no such meaning or
effect was intended by the contracting
parties. -

¥ 5 Stat. 797; 2 Gammel’s Laws of Texas
1225, 1228. The Annexation Resolutions of
the two nations are set out at length on
pages 58-62 of the Appendix to Brief for the
State of Texas in Opposition to Motion for
Judgment.

# Art. VII, sec. 20, Constitution of 1845; 2
Gammel's Laws of Texas 1293-94,
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If, upon rehearing, judgment is not ren-
dered in favor of the State of Texas on the
basis of the terms contained In sections 1
and 2 of the annexation agreement and its
failure to cede the lands and minerals, it
would indicate that some doubt still exists
in the minds of the majority as to the mean-
ing of the annexation agreement and the
intention of the parties. In that event,
Texas should be entitled to an opportunity
to present its evidence. This was requested
by Texas in its motion for the appointment
of a master and in its brief In opposition
to the motion of plaintiff for judgment on
the pleadings. We submit that the Court
should reconsider its ruling denying Texas
this opportunity to develop evidence as to
the intention of the parties to this interna-
tional agreement.

Evidence which can and will be submitted
as to the customs, usages, and practices of
nations in and since 1845, the nature of the
sovereignty over and ownership of marginal
belt lands and minerals in international law,
and all other relative interpretative mat-
ters, will support the contentions of the
State of Texas as to the law and facts ap-
plicable to this case.

Respectfully submitted.

Joseph Walter Bingham, C. John Co-
lombos, Gilbert Gidel, Manley O. Hud-
son, Charles Cheney Hyde, Hans Kel-
sen, Willlam E. Masterson, Roscoe
Pound, Stefan A. Rlesenfeld, Felipe
Sanchez Roman,

JuLy 14, 1950.

CONCURRENCE

Time has not permitted me to assist in
the preparation of this memorandum, but I
am fully in accord with the position taken
by the State of Texas in its brief and argu-
ment in this case. I wholeheartedly concur
in the opinlon that there should be a re-
hearing, and a judgment for Texas or at
least a trial on the evidence.

Wiriam W. Bismop, Jr.

JuLy 15, 1950,

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have inserted in
the Recorp following the memorandum
a short biography of each of the signers
of the memorandum, in order that Sena-
tors may know their background of ex-
perience and knowledge of the subjects
about which they have written.

There being no objection, the matter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

BI10GRAPHICAL DATA ON SIGNERS OF JOINT
MEMORANDUM ABOVE

Joseph Walter Bingham: Chairman, the
International Law Assoclation Committee on
Rights in the Seabed and Its Subsoil, Amer-
ican branch; professor of international law,
Stanford University, 1907-44; author, Re-
port on the International Law of Pacific
Coastal Fisheries and numerous articles on
international law.

William W. Bishop, Jr.: Assistant to legal
adviser, Department of State, 1939-47; legal
adviser, United States delegation, Counecil of
Foreign Ministers and Paris Peace Confer=-
ence, 1946; author, The Exercise of Juris-
diction for Special Purposes in High Sea
Areas Beyond the Outer Limit of Territorial
Waters, 1940,

C. John Colombos: King's counsel; Rap=

porteur, International Law Association’s
Committee on Neutrallty, 1924, 1926, 1928,
and 1932; author, International Law of the
Bea, (1943), a Treatise on the Law of Prize
(3d ed., 1949), and other works on interna-
tional law.

Gilbert Gidel: Member of the Institute of

International Law; president of the Cura-

torium of the Academy of International Law
at The Hague; French delegate, 1930 Hague
Conference for Codification of the Law of
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Territorial Waters; author, Le Droit Interna=
tional Public de la Mer (The Public Inter-
national Law of the Sea) (1932-34), three
volumes; fourth volume in preparation.

Manley O. Hudson: Member and first
chairman, United Nations International Law
Commission; Judge, Permanent Court of In-
ternational Justice, 1936-46; American ad-
viser, 1930, Hague Conference for the Codifi-
cation of International Law; Bemis Professor
of International Law, Harvard University,
1973 to present; author of over 300 articles
and publications on international law.

Charles Cheney Hyde: Former Solicitor of
the Department of State under Secretaries
Hughes and EKellogg; professor of Interna-
tlonal Law and Diplomacy, Columbia Uni-
versity, 1925-45; author, International Law
Chiefly as Interpreted and Applied by the
United States (2d rev. ed. 1945), three vol=-
umes, and other works on international law;
president of the American Society of Inter-
national Law, 1946-49.

Hans Kelsen: Legal adviser to the Austrian
Government and draftsman of the Federal
Constitution of Austria, 1919-22; member of
the Constitutional Court of Austria, 1921-29;
author, General Theory of International Law
(1934), General Theory of Law and the State
(1944), and other works on international
law and jurisprudence.

William E. Masterson: Department of State
consultant, 1944-47; adviser on research in
international law, Harvard Law School; au-
thor, Jurisdiction in Marginal Seas (1929);
coauthor, the International Law of the Fu-
ture (1844), and author of numerous articles
on international law, constitutional law, and
Jurisprudence.

Roscoe Pound: Professor of jurisprudence
and dean of Harvard Law School, 1910-36;
Director of National Conference of Judicial
Councils, 1938 to date; author of more than
850 books, articles, and addresses on juris=-
prudence, international law, constitutional
law, etc.

Stefan A. Rliesenfeld: Professor of law,
Univefsity of Minnesota, 1938 to date; spe=-
cial consultant, Board of Economic Warfare,
1942-43; author, Protection of Coastal Fish-
eries Under International Law (1942), and
of numerous articles on international and
comparative law in German and American
legal periodicals.

Felipe Sanchez Roman: Former member of
the Permanent Court of Arbitration at the
Hague; member of the Spanish National
Academy of Jurisprudence and Legislation;
legal adviser to Spanish and Mexican Gov-
ernments; professor of civil law at the Cen=-
tral University of Madrid, 1916-36.

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I hope
these insertions in the Recorp and the
remarks which I have made this morning
will bring to the attention of the Mem-
bers of the Senate how clearly the issue
has been drawn in this debate as to
whether we are going to follow the Sen-
ator from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY]
and those who say that international law
and external sovereignty should apply in
domestic affairs, or whether we are going
to follow the Constitution of the United
States; whether we are going to follow
the 3 most recent decisions of the Su-
preme Court in writing the law for the
future, or whether we are going to follow
approximately 50 former opinions of the
Court in which the belief of the judges
was based upon the Constitution and in
favor of the States.

We do not ask Congress to overrule
the Supreme Court of the United States,
although, I think, the Court was incor-
rect. We can and do accept the de-
cisions of the Court as the interpreta-
tion of the law as it exists today, but,
by the same token, the Congress of the
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United States, in placing its interpreta-
tion on the Constitution and in deciding
the equities can write the law for the
future differently from that which the
Court has found it to be at this time.

That is what we propose in Senate
Joint Resolution 13. We want Congress
to write the law for the future exactly
as it was understood and believed to be
during the first 150 years of the existence
of this Nation.

CONFIRMATION OF NOMINATIONS

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, there are
on the Executive Calendar four nomina-
tions. I do not think it is necessary to
have the Senate go into executive session
in order to consider them. I understand
that all four were reported unanimously
by the committees to which they were
referred. Therefore, I ask unanimous
consent that at this time, as in executive
session, these nominations may be con-
firmed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
the clerk will state the nominations on
the Execuuive Calendar.

SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES CONTROL
BOARD

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Thomas J. Herbert, of Ohio, to be
a member of the Subversive Activities
Control Board.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I may say
that Mr. Thomas J. Herbert is a former
Governor of Ohio, and his qualifications
for the position to which he has been
nominated are without question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Harry P. Cain, of Washington, to
be a member of the Subversive Activi-
ties Control Board.

Mr. TAFT. Mr, President, Mr. Cain is
a former Senator from the State of
Washington, and I ask that his nomina-
tion to be a member of the Subversive
Activities Control Board be confirmed
by unanimous consent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of John B. Stoddart, Jr., to be
United States attorney for the southern
district of Illinois.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.

UNITED STATES MARSHAL

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Howard C. Botts, of Ohio, to be
United States marshal for the southern
District of Ohio.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.

Mr. TAFT., I ask that the President
be immediately notified of the confirma-
tion of these nominations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the President will be notified
forthwith,
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TITLE TO CERTAIN SUBMERGED
LANDS

The Senate resumed the considera-
tion of the joint resolution (S. J. Res.
13) to confirm and establish the titles
of the States to lands beneath navigable
waters within State boundaries and to
the natural resources within such lands
and waters, and to provide for the use
and control of said lands and resources.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
was glad to hear the distinguished jun-
jor Senator from Texas [Mr. DanIEL]
say a few minutes ago that he ac-
cepted the Supreme Court decisions. Of
course, I understand his viewpoint quite
well, but one thing that has bothered
me in the consideration of the pending
legislation has been what seemed to me
to be a tendency on the part of many
persons to ignore completely the Su-
preme Court decisions. I have noticed
very often the use of such words as “con-
firm” and “restore,” which to me seemed
to glide over completely the fact that
the Supreme Court, on at least three
different occasions, has said that the
submerged lands, regardless of what our
personal views may be as to what ought
to be the case, belonged to the United
States.

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for two questions?

Mr. SPAREMAN. I yield for fwo
questions, though one at a time.

Mr. GILLETTE., I wished to pro-
pound the questions before the Senator
proceeded too far into his speech.

It is not often that I disagree with
the junior Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morsk]l, but he was quoted in this morn-
ing’s newspapers as having stated that
the opposition to the pending measure
was represented by a little band of lib-
erals. In view of the fact that yester-
day on the motion of the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. Tarr] to lay on the table the
Anderson amendment, the vote on which
may be considered a test on the joint
resolution itself, the negative votes rep-
resented not only more than one-third
of the Senate membership, but a ma=
jority of the Democratic membership.
I should like to ask the Senator from
Alabama if it would not be more proper
to designate the group as a very substan-
tial group rather than as a small band.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I certainly agree
with the Senator from Iowa. I should
say that the opposition is being carried
on by a very substantial number of Sena-
tors, and it should not be limited by any
term that would restrict it to a small
group, because it is a very respectable
and a very sizable part of the Senate that
has been carrying on the opposition to
the measure.

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for the second
question?

Mr. SPAREKMAN. I
question.

Mr. GILLETTE. My second question
is this: Is it not a fact that the substan-
tial segment to which we refer, which
yesterday voted, in effect, against the
proposed legislation, comprised not only
the three parties represented on the floor
of the Senate, but also every section of
the Nation, and substantially every area
of varied economic and political opinion?

yield for a
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Mr. SPAREMAN. The Senator cer-
tainly is correct in his analysis of the
opposition to the measure in the Senate,
Furthermore, I should like to add that I
believe the debate on the joint resolution
has been a very good one. It has been
carried on in an excellent manner. I be-
lieve it has been good for the country as
a whole. It has been thought provoking.
So far as any suggestion of a filibuster is
concerned, I submit that this is the first
time I have taken the floor to speak on
the measure, and I am not prepared to
speak at length. I shall make a rela-
tively short speech, setting forth my
views on the pending amendments.

I wish very much that I might have
had an opportunity during previous days
to discuss the Anderson amendment, and
the Hill amendment, while they were
pending. I believe the Senate yesterday
took very unwise action when it buried
those amendments in the same grave.

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama allow me fo
impose upon his time once more in order
to ask a question?

5 Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield for a ques=
on.

Mr. GILLETTE. In view of the fact
that the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morse] was quoted as having applied the
appellation “a little band of liberals,”
would it not be the opinion of the Sena-
tor that, considering the importance of
the subject matter before the Senate, the
Senators who are supporting the pro-
posed legislation, the proponents, could
better be designated as liberals, since
they are attempting to be very liberal
with the resources of the United States
in their attempt to distribute them; and
that Senators who are opposing the
measure could better be designated as
conservatives, because they are trying
to conserve the resources of the United
States?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
think the Senator from Iowa has well
stated the point. This is an attempt at
deplorable liberality with resources
which belong to all the people. I, for
one, like to think of myself as being a
conservative, interested in conserving
the resources of the Nation.

I remember that when I was a boy
there was a great surge of the spirit of
conservation in the country. The move-
ment began in the days of Teddy Roose-
velt, and continued under the leadership
of such men as Gifford Pinchot and for-
mer President William Howard Taft.
At that time the people were made con-
scious of the fact that it was necessary
to conserve the great resources of the
United States. Therefore, I regret ex-
ceedingly to observe what I believe is a
backward step in the conservation pro-
gram,

Mr, GILLETTE.
from Alabama.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
spent last week in Alabama. There I
talked to a great many people. I did
not at any time make it a point to bring
up the subject of the debate which is
now in progress in the Senate, How-
ever, it was interesting to note how fre-
quently people with whom I would he
talking would bring up the subject. I
became impressed with the fact that the
people are not so indifferent as many

I thank the Senator
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persons have assumed. They are keep-
ing up with the debate, they are inter-
ested in it, and they are asking them-
selves questions.

The question which was asked of me
more frequently than any other one per-
taining to this subject was: “Just where
is it proposed to set the boundaries?”

Mr. President, that is the substance of
the Douglas amendment. Of course, I
think that the Anderson substitute with
the Hill amendment added to it pre-
sented the best solution to this problem.
But now that those two proposals have
been killed by the vote of a majority
of the Members of the Senate, certainly
we should do our best to perfect the
joint resolution in order that the answer
to such questions as, “Where does the
boundary lie?” may be clear to the people
of the United States.

Mr. President, I have listened to this
debate, and have read and reread the
statements of the opponents and pro-
ponents of Senate Joint Resolution 13.

I agree with those who say that the
offshore oil measure proposed in Senate
Joint Resolution 13 is one of the most
important that has ever come before the
Congress of the United States.

Its far-reaching implications cut
across every aspect of our lives, both
domesticwise and foreignwise. Not since
I have served in Congress—and I have
been here for 17 years—has a measure
been offered that would so unnecessarily
and unjustifiably raid the Public Treas-
ury, and give to so few that which be-
longs to so many.

I agree also that regardless of the out-
come now, future events will support the
wisdom of those who oppose this “give-
away,” and who support the Anderson
bill and the Hill amendment. The lead-
ership of the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. AwpErson] and my distinguished
colleague [Mr. Hrirl in trying to pro-
tect the public welfare deserves the com-
mendation of every one of the more than
150 million Americans.

Their courageous stand will rank with
that of such great Senators as Norris,
of Nebraska, La Follette, of Wisconsin,
and others who fought so hard for the
public good.

I recognize, Mr. President, that much
has been said about the measure before
us. Too much cannot be said in opposi-
tion to it, and there remain a great many
more reasons unsaid as to why the off-
shore oil should be retained for all the
people, and why passage of Senate Joint
Resolution 13 would not only take that
which belongs to all the people and give
it to a few, but would create serious in-
ternational complications.

I would not attempt to add to what
my colleague [Mr. HiLr] and others have
said relative to the international impli-
cations of any action which might de=-
viate from the traditional support by the
United States of the 3-mile limit nor to
their other masterly statements of the
international aspects of this bill were I
not about to quote from another great
lawyer, Charles Evans Hughes. He
spoke on this question before the Coun-
c¢il on Foreign Relations, in 1924, when
he was Secretary of State, and this is
what he said:

The Government of the United States has
repeatedly asserted that the limits of terri-
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torlal waters extend to 3 marine miles out-
ward from the coastline. This has been
asserted by our Government in making
claims upon other governments. With re-
spect to Spain’s claim of jurisdiction over
the waters adjacent to Cuba, BSecretary
Seward wrote to the Spanish Minister as
follows:

“It cannot be admitted, nor indeed is Mr,
Tassara understood to claim, that the mere
assertion of a sovereign, by an act of legisla~
tion, however solemn, can have the effect to
establish and fix its external maritime juris-
diction. His right to a jurisdiction of 3
miles is derived, not from his own decrees,
but from the law of nations, and exists even
though he may never have proclaimed or
asserted it by any decree or declaration
whatsoever. He cannot, by a mere decree,
extend the limit and fix it at 6 miles, because
if he could, he could in the same manner,
and upon motives of interest, ambition, or
even upon caprice, fix it at 10 or 20 or 50
miles, without the consent or acquiescence
of other powers which have a common right
with himself in the freedom of all the oceans.
Such a pretension could never be success-
fully or rightfully maintained. * * *

“In view of the considerations and facts
which have been thus presented, the under-
slgned is obliged to state that the Govern-
ment of the United States is not prepared
to admit that the jurisdiction of Spain in
the waters which surround the island of
Cuba lawfully and rightfully extends beyond
the customary Hmit of 3 miles.”

Secretary Fish, writing to the British Min-
ister in 1875, sald:

“We have always understood and asserted
that, pursuant to public law, no nation can
rightfully clalm jurisdiction at sea beyond
a marine league from its coast.”

And Secretary Evarts, in a communication
to the Minister of Bpain, concerning the
visitation and firing upon certain American
vessels near Cuba in 1880, said:

“The Government must adhere to the 3~
mile rule as the jurisdictional limit, and the
cases of visitation without that line seem
not to be excused or excusable under that
rule.”

The general principle was thus stated by
the Supreme Court of the United States in
the recent case of the Cunard Steamship Co.
v. Mellon (262 U, 8. 100, 122):

“It now is settled in the United States and
recognized elsewhere that the territory sub-
ject to its jurisdliction includes the land
areas under its dominlon and control, the
ports, harbors, bays, and other inclosed arms
of the sea along Its coast, and a marginal belt
of the sea extending from the coast line out-
ward a marine league, or 3 geographic miles.”

In the Bering Sea arbitration it was held
that the United States had no jurisdiction
in the Bering Sea fisheries beyond the 3-mile
limit and in the case of the British schooner
Sayward the United States was required to
compensate Great Britain for interfering
with its sealing operations putside the 3-mile
limit. The American-British Claims Arbitra-
tion Tribunal in December 1920, awarded
damages against the Unilted States on ac-
count of the interference by officers with the
British vessel Coquitlam because of transfer
of cargo off the Pacific coast outside the 3-
mile limit.

Secretary of State Hugzhes concluded
this portion of his remarks with the ob-
servation that it was important that the
United States itself recognize the 3-mile
limit where its own shores were involved.

Mr, President, a few minutes ago I
stated that the question was frequently
put to me while I was at home, “Just
what are the boundaries that are set by
this measure?” In all frankness I had
to say that I did not know, and that I
had not found any Member of the Senate
who could give an answer in exact dis=
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tances. In fact, I have heard the ques-
tion asked here many times. There are
some places where it can be said defi-
nitely that it is 3 miles. There are other
places where it is claimed to be 9% or 10
miles, With respect to most areas, no
one is able to draw a line and say, ‘““This
is it.”

I have carefully read section 4 of the
joint resolution, which defines seaward
boundaries. I am unable fo find an an-
swer in that section as to just where the
line is drawn. The section is not very
long. I should like to read it at this
point:

Sec. 4. Seaward boundaries: The seaward
boundary of each original coastal State is
hereby approved and confirmed as a line 3
geographical miles distant from its coast line,

Down to that point it is definite; but

that applies only to those coastal States
which were included in the original
States which formed the Union. Con-
tinuing the paragraph:
Any State admitted subsequent to the
formation of the Union which has not al-
ready done so may extend its seaward bound-
aries to a line 3 geographical miles distant
from its coast line, or to the internationsal
boundaries of the United States in the Great
Lakes or any other body of water traversed
by such boundaries. Any claim heretofore
or hereafter asserted either by constitutional
provision, statute, or otherwise, indicating
the intent of a State so to extend its bound-
aries is hereby approved and confirmed, with-
out prejudice to its claim, if any it has, that
its boundaries extend beyond that line.
Nothing in this section is to be construed
as questioning or in any manner prejudicing
the existence of any State's seaward bound-
ary beyond 3 geographical miles if it was so
provided by its constitution or laws prior to
or at the time such State became a member
of the Unlon, or if it has been heretofore or
is hereafter approved by Congress.

Mr. President, with the exception of
the original States, I submit there is no
certain boundary set forth in that sec-
tion. If I understand correctly the
amendment which is now pending, it
would set a definite boundary to which
we could point and say, “This is it.” It
would be a boundary, by the way, which
would be in accord with our Govern-
ment's views from the time of the first
precedent down to today.

The representative of President Eisen-
hower’s Secretary of State who appeared
before the committee considering this bill
testified that the United States supported
the 3-mile limit at the 1930 Hague Con-
ference for the Codification of Interna-
tional Law. I do not believe that the
Senatfors would gather from that simplz
statement just how determined and em-
phatic our support was. The represent-
ative of the United States at that con-
ference was Mr. Hunter Miller, of the
Department of State.

At that time Herbert Hoover was the
President and Henry L. Stimson was the
Secretary of State so that it can hardly
be said that Mr. Hunter Miller was ex-
pressing a Democratic view as to inter-
national law. Incidentally, it may be of
some interest to the Senate to realize
that Mr. Hunter Miller was the author
of the book entitled ‘“Treaties and Other
International Acts of the United States.”
which the distinguished Senator from
Texas has cited to support his position
that the proper limit of the territorial
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waters of the United States off the coast
of Texas is 1014 miles. Mr. Hunter Miller
would, I am sure, have been surprised
to hear that he was quoted for this prop-
osition because he was the strongest sup-
porter of the 3-mile limit at the 1930
Hague Conference. In the very first ses-
sion of the Conference he came out un-
equivocally in support of it. This is what
he said:

In the bases of discussion before us there
are only two matters to which I shall refer.
The first is the breadth of the coastal sea.
As regards this matter, the position of the
United States of America is definitely fixed.
I cannot state it better than by a paraphrase
of an extract from some of the recent treaties
of the United States of America in which
it is sald that it is the firm intention of the
United States of America to uphold the prin-
ciple that 3 marine miles extending from
the coastline outward and measured from
low-water mark constitute the proper limits
of territorial waters. That clause states defi-
nitely the position of my Government.

Mr. Miller did not change his mind as
the Conference went on. I would like to
read you what he said during the 13th
meeting:

I will read one sentence which is con-
tained in various existing treaties of the
United States: “The high contracting parties
declare that it is their firm intention to up-
hold the principle that 3 marine miles ex-
tending from the coastline outwards and
measured from low-water mark constitute
the proper limits of territorial waters.”

The various countries with whom we
had treaties of this kind supported this
position at the convention. It was op-
posed by the Soviet Union at this con-
ference. I think we should stand by
our pledged word to our friends. I do
not believe we should back down in the
face of pressure from the Soviet Union.

The attempts of the Soviet Union to
establish territorial control of the air
and the sea would go a long way beyond
the claims which we think are right and
just and permissible under international
law, Although their paper claims go
only to 12 miles, their outrageous action
shows that if the United States were to
back down in any way, they would seize
on this as an excuse to turn the Baltic
Sea into a Russian lake, and to extend
their control of the high seas and the
air above the high seas to wherever they
saw fit. This is not the first time that
the U. 8. 8. R. has tried this. They have
tried this before and a brave ally, Great
Britain, made them back down. I would
hate to have it said that this time it was
the United States which gave in.

As has been pointed out, even in the
days of the czars, Russia had tried to
close off the high seas. They tried it
once in 1821. The Unifted States and
other countries objected and they backed
down. Around the turn of the century
the Russian Government seized 3
American sealing vessels which were 10
miles from Russian shores. The United
States protested. It forced Russia to
arbitration and obtained a decision that
Russia had no right to do this and that
Russia had to return the ships and pay
damages.

When the Communists took over Rus-
sia and established their reign of tyr-
anny, one of their first acts was to assert
that their territorial waters extended

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

out to 12 miles, With characteristic
disregard for the rights of others, they
did not consider that this was a viola-
tion of international law. They did not
care about international law.

(At this point Mr. SpARKMAN yielded to
Mr. Jornson of Texas for the purpose of
making a statement on the subject San
Jacinto—The Legacy of Freedom, which
appears in the Recorp at the conclusion
of Mr. SPARKMAN’S speech.)

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Russians just
said: “Twelve miles is our limit.” They
attempted—it will be noted that I said
“attempted”—to back this up with force.
The Russians tried to make their 12-mile
limit stick, but they did not get away
with it, because one of our brave allies,
Great Britain, had the foresight and the
courage to stand up for what is right and
Jjust under international law.

In 1922 the Soviets began to arrest
British vessels, mostly fishing boats,
which were fishing outside the 3-mile
limit. At first the British protested
through diplomatic channels, as any
civilized nation would do. But then the
captains of these boats were turned over
to the not-so-tender mercies of the Peo-
ple’s Courts. In 1922 Captain Leighton,
of the British trawler St. Huberl, was
convicted by the People's Court of Mur-
mansk for fishing 10145 miles off of Cape
Filiberka.

Finally, on the Tth of May, 1923, a So-
viet gunboat captured the British trawl-
er Lord Astor, while the Lord Astor was
fishing 10 miles off the coast in the Mur-
mansk region. The British Parliament
was in an uproar. The Under Secretary
of State for Foreign Affairs instructed
the British diplomatic agent in Moscow
to enter a strong protest and to demand
the immediate and unconditional release
of the vessel and the crew.

This is not all that was done. A Brit-
ish warship was sent into the region.
Her orders were to prevent interference
with British vessels outside the 3-mile
limit. She was instructed to do so by
force, if necessary. There were no more
seizures of British fishing vessels outside
the 3-mile limit. The British seamen
were released. The vessels were either
returned or paid for. The incident was
closed. The freedom of the high seas
had been upheld.

It was in 1924, just a year after this
incident, that the United States and the
United Kingdom entered into the treaty
in which they both pledged their support
for the principle of freedom of the seas.
I should like to read again what the
treaty provides:

The High Contracting Parties declare that
it is their firm intention to uphold the prin-
ciple that 3 marine miles extending from the
coastline outward and measured from the
low watermark constitute the proper limits
of territorial waters.

By this treaty the British Government
and the United States Government
agreed that they would stand shoulder
to shoulder in fighting off any attempts
to encroach on the prineiple of the free-
dom of the seas. Our two Governments
pledged their word that they would sup-
port the prineiple that, under interna-
tional law, 3 miles off the coast is as far
as any country has'a right to assert ju-
risdiction, in claiming that the seas ad-
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jacent to its shores are part of its terri-
tories.

Mr. EENNEDY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Alabama yield to the
Senator from Massachusetts?

Mr, SPARKMAN. I yield for a ques-
tion.

Mr. KENNEDY. As the Senator from
Alabama is pointing out, is it not true
that if the United States were to sanc-
tion a claim beyond the 3-mile limit, it
might well be that Canada, Newfound-
land, and Nova Scotia might extend
their claims beyond the 3-mile limit;
and inasmuch as the Continental Shelf
stretching from their shores is the area
in which the fishing fleets of New Eng-
land conduct their operations, might not
such action threaten an industry which
is of great importance to our Nation as
a whole?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes; Mr. Presi-
dent, the Senator from Massachusetts
has stated not only a real problem but a
very practical one, and one that is of
considerable concern to his section of
the country, where so many of the people
engage in the extensive and long-time
fishing industry.

Mr. KENNEDY., Is it not true that
once our boundaries were extended be-
yond the 3-mile limit, there would be no
real justification for not going all the
way to the outer edge of the Continental
Shelf, as Chile, El Salvador, and other
countries are now claiming—in short, a
distance of possibly 200 miles?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, the
able Senator from Massachusetts was
not on the floor a few minutes ago when
I read from a speech made by former
Secretary of State Charles Evans
Hughes, who not only was a great Sec-
retary of State but also was one of the
finest constitutional lawyers our country
has ever produced, I believe, In a speech
which he made in 1924, Secretary of
State Hughes quoted Secretary of State
Seward, who made exactly that point in
protesting against an attempt by Spain
to extend her territorial dominion more
than 3 miles off the coasts of Cuba; and
he made exactly the point that if we
permit our jurisdiction to extend for
more than 3 miles off the coast, there is
no reason why we should stop at 10 miles,
20 miles, 50 miles, or even 100 miles. In
fact, he used practically those figures.

Of course, the Senator from Massa-
chusetts is exactly correct in the state=
ment he makes.

Mr, KENNEDY. I know the Senator
from Alabama realizes that the fishing
industry on both the east coast and west
coast is greatly concerned about the poing
the Senator from Alabama is discussing.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes. Not only are
the fishermen on the east coast and the
west coast greatly concerned, but I am
sure the Senator from Massachusetts is
also aware of the concern which exists
in the gulf area, particularly in the case
of the shrimp fisheries and the operators
of shrimp boats in the various coastal
States which now are so eager to obtain
control beyond the 3-mile limit.

At this time, so far as I know—I do
not believe the controversy has been
settled—we are in dispute with Mexico
over that very question.
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Mr. KENNEDY.
from Alabama.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I appreciate the
contribution made by the Senator from
Massachusetts.

Mr. President, when we consider how
recently the government of Great Brit-
ain had stood out alone against the
attempts of the Soviet Union to wipe out
the freedom of the seas, who among us
in this body can deny that the two gov-
ernments, ours and that of Great Brit-
ain, agreed to stand shoulder to shoulder
against encroachment from the very
source from which it is now threatened,
the Union of the Soviet Socialist Re-
publics?

Great Britain and the United States
stand shoulder to shoulder on many mat-
ters. The two great countries are linked
by bonds of treaties and common under-
standing and friendship. By the North
Atlantic Treaty, the two great countries
stand shoulder to shoulder against ag-
gression, The strength and integrity of
this common bond are of the greatest im-
portance to the peace of the world and
to the security of America. I would not
want to weaken it in any way. I would
not want in any way to cast doubt upon
the sanctity of the pledged word of the
United States when it promises to stand
shoulder to shoulder with an ally against
attempted violations of international
law.

During the summer of 1952 the secu-
rity aspects of the 3-mile limit were
given most detailed consideration by the
Secretary of the Navy. That was in con-
nection with a bill which was introduced
in the House of Representatives by Rep-
resentative Yorry, of California. The
bill had to do with the manner of draw-
ing base-lines, rather than the actual
width of territorial waters; but the prin-
ciples were the same. On June 20, 1952,
the Secretary of the Navy wrote to the
Secretary of State a letter which I should
like to read to the Senate. It is set forth
on page 556 of the hearings:

JuNE 20, 1952.
The Honorable the SECRETARY OF STATE.

My Dear Mr. SEcCRETARY: The letter of
March 28, 1952, from the Deputy Under Sec-
retary of State to the Secretary of Defense,
requesting information on certaln matters
related to the extension of the territorial
waters of the United States as proposed by
House Joint Resolution 873, which was intro-
duced by Representative Samuel A, Yorty, of
California, on February 11, 1952, has been
referred to this Department for reply.

The purpose of House Joint Resolution 373
is to extend the territorial waters around the
coast of the United States and Alaska as far
as is permissible under the rules of interna-
tional law set forth in the judgment rendered
by the International Court of Justice in the
Anglo-Norwegian Fisheries case on December
18, 1851. Under the joint resolution the
United States would establish as the seaward
boundary of its inland or internal waters a
series of straight lines running between the
headlands of all indentations on the main-
land and, where there are offiying islands,
rocks, or reefs, a serles of stralght lines run-
ning around the outer edges of the farthest
offlying islands, rocks, and reefs.

Information is requested as to any benefits
which might be derived from the extenslon
of the territorial waters of the United States
as proposed by House Joint Resolution 373;
the detriments which might be suffered by
the United States if other nations adopted
similar legislation; and specific water areas

I thank the Senator
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of other countries deemed Important in this
regard.

No benefits would be obtained by the
United States from the extension of its ter-
ritorial waters as proposed by House Joint
Resolution 373. From a security standpoint
there would be no advantage. Should there
be sensitive points requiring more expansive
areas of the sea for security purposes than
are afforded by the system used by the
United BStates for dellmiting territorial
waters, there are available the devices of
defensive sea areas and maritime control
areas, which are well recognized In interna-
tional law, and which the United States
would expect to be able to enforce; also, as
it is well recognized that a speclal jurisdic-
tion may be asserted over areas of the high
seas for specific purposes, such as fishery
conservation and exploitation of the re-
sources of the seabed and subsoil of the
Continental Shelf, without extending sov-
ereign waters, there would be no additional
economic advantage resulting to the United
States. Both from a military and commer-
cial viewpoint, therefore, mo benefits not
otherwise obtainable would accrue to the
United States were House Joint Resolution
373 adopted.

‘Were the United States to extend its terri-
torial waters as proposed by House Joint
Resolution 373, other nations could be ex-
pected to assert claims to large water areas
off their coasts. - Many nations have already
asserted these clalms and those nations could
be expected fo treat such action by the
United States as a recognition of the validity
of their previously asserted clalms. Any ac-
tion by other nations which would restrict
the range of warships and commercial ves-
sels and military and commercial alrcraft
would be clearly disadvantageous to a great
maritime power such as the United States.
Any action which tends to restrict free navi-
gation of the high seas by recognizing sov-
ereignty over territorial waters in excess of
3 miles is contrary to United States security
interest. At the present stage of interna-
tional relations adoption of House Jolnt Res-
olution 373 would, it is believed, serve no
useful purpose not realizable by other means
and could lead to embarrassing and burden-
some consequences to the United States.

With regard to the effect which similar
legislation would have on the jurisdictional
claims of other nations, a study has been
made of only a few charts randomly selected,
enclosures (1) through (4), covering the
coastal areas of Venezuela, Greece, Sumatra,
and the Netherlands East Indies. This study
reveals that the possible effects of a broad
interpretation of the decision of the Anglo-
Norwegian Fisheries case could seriously af-
fect the free navigation of the seas in areas
such as the Aegean Sea, the coast of Sumatra
between the chain of islands from Enggano
and Simeuloe, the seas in the vicinity of
the Netherlands East Indies, the coastal area
of Venezuela between Farallon Centinela
and Morro de Robledar and between Pta
Ballena and Morro de Chacopata. In other
areas not mentioned similar restrictions to
free navigation would likewise apply.

A report on House Joint Resolution 373,
expressing the opposition of the Department
of Defense to the enactment of this measure,
has recently been submitted to the chairman
of the Committee on the Judiciary, House of
Representatives. A copy of that report is
enclosed for your information.

Sincerely yours,
Dan A. EIMBALL.

I emphasize that in this letter the Sec-
retary of the Navy asserted that any ac-
tion which had the effect of recognizing
sovereignty over territorial waters in ex-
cess of 3 miles is contrary to united
security interests.

It will be pointed out, I am sure, that
this statement was made by the Secre~
tary of Navy in the recent administra=
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tion. I answer by saying that Dan Kim-
ball, of the great State of California,
was not speaking as a Democrat or as a
Republican, and not as a Californian but
as an American. He was expressing the
views which have been held by the Navy
in every administration. He was ex-
pressing views which are soundly based
in a conecern for the security interests of
our country. What he said has not been
denied by his successor. No representa-
tive of President Eisenhower has come
forward to say, “We do not care about
freedom of the seas or about freedom of
the air over the high seas.” They have
taken quite the opposite view. A repre-
sentative of President Eisenhower’s Sec~
retary of State, testifying before the
committee on Senate Joint Resolution 13,
said:

The purpose of this Government has been,
and still is, to give effect to its traditional
policy of freedom of the seas. Such freedom
is essential to its mational interests. It is
a time-honored concept of defense that the
greater the freedom and range of its war-

ships and alrcraft the better protected are
its security interests.

If the Congress of the United States
were to take any action which might lead
to the establishment of a 10% -mile limit,
we would be striking a mortal blow at the
principle of freedom of the seas, which
has been considered an essential prin-
ciple for United States security since the
foundation of the Republic. I am
shocked and amazed that such a possibil-
ity is being considered against the ad-
vice of the representatives of President
Eisenhower. I am shocked and amazed
that such a possibility is being considered
without hearing directly from represent-
atives of our Navy or of our Air Force. I
am shocked and amazed that such a pos-
sibility is being considered without hav-
ing given the National Security Council
a chance to consider the far-reaching
implications of such a step on the secu-
rity interests of our country. I am
shocked and amazed that the proponents
of the pending measure have not once
told the American people that what they
are trying to do is to break down a prec-
edent of freedom of the seas and of the
air over the high seas, a precedent which
has been sustained by every President
from George Washington to Dwight Eis-
enhower, and by every Secretary of State
from Thomas Jefferson to John Foster
Dulles.

I should like to read to the Senate the
note which was recently delivered in
Moscow to the Acting Minister of For-
eign Affairs of the Soviet Union. It pro-
tests the illegal attempts of the Soviet
Union to extend its territorial boundaries
in violation of international law. It was
delivered on November 24, and reads as
follows:

Moscow, November 12, 1952.
No. 438.
His Excellency JAcoB MALIK,
Acting Minister of Foreign Affairs,
Ministry of Foreign Ajffairs, Moscotw.

ExceLrLENCY: I have the honor to inform
Your Excellency that the Government of the
United States of America has noted with in-
creasing concern the policy of the Union of
Soviet Soclalist Republics of asserting ter-
ritorial jurisdiction over a belt of waters 12
nautical miles in breadth along its coasts
and coasts under its control. My Govern-
ment has also noted that in pursuing this
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policy the Soviet Union Is permitiing its
authorities to violate the rights of nationals
of other states in what are generally recog-
nized as international waters by ordering
the seizure and detention of foreign-flag ves-
sels between 3 and 12 nautical miles off the
coasts and otherwise denying them access to
that area.

It is the view of my Government that the
Soviet Union, in thus attempting to appro-
priate to its exclusive use and control a por-
tion of the high seas, has manifested a will-
ingness to deprive other states, without their
consent, of rights under international law.
Such conclusion is inescapable in the face of
a territorial-waters policy whereunder the
Soviet Union would supplant free and un-
trammeled navigation by all vessels and air-
craft over water areas comprising a part of
the high seas with such controls as that Gov-
ernment might apply. The Government of
the United States of America is not aware
of any principle of international law which
would support and justify such a policy. In
the circumstances, my Government finds it
necessary to reiterate that it cannot recog-
nize the action of any government which is
calculated to assimilate adjacent high seas
to its territory.

The Government of the United States of
America therefore protests the Soviet
Union’s closure of a 12-mile belt of waters
contiguous to its coasts and to the coasts
under its control, and reserves all its rights
and interests of whatever nature in the high
seas outside 3 nautical miles from those
coasts.

Accept, Excellency, the assurances of my
highest consideration.

T have read the letter, Mr. President,
because I think every single sentence of
it is important in connection with the
renewal of the historic position this
country has taken from 1793 in favor of
the open seas and in support of the 3-
mile limitation of its territorial waters,
territorial jurisdiction, territorial owner-
ship, or whatever we may want to call it.

Let us suppose, Mr. President, that the
United States has extended its territorial
waters out 10% miles into the Gulf of
Mexico. That is what will be done if
Texas and Florida extend their terri-
torial boundaries 101% miles on the claim
of historic boundaries.

It is my understanding, from state-
ments which have been made by the
distinguished junior Senator from Texas
[Mr. DanteL], that that is definitely the
claim of Texas throughout the extent of
its shoreline. I think I have understood
correctly from the distinguished and able
Senator from Florida [Mr. HorLraNpl
who is sponsoring the proposed legisla-
tion and who, I know, believes sincerely
in the position he has taken, that the
101%-mile limit applies to the western
shore of Florida and not to the eastern
shore. But, certainly, Mr, President, in
those cases the seaward boundaries as
described by the joint resolution would
extend 1015 miles, and in other cases, as
I interpret the joint resclution, it might
be possible to extend them farther. Asa
madtter of fact, I have been thinking, and
I asked a question on the floor one day
in regard to it, What in the world may
we expect to be the boundaries of Hawaii
if she is admitted as our 49th State?
Some of the objections to the admission
of Hawaii relate to the fact that the
Hawaiian Islands are extended for I do
not know how far; I believe it has been
said that it is 1,500 miles.

Certainly it is several hundred miles
from the northernmost island to the last
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island on the south. Iassume, under the
terms of the pending joint resolution,
they have no historic boundary. If I cor-
rectly understand, if Hawaii is given the
right to establish a boundary, it will be-
eome its historic boundary.

Mr. President, I was never more sin-
cere in my life in saying that one of the
most dangerous things about this meas-
ure is the fact that the limit is left wide
open except so far as the original States
are concerned. In two instances it is
exactly contrary to what we have been
contending for before the whole world—
a proper limitation on territorial waters.

I read the memorandum which was
handed to the Russian Government on
November 24, 1952. I believe the ques-
tion is still open with Russia. If I am
incorrect, perhaps some Senator can cor-
rect me, but my understanding is that
we are still contending that the distance
of 3 miles is as far out as they can claim.
But here is the Congress of the United
States attempting to place the United
States in the contradictory and incon-
sistent position of standing at the bar
of the world and, contending that other
nations have not the right to extend
their boundaries more than 3 miles,
while we claim our boundaries go out a
greater distance.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield for a
gquestion?

Mr, SPARKMAN. I yield for a ques-
tion.

Mr. ANDERSON. Does the Senator
not recognize that not only is the Rus-
sian situation open as to boundaries, but
that the argument with Saudi Arabia,
Chile, Peru, and dozens of other nations
is still wide open?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes. Tam glad the
distinguished Senator from New Mexico
has asked me that question. This coun-
try owes a tremendous debt to him for
the fine leadership he has manifested
in bringing the issues to the Senate and
to the country. I appreciate the fine
contribution he has made.

I know those cases are open, and
there is another one a little bit closer to
our country. I speak of Mexico. Our
shrimp boats are being molested outside
the 3-mile limit off the coast of Mexico,

and the United States Government is

protesting against it.

Mr. ANDERSON. WMr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield for a
further question?
qur. SPARKMAN. I yield for a ques-

1.,

Mr. ANDERSON. Does the Senator
not recognize the fact that the Canadian
Government has been considering the
extension of its territorial rights in con-
nection with the fishing industry?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes. A few min-
utes ago, while the Senator from New
Mexico was unavoidably absent from the
floor, ‘the able Benator from Massachu~-
setts [Mr. Kenneny]l, who certainly is
alert on that subject, because many of
-his constituents are gravely concerned
over the matter, asked me a similar
question. It is a matter of concern not
only with Russia, not only with Mexico,
and with our neighbor to the north,
Canada, but with many other nations.
It could become a very complex and em-
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barrassing problem in many parts of the
world. It places us in a position which
makes it almost impossible to maintain
our treaties.

I may say to the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico that a few moments
ago I guoted from a recent treaty which
we have with the United EKingdom
with reference to the 3-mile limit. In
The Hague conference and in all the
international econference which have
been held on the guestion, where the
matter of territorial waters has been
considered, we have, without exception,
argued for a 3-mile limitation and
agreed with other nations on it.

Mr. President, I mentioned a few min-
utes ago what would result under the
joint resolution without the Douglas
amendments. It is to the Douglas
amendments that I am addressing my-
self; I did mot have an opportunity to
speak on the Anderson amendment. I
may say to the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico that I stated in the
early part of my remarks that had I been
present last week I certainly would have
sought an opportunity to speak on the
substitute which he offered. I supported
in the last Congress the O'Mahoney sub-
stitute. I have of course supported the
Hill amendment in both sessions, and I
am sorry the Senate did not have an op-
portunity to vote on the Hill amendment
separately and apart from the Anderson
substitute in order that we might have
had a real test on that important meas-
ure.

But under the joint resolution, even
though most of the boundaries are so
uncertain that I was not able to answer
the question propounded to me by my
constituents while I was at home last
week, namely, “Just what are the bound-
aries that are set by the joint resolu-
tion?” We do know that, in at least two
instances, they go beyond the 3-mile
limit, and the invitation is there, open-
ing wide, almost to the extent of opening
the gates, giving notice that the oppor-
tunity will come later, to permit still
further extension.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Alabama yield to the
Senator from New Mexico?

Mr. SPAREMAN. I understand that
the Senator from New Mexico wishes to
make a unanimous-consent request. If
I may have unanimous consent to yield
for that purpose to the Senator from
New Mexico, without prejudicing my
right to the floor, I shall be glad to do so.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
the Senator from New Mexico may pro-
ceed.

(At this point Mr. SparkmAN yielded
to Mr. ANDERSON, who suggested a unani-
mous-consent agreement in regard to
Senate Joint Resolution 13, and, follow-
ing debate, such an agreement proposed
by Mr. TAFT was entered. Mr. SPARKMAN
yielded also for action on Senate bill 1767,
to extend the District of Columbia Emer-
gency Rent Act of 1951. These matters
appear in the Recorp following Mr.
SPARKMAN'S speech.)

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
have been discussing the infernational
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problems which would be created by ex=
tending our territorial jurisdiction be=
yond the 3-mile limit. I take the op-
portunity of the pendancy of the pend-
ing amendments to make these remarks,
because the Douglas amendments seek
to draw a line at the historic 3-mile
limit. I have contended, and I believe I
have cited sufficient instances to show,
that, all along, our Government has stood
fast for the 3-mile limit. Every Presi-
dent from George Washington to Presi-
dent Eisenhower, every Secretary of
State from Thomas Jefferson to John
Foster Dulles—each of them, without
exception—has insisted on the 3-mile
limit; and our country has opposed
efforts on the part of any other nation
to extend its limits beyond 3 miles.

As a matter of fact, at this very time
we are engaged in protests against at-
tempts to extend territorial limits be-
vond 3 miles; we are protesting Russia’s
attempt to extend her jurisdiction be-
yond the 3-mile limit, and we are con-
testing similar claims on the part of
Mexico and other nations.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr.
President, will the Senator from Ala-
bama yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Doesthe
Senator from Alabama yield to the Sen-
ator from Colorado?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield for a ques=
tion.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes, I
wish to ask a very serious question: Who
is to be the owner of the valuable land
under the sea beyond the 3-mile limit—
such lands, for instance, as the ones
which I understand occur in numerous
areas in the Gulf of Mexico? Under
the 3-mile-limit theory, whose land is
that, and how can it be acquired?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, Mr.
Tate, who was representing the Secre-
tary of State and the Department of
State in the presentation before the com-
mittee, discussed that matter and called
attention to the fact that the Govern-
ment of the United States had made a
claim for the resources out fo the edge of
the Continertal Shelf, I am sure the
distinguished Senator from Colorado
remembers when that claim was made
not so long ago. But Mr. Tate differ-
entiates between our right to take those
‘resources and the right of ownership.
As a matter of fact, although I have not
studied this question too closely, I be-
lieve that was basically the idea Attorney
General Brownell was trying to impress
upon the committee when he suggested
that we not give fee simple title to the
States, but give them the right to ex-
plore and develop the resources within
that area.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Ithought
that was what Mr. Brownell was driving
at, although it was not very clearly
stated.

But it seemed to me that he was offer-
ing some sort of solution to a problem
that is very serious and very important
to our Nation.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes, and I think
there was real substance in what the At-
torney General was proposing. I believe
the line he was drawing was that, where-
as the Congress could give to the States
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the right to explore and develop and
even to enjoy the benefits of those re-
sources, yet the Government of the
United States does not have the right
to cede beyond the 3-mile limit, because
of the fact that that area affixes to the
National Government as a part of na-
tional sovereignty.

The question of the area beyond the
3-mile limit, out to the edge of the Con-
tinental Shelf, is different, and yet I
think it is somewhat analogous to the
other; and I believe Mr. Tate tried to
make that differentiation in the state-
ment he made to the committee, pointing
out that whereas we recognize that the
seas are free from the 3-mile limit on
out, and although we do not claim title
to the land in that area, yet we claim
we have a right to develop those re-
sources—in very much the way, I as-
sume, that fisheries are developed, al-
though I must say that I have not
studied that particular subject suffi-
ciently to feel competent to discuss it.

I have studied the question of the ex-
tension of the territorial jurisdiction,
and I have cited many instances in
which the United States has contended
with other nations in connection with
that matter, and one instance in which
Britain actually sent a warship to Rus-
sia, not so many years ago—in 1924, as
I recall—in order to insist on the right
of freedom of the seas outside of the
3-mile limit. I have pointed out that
at this very time we are contending with
Mexico on that subject. We are now
contending with Mexico over the seizure
of certain American shrimp boats out-
side the 3-mile limit. Also, the ques-
tion is to some extent a matter of con=
sideration with Canada, in connection
with fisheries within the great New Eng-
land area, and also, I believe, on the
northwestern coast.

Now let us suppose that the United
States has extended its territorial waters
out to 1034 miles into the Gulf of Mex-
ico. This is what we will do if we let
Texas and Florida extend their terri-
torial boundaries 10, miles on the claim
of historic boundaries. There can be no
mistake about that, Representatives of
President Eisenhower’s Department of
State have made this perfectly clear. At

-page 1053 of the hearings, they testi-

fied as follows:

The Department is concerned with such
provisions of proposed legislation as would
recognize or permit the extension of the
seaward boundaries of certaln States be-
yond the 3-mile limit. In international re-
lations, the territorial claims of the United
States and of the Nation are indivisible.
The claims of the States cannot exceed those
of the Nation. If the Nation should recog-
nize the extension of the boundaries of any
State beyond the 3-mile limit, its identifica-
tion with the broader claim could force
abandonment of its traditional position. At
the same time it would renounce grounds
of protest against claims of foreign States to
greater breadths of territorial waters.

If the United States were to recognize
this claimed extension of its territorial
waters into the Gulf of Mexico on these
alleged historic boundaries what would
we have to do to our protest to the So-
viet Union. We would have to write it
this way. Let us look at the first sen-
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tence of the memorandum delivered to
the Soviet Union on November 24, 1952,
That sentence reads:

I have the honor to inform Your Excel-
lency that the Government of the United
Btates of America has noted with increas-
ing concern the policy of the Union of So-
viet Soclalistic Republics of asserting ter-
ritorial jurisdiction over a belt of waters 12
nautical miles in breadth along its coasts
and coasts under its control.

The United States has no right to ex-
press concern if territorial jurisdiction
is being asserted on the basis of a claim
of historic boundaries if we are doing the
same thing ourselves. This sentence
would have to be changed to read as fol-
lows:

I have the honor to inform Your Excel-
lency that the Government of the United
States of America has noted the policy of
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics of
asserting territorial jurisdiction over a belt

®of waters 12 nautical miles in breadth
along its coasts and coasts under its control.
This policy has been noted with increasing
concern except to the extent that territorial
jurisdiction over a belt of waters 12 nau-
tical miles in breadth along its coasts and
coasts under its control is asserted on the
basis of an historical claim, whether or not
recognized by other countries, over this belt.

Let us now look at the second sen-
tence: 3

My Government has also noted that in
pursuing this policy the Soviet Union is per=
mitting its authorities to violate the rights
of nationals of other states in what are gen-
erally recognized as international waters by
ordering the seizure and detention of foreign
flag vessels between 3 and 12 nautical miles
off the coasts and otherwise denying them
access to that area.

The United States certainly cannot
make a point of the 3-mile limit if it is
asserting a 10l.-mile limit; so the best
that could possibly be done with this
sentence would be to change it to read
as follows:

My Government has also noted that in
pursuing this policy the Soviet Union is per=
mitting its authorities to violate the rights
of nationals of other states in what are gen-
erally recognized as international waters, un=
less the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
asserts that they are within its historic
boundaries, by ordering the seizure and de=
tention of foreign flag vessels between 1014
and 12 miles off the coasts and otherwise
denying them access to that area.

I think we can deal with the second
paragraph as a unit. If reads:

It is the view of my Government that the
Soviet Union, in thus attempting to appro-
priate to its exclusive use and control a por=
tion of the high seas, has manifested a will-
ingness to deprive other states, without their
consent, of rights under international law,
Buch conclusion is inescapable in the face
of a territorial waters policy whereunder the
Soviet Unlon would supplant free and un-
trammeled navigation by all vessels and air-
craft over water areas comprising a part of
the high seas with such controls as that
Government might apply. The Government
of the United States of America is not aware
of any principle of international law which
would support and justify such a policy.
In the circumstances, my Government finds
it necessary to reiterate that it cannot rec-
ognize the action of any government which
i1s calculated to assimilate adjacent high
seas to its territory.
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If we adopt this new position, this
paragraph contains some obvious errors.
It will have to read as follows:

1t is the view of my Government that the
Soviet Union in thus attempting to appro-
priate to its exclusive use and control a por-
tion of the high seas, has, except to the ex-
tent that such action is based on a claim
of historic boundaries, manifested a willing-
ness to deprive other states, without their
consent, of rights under international law.
If the Soviet Union asserts any rights which
are not based on a claim to historic bound-
aries, such a conclusion would become in-
escapable in the face of a territorial waters
policy whereunder the Soviet Union would
supplant free and untrammeled navigation
by all vessels and aircraft over water areas
comprising a part of the high seas as that
Government might apply. The Government
of the United States is not aware of any
principle of international law which would
support and justify such a policy except the
principle that a country may extend its ter-
ritorial waters to the extent that it alleges
claims of historic boundaries. In the cir-
cumstances, my Government finds it neces-
sary to reiterate that it cannot recognize the
action of any government which is calculated
to assimilate adjacent high seas to its terri-
tory, unless this action is based on a claim of
historic boundaries.

The last paragraph reads as follows:

The Government of the United States of
America therefore protests the Soviet Union’s
closure of a 12-mile belt of waters contiguous
to its coasts and to the coasts under its con-
trol, and reserves all rights and interests of
whatever nature in the high seas outside
3 nautical miles from those coasts.

This paragraph would clearly have to
be changed. It would have to read:

The Government of the United States of
America therefore protests the Soviet Union's
closure of a 12-mile belt of waters contiguous
to its coasts and to the coasts under its con-
trol, except to the extent that such action
1s based on a claim of historic boundaries,
and, to the extent that such action is not
based on a claim of historic boundaries, the
United States reserves all its rights and in-
terests of whatever nature in the high seas
outside of 10% miles from those coasts.

Now let us read the note as a whole as
it would have to be rewritten, if we
should extend our boundaries to 10%2
miles into the gulf on the basis of these
alleged claims of historic boundaries:

1 have the honor to inform Your Excellency
that the Government of the United States
of America has noted the policy of the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics of asserting
territorial jurisdiction over a belt of waters
12 nautical miles in breadth along its coasts
and coasts under its control. This policy
has been noted with increasing concern
except to the extent that territorial juris-
diction over the belt of waters 12 nautical
miles in breadth along its coasts and coasts
under its control is asserted on the basis
of a historical claim, whether or not recog-
nized by other countries, over this belt.

My Government has also noted that in pur-
suing this policy the Soviet Union is per-
mitting its authorities to violate the rights
of nationals of other states in what are gen-
erally recognized as international waters, un-
less the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
asserts that they are within its historic
boundaries, by ordering the seizure and de-
tention of foreign-flag vessels between 10%%
and 12 miles of the coasts and otherwise
denying them access to that area.

It is the wview of my Government that
the Soviet Union, in thus attempting fo ap-
propriate to its exclusive use and control a
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portion of the high seas, has, except to the
extent that such action is based on a claim
of historic boundaries, manifested a willing-
ness to deprive other states, without their
consent, of rights under international law.
If the Soviet Union asserts any rights which
are not based on a claim to historic bound=-
aries, such a conclusion would become in-
escapable in the face of a territorial waters
poliey whereunder the Soviet Union would
supplant free and untrammeled navigation
by all vessels and aircraft over water areas
comprising a part of the high seas as that
government might apply. The Government
of the United States is not aware of any
principle of international law which would
support and justify such a policy except the
principle that a country may extend its ter-
ritorial waters to the extent that it alleges
claims of historic boundaries. In the circum-
stances, my -Government finds it necessary to
reiterate that it cannot recognize the action
of any government which is calculated to as-
similate adjacent high seas to its territory,
unless this action is based on a claim of his-
toric boundaries.

The Government of the United Btates
of America therefore protests the Soviet
Union's closure of a 12-mile belt of waters
contiguous to its coasts and to the coasts
under its control, except to the extent that
such actlon is based on a claim of historic
boundaries, and, to the extent that such
action is not based on & claim of historic
boundaries, the United States reserves all its
rights and interests of whatever nature in
the high seas outside of 101¢ miles from
those coasts.

What sort of protest would this be?
What would the captain of the British
warship who backed up his government’s
position with guns in 1923 think of an
ally that would do that?

What would the countries to whom
we have pledged our word that we will
support the 3-mile limit think our word
is worth after such an action? How
will we explain it to the families of the
airmen who have died supporting the
principle that the Soviet Union has no
right to close off the high seas or the air
above the high seas? We could not ex-
plain it. And for my part I think it is
a shame that we are even contemplating
the possibility.

Mr, President, we have been told by
some Senators who favor the proposal
to give away the offshore oil that the
rights of individual States to the open
ocean bordering their shores extend
back to the time before the Revolution-
ary war,

A good answer to that claim is given
in an article I came across a few days
ago. I wish to quote from this article
resolutions and actions that occurred
even prior to the adoption of the Consti-
tution. From-an article entitled “Who
Owned the Ocean in 1776?” written by
Irving Brant, and published in the New
Republic magazine of April 20, 1953, be-
ginning on page 12, I read:

Here is a resolution adopted by the Conti-
nental Congress on March 23, 1778, 1 year
after the Revolutionary War broke out and
3 months before the Declaration of Inde-
pendence was adopted:

*That all vessels * * * and cargoes belong-
ing to the inhabitants of Great Britain * * *
which shall happen to be taken near the
shores of any of these colonies, by the people
of the country, or detachments from the
army, shall be deemed lawful prize, and the
court of admiralty within the sald colony
is required, on condemnation thereof [to
divide the prize money equally].”
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That resolution and others like it had the
force of national law, as anybody knows
who has read Marshall's opinion in the
Olmstead Case. It contains one possible
loophole for the oil-grabbers. The Atlantic
Ocean is 3,000 miles wide. Perhaps “near
the shores” meant more than 38 miles out,
though it is hard to see how “detachments
of the army” could wade that far. That
guestion was answered on April 2, 1776, when
Congress adopted a commission for priva-
teers, authorizing them to capture ships “on
the high seas, or between high- and low-
water marks.” The identical scope of these
actions was made plainer in a supplemental
resolution adopted by the Continental Con-
gress on July 24, 1776:

“Resolved, That all the resolutions of this
Congress, passed on the 23d day of March last
fand later] * * * relating to [British
ghips] * * * taken on the high seas, or be-
tween high- and low-water mark, be ex-
tended to all ships [owner by nonrevolting
colonists].”

So, in the month in which the United
States came into existence, Congress asserted
national jurisdiction over the seashore be-
tween high and low tide. What men spon-
sored this spoliation of the sacred rights
of the 20-day-old States? John Adams, of
Massachusetts; Benjamin Harrison, of Vir-
ginia; and Robert Morris, of Pennsylvania,
were the villains who drafted it.

Surely the infant States rebelled at this
series of Federal laws, by which Congress
thrust its long nose into the baby carriage
of State sovereignty. Alas mo. Read the
resolution adopted by the Virginia Commit-
tee of Safety on May 10, 1776:

“Pursuant to powers received from the
honorable the Continental Congress, the
Committee of Safety are ready to grant com=-
missions for making reprisals upon the prop-
erty of the people of Great Britain at sea,
or in the rivers below high-water mark, to
any persons who shall apply for them and
comply with the terms mentioned by Con-
gress.”

Federal maritime jurisdiction, as Virginia
saw it in 1776, extended above the present
site of Washington, D. C., on the Potomag,
and up to Fredericksburg on the Rappahan-
nock—as far inland as the tides were felt.

In the ensuing war years, some Conti-
nental privateersmen grew so enthusiastie
that they went ashore in regions occupied
by the British, and carried off cows and
chickens belonging to American farmers.
This was too much for Governor Clinton,
of New York, and too much for Congress.
On Clinton’s complaint, a congressional
committee on October 11, 1781, brought in
‘this resolve:

“Thag whereas * * * citizens of these
United States * * * have been plundered of
their property above high-water mark under
the pretence of legal authority * * * there-
fore resolved, that no goods taken on land
above high-water mark shall be deemed legal
prize within the United States.”

There you have it. National sovereignty
over ocean waters, in the days of the Found-
ing Fathers, did not extend above high tide.
The man who wrote this, Samuel Livermore,
.of New Hampshire, knew his salt water. He
resigned from Congress a few months later
to become a judge of the Court of Appeals
in Cases of Capture.

James Madison, who later had something
40 do with writing the Constitution, was in
the Continental Congress at this time. No-
body was more zealous in defending the
“historiec rights of the States” to the ocean
above high tide. In a new ordinance regu-
lating captures, he wrote to Edmund Pendle-
+ton on January 8, 1782, a clause was inserted
suthorizing the capture of British merchan-
dise, owned by mneutrals, “if coming into
these States, and within three leagues of the
coast.”

“Congress,” he added, "has now recoms=
mended to the States to subject them to
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geizure, during the war, if found on land
within their respective limits.” There you
have the Father of the Constitution di-
viding State and Federal spheres. State
soverelgnty was to be exercised on land, Fed-
eral sovereignty from the water's edge to
9 miles out.

But suppose a ship ran aground. Who
had jurisdiction in that case? Well, that
question was before Congress at the time
Madison wrote. The British captured a
vessel in coastal waters and ran it onto a
bar. Deserted by its prize crew, did it be-
long to its owners or to the armed squad
of Americans that went aboard. A com-
mittee of Congress undertook to settle it
with this amendment to the ordinance Madi-
son was talking about:

“And it 1s further ordained, that where
vessels * * * salling or being within the
body of a county, or within any river arm
of the sea, or within cannon shot of the
shore of any of the States * * * shall be
captured by the enemy, and shall be recap-
tured below high-water mark * * * [sal-
vage only shall be paid].”

Mr. President, all in all, this is a very
interesting article from which I have
quoted rather at length. Certainly it
goes beyond anything we are now con-
tending. I think we all subscribe to the
views laid down in the Pollard case, and
in many subsequent cases, that on in-
Jand waters that part of the land abave
low tide belongs to the States, but cer-
tainly some of those who preceded us
felt that the Federal Goverrment owned
much more than we contend today it
owns. We often hear the question of
States’ rights raised in connection with
the ownership of these lands. I was in
the House of Representatives when I
had my first contact with a bill of this
nature. That was before the Supreme
Court has acted on any of these cases.
At that time one of my colleagues from
Alabama was Representative Sam Hobbs,
who was one of the finest constitutional
lawyers, I believe, who ever served in
the House of Representatives. He was
a distinguished member of the Judiciary
Committee of the House. I can say that
there never was a man who was a more
ardent States’ rights advocate than was
Representative Hobbs, of Alabama. But
from the time the bill first came before
the House he consistently argued, and
continued so to argue as long as he lived,
not only that the Federal Government
had jurisdiction over the 3-mile strip,
but it had rights even beyond what I
am willing to claim for it or to admit;
his argument being that the Federal
Government had the right to exercise
its jurisdiction in defense of its security,
its life, and its sovereignty.

I thought it was rather significant
that when the Supreme Court decided
the California case the decision was
based in large part upon the very views
which had been expressed by Repre-
sentative Hobbs, although the Supreme
Court did not go as far as he would have
advocated.

I may say that my good friend and
esteemed colleague of those days, Rep-
resentative Hobbs, felt so strongly on
the subject that he voluntarily associa-
ted himself with the case when it came
before the Supreme Court, in the posi-
tion of amicus curiae and argued the
case before the Court.

Mr. President, the spokesman for the
State Department, Jack B. Tate, in his
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testimony on March 3 of this year be-
fore the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs of the House of Represent-
atives, points out the continuity of the
position taken by the Continental Con-
gress and that later held by the United
States itself from its early days on down
to the present.

The State Department sbokesma.n
said:

As early as 1793, this Government had to
face the question of the breadth of ter-
ritorial waters, At that time Jefferson,
while reserving a final decision, took the
position that the United States should con-
sider territorial waters “as restrained for the
present to the distance of one sea league
of three geographical miles” from the sea-
shore. ‘This position has mnever been
changed. The United States supported the
3-mile limit at the 1930 Hague Conference
for the Codification of International Law.
And in the last few years, this Govern=-
ment has on a number of occasions reaf-
firmed this position and protested the
claims of other States to limits broader than
3 miles, including the claim of the Soviet
Union to 12 miles. . . . The purpose of this
Government has been, and still is, to give
effect to its traditional policy of freedom of
the seas. Such freedom is essentlal to its
national interest. It is a time-honored con-
cept of defense that the greater the freedom
and range of its warships and aircraft, the
better protected are its security interests.
Likewise, the maintenance of free lanes and
air routes is vital to the success of its ship-
ping and air transport. And it is becoming
evident that its fishing interest depends in
large part upon fishing resources in seas
adjacent to foreign states.

The maintenance of the traditional posi-
tion of the United States is vital at a time
when a number of foreign states show a
tendency unilaterally to break down the
principle of freedom of the seas by attempted
extensions of soverelgnty over high seas. A
change of the traditional position of this
Government would be seized upon by other
states as justification for broad and ex-
travagant claims over adjacent seas., This
is precisely what happened when this Gov-
ernment issued its proclamation of 1945 re-
garding jurisdiction and control over re-
sources of the Continental Shelf. It pre-
cipitated a chaln reaction of claims, going
beyond the terms of the United States proc-
lamation, including claims to soverelgnty
extending as much as 200 miles from shore,

The Department is concerned with such
provisions of proposed legislation as would
recognize or permit the extension of the sea-
ward boundaries of certain States beyond the
3-mile limit. In international relations, the
territorial claims of the States and of the
Nation are indivisible. The claims of the
States cannot exceed those of the Nation. If
the Natlon should recognize the extension
of the boundaries of any State beyond the
3-mile limit, its Iidentification with the
broader claim would force abandonment of
its traditional position. At the same time
it would renounce grounds of protest against
claims of foreign states to greater breadths
of territorial waters,

All this, and many comments hereto-
fore, show that this Nation has histori-
cally for its own good—to protect our
own people’s interest—insisted on the
sovereign rights of the Nation, not the
individual States, on beyond the open
shores.

Mr. President, are we, for the sake of
two or three States, to become embroiled
in all the international complexities the
passage of Senate Joint Resolution 13
would be certain to cause? Are we, for
the selfish benefit of a small handful, to
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jeopardize, even destroy, the rights of
the tens of thousands who depend upon
fishing for a livelihood?

Not many days ago there appeared
in the Washington Evening Star a col-
umn written by Mr. Lowell Mellett, en-
titled, “Shrimps Enter Fight Over Oil.”
That column discusses one of the prob-
lems which I have been trying to point
out this morning. It is the problem
which arises when we try to extend our
territorial limit beyond that which we
have always recognized, namely, 3 miles,
particularly if the Government of the
United States is placed in the inconsist-
ent position by the enactment by the
legislative body of a measure which
would extend our 3-mile boundary,
while, at the same time, the same Gov-
ernment, through its executive depart-
ment, is contending that other nations
have no right to extend their bound-
aries beyond the 3-mile limit. Since
Mr, Mellett’s column is so much in ac-
cordance with these views, I should like
to impose upon the time of the Senate
to read it. The headline is:

“Shrimps Enter Fight Over Oil. Big
Gulf Industry Opposes Claim of Mexi-
can Government to Jurisdiction Over
Waters Beyond Three-Mile Limit.”

By the way, speaking of the term “big
gulf industry,” it is a big gulf industry.
It is an industry whose vessels ply the
waters off our coasts around the gulf.

When I see the statements that some-
times appear in the press, indicating
that we are trying to give away some-
thing belonging to the States, and when
we see Mexico in the open sea, beyond
the 3-mile limit, seizing our ships en-
gaged in shrimping and making a living
for many people along the Gulf-Coast
States, I reflect that we would be giving
away something that belongs to all our
people, that is, a right which has been
theirs ever since 1793—yes; and even
before that, since the days of the Con-
tinental Congress—the right to enjoy
the benefits of the open sea.

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

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield for a ques-
tion.

Mr. HILL. Is it not true that the
shrimping industry is quite an industry
on the Gulf Coast? Cities such as
Coden, Miss.,, and Bayou La Batre, Ala.,
depend almost entirely upon the shrimp-
ing industry. We may say that their
economy is subject to the shrimping in-
dustry. Is that not correct?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes; it is correct.
Cne of the delights which I enjoy so
much on the Riviera of the Gulf Coast
in our area is to sit in the sunshine,
watch the waves lap upon the shore,
and to see the shrimp boats going out
and coming in. It is a pleasant sight,
and it is very important to realize what
it means to the economy of our people.
Of course, some of the finest shrimp in
the world come from that region. The
shrimp boats bring them in because they
have a right to range over the whole
area.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for another question?

Mr, SPARKMAN. I yield.

Mr. HILL. I was about to ask the
Senator if at least part of his delight
and delectation over being on the Gulf
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Coast is not derived from buying and
enjoying some of those shrimps as well
as from seeing the boats bring them in.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Naturally; it cer-
tainly is.

Mr. President, I have no intention of
discussing the pending joint resolution
from a selfish standpoint; in fact, earlier
in the day I agreed with the statement
made by our distinguished colleague, the
Senator from Iowa [Mr. GiLLETTE] that
we who are fighting on this side of the
question are really conservatives, because
we are trying to conserve what belongs
to all the people of the Nation. But if
I were measuring the question purely
from the selfish standpoint, I would say
that shrimping means a great deal more
to Alabama than do any prospects of
oil that have appeared on the horizon.

I may say to the distinguished junior
Senator from Texas [Mr. Danier] that
I do not know whether that statement
would apply to Texas. I do not believe
Texas has found very much oil out at
sea as yet. In fact, I have been told
that one of the great disappointments
over the enactment of the pending
measure will be the small amount of oil
which will be received by Texas, unless
the prospecting can push out well beyond
the 10'%-mile limit. I do not make this
as a factual statement; I have simply
heard it. However, I am certain that
the shrimping industry today means a
great deal more to Texas than do any
proceeds or revenues from oil anywhere
off the coast of Texas.

Likewise, I am certain that the
shrimping industry means a great deal
to Florida. I do not believe Florida has
found any oil off her coasts as yet. I be-
lieve Louisiana has found some oil. Yet
I know that Louisiana is one of the great
shrimping States. The same is true of
Mississippi, which is one of the greatest.

So, without at all posing as an au-
thority, my guess would be that if we
considered the region from the tip of
Florida and went around the shores of
the gulf, taking the whole area, State by
State, we would find that economically
the shrimping industry means a great
deal more to that region than does any-
thing that has yet appeared relating to
offshore oil.

Therefore I believe Lowell Mellett's
column about shrimps is one of great in-
terest to several of the States which are
greatly concerned with the proposed
legislation. I do not know whether or
not any shrimps are found in California
waters, but certainly every Gulf State
enjoys a fine shrimping industry, which
contributes greatly to the prosperity of
the whole area. So I feel it is quite
appropriate that I should call the atten-
tion of Senators at this time to Mr. Mel-
lett’s column, which reads as follows:
SeriMps ENTER FiGHT OVER OIL—Bic GULP

INDUSTRY OpPPOSESs CrLAtM oOF MEXICAN

GOVERNMENT TO JURISDICTION OVER WATERS

BEYoND 3-MILE Limir

(By Lowell Mellett)

A new element of confusion has been in-
troduced into the dispute over the offshore
oil lands, Shrimps. The big shrimp indus-
try of Louisiana, Texas, and Florida is as-
serting a point of view, involving its own
profitable enterprise, and it is a point of
view that conflicts in an important way with
that presented officially by the three States.
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I wish Mr. Mellett had included Ala-
bama and Mississippi, because those
States certainly have a large shrimping
industry.

Seems that one of the finest and most ex-
tensive shrimp-fishing areas anywhere is in
the waters off the coast of Mexico. The very
fattest, most succulent shrimps, it is sald,
can be gathered in a belt between 3 and 10
miles out from shore, and our shrimp ty-
coons have been gathering them there. But
they run into constant trouble with Mexican
shrimpers and the Mexican Government.
The Mexican Government claims Jurisdiction
as far out as 10 miles. Our own Government
has heretofore backed the contention of our
own shrimpers that Mexican jurisdiction ex-
tends only 3 miles.

Not so long ago a Mexican patrol boat
selzed an American shrimp boat, fishing
within the 10-mile limit, and it required
some stubborn diplomatic palavering by our
State Department to obtain the boat's re-
lease. The Department stuck to the historic
3-mile~limit theory then, as it did later in
discussing the general jurisdictional ques=
tion with the .Senate Interior Committee.
Regardless of any decision by Congress as to
whether the States or the Federal Govern-
ment shall own the offshore land, the De-
partment insists that neither can claim it
for a distance of more than 3 miles. Beyond
that point the waters become international,
the Department was compelled to tell the
Benators, just as it had told the Mexican
Government.

This is proving embarrassing to the States
and oil companies involved, since the rich-
est oil deposits in the Gulf of Mexico are now
considered to be beyond the 3-mile limit,
and since they have been demanding that
the States be given title many miles beyond.

Ironically, the States might find support
for their contention in a quarter where they
would not wish to seek it. The Russian Gov=
ernment has asserted that her territorial
waters extend 12 miles from her coastline.
This claim was made in 1950 in defending
the shooting down of an unarmed Navy
patrol plane in the Baltic Sea. Our Govern-
mernt's insistence on the 3-mile limit has
continued, however, applying it to the air as
well -as the sea, The weather-observation
plane that exchanged shots with a Soviet
plane last week was 256 miles off the coast of
EKamchatka, but a spokesman for the United
States Alr Force asserted the right under
international law to fly within 3 miles, even
though there is no desire to exercise that
right.

The wealth beneath the troubled waters
of the gulf is still a matter of widely vary-
ing estimates. At the outset of the present
argument the proponents of the Federal
Government’s claim used the figure of $40
billion. Since then_some estimates of the
value of the oil and gas have gone as high
as $250 billion. Senator DoucLAs, Democrat,
of Illinois, who, like several other Senators,
is now taking this issue by radio and letter
to the people of his own State, noted the new
and higher estimate in a broadcast Sunday.
It almost equals the national debt, he point-
ed out.

Some geologists are convinced that much
of great value beside gas and oil may be
found in the gulf's wide Continental Shelf.
There may be vast sulfur deposits, they say.
There's money in sulfur these days. A Texan,
scarcely known outside his own community,
was sald to be worth a quarter of a billion
dollars when he died a few weeks ago. His
fortune had come chiefly from the sulfur
industry.

Mr. President, I do not care to hold
the Senate unduly long with my discus-
sion of this question, but inasmuch as I
was unable to be present last week and
discuss some other points in connection
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with the joint resolution, particularly the
amendment which has been so ably
sponsored and presented, both last year
and this year, by my colleague [Mr.
HiLpl, I wish to take occasion to say a
few words about that amendment, be-
cause, if I correctly understand, it is
embodied in the amendment offered by
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Doucras].
Any proceeds taken by the Federal Gov=
ernment would be distributed in the form
of Federal aid for education.

I have supported Federal aid for edu-
cation ever since I first entered public
office. Iremember that when I first ran
for the House of Representatives back
in 1936 I published a little card. It had
about six or eight very brief statements
on it of the things in which I believed.
One of them I remember very well was a
very brief slogan:

Federal ald for education without Federal
control.

I have stood for that principle as long
as I have been in Congress, and I have
worked for it on every occasion.

I know what it means to come from
what might be described as an econom-
ically depressed area. It was my good
fortune a couple of years ago to serve as
a delegate to the United Nations. I was
assigned to the Economic Committee. I
started talking about underdeveloped
areas. I found that the representatives
of some countries took offense at my
use of the term *“underdeveloped.”
They preferred that we talk about “less
accelerated prosperity,” or some such
term. However, I found any other term
than ‘“underdeveloped” quite awkward.
One day I was making a speech before
the Economic Committee, and I started
by saying, “I understand some people do
not like the term ‘underdeveloped,’ but
I am speaking to you as one who came
from an underdeveloped area. - The
South has had a terrific struggle. I am
not going to review it. It has had a ter-
rific struggle since the days of the War
Between the States and the reconstruc-
tion era which followed. One of the
things we struggled hard to accomplish
in the South has been the building of a
public-school system which would enable
all our boys and girls to obtain a good
education. It has been a terrific
struggle.”

Last week when I was in Alabama some
of the people whom I saw were school
teachers and others interested in schools.
They are very much concerned about the
hard times which our schools are under=
going at present. My colleague [Mr.
Hriunl had the foresight to offer his pro-
posal several years ago. My distin=-
guished colleague, with the aid of the
distinguished majority leader at that
time, and other Members of the Senate,
drafted and pushed through the Senate
a very fine bill to provide Federal aid for
education. I regret exceedingly that it
was not accepted by the House, and did
not become the law of the land. In any
event, he had the vision and foresight to
propose a very wise use of the assets
which the Federal Government might
obtain from its part of the submerged
oil lands.

There can be no dispute, it seems to
me, of the fact that our schools are the
very foundation of our way of life. If we
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continue to negleet our public-school
system, that foundation will eventually
crumble.

I recognize the fact that some of my
distinguished colleagues have already
very ably discussed the present school
situation and told of the plight of our
schools and the immeasurable value
which the Hill amendment would be to
them. I shall not discuss the point at
length from a national point of view.
The plight of the schools in my own
State—in fact, in all the southern States
and all the low-income States outside
the South, is typical. Indeed, there is no
State in which the school system is not
in need of improvement. It seems to me
that no State can afford to lose the mil-
lions of dollars which would accrue to it
should the Hill amendment, as embodied
in the Douglas amendments, be adopted.

DISTRIBUTION OF REVENUE UNDER NATIONAL

OIL AND GAS LEASING ACT

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Por-
TER in the chair). Does the Senator
from Alabama yield to the Senator from
Nevada?

“ Mr. SPAREKMAN. I yield for a ques-
on.

Mr. MALONE. I suppose the distin-
guished Senator from Alabama under-
stands that from 1920, when the Na-
tional Oil and Gas Leasing Act was en-
acted to provide a method of granting
permits for prospecting for oil and gason
public lands, the revenue therefrom—
122 percent—was divided 10 percent
to the Government, presumably for su-
pervision, 372 percent to the States
wherein the oil and gas leases were lo-
cated, and 52'% percent fo the reclama-
g;mt fund. Does the Senator understand

at?

Mr. SPAREMAN. Yes. I understand
that to be the fact.

Mr. MALONE. Does the Senator fur-
ther understand that immediately after
the Supreme Court decision holding that
the States did not own the submerged
lands—seaboftom lands—and that the
Federal Government had .paramount
rights—which are interpreted as being
the highest title to public lands—the
Becretary of the Interior ruled that the
National Oil and Gas Leasing Act was
not applicable to the seabottom lands?
Is the distinguished Senator familiar
with that ruling?

Mr. SPAREMAN. I will not say that
I am familiar with it. I understand
that was the general effect.

Mr. MALONE. It was the ruling the
Secretary made. If the Senator will
yield further, is he familiar with the fact
that there were 4 or 5 hundred people
interested in 11 applications filed with
the Secretary of the Interior under the
National Oil and Gas Leasing Act for
permits to prospect for oil and gas
on the seabottom land offshore in Cali-
fornia?

Mr, SPARKMAN. I am familiar with
it only in a general way. I have not
studied the subject.

Mr. MALONE. As soon as the Su-
preme Court ruled that the submerged
sea-bottom lands did not belong to
the States, and that the Government
had the paramount rights, the Secretary
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made a ruling which precluded the
granting of permits to prospect under
those applications. Immediately the
applicants under those 11 applications
sued the Secretary of the Interior to
reverse his decision,

I ask the Senator if he is familiar
with the fact that that case has been
argued in the Federal court in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and is ready for de-
cision? It is understood that the deci-
sion will be rendered as soon as the
Supreme Court either accepts or amends
the master’s report on the question of
the boundary between inland waters and
the open sea. Is the distinguished Sen-
ator from Alabama familiar with that
court case?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Only in a general
way. ¢
Mr. MALONE. If the decision is fav-
orable to the applicants, which many
persons expect it will be, then the Na-
tional Oil and Gas Leasing Act is appli-
cable to the lands in question, and there
will be no question as to where the rev-
enues will go. In other words, 5215
percent of the royalties, 1214 percent or
whatever they are, would go into the
reclamation fund.

The reclamation fund is also aug-
mented through repayment fromr proj-
ects already constructed. The 17 West-
ern Reclamation States, are in the area
which would be affected.

If the decision is unfavorable, I would
ask the distinguished Senator whether
he would agree that all that would be
needed would be an amendment to make
the National Oil and Gas Leasing Act
applicable to the sea-bottom lands. In
other words, it would take only an
amendment to remove any technicality
cited in refusing to grant such permits
in the first instance.

Mr. SPAREMAN. I presume that is
true.

Mr. MALONE. I have the highest re-
gard for the distinguished Senator's
argument, that the proceeds of the oil
should go fo the educational fund.
Every State needs additional funds for
education. However, for 33 years 521%
percent of the royalties, whatever they
may be, have gone to the reclamation
fund to develop the arid and semiarid
States west of the Mississippi River,
which was applied to the public lands
States, the arid and semiarid States. Is
the distinguished Semator familiar with
that principle?

Mr. SPAREMAN. Yes; I am familiar
with it.

Mr. MALONE. I wanted to make the
REcorp clear on that point.

Mr. SPAREMAN. I fully appreciate
the Senator’s position. Naturally it is
a matter which comes to his attention
much more clearly than it does to mine,
because my State is not within the area
that has been affected throughout the
years.

Mr. MALONE, That is true.

Mr. SPARKMAN. It does happen
that my State is in an area in which
the school situation is not only of great
importance, but the schools are very
badly in need of help.

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr, SPARKEMAN. I yield.
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Mr. MALONE. I should like to ask
the Senator if it would not be a matter
for Congress to decide whether they
wanted to make a change in the distri-
bution of royalties, and all that would
have to be done would be to introduce a
bill to transfer the revenues from the
reclamation fund to the educational
fund. Is that correct?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Assuming that the
Court decision is that way; yes.

Mr. MALONE, Yes. Or in any case,
even if it were ruled because of some
technieality that the sea-bottom lands
from low tide seaward to the State
boundary did not come under the Na-
tional Oil and Gas Leasing Act, or that
that act was not applicable to those
lands, it would be merely a technicality,
because, after all, they would be public
lands. Is that correct?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Congress could cer=
tainly dispose of the revenue.

Mr. MALONE. I thank the Senator.

Mr., SPARKMAN. I appreciate the
contribution from the Senator from
Nevada.

Mr. President, the menfion made by
the distinguished Senator from Virginia
of the Secretary of the Navy reminded
me of the action taken by the Senate in
1937, by which offshore lands were by
resolution of the Senate unanimously
agreed to belong to the Federal Govern-
ment, and upon the request of the Sec=-
retary of the Navy, it was stated that the
lands should go into our naval reserve.
I thought I had the CONGRESSIONAL REC-
orp open at the place where that point
was discussed, but I do not seem to be
able to find it at the moment. But, while
that resolution was taken up by unani-
mous consent of the Senate, I checked it
a few days ago, and I found it was not
considered as a pro forma matter with-
out any Senator taking note of it. As
a matter of fact, questions were asked
on the floor of the Senate regarding it,
and Senator Walsh, of Massachusetts,
who was chairman of the Naval Affairs
Committee at the time, stated that the
Secretary of the Navy had recommended
that the action be taken, and stated the
reserves were needed as a part of our
naval reserves. As Irecall, a letter from
the Secretary of the Navy was placed in
the REcorp, Earlier in my remarks to-
day, I quoted a letter from Secretary of
the Navy Dan Kimball with reference to
the extension of the 3-mile limit, or the
drawing of a line outside the 3-mile limit,
'The Secretary of the Navy in 1937, was
I believe Secretary Swanson, of Virginia,
who for a long time was a distinguished
Member of this body.

This subject is not a new one. Many
Members of the Senate were present in
1937 when the Senate directed the At-
torney General to start action to clear up
or to make certain that the claim of the
United States to the oil reserves under
the submerged lands was made definife,
and it was done at the request of the
Secretary of the Navy.

Mr. President, I was just starting to
say something about the schools.

The plight of the schools in my own
State, is typical of that in all the South-
ern States, and in fact in all the low-
income States outside the South.

Indeed, there is no State in which the
school system is not in need of improve-
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ment. There is no State which, it seems
to me, can afford to lose the tens of mil-
lions of dollars that would accrue to them
should the Hill amendment be adopted.

Tables have been inserted to show what
this loss would amount to in each individ-
ual State. A conservative estimate is
that Alabama would lose over $200 mil-
lion on royalties from oil alone. The
figure could be and probably would be a
great deal larger. When I think of the
need of the schools in Alabama for these
hundreds of millions of dollars, I can-
not help but believe that it would be a
gross injustice, a gross wrong, to the chil-
dren of Alabama and other States, to give
to 2 or 3 States those riches which the
Supreme Courf, on more than one oc-
casion, has declared belong to all the
people of all the States.

I know that the teachers in Alabama
greatly need a salary increase. Low
salaries produce a big turnover among
teachers, who leave each year to find
better paying work. Thus, each of our
children, the most valuable resource of
all, are deprived of many good teachers
and of efficiency in teaching,

In 1951-52, the last year for which fig-
ures are available, the average salary
paid instructional personnel, including
teachers, superintendents, and princi-
pals, was $2,537. The average salary
paid classroom teachers alone was
$2,487. 3

How can anyone, and particularly
families with children, live on such
meager incomes and meet the many
community responsibilities that are de-
manded of all teaching personnel?

In the South alone, five States pay
lower teachers’ salaries than does Ala-
bama. It seems to me that the follow=-
ing schedule of the average annual sal-
aries of the instructional staff in South-
ern States and in the United States as
a whole should convince anyone that the
money from the oil now in dispute could
be used to no better advantage than to
raise the incomes of our teaching per-
sonnel.

Average annual salaries of instructional stajff

[Includes teachers, principals, and instructional

supervisors]
194748 | 1949-50 | 1950-51 | 1951-52
United States._| $2,639 | $3,010 | $3,100 | $3,365
Alsbama. .....oa .l 1,967 | 2,111 2,179 2, 537
Arkansas____ --| 1,545 | 1,801 | 1,804 1,882
Florida. ____-_. 2,641 | 2,058 | 3,043 3, 236
QGoeorgia. ... = b b 1,936 | 2,123 2, 604
Kentucky. 1,884 | 1,936 | 2,054 2, 386
Louisiana._ 2,226.| 2,083 | 3,062 3,122
Mississippi. . 1,256 | 1,416 | 1,587 1, 865
Naorth Caroli 2,114 | 2,688 | 2,959 | 3,250
South Carolina. 1,742 1, 801 2,004 2,434
) 2,302 | 2,357 2, 344
: 3,122 | 3,182 3, 331
2,328 | 2,461 2, 596

Please note that Mississippi and Ten-
nessee pay even lower salaries than does
Alabama. It does not seem right to me
that three of the States included in this
table should be given all these moneys
just because of their fortunate location
and, thus, be enabled to pay salaries
which exceed greatly the salaries paid by
other States. Certainly, to have more
than one-third of the money as an out-
right gift, and to have an equal share
with other States in the remainder, con-
stitute more than a fair and just share.
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Mr. President, recently Mr. Frank L.
Grove, secretary of the Alabama Edu-
cation Association, wrote a guest edi-
torial which appeared in one of the
Montgomery newspapers. In the edi-
torial Mr. Grove set forth some very in-
teresting facts and also a table.
unanimous consent that his editorial be
printed in the REcorp at this point.

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

AEA SECRETARY GROVE DiScUSSES TEACHER
SITUATION IN ALABAMA

(Eprror’'s NoTE—This week's guest edi-
torial is written by Frank Grove, the secre-
tary of the Alabama Education Assoclation.
In his editorial Mr. Grove discusses the
teacher problem in Alabama public schools.
This is another in the Examiner's weekly
series of columns by outstanding Alabam-
ians.)

In a release to the press last week State
Superintendent Terry said that the shortage
of qualified teachers in Alabama would
worsen in September of this year. At least
two causes are expected to contribute to
this shortage: the largest group of 6-year=-
clds on record expected to enter school this
fall, and the anticipated exodus of teachers to
adjoining States during the summer months.

Back in 1947, 6 years ago, 87,242 babies
were born in Alabama, the greatest number
of any previous year. These youngsters are
now about ready for school and expect to
find seats and teachers when the new school
year opens in September. Just where this
army of boys and girls will find accommoda-
tions or who will teach them are guestions
already beginning to worry school boards
throughout the State.

If all the students expected to graduate
from the State teacher tralning institutions
this spring were to teach next fall the num-=
ber available would be well below the num-
ber needed to fill vacancies in the elemen-
tary schools. However, it is estimated that
only about 25 percent of those completing
teacher courses actually teach. Instead,
they go into other lines of work, due pri-
marily to the low salaries paid teachers as
compared with other vocations. To meet

I ask .
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the needs Alabama could well use several
hundred teachers from other States. On the
contrary, we are expected to lose many teach-
ers to Florida and Georgia hecause these
States pay considerably better salaries.

On this page is the average salary paid in-
structional personnel (teachers, supervisors,
and prinecipals) in 1951-52 in the Southern
States. The records from 1952-53 are not
avallable, but would show only slight
changes.

It is noted that Alabama’s average salary
is $828 less than the average for the Nation,
and that of the 12 States listed only 5 pay
lower salaries than Alabama. These are
Arkansas, Eentucky, Mississippl, South Caro-
lina, and Tennessee. Two of the States ad-
Jjoining Alabama, as disclosed in the table,
pay higher salaries than does our State. In
fact certain cities and countles near the
Georgia-Alabama and the Florida-Alabama
lines pay considerably more than the indi-
cated salaries. These school systems offer
peculiarly alluring opportunities for under=
paid Alabama teachers.

It is frequently remarked that Alabama
has increased teacher salaries considerably
in recent years. This is true. In 193940,
for example, the average salary paid teachers
here was $744, In 1951-52 it was $2,637, an
increase of $1,793 or 241 percent., However,
infilation has reduced this salary to $1,470,
which ylelds a gain of $1,067, or 73 percent,
in terms of 193940 dollars.

But that is not all. In 1939-40 teachers
were not required to pay income tax. Now
they are. When the 1951-52 salary is ad-
justed for this tax of $374, and in terms of
the 1939-40 dollar, the gain in take-home
pay is reduced to $693, or 47 percent. Of
course inflation and income taxes hit other
groups as well as teachers, but in consider-
ing increases for teachers these two factors
cannot be ignored. Salary increases are far
from what they seem.

Alabama faces another serious problem In
its efforts to finance schools. The causes
are not hard to find. Alabama relatively has
a much larger child load than most States
and less wealth with which to maintain
schools. Even so, Alabama citizens have re-
peatedly increased their tax load to improve
their schools. They will do so again when
convinced that increases are needed. They
will have opportunity to study these needs
in detall during the coming months,

Interesting facls on average annual salaries of instructional staff in South
[Includes teachers, prineipals, and instructional supervisors]

1920-30 | 1939-40 | 1043-44 | 1047-48 | 1040-50 | 1950-51 | 1951-52
United States $1,420 [ $1,441 | $1,728 | $2,630 | $3.010] $3,100 £3, 365
Alabama... 792 744 1,009 1,957 2,111 2,170 2, 537
Arkansas._ 673 584 845 1, 545 1, 801 1,804 1,882
Florida 876 1,012 1,350 2, 641 2,958 3,043 3,236
Georgin_ . & 684 770 923 1,724 1,936 123 2, 604
181 T o SR R e ST SR 298 826 1,158 1, 884 1, 936 2,054 2,386
Louisi 28 941 1, 006 1,427 2,236 2,983 3,062 2,122
Mississippi. ... 620 550 700 1, 256 1,416 1, 587 1, 665
North Carolina 873 046 1,342 2,114 2,688 2, 950 3, 250
South Carolina._ 788 743 073 1,742 1, 861 2, 004 2,434
902 862 1, 062 1,901 2,302 2,357 2,344
924 1,079 1,320 2, 585 3,122 8,182 3,331
Vet o o e 861 899 1, 308 2,062 2,328 2,461 2, 508
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, Alabama classroom teachers’' average annual

while we are speaking of low salaries
paid to our teachers, let us compare
them with the salaries paid to workers
in certain other Alabama industries.

The following table shows that the
average annual salary paid classroom
teachers is, in most cases, less than that
earned by other workers—workers who
are not paid too much, it is true, but
who generally do not have to invest the
time and money that a teacher has to
invest in order to become qualified for
his work:

salary compared with average earnings of

workers in selected industries in the State

Annual

earnings

Classroom. $eachers - - oocciaaaa $2, 487
Workers in auto repair services and

Workers in trucking and warehous-

ing 2, 667
Workers in textiles 2,623
Workers in bullding construction___.. 2,997
Workers in bituminous coal mining.. 3,372
‘Workers in telephone and telegraph.. 2, 906
Bricklayers K 6, 000
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salary compared with average earnings of

workers in selected industries in the-

State—Continued Annual
earnings

Carpenters $4, 480
Electricians 6, 200
Painters 4, 500
Plasterers. B, 040
Plumbers 5, 300
Building Laborers 2, 450

Local transit operating employees

(beginning) , 528
Local transit operating employees
(after 1 year, 38,648

Only workers in auto repair shops and
garages made less last year than did
teachers.

Let us make one more comparison.
Let us see how the salary of the teachers
compares with the salaries of other State
employees:

Alabama classroom teacher’s average annual
salary compared with beginning salary for
certain Alabama merit system employees

Annual

salary

Classroom teachers. $2, 487
Highway patrolmen 3,240
Welfare case workers I oo caaoo - 2,880
Forester I 3,528
Bacteriologist. 2, 760
Accountant I 3,468
IOl BIERIROR S e o o ision b s e s e 3,812
Revenue examiner_____ o 3, 684
Employment interviewer I ... 2,976
S{-ni-lcﬂnlnh 3' 598
Civil engineers I oo coecmeccceaaae 3,324

Average salary of all merit system

employees. 2,960

I want again to make clear that it is
not my intention to imply that the other
employees are paid excessive salaries.
Far from it. I simply mean to point out
a condition of low salaries that is ad-
versely affecting the quality of instruc-
tion which I am reasonably sure exists
in other States, and which could be cor-
rected if Congress would only adopt the
Hill amendment.

It may have been noticed in the first
set of figures from which I quoted that
during the past 6 years the salaries of
teachers have risen moderately. We
should remember, however, that the raise
has been more than taken away by the
increase in taxes made necessary by our
national defenses and foreign-aid pro-
grams and by the decrease in the pur-
chasing power of the dollar. It would
take $21'5 million alone to increase the
salaries of Alabama teachers to that of
the United States average.

What I have said thus far applies only
to the salaries of elementary and high-
school teachers. The salaries of the
teaching staffs of colleges are just as
inadequate. In some cases, the lag in in-
creases has bheen even greater. In
1951-52, 1,071 were employed as teachers
in the State-supported colleges of Ala-
bama. These included professors, as-
soclate professors, assistant professors,
and instructors. Their average salary
was $3,843. Eleven years earlier, the
average salary was $2,156. Thus, it
would seem that during the interval
there was a gain of 78 percent. This does
not mean, though, that Alabama college
salaries have really increased. Actually,
after allowances are made for necessary
increased taxes and the decreased pur-
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Alabama classroom teachers’ average annual

chasmg power of the dol]ar the salaries

have decreased by almost 10 percent.
During this time the enroliment in our

colleges increased approximately 75 per-

cent. At the time when more and more

youngsters are going to college, those
who are to train them, to instruct them
in our American way of life, are being
further and further discouraged from
taking on that great responsibility.
There is simply no inducement, money-
wise, for our young people to enter the
teaching profession either in the public
schools or at the college level.

There is another aspect of essential
school cost that is in great need of addi-
tional money. I refer to the cost of
transporting school children in Alabama.
The annual expenditures per trans-
ported pupil enrolled for the United
States and for the Southern States are
as follows:

Annual transportation erpenditures per
transported pupil enrolled

Btate 194546 | 194748 | 1049-50

Unﬂed Sl.ates-ﬂ < 66 $30. 11 $30.88
Alabam: 14,69 17.80 16.82
Arkansas. _ 15. 87 21, 29 19. 10
Florida__ 19. 69 24. 48 10. 59
Georgia. . 18. 26 24.73 24,91
Kentueky.. 15.82 17.88 21,24
Louisiana_ . 22.35 27.64 24. 67
Mississippi. .. 17.80 25.80 21. 66
North 1197 18.36 15.08
South Carolina 2. 63 21.87 23,37
Tennessea 15. 06 18,72 20.35
o iy R R R e 19, 56 18.82 26, 91
................ 16.04 20.27 18.39

Alabama’s low cost has been made
possible partly through good manage-
ment. However, much of it is accounted
for by insufficient, and in some cases,
dangerously inadequate services, In
1951-52, for example, 931 Alabama
school buses were overcrowded. There
were 904 buses 10 years old or older.
Some of these buses were still good, but
most of them were unfit for further use.
During the same year, 212 buses had
wood or composite bodies, which are
unsafe.

To replace this obsolete and unsafe
equipment would require about $3%%
million. The transportation load is in-
creasing. It is necessary to add buses
each school year, and it is obvious that
the pupils transported by bus is con-
stantly increasing.

All of us know that during recent
years, many bills have been introduced
to provide for more adequate school
buildings. With the exception of those
that apply to defense areas, these bills
have generally received little positive at-
tention. The fact, though, that they
have been introduced is recognition that
the problem is acute. It would take sev-
eral billion dollars to modernize present
buildings and to build needed new build-
ings to house properly our schoolchildren,
It is estimated that in Alabama alone,
nearly $300 million is needed for school
facilities. Our share of the oil from the
submerged lands would just about do the
job.

The following conditions point to the
need for more adequate buildings in Ala-
bama. I am sure that many of these con-
ditions are found in my colleagues’
States, and could be alleviated if the past
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decisions of the Supreme Court relative
to ownership of the disputed oil were fol-
lowed, and if the Congress were to adopt
the proposal to use for the schools the
proceeds from the disputed oil.

Listen to these conditions discovered
by a 1951 survey:

Three thousand elght hundred and one
pupils were forced to attend school in multi-
ple shifts.

One hundred and ninety-nine thousand
six hundred and three pupils were housed in
bulldings that were classified as dangerous or
otherwise unsuited for use.

Twenty-seven thousand one hundred and
fifty-eight pupils attended school where no
toilet facilities existed.

Two hundred twenty-two thousand five
hundred and nine pupils were forced to use
dilapidated toilet facilities that should be
abandoned immediately.

Forty-one thousand filve hundred and
seventy-five pupils attended school where no
drinking water was avallable on the school
grounds.

The figures I have just read apply to
conditions existing in the State of Ala-
bama. Many other figures might be
cited in connection with this point.

Some might say that Alabama her-
self should raise salaries, spend more for
transportation, and construct better
buildings. The answer is that Alabama is
constantly doing these things, and today
she ranks near the top in the effort she
is making, compared to her ability, to
give her children an adequate education,

The truth is that, relatively speaking,
Alabama and many other States are low-

" income States, with high birth rates, and
it is most difficult to provide even the

barest minimum of education to all its
children,

There are other inadequacies—such as
lack of instructional equipment, insuffi-
cient funds for vocational education, in-
adequate care for the deaf and blind—
that can be remedied only with increased
funds. -

These funds are simply not available
in sufficient amounts from the State and
local levels. They might come from
Federal aid, but we know that that possi-
bility is most uncertain.

A sure source, and a fair source of
funds to alleviate these conditions is
the money from the oil that lies under
the submerged lands. A sure source is
that which would be provided by the Hill
amendment, of which I am one of the
Sponsors.

If these measures are not accepted by
this Congress and if the rightful deci-
sions of the Supreme Court are over-
ridden, it is my belief, whether it is ever
conceded by opposing Senators or not,
that a grave injustice will have been per-
petrated against the schoolchildren of
this Nation.

Mr. President, a few days ago my at-
tention was called to an editorial entitled
“The Tidelands Oil Dispute,” published
in the Chicago Daily Sun-Times of
April 13, 1953, I ask unanimous consent
to have the editorial printed at this point
in the REcorp, as a part of my remarks.

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

THE TIDELANDS OIL DISPUTE

The question of State versus Federal title

to offshore oil lands—so-called tidelands
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oil—should be settled on the basls of law.
Unfortunately the controversy has aroused
political passions and they, rather than the
legal aspects of the case, have dominated
congressional consideration of this greatly
important national issue.

As matters now stand, the House has
passed what amounts to a quitclaim bill.
The measure would waive Federal rights to
submerged land extending from the low-
tide mark to certain historic offshore bound-
arles, ranging from 3 miles to 1014 miles in
this case. The measure also would specifi-
cally grant title to these submerged lands
to the adjacent States.

Legislation along similar lines is now be-
fore the Senate. Opponents of the bill,
among them Senator DoucLas (Democrat,
Illinois), have slowly been gathering
strength, but not enough to defeat it. They
have united behind a measure which would
reaffirm Federal control of the offshore area
and provide that royalties from oil be dis-
tributed among all the States to help finance
public education. Dowueras has estimated
that Illinois would receive milllons of dollars
annually,

Under either the House or the Senate bill,
oil royalties would go only to the States
which have title to the submerged lands.
The States which would benefit principally
are Texas, Louisiana, and California,

On three occasions the United States Su-
preme Court has held that the offshore areas
at issue in the present legislation are part of
the Federal domain and do not belong to the
States. The Sun-Times has consistently
supported the Federal clalm to the offshore
deposits and, although we supported the
candidacy of President Eisenhower, we did
not and do not subscribe to his belief that
the submerged lands should belong to the
States.

So long as it acts within the framework
of the Comstitution Congress can pass any
laws it desires, including laws to give away
Federal lands. But many legal authorities
have serious doubts as to the constitution-
ality of legislation to convey title to the off-
shore deposits to the States.

Some of these doubts have been set forth
in a brief prepared for opponents of the
Senate bill by Urban A. Lavery, Chicago at-
torney and former editor of the American
Bar Assoclation Journal.

Lavery questions whether international
law might not impose barriers against a
natlon’s giving individual States title to land
under territorial waters. Under long-stand-
ing principles of international law, nations
rather than their political subdivisions exer-
cise dominion over the territorial waters ex-
tending from the low-tide mark to the com-
monly accepted 3-mile limit,

But a nation’s soverelgnty over its terri-
torial waters is limited at least to the extent
that ships of foreign nations are permitted
to travel freely over, and anchor in, such
waters for all inoffensive purposes. Are there
other limitations which would apply in the
case of offshore oil deposits and submerged
oil lands lying on the Continental Shelf be-
yond the 3-mile limit?

The Senate should ponder that guestion
carefully before taking precipitate action. It
should also adopt the Lavery brief's pro-
posal to make the legislation inoperative
until the Supreme Court has ruled, in a de-
claratory judgment, whether it violates the
Constitution—possibly by contravening di-
rectly or indirectly international laws to
which we, as a nation, have subscribed in the
form of treaties or conventions.

If the Court found that the legislation did
not violate the Constitution in any way, then
there would be no guestion of Congress’ right
to give away the submerged land. However,
we would still feel that such a step would
be morally, though not legally, wrong.

While the Elsenhower administration has
modified its original position on the offshore
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legislation, the President is apparently com-
mitted to signing it when and if it passes
Congress. As an Elsenhower supporter, we
nevertheless hope he will reconsider his
stand.

The prospect of congressional passage of
the offshore legislation has already given im-
petus to other assaults on the public domain.
Senator HounT, Democrat of Wyoming, wants
to give his State control of federally owned
oil lands which have brought $153 million in
royalties to the Federal Government.

According to Senator BurrLEr, Republican
of Nebraska, chairman of the Senate Interior
Committee, sentiment is developing to apply
the offshore oil prineiple to all Federal
lands—inecluding public grazing lands and
those which have rich mineral deposits. En-
actment of the offshore legislation would set
a dangerous precedent for such action.

Mr. SPAREMAN. Mr. President, I
wish to say that the editorial in the Chi-
cago Daily Sun-Times calls attention to
the fact that that newspaper supported
President Eisenhower in his campaign
for the Presidency, but does not sub-
seribe to his present proposal. I read
from the editorial:

Although we supported the candidacy of
President Elsenhower, we did not and do not
subscribe to his belief that the submerged
lands should belong t:) the Stg.tes.

- L]

While the Eisenhower administration has
modified its original position on the offshore
legislation, the President is apparently com-
mitted to signing it when and if it passes
Congress. As an Eisenhower supporter, we
nevertheless hope he will reconsider his
stand.

Mr. President, I believe it significant
to refer to the number of great news-
papers in the United States that did sup-
port the candidacy of President Eisen-
hower, but are opposed to Senate Joint
Resolution 13. Of course, the New York
Times, the Washington Post, and the
Chicago Sun-Times are but three of Pres-
ident Eisenhower's confirmed supporters
that have called upon him to reverse the
stand he has so far seen fit to take in
the present controversy.

Mr. President, regardless of the out-
come of the pending joint resolution, I
believe the Senate would be doing a wise
thing to adopt the Douglas amendments,
in order to draw a line. As a matter of
fact, I should think that even the sup-
porters of the joint resolution would
want the line drawn, in order fto
strengthen the position of the propo-
nents of the joint resolution. I was about
to say that the adoption of the Douglas
amendment would be a wise thing, if the
joint resolution goes to the Supreme
Court. However, I think I should say
“when it goes to the Supreme Court,”
because almost certainly there will be a
constitutional test regarding the power
of Congress to give away such national
sovereignty.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield for a
question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Alabama yield to the Sen-
ator from Tennessee?

Mr. SPARKEMAN., I yield for a ques-
tion.

Mr. EKEFAUVER. Of course, the Sen-
ator from Alabama is aware that there
is no question that the case will imme-
diately go to the Supreme Court, be-
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cause the General Assembly of the State
of Rhode Island has, as the Senator from
Alabama well knows, already voted
unanimously to instruct its attorney gen-
eral to bring a suit before the Supreme
Court testing the constitutionality of the
joint resolution, if it is enacted. Is not
that correct?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes; that is cor-
rect. The General Assembly of the
great State of Rhode Island, as I under-
stand, has already instructed the at-
torney general of that State to prepare
whatever papers may be necessary in or-
der to take the case to the Supreme
Court as soon as possible after Congress
shall have concluded its action on the
pending measure.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield for a
further question?

Mr. SPAREMAN. I yield.

Mr. EEFAUVER. Does the Senator
from Alabama not think that those who
are so greedy as to desire immediately to
get the oil from the Continental Shelf,
out beyond the 3-mile limit, by their in-
sistence upon getting so much, will find
that it is going to prejudice their case
and that it will delay the exploitation of
the oil resources, since the matter will
be tied up through litigation, with the
result that the oil resources will not be-
come available to anyone for a very long
time?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes, I may say to
the able Senator from Tennessee that
I have thought very well of the pro-
posal he offered. When he proposed an
amendment I told him, I believe, that
I would like to join with him in spon-
soring it, although I intended first to
support the Anderson substitute, with
the Hill amendment, and that if it were
possible to pass that measure, I would,
of course, prefer it. But I may say to
the distinguished Senator from Tennes-
see that I have discussed the matter with
some of the proponents of the pending
measure, I have discussed it with the
distinguished Senator from Florida, with
the distinguished Senator from Louisi-
ana, and, I believe, with the distin-
guished Senatfor from Texas, as well as
other Senators. I realize that in one
of the Supreme Court decisions, itself,
there was pointed out the possibility of
certain inequities. The Court undoubt-
edly recognized the fact that there
would be created a certain stalemate in
the exploration for oil and the develop-
ment of the oil resources.

Therefore, I have felt all along that
probably the best way in which to solve
this problem would be to establish a
commission. I would be willing to rec-
ommend that there be established a
commission, composed of some of the
finest oil geologists and some of the fin-
est legal minds of the country, to make
a study of the whole subject and to re-
port recommendations. I am not cer-
tain whether it is contained in the Sen-
ator's proposal, but I would have sug-
gested that the commission be empow-
ered and directed to continue explora-
tion, and, if need be, to make leases or
other contracts, so that the exploration
of the ocean areas might be continued,
development might take place if that
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were thought wise, and further that the
life of the commission be extended for
whatever period of time seemed neces-
sary in order to enable it to reach a
conclusion as to a satisfagctory adjust-
ment.

I had understood that the O'Mahoney
proposal of last year very largely sought
to do that very thing, though not in the
same identical way. That is, the
O’Mahoney hill did not propose to create
a commission, but it provided for a 5-
year operating plan for the purpose of
making it possible for operation and
development to proceed.

Yes; Mr. President, undoubtedly—and
this I believe as surely as I believe that I
am standing here—those who have been
so eagerly pressing for speedy enact-
ment of the pending measure are by the
very provisions they have written into
the joint resolution going to find them-
selves tied up for a very long time by liti-
gation, and not merely by one suit. Even
if the Supreme Court were to rule upon
the question of the power of the Congress
to dispose of sovereignty, and should de-
cide that the Congress had that power,
we should still anticipate the bringing of
many lawsuits involving the guestion of
boundaries. That is because the pend-
ing measure is so vague as to the location
of the boundaries. In fact, the question
of boundaries is left so uncertain that
I have been unable to tell anyone the
location of the boundaries, except in a
few instances. I could say that, with
respect to the State of Georgia, which
was one of the original States, the
boundary was 3 miles out, because that is
in accordance with my interpretation of
section 4.

I heard the distinguished Senator
from Florida say that the west coast
of Florida extended ten and a half
miles seaward; and I am sure I could
say that I heard the distinguished Sen-
ator from Texas say that Texas claimed
at least 3 leagues all along its shoreline.
From the statement of the distinguished
Senator from Louisiana and of the Gov-
ernor of that State, in the hearings, I
confess I have been unable to determine
the location of the boundary of Louisi-
ana. I believe I read in the hearings
a statement by the Governor of Louisi-
ana to the effect that Louisiana’s bound-
ary lay ten and a half miles seaward;
that if Texas had such a boundary, Loui-
siana also had it. I believe he suggested
that perhaps Louisiana had not exerted
as much influence as had the State of
Texas, because Louisiana had not blown
s0 hard, or had not made so much noise
over the matter, as had the State of
Texas. At another place in my remarks,
I have referred to what the Governor
of Louisiana said. I believe his state-
ment was that the boundary of Louisi-
ana extended to the furthermost island,
plus a certain distance beyond that.
So I cannot tell where the boundaries are.

I am as certain as I can be that there
will be numerous lawsuits over the ques-
tion of the boundaries, even assuming
that the Supreme Court will allow the
act to stand and I do not believe that
the Supreme Court will allow it to stand.

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

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Tennessee.
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Mr. EEFAUVER. I appreciate the
comments of the Senator from Alabama,
in which he has expressed himself as
being favorable to the proposal to estab-
lish a commission, in accordance with
the joint resolution I have introduced.

I should like to ask the Senator
whether, in the debate on the floor of
the Senate, he has observed that dozens
and dozens of questions of great impor-
tance to the Nation, both with respect
to its domestic affairs and also with
respect to its international relations,
have been raised by the discussion of the
Holland joint resolution—questions
which were not even discussed in the
hearings before the committee when it
considered the Holland resolution.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes. In reply to
the question of the distinguished Sena-
tor from Tennessee, I wish to say that,
regardless of the ecriticism, which at
times may have been directed at the cur-
rent debate, it has been one of the finest
debates I have ever heard. I believe
more real information has been brought
out on the floor of the Senate in con-
nection with this general subject than
at any time heretofore.

I note that the senior Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Corpon] is present. I do
not know whether he agrees with me in
this, but during the 2 days he held the
floor, the interest of Senators was shown
by the dozens, perhaps hundreds of
questions, which were asked him. I be-
lieve the senior Senator from Oregon
has come upon the Senate floor since I
made my statement a few moments ago
about the boundaries. I do not recall
having heard him give a definite answer,
yet, as to where the boundaries are. The
Senator stated they were the historic
boundaries, that the boundaries are in
existence, whatever they may be; but
I do not believe the term ‘“historic
boundaries” is to be found within the
pending measure. If I am in error about
that, I shall be glad to stand corrected.
I do not believe that term is contained
within the joint resolution; yet, if I re-
member correctly, the senior Senator
from Oregon, who handled the pending
measure when it was in committee, gave
the answer that the boundaries are the
historic boundaries, whatever they are—
and that they exist.

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. SPARKMAN. T shall be glad to
yield to the Senator in a moment. I
shall be happy to get some light on the
question. I do not think the Senator
from Oregon was present when I made
the statement earlier in the day when
I was discussing this particular phase
of the matter, I may say I spent last
week in Alabama, and I should like to
say to the Senator from Oregon that,
contrary to what many people have
thought, and contrary to what certain
colmunists have written, and contrary
to what certain newspapers have said, I
have found that the people were not in-
different to the pending legislation, but
that, on the contrary, they were very well
informed concerning it. I found that
they were asking questions, and the
question that was asked me most fre-
quently—and one that I frankly had to
admit I could not answer—was, “What
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is the line of demarkation? What is
the boundary?” I could not tell them.
All I could say in reply was that I had
talked with the Senator from Florida
about Florida’s boundary claims, and I
also was frank to say that I knew the
extent of the claim made by the State
of Texas. The boundaries of those
States, of course, are different from
those of the original Thirteen States:
but, beyond that, I do not know what
the respective claims are in regard to
the boundaries.

If the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Cor-
poN1] desires to address a question to me,
I shall be glad to yield.

Mr. CORDON. I wanted to inquire of
the Senator whether, in the discussion
of boundaries, he realized that the term
“historic boundaries” does not appear in
Senate Joint Resolution 13?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
made the statement that I did not believe
the term “historic boundaries” was used
in the joint resolution. If I was incor-
rect in my statement, I should be glad
to be corrected.

Mr. CORDON. What relevancy has
the Senator’'s discussion if the term is
not even applicable to the joint reso-
lution?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I may have mis-
understood the distinguished Senator
from Oregon the 2 days in which he
presented the joint resolution. He made
a very fine presentation. I think the
attention paid to him by the Senators
on the floor during those days bore wit-
ness to that fact.

I made the statement a few minutes
ago that if I remembered correctly, when
some of the Senators were trying to get
the Senator from Oregon to say what
the boundaries were, he used the expres-
sion “historic boundaries.” My recollec-
tion is, and I want to be corrected if I
am wrong, that when some Senator
asked the Senator from Oregon, “What
are the boundaries?” he replied, “They
are the historic boundaries. They are
there, whatever they may be.”

I quoted section 4 of the joint resolu-
tion earlier today, in which the term
“seaward boundaries” is used. I read
the entire section into the REcorp. From
it I pointed out the boundaries which I
could detect and about which I could tell
my constituents. :

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield in order
that I may make a brief statement?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, since
a unanimous-consent agreement has
been arrived at, I suppose there will be
a little relaxation of the rules.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
any objection to the Senator from Flor-
ida making a statement in reply to the
Senator from Alabama? The Chair
hears none, and the Senator from Florida
may proceed.

Mr. HOLLAND. I think it would be
fair to state in the beginning that each
of the States has boundaries, according
to the laws under which they came into
the Union, and, except as changed in the
very minor ways mentioned in section 4
of the joint resolution, the boundaries
are the actual legal boundaries that are
more loosely spoken of as historic bound-
aries. They have become historic be-
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cause they have been for periods of years
the legal boundaries of the several States.

If the Senator from Alabama will look
at section 4 of the joint resolution I
shall try briefly to explain this matter,
because it has seemed to give unneces-
sary concern to some Senators. I think
a brief statement would clear up the
matter for the Senator from Alabama so
that there will be no further concern
about it in his mind.

Starting with the statement I have
just made, that what we are talking
about in the beginning is actual legal
boundaries which every State has, some
by constitution, some by enabling aet,
and some by their own statute, let us
now examine section 4.

The first sentence of section 4 makes
uniform the matter of boundaries for
the Thirteen Original States. The
Senator from Alabama has already
stated that, and he was correct in his
statement. The reason for the neces-
sity of such a statement is that while it
is true that under Federal law 3 geo-
graphic miles has been uniformly re-
garded as the extent of a State’s juris-
diction, except where Congress has
granted a greater distance, the Original
Thirteen States have done different
things since their entering the Union.
For instance, the State of Massachusetts
has by statute provided that its bound=
ary is 3 geographic miles offshore.
Other States by their constitution have
so stated. The State of Georgia has
stated, I think, by a constitutional meas-
ure, that its boundary is 3 English miles
offshore, which, as' the Senator from
Alabama knows, is nearly one-half a
mile less than 3 geographic miles. So,
in order to make the yardstick appli-
cable to all of them, and to make them
extend out to the limit recognized by
the Federal Government as the limit of
State jurisdiction, even when a State did
not have any formal limits in its con-
stitution or in its statutes, the first sen-
tence is placed in the joint resolution to
make it perfectly clear that all the Thir-
teen Original States have limits of 3
miles offshore.

The second sentence of section 4 re-
lates to the States which have been ad-
mitted since the formation of the Union,
of which a considerable number are
coastal States, as the Senator from Ala-
bama recognizes. Inow turn to the sec-
ond sentence, and I hope I may have the
attention of the Senator from Alabama.,

Mr. SPARKMAN. I am listening.

Mr. HOLLAND. The second sentence
reads as follows:

Any State admitted subsequent to the for-
mation of the Unlon which has not already
done so may extend its seaward boundaries
to a line 3 geographical miles distant from
its coast line, or to the international bound-
aries of the United States in the Great Lakes
or any other body of water traversed by such
boundaries.

That sentence tries to make applicable
to every other State which has either
been silent up to this time so far as
concerns any formal expression as to
where its boundaries are located or, if it
has expressed itself and has had a
boundary of less than 3 geographic miles
laid down, it has the authority, if it has
not already done so, to extend the limit
to 3 geographic miles.
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One State of that sort is the State of
California, which has a provision in its
constitution setting its boundary at 3
English miles offshore. The provision
which I have read would permit the State
of California to extend its boundary out
to 3 geographic miles. It would apply
to a State even in the absence of any
constitutional or statutory provision, and
it would apply in the exercise of certain
kinds of police jurisdiction of the State.

So, Mr. President, I do not think the
second sentence of section 4 is subject
to any serious question at all. It means
that any State admitted subsequent to
the formation of the Union which has
not already done so, may extend its
boundaries 3 geographical miles distant
from its coastline.

The latter part of the sentence relates
to international boundaries in the Great
Lakes or in any other body of water trav-
ersed by such boundaries. There are
bodies of water other than the Great
Lakes which are traversed by interna-
tional boundaries, but that second sen-
tence would allow fo States which need
to take that action the right to do so, if
any such cases exist.

Mr. SPARKMAN., If I correctly un-
derstand, States included in the first two
sentences would be limited to 3 geo-
graphic miles.

Mr. HOLLAND. That is correct.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Let us go from
there.

Mr. HOLLAND. The third sentence
approves any effort made heretofore, or
which might be hereafter made by States
that come within the second classifica-
tion, to move out to their 3-geographic-
mile boundary. It reads as follows:

Any claim heretofore or hereafter asserted
either by constitutional provision, statute,
or otherwise, indicating the intent of a State
s0 to extend its boundaries is hereby ap-
proved and confirmed, without prejudice to
its claim, if any it has, that its boundaries
extend beyond that line,

The emphasis in the reading of the
third sentence should be upon the words
“s0 to extend”—to extend its boundaries
out to the 3 geographical miles boundary
permitted under the second sentence.

Mr. SPARKMAN. May I ask if that
sentence means that the joint resolution
recognizes any action taken by a State
to extend its boundaries out 3 geographi-
cal miles, but does not necessarily recog-
nize its claims beyond that line; that it
simply means that it does not prejudice
any rights, if any there be, that a State
may have beyond that line?

Mr, HOLLAND. The Senator is ex-
actly correct.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Now we are mak-
ing progress.

Mr. HOLLAND. The third sentence
simply provides that in the case of a
State which has, prior to this time, en=-
deavored to utilize the 3-geographical-
mile limitation, and has taken action,
either by Constitution or statutory pro-
vision to claim that distance, that action
is hereby approved. In other words, the
action does not have to be taken after-
ward, as mentioned in the second sen-
tence, but it may have been taken here-
tofore, So long as it goes only to the
3-mile mark, or, if it goes beyond that,
then only up to that mark, that action
is recognized.
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I may say to the Senator, before com-~
ing to the fourth sentence, which is the
sentence applicable to Texas and to the
west coast of Florida, that there has
been under this measure no extension
whatsoever of any boundary line in the
case of any State, either Texas or Flor-
ida, beyond the 3-geographical-mile
limitation.

In the event that Texas and Florida
do have a line extending out 3 leagues,
which is our contention, and we think
we will show that that is a faet, it will
not be by reason of any action under
the pending joint resolution, but by rea-
son of the fact that such action was
taken, and legally taken, in the past.
The only provision that can be found
in the fourth sentence is a provision that
these two States, and any others that
might be affected, though there are no
others which are affected, will not be
prejudiced in their right so to claim
under legislation heretofore enacted, or
to have their day in court if they are
sued by the Federal Government upon
claims which they can establish under
the fourth sentence, which I shall now
read. The fourth sentence reads:

No in this section is to be construed
as questioning or in any manner prejudicing
the exlstence of any State's seaward bound-
ary beyond 3 geographical miles if it was so
provided by its constitution or laws prior to
or at the time such State became a member
of the Union, or if it has been heretofore
or is hereafter approved by Congress.

There are two different provisions, as
the Senator can see from a reading of
the sentence, So far as I know, the first
one is applicable only to Texas, and that
reads as follows:

Nothing in this section is to be construed
as questioning or in any manner prejudicing
the existence of any State’s seaward bound-
ary beyond 3 geographical miles if it was so
provided by its constitution or laws prior to
or at the time such State became a member
of the Union.

I have made a considerable study of
this matter, and I do not know of any
State which even claims to have had
such a provision in its constitution or
laws prior to its admission to the Union.
Neither do I know of any of the after-
admitted States who even had separate
existence before they were admitted to
the Union, as the State of Texas had, it
having been an independent republic for
some years prior to entering the Federal
Union.

With reference to the State of Florida,
its claim, which would be saved to it by
the fourth sentence, not guaranteed, not
affirmed, not confirmed, but simply saved
to it, would come under the second part
of the last sentence. Without re-read-
ing the first part, I shall simply read the
second part:

Or if it has been heretofore or is hereafter
approved by Congress,

It is the contention of Florida, and we
believe it is a sound contention, that
after our constitution was drawn in 1868,
following the War Between the States,
so0 as to have as one of its boundary pro-
visions a clear, affirmative statement
that the boundary extends 3 leagues into
the Guif of Mexico, on the west side of
Florida, and when the constitution was
reported to Congress, in conformity
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with the mandates of Congress under the
so-called reconstruction legislation, and
when it was approved by Congress in
1868, Congress in effect confirmed to
* Florida the 3-league limitation.

I may say to the distinguished Sena-
tor from Alabama, because I wish to be
completely fair and frank, that I am not
claiming as a positive fact that either
Texas or Florida would, at long last,
after litigation, sustain their claims, I
believe both would very clearly do so,
but the point I am making is that any
claim that Texas or Florida have their
limits extended by the joint resolution
is not correct, because no such result is
attempted or sought to be accomplished
by the joint resolution. The joint reso-
lution simply saves, without prejudice,
the full right to our two States to rely
upon action which we claim was legally
taken by Congress at the time of the
admission of Texas, in 1845, and in 1868,
in the case of the restoration of Florida
to her seats in the Congress, to claim the
right to stand upon these provisions, for
whatever they may be worth. If they
are strong enough to support our claim,
as we think they are, then we should
have that right. We do not believe this
Congress or any other Congress can le-
gally take away from the State of Texas
or the State of Florida what long ago has
been legally granted. We think that is
as sound a principle of law as ever could
be stated.

In the draft of the joint resolution
there is not a single word about the ex-
tension of any boundary beyond the 3
geographical-miles limitation. To the
contrary, the only reference to that situ-
ation—and it is contained in other places
in shorter words than these—is that our
situation shall be saved to us without
questioning or in any manner preju-
dicing the existence of our situation. I
think that is about as clear as I can state
the point.

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

Mr, HOLLAND. T shall be glad to
yield, if I may, but I am speaking under
the tolerance and consent of the Senator
from Alabama, which I appreciate.

There is no question that every State
now has a boundary. There is no ques-
tion that the proposed legislation would
very greatly simplify the boundary situ-
ation of the various States. As to all
States, except Texas and the west coast
of Florida, it would permit the speedily
making uniform of all boundaries. The
only reason why it cannot be so in those
two instances is that legislation was
passed in this same Congress, in 1845,
which admitted Texas to the Union un-
der which Texas which already had a
3-league boundary, retained that bound-
ary and as a State thus acquired legal
rights to a boundary 3 leagues off its
shore.

Similarly, Congress in 1868 passed leg-
islation which we think accomplished the
same result with reference to the west
coast of Florida, and our right to stand
upon that is simply not prejudiced by
the proposed legislation.

So far as boundaries are concerned in
the joint resolution, the total effect
would be tremendously beneficial and
tremendously simplifying. The joint

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

resolution would be as uniform in its
application as it could possibly be, and
it would offer simply a background for
the operation of the measure, because
boundaries are not the principal objec-
tives of the resolution at all. There
would simply be offered a background
against which the release to the States of
assets lying within the boundaries of the
States will be determined. Boundaries
are wholly incidental to the proposed
legislation. It is because of that, inci-
dentally, that the international question,
which I shall not deal with now, fades
into very minor significance in this mat-
ter, because we are having to do here
with assets, pure and simple, and not
with territorial boundaries, which we say
were set legally in 1845 and 1868, and
which we are simply saving, in the case
of Texas, as of 108 years ago; and in the
case of Florida, as of 85 years ago; but
in both cases the action took place a
long time ago and our rights accrued
then, not now.

I thank the Senator very much. It
seems to me that the question of bound=-
aries has been unduly confused. I think
there is no necessity at all for that re-
sult. Anyone who wishes to examine
the question and analyze it must realize
that boundary question already existing
in all our States would be very greatly
simplified by the enactment of the pro-
posed legislation,

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
am grateful to the distinguished Senator
from Florida for giving us that state-
ment. I must say that it has cleared up
some points in my mind. Let me see if
I understand it correctly.

So far as the joint resolution is con=
cerned, and so far as the action of the
Federal Government is concerned if the
joint resolution should become law, it
would constitute a recognition by the
Federal Government of the 3-mile
boundary line with respect to the 13
original States, and of the possibility of
such a boundary line in all the other
States which may not yet have extended
their boundaries to that point, but which
may wish to do so. The only difference
between the effect of the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Illinois and
the joint resolution as it stands would
be that the amendment of the Senator
from Illinois would cut off Texas and
Florida from the excess over 3 miles,
whereas the joint resolution as it stands
has nothing to do with that question,
This provision does not recognize the
claim; neither does it jeopardize it.

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

Mr. SPARKMAN. 1T yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator is cor-
rect in his statement so far as it goes.
Of course there are other great and
fundamental differences bhetween the
proposed legislation and the amendment
offered by the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I realize that. I
was speaking solely of boundaries.

Mr. HOLLAND. With respect to the
boundary question, I think the Senator
has pretty well stated the situation. Un-
der the joint resolution, as it stands,
all States which have not done so would
be allowed to go out to 3 geographic
miles. In the case of the Texas shore-
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line and the west coast of Florida, re-
garding which affirmative action going
beyond the 3-mile line to the 3-league
line has been heretofore taken by the
Congress, that situation would simply be
preserved, without being affected in the
slightest one way or the other. We do
not ask that such a boundary be con-
firmed by this measure,

The Senator from Florida has more to
gain than any other Senator out of the
red-line proposal made by the Attorney
General originally, but withdrawn after
he saw what a troublemaking situation
was involved. We had more to gain than
any other State, because such action
would have been an affirmative recogni-
tion and confirmation of our 3-league
limit. If the Senator will read the testi-
mony of Attorney General Brownell, and
I am sure he has already done so, he will
find that he specifically stated that it
would be his intention in drafting the
red line to draw it out 3 leagues off the
west coast of Florida and off the shore of
Texas. But, when we went into the ques=
tion, we found, and I am sure the Sen-
ator will realize why we found it so, that
we got into an enormously technical
field in which one master of the Supreme
Court of the United States had been
struggling for more than 5 years to de-
lineate a boundary off some 15 miles
of the coast of California, so far without
success, and without completing his task.

So, desiring legislation which would
be as little trouble as possible, many
members of the committee, if not all
members of the committee, came to the
conclusion that it would be impossible
to draft, with any degree of accuracy,
the red line which was first suggested.
I believe that was the conclusion of all
members of the committee, without ex=
ception, although I did not speak to eack-
one privately or personally. I am sure
many of them came fo that conclusion,
because they so stated to me.

Secondly, they concluded that wher-
ever such a line was drawn it would make
more trouble than it would cure, and
would lead to great technical difficulties,
which we, by no means, intend to bring
about by this legislation.

Mr. EEFAUVER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield to me
so that I may ask the Senator from
Florida a question?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I wonder if the
Senator from Tennessee would address
the question to me. If so, I shall be very
glad to yield to the Senator from Florida
for the purpose of answering it. I may
have to call upon him to help me out.

Mr. EEFAUVER. I am very much
interested in what the Senator from
Florida had to say with reference to
section 4, particularly lines 17 and 18 on
page 17. As I understood him, the Sen-
ator from Florida stated that the last
sentence of section 4 meant that if States
had claimed in their constitutions or in
their laws prior to the time they were
admitted to the Union that they had a
more extensive boundary than 3 miles,
the joint resolution would not prejudice
their attempt to establish such a con-
tention. The thing that worries me is
the last phrase in that sentence, “or if
it has been heretofore or is hereafter
approved by Congress.”
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If the word were “and” instead of “or”
I think the statement of the Senator
from Florida would be more logical.
But the word “or” seems to indicate to
me that if the Congress hereafter should
approve a boundary, say, for the State
of Texas, of fifty-odd miles, which is
now being claimed, it would be author-
ized under that sentence in section 4. I
think that is particularly true when we
refer back to two other sections of the
joint resolution.

First, I refer to title I, section 2 (a)
(2), which reads as follows:

Sec. 2. When used in this joint resolu-
tlon—

(a) The term “lands beneath navigable
waters” means—

- L] L] - L]

(2) all lands permanently or periodically
covered by tidal waters up to but not above
the line of mean high tide and seaward to
a line three geographical miles distant from
the coastline of each such State and to the
boundary line of each such State where in
any case such boundary as it existed at the
time such State became a member of the
Union, or as heretofore or hereafter approved
by Congress, extends seaward (or into the
Gulf of Mexico) beyond three geographical
miles—

That is a definition of what is meant
by “lands beneath navigable waters.,” It
will be seen that that is a definite state-
ment that if the contention that the
boundary extends beyond 3 geographical
miles were made at the time the State
came into the Union title would be vest-
ed in lands beneath the water under
section 3 (a).

So the important sections, in my opin-
ion, are section 3 (a) and section 2 (a)
(2), which, as I see it, goes out beyond
the 3-mile limit when such boundary
existed at the time the State became a
member of the Union. It also provides
for the boundary heretofore or hereafter
approved by Congress. If the word “or”
were used, so that the extension out to
3 leagues, or 11% miles in the case of
Texas and Florida, would have to be ap=
proved later by Congress, that would be
a different situation.

However, as I see these two sections,
reading them together, they must mean
that under the vesting clause of section
3 the State would get its 3 leagues at this
time, and such other distance as the
Congress may hereafter vest in it.

If that is not the intention, it seems to
me that the language certainly would
indicate that that is what the joint res-
olution means. I should like to know
what the Senator from Florida thinks
about it, if the Senator from Alabama
will yield for that purpose,

Mr. SPAREMAN. Mr. President, I
wonder if I may make a suggestion. I
am virtually through. Undoubtedly, the
Senator from Florida would like to an-
swer the question with a statement. I
can conclude in 2 or 3 minutes and yield
the floor. If the Senator from Florida
would prefer, I shall try to obtain per-
mission to yield to him for the purpose
of answering the question.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senator from Florida be
permitted to answer the question of the
Senator from Tennessee without preju-
dicing my right to the floor,
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DUFF
in the chair). - Is there objection? The
Chair hears none, and the Senator may
proceed.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
Alabama, I am not sure that I under-
stood all of the question of the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. Kerauver]l, but I
did clearly understand a part of it, and
that is the part which relates to the
“hereafter” approval.

I may say to the Senator from
Tennessee—and this has already been
discussed at some length by the Sena-
tor from Florida on his original appear-
ance—that those of us who were active
in the drafting and presentation of the
joint resolution felt that two reasons
were. very clearly applicable for the in-
clusion of the word “hereafter.”

First, nothing this Congress could do
could take away from the power of
future Congresses to do what they
thought was right in this field.

Second, since at least some of us,
particularly those of us from Florida
and-from Texas, do have a very definite,
and, I think, we can properly say, selfish
interest in the matter, we felt we should
not under any circumstance take a posi-
tion which would look as though we were
precluding any proper consideration of
claims of other States in the maftter,

So far as the Senator from Florida is
concerned, he has no unwillingness
whatever to strike out the word ‘“‘here-
after” in the various places where it oc=
curs, Not in every place, because there
is one place certainly where it should
be included, in another meaning en-
tirely. However, in the places which the
Senator from Tennessee has mentioned
the inclusion of the word was simply for
the two reasons which the Senator from
Florida has stated.

If it is the judgment of the Senate,
which is now considering the measure,
that it would be better to strike that
word, the Senator from Florida would
have no objection.

I cannot possibly refrain, however,
from calling attention to the fact that
complete honesty and complete fairness
of approach on his part and on the part
of other Senators from Florida and
Texas would preclude either giving some-
one the right to feel that Congress had
no power left to deal with this situation
in the future—which of course it does—
or with giving someone the right to feel
that we are unwilling to have others
considered on their merits for any case
that they may have, for later extension,
if there be such a case. I may add that
I am not familiar with any such case at
this time.

Before I close this statement, I wish
to remind all Senators on the floor that
the Senator from Florida has consist-
ently taken the position, with reference
to areas beyond State boundaries, that
he feels the Federal Government is the
only one who has any proper, legal
claim to the development of the seabed
there, and he has never been willing to
support any claim of right on the part
of States which were affected to have
any interest there.

He is willing and has always been will-
ing to have the Federal Government, in
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conjunction with the States which ad-
join any of these Continental Shelf
areas beyond State boundaries, to sit
down and consider whether there. are
values in State laws or in State enforce-
ment machinery or in other facilities
which the State can offer which the
Federal Government can properly accept
in its own interest and in its own service,
and in that case to compensate the
States, and only compensate them, prop-
erly for the use of such State facilities.

The Senator from Florida wanted to
be completely clear in the REcOrp on that
point, because he is not interested at all
in any situation which would indicate
that any State has a claim of right to
go 1 inch beyond its boundary, and in
claiming as a matter of right that it,
rather than the Federal Government,
should be the holder of any proprietary
interest out there. 3

Mr, KEFAUVER. Mr. President, may
I ask the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
SpareMAN] if he does not feel that by
having the word “hereafter” included in
the language, as it is now included in the
joint resolution, it is an open notice to
other nations that it is the intention of
the sponsors of the joint resolution, and
the intention of the States which are
trying to get this vast wealth, at a later
time to ask Congress to extend their
boundaries out farther; and might that
not lead to retaliatory action on their
part in a great many instances? If the
sponsors of the joint resolution did not
have that in mind, I see no reason why
the word should have been included. It
would seem to me that if that is not the
intention of the Senator from Florida, as
a sponsor of the joint resolution, he
should, on his own motion, move to strike
out the word “hereafter,” so as to clarify
the matter to that extent at least.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield for a
resumption of the statement by me?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I shall be very glad
to do so, under the same condition, that
my right to the floor be not prejudiced.

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

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from
Florida has stated his complete willing-
ness to accomplish that end. However,
the joint resolution has been worked up
over a period of many years. It has been
approved by many committees. It was
never approved by an abler committee
than the one which handled it for the
Senate this year. There are other Sena-
tors who have an interest in the legis-
lation, besides the Senator from Florida.
He has very freely and frankly stated
his own position, and he stated it in open
hearing on the floor of the Senate, so
that no one could question what it is.

At the same time, when he is sup=-
ported by 39 cosponsors of the legislation,
when the legislation as now drafted has
come from a committee so able as the
one which has handled it, and when the
committee has seen fit to report the joint
resolution with the word in it, he does
not feel that he should move of his
own motion, without consulting with his
associates and the committee, to strike
out the word.

The Senator from Florida has stated
very clearly his position. He would be
glad to be governed by the will of the
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Senate in that matter. At the same time
the Senator from Florida wants to make
it clear, and have it abundantly clear,
that the word is not an invitation to
someone to claim something to which
he is not entitled. The Senator from
Florida will continue in the future, as he
has in the past, to object to and to op-
pose any effort to claim as a matter of
right, on behalf of any State, that it can
go beyond its boundary into a domain
which is clearly that of the Federal Gov=
ernment.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, if
the Senator from Alabama will yield fur-
ther, I hope the Senator from Florida
will support an amendment which I have
sent to the desk, to strike out the word
“hereafter,” because I think it is a very
repugnant word and, in my opinion, is-
sues an invitation to other nations, which
might lead to retaliatory action.

If the Senator from Alabama will yield
further, I should like to ask another
guestion of the Senator from Florida.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
hesitate to decline to yield, but I believe
I can conserve time by not yielding, be-
cause I have about concluded my re-
marks. Then the Senator from Ten-
nessee may interrogate the Senator from
Florida with reference to the amend-
ment. I believe in that way we can save
time.

Mr. President, apropos of a part of
the discussion which has taken place, I
should like to quote one of the recom-
mendations made to the committee con-
sidering the legislation by the Attorney
General, the Honorable Herbert Brown=
ell, Jr.

His second recommendation was:

Second. An actual line on a map dividing
the two areas of submerged lands should be
drawn by Congress in the bill to eliminate
much expensive and unnecessary litigation.
If the statute merely refers in words to “his~
toric boundaries,” or in words describes a
line beginning at the edge of the States’ in-
land waters or tries to describe in words
'ba.ys or other characteristics of the coast,
unnecessary litigation will almost surely re-
sult. Therefore we make this suggestion of
an actual line on a map drawn as part of the
bill, which would eliminate also, we think,
certain international problems that might
otherwise arise Iif territorial-ownership
claims are asserted in the States or Federal
Government beyond their historic 3-mile
limit,

It seems to me that the amendment
offered by the Senator from Illinois [Mr,
DovucLas] is an effort to draw that line,
to divide the two areas, as the Attorney
‘General suggested.

Certainly, it seems to me that unless
something of this sort is done, there is
bound to be litigation and there is bound
to be raised, and will be raised—in fact,
we know it already has been raised—this
constitutional question, which appar-
ently the Attorney General is already
shying away from. He recognized that
it is a point which will have to be decided.

A little while ago I referred to a joint
resolution which passed the Senate on
August 19, 1937——

Mr. SMITH of North Carolina. Mr.
President, will the Senator from Ala-
bama yield for a question?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Alabama yield to the Sen-
ator from North Carolina for a question?

Mr. SPARKEMAN, I yield.

Mr. SMITH of North Carolina. Was
not the Attorney General basing his
statement upon certain assumptions of
fact which do not correctly reflect the
language used by the joint resolution?
The Attorney General was basing his
statement on the assumption that the
joint resolution contains the words “his-
toriec boundaries.” However, I under-
stand that the joint resolution does not
use those words. Therefore the state-
ment the Senator from Alabama has just
read would not be applicable to the pend-
ing joint resolution. It might be appli-
cable to a measure which used the words
to which the Attorney General referred;
but, sinee the joint resolution does not
use such words, how can the Senator
from Alabama say that the statement
made by the Attorney General is appli-
cable to the particular provisions of the
pending joint resolution?

I think I am correct about the matter.
However, the distinguished Senator from
Florida [Mr. HorrLanD] is present. He
knows more about this matter than I do,
and I know he can enlighten us upon it.

Mr., HOLLAND. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield to me
for a comment? o

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Alabama yield to the
Senator from Florida?

Mr. SPARKMAN, Yes: I am glad to
yield, provided it is understood that in
doing so I shall not lose the floor.

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

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate very much the suggestion which
has been made by the Senator from
ﬂort.h Carolina, and I am in accord with

Af this time I ask the distinguished
Senator from Alabama to turn, if he
will, to page 957 of the hearings, which
shows the specific statement made by
the Attorney General upon the 3-league
question.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes, I see that part
of the page.

Mr. HOLLAND, This matter is dis-
cussed at two different points on that
page.

Mr. SPAREMAN. I did not see that
previously, but I understood from the
brevious statement the Senator made
that there was provision for 3 leagues,
in the case of the west coast of Florida,

Mr. HOLLAND. Yes; and also in the
case of Texas.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes; and for the
entire shoreline of Texas.

Mr. HOLLAND. That 1is correct.
The Senator from Alabama will find
that statement at two different places
on page 957. One of them is in the next
to the top paragraph, which I believe
the Senator from Alabama has already
seen.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes;Ihave seen it,

Mr. HOLLAND. In this connection, I
refer also to the question and answer
on that page which I now point out to
the Senator from Alabama, where this
matter is very specifically spelled out.

Mr. SPAREMAN, Yes.
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Mr. HOLLAND. It is quite certain
that the Attorney General conceded, and
in fact stated with complete finality,
that it was his understanding that the
3-league limitation or boundary distance
was in existence in the case of the west
coast of Florida and in the case of the
entire coast of Texas; and he stated it
again at another place—which I am not
able to point out at this time—in his tes-
timony. However, I have now pointed
out two places in the testimony.

Mr, SPARKMAN. Yes.

Let me say that I did not cite his testi-
mony for the purpose of distinguishing
the 3-mile limit from the 3-league limit,
but I did so to show the Attorney Gen-
eral’s doubt about the words used.

I point out that on page 957, after the
questions which were put to the Attorney
General by the distinguished Senator
from Florida [Mr. HoLranpl, again the
Attorney General said:

Attorney General BrRownNEeLL. I believe that
if you were to do it by words only, you would
still have some disputes about the mouths
of bays and things of that sort, which we
could clear up if we could have reference
to an official map and put the line right on it,

As I construe the definitions to be
found in the joint resolution, including
section 4, it seems to me that the line
would be established by words. That is
Erohat the Attorney General was referring

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield further
to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Alabama yield to the
Senator from Florida?

Mr. SPAREMAN. I ask the Senator
from Florida to wait a moment, please.

First, let me address myself to the dis-
tinguished Senator from North Carolina
[Mr. Smita]. Although I am not sure
that the word “uncertainty” is the cor-
rect word to use in this connection, yet
I point out to him that at both points
the Attorney General referred to the
effort to establish the line by the use of
words, and his objection was based on
that assumption. He believed that such
a method would apparently raise uncer-
tainties or would fail to clear up uncer=
tainties which might result in litigation.

Mr. SMITH of North Carolina. Mr.
President, will the Senator from Alabama
yield further to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Alabama yield further
to the Senator from North Carolina?

Mr. SPAREMAN. 1 yield.

Mr. SMITH of North Carolina. Is it
not true that if a line were drawn on a
map, the line would eventually have to
be identified by words, including refer-
ences to longitude and latitude? Would
not it have to be expressed in words at
sometime or other? There would be no
other way out of that situation, would
there?

Mr. SPAREMAN. I believe the Sena-
tor from North Carolina is correct. Cer-
tainly the mere drawing of a peneil line
on a map would not suffice for all time,
for someone would have to describe it
in words, in order that all might know
where the boundary was.

Of course, I have previously said that
it seems to me it is inevitable that there
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will be a great deal of litigation if this
joint resolution becomes law.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield further
to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Alabama yield to the
Senator from Florida?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. I think it is beyond
question that anything we do in this
field will still leave some matters which
will need to be cleared up and which
may lead to litigation. Certainly with
5,000 miles of shoreline and with the
outside line in addition, that would be
the case.

However, I wish to call attention to
two things: First, trouble is occasioned
by the indentations in the shoreline—
the mouths of bays, and so forth. In
that connection, the mere drawing of a
line on the water will not deprive a
State of the right to challenge the accu-~
racy of the location of the line, if the
line is not drawn where it should be
drawn in order correctly to establish the
line.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I certainly recog-
nize that fact.

Mr. HOLLAND, I am sure the Sena=
tor from Alabama does.

Mr, SPARKMAN, I repeat what the
Senator from North Carolina has said,
namely, that words must eventually be
used to describe the line, wherever it is
placed.

Mr., HOLLAND. In the second place,
the present boundary situation is en-
tirely one of words. We have greatly
simplified and greatly made more uni-
form the situation by the legislation we
now propose; and I believe all who have
studied it have come to that conclusion,

In closing—and let me say here that I
am most grateful to the Senator from
Alabama for his generosity—let me say
for all who are concerned, I think, that
when they saw the first attempt at the
drafting or drawing of a line, and when
they realized that when the line crosses,
as it necessarily has to do, questionable
places, particularly in such jagged ter-
rain as the coast line of the southeastern
portion of Louisiana, it results in occa-
sions for new litigation for almost every
mile, there was a clear recognition by
all of us that'we were reducing immeas-
urably the opportunities for litigation—
I have previously said that I thought the
opportunities for litigation were reduced
by nine-tenths, but I think it would be
a great deal more than that—by having
the opportunities for litigation confined
to the outside line, rather than the in-
side line, because the outside line will be
of very small importance, except in the
few areas where oil and gas will be found.

I remind the distinguished Senator
from Alabama that of the 20 to 22 coastal
States—they are variously counted—
there are only 3 in which such deposits
have yet been found; and in the case of
California, the deposits have been found
on only 151, miles of its entire coast
line of 1,000 miles; and such deposits
have not been found in any great or con=-
tinuous degree along the shore frontage
of Texas; the only place where they have
been found in any great degree, up to
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now, has been in the waters off Loui-
siana,

So the opportunities for litigation are
immeasurably decreased by moving the
line where the State and the Nation
come together—by this confirmation—
clearly out to a point in the water 3
miles offshore in most places, and 3
leagues offshore in two places, because
the opportunities for litigation and for
controversy over any assets that may be
found there are so much smaller in num-
ber with a line at that location than
with the line alohg the coast line.

I am sure the Senator from Alabama
has followed that point,

It was the unanimous conclusion of
those who worked with me upon the joint
resolution that we were cutting down
immeasurably the opportunities for liti-
gation, as a result of the way the joint
resolution is prepared.

Mr. SMITH of North Carolina. Mr.
President, if the Senator from Alabama
will yield further to me——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Alabama yield to the
Senator from North Carolina?

Mr. SPAREMAN., I yield.

Mr. SMITH of North Carolina. I
should like to ask a question of the Sen-
ator from Florida, for I believe that both
the Senator from Alabama and myself
will be interested in getting the answer
of the Senator from Florida.

Mr. SPARKEMAN. Although a while
ago I agreed that I would soon yield to
the Senator from Tennessee, who wishes
to ask some questions, yet if the Senator
from North Carolina wishes to ask at
this time a question of the Senator from
Florida and if it is permissible that he do
so, I am glad to have him ask the ques-
tion now, if I may obtain consent for
that purpose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. SMITH of North Carolina. I wish
to ask the Senator from Florida a ques-
tion in which I think both the Senator
from Alabama and myself will be in-
terested.

As I understand the pending joint
resolution, no provision of it attempts
to control the land beyond the 3-mile
limit, or on the so-called Continental
Shelf.

Mr. HOLLAND. That is correct in
every place except off the west coast of
Florida and the coast of Texas.

Mr. SMITH of North Carolina. Yes.
Therefore, the -suggestion which has
been made many times—namely, that in
enacting this measure we shall be giving
away billions of dollars’ worth of oil in
the Continental Shelf beyond the 3-mile
limit—is simply a figment of someone’s
imagination, is it not?

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator is com-
pletely correct.

Mr. SMITH of North Carolina. When
the statement is made and goes out to
the public that the Congress is about
to give away billions of dollars’ worth of
oil in the Continental Shelf, whereas the
measure pending in the Senate does not
even relate to the Continental Shelf, so
far as I have been able to ascertain, ex-
cept to the extent to which the Senator
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referred, that fact should be made plain
so that the people will understand it.
From my own thinking about the matter,
and from what the Senator from Ala-
bama has just said, control of the Con-
tinental Shelf is not contemplated by the
pending measure.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield to me
for a brief statement, in view of the fact
that the Senator yielded to the Senator
from North Carolina?

Mr. SPAREKMAN. Mr. President,
under the same conditions, I shall be
very glad to yield to the Senator from
Illinois. ;

Mr. DOUGLAS. If the Senator from
North Carolina wants to vest in the
Federal Government title to the sub-
merged lands of the Continental Shelf
seaward from the 3-mile mark, he can
do it very simply by voting for the
amendments which are now before this
body. We shall look forward with in-
terest to his favorable vote.

Mr. SPAREMAN. I may say, Mr.
President, that, in the time I have oc-
cupied the floor of the Senate today,
practically all I have said has had ref-
erence to the Douglas amendment. That
amendment, as I understand, would
draw a line in accordance with our his-
toric international boundaries. The
Senator from Florida says that the in-
ternational aspects are of minor impor-
tance. I must say I cannot agree with
the distinguished Senator from Florida,
although I recognize that he has given
as much study, perhaps, as anyone else
to the subject now before the Senate.

By the way, Mr. President, let me say
that I was pleased to hear the Senator
from Florida as he brought out the
various points that he has stated here
today, and particularly when he re-
ferred to the relatively small amount of
assets which have been found within the
3-mile area. The distinguished Senator
was not on the floor earlier in the day
when I was talking about the shrimp
industry in all the Southern States, or
when the junior Senator from Texas es-
sentially admitted, as I recall, the state-
ment he made, that the shrimp industry
meant a great deal more to the State of
Texas today than did the prospects of
obtaining oil within the limited area. I
also mentioned the inconsistency in
which if the joint resolution were en-
acted, we would find ourselves placed
from the international standpoint, in
protesting against the arrest by Mexican
authorities of shrimp boats from Florida,
Alabama, Mississippi, Louisiana, and
Texas, outside the 3-mile boundary. It
therefore seems to me that the interna-
tional aspects of the subject are quite
important.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senatfor from Alabama yield?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. In the first place, I
assure the ‘distinguished Senator that,
so far as I am concerned, we have a much
greater stake in our fisheries than we
have in any hope of ever finding oil. We
have been spending a good many mil-
lions of dollars in various efforts to find
oil in our submerged lands, and we have
yet to find the first drop; whereas, we
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get many millions of dollars a year from
the shrimping and other industries.

However, I have in my hand a letter
from the president of the Southeastern
Fisheries Association, making complete-
1y clear the fact that they are not inter-
ested in fishing within the 3-league limi-
tation of Mexico, but that, to the con=-
trary, when they go into that area, they
encounter shallow waters, lose their
nets, or tear them up; that all they want
within that 3-league area is certain safe
anchorage and exchange areas; that
what they want above all is to have the
line marked so that they will have some
security against the forays made by the
Mexican gunboats. Their complaints to
us have been that they have been picked
up, 18, 20, or 21 miles outside, and they
are supporting us very strongly in our
very effort.

They have adopted resolutions ap-
proving our position. Not only have the
fishing groups of Florida, but also those
of the Gulf generally, and of the Atlan-
tic and the Pacific, adopted such reso-
lutions; the fact being that they know
perfectly well, and on this point I want
to be as clear as possible, that the fact
that our boundaries have gone out 3
leagues, in the case of Texas since 1845,
and in the case of Florida since 1868,
has not caused the slightest ripple of
international concern of any sort. The
boundaries have been patrolled by our
own State boats for many, many years.
We have controlled our citizens engaged
in sponging, in fishing, in shrimping; we
have issued licenses for this, that, and
the other.

Our State has been upheld by our
State courts and by the Federal courts
in our exercise of that control. The
Congress has upheld our control by ap-
proving the compact into which we have
entered with all the other Gulf States,
undertaking within our boundaries to
conserve and to properly use the marine
life that is there; and we know that there
has not been the slightest ripple upon
the international pond as a result of our
occupancy and use—and, we think, our
careful use. Certainly our use is suffi-
ciently careful that the Federal Govern-
ment, through the Congress, has unani-
mously approved the kind of conserva-
tion we have had, by approving in 1950
our compact with the grand State of
Alabama, which is so well represented
by the distinguished Senator from Ala-
bama, and with the States of Mississippi,
Louisiana, and Texas.

We therefore feel that the apprehen-
sion that the enactment of the joint res-
olution is something that is going to
bring on grave international questions
should not exist in the minds of the
Senator from Alabama or anyone else
who gives full consideration to this ques-
tion because the Congress now would
simply leave in status quo, without prej-
udice, something that has existed for
over a hundred years. The present sit-
uation has not resulted in the slightest
difficulty of any kind, in spite of its long
existence, in spite of the long use, in the
case of Florida and Texas, of the coastal
belts that lie off those States. I cannot
see how the distinguished Senator from
Alabama or anyone else looking at the
record of over 100 years could feel that
there would be grave international com-
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motion created by the fact that through
the pending measure we would simply
recognize that there is such a situation,
and set up a declaration that it shall not
be prejudiced, but that the good States
of Texas and Florida shall be allowed to
make and stand upon their claims, and
to sustain them if they can.

Mr. SPARKMAN, Of course, Mr.
President, I was not the one who brought
up the point about international com-

<plications. It was the Department of
State that did that, and also, at differ-
ent times, the Department of Defense
raised the question. Of course, I can
understand why there would not be any
complications in the case of Florida,
which operates its own control boats and
observes its own conservation practices.
The problem would only arise when the
boats of some other country came into
the waters off the shores of Florida, and
Florida tried to force them out, or Amer-
ican gunboats tried to interfere with
them. Then question might arise re-
garding operations within the open seas.

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

Mr. SPAREMAN., I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. I am sure the Sena-
tor knows, because I think they also go
up to his own coast, that the fishing
boats of Cuba use our coastal belt to a
tremendous degree; and I think the
same thing is true of the coastal belt of all
the other States of the Gulf area, though
I cannot state that of my own knowl-
edge. With reference to the testimony of
the witness for the State Department, I
call the attention of the Senator from
Alabama to the last part of his testimony,
appearing at page 1086 of the hearings,
in which he made this matter very clear,
I read:

Mr. Tate. I assume what the Court was
saying there was that as far as the territorial
waters are concerned, 3 miles anywhere, the
United States had paramount rights; and
as far as the Continental Shelf rights are
concerned, there would be paramount rights
in the subsoil and the sea bed, and they
would extend out as far as the Continental
Bhelf extended.

Senator KucHEL. So you would find no
conflict between the traditional policy of the
State Department and the paramount rights
holdings in the Texas and Louisiana cases?

Mr. TaTE. I am aware of none.

Senator EvucHEL. If there is no conflict,
then for the purpose of the committee in
considering the claims of the Statgs in these
various bills, any action by Congress to re-
store or give to the States any or all of the
paramount rights which the United States
Supreme Court holds that the Federal Gov-
ernment has, would not in any respect vio-
late the policy of the State Department.

Mr. TaTe. That is correct. I assume that
as far as our international relations are con-
cerned, the United States could divide up
with the States any rights which it had, and
those rights would be certainly the tradi-
tional right to the 3 miles, plus the right to
the Continental Shelf as set forth in the
1945 proclamation.

Senator KvucHeL. And to the extent that
the Court held in each of those cases that the

paramount rights doctrine went considerably
seaward of the 3-mile belt?

Mr. TaTe. Whatever the United States has
as far as the International aspect is con-
cerned, it may divide up with the States as
it pleases.

Had the Senator noticed that part of
testimony of Mr. Tate?
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Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes; I have seen
that testimony. Of course, what the rep-
resentative of the State Department was
talking about, as I understand, was not
the constitutional question of title which
was discussed by the Attorney General.
Be that as it may, I do not care to labor
the point further. I have taken more
time than I intended to take. 1 still con-~
tend, based upon various citations of au-
thorities which I gave in my statement,
that the pending measure does raise in-
ternational questions and it does place
us in an inconsistent position of pro-
testing through the Executive Depart-
ment, on the one hand, against Mexico
arresting our shrimp boats outside the
3-mile 1limit, and our contending,
through the legislative branch of our
Government, that we have a right to go
beyond the 3-mile limit.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, there
is one more question I should like to
clear up as to a matter brought up earl-
ier in our colloquy. It is found on page
944 of the printed record of the hear-
ings, in a question by the junior Senator
from Texas [Mr. DANIEL] to the Attorney
General, Mr. Brownell, and the answer
of the Attorney General:

I read:

Senator DANIEL. General, since you have
taken note of this question as to constitu-
tionality that has been raised here, I think it
would be well to point out that I doubt that
it has been very seriously raised, because the
former Attorney General and the former
Solicitor General both testified before this
committee that whatever proprietary rights
that might exist within the original 3-mile
or three-league belt could be given by the
Congress to the States or restored to the
States. As I understand it—I just want to
make it clear—you believe that would be a
eongtitut!onal act of Congress, too, do you
not

Attorney General BrowNeLL, That is cor-
rect, Senator.

So he did not raise any constitutional
question as to the conveyance or the
restitution or the restoration or the econ-
firmation to the States of proprietary in-
terests—and that is what we are con-
cerned with—within their constitutional
koundaries.

Mr, SPAREMAN. I realize that the
Attorney General made that answer, but
following that he said, in effect, “Of
course we are trying to avoid as much
litigation as we can.”

In other words, there was always
hovering over them the feeling that by
the proposed legislation, unless it was
very carefully phrased, these questions
would be involved in court.

‘Mr. President, earlier in the day I re-
ferred to action taken by the Senate on
August 19, 1937, in connection with a
resolution. It may be that the resolu-
tion has already been read into the
Recorp—1I do not know as to that—but
I certainly should like to have it in the
Recorp. Therefore, Mr. President, I am
going to read it. It is found on page
9326 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, vOl-
ume 81, part 8, I read:

SusMmeErGEp LaNDs CONTAINING
PeETROLEUM DEPOSITS

The Senate preceeded to consider the jJoint
resolution (S. J. Res. 208) relative to the
establishment of title of the United States
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to certain submerged lands containing pe-
troleum deposits, which was read, as follows:

“Whereas the petroleum reserves in the
United States are constantly decreasing; and

“Whereas the oil reserves now owned by
the United States are In serious danger of
depletion or loss from various causes; and

“Whereas large petroleum deposits underlie
various submerged lands along the coast of
the United States and below low-water mark
and within a distance of 3 miles under the
ocean below said low-water mark; and

“Wheras all such submerged lands below
sald low-water mark and within such 3-mile
limit lying along the coast of the United
States are asserted to be the property of the
United States; and

‘“Whereas various persons have heretofore
entered, or in the immediate future intend
and purpose to enter, upon such submerged
lands and remove the petroleum deposits
underlying the same, without the consent or
permission of the United States, and to the
irreparable damage and injury of the United
States; and

“Whereas immediate action on the part of
the United States is necessary to preserve
such petroleum deposits for the future use
of the United States: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, ete., That the Attorney General
of the United States be, and he is hereby,
authorized and directed, by and through
speedy and appropriate proceedings, to assert,
maintain, and establish the title and pos-
session of the United States to the submerged
lands aforesaid, and all petroleum deposits
underlying the same, and to cause and ef-
fectuate by proper proceedings the removal
and ejectment of all persons now or hereafter
trespassing upon or otherwise occupying the
sald submerged lands or removing the petro-
leum deposits therefrom, without the con-
sent and permission of the United States,
and through such proper proceedings to be
by the said Attorney General instituted, to
stop and prevent the taking or removing of
petroleum products by others than the
United States from the sald submerged lands
as aforesaid; and be it further

“Resolved, That the said Attorney General
be, and he is hereby, authorized to bring
such actions or suits in the name of the
United States, and to incur such expenses
and disbursements in connection therewith
as he may deem properly necessary to effectu-
ate and accomplish the directions and pur-
poses of this joint resolution.”

Whereupon Senator King, of Utah,
said:

Mr. President, I should like an explanation
of this joint resolution.

Then Senator Walsh, of Massachu-
setts, who at that time was chairman of
the Naval Affairs Committee of the Sen-
ate, I believe, responded as follows:

Mr, Warse. Mr, President, I am not fa-
miliar with all the details of the joint reso-
lution as it was reported from the Committee
on Public Lands and Surveys, but I do know
that the bill proposes to establish the title
of the United States to certain submerged
lands containing petroleum deposits, and it
is the intention of the Government that
these submerged deposits shall ultimately be-
come part of the naval oil reserve. There
is in the report a long letter from the Navy
Department strongly recommending that the
joint resolution be enacted into law. I en=-
“tertain the same view. In my opinion the
joint resolution is desirable legislation and
will tend to conserve the petroleum and
other valuable deposits in submerged lands
that are similar to the oil deposits which the
Navy now has in its possession. The passage
of the joint resolution is recommended by
the Navy Department, It will add to our
naval oll reserves,

The question was put and the resolu-
tion was agreed to. ;
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It israther interesting to see the names
of some of the Senators who were on
the floor at that time. We certainly
cannot say that the resolution went
through without notice, because it was
discussed, as I have read from the
REcorp.

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield for a
question?
< Mr, SPARKMAN. I yield for a ques-

on,

Mr. DANIEL. Is it not true that the
resolution was defeated in the House?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I simply read it as
it passed the Senate. To be perfectly
frank with the Senator from Texas, I
do not know what became of it. I am
not sure it ever got to a vote in the House.
1II; passed the Senate. It did not become
aw.

Mr. DANIEL. Is the Senator familiar
with the fact that there was another
similar resolution authorizing the At-
torney General to bring a lawsuit against
the State of California, which was of-
fered, but did not become law?

Mr. SPARKMAN. It is my under-
standing that no resolution of this type
ever became law. I simply read it be-
cause of the fact that it was passed by
the Senate, with many Senators present,
who are Members of the Senate today,
presumably participating in the debate.

Mr. DANIEL, Is it not true that on
both occasions when the Attorney Gen-
eral asked Congress to assert claim to
the submerged lands and to authorize
lawsuits, Congress declined or failed to
do so?

Mr. SPARKMAN. So far as I know,
no resolution of that kind ever cleared
both Houses of Congress, but the par-
ticular one which I have read, with the
recommendation of the Secretary of the
Navy, did clear the United States Senate.

My, President, there was published in
the St. Louis Post-Dispatch of Sunday,
April 19, an editorial entitled “A Matter
of Sovereignty.” I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the editorial printed at the
end of my remarks.

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

A MATTER OF SOVEREIGNTY

One of the most momentous decisions in
the history of the country may be made by
the Senate in the coming week.

It is the decislon whether the belt of seas
bordering the continental United States is
subject to national sovereignty or State
ownership. d

The immediate legislation on which the
decision will rest is Senate Joint Resolution
13. It would give California, Texas, and
Louisiana the oil and natural gas in the bed
of the seas off their coasts out to the distance
which they regard as their historic bound-
aries seaward.

The House has already passed the meas-
ure. President Eisenhower has announced
that he will sign it. A majority of the Sen-
ate is evidently ready to vote for it. A small
group of Senators, led by Doucras of Illinois,
Leaman of New York, and Hmn of Alabama,
and including HENNINGS and SYMINGTON oOf
Missouri, as well as two Republicans, ToBEY
of New Hampshl.ra and ILawcer of North
Dakota, are holding the thin line of defense.
They hope the arguments they are advancing
will persuade enough Senators to defeat the
resolution, or will persuade the President to
veto it.
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It is a small hope, but the only remsaining
one. In 1946 and again in 1952 President
Truman stood single-handed against the
intended plunder of the national domain,
saving it with the Presidential veto.

There are many cogent reasons why the
United States should mnot swrrender any
part of its national sovereignty to any one
of the 48 States, as it would do in this reso-
lution.

The area involved is one of the most deli-
cate in international diplomacy, in which the
peace of the world may at any moment hang
in the balance. This is a governing reason
why the Supreme Court has thrice decided,
in cases covering all the claimants to offshore
oil, that the United States exercises and
must continue to exercise sovereignty over
this resource as well as all other resources
of the sea-belt. “The problems of commerce,
national defense, relations with other powers,
war and peace focus there,” said the court.
“National rights must therefore be para-
mount,”

The oil in the marginal seas, the 3-mile
belt out from low-tide mark, and in the
Continental Shelf, the submerged skirt of
the continent where the waters are relatively
shallow before plunging into the abysses of
the sea, is necessary for national defense.

These undersea fields must be developed by
private initiative under Federal control.
When they have been drained down to what
should be their reserves for national defense,
someone must have the will and the author-
ity to put the lid on. The States cannot be
expected to do this; they bear no responsi-
bility for national defense, that responsi-
bility is the Government'’s.

If the reserves were dangerously depleted
under State owmership, the United States
might be compelled to expend much blood
and treasure to keep open or reopen lines of
supply from the Middle East or elsewhere,
for oll which could, by the exercise of fore-
sight, have been kept available within easy
reach of our own shores.

There are grave doubts that the proposed
glveaway would be constitutional. Senator
AnpErsoN, of New Mexico, and former Solici-
tor General Perlman doubt the constitu-
tionality of the measure. Attorney General
Brownell has implied doubt on the same
constitutional point by trying to avoid col-
lision with it. The Supreme Court's own
words in the California case, reaffirmed in
the Texas and Louisiana cases, appear to
support the conception that offshore oil is an
adjunct of national sovereignty and that
Congress therefore is powerless to give it
away. The Rhode Island Legislature has di-
rected the attorney general of that State to
contest the resolution if it is enacted.

Adoption of Senate Joint Resolution 13,
accordingly, might paralyze the development
of the undersea oil lands indefinitely. Exist-
ing and possible future efforts of States to
extend their boundaries farther seaward
could also provide additional fruitful fields
for prolonged litigation. The proponents of
giving the oil to the States have argued long
and loudly that it 1s the most expeditious
way of getting the flelds developed. The
exact opposite proves to be the case,

In a nation struggling to make financial
ends meet under a crushing burden of na-
tional defense, giving away an estimated 8380
billion or more of national assets does not
make sense., To Missouri alone, its share of
the national assets involved amounts to the
equivalent of at least $114 billion endowment
for the State’s public schools.

Giving away offshore oil would be only the
opening move to a giveaway of the minerals
in public lands and the grasses of the west-
ern range—involving a grand total of more
than a trillion dollars. No wonder Perlman
called the offshore oil bill “the largest whole=
sale looting in history of national assets.”

If the United States recognized Texas and
Louisiana clalms to 10! miles seaward, it
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would be embarrassed in its efforts to pre=
serve the international convention of a 3-
mile limit. Other nations might retaliate
with extensions of their boundaries seaward
such as would endanger the freedom of the
seas, as the State Department has warned,

American States would be invited by the
terms of the pending resolution to extend
their borders seaward to the limits of their
imaginations. Texas has extended its claim
in advance to 150 miles. Senator Corpon of
Oregon, floor leader for the resolution, has
admitted that no one knows where the
coastal boundaries of the States were when
they were admitted into the Union.

There is no foreseeable end to the dispute
which this resolution would open up between
States and the Federal Government over the
contents of the seabed. An estimated &3
billion worth of sulfur is known to exist in
addition to.the oil and natural gas. Still
other valuable national assets as yet un-
known may be present. As the Supreme
Court said: “Today the controversy is over
oll. Tomorrow it may be over some other
substance or perhaps the bed of the ocean
itself.”

The Post-Dispatch has been in the battle
over offshore oil since it began in earnest
8 years ago. We sald on October 17, 1945,
that “against any effort to use our fighting
oil to any smaller purpose than the defense
of our Nation, the only course is to fight.”
Nothing has happened in the world to lend
that intention less urgency in the interven-
ing years, and much has happened to lend it
more.

The President ought to glve studious and
serious consideration to the accumulation
of logic which speaks against this measure.
He should not consider himself bound to
error by opinions expressed when by his own
admission he knew little of either the facts
or the law. He cannot want to give the color
of his signature to a quid pro guo of oil for
votes in Texas and California, which cast
their electoral ballots for him, and in Louisi-
ana, a traditionally Democratic State which
he narrowly lost to Governor Stevenson.

It is a decision of the gravest moment for
the Senate, and for the President as for the
Nation.

Mr., SPARKEMAN. Mr. President, I
yield the floor.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT TO VOTE ON
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 13

During the delivery of Mr. SPARKMAN'S
speech,

Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. President, I do
not wish to submit a unanimous-consent
request, but to suggest a procedural
point, which I think should have the
attention of the distinguished majority
leader at this time.

Earlier the majority leader expressed
the hope that it might be possible to
reach an agreement for a final vote on
Senate Joint Resolution 13. It is my
suggestion that an agreement might be
reached on some basis such as the
following:

First, that we proceed to consider
amendments which are now at the desk
and which are germane to the bill, and
to allow 2 hours to a side.

» Privately, I would express the hope
that the majority leader would be quite
lenient with Senators on this side as to
yielding a part of the time that might be
available to Senators on his side of the
question who do not wish to use the time
for a discussion of the joint resolution
itself, so that, in certain circumstances,
it might be possible to exceed somewhat
the 2-hour limitation. If that were done,
a vote might be had on Tuesday next,
May 5, at 2 p. m., which was, I believe,
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the date suggested earlier this morning.
We are happy to meet the majority
leader on the final date. We do not wish
to agree to a limitation of 1 hour to each
Senator, or something of that nature, but
would prefer to have 2 hours on an
amendment, with the hope that we might
expect some liberality in the yielding of
time by the other side.

I wish to point out to the majority
leader that steadfastly we who have been
opposed to the Holland joint resolution
have said that we would not prevent a
final vote. We have fought to the best
of our ability and have acted in good
faith. We still are acting in good faith.
We have said constantly that the final
vote would come; that we were not try-
ing to prevent it. We have been trying
to forewarn the American people as to
the provisions we think are bad in the
proposed legislation, and we wanted time
in which to discuss it with them. We
have discussed it, and we desire that the
people have a few more days in which
to reflect on the discussion.

If the distinguished majority leader
would present a unanimous-consent re-
quest, following this general outline,
which, I believe, would have to follow
a quorum call, there would be no objec-
tion, so far as I know, from any of the
Senators who have been opposing the
Holland joint resolution and have fa-
vored substitute measures.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I think the
proposal made by the Senator from New
Mexico is a fair one. I see no reason
why we should not proceed at once to
have a quorum call, if the Senator wishes
to have one. I shall prepare a unani-
mous-consent request. My understand-
ing of this suggestion is that we pro-
ceed to consider amendments now be-
fore the Senate, and that the debate on
those amendments shall not exceed 2
hours on each side; that at the con-
clusion of the debate on the amend-
ments, but not later than 2 o’clock p. m.
on May 5, the Senate shall proceed to
vote on the remaining amendments and
on the joint resolution. Is that a cor-
rect statement?

Mr. ANDERSON. That is correct. I
should say to the majority leader that I
do not wish to take advantage of the
courtesy of the Senator from Alabama
in yielding to me to try to take him off
the floor by having the time limitation
begin to run now,

Mr. TAFT. My suggestion was that
it should begin on Wednesday, April 29,
which would be tomorrow.

Mr, ANDERSON. I should be happy
to have it become effective when the
Senator from Alabama has concluded his
address.
toMr' TAFT. That would be satisfac-

ry.

Mr. LONG. Mr, Presidenf, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. TAFT. The Senator from New
Mexico has the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Alabama has the floor.

Mr. SPAREMAN. I understood that
I had yielded only temporarily, and
without'prejudice, in order to permit the
proposal of the Senator from New Mex-
ico to be stated.

Mr. FULBRIGHT and Mr. LONG ad~
dressed the Chair,

April 28

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from New Mexico yield; and,
if so, to whom?

Mr. ANDERSON., I yield first to the
Senator from Arkansas; but before do-
ing so I merely wish to say to the Presid-
ing Officer that I recognize that this is a
somewhat unusual proceeding, but I
thought we should discuss the problem
for a few minutes.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If I may have the
attention of the Senator from Ohio, I
should like to clarify one point. As I
understood the Senator, he referred to
amendments now before the Senate.

Mr. TAPT. I was merely using words
which I thought were used by the Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. ANDERSON. I did not wish to
limit the amendments to those now be-
fore the Senate. I was trying to state
a provision for germaneness, which
would apply to amendments that might
subsequently be submitted, namely, that
all amendments filed after the making of
the agreement shall be germane to the
subject.

Mr. TAFT. AsI understand the Sen-
ator's proposal, if by any chance the
allowance of 4 hours for each amend-
ment does not result in disposing of all
amendments by May 5, we shall, in any
event, vote on any amendments and the
joint resolution.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is correct.

Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, will
whichever Senator has the floor yield
to me?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. FREAR. With respect to the
amendments now being debated on the
floor, the Douglas amendments, after
the expiration of the time consumed by
the Senator from Alabama, there will
then be 4 hours of debate permitted on
them; will there not?

Mr. TAFT. I trust that much time
will not be necessary, but I see no reason
why it should not be permitted under the
agreement,

Mr. ANDERSON. I would say to the
Senator from Delaware that I do not
think it will be necessary, but it would
be permissible.

I wish to say to the distinguished ma-
jority leader that inadvertently I may
have left the impression that no other
amendments were to be offered. How-
ever, a few days ago, I discussed with the
distinguished Senator from Ohio the
germaneness provision. As to the
amendments now before the Senate, I do
not think the test of germaneness would
necessarily apply, but I think the test
would apply to amendments which may
subsequently be offered.

Mr, TAFT. With regard to the sug-
gestion as to the debate on May 5, that
the vote should be at 2 o'clock, does the
Senator propose to divide the time be-
tween the proponents and the oppo-
nents?

Mr. ANDERSON. I was hopeful that
the majority leader, in his unanimous-
consent request, might suggest that the
Senate meet at 12 o’clock and that, with-
out additional formalities, there should
be an hour allowed to each side. If he
desired a quorum call before the final
vote, that would carry the time a few
minutes beyond 2 o'clock. But without
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necessarily going into the number of
hours or the question of quorum calls,
we might proceed to have 1 hour of
final debate on each side. If the Sen-
ator from Ohio feels that the hour of
3 o'clock would be better, we are not
wedded to a particular hour.

Mr. TAFT. I think the proposal is
important enough so that if the Senator
from Alabama will yield for that pur-
pose, I will suggest the absence of a
quorum.

Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, will the
Senator from New Mexico yield to me
first?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. I should like to make a
brief statement. I think it is only fair to
our group and to the Senator from Ore-
gon to point out that we have held meet-
ings over a period of many days with
regard to a proposal for fixing a time to
vote. We intended ultimately to submit
to the majority leader in keeping with
the representations of speaker afier
speaker from the beginning of the pro-
longed debate on this question.

It was agreed in a meeting we held
this morning that I should briefly sum-
marize our position, as follows:

We have said from the beginning,
starting with the first day of the debate,
that we did not intend to follow a course
of action which would prevent an ulti-
mate vote on the joint resolution. We
did say that we believed that such a
dangerous measure to the public wel-
fare, a measure which sought to give
away billions of dollars of what we con-
sidered to be the natural oil resources
belonging to all the people of the coun-
iry, should not be voted upon quickly,
and not until there had been a thorough
discussion of the joint resolution, and
until the public had been alerted to what
we considered to be its dangerous impli-
cations,

Whether one examines the Douglas
speech, the Anderson speech, the Hill
speech, the Humphrey speech, the Gore
speech, the Fulbright speech, the Leh-
man speech, or any other speech deliv-
ered during the course of this debate by
the opponents of the measure, he will
find in the pages of the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp time and time again the state-
ment that the fundamental purpose
of this prolonged debate was to warn
and forewarn the American people as to
what we consider to be the dangerous
implications of the joint resolution from
the standpoint of protecting the public
interest and the public wealth in the
Nation’s natural resources.

It was agreed that when I took the
floor last Friday to make my long speech
I should follow a course of action which
we hoped would so dramatize the situa-
tion that the public would stop, look, and
listen with respect to the position taken
by the little band of liberals in opposi-
tion to the joint resolution.

As a group we had observed that, so
far as the press was concerned, by and
large the thunders of silence had
been leveled against the arguments of
those of us in opposition to the bill,
For the most part what the press was
doing was directing stories and attacks
against the individual Senators who were
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opposing this phase of the Eisenhower
program, which we think is so much
against the public interest.

We agreed in conferences that some-
thing ought to be done to dramatize the
situation; and I said so quite frankly
time and time again during the course of
the long speech which I made. In that
speech I said several times that, al-
though we were going to come eventu-
ally to a vote on the joint resolution,
we proposed to use the filibuster tech-
nique to prolong the debate until the
public would stop, look, and listen.

Every membeer of the little band of
liberals who has fought the joint reso-
lution can testify today that we have re-
ceived a reaction from the public which
satisfles us that the public is looking
and listening, and now analyzing, as it
never has before, the demerits of the
Jjoint resolution.

Satisfled that we have accomplished
the purpose we started out to accom-
plish, we now offer a terminal date for
the debate which in our opinion will give
the public adequate time between now
and May 5 to make clear its attitude
in regard to the joint resolution. I think
this is the best demonstration we could
make to the majority leader that we
meant it when we said throughout the
debate that we were acting in good faith.
We have acted in good faith; and we are
willing, on the basis of the record, to
take the issue to the political platforms
of America in 1954, in further contest
with the proponents of the joint reso-
lution, and let the people decide in 1954
whose point of view they prefer.

Mr. TAFT, Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON]
has the fioor.

Mr., TAFT. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yield to me for that purpose, I
should like to suggest the absence of a
quorum, Of course, I have no right to
call for a quorum unless the Senator
from Alabama [(Mr. SpaREMaN] will yield
for that purpose.

Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. President, I
yield the floor back to the Senator from
Alabama.

Mr. SPAREMAN. Mr. President, if
my right to continue in possession of the
floor after the procedure following the
quorum call is concluded is not in any
way prejudiced, nor my right to com-
plete the speech I have started, which I
do not think will require very long, I
shall be very glad to yield for the pur=-
pose of suggesting the absence of a quo-~
rum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the Senator from Alabama
yielding with the understanding he has
stated? The Chair hears none,

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will ecall the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Alken Butler, Md. Cordon
Anderson Butler, Nebr, Daniel
Barrett yrd Dirksen
Beall Capehart Douglas
Bennett Carlson Duff
Ericker Case Dworshak
Bridges Clements Ellender
Bush Cooper Ferguson

Flanders Eefauver Pa;
Frear Eennedy Potyx
Fulbright Kllgore Purtell
George Enowland Robertson
Gillette Euchel Russell
.Goldwater Langer Baltonstall
Gore Lehman Schoeppel
Green Long Smathers
Griswold Magnuson Smith, Maine
Hayden Malone Smith, N. J.
Hendrickson Mansfield Smith, N. C,
Hennings Martin Sparkman
giﬁkenloopar gn(y:bank Stennis
cCarran Symington
Hoey McCarthy Taft
Holland McOlellan Thye
Hunt Millikin Tobey
Ives Monroney Watkins
Jackson Morse Welker
Jenner Mundt Wiley
Johnson, Colo, Murray Willlams
Johnson, Tex. Neely Young
Johnston, 8, C. Pastore

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GRriS=
woip in the chair). A quorum is
present.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I par-
ticularly invite the attention of the Sen-
ator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON]
and the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morse] to the request I am about to
make,

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con=
sent, with reference to Joint Resolution
13, that, beginning at the eonclusion of
the address of the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. SpargkmMaN], the Senate proceed to
the consideration of amendments to the
joint resolution as presented, the de-
bate on each amendment to be limited to
4 hours, the time to be divided equally
between the proposer of the amendment
and the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Cor-
poN]; that a final vote be taken on the
joint resolution and on all remaining
amendments beginning at 2 p. m. on May
5, the time on May 5 to be divided equal-
ly between the proponents of the joint
resolution, to be controlled by the Sen-
ator from Oregon [Mr. Corponl], for 1
hour, and by the opponents of the joint
resolution, to be controlled by the Sen-
ator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON],
for 1 hour; amendments filed after the
making of this agreement o be germane
to the said joint resolution.

Does that state substantially the sug=
gestion of the Senator from New Mexico?
Or does he have any suggested amend-
ments to offer?

Mr. ANDERSON. I would suggest that
the time of the opponents be controlled
by the ranking member of the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs, the
Senator from Montana [Mr. MURRAY].

Mr. TAFT. The Senator from New
Mexico would prefer to have the Sen-
ator from Montana [Mr. MURRAY] con=
trol the time in opposition to the joint
resolution, instead of himself?

Mr. ANDERSON. That is correct.

Mr. TAFT. I make that change in the
request.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
should also like to say to the Senator
from Ohio that while I would not ask
that it be incorporated in the unani-
mous-consent agreement, we should like
to ask the majority leader to fry to avoid
so far as possible, any votes tomorrow
afternoon. Some of us are confronted
with a very difficult problem with re-
spect to tomorrow afternoon, and would
like to avoid any votes at tliat time. Of
course, the debate could proceed on any
amendment tomorrow, but without
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bringing it to a vote tomorrow after-
noon. I appreciate that it may be dif-
ficult for the distinguished majority
leader to arrange it, and I am only sug-
gesting that to do so would simplify our
situation.

Mr. TAFT. AllIcan say is that I cer-
tainly shall be disposed to accommodate
the Senator and his colleagues. If de-
bate on an amendment should come to
an end, the Senate could always proceed
to consider another amendment, and
then vote on both amendments on the
" following day, or make some other pro-
vision, such as, for example, that after
the debate is completed to proceed by
unanimous consent to reach such agree-
ment as is necessary.

Mr. ANDERSON. I will say to the
distinguished majority leader that there
are four of us who have made plans for
tomorrow afternoon. Some of the Sen-
ators were not extremely anxious that
the unanimous-consent request be put in
exactly the language in which it was
put. The only reason it was finally
agreed to in that language was because
I thought I could ask the distinguished
majority leader to hold off votes tomor-
row afternoon, if possible. Of course,
the debate could proceed without inter-
ruption. However, I do not want to
include my request in the unanimous-
consent agreement.

Mr. TAFT. Will the Senator from
New Mexico agree that the unanimous-
consent agreement shall extend also to
the substitution of the pending joint res-
olution for the House bill and sending
the whole matter to the House?

Mr. ANDERSON. That would be very
agreeable.

Mr. TAFT. I add that provision to
the unanimous-consent request.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I
should like to make certain that the
unanimous-consent request under the
term “amendment” includes a substi-
tute for the pending joint resolution,
which I expect to offer.

Mr. TAFT. I consider the term
“amendment” to clearly include a sub-
stitute. In other words, a substitute is
an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, does
the proposed unanimous-consent agree-
ment contemplate that a Senator in
charge of time for debate may delegate
such authority to another Senator?

Mr. TAFT. Of course, that can always
be arranged. If a Senator wishes to
leave the floor, he may ask another Sen-
ator to act for him.

Mr. CORDON. There are several ap-
propriation matters that must receive
our attention.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the distinguished majority
leader tell the Senate, in the event the
unanimous-consent request is agreed to,
what his plans are for the remainder of
the week?

Mr. TAFT. My plans would be to
have the Senate meet every day from 12
to 6, in the usual manner, in the hope
that we may conclude our consideration
of the amendments. If we could not get
through with the amendments, while
providing adequate time for debate, we
could stay in session longer, in order to
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give proponents of amendments adequate
time to present their case fully.

The same situation would apply to next
Monday. On Monday we could hold a
session all day and perhaps even Mon-
day evening, if necessary.

It has been suggested that we hold a
Saturday session; but I am sure we can
provide hours on other days that will be
sufficient to meet the requirements of
Senators.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, The Senator
from Texas has more than a slight in-
terest in the pending legislation; but I
should like to know what the majority
leader intends to take up following the
disposition of the pending joint resolu-
tion.

Mr., TAFT. The first thing would be
to take up the calendar, on which there
is quite serious accumulation of bills.
There are three or four controversial
measures, which may have to be taken
off the calendar. They are not meas-
ures which will take a long period of time
to consider. I hope at the earliest pos-
sible date the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
CorponN] will be able to report the bill
dealing with the Continental Shelf. An-
other bill to be taken up is the defense
production bill, which we should dis-
pose of as early as possible. That is all,
so far as I know, although before that
time undoubtedly we will have before
us an appropriation bill. We have a
small appropriation hill, a supplemental
appropriation bill, which is almost ready
for consideration. Then we shall have

the first main appropriation bill ready

for consideration.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. So far as
next week is concerned, can I under-
stand that it is the majority leader's
plan to call the calendar and then take
up any appropriation bill which may be
available, and that he will have in re-
serve the Continental Shelf bill and the
defense production-control bill.

Mr. TAFT. I doubt very much that
during next week we shall reach any-
thing except a large number of the mis-
cellaneous matters which have accu-
mulated.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Ohio yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Ohio yield to the Sen-
ator from New York?

Mr. TAFT. 1 yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. I am the Senator who
suggested to the distinguished majority
leader that, if necessary, we hold a ses-
sion the coming Saturday. I do not
make that request as a part of the pro-
posed unanimous-consent agreement, of
course; but I desire to express the hope
that the majority leader will make it
possible for Senators who wish to speak
on pending amendments on Saturday,
and who are prevented from doing so,
to have an opportunity to speak at some
other time, because there are a number
of amendments, and I believe all Sen-
ators should have an opportunity to de-
bate them.

Mr,. TAFT. Yes. Asa matter of fact,
if Senators are not disposed to suggest
the absence of a quorum on Saturday,
we shall have a Saturday session, so that
Senators may present various matters
which they may wish to present.

April 28

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest as proposed? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

The unanimous-consent request as en=
tered, and as subsequently reduced to
writing, is as follows:

Ordered, That during the further consid-
eration of Senate Joint Resolution 13, the
so-called Submerged Lands Act, effective
upon the conclusion of the speech of Mr,
SparkMAN, debate upon any amendment,
motion, or appeal, that may be pending or
that may be proposed to the said joint reso-
lution shall be limited to not exceeding 4
hours, to be equally divided and controlled
by the mover of any such amendment and
Mr. CornoN, or a Senator designated by him:
Provided, That no amendment, submitted
and intended to be proposed subsequent to
the entering into of this agreement, that is
Lot germane to the subject matter of the
sald joint resolution shall be received.

Ordered further, That on Tuesday, May 5,
1953, the time between 12 noon and 2 p. m.
shall be equally divided between the propo-
nents and the opponents of the joint reso-
lution and controlled, respectively, by Mr.
CorDON, or & Senator designated by him, and
M. MuURRAY; and that any amendment
pending at saild hour of 2 o'clock, or there-
after proposed, shall be acted upon without
debate, as shall likewise the vote on the final
passage of the joint resolution,

Ordered further, That in the event of the
passage of the sald joint resolution, the Sen-
ate shall immediately proceed, without de-
bate, to the consideration of H. R. 4198, the
corresponding House bill, that it be deemed
to be amended by striking out all after the
enacting clause and inserting in lieu thereof
the text of Senate Joint Resolution 13, as
amended, with the exception that in lieu of
the words "joint resolution”, wherever they
appear therein, the word “act” shall be sub-
stituted; that the engrossment of the amend-
ment and the third reading of the bill, as
amended, shall be deemed to be ordered,
that a vote be taken without debate on the
final passage of the said bill; that in the
event of the passage of the bill the title be
appropriately amended, and the vote on the
passage of the Senate joint resolution be
deemed to be reconsidered and that it be
postponed indefinitely.

EXTENSION OF DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA EMERGENCY RENT ACT
OF 1951

During the delivery of Mr, SPARKMAN’S
speech,

Mr. CASE. Mr. President——

Mr. SPAREMAN. Mr. President, the
distinguished Senator from South Da-
kota [Mr, Case]l has an urgent matter
which he would like to lay before the
Senate. I shall be glad to yield to him
for that purpose, provided I may do so
without losing my right to the floor.

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

Mr. CASE, Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
the District of Columbia be discharged
from the further consideration of Senate
bill 1767, providing for extension of the
Distriet of Columbia Emergency Rent
Act of 1951, and that the bill be imme-
diately considered by the Senate.

I also ask that any discussion of this
mater be limited to not to exceed 30
minutes, and I hope it will not take more
than 30 seconds,
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hill
will be read by title, for the information
of the Senate.

The CriEr CLERK. A bill (8. 1767) to
amend and extend the provisions of the
District of Columbia Emergency Rent
Act of 1951.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia will be discharged
from further consideration of the bill.

Is there objection to the request of
the Senator from South Dakota for the
immediate consideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill (8. 1767)
to amend and extend the provisions of
the District of Columbia Emergency Rent
Act of 1951.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota is recognized.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, this bill
merely changes, in the District of Co-
lumbia rent control law, the date
“April 30, 1953” to “July 31, 1953,” so as
to conform to the provisions of the na-
tional rent control bill which was passed
by the Senate on .Saturday. The bill
now before the Senate simply gives the
people of the District of Columbia the
same right that already has been extend-
ed to the people of the rest of the Nation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are
there amendments to be proposed to the

bill? If there are no amendments to be

proposed, the question is on the engross-
ment and third reading of the bill.

The bill (S. 1767) was ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted etc., That section 1 (b) of
the District of Columbia Emergency Rent
Act of 1951, as amended, is hereby amended
by striking “April 30, 1953" and inserting in
lieu thereof “July 31, 1953.”

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator from Alabama for his courtesy.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the various in-
terruptions which have occurred be
printed in the ReEecorp following my
speech. By so doing, I assume that the
interruptions will not result in breaking
the continuity of my presentation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No, but
they will redound to the credit of the
Senator from Alabama.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I thank the Chair.
I assume that the interruptions will ap-
pear in the Recorp following the conclu-
sion of my speech.

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

SAN JACINTO—THE LEGACY OF
FREEDOM

During the delivery of Mr. SPARKMAN’S
speech,

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Alabama
yield for an insertion in the Recorp, in-
cluding a statement not to exceed 2
minutes, with the understanding that he
will not lose his rights to the floor?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, with
the understanding that I do not prejudice
my rights to the floor I shall be very glad
to yield to the distinguished Senator
from Texas,
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Pur=
TELL in the chair). Is there objection to
the request? The Chair hears none, and
the Senator from Texas may proceed.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, the quality of true eloguence is
rare. When it is combined with states-
manship, vision, capacity, and integrity,
a man is produced who is a blessing to
his Nation.

Such a man is Fritz Lanham, my good
friend and former Representative from
Fort Worth.

Fritz Lanham is a scholar with a deep
and penetrating grasp of the significance
of history. He has devoted that scholar-
ship to the service of his country. His
ability and his patriotism are attested by
a lifetime of achievement.

On Sunday, Fritz Lanham delivered
an address before a meeting of the Texas
State Society in celebration of San
Jacinto Day. He traced the course of
the decisive Battle of San Jacinto and
its significance to America. So forceful
and eloquent were his remarks that they
drew the praise of the President of the
United States who was present as a guest
of the society.

This is an address worthy of the atten-
tion of the members of the Senate,
Therefore, Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent to have it printed in the
body of the RECORD.

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

In appreciative recognition of an anniver-
sary of the Battle of San Jacinto, we are
gathered, unavoidably somewhat belatedly,
to meditate upon the glories of that en-
gagement and the establishment of that
independence which & few brave men at old
Washington on the Brazos had so firmly and
boldly declared. We are sponsoring, there-
fore, an occasion which stimulates the pa-
trigtic purposes of our hearts and which
impels us in grateful remembrance to cherish
Ban Jacinto as a milepost for our guidance
in loyal service to a State and a Nation be-
yond compare.

We are signally honored in that we &re
permitted to greet with enthusiastic wel-
come and pride a native son of the Lone
Star State whose eminent worth has exalted
him to grace the highest office Americans
can bestow. He shares with us the glorious
heritage of two great Republics, two trans-
cendent histories of heroic achievement, and
the consequent double measure of devotion
to our united country which that resplend-
ent heritage so plainly prompts. And, with
no thought of disparagement to a beloved
sister State, we are pleased to bear in mind
that he was taken from the Lone Star borders
when he himself was entirely too young
for that departure to have been a matter of
his own determination.

Today we are doubly grateful that the
lovely First Lady of the Land is also our
honored guest.

In its enduring significance, San Jacinto
has taken its place among the outstanding
battles of history. Few and worn with fa-
tigue were the dauntless patriots Sam Hous-
ton then so sagaciously led as against over-
whelming odds they won their momentous
victory. And it was the memory of another

_of freedom's shrines that urged them on and

furnished their spurring battle cry. *“Re=-
member the Alamo,” they shouted as they
met and triumphantly routed the oncoming
l;vordt.es of that self-styled Napoleon of the
est.
The Alamo. The stirring preface to San
Jacinto. And what inspiring memories it
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awakens. I doubt if in the annals of Ameri-
can history can be found a document com-
parable in patriotic zeal to the immortal
letter Travis wrote from that beleaguered
mission., Every Texan should commit to
memory its hallowed lines, appropriately ad-
dressed to all Americans in the world. Let
us contemplate its unparalleled appeal:

“Fellow citizens and compatriots: I am
besieged by a thousand or more of the Mex-
icans under Santa Anna. I have sustained
a continued bombardment for 24 hours and
have not lost a man. The enemy has de-
manded a surrender at discretion, otherwise
the garrison is to be put to the sword if the
fort is taken. I have answered the summons
with a cannon shot, and our flag still waves
proudly from the walls. I shall never sur-
render nor retreat.

“Then I call on you, in the name of liberty,
of patriotism, and everything dear to the
American character, to come to our aid with
all dispatch. The enemy is receiving reen-
forcements daily, which will no doubt in-
crease to three or four thousand in 4 or 5
days. Though this call may be neglected,
I am determined to sustain myself as long as
possible and to die like a soldier who never
forgets what is due his own honor and that
of his country, Victor or death.”

‘When we meditate upon those words, at-
tested in their sincerity by the lives of the
little band within those walls, it is enough
to make our blood tingle with pride as it
courses through our veins that we may say,
*“This is our own, our Texas land.”

What is the lesson of liberty which those
Texas conflicts teach? Clearly it is distinc-
tively American. They who perished at the
Alamo, they who battled so valiantly at San
Jacinto, hailed from every State of the
American Union as it then existed. To our
Texas shores then came and since have come
the sons and daughters of the North, the
South, the East, and the West. They have
brought with them the literary culture of
the East, the hustle and bustle of the West,
the commercial genius of the North, and the
proverbial chivalry and hospitality of the
South. And there through the natural proc-
esses of attrition they have worn the rough
edges from their natures and acquired the
graces of the cosmopolitan American.

It is this accomplishment which charac-
terizes the Texan wherever he may have been
born., He is not sectional in his spirit or
provineial in his vision of life. Indeed, from
the beginning Texas has been a veritable
American melting pot, and from it has come
that product of which we may be so justly
proud: the typical, stalwart, upstanding
Texan, true to the legacy of San Jacinto and
the Alamo, devoted without stint to the pres-
ervation and promotion of the blessings of
liberty for which our fathers so coura=-
geously and successfully fought.

‘What, then, today are the duties and re-
sponsibilities devolving upon us as appre-
ciative successors of the illustrious herces
whose memory we so appropriately honor?
Surely it behooves both you and me to have
and, when necessity requires, to manifest
the vision of Austin, the resolution of Hous-
ton, the courage of Travis, the persistence
of Crockett, the learning of Lamar, and the
patriotism of them all.

Ban Jacinto and Yorktown. Two hal-
lowgd battlegrounds of freedom's triumphs,
the treasured shrines of two great Repub-
lies now happily joined in one united coun-
try with one Constitution and one common
destiny, Our country. The best expressions
of pen or tongue or brush can never fully
portray its sublimity or its grandeur. So
revered by us its history and its heroes, so
filled our Texan hearts with gratitude for
its double heritage, that no artist can paint
our picture of it, no poet can pen our paean
to it, no orator can bespeak our devotion
for it. It is our country. We love it. God
bless it.
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Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I thank the Senator from Alabama
for his courtesy.

Mr. SPAREKMAN. I am very glad to
yield for the purpose of allowing the dis-
tinguished Senator from Texas to insert
in the REcorp a speech delivered by for-
mer Representative Lanham, with whom
1 had the pleasure of serving in the House
of Representatives, along with the Sen-
ator from Texas. I certainly agree with
everything he said about that wise man.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I thank the
Senator.

TITLE TO CERTAIN SUBMERGED
LANDS

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 13) to
confirm and establish the titles of the
States to lands beneath navigable waters
within State boundaries and to the nat-
ural resources within such lands and
waters, and to provide for the use and
control of said lands and resources.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, I make
the point of order that no quorum is
present.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Becretary will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll,
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

Alken Green McClellan
Anderson Griswold Millikin
Barrett Hayden Monroney
Beall Hendrickson  Morse
Bennett Hennings Mundt
Bricker Hickenlooper Murray
Bridges Hil Neely
Bush Hoey Pastore
Butler, Md. Holland Payne
Butler, Nebr. Hunt Potter
Byrd Ives Purtell
Jackson Robertson
Carlson Jenner Russell
Case Johnson, Colo. Saltonstall
Clements Johnson, Tex. Schoeppel
Cooper Johnston, 8. C. Smathers
Cordon Kefauver Smith, Maine
Daniel EKennedy Smith, N. J.
Dirksen Kilgore Smith, N. C
Douglas Enowland Sparkman
Duff Kuchel Stennis
Dworshak Langer Symington
Ellender Lehman Taft
Ferguson Long Thye
Flanders Magnuson Tobey
Frear Malone Watkins
Fulbright Mansfield Welker
George Martin Wiley
Gillette Maybank Willlams
Goldwater McCarran Young
Gore McCarthy
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr., WAT-
EINs in the chair), A quorum is present.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. DoucLas] to the committee
amendment to Senate Joint Resolution
13. On this question the yeas and na
have been ordered. .

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, as I
understand, under the unanimous-con-
sent agreement arrived at earlier %ﬁ
day control of the time begins at
juncture.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. CORDON. As I understand, 2
hours are allowed for the proponents
of an amendment and 2 hours for those
in opposition to an amendment. As to
the amendment now before the Senate,
I understand from the proposer of the
amendment, the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. DoucLas], that it is his plan to make
one presentation only in favor of this
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amendment. I do not see the Senator
from Illinois in the Chamber. I think
he will return in just a moment.

The Senator from Oregon has received
no requests for time on the side of the
opposition to the Douglas amendment.
Therefore, the Senator from Oregon
states that, so far as he is concerned, he
will make a brief statement, and, on the
assumption that there will be no further
presentation on the other side after the
presentation by the Senator from Illinois,
the Senator from Oregon will be pre-
pared to yield the remainder of the time.
In that case we may assume that we
can reach a vote on the pending amend-
ment yet this afternoon. I shall dis-
cuss the matter further when the Sen-
ator from Illinois returns to the Cham-
ber, so that the Senate may be fully
advised.

Mr. DOUGLAS entered the Chamber,

Mi. CORDON. The Senator from Ill-
inois has just returned to the Chamber.
I will state again, for the benefit of the
Senator from Illinois, my understand-
ing of the situation. I understand that
he has an arrangement with the Sen-
ator from Montana [Mr. MUrRraY], who
controls the time on the other side with
respect to the joint resolution itself, that
there will be only one presentation in
favor of the amendment. That pres-
entation will be made by the Senator
from Illinois, and will require between
20 and 30 minutes.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I hope to make it
just as brief as possible in order that
we may push for a vote tonight on it,
and on other amendments as well.

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, since
that is the case, and since the Senator
from Illinois is the proposer of the
amendment, I believe that the Senator
from Oregon should state to the Senate
information that ought to be before the
Senate. Then, with the rebuttal that
will come from the Senator from Illi-
nois, the discussion of the amendment
will be closed and the issue ready for a
vote.

ARBITRARY 3-MILE BOUNDARY SOUGHT

Mr. President, the situation in which
we find ourselves with the proposed
amendment which was introduced yes-
terday by the Senator from Illinois, for
himself and the Senator from New Mex-
ico [Mr. AnpErson], is substantially as
follows: There are certain minor
changes proposed to be made to Senate
Joint Resolution 13 as reported, the net
result of which would be that an arbi-
trary 3-mile limit would be established,
rather than to follow the philosophy of
the joint resolution itself. The resolu-
tion provides that the limit be the stat-
utory boundary with which a State en-
tered the Union, or as such boundary
may have been subsequently approved by
an act of the Congress. There were
certain modifications which I previously
explained to the Senate, and which I
shall not repeat at this time. That is
the substance of the changes in Senate
Joint Resolution 13 itself which the pro-
posed amendment would make. The
amendment in essence is an attempt to
breathe life into the dead. --

Yesterday the Senate, by the rather
conclusive vote of 56 to 33, laid on the
table the Anderson amendment and with
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it the Hill amendment. By the accept-
ance on the part of the Senator from
New Mexico, the Hill amendment had
become a part of the Anderson amend-
ment.

In the pending amendment it is sought
to revive the Anderson amendment, to
make it applicable to that portion of
the Continental Shelf outside the 3-mile
limit. Except for that change, the pro-
posed Douglas amendment is the Ander-
son-Hill measure, which was laid on the
table yesterday.

Some other, and minor, changes would
be made. These proposed changes are of
no consequence so far as the meat of the
amendment is concerned, although I call
attention to one of them, because it
shows, as does the balance of the amend-
ment, that the committee’s action in the
first instance is the action which today
should be upheld and why this amend-
ment proposed by the Senator from Illi-
nois should be defeated.

LEGAL QUESTIONS AS TO OUTER SHELF

Mr. President, it will be recalled that
the committee reported it was eliminat-
ing from the proposed legislation all pro-
visions concerning development of the
outer Continental Shelf, because the
committee had found, in attempting to
draft an amendment to the Senate Joint
Resolution 13 as introduced for the outer
shelf, that there were very many and
very serious legal questions involved.
These problems should be solved before
legislation involving that area is sub-
mitted to Congress for enactment, the
committee felt.

Those questions still exist, and they
have had no answer either in the original
Anderson bill or in this newly tailored
Anderson bill, with the new look.

On page 9 of the report filed by the
Senate Interior Committee on Senate
Joint Resolution 13 there appears this
language:

It must follow that the interest of the
United States is, from a national and an in-
ternational standpoint, politically and legal-
ly, sui generis. What Federal laws are ap-
plicable, what should apply?

I invite attention to these questions,
because they are questions which both-
ered the committee.

What Federal laws are applicable, what
should apply?

There is no answer to that question in
Senator DoucLAs’ proposed amendment.

In what court, where situated, does juris-
diction lie or where should it be placed?

We have no answer to either of these
questions in the proposed amendment,
They are serious questions, and they
must have an answer. Another ques-
tion is:

Should new Federal law be enacted where
existing statutes are wholly inadequate?

We look to the proposed amendment
in vain for an answer.

Or should the laws of abutting States be
made applicable?

Evidently the answer is in the nega-
tive, because nothing is said about it in
that field.

Then I call attention to this state-
ment:

The n ity for answering these ques-
tions is clear, when we take note of the fact
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that the full development of the estimated
values of the shelf area will require the ef-
forts and the physical presence of thousands
of workers on fixed structures in the shelf
area. Industrial accidents, accidental death,
peace, and order—these and many other
problems and situations need and must have
legislative attention.

Mr. President, there is nothing in the
proposed amendment which takes care
of any of those manifest legislative
needs. There is nothing whatever in
the amendment with respect to that
point.

That is the amendment. It does what
many opponents of Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 13 have many times charged the
joint resolution does. The Douglas
amendment does nothing in this wide
world but provide a method of validating
Jeases held by the oil companies and the
oil operators on the outer Continental
Shelf, and makes arrangements for them
to get more leases. That is all.
AMENDMENT ORIGINALLY INTENDED

INTERIM OPERATIONS

One could say the amendment is one
for the oil monopolists. I do not say
that. It was not so intended. I know
it was not so intended. It was intended
by its original author to provide an in-
terim method of keeping production
going in the outer continental area, and
I am not going fo attribute to the Sena-
tor from New Mexico or any of those who
are supporting the measure any other
thought or idea or purpose than to do
that one thing, namely, to provide in-
terim operation of the oil areas and to
provide for further exploration.

However, the language of the amend-
ment itself would provide a sound basis
for saying that it was written solely for
the purpose of protecting those oil in-
terests. One could say it on the face of
the amendment. That could not be said
with reference to Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 13.

I hope that we may get a little credit
for restraint in this matter, and for re-
stricting our discussion to the facts in
the matter, at least in this particular
debate.

LAW MORE IMPORTANT THAN HASTE

Mr. President, it is important that we
do have law which will apply to this
outer shelf. Such law is more impor-
tant than is the validation of these
leases so precipitantly. Such law is
more important than the granting of
new exploratory leases at this time, be=
fore we have prepared the kind of legis-
lation which the committee indicated it
would prepare. This legislation will
have to be new law to care for the new
situation. With respect to what laws
now apply or might apply to the outer
shelf, the committee’s acting chairman
has had two different exploratory groups
at work on the problem for the past
2 weeks.

NEEDS OF WORKERS NOT MET

Legislation for the outer shelf will give
consideration to the needs of thousands
of working people who are not the peo-
ple who sit in counting rooms or the
people who have money or the top-level
industrialists in oil operations. The
people to which I refer are the ordinary
working folks who are living by the sweat
of their brows. They have a right to

ONLY FOR
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consideration here, but they have not
had it in any of the measures proposed
to us as yet.

It has never occurred to the Senator
from New Mexico, seemingly—and I re-
gret that he is not now in the Cham-
ber—that at this time no body of law of
any kind or character is applicable to
the outer Continental Shelf. There is
none. I can understand that that
thought might not occur to him, for I
say frankly that it did not occur to me
until I was charged with the obligation
of bringing before the Senate soundly
considered proposed legislation in this
particular field.

When I sought to fulfill that obliga-
tion, I found that the problem was a
larger one than seemingly anyone had
considered. That is why the committee
did not bring in a title III providing for
development of the outer shelf. In my
view, the unsolved problems I have
touched upon briefly are the reasons
why there should be no legislation re-
specting the outer shelf until there can
be adequate knowledge and considera-
tion upon which to base sound and com-
plete legislation.

Mr. HENDRICESON. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Oregon yield to
me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Oregon yield to the Sen-
ator from New Jersey?

. Mr. CORDON. I yield for a ques-
ion.

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Am I correct
in understanding that it is the intention
of the committee to report at this session
proposed legislation to deal with the
Continental Shelf?

Mr. CORDON. The answer is defi-
nitely yes.

I will say further that the proposed
legislation will be reported to the Sen-
ate as soon as possible, and in any event
within 2 weeks from the final disposition
of the particular joint resolution now
before us.

I had hoped to have a measure ready
by this time. Had it not been for the
intervention of duties with the Appro-
priations Committee, perhaps I could
have had a bill ready by now, although
the problem is more difficult than ap-
peared at first.

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Oregon yield for
another question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Oregon yield to the
Senator from New Jersey?

Mr. CORDON. I yield for a question,

Mr. HENDRICESON. Is the dis-
tinguished Senator from Oregon, who is
in charge of the pending legislation,
aware that I submitted to the commit-
tee amendments which involve, in es-
sence, the same basic principles that are
involved in the present Douglas amend-
ments?

Mr. CORDON. Irecall that very well.

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Have those
amendments received due consideration
at the hands of the committee?

Mr. CORDON. I recall very well the
proposed amendment submitted by the
distinguished Senator from New Jersey.
However, the primary need now is to de-
termine specifically what existing law of
the United States may be made applica=
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ble to the outer shelf area, by reference,
and the extent to which perhaps other
law' that will be peculiar to that area
must be drafted.

The basic proposition the Senator has
in his amendment, and the one the Sen-
ator from New Mexico has in his amend-
ment, and the one the House has in their
amendments, will, of course, be the basis
for the new legislation.

Mr. HENDRICEKSON. I thank the
distinguished Senator from Oregon.

Mr. ATKEN, Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oregon yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Doesthe
Senator from Oregon yield to the Sena=
tor from Vermont?

Mr. CORDON. I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. I think the Senator from
Oregon has partially answered the ques-
tion I wish to ask, which is this: What
will be the tenor of the bill dealing with
the Continental Shelf, which the Sena-
tor from Oregon expects to have report-
ed to the Senate within the next 2 weeks?
‘Will it deal with the disposal of the in-
come or the ownership or with establish-
ing boundaries, or just what will be pro-
vided by the bill relating to the Conti-
nental Shelf?

Mr. CORDON. Under the bill, the
funds will be placed in the Treasury of
the United States as general revenue,
The bill will follow, I say very frankly—
and I am sorry the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] is not present at
this time—the general outline of the An-
derson bill itself, S. 107, There will have
to be changes because of the conditions
of which the bill does not take cogni-
zance. The same basic principle is in-
volved in the bill of the Senator from
Texas [Mr, DANIEL],

LEASING AND "“HOUSEKEEPING"” LEGISLATION TO
BE PROVIDED

Of necessity, the new measure will
contain provision for the validation of
existing leases. I say that will be done
of necessity; and, of course, in justice
and in fair dealing, it should be done,
The new bill will provide for the grant-
ing of new leases by the Secretary of the
Interior on areas not now under lease.

The bill will provide for revocation of
the present Executive order, in whole;
I refer to the Executive order which
purports to establish the entire Conti=-
nental Shelf as a naval petroleum re-
sServe.

The bill will then provide the neces-
sary housekeeping legislation for an area
that is completely new in concept in the
political and legal history of this world.

Those will be the major changes over
the several types of proposed legisla-
tion which have been submitted or in-
troduced on this floor from time to time.

Mr. AIKEN. Will the Senator from
Oregon yield for another question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Oregon yield again to the
Senator from Vermont?

Mr. CORDON. I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. Will the bill which it is
proposed to report to the Senate—I re-
fer to the proposed bill to deal with the
Continental Shelf—preclude any State
from undertaking to extend its bound-
aries outward into the Continental Shelf
in the future?

Mr. CORDON. It will contain the
same statement that appears in Senate
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Joint Resolution 13, where the state-
ment appears in a negative form, solely
because we did not care to have a pdrtial
title III. If a new subject had been gone
into, a title IIT would have been needed.

The bill will provide for the sole juris-
diction and control of the outer Conti-
nental Shelf by the United States of
America—period.

Mr. AIKEN. Do I correctly under-
stand that the bill will provide for the
disposal of the income which may be re-
ceived from leases in the Continental
Shelf, and will provide for having 100
percent of that income go into the United
States Treasury alone?

Mr. CORDON. That is correct.

Mr. AIKEN. Ithank the Senator from
Oregon.

Mr. DANIEL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Oregon yield to the Sena-
tor from Texas?

Mr. CORDON. I shall yield in & mo-
ment, Mr. President. In my opinion, it is
the present view of the Senate, as I sense
jt—and I may say that my view has al=-
ways been so—that the individual States
have no rights, as such, in any part of
the outer Continental Shelf. The only
way there could be any State participa-
tion in that area would be in the event
it were deemed advisable to “farm out,”
in a manner of speaking, by housekeep-
ing law part of the Continental Shelf to
a particular coastal State, and provide
that the State be paid a reasonable value
for governmental services rendered.
That is the position that has been taken
on the House side.

However, this body will have that mat-
ter clearly before it, I believe, by amend-
ments which in all probability will be
offered to the bill when introduced.

Mr. ATKEN. Then does the Senator
from Oregon believe that if the joint
resolution now before the Senate be-
comes law and if a bill which he evi-
dently hopes the committee will report
to the Senate——

Mr. CORDON. The committee will
report it——

Mr, AIKEN. In the near future also
becomes law, the two bills will establish
definitely the limits of the coastal States
in their seaward boundaries?

Mr. CORDON. Absolutely.

Mr. AIKEN, I thank the Senator
from Oregon.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oregon yield to me for a
question?

Mr. CORDON. I ask the Senator from
Minnesota to wait a moment please.
Previously I promised to yield to the
Senator from Texas [Mr. Dawnier]. I
hope Senators will be able to make their
questions brief, and I shall try to make
my answers as brief as possible, so we
shall be able to conclude this evening.

Now I yield to the Senator from Texas.

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I ask the
Senator from Oregon if it is not true that
all the members of the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs have stated
that they will not advocate that the
States be given any title or ownership
beyond the boundaries that existed at the
time the States entered the Union or as
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heretofore approved by Congress, as
stated in the Holland joint resolution?

Mr. CORDON. That is correct.

Mr. DANIEL. Those who would rep-
resent that the State of Texas is trying
to obtain ownership beyond our 3-league
boundary as it existed at the time when
it entered the Union are not stating the
facts in the matter, are they? -

Mr. CORDON. No such purpose was
indicated in the hearings; and, particu-
larly, no such purpose was indicated in
the executive sessions which the com-
mittee has had printed, and which are
available for reading by all who desire to
read them.

Mr. DANIEL. I should like to ask an-
other question: Is it not true that those
who support the Holland joint resolution
will be participating in the first congres-
sional declaration—it is contained in sec-
tion 9, on page 20—that all of the natu-
ral resources of the outer Continental
Shelf beyond the area covered by the
Holland joint resolution appertain to the
United States and are subject to its ju=
risdiction and control?

Mr. CORDON. That is correct.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oregon yield to me for a
question?

Mr. THYE. Mr. President——

Mr. CORDON. I yield now to the
Senator from Minnesota, who previously
asked that I yield to him.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I should
like to ask the following question: The
statement just made by the Senator
from Oregon is in accordance with the
first explanation of the Holland joint
resolution he made when he presented
it to the Senate in the statement he
then made; is it not?

Mr. CORDON. Exactly.

Mr. THYE. So no new proposal is
being made here, in the case of the pend-
ing joint resolution; is that correct?

Mr. CORDON. The only new proposal
being made here in this amendment is
the attempt to bring back into being
the Anderson bill with the Hill amend-
ment, which were laid on the table yes-
terday.

Mr. THYE. They are to be brought
back into being? -

Mr. CORDON. Yes.

Mr. THYE. In new proposed legisla-
tion?

Mr. CORDON. The amendments now
being debated would do that.

Mr. THYE. But the statement by the
Senator from Oregon that the commit-
tee will report another bill is not a new
stand on the part of the committee, is it?

Mr, CORDON. It is not.

Mr. THYE. The present stand of the
committee is exactly the same as the
stand the committee took when the sen-
ior Senator from Oregon [Mr. CorDON]
reported the original Senate Joint Reso-
lution 13; is that correct?

Mr. CORDON. That is correct.

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

Mr. CORDON. I yield to the Senator
from South Dakota, for a question.

Mr. CASE. Referring to the state-
ment made by the distinguished Senator
from Texas relative to the fact that none
of the States were claiming anything be-
yond their historic boundaries, how do
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those who defend the pending measure
as now written get around the fact that,
under the act of February 20, 1811, when
the Territory of Orleans was authorized
to form a State, the boundary of the new
State of Louisiana was described as
“thence along the middle of said river,”
and so forth, “to the Gulf of Mexico;
thence by line of the said gulf to the
place of beginning?”

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, the
question is entirely irrelevant to the ques-
tion asked by the Senator from Texas
and answered by the Senator from Ore-
gon. If the Senator will read the pend-
ing measure, Senate Joint Resolution 13,
he will find the answer. The Senator
from Oregon cannot now turn aside to
go into that matter which is now an-
cient history, and—I am sorry—does not
propose to do so, because he does not
have the time, and because he wants to
continue on the pending amendment.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Oregon yield to the Sena-
tor from South Dakota?

Mr. CORDON. I yield to the Sena-
tor from South Dakota, for a question.

Mr. CASE. The Senator from South
Dakota has read Senate Joint Resolution
13, and, as nearly as he can understand
from a reading of the measure and the
statements made by Senators defending
the bill, it is proposed that the State of
Louisiana shall obtain an area within the
Gulf of Mexico beyond the shore of the
gulf. It has been the position of the
Senator from South Dakota that the
States which were carved out of the Loui~
siana Territory heretofore had as much
right to any domain beyond the edge
of the Gulf of Mexico as did the State
of Louisiana. The Senator from South
Dakota is unable to find in the answer
given by the Senator from Oregon any
answer to the question posed by the
Senator from South Dakota on the state=
ment of the Senator from Texas.

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

Mr. CORDON. Justa moment, please.
The Senator yielded for a question, and
got an assertion; but that is all right.
But I am not going into this matter in
detail, Mr. President., We can argue
that at various other times. I say that
the pending measure does not create any
State boundary lines. If the Senator
desires to change the boundary lines of
the State of Louisiana, I hope he can
find a method of doing it. The Senator
from Oregon does not know how to do it.
‘The lines are fixed, wherever they are.
They were fixed when Louisiana came
into the Union as a State. They are

_still fixed. It is quite as useless to in-

quire of the Senator from Oregon, “Do
you know where that boundary is in the
Gulf of Mexico?"” as it is to ask the Sen-
ator from Oregon, “Do you know where
the Senator from Illinois was born?”
The Senator from Oregon does not know
the answer to either question.. But he
does know that the Senator from Illi-
nois was born, and he does know that
Louisiana does have a State boundary.
He seeks not to turn aside to answer
either question, beyond that.
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PROVISIONS NEEDED IN OUTER SHELF LAW

Now, Mr. President, getting back to the
amendment, the Senator from Oregon
calls attention to necessary provisions in
any legislation to be drafted with re-
spect to the outer Continental Shelf.
There must be law there, Mr. President,
law that will protect the people who are
working there. In case of personal
violence, certainly there must be law
that will give them protection, that will
punish the guilty, and that will compen-
sate the injured. There is no such law
applicable today.

Take, Mr. President, the case of a man
applying for an oil lease in that area—
someone who does not have adequate
financing of his own, and who may have
to seek funds from outside sources.
There is not a place under the shining
sun where he could either file for record-
ing the evidence of his obligation, his
mortgage, his trust deed, or anything
else; nor is there a court under the shin-
ing sun into which anyone could go to
enforce an obligation connected with
such a lease. That is why I say that
this matter must have the consideration
necessary to set up housekeeping law
within that area.

There is nothing provided under which
the workmen out there could have any
protection whatever. It is even doubt-
ful whether a murderer could be in-
dicted and punished for his crime com=-
mitted on the outer shelf. There is
nothing now in the law with respect to
this area, under which a workman can
have any basis of compensation for un-
employment, for industrial accidents,
and the like—nothing. And there is no
court to which a worker can appeal to
have his rights protected.

ADMIRALTY LAW NOT APPLICABLE

One may say, “Thé admiralty law at-
taches.” Mr. President, the admiralty
law does not attach. It attaches to the
waters above the Shelf. It does not at-
tach to the land below. The law goes
wherever one turns. When we get into
the matter we find that these things
must be attended to, and now is the time
to do it: and the committee expects to
attend to it.

Merely to give one other example, Mr.
President, of how little attention has
been given to these amendments, or to
the factual circumstances surrounding
them, the measure reported by the com-
mittee provides, at least, for repeal of
the Executive order establishing a petro-
leum reserve within the area with which
it deals. But the pending measure does
not even repeal that portion of the Ex-
ecutive order which purports to make
the portion of the Continental Shelf with
which it deals a petroleum reserve, even
though at the same time the amendment
sets up another jurisdiction vested in the
Secretary of the Interior. Of course, the
dual jurisdiction and authority would
set up an impossible situation. I eall it
to the attention of the Senate merely as
another example of the necessity of going

_into this matter and properly bringing it
to the floor of the Senate for decision.
AMENDMENT VIOLATES PHILOSOPHY OF
COMMITTEE MEASURE

I could discuss the proposed amend-

ment in great detail, but in closing I
XCIX—258
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merely wish to say, Mr, President, that
the suggested changes, so far as they
affect Senate Joint Resolution 13, violate
the basic philosophy of the committee
measure. So far as the proposed amend-
ment adopts the Anderson bill, it is not
in any wise a fully considered piece of
legislation. It would only take care of
existing leasehold interests and provide
for further exploration and further leas-
ing without making applicable any of
the necessary legal structure which we
must have within the area in question.
That area is a political entity, in a man-
ner of speaking, over which the Ameri-
can flag flies. However, our jurisdiction
is horizontal and not in any sense a ver-
tical jurisdiction. In my opinion, the
amendments should be rejected for that
Treason.

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

Mr. CORDON. I yield to the Senator
from Kentucky for a question.

Mr. COOPER. As I understand, the
distinguished Senator from Oregon is
saying that title III of the amendments
proposed by the Senator from Illinois
would deal with an area which is not at
all the subject of Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 13.

Mr, CORDON. That Is correct.

Mr. COOPER. And the proposed
methods of administration and distribu-
tion of the funds?

Mr. CORDON. That is correct.

Mr, COOPER. The Senator is saying
that as the one handling the matter in
the committee he will consider the area
which is not now covered by Senate Joint
Resolution 13, and that a bill will be
introduced dealing with that area?

Mr. CORDON. And that area alone.

Mr. COOPER. Is it true that this
amendment relates to the subject mat-
ter of Senate Joint Resolution 13 in that
it would make uniform the boundaries
of the Coastal States at a line extending
3 miles seaward from their coastal line?

Mr. CORDON. No. Idonotsay that,
and I cannot agree with it. The pro-
posed amendment will not and cannot
make uniform the boundaries of the
States. It will draw a 3-mile line as to
the particular benefits that are con-
tained therein with respect to the
States, but it does not and cannot affect
the boundaries of those States.

Mr. COOPER. Would this amend-
ment differ from Senate Joint Resolu=
tion 13 in that it would limit the bound-
aries of all the Coastal States to a line
extending 3 miles seaward from their
coastal line?

Mr. CORDON. That is the same
question, in other words. It does not do
that. The Senator will find that what
it does attempt to do is to provide that
the natural resources, and so forth, which
are the subject matter of the proposed
legislation, namely, the resources in the
soil beneath waters inside State bounda-
ries and in the waters themselves, which
are conveyed to the States, will be limited
to an area the outfer boundary of which
is 3 miles from the coast line; but the
proposed amendment cannot affect the
boundaries of the States themselves.

Mr. COOPER. Would it not be pos-
sible to vote upon the last matter which
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I have mentioned to the Senator, with-
out joining to it further amendments and
without attempting to go into other
matters?

Mr. CORDON. The amendment is a
single one. How the amendment is to
be treated is another matter.

Mr. COOPER. But, by a much sim-
pler amendment, the question of the 3-
mile limit could be decided without join-
ing with it the matter of supervision of
the entire Continental Shelf.

Mr. CORDON. There is no gquestion
about that.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oregon yield for a
question?

Mr. CORDON. I yield.

Mr. McCLELLAN, I think the Sena-
tor has given the answer to my question
in reply to the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. CooprEr]. I heard the beginning
of the Senator’s remarks and was called
from the Chamber and returned when
the Senator was discussing, as I under-
stood, a bill now before the committee
which will undertake to deal with the
subject of supervision and the mecha-
nism necessary for the Federal Govern-
ment to exercise complete control over
all that part of the Continental Shelf
which is not involved in Senate Joint
Resolution 13 and reserved to the States.

Mr. CORDON. That is correct.

Mr. McCLELLAN. As I understood
the Senator, the proposed legislation is
necessarily quite complicated, and that
a study will have to be undertaken be-
fore the bill can be dealt with at this
session of Congress.

Mr. CORDON. That is correct. I
may say to the Senator that there lies
on my desk at this time a 16-page, sin-
gle-space memorandum from the De-
partment of Justice involving legal
propositions, and all the answers are not
found in it by any means.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Assuming that the
pending amendment should be agreed to,
the other problem would still have to be
taken care of by supplemental legisla-
tion; is that correct?

Mr. CORDON. That is correct.

Mr. McCLELLAN. This amendment
is not adequate to accomplish that?

Mr. CORDON. That is correct. It is
my view that it is not adequate.

Mr. McCLELLAN. What I wanted to
be sure of, if the Senator can assure us of
it, is that the follow-up legislation deal-
ing with the Continental Shelf will be
available for this Congress before it ad-
journs, so far as the Senate is concerned.

Mr. CORDON. I give that assurance
as strongly as I can give it. There was
not a dissenting voice at any time in the
entire committee with reference to that
particular matter. The members were
one in the particular decision to get the
matter reported by the committee as
quickly as may be possible. I think the
Senator from Montana will bear me out
in that statement.

Mr. McCLELLAN. In other words,
the matter is a very active project of the
committee at this time.

Mr. CORDON. Indeed, it is.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Dces the pending
amendment embrace the Hill amend-
ment or provision that was involved
yesterday in the debate?
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Mr. CORDON. The pending amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Illi-
nois [Mr. DoucrLas]l is the Anderson
amendment as we laid it on the table,
which at that time included the Hill
amendment, but tailored to apply only
to what we have sometimes termed yhe
outer Continental Shelf or that portion
of the Continental Shelf lying beyond 3
miles distant from the coast line of the
coastal States. ]

Mr. McCLELLAN. Is the committee
giving consideration, in the bill it has
now undertaken to process, to the Hill
proposal with respect to the revenues
that may be derived from the remainder
of the Continental Shelf?

Mr. CORDON. That matter has not
been discussed before the committee. I
will very frankly say that so far as I am
concerned, I shall oppose that amend-
ment. However, the idea of whether
the Hill amendment should be included
in the new bill is a matter for the Con-
gress to determine. I am sure the ener-
getic Senator from Alabama [Mr. HiLL]
will be on hand with his amendment in
case it is not a part of the bill as re-
ported and he will do his best to have it
adopted on the floor of the Senate.

Mr. McCLELLAN, In other words,
the Hill amendment, even if the commit-
tee rejects it, would be germane to the
bill and could be made an issue on the
floor of the Senate?

AMr. CORDON. Yes; and it undoubt-
edly will be.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oregon yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. CORDON. Yes.

Mr. HILL. Will the Senator from
Oregon agree with the Senator from Ala-
bama that the Senator from Oregon has
correctly stated the position of the Sen-
ator from Alabama, in saying that the
Senator from Alabama certainly will
push the amendment with all the power
at his command?

Mr. CORDON. I am sure of that.

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr,
Henprickson] will unquestionably be
_there presenting his views.

Mr. HENDRICKSON. The Senator
from New Jersey would like to be there
now, and he will be present at the proper
time.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Oregon yield for a
question?

Mr. CORDON. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. In stating that this
question is a matter of first impression,
unlike anything else that has come up
in the history of the United States, is
not the Senator referring to the fact
that the area outside of the State bound-
aries lies neither in a State of the United
States, in a Territory of the United
States, nor in any possession of the
United States as heretofore defined by
law?

Mr. CORDON. That is correct.

Mr. HOLLAND. 1Is not the Senator
giving attention to the fact that the area
in question is even without a name, up to
this good date?

Mr. CORDON. The Senator from
Oregon knows of no name that has been
legally attached. Perhaps the Senator
from Florida may desire again to suggest
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what would appear to be a very appli=
cable name.

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator may re-
call that he suggested the name “Sub-
oceanica,” but that suggestion did not
receive the warm approval of the com-
mittee.

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

Mr. CORDON. I yield for a question.

Mr," HOLLAND. I note that in the
last sentence of paragraph 5 of the com-
mittee’s report, page 9, there is the fol-
lowing statement:

As stated previously, the committee al-
ready has done considerable work toward
recommending a legislative solution of the
problems of the outer shelf, and it is com-
mitted to introducing and reporting to the
Senate a measure, or measures, to that end
as soon as possible during this session of
the 83d Congress.

Noting that specific commitment of
the Senator in his report, am I correct
in my understanding that the Senator
gives that assurance to the Senate today,
and makes the commitment even
stronger by stating that within 2 weeks
after the disposition of the pending
measure, Senate Joint Resolution 13, the
committee will have taken action on the
additional measure relating to the Con-
tinental Shelf, and will report it for ac-
tion by the entire Senate?

Mr. CORDON. I have given that as-
surance as strongly as a man can give it.
I call attention of the Senate to the fact
that, so far as I know, there is no objec-
tion in the committee itself, nor do I
believe objection will be heard on the
floor of the Senate, to the basic proposals
involved in proposed legislation for the
outer shelf. Certainly there can be no
objection to the application of the neces-
sary housekeeping law to the area.
There will be differences of opinion in
the other field, as to what law may be
made applicable, but differences can be
debated on the floor of the Senate. But
there cannot be any question in the wide
world that a measure providing for the
development of the outer Continental
Shelf will be reported to the Senate.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for one further ques-
tion?

Mr. CORDON. | I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. I should like to ask
the Senator to state if it is not a fact
that, in his first appearance during the
debate upon his amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute, the distinguished
Senator from New Mexico [Mr, ANDER-
son] after pointing out that title III in
the House bill, as adopted in the House
of Representatives, had various defects,
which he regarded as serious defects, did
not take the same position as did the
Senator from Oregon on this question,
by stating:

I think the decision to leave out of the
Senate joint resolution any provision of that
kind was made very wisely by the chalrman
of the subcommittee, the distinguished
senior Senator from Oregon |[Mr., CorpDoN].

Mr. CORDON. Of course, the record
speaks for itself. I do not recall that
particular statement, but I do recall
similar statements made by the Senator
from New Mexico to the Senator from
Oregon.
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Mr. HOLLAND, I thank the distin-
guished Senator,

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I have
completed my presentation of this mat-
ter. I feel that the only orderly, sound
procedure is to enact that portion of
the proposed legislation which is com-
prehended in Senate Joint Resolution 13,
and to bring the remainder before the
Senate, whenever it can be brought here,
in such form as to discharge the whole
duty of Congress with reference to the
administration of the outer Continental
Shelf,

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oregon yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. CORDON. I yield to the Senator
from Montana.

Mr. MURRAY. Is it not a fact that
at the hearings, the executive branch,
through the Attorney General, recom-
mended that the administration of the
development of the Continental Shelf
should be under the jurisdiction of the
Federal Government?

I\gr. CORDON. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. MURRAY. Is that the sort of bill
which the Senator from Oregon will pro-
pose, in order to carry on the develop-
ment of the Continental Shelf?

Mr. CORDON. I suggest to the Sen=-
ator from Montana that that is the kind
of bill we are going to propose.

Mr. MURRAY. I see; the Senator
says “we.” Very well. It seems to me
that the entire question of administra-
tion and the development of oil in that
area should be under the Federal Gov-
ernment, because the Federal Govern-
ment is in a position to handle any prob-
lems that may arise with reference to
international questions. It seems to me
that the whole administration of the
area should be provided for in one bill.

Mr. CORDON. The Senator from
Montana knows my views on that sub-
ject, as does every other member of the
committee, I believe. I would have been
willing to go along with an application
of State conservation laws, and the like,
to the area, with a reasonable reimburse-
ment, as a means of getting the necessary
and ordinary housekeeping law for the
area, and I would still be willing to do
s0, so far as I am concerned. The need
is not that of Federal law or State law;
the need is law. What is needed is ade-
quate social control, in order that orderly
handling of the operations may be had,
and in order that peace and order may
prevail in the area.

Mr. President, I hope that the amend=-
ments will be rejected.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I am
very anxious that we have a vote on my
amendment tonight, so it is not my in-
tention to speak at the length the Sen-
ator from Oregon and the Senator from
Florida have spoken. I hope that we
may stay in session long hours and com=-
plete action on this and other amend-
ments tonight.

Yesterday afternoon the United States
Senate was in a very giving-away mood,
because when we defeated the Anderson
amendment, and, apparently, placed our
seal of approval on the Holland joint
resolution in the form in which it then
was, we paved the way for giving to the
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States and to private oil interests be-
tween fifty and three hundred billion
dollars’ worth of oil, gas, and sulfur.

What would the Holland joint resolu-
tion do if it should pass, as it probably
will? In the first place, it would give
to all coastal States property in and
ownership of the submerged lands out to
the 3-mile limit from their shores. That
would be true for all States, but we know
that, so far as oil and gas are concerned,
it would apply primarily, and perhaps,
indeed, exclusively, to California, Texas,
and Louisiana, with Florida acting as a
sort of hopeful bridesmaid, and, of
course, with the possibility of Alaska be-
coming involved later, as well. Admit-
tedly, the bill would do that. It would
give to the States ownership in the sub-
merged lands and the resources out 3
miles from their coastal shores.

In the second place, it is expressly de-
signed to give to some of the States,
notably to Texas and to Florida, a very
strong arguing point for further owner-
ship of submerged lands from the 3-mile
limit out to the 9-nautical-mile limit, or
10% geographical-mile limit. It would
do this because it is recognized in section
2 (a) (2), on page 10, of the joint reso-
lution, that they are to have title in the
submerged lands out to “the boundary
line of each such State where in any
case such boundary as it existed at the
time such State became a member of the
Union, or as heretofore or hereafter ap-
proved by Congress, extends seaward—
or into the Gulf of Mexico—beyond 3
geographical miles.”

We all know that Texas claims that
at the time she came into the Union, her
boundary extended out 9 nautical miles.
We all know that Florida claims that
at the time her representatives were re-
admitted into the Congress of the United
States in 1868, her constitution claimed,
and she alleges that that Congress rec-
ognized her claims, such a 9-nautical-
mile boundary on the west coast of
Florida.

I shall discuss the merits of these ar-
guments later, and point out that what
Texas wants are the boundaries she had
before she came into the Union and not
the equal footing with other States
which she had after she entered the
Union. And Florida wants mnot the
boundaries she had when she entered the
Union but those which she claims as a
bonus for secession. If time permits, I
shall return to these issues.

In addition, I think we are likely to
find other States claiming that they had
extensive boundaries which were recog-
nized at the time they entered the Union.
Louisiana has already shown its hand,
and will probably claim at least 3
leagues, or 9 nautical miles, at the very
least. We may find that some of the
original States will also come forward
with large claims. It must be remem-
bered further that under the equal-foot-
ing clause, if certain claims of ownership
and sovereignty are granted to some of
the original States, States which were
subsequently admitted under the equal-
footing clause are very likely to file
similar additional claims.

That is the second type of grant which
a majority of the Senate was apparently
willing to make. I wish to emphasize
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that it is a grant of ownership fo the
States in the submerged lands to the de-
gree that the States may claim that their
boundaries—which represent a different
question—extended beyond the 3-mile
limit.

In the third place, the Senate passed
this open-end provision—and it is an
open-end provision, or a come-and-
get-it provision—that the States may
have property in the submerged lands
even out beyond the 9-mile limit, to the
degree that their claims have been “here-
tofore, or may hereafter be, approved by
the Congress.”

If one examines the Holland bill, he
will see that what it does is to create a
vacuum beyond the 3-mile, or 3-league,
or 9-mile limit in which Federal control
or ownership is not confirmed, and with
respect to which no system of develop-
ment is established. Under the Holland
bill, a complete vacuum exists out on
the Continental Shelf beyond the 3-mile
or the 3-league limit.

If we look at section 9, which is some-
times cited to refute this contention, it
will be seen that the language in section
9 is true only insofar as the area is de-
fined by section 2. So section 9 really
places no Federal defense in the way of
further State claims so far as this Shelf
area is concerned.

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. Iyield.

Mr. TAFT. I do not quite understand
the Senator’s argument. The language
is, “all of which natural resources ap-
pertain to the United States, and the
jurisdiction and control of which by the
United States is hereby confirmed.”

That seems to me to be very definite
language.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes; but it relates to
the area seaward and outside of lands
underneath the navigable waters, “as
defined in section 2. That brings us to
the very point that to the degree to which
the States——

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. May I finish my
statement? Then the Senator may speak
in his own time.

To the degree to which the States ex-
tend their claims out into the Continen-
tal Shelf, to that degree the dominance
of the Federal Government becomes a
receding factor, It will hold only the
residual claims, which will ever shrink
as the claims of the States are pushed
farther and farther out into the Conti-
nental Shelf. So the farther out the
States go, the smaller becomes the ter-
ritory over which the Federal Govern-
ment exercises dominion and control.
The zone of Federal control will be like
that of the Indians as they were pushed
farther and farther westward. At last
it will reach the jumping off place.

This outer zone may be called the Con-
tinental Shelf, but it becomes of dimin-
ishing magnitude depending upon the
degree to which the States are able to
assert their prior claims. It will become
of diminishing magnitude to the degree
to which competent authorities find that
the claims of the States have been here-
tofore approved, or may hereafter be ap-
proved by Congress
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All kinds of claims may be filed; that
Congress has heretofore approved the
territorial claims of the States, which
are now translated by this measure into
property, which is something different.

I had never heard—and I think very
few other people had ever heard—of the
claim of Florida until it was brought up
recently. I think very few others had
heard of the claim of Louisiana, but it is
now coming to the surface. We are
likely to find other claims covered by the
“heretofore” clause, particularly in the
case of these States which were colonies.
In addition, under the “hereafter” provi=-
sion we will recognize everything that
comes hereafter. That provision is an
invitation to surreptitious sleepers to
be put over at the 5 o’clock hour, or at
the noon hour, when no one is on the
floor or on guard.

What we are likely to find is that the
Continental Shelf belonging to the
United States will be gradually whit-
tled away until not very much of it will
be left. That is one of the points with
respect to which I found myself taking
issue when the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. CorpoN] spoke, because there was
no guarantee in what he said that the
portion of the Continental Shelf which
would be left would be really a sizable
factor.

Mr. President, we know that Texas has
designs on the entire Continental Shelf.
Its State legislature has passed an act
saying that the boundaries of Texas go
out to the very edge of the Continental
Shelf. I am not certain that my good
friend the junior Senator from Texas
would necessarily affirm that claim. We
hope that he will be with us for a long
time; but other Senators may appear
who will assert claims out to the edge
of the Continental Shelf.

We know that in the State of Louisi-
ana there is a very strong political fac-
tion which has, indeed, passed an act
through the State legislature extending
the claims of that State out to the 2715~
mile line. The States will begin com-
peting with one another in promoting
such an extension. There is no guar-
antee, in spite of the gentlemen’s
pledges, which very honorable men give
on the floor of the Senate, that we may
not find ourselves confronted not only
with these claims, but with legislation
enacted by the Congress.

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

-Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I de-
clined to yield to the Senator from
Florida, but I do not want to be ill hu-
mored. I do not want to appear to be
shielding myself. I am very glad to yield
to the Senator from Texas, with the un-
derstanding that then I shall yield to
the Senator from Florida, if he cares to
renew his request.

Mr. DANIEL. The Senator does not
contend, does he, that the Holland joint
resolution conveys to the State of Texas
anything beyond the State’s 3-league
boundary as it existed at the time Texas
entered the Union?

Mr. DOUGLAS. It does not explieitly
do so, but it unlocks the door for future
grants to be made, by failing to assert
Federal control over the Continental
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Shelf beyond the 3-mile limit, or be=-
yond the 9-mile limit, and by providing
that if claims to boundaries have been
recognized in the past, claims to owner-
ship will be recognized in the future.
Sleepers may also go through in the
future granting such extended bound-
aries and title.

Mr. DANIEL. Does not the Senator
realize that in section 9 it is explieitly
provided, as to the natural resources be-
yond the boundaries as they existed at
the time the States came into the Union
or as heretofore approved by Congress,
that the Congress is now asserting the
rights of the Federal Government to that
property? Does not this colloquy on
the floor, and that which occurred in the
first week of the debate, both on the part
of the Senator from Florida and the Sen-
ator from Texas, to the effect that we
do not interpret the joint resolution
which we helped to write, as giving fo
the States anything beyond their bound-
aries as they existed at the time they
came into the Union or as heretofore
approved by Congress, furnish sufficient
evidence of legislative intent to prevent
the States from claiming anything more
under this measure?

Mr. DOUGLAS. With every appre-
ciation of the influence and prominence
of the Senator in his home State, cer-
tainly such colloquy is not binding upon
the State of Texas. The Senator from
Texas has no power to commit the State
of Texas, any more than any other Sen-
ator has power to commit his State. The
Senator from Texas is not the authorized
agent of the State of Texas. A change
of political fortunes in Texas, or an in-
crease in the political expansiveness of
Texas—if that is possible—might readily
lead to the active pushing of the claims
of Texas out into the Gulf. Texas has
already done pretty well. Texas already
claims the entire Continental Shelf.
Indeed, the Senator from Texas may find
himself disavowed by the State of Texas
on the ground that he is not defending
the full claims of Texas and is shrinking
back within a 9-mile limit, whereas Texas
claims 150 miles. The Senator from
Texas, who is now the hero of his State,
may, when he returns to his home State,
find himself rejected on the ground that
he has not been sufficiently expansive in
his arguments. This would be regret-
table, but it might occur.

I hope that will never happen to my
dear friend.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Pur-
TELL in the chair). Does the Senator
from Illinois yield to the Senator from
Texas?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, my
time is very short. I am very eager to
hasten the debate and get to a vote. I
do not want my opponents to filibuster
this measure, and I should like to be per-
mitted to continue. I will yield to the
Senator from Texas, however, if he so
desires.

Mr. DANIEL. Is not the issue what
the joint resolution covers instead of
what some people in Texas.might claim
it to cover? And does not the resolution
clearly confine itself to lands within the
boundary lines as they existed when
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Texas and the other States came into
the Union? Is not that the real ques-
tion. I am sure the Senator will agree
that the question is not whether I will
be criticized at home, but whether the
joint resolution covers anything beyond
the historic boundaries. That, it seems
to me, is the real issue, and I see no basis
for the imaginary fears of the distin-
guished Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, the
joint resolution unlocks the door through
which expansive Texans may rush, even
though the junior Senator from Texas
may politely stand aside.

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest to my amiable friend that they make
their speeches in their own time.

Mr. LONG. It is a question that I
should like to ask the Senator from
Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Iam afraid I am like
the girl in the operetta Oklahoma who
could not say “No.” When the Senator
from Louisiana gets up and looks at me
with that seductive look of his, I must
yield to a question.

Mr. LONG. Is it not correct to say
that, even if the Senator’s amendment
were to be adopted, sleeper legislation
could always be put through giving to
anyone anything the Federal Govern-
ment wanted to give away?

Mr. DOUGLAS. But it would be much
more difficult if the authority and con-
trol of the Federal Government in the
area beyond the 3-mile limit were defi-
nitely asserted and fixed and the devel-
opment of resources by it authorized and
begun. In that way we would lock the
door, and it would require repeal legis-
lation to give away this area.

Mr. President, yesterday we were in a
very expansive mood, and we gave away
everything. My amendment now pro=
poses to reduce the giveaway, to lessen
the damage, to save as much of the oil
and gas for the people of the United
States as it is possible to save.

We, who are defending the rights of all
the people, were heaten yesterday. We
now fall back to our next position, and
we say, “All right, you who favored the
giveaway outvoted us. You got all these
areas, layer after layer. You won yester-
day, for the moment, although you made
a great mistake., However we are nof at
this time going to refight the question of
the 3-mile zone.”

Mr. President, we are willing to say, for
the purposes of this argument, although
this will not make me vote for the joint
resolution, “All right, let the States take
the submerged lands out to the 3-mile
limit, but for heaven’s sake stop there.”

In other words, at least let the sub-
merged lands beyond the 3-mile limit out
in the international zone be under the
control and dominion of the Federal

‘Government. We aim to do that by as-

serting Federal dominion and control
and by authorizing Federal development,
Far from creating a vacuum, as the sen-
ior Senator from Oregon [Mr. CORDON]—
who left the floor—has stated, what our
amendment would do would be to assert
Federal dominion in the area beyond
the 3-mile limit and save for the Fed-
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eral Government the oil and gas re-
sources beyond the 3-mile limit,

Incidentally, Mr. President, this would
save for the Nation the major part of
the oil and gas, because, very roughly,
according to the Geological Survey—
page 514 of the hearings—about 12 per=
cent of the oil and gas seems to be within
the 3-mile limit, another 5 percent off
the cost of Texas between the 3- and
9-mile limits, and about 83 percent, or
five-sixths, beyond the 3-mile or 9-mile
limit, Since the pending amendment
would cut off all States’ ownership at
the 3-mile mark, it would save 88 per=
cent of the oil and gas for all of the
people.

That is about what there is to the
present amendment, with the proviso, of
course, that the Federal share of the
revenues beyond the 3-mile limit is to go
during the present national emergency
for defense purposes, and then for the
purposes of education, according to the
plan of the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
Hivnl.

Mr. President, let us consider the pres-
ent amendment in connection with the
vote yesterday. It seems to me that cer=
tainly every Senator who voted for the
Anderson amendment yesterday, that is,
all who voted against tabling it, should
vote for this amendment today. If Sen-
ators voted yesterday to save for the
Nation 100 percent of all the oil and gas
in the submerged lands, certainly today
they should vote to save 88 percent of i,
How can they say, “Yes, we wanted to
save 100 percent of the gas and oil, but
we do not want to save 88 percent of it"?
Therefore a vote for the Anderson
amendment yesterday would logically
seem to carry with it inevitably a vote
for the Anderson-Douglas amendment
today.

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

Mr, DOUGLAS. I yield to my friend
from Kentucky.

Mr. COOPER. Is it not true that the
vote which was taken yesterday on the
Anderson amendment dealt with the area
either from the coastline seaward 3 miles,
or in some cases to the historic boundary
line, while today the amendment which
the Senator from Illinois is sponsoring
deals with an entirely different subject,
namely, the area seaward of the 3 mile
limit? Therefore, is it not correct to say
that the Senate is not voting on the
Eame question on which it voted yester=

ay?

Mr. DOUGLAS. T cannot agree with
my good friend from Kentucky in saying
that we are voting on an entirely differ-
ent subject. We are voting on a smaller
subdivision of the same subject, which
was the submerged lands seaward from
the low-water mark.

Yesterday the Anderson amendment
proposed Federal control and Federal
dominion over the submerged lands sea-
ward from the low-water mark.

Now we are proposing Federal domin-
ion, control, and development in the
submerged lands seaward from the 3-
mile point,

So that roughly, in terms of oil and
g:s. it is 88 percent the same as yester-

yt
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In addition, Mr, President, I can un=-
derstand how some Senators who voted
against the Anderson amendment yes-
terday should vote for the pending
amendment today.

The very able Senator from Florida,
in his initial speech on the subject, spoke
at great length abouf filled land. He
wept copious tears about what the An-
derson bill would do to the private real
estate developers in the cities along the
west coast of Florida.

His fears were largely fictitious. They
were 994440 percent fictitious. I say that
because the Anderson hill in its original
form recognized the filled land under
public and private ownership on inland
waters and on ocean waters, and recog-
nized public filled land in the future on
coastwise waters. But there was one
point—which we frankly admitted—
namely, that of future private filled land
on coastwise waters, which was not com-
pletely covered by the Anderson bill
That may have troubled not only the
Senator from Florida, but the senior
Senator from Massachusetts as well.

‘Well, Mr. President, under this amend-
ment, all that now is given to the Statles.
Certainly no one is going to fill land out
beyond 3 miles from the present coast-

e.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS, I shall be glad to
yield, provided I do not lose the floor.

Mr. MAYBANK. The States merely
insist on the rights which they possessed
when they joined the Union, I may say
to the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr., President, I
know that my good friend comes from
South Carolina, and he has different
views about the nature of the Federal
Union from mine. However, I do not
wish to revive the battle of Fort Sumter,
although it did play a very important
part in history. I do not want to let
loose again the bombardment on Fort
Sumter.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, the
distinguished Senator from Illinois was
practically reared at Parris Island by
the Marine Corps. He knows South
Carolina.

Mr, DOUGLAS. That is where, in one
sense, I was reborn. I am more proud
of having graduated from Parris Island
than from any university I have
attended.

Mr. MAYBANK. We are not fighting
the War of 1861-65. I was talking about
the Revolution, and the rights which
the States had when they joined the
Union. The Senator from Illinois knows
that to be the fact. I admire him very
much.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I may say, Mr, Pres-
ident, that there is no more beloved man
in the Senate than the Senator from
South Carolina, We all love him, and
he is a valuable asset to this body.

To come back to the previous point,
we are now going to recognize in this
amendment all future filled land. I do
not believe that even Florida, in its most
expansive moments, intends to extend
Miami Beach more than 3 additional
miles into the sea.

They can fill it up all they want to;
and Mr. Robert Moses—and I do not
know whether he wishes to fill in the
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bullrushes, but he has had a very dis-
tinguished career in New York City—
will not have to worry at all, and there=
fore the Senator from Florida [Mr.
Horranp]l should weep no more tears
about Rockaway Beach or other places
in that area.

Furthermore, under this amendment
I do not think the senior Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. SarTonsTALL] need
worry as he did the other day about the
future of the Massachusetts clam indus-
try. I wish the Senator from Massachu-
setts were on the floor at this time. We
remember how he said he wanted the
Holland joint resolution enacted because
it would be a means of protecting future
Massachusetts clams. Of course the
Anderson bill would protect them any-
way. However, now the Senator from
Massachusetts, under the pending
amendment, will have 3 miles in which to
extend the dominion of Massachusetts
over clams. Even though those waters
may be filled in the future by the energy
of the people of Massachusetts, the clams
will still be at the bottom of the filled
land and future archeologists from Har=
vard University will be able to discover
them; and the dearly beloved Hasty
Pudding Club can have a clam chowder;
and all of it will be legal.

So, Mr. President, to the degree that
future filled land was an objection, that
objection has most certainly been met.

Now let me say a word about the fish-
ing industry. So long as we do not
assert ownership beyond the 3-mile
limit—to which this amendment re-
stricts the give-away—either for our-
selves or for the member States of the
Union, we can with good grace say to
Mexico, “You shall not assert ownership
beyond 3 miles,” and we can say to
Canada, “You shall not assert ownership
beyond 3 miles.” and we can say to
Russia, “You shall not assert ownership
beyond 3 miles.”

But when we grant to the States not
only boundaries, but ownership beyond
3 miles, what those nations are likely to
say then, when we protest, is, “So is your
old man.” [Laughter.]

They will say, “You are giving Texas
9 miles, and you are giving Florida on
its west coast 9 miles, and possibly you
are giving Louisiana 27 miles, and pos-
sibly you are giving Texas out to the
Continental Shelf, or 150 miles. Why
should not we have our place in the sun?
Why should not we also extend our do-
main the edge of the Continental Shelf?”
Then, Mr. President, when the shrimp
beats come down, as they are now, from
Texas, Louisiana, Florida, Alabama, and
Mississippi, and fish for shrimp off the
Mexican coast, between the 3-mile limit
and the 9-mile limit—the 3-mile limit
being the one we recognize, and the 9-
mile limit being the one that Mexico
claims—those shrimp fishermen are like-
ly to be seized and thrown into the
“hoosegow,” as is done now; and we shall
not be able to get them out. The same
thing may apply to the California fisher-
men out of San Diego and San Pedro
Harbor, who fish off the lower coast of

“ California.

Now, Canada is getting into the act.
The Canadians notice the debates that
occur here. I believe the Canadian Par=
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liament and the Parliament of British
Columbia are, at this very moment, con-
sidering extending the control of Canada
over the waters off her coast beyond the
3-mile limit which she has previously
claimed and which we have recognized.

If that should happen, the United
States fishermen from Bellingham and
Everett, Wash., and from other Wash-
ington ports, who now fish in Vancouver
Sound and off Vancouver Island, and in
the Strait of Juan de Fuca, are likely
to be in trouble; and we shall be help-
less to protect them.

The same trouble will arise in the case
of the Massachusetts fishermen who fish
off the Grand Banks of Newfoundland;
and the same trouble will be likely to
occur in the case of those who fish off
the coast of Alaska, in the Bering Strait;
and we shall be helpless to protect them.
We are likely to strike down the fishing
industry of most of our coastal States.

If, on the other hand, we do not push
ownership beyond the 3-mile limit, but
if we assert Federal control, which is a
different matter, out from the 3-mile
limit, we can then with good grace pro-
tect our fishermen as they fish close to
the coast, but beyond the 3-mile limit,
off Mexico, Canada, and possibly Siberia.

Mr, President, I shall be very brief.
There is no legislative or administrative
vacuum left by the legislation we pro-
pose. In the first place, article ITI, sec-
tion 2 of the Constitution provides that
the Federal judiciary shall have juris-
diction over not only admiralty but also
over maritime matters. That means
that the Constitution, statute law, and
the common law of the United States
extends to the Continental Sheilf beyond
the 3-mile limit,

In the second place, the leasing and
development plan of this proposed legis-
lation is not hastily thought out; it is
not a proposal by a Senator in his first
term, such asIam. I am not the author
of this proposal. Nor, indeed, is the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr, ANDER-
son1, great as is his experience, the real
author of this proposal. The legisla=-
tion here proposed is really the
O'Mahoney bill, which was introduced
and presented on the floor of this body
last year by former Senator O'Mahoney,
of Wyoming. The present amendment
was then the subject of the bill and ma-
jority report of the Commitites on In=
terior and Insular Affairs. That bill,
which was before the Senate last year,
was carefully drawn and carefully con-
sidered.

Of course if this matter were merely
one of the comparative competence in
this field of the senior Senator from Illi-
nois and the senior Senator from Oregon
[Mr. Corpon], there would be no gues-
tion but that the senior Senator from
Oregon is more competent in these mat-
ters than Iam. ButIam merely serving,
however, unworthily, as the temporary
sponsor of a measure which is the crys=
tallization of years of discussion, which
is an assertion of Federal authority in
a field which is now a vacuum, which
declares that there is Federal dominion
and control of the Continental Shelf at
least beyond the 3-mile limit, which
would save seven-eighths of the sub-
merged oil for all of the people of all
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the States, which would protect our fish-
ing industry, and which would lock the
door against the raids which are likely
to come. I hope the amendment will be
approved.

SevERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote!

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Pur~
TELL in the chair). The question is on
agreeing to the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Illnois [Mr. DougLas], sub-
mitted for himself and the Senator from
Nasw Mexico [Mr. ANpERSON], to the com-
mittee substitute.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I merely
wish to say that so far as the Continental
Shelf is concerned, a bill is being pre-
pared by the committee. I am sure it
will be here within 2 weeks; and I can as-
sure Senators that the whole subject
will be dealt with comprehensively in
that bill, and will have most careful
study.

I hope the amendment now before us
will be rejected.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President——

Mr, TAFT. 1yield tothe Senator from
Illinois, if he wishes to speak.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes, if Imay. Isim-
ply say that I do not think we should
buy a pig in a poke, without knowing
what the nature of the pig is.

This present amendment is, on the
the other hand, definite and decisive.
The Senator from Oregon promised 2
weeks ago to have a bill before us. I
doubted it, at the time. He now post-
pones it 2 weeks more into the future.
We do not know what the contents of
that bill will be, Now is the time to deal
with this matter.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Ohio yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. TAFT. I yieldto the Senator from
Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND, Was not the 2
weeks——

Mr. TAFT. Yes, I should have said it
was 2 weeks from the date of the pas-
sage of the joint resolution.

Mr, HOLLAND, I thank the Senator
from Ohio. i

Mr. TAFT. I should have said that,
because of course the Senators con-
cerned have been involved in the debate,
and have been unable to do that work.

Mr. President, I merely wish to say
that the joint resolution now before the
Senate confirms the title of the United
States to the Continental Shelf. That
?juestion is settled by the joint resolu-

on.

The amendment now pending tends to
deal with a very long and complicated
question which I think can be dealt
with far better by the bill the commit-
tee will introduce.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing en bloc to the
amendments of the Senator from Illi-
nois [Mr. DougrLas], submitted for him-
self and the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. AnpErson], to the committee sub-
stitute.

On this question, the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will
call the roll.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, first, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
absence of a quorum having been sug-
gested, the clerk will call the roll '
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The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Alken Gore MeClellan
Anderson Green Millikin
Barrett Griswold Monroney
Beall Hendrickson  Morse
Bennett Hennings Mundt
Bricker Hickenlooper Murray
Bush Hill Neely
Butler, Md. Hoey Pastore
Butler, Nebr. Holland Payne

Byrd Hunt Potter
Capehart Ives Purtell
Carlson Jackson Robertson
Case Jenner Saltonstall
Clements Johnson, Colo. Schoeppel
Cooper Johnson, Tex. Smathers
Cordon Johnston, 8, C. Smith, Malne
Danijel Eefauver Smith, N. J.
Dirksen Eennedy Bmith, N. C.
Dougias Kllgore Sparkman
Duft KEnowland Stennis
Dworshak Kuchel Taft
Ellender Long Thye
Ferguson Magnuson Tobey
Frear Malone Watkins
Fulbright Mansfield Welker
George Martin Wiley
Glllette Maybank Willlams
Goldwater McCarran Young

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present. The question is on
agreeing, en bloe, to the amendments of
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DougLas],
offered for himself and the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. AnpErson], to the com-
mittee substitute. The yeas and nays
having been ordered, the clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Bripges] and the Senator from Vermont
[Mr, FLANDERS] are necessarily absent.

If present and voting the Senator from
New Hampshire [Mr. Bringes] and the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS]
would each vote “nay.”

I announce that the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. Lancer] is absent on
official business,

On this vote the Senator from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. McCarTHY] is necessarily ab-
sent and is paired with the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. HumpHREY]. If present
and voting the Senator from Wisconsin
would vote “nay” and the Senator from
Minnesota would vote “yea.”

Mr. CLEMENTS. I anounce that the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CuAVEZ]
is absent by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Mississippl [Mr.
Eastranp] is absent by leave of the
Senate because of a death in his family.

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. Hay-
pEN], the Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
HumpHREY], the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr, Kerr], the Senator from New York
[Mr. Leaman], the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. RusseELL], and the Senator from
Missouri [Mr. SymincTon] are absent on
official business.

The Senator from Mississippl [Mr.
Easrtrannp] is paired on this vote with the
Senator from New York [Mr. LEEMAN],
If present and voting, the Senator from
Mississippi would vote “nay,” and the
Senator from New York would vote
“yea-"

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
HumpreREY] is paired on this vote with
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr, Mc=
CarTHY]. If present and voting, the Sen-
ator from Minnesota would vote “yea,”
and the Senator from Wisconsin would
vote “nay.”™
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I announce further that if present and
voting, the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
RusseLr] would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 26,
nays 58, as follows:

YEAS—28
Anderson Ives Morse
Case Jackson Murray
Douglas Johnson, Colo. Neely
Fulbright Kefauver Pastore
Gillette EKennedy Sparkman
Gore Kilgore Tobey
Green Magnuson Wiley
Hennings Mansfield Young
Hil Monroney
NAYS—58
Afken Frear Millikin
Barrett George Mundt
Beall Goldwater Payne
Bennett Griswold Potter
Bricker Hendrickson Purtell
Bush Hickenlooper Robertson
Butler, Md. Hoey Saltonstall
Butler, Nebr. Holland Schoeppel
Byrd Hunt Smathers
Capehart Jenner S8mith, Maine
Carlson Johnson, Tex. BSmith, N. J.
Clements Johnston, 8. C. Smith, N.C.
Cooper Enowland Stennis
Cordon Kuchel Taft
Daniel Long Thye
Dirksen Malone Watkins
Duff Martin Welker
Dworshak Maybank Willlams
Ellender MeCarran
Ferguson McClellan
NOT VOTING—12
Bridges Hayden Lehman
Chavez Humphrey McCarthy
Eastland Kerr Russell
Flanders Langer Symington
So Mr. Doucras’ amendments were
rejected.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I send
forward an amendment and ask that it
be stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will state the amendment offered by the
Senator from Florida.

The Cuier Crerk. It is proposed on
page 11, line 10, to strike out the words
“or hereafter”; on page 17, line 18, to
strike out the words “or is hereafter”;
and on page 11, line 12, to strike out the
colon and insert the following: “buf in
no event shall the term ‘boundaries’ or
the term ‘lands beneath mnavigable
waters’ be interpreted as extending from
the coastline more than 3 geographical
miles into the Atlantic Ocean or the
Pacific Ocean, or more than 3 marine
leagues into the Gulf of Mexico.”

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, does the
Senator from Florida wish to debate his
amendment? My intention was to recess
at this time.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, if
there is any extended debate to occur
on it, I should be glad to have it go over
until tomorrow morning, These are sug=
gestions which have been made by sev=
eral Senators who are opposed to the
joint resolution and by several who are
in favor of it. The suggested changes
are minor changes for the purpose of
clarification which I think will be help-
ful, in view of certain questions which
have been raised. They do not depart
in the slightest from the intention of the
sponsors of the joint resolution.

If there is no extended debate, I should
hope that the Senate would act on the
amendment speedily.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Florida yield?

Mr, HOLLAND, I yield.
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Mr. HILL. Does not the Senator
from Florida think there should be some
explanation of the amendment?

Mr. HOLLAND. I shall be very
happy to explain it.

Mr. President, there are two places in
the joint resolution where the words “or
hereafter” or “or is hereafter” are used,
and I will indicate those places to every
Senator who has before him a copy of
the joint resolution, so that we may be
sure of what we are doing.

On page 11, line 10, the words “or
hereafter” appear just after th= word
“heretofore.” And the same meaning
applies—in the other place, which is on
page 17, line 18, the words “or is here-
after” appear. In each case, those words,
if stricken from the joint resolution,
while they would not in the slightest de-
gree take away the jurisdiction of Con-
gress to act in this field if it chose to
do so hereafter, would not in the joint
resolution itself give any intimation that
the Congress is looking forward to any
such action being taken. I think noth-
ing is added or subtracted by taking out
those words, but certain Senators who
are opposed to the joint resolution main-
tained that the appearance of those
words may act as an invitation here-
after to extend the boundaries, which is
not the intention and which I think
would not occur.

I have already stated that, so far as
I am concerned, the words are practi-
cally meaningless, because Congress has
jurisdiction to act hereafter if it sees
fit to do so. I have also explained in
the Recorp why the words were used,
because the States of Texas and Florida,
which were very active in the introduc-
tion of the joint resolution, have bound-
aries extending by law beyond 3 geo-
graphic miles, and we did not want to
appear in any sense to preclude any of
the coastal States which might have a
claim about which we knew nothing
from asserting it. We do not want to
preclude them from }.esenting their
claims. We now want the words to be
stricken because they have caused con-
cern in the minds of both proponents
and opponents of the joint resolution.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Florida yield?

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. May I ask the very
able Senator from Florida if it was by
inadvertence that he strikes the words
“or hereafter” on line 10, page 11, and
does not strike the word “hereafter” on
line 1 of page 11? Does he propose to
omit the word “hereafter” on line 1,
page 11?

Mr. HOLLAND. There is one place
where the word “hereafter” was delib-
erately left in the joint resolution. ‘As
to whether that is the place, I am not
sure. The amendment was drafted by
my assistant, and I should like to check
with him for a moment.

I am quite content to admit to the
Senator from Illinois that the omission
of that particular “hereafter” was in-
advertent. It should have been included
in the language, but was omitted. The
word “hereafter” that was not affected
by the amendment is in line 8 on page 17.

Mr, DOUGLAS. It was proposed to
strike the words “or hereafter” in line
24, page 10, and line 1, page 11?
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Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator is cor-
rect. I shall modify my amendment to
so provide. As has already been stated,
the intention is to remove any feeling
on the part of any Senator that we are
inviting a change of boundaries here-
after. That same point applies to the
latter part of the amendments which,
by the way, I hope will be considered
en bloe, because they all affect the same
situation, to bring about greater cer-
tainty where it had been felt there was
not sufficient certainty.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is the word “here-
after” written subsequently in the joint
resolution?

Mr. HOLLAND. There is one place
where the word “hereafter” is properly
retained. In going over the joint reso-
lution myself, I noted——

Mr. DOUGLAS. May I ask if that is
on line 18, page 17?

Mr, HOLLAND. No. That is one of
those which are proposed to be elimi-
nated by my amendment.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Am I to understand
that the Senator from Florida is now
providing that the 3-league limit which
is to be under State ownership shall be
not merely for the States of Florida and
Texas, but apply to the entire Gulf of
Mexico?

Mr. HOLLAND. No, there is no such
intention in mind, and no such intention
is aceomplished.

Mr. DOUGLAS. May I ask what
would happen to the boundary of Louisi-
ana?

Mr. HOLLAND. The boundary of
Louisiana is not intended to be affected
in any way whatever by this amendment.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I then suggest to the
Senator from Florida that since the
boundary of his State is 3 leagues into
the Gulf of Mexico, it would seem to me
that the amendment would include not
merely the west coast of Florida and
Texas, but also Louisiana, Mississippi,
and so forth.

Mr, HOLLAND. The Senator has not
correctly read the latter part of the
amendment, on page 11, line 12: “but in
no event shall the term ‘boundaries’ or
the term ‘lands beneath navigable wa-
ters’ be interpreted as extending from
the coastline mor& than 3 geographical
miles into the Atlantic Ocean or Pacific
Ocean, or more than 3 marine leagues
into the Gulf of Mexico.”

The words are words of limitation, not
words of grant or release.

Mr. DOUGLAS. It would depend
upon the definition of what the boundary
of Louisiana was at the time Louisiana
entered the Union.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Florida yield?

Mr, HOLLAND. I yield.

Mr. KEFAUVER. I think this is sub-
stantially similar to an amendment I
had sent to the desk. I agree that it does
improve the joint resolution, but I wish
to ask the Senator whether, if the
amendment shall be adopted, it will
constitute a legislative history in recog-
nition of the understanding that out be-
yond the 3-mile limit on the Atlantic
and Pacific coasts, and beyond 3 leagues,
if it should be established as applying to
the Gulf of Mexico, the United States has
paramount right to submerged land out
beyond those boundaries or lines.
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Mr, HOLLAND. The Senator is cor-
rect, but the change proposed would not
bring about that result. That result is
already reached by another provision of
the joint resolution, section 9. This
amendment is simply clarifying lan-
guage, both with reference to the mean-
ing of section 9 and with reference to
the limitation which we have already
discussed in an earlier portion of the
joint resolution, where the amendment
appears.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Wherever that in-
terpretation may come, I think it is very
important, and I ask the Senator if he
does not agree with me that we need to
leave the impression with our neighbors
to the south, and with Canada to the
North, that we are retaining the right,
or that Congress thinks there is a right.
further to extend boundaries in the event
that is desired, but that this Congress be-
lieves that as to anything beyond the 3-
mile limif or the 3-league limit, the para-
mount right is in the United States, and
not in the States.

Mr. HOLLAND. Of course, the Sena-
tor is correct in his position, but I would
not wish the Recorp to indicate that the
Senator from Florida or the Senator
from Tennessee believes that these
minor changes could in any way affect
in the slightest the right of other Con-
gresses to take action as they may see fit
in this field, because the Senator from
Tennessee knows that we could not ac-
complish any such result. This is just a
minor change of verbiage, to make very
clear that Congress at this time is seek-
ing to do only those things which the
authors and supporters of the joint reso-
lution have so very fully, and rather
repeatedly, stated for the REcorp here-
tofore during the course of the debate.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will
the Senator further yield?

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield.

Mr. KEEFAUVER. I was very much
worried about the effect the word
hereafter might have in the joint reso-
lution. I spoke at some length about
that recently. Would the adoption of
this amendment have the effect of at
least giving the interpretation that, so
far as the Senate is concerned, by adopt-
ing the amendment, the States would
not have any rights or title out beyond
the 3-mile limit in the Atlantic or the
Pacific, or beyond 3 leagues in the Gulf
of Mexico?

Mr. HOLLAND. In general, I should
say that the Senator is correct. The
amendment will simply indicate that this
Senate, in the passage of the joint reso-
lution, is certainly not inviting addi-
tional claims, and it knows of no addi-
tional claims. At the same time, I
repeat what I have already said, that
nothing that this Senate could do, noth-
ing that any Senator could say upon the
floor, would be sufficient to indicate
properly to anyone that we are seeking
to deprive future Congresses in any way
whatsoever of their full power. We
could not do so if we wished to, and we
should not desire to do so.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a further gquestion?

Mr. HOLLAND, I yield.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Does not the Sena-
tor believe that the legislative history of
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the measure we are considering is im-
portant for purposes of interpretation
in the Supreme Court, and that the
Senator’s amendment might aid in ob-
taining favorable consideration of the
joint resolution by the Supreme Court?

Mr. HOLLAND. I doubt very seri-
ously if that result would oceur, because
I think the amendment has very little
effect. But I am perfectly willing to
meet the suggestions of my friends, some
of whom have been opponents, and some
of whom have been supporters of the
joint resolution, to the effect that they
would like to have the language more
clearly spelled out than it was in the
original measure, to the effect that there
is no intention whatsoever to grant
boundaries beyond 3 geographical miles
in either the Atlantic or the Pacific,
and that this Congress knows of no pos-
sible situation under which greater
boundaries are claimed or could be
granted in the Gulf of Mexico than 3
leagues; and, in that case, this Congress
knows, although this amendment does
not indicate it, that there are but 2
States affected by that particular situa-
tion.

Mr. KEFAUVER, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further, in order to
clarify one point?

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield.

Mr. KEFAUVER. I have a very high
regard for the State of Louisiana and
the very distinguished Senators from
that State. But is there anything in the
last part of the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Florida which might be in-
terpreted as granting the State of Loui-
siana a boundary of 3 leagues out from
its shore, rather than the 3 miles which
I understand it now claims?

Mr. HOLLAND. I will say categori-
cally to the Senator that there is not.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the .

Senator yield?

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield.

Mr. LONG. I am certain the Senator
is aware, is he not, that there are some
persons in Louisiana who contend that
the language is the enabling act which
brought Louisiana into the Union, re-
ferring to the boundary as including all
islands within 3 leagues, might be sus-
ceptible of the construction that Louisi-
ana had the same rights as does Florida,
for example, with regard to the 3-league
limit? The Senator is not, by his
amendment, proposing to prevent Loui-
siana from seeking adjudication in the
courts as to what the actual boundary
is, is he?

Mr., HOLLAND. Indeed not. The
Senator from Florida would not, if he
could, do anything whatsoever to limit
or adversely affect the State of Loui-
siana in that regard. Any rights the
State of Louisiana has would be left un-
disturbed by these amendments.

Mr. LONG. Mr, President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield.

Mr. LONG. With regard to Texas and
Florida, these amendments do not pro-
pose to state that those States have a
boundary of 3 leagues. They merely give
them the right to establish that their
boundary is 3 leagues.

Mr. HOLLAND, These amendments
would not change the situation which
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has always existed. The States of Texas
and Florida would simply be left where
they were placed—the State of Texas by
the action of Congress and its own action
in 1845 and prior thereto, and the State
of Florida by action of Congress in 1868
and its own prior action. We are simply
left without prejudice in any way. The
Senators from Florida and the Senators
from Texas have made no attempt to
have the boundaries of those States con-
firmed or reasserted, and, of course, we
will not do so in this legislation. They
stand for themselves as they existed at
the time of admission or as heretofore
approved by the Congress.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendments,
as modified, offered by the Senator from
Florida [Mr, HorrLAND] to the committee
amendment,

Mr. EEFAUVER. Mr. President, be-
fore we vote on the amendments, I
should like to ask the Senator from Flor-
ida if he has included the *“hereafter”
on page 11, line 10?

Mr. HOLLAND. On this point the
amendment, as modified, is as follows:

On page 11, line 10, strike out the words
“or hereafter”; on page 17, line 18, strike
out the words “or is hereafter”; on pages
10 and 11, strike out the word “or" at the
bottom of page 10, and “hereafter” at the
top of page 11.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the amendments, as
modified, offered by the Senator from
Florida to the committee amendment.

The amendments were agreed to.

Mr. TAFT obtained the floor.

Mr. TAFT, Mr. President, I intend to
move that the Senate take a recess until
tomorrow. I will yield for the purposes
of insertions in the REcoRbD.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me for the purpose
of offering certain amendments?

Mr. TAFT. I yield to the Senator
from Oklahoma for the purpose of offer-
ing amendments, in order that they may
be the pending question, but not in order
to proceed with their consideration this
evening.

Mr. MONRONEY. As I understand,
action will be deferreq until tomorrow.

Mr. President, I offer the amendments
which I send to the desk, and ask that
they be printed in the REcorbp.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the amendments offered by the
Senator from Oklahoma will be printed
in the RECORD.

The amendments offered by Mr. Mon-
RONEY to the committee amendment are
as follows:

On page 10, beginning with “and to the”
in line 21 strike out all through “miles”
in line 3 on page 11.

On page 11, beginning with “as they” in
line 9 strike out all through “Congress, or”
in line 11.

On page 11, line 17, strike out “The” and
Insert in lleu thereof “In Title II the.”

On page 12, insert after line 23 the fol-
lowing:

“(1) The term ‘submerged lands of the
Continental Shelf’ means the lands (includ-
ing the natural resources therein) under-
lying the open ocean, sltuated seaward of
lands beneath navigable waters, and ex-
tending seaward to the outer edge of the
Continental Shelf;

“(}) The term ‘mineral lease’ means any
form of authorization for the exploration,
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development, or production of oil, gas, or
other minerals; and

“(k) The term ‘Secretary’ means the Sec-
rectary of the Interior.”

On page 17, beginning with the comma
after “confirmed” in line 11 strike out all
to the period in line 18.

On page 20, beginning with line 9, strike
out all through line 16 and insert in lieu
thereof the following:

“TrrLEe IIT
“SUBMERGED LANDS OF THE CONTINENTAL SHELF

“Sec. 9. All natural resources within the
submerged lands of the Continental Shelf
shall appertain to the United States and
be subject to its jurisdiction and control
as provided for in this title,

“Sec. 10. (a) The provisions of this sec-
tion shall apply to all mineral leases covering
submerged lands of the Continental Shelf
issued by any State or political subdivision
or grantee thereof (including any extension,
renewal, or replacement thereof heretofore
granted pursuant to such lease or under the
laws of such State) : Provided—

“(1) That such lease, or a true copy there-
of, shall have been filed with the Secretary
by the lessee or his duly authorized agent
within 90 days from the effective date of this
joint resolution, or within such further pe-
riod or periods as may be fixed from time
to time by the Secretary;

“(2) That such lease was issued (1) prior
to December 21, 1948, and was on June 5,
1950, in force and effect in accordance with
its terms and provisions and the law of the
Btate issuing it, or (11) with the approval of
the Secretary and was on the effective date
of this joint resolution in force and effect in
accordance with its terms and provisions
and the law of the State issuing it;

“(3) That within the time gpecified In
paragraph (1) of this subsection, there shall
have been filed with the Secretary (i) a cer=
tificate issued by the State cofficial or agency
having jurisdiction and stating that the
lease was in force and effect as required by
the provisions of paragraph (2) of this sub-
section or (ii) in the absence of such certifi-
cate, evidence in the form of affidavits, re-
celpts, canceled checks, or other documents,
and the Secretary shall determine whether
such lease was so in force and effect;

“(4) That except as otherwise provided in
section 3 hereof, all rents, royalties, and
other sums payable under such a lease be=
tween June 5, 1950, and the effective date of
this joint resolution, which have not been
paid in accordance with the provisions
thereof, and all rents, royalties, and other
sums payable under such a lease after the
effective date of this joint resolution shall
be paid to the Secretary, who shall deposit
them in a special fund in the Treasury to be
disposed of as hereinafter provided;

*“(5) That the holder of such lease certifies
that such lease shall continue to be subject
to the overriding royalty obligations exist-
ing on the effective date of this joint reso=-
lution;

“(6) That such lease was not obtained by
fraud or misrepresentation;

“(7) That such lease, if issued on or after
June 23, 1947, was issued upon the basis of
competitive bidding;

“(8) That such lease provides for a royal-
ty to the lessor of not less than 1214 percent
in amount or value of the production saved,
removed, or sold from the lease: Provided,
however, That, if the lease provides for a
lesser royalty, the holder thereof may bring
it within the provisions of this paragraph by
consenting in writing, filed with the Secre-
tary, to the increase of the royalty to the
minimum herein specified;

“(9) That such lease will terminate with-
in a period of not more than § years from
the eflective date of this joint resolution in
the absence of production or operations for
drilling: Provided, however, That, if the lease
provides for a longer period, the holder
thereof may bring it within the provisions
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of this paragraph by consenting in writing,
filed with the Becretary, to the reduction of
such perlod, so that it will not exceed the
maximum period herein specified; and

“(10) That the holder of such lease fur-
nishes such surety bond, if any, as the Secre-
tary may require and complies with such
other requirements as the Secretary may
deem to be reasonable and necessary to pro-
tect the interests of the United States.

“{b) Any person holding a mineral lease
which comes within the provisions of sub-
section (a) of this section, as determined by
the Secretary, may continue to maintain
such lease, and may conduct operations
thereunder, in accordance with its provisions
for the full term thereof and of any exten-
sion, renewal, or replacement authorized
therein or heretofore authorized by the law
of the State issuing such lease: Provided,
however, That, if oll or gas was not being pro-
duced from such lease on or before Decem-
ber 11, 1950, then for a term from the effec-
tive date hereof equal to the term remain-
ing unexpired on December 11, 1950, under
the provisions of such lease or any exten-
sions, renewals, or replacements authorized
therein, or heretofore authorized by the laws
of the State issuing, or whose grantee issued,
such lease. A negative determination under
this subsection may be made by the Secre-
tary only after giving to the holder of the
lease notice and an opportunity to be heard.

“(c) With respect to any mineral lease
that is within the scope of subsection (a) of
this section, the Secretary shall exercise such
powers of supervision and control as may be
vested in the lessor by law or the terms and
provisions of the lease.

“(d) The permission granted in subsection
(b) of this section shall not be construed
to be a walver of such claims, if any, as the
United States may have against the lessor or
the lessee or any other person respecting
sums payable or paid for or under the lease,
or respecting activities conducted under the
lease, prior to the effective date of this joint
resolution.

“Sge. 11. The Secretary is authorized, with
the approval of the Attorney General of the
United States and upon the application of
any lessor or lessee of a mineral lease issued
by or under the authority of a State, its po~
litical subdivision or grantee, on lands be-
neath navigable waters vested and assigned
to such State under title II of this joint res-
olution, to certify that the United States
does not claim any proprietary interest in
such lands or in the natural resources with-
in them.

“Sec. 12. In the event of a controversy be-
tween the United States and a State as to
whether or not lands are submerged lands of
the Continental Shelf, the Secretary is au-
thorized, notwithstanding the provisions of
subsections (a) and (c) of section 10 of this
Joint resolution, and with the concurrence
of the Attorney General of the United States,
to negotiate and enter into agreements with
the State, its political subdivision or grantee
or a lessee thereof, respecting operations
under existing mineral leases and payment
and impounding of rents, royalties, and other
sums payable thereunder, or with the State,
its political subdivision or grantee, respect-
ing the issuance or nonissuance of new min-
eral leases pending the settlement or adjudi-
catlon of the controversy: Provided, how-
ever, That the authorization contained in
this section shall not be construed to be a
limitation upon the authority conferred on
the Secretary in other sections of this joint
resolution. Payments made pursuant to
such agreement, or pursuant to any stipula-
tion between the United States and a State,
shall be considered as compliance with sec=-
tion 10 (a) (4) hereof. Upon the termina-
tion of such agreement or stipulation by
reason of the final settlement or adjudica-
tion of such controversy, If the lands subject
to any mineral lease are determined to be In
whole or in part submerged lands of the Con-
tinental Shelf, the lessee, if he has not al-
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ready done so, shall comply with the require=-
ments of section 10 (a), and thereupon the
provisions of section 10 (b) shall govern
such lease.

*“Sec. 13 (a) In order to meet the urgent
need during the present emergency for fur-
ther exploration and development of the oil
and gas deposits in the submerged lands of
the Continental Shelf, the Secretary is au-
thorized, pending the enactment of further
legislation on the subject, to grant to the
qualified persons offering the highest bonuses
on a basis of competitive bidding oil and

leases on submerged lands of the Contl-
nental Shelf which are not covered by leases
within the scope of subsection (a) of sec-
tion 10 of this joint resolution.

“{b) A lease issued by the Secretary pur-
suant to this section shall cover an area of
such size and dimensions as the Becretary
may determine, shall be for a period of 5
years and as long thereafter as oil or gas
may be produced from the area in paying
quantities, or drilling or well reworking op-
erations as approved by the Secretary are
conducted thereon, shall require the pay-
ment of a royalty of not less than 1215 per-
cent, and shall contain such rental provi-
slons and such other terms and provisions
as the Secretary may by regulation pre-
scribe in advance of offerlng the area for
lease. !

“(c) All moneys paid to the Secretary for
or under leases granted pursuant to this
section shall be deposited in a special fund
in the Treasury to be disposed of as here-
inafter provided.

*{d) The issuance of any lease by the
Becretary pursuant to this section, or the re-
fusal of the Becretary to certify that the
United States does not claim any interest in
any lands beneath navigable waters pur-
suant to section 11 of this joint resolution,
shall not prejudice the ultimate settlement
or adjudication of the question as to whether
or not the area involved is land beneath
navigable waters.

“Sec. 14. (a) Except as provided In sub-
section (b) of this section, all moneys re-
ceived under the provisions of this title shall
be held in a special account in the Treasury
and shall be used semiannually by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury exclusively to pay and
reduce the national debt of the United
States.

“(b) The provisions of this section shall
not apply to moneys received and held pur-
suant to any stipulation or agreement re-
ferred to in section 12 of this joint resolu-
tion pending the settlement or adjudicasdion
of the controversy.

“SEcC, 15. (a) The President may, from
time to time, withdraw from disposition any
of the unleased submerged lands of the Con~

tinental Shelf and reserve them for the use -

of the United States in the interest of na-
tlonal security.

“{b) In time of war, or when the President
shall so prescribe, the United States shall
have the right of first refusal to purchase at
the market price all or any portion of the
oil and gas produced from the submerged
lands of the Continental Shelf.

“(c) All leases issued under this title, and
leases, the maintenance and operation of
which are authorized under this title, shall
contain or be construed to contain a provi-
slon whereby authority is vested in the Sec-
retary, upon a recommendation of the Sec-
retary of Defense, during a state of war or
national emergency declared by the Congress
or the President after the effective date of
this joint resolution, to suspend operations
under, or to terminate any lease; and all
such leases shall contaln or be construed to
contain provisions for the payment of just
compensation to the lessee whose operations
are thus suspended or whose lease 1s thus
terminated.

“Sec. 16. The Secretary is authorized to
issue such regulations as he may deem to be
necessary or advisable in performing his
functions under this title.”
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On page 20, line 17, strike out “Sec. 10.”
and insert in lleu thereof “Sec. 17.”

Oon 20, line 22, strike out “Sec. 11.”
and insert in lieu thereof “Sec. 18."

Amend the title so as to read: “Joint reso-
lution to confirm and establish the titles of
the States to lands beneath navigable waters
within State boundaries and to the natural
resources within such lands and waters, to
provide for the use and control of such lands
and resources, and to confirm and provide
for the jurisdiction and control of the United
States over the natural resources of the sub-
merged lands of the Continental Shelf sea=
ward of State boundaries.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
wishes to inquire from the Senator from
Ohio whether or not it is the under-
standing that the amendments of the
Senator from Oklahoma will be the
pending question tomorrow?

Mr. TAFT. Exactly. No action is to
be taken on them today.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques=-
tion is on agreeing fo the amendments
offered by the Senator from Oklahoma
to the committee amendment.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the body of the REcorp at this point as a
part of my remarks an editorial entitled
“Giving Away Your Millions,” published
in the Milwaukee Journal of Sunday,
April 26, 1953.

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

GIVING AwAY Your MILLIONS

The Senate Is apparently about to approve
the House bill giving control of the so-called
“tidelands” to the States—and opening the
door to broader clalms extending to the edge
of the Continental Shelf. The President has
promised to sign the legislation.

There are grave constitutional questions
involved in this giveaway program. But
there are economic questions, too. There -
are dollars and cents involved for every resi=
dent of Wisconsin and every other State in
quitelaiming the resources held in trust for
the Nation.

Let’s look at the low, medium, and high
estimates of natural gas and oll resources
made by experts before the congressional
committees which - held hearings on the
tidelands bill. And let's assume that the
royalties on gas and oil, based on those esti-
mates, were divided among the States for
purposes of education based on the popula-
tion of children between the ages of 5 and
17, as contemplated in the almost sure to be
rejected proposal of Senator HiLn, Democrat,
Alabama.

Low estimate 1s by the United States Geo-
logical Survey, which says it believes that gas
and oil can be developed from the submerged
lands to the tune of §50 billion. Wisconsin’s
share, at royalties of 1215, percent, would be
$130,800,000. At royalties of 20 percent it
would be $223,680,000.

Medium estimate was by L. G. Weeks,
reputable petroleum expert. He estimates
a value of $125 billion. At 121 percent and
20 percent royalties Wisconsin's shares
would be $349,500,000 and $559,200,000.

High estimate was by Wallace Pratt, for-
mer vice president of the Standard Oil Co.
of New Jersey. His figure is $300 billion.
Wisconsin’s share would be $838,800,000
at a 1215 percent royalty figure and $1,342,-
080,000 at a 20 percent royalty.

That's what the State would get for edu-
cation if the Federal Government retgined
title to the submerged lands and distributed
the royalty funds for education. Many ex-
perts say that as the area has hardly been
tapped as yet estimates may be well under
real value. That's what would go to help
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cut down the national debt if the Govern=
ment kept the royalties for its own use.

Milwaukee talks of the need for an $18
million school-construction program—our
share of the lowest estimate at 1215, per-
cent would give us $27 million for schools;
of the highest estimate at 20 pement it
would give us $268 million.

That’s what the “giveaway’ program would
give away. It's your money that Congress
is preparing to hand over to the people of
three States—Texas, Louisiana, and Cali-
fornia. ¢

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, its reading
clerk, announced that the House had
passed, without amendment, the bill
(S. 1767) to amend and extend the pro-
visions of the District of Columbia Emer-
gency Rent Act of 1951.

RECESS

Mr. TAFT. I move that the Senate
stand in recess until 12 o’clock noon
tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o'clock and 14 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess until tomorrow, Wednes-
day, April 29, 1953, at 12 o’clock meridian.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate April 28 (legislative day of
April 6), 1953:

THE SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES CONTROL BOARD

Thomas J. Herbert, of Ohlo, to be a mem-
ber of the Subversive Activities Control
Board for remainder of the term expiring
April 9, 1954,

Harry P. Caln, of Washington, to be a
member of the Subversive Activities Control
Board for remainder of the term expiring
August 9, 1953,

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY

John B. Stoddart, Jr., to be United States

attorney for the southern district of Illinois.
UNITED STATES MARSHAL

Howard C. Botts, of Ohio, to be United
Btates marshal for the southern district of
Ohio.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
TUESDAY, APRIL 28, 1953 '

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Dr. Robert L. Kinnaird, pastor, Presby-
terian Church, Christiansburg, Va., of-
fered the following prayer:

Almighty God, Lord of men and na-
tions and our Heavenly Father, humbly
and sincerely we pray Thy blessing on us
this day. In Thy providence Thou hast
called us to the tasks of life. We are Thy
servants who shall give an account to
Thee. Help us to be so faithful to our
duties that we shall render to Thee our
account without shame or dismay. Make
us right within with Thee that we may
be right with our fellow men.

Grant, Heavenly Father, if it be Thy
will, that peace may come to the trou-
bled nations of the world; a peace rooted
in righteousness and lasting.

These things we pray in accordance
with Thy will and in the name of the
Lord Jesus Christ. Amen,
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The Journal of the proceedings of
yesterday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Carrell, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate agrees to the amend-
ment of the House to a bill of the Senate
of the following title:

8.1419. An act to permit the Board of
Commissioners of the District of Columbia
to establish daylight-saving time in the
District.

MAY 3 IS POLAND'S DAY

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to extend my remarks at
this point in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, the Soviet
terror can never wipe out the memory
of Poland's Constitution Day.

It can never stop the Polish people
from dreaming, praying, and preparing
for the time when their valiant Chris-
tian nation will be free again.

In every country outside the Iron Cur-
tain men pause in their labors to think
of this day and what it means. What
happened to Poland could happen to us
unless all men who fear slavery shall
work together to rescue mankind from
the savagery that is communism.

The Polish people have proved their
endurance many times in the past. They
will not surrender now. No “brain-
washing” technique ever devised can de-
stroy the faith in God and the deep-
rooted love of liberty that have always
sustained the Poles.

Besides, they know that we in the
United States, no matter where our an-
cestors came from, identify ourselves
with them.

Our moral support is a factor not to
be underestimated.

When the time is ripe, it will assert
itself more vigorously and help rout the
aggressors from the lands they have
usurped.

It would be reckless and premature to
encourage the Polish people to revolt at
this time when the Communists are at
the height of their material power.
Sooner or later, as more people in this
world become aware of their treachery
and cruelty, the tide will turn, and cap-
tive nations will be liberated as commu-
nism becomes weakened by its own
excesses.

That is why we honor the memory of
Constitution Day, in preparation for the
future when Poland will be a self-gov-
erning nation again and its people free
to direct their own destinies.

I do not say this merely to encourage
the millions of Americans who claim
Polish descent.

I firmly believe that Poland will in=-
evitably win back her independence as
surely as right must triumph over wrong.

The observance of Constitution Day
strengthens me in that opinion.

FARM PROGRAM

Mr. SUTTON. Mr. Speaker, T ask
unanimous consent to extend my re=
marks at this point in the REcorb.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

Mr. SUTTON. Mr. Speaker, the coun-
try has been waiting for months for
some sign of a farm program advocated
by the new Secretary of Agriculture, Mr.
Benson. Apparently, and judging from
the last few days, certain officials from
the Department of Agriculture have
brought about the Benson plan. This
plan, I presume, is to solve the problems
of the Nation.

Certain officials of the Department of
Agriculture have been talking about the
problem of the marginal farmer. They
are saying that the inefficient producer
should get out of agriculture and that
the farm can no longer be considered a
haven for those with less-than-average
ability.

Of 3,597,000 full-time family farm en-
terprises in the United States in 1950
1,603,000 had a net cash income of less
than $1,000. Seven hundred and seven
thousand of these families had incomes
under $500. I do not know what the
gentlemen of the Department of Agri-
culture consider to be a marginal farmer
but presumably a family with a net in-
come of less than $500 a year would fit
their definition.

I just wonder if the Secretary of Agri-
culture is advocating the Benson plan
to solve the farm program by plowing
under every fifth farm family? If so,
I am sure that the farmers of the United
States will not agree with this Benson
farm plan.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Speaker, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Obviously, a quorum
is not present.

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

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 31]

Abbitt Dingell McCulloch
Baker Gamble Mason
Barrett Gordon Mollohan
Blatnik Green Oakman
Boggs Hardy O'Konskl
Bolton, Hart Polk

Oliver P. Hays, Ohlo Poulson
Brooks, La. Hébert Rabaut
Brown, Ohio  Hosmer Riehlman
Brownson Hull Sheehan
Cederberg James Shelley
Chatham Johnson Steed
Condon Kearney Teague
Cooley Keogh Tuck
Coudert Kersten, Wis, Vinson
Cunningham Klein
Davis, Tenn. Lesinskl

The SPEAEER. On this rollecall 379
Members have answered to their names,
& quorum.

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

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr, PHILLIPS., Mr. Speaker, I had a
special order for this afternoon for 15
minutes. I am not ready for it yet. I
ask unanimous consent that it be trans=-
ferred to tomorrow afternoon.
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The SPEAKER, Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection,

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE
HOUSE

Mr. MULTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 30
minutes on Wednesday next on the sub-
ject of interest rates, following the legis-
lative program and the conclusion of
special orders heretofore entered.

INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPRO-
PRIATION BILL, 1954

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 4828) mak-
ing appropriations for the Department
of the Interior for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1954, and for other pur-
poses.

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

The motion was agreed fo.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the fur-
ther considexation of the bill H. R. 4828,
with Mr. McGgrEGoR in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill,

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

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to proceed for 5 additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. 1Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I want
to speak this morning on the subject of
synthetic fuel, The original request for
appropriations for the Department of the
Interior contained an item of $7,900,000
for the maintenance and continuation of
the synthetic-fuel program by the Bu-
reau of Mines. Secretary McEKay re-
duced the request substantially when he
asked that $2 million be removed from
the appropriations for the production of
synthetic fuels from coal and that opera-
tions by the experimental plants for the
hydrogenation of coal be discontinued.
The Committee on Appropriations going
even further has eliminated completely
all funds for the continuation of produc-
tion of synthetic fuel from coal and oil
shale at experimental plants in the Bu-
reau of Mines, and has directed that
those facilities be disposed of by the
Government. i

Appropriation for synthetic fuels, fiscal year
. 1954

Becretary
Original | MeKay's | Appropria-
appropria- | requested | tion in bill
tion appropria- | H, R. 4828
tion

$1, 435, 200 | $1, 435, 200 £767, 600
985, 400 085,400 oo
8,005, 800 | 1,005, 800 250, 000
1, 943, 904 1, 843, 804 250, 000
445, 000 445,000 |occeaareaeae
7,905,304 | 5 905, 304 1, 267, 60O
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All that is left in the bill as far as ap-
propriations for this purpose is con-
cerned is about $1,267,000. Five hundred
thousand dollars of this would be re-
quired to liquidate the plants and to put
them in moth balls, and the balance of
$700,000 would be just enough to cover
the dismissal leave pay for all the minor
employees. So that we can conclude the
whole program will be junked.

The Bureau of Mines has 6 plants and
laboratories engaged in research and
production of synthetic fuels on a pilot
and experimental basis. In Louisiana
and Missouri, two coal-to-oil demonstra-
tion plants are presently in operation,
one producing oil by coal hydrogenation
and the other by utilization of the
Fischer-Tropsch process. In Rifle, Colo.,
an oil shale demonstration plant is run
by the Bureau of Mines which produces
oil by the retorting of shale and the re-
fining of shale oil. In Gorgas, Ala,, an
underground station for producing oil
from coal synthetically without mining
exists, while two synthetic fuels labora-
tories, one in Laramie, Wyo., and the
other in Bruceton, Pa., are integral parts
of the Bureau’s program for successfully
perfecting processes for producing oil
from coal and shale.

Synthetie fuels plants and laboratories of
Bureau of Mines

Num-
ber of

Location Nature of facilities em-
ploy-

Research Laboratories for 308
study of catalysts and
gl]qt plant production

¥ synthesis and
coal hydrogenation.

Underground gas station
for synthetic production
experiments without

m coal.
One to oil demonstra-
tion plant ueing
synthetic fuels and
chemicals by hydrogen-
ation of coul' and one
eoal to oil demonstration
lant utilizing Fischer
ropsch process.
Morgantown, W.Va.| Gas synthesis plant.._....
Rifle, Coloooooaaee- 0Oil shale demonstration
for retorting and refining
shale and shale oil.
0Oil 8hale Research Lab- 80
oratory.

Bruceton, Pa—.-can..

Gorgas, Al —eeeene-

Louisiana, Mo. ...

Laramie, Wyo0....--

When originally undertaken in 1944,
the synthetic production oil seemed a
distant and impracticable possibility.
Perseverance and intensive research of
the Government has indicated, however,
that synthetic fuels are now almost
susceptible of industrial utilization on
a commercial basis. Rapid strides have
been made in studies based upon the
production of gasoline from hydrogena-
tion of coal.

Estimates of production costs have
been made by the Bureau of Mines it-
self, by a firm of private consultants,
Ebasco Services, Inc., and by the Na-
tional Petroleum Council, comprised of
representatives of the petroleum indus-
try. While the resulting production
costs varied as among the three esti-
mates, in general it can be said that as
of the moment synthetic gasoline pro-
duction by coal hydrogenation, absent
Government assistance, in one manner
or another, is not ready for commercial
exploitation,
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Ebasco concluded in its report that
we do not believe it would be feasible
to finance the projects described in the
Bureau of Mines report dated October
25, 1951, with private capital under con-
ditions prevailing as of January 1, 1951.

The National Petroleum Council in
October of 1951 expressed the opinion,
after its survey of industrial costs, that
as of that time, “coal hydrogenation for
the production of synthetic fuels is un-
economical.” Even the former Secre-
tary of the Interior, Mr. Chapman,
acknowledged that Government assist-
ance would be necessary at the moment
to launch such a project.

If production of oil is not yet feasible,
how could private industry take over?
They would refuse.

Estimates of cost of production of gasoline by
hydrogenation of coal

(Oct. 24
NPC [EBASCO| (OCt- 25
(Oct. 31, | (Maren | 1951, e-

1951) 1052) | oy, 19,

1951)
Manufacturing costs.... 25.3 19.5 17.7
Housing costs........... b ]Sl L B
Financial charges....... 18.0 22,0 8.2
Total costs. ...... 46.9 4.5 25.9
Less byproduct reve-

1 RO 5.5 13.4 H.9
Gasoline............ 414 2.1 1.0

Bureau of Mines studies with respect
to the production of synthetic fuels from
oil shale indicate that the latter source
may be more nearly ready for commer-
cial exploitation than the hydrogenation
or gas synthesis of coal. Estimates are
that gasoline can be produced from shale
at approximately 14.7 cents per gallon
which should be compared to estimates
of 29 cents a gallon for gasoline produced
by the gas synthesis and anywhere from
11 to 41 cents for that made by coal
hydrogenation.

NEED FOR CONTINUATION OF THE SYNTHETIC
FUELS PROGRAM

0il is one of the most important of all
commodities for the Nation’s defense.
Present supplies, coming in the main
from the Near East and Venezuela, are
susceptible of coming to a gradual or
abrupt halt depending upon world con-
ditions. The development of inherent
domestic resources, therefore, is essen-
tial to guard against eventualities of all
kinds so that the national defense may
not be imperiled by the elimination or
shutdown of international sources of
supply. :

Our own resources are not unlimited.
Despite discovery of new reserves and
even the successful development of syn-
thetic fuels, our petroleum supplies will
not last indefinitely. As the Paley Com-
mission recently concluded:

But no matter how large the Nation’s
petroleum resources ultimately prove to be,
one fact 1s now clear: eventually the re-
sources will dwindle and become progressive=
1y inadequate.

In this light, the continuation of ef-
forts to successfully produce petroleum
products from coal by hydrogenation and
gas synthesis, and to obtain gasoline by
retorting and refining oil shale seems
highly sensible,
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Recognizing the essential need for de-
veloping the Nation’s actual and poten-
tial resources, Congress has already au-
thorized more than $75 million for the
development of a synthetic fuels pro-
gram. Beginning in 1944 and continuing
to date, it has spent more than $5 mil-
lion a year for research and production
of synthetic fuels from coal and shale
oil,

Government investment in synthetic fuel

orogram

Year: Appropriation
B e e e e P e #5, 000, 000
1946 7, 000, 000
1947 - b, 250, 000
coir S N e B S 7, 000, 000
1949 14, 885, 000
1850 9, 760, 000
1851 ---- 8,833,000
1852 8,117, 000
1953 110, 480, 000
Total 786, 315, 000

1Includes $2,600,000 for new Morgantown
(W. Va.) Experimental Station.

Included in the figures of the Govern-
ment’s investment in the synthetic fuels
program are large amounts of money
which have been put into developing ade-
quate plant facilities and equipment.
The following table indicates with re-
spect to each of the facilities involved
the amount incurred for furnishing

adequate buildings, equipment, and
resources:
Costs of facilities for synthetic fuels program
Situs Cost
Bruceton, Pa $3, 500, 000
Morgantown, W. Vo eccceeneaa 200, 000
Louisiana, Mo.:
Coal hydrogenation plant..... 10, 000, 000
Gas synthesis plant- - ——_. 4, 900, 000
RS g e R A G e - 550, 000
Rifle, Colo.:
Mine development__ o oceeaa 1, 500, 000
Plant, including housing..... - b, 000,000
Retort 400, 000
Gorgas, Ala 300, 000

It is evident that the abrupt discon-
tinuance of the synthetic fuels program,
rather than have an economizing effect
on the Nation's finances, will result in a
tremendous loss, not only in technologi-
cal knowledge and skills, but in actual
taxpayers’ money invested in the above
facilities.

If the expenditures in the fuel program
had not to date shown concrete and tan-
gible results, there might be a legitimate
reason for discontinuing the program.
But far from condemning the work of the
Bureau of Mines in its experiments with
synthetic fuels, the committee in its re-
port has clearly recognized that both coal
hydrogenation and the retorting and re-
fining of shale oil have been brought
almost to the point of commercial devel-
opment and that the contribution of the
program to date has been substantial.

The objective of the Appropriations
Committee to obtain the commercial de-
velopment of synthetic fuel production
by private enterprise is highly com-
mendable. That has been the aim of the
Bureau of Mines in cooperating with
private enterprise throughout. Efforts
have been made by the Bureau of Mines
without success, to interest private par-
ties in the commerecial production of syn=
thetic fuels. These processes are on the
verge of private development. But the
way fo assure private enterprise of the
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know-how, the technological skills and
techniques, and continued experimenta=
tion and improvement, is certainly not
to abolish the program at its brightest
moment.

This junking of the program of syn-
thetic oil production from coal and shale
would be of untold assistance to the big
oil companies to prevent a new type of
oil from coming into the market. These
companies do not want this type of com-
petition. They are powerful enough,
apparently, to pressurize the scuttling
of the plan.

Progress means naught to them. The
only sight they have their eyes trained
upon is higher profits. These new proc-
esses would mean, according to the Bu-
reau of Mines, an additional new yield
of from 1 to 2 million barrels of pe-
troleum per day from rock, at reduced
prices. The saving to the public, ac-
cording to the Department of the In-
terior, would be approximately $150 mil-
lion per annum.

Petroleum now is at its highest level
of production. Petroleum is also at its
highest price to all users. We now im-
port 1 million barrels of crude oil a day
from the Middle East and from Vene-
zuela. All possible sources of oil are
needed for our security and for our de-
fense. There is great need to stockpile
this precious liquid fuel.

I would like to ask, Did the Subcom-
mittee on Appropriations consult our
internal security officials as to whether
they should junk this plan? Did they
consult officials of the Department of De-
fense whether they should scuttle this
plan? Did they consult the President of
the United States? I will wager he
would be madder than the hind feathers
of a hen in a high wind if you told him
what you were going to do. I am sure
that he knows the urgent need for more
oil production, more sources for the pro-
duction of petroleum needed for our na-
tional defense. We are already short
the amount in import, namely, 1 mil-
lion barrels a day.

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

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

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Kansas.

Mr. FENTON. But the gentleman
asked me a question.

Mr. CELLER. I will yield to the gen-
tleman later. I yield to the gentleman
from Kansas.

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. Is it not a
well-known fact that the States pro-
ducing coal are in distress at this time
to find a market, and that development
along this line might relieve the situa-
tion?

Mr. CELLER. There is no doubt about
it. I hold in my hand some eight vol-
umes compiled by the Bureau of Mines
concerning the huge potentialities of coal
in the manufacture of oil in Louisiana,
in Arizona, in Nebraska, in New York,
in Oregon, in Michigan, and in Missuun;
and there are many others. I call upon
the Representatives from those States to
look into this matter. Coal is a depres-
sion industry. It is in the doldrums.

Mr. FENTON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. CELLER. We find that oil, as fuel,
is being rapidly substituted for coal right
and left. New uses for oil, instead of coal,
in home and plant are developing.

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

Mr. CELLER. I will yield to the gen-
tleman in a moment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York refuses to yield. The
Committee will be in order.

Mr., JENSEN. The gentleman is go-
ing to let his time run out, and we will
not have a chance to ask him anything.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York refused to yield to the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. CELLER. I will yield to the gen-
tleman in an orderly process if he will
just have patience. I will not yield
if the gentleman becomes unruly and
truculent.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York has the floor and re-
fuses to yield. The gentleman from
New York has consumed 5 minutes of
his time.

Mr. CELLER. We know the experi-
ence during the last war: A great num-
ber of vessels were sunk. The war
exigencies could cut us off from large
supplies of oil again. We have never
been told the number of tankers that
were sunk by submarines, but I can as-
sure you even from the information I
have that it was a great number that
went to the bottom loaded with this
precious “black gold.” Now we have the
opportunity of developing these great
preserves and resources, and what do we
do? We say to turn it over to private
industry. But the time is not ripe for
that; private industry is not ready; pri-
vate industry cannot do it without Gov=
ernment assistance. .

Private industry will enter the pic-
ture, yes; private industry will enter—
for what purpose? Not for the manu-
facture of oil. The Bureau of Mines has
given us a very interesting report on the
number of byproducts that can be de-
veloped by this process. The part of
private industry that is interested is the
chemical companies. They are inter-
ested only in the chemicals to be made.
They are not going to make oil. Here
is what they are going to make out of
the coal and shale. I am reading from
the Bureau of Mines report entitled
“Prototype Plants for Synthetic Liquid
Fuels” at page 2; subtitle, “Coproducts
Chemicals—A List of Chemical Products
That Could Be Produced From a Single
15,000-Barrel-Per-Day Prototype Coal
Hydrogenation Plant” is shown below.
These are the products from a small
plant, the coproducts—15,000 barrels per
day is a compatratively small plant:

Per year

1. Benzene. ....cecemaana -Mgals_. 186,710

2. Toluene do.... 29,817

8. Xylenes. = do. 34, 033

4. Isopropyl alcohol do 812

6. Etliyl benzene do. 6, 718

6. Naphthalene - cocecaaaa- do___. 56,940

7. Phenol. do 28, 733

8. M-p-cresol do 27, 681

9. 3-5 xylendol do. 6, 132

10. Special xylenol....----.-d0--.. 81,500
11, Ammonium sulphate_...- tons.. 82, 081
12. Bulfuric acld_ oo do_ ... 125, 700

Those are valuable chemicals, all in
short supply. Several are on the criti-
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cal list. Several are imported. Goodly
sums of money can be made from their
production, and they can be produced
from coal and shale. You do not mean
to tell me that these chemical concerns
are going to pass by the manufacture of
these very important chemicals now in
short supply for which they can get huge
sums of money and devote themselves to
the manufacture of oil. They would be
foolish to do so. We are not going to
get any oil from these private concerns,
and it is mighty strange, oh, passing
strange. And now, reading from the
Washington Post:

The question for Congress is whether the
experimental work by the Government now
is to be dropped.

Senator HenNInGs and Representative PEr-
xins have raised disturbing charges with re-
spect to Mr. McKay's proposal that also call
for a reply from the Secretary. Senator
HennINGs asks how five private firms knew,
before the public or Congress was aware of
the plans, that the plants would be disposed
of; and Representative PERKINS has charged
that the decision to stop the work is a payofl
to the oil and gas lobbies. These are serious
charges. America’s oll reserves are not inex-
naustible, and the national interest requires
that alternative supplies be developed if pos-
gible, If the Federal project is to be sus-
pended, there at least ought to be some as-
surance that the important research work will
be carried on by private sources.

Where did these companies get that in-
formation from? Before any member of
the Appropriations Committee knew
about the plans? These private com-
panies, these chemical companies knew
all about it. Is this a sort of payoff?

This is surely not a payoff in any literal-

sense. But it is a great boost to oil com-
panies. It must make them happy.
Maybe national campaign contributions
helped a little. Now I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. JENSEN, Is the gentleman ac-
cusing the committee of taking a payoff?

Mr. CELLER. Iam notaccusing any-
body. I spoke generally, referring to the
Washington Post. Of course, there is no
payoff in any vulgar, immoral sense.

Mr. JENSEN. You just said it.

Mr. CELLER. I am speaking quite
generally referring to the Washington
Post. Certainly your action is pleasing
to oil companies. I do not accuse any-
body: I am simply speaking in general
terms, accusing nobody in particular. I
quoted from the Washington Post. But
it is very strange that these——

Mr. JENSEN. I resent even what the
gentleman said—“Maybe it is a cam-
paign payoff.” I want to assure the gen-
tleman that there is no payoff. If he
takes payoff in this kind of thing, that
is something we do not know about. We
have had enough of your harangue and
your insults.

Mr. CELLER. I have had enough of
your gquestions. There is no need for
excitement.

I yield to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. EBERHARTER].

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman,
I want to say that this is one matter we
cannot blame entirely on the executive
department, because the Secretary of the
Interior himself only recommended a
reduction of $2 million, whereas the
committee slashes the entire amount out
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?rbit.tr.arﬂy without giving any reason
or i

Mr, CELLER. This additional aspect
of the synthetic fuel program should be
emphasized. The successful commer-
cialization of processes for converting
coal and/or shale into gasoline would
have widespread repercussions on the
economic development of many areas in
the United States. Substantial coal re-
serves which could be used in synthetic
gasoline production exist in such States
as Illinois, Pennsylvania, West Virginia,
Montana, Indiana, and Eentucky, to
name but a few. The development of a
petroleum and chemical industry based
upon coal as a raw material would see a
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renaissance of the coal industry in these
and other areas.

In Colorado abundant deposits of oil
shale could support a thriving indus-
try manufacturing petroleum products
which would add immeasurably to the
wealth of this State. In Utah also exist
reserves of shale oil which might be com-
mercially exploited for industrial pro-
duction of synthetic fuels by retorting
and refining,

I herewith set forth an interesting
summary of coal reserves which could be
used for synthetic liquid fuel. It was
prepared for the Bureau of Mines by the
ggli;seering firm of Ford, Bacon & Davis

24 L

Summary of recoverable coal reserves considered for synthelic liquid fuels manufacture
(as of Jan. 1, 1949)

Recoverable coal reserves (1,000 tons)
In general areas of coal and |Heating value
In general areas of coal water avaflabilit
i y,suited | B.t. u per
State avallability, suited for— foree potnd as
Total t recelved
Hydrogena- Coal Hydrogena- Coal
tion synthine tion synihine
1,236, 754 1,045, 622 1, 045, 622 1,045, 622 1,045,622 | 12, 360-14, 270
I s e D00, RO | e 250, 454 | 13, 550-14, 430
16, 306, 782 13, 818, 683 13, 818, 653 11, 540, 816 11, 540, 816 | 9, 130-13, 160
24, 86T, 174 15, 856, 946 15, 356, 46 15, 356, 46 15, 356, 046 | 9, T50-12, 610
046, 623 6, 412, 055 6, 412, 055 6,412, 055 6,412,055 | 11,110-12, 040
2,318, 166 1, 669, 517 1, 669, 517 1, 669, 517 1, 660, 517 | 8, 200-10, 530
452, 832 150, 578 150, 578 150, 578 150, 6578 | 11, 790-13, 080
12, 826, 004 11, 910, 205 11, 910, 205 11, 910, 205 11, 910, 205 | 10, 760-14, 090
BN e Y e 150, 287 | 12, 850-13, 520
859, 104 552, 324 662, 324 552,324 552,324 | 9. 900-11, 860
21, 825, 137 17, 536, 309 17, 536, 309 17,442,371 17,442,371 | 6, 020-10, 650
3,324, 816 3, 062, 988 3, 062, 988 1, 144, 647 1, 144, 647 | 10, 360-11, 420
Dakota_ 14, 767, 277 9, 543, TR6 0, 543, 786 9, 242, 848 9,242,848 | 5, 720~ 7,000
6, 023, 031 4, THE, 412 4, 788, 412 4, 788, 412 4,788,412 | 11, 470-13, 350
1, 251, 588 701, 116 , 037, 701, 116 1,037, 562 | 11, 520-14, 350
14, 750, 059 7, 214, 900 10, 026, 411 7,214, 990 10, 026, 411 | 12, 530~14, 020
b 1 WS RRRT : b e ) [l A | e 256, 311
1,018, 314 956, 856, 053 8566, 053 956, 063 | 12, 900-14, 050
5, 802, 200 4, 635, 258 , 635, 1, 220, 958 1, 220, 958 | 10, 390~
2, 133, 979 1,234,328 1, 652, 946 1, 234,328 1,652,046 | 12, 190-14, 870
513, 412 102, 433 102, 102, 433 102, 433 | 10, 030-11, 750
West Virginia_________.... 21, 057, 259 9, B84, 265 14, 576, 392 0, 884, 265 14, 576, 302 | 12, 190-14, 750
Wyoming and Idaho....... 10,123, 374 6,412, 120 6,412,120 3, 750, 458 8, 750,458 | 7,770-12, 870
United States.oenea- 169, 590, 374 116, 687, 988 125,912, 652 | 106,320, 942 | 115, 245, 606

! Estimated in accordance with the specifications and procedures established for this survey; before elimination of

unsatisfactory areas and of excess secondary reserves.

Here is another summary prepared by
the same engineering firm, of recoverable
ore shale:

Summary of recoverable oil shale reserves
and oil-impregnated strippable deposits

(as of Jan. 1, 1950)

Esti-
0il shale S(tirippai!gu mated
reserves 2P0S av

] (1,000 | (1,000 | yiel
tons) tons) (gallons
per ton)
Colorado. ..coaenaca-- 211, gﬁ& % __________ 25—;:

b e et | WO e 065, 340 19.3
California. .. L 283, 928 26.5
Kentucky o oooeaeaae 346, 811 10, 6
United States. ..... 247, 508, 646 |1, 507,079 | cceeaaaan

It is essential to stress the importance
of the successful development of the
synthetic production of fuels, not only
for their potential effect on the economic
development of the Nation's resources,
but I repeat, as a security measure to
safeguard against the possibility of de-
pletion of our own natural resources at
home and the elimination or reduction
of foreign sources of petroleum sup-
plies located thousands of miles away

from this Nation’s shores. Aware of the
acute need to develop alternative petro-
leum sources, the Paley Commission
recognized two essential tasks for hydro=
carbon technology as follows:

Developing economic methods of coal
hydrogenation to bring about the simul=
taneous production of chemicals (especlally
benzene and phenol) and ligquid fuels. * * *

Completing development of oil production
from shale.

To do this would require the continued
and persistent efforts of the Government
and the Paley Commission specifically
recommended:

That the National BSecurity Resources
Board, with the ald of the Department of
the Interior, undertake a continuing study
of the economic aspects of producing syn-
thetic liguid fuels from shale and coal in
relation to security needs and the outlook
for future petroleum supplies,

The Clerk read as follows:

For necessary expenses of operation and
maintenance of power transmission facili-
ties and of marketing electric power and
energy pursuant to the provisions of sec-
tion 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1844 (18
U. 8. C. 8258), as applied to the southeastern
power area, $1,060,000.
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Mr. JENSEN. Mr, Chairman, I offer
a committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment offered by Mr,
JenseEN: Page 2; after line 12, insert the fol-
lowing:

“For expenses of planning for the con-
struction and acquisition of transmisison
lines, substations, and appurtenant facili-
ties to carry out the provisions of section
5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 (16 U. S. C.
8255), as applied to the southeastern power
area, $50,000.”

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, many
revisions of budget requests have come
to the committee, however some had not
arrived when the committee completed
marking up the bill, so there are a few
instances in connection with this bill
that need clarification and amendment.
This is one of them, hence the amend-
ment I have offered.

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

The committee amendment
agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

Not to exceed $150,000 shall be available
during the current fiscal year from the con-
tinuing fund for all costs in connection with
the purchase of electric power and energy.

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. RAYBURN: Page
2, line 22, strike out all of lines 22, 23, and
24 and insert in lieu thereof the following:
*“Not to exceed $3,736,000 shall be available
during the current fiscal year from the con-
tinuing fund for all costs in connection with
purchase of electric power and energy and
for the payment of rentals for the use of
transmission facilities.” i

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, this
is one of those continuing fights that
has been going on for many years, ever
since the Southwestern Power Adminis=
tration was set up. It seems always
when the Director of the Southwestern
Power Administration appears before
the Committee on Appropriations he is
received, he is complimented, and he
leaves there feeling in fine shape, as he
did when he appeared before the com-
mittee this year. But when the bill is
written up the Southwestern Power Ad-
ministration, as far as a continuing fund
is coneerned and carrying on its func-
tions, it is just about murder or man-
slaughter. As a fellow said one day in
arguing a case: It did not make any dif-
ference to the fellow who was dead
whether he was murdered or manslaugh-
tered. I think this provision in the bill
leaving out all of these funds is man-
slaughter as far as the Southwestern
Power Administration is concerned.

I might recite a little history about the
Southwestern Power Administration and
a little about rural electrification. The
Southwestern Power Administration was
set up after the Denison Dam and Grand
River Dam were built. As other dams
were built, they were brought into that
system. In the beginning all the power
companies fought the Southwestern
Power Administration; they even fought
the building of the Denison Dam where
there was a tremendous shortage of
power in that area then, and there is

was
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now. Everybody in that area is interest-
ed. You talk all you please about free
enterprise, and I am for free enterprise
as much as anybody as long as it will per-
form its functions and serve the public.
Free enterprise had the opportunity to
provide rural electrification, but when
the power companies had the authority
and the exclusive authority of electrify-
ing the farm homes in the Southwest,
when we passed the rural-electrification
bill in 1934 fewer than 3 percent of the
farm homes of the Southwest, of all the
States in the Southwest, had access to
rural electrification. Today, not giving
but lending to farm coperatives money
to build rural lines, more than 90 per-
cent of the farm homes of that area are
now electrified and are being served in
great part by the Southwestern Power
Administration.

I have had more telegrams and more
letters, not from my State especially, but
from Missouri, Oklahoma, Arkansas, and
other States about this one thing, than
I think I have had about any one item in
any bill since I have been a Member of
the Congress. The people are excited
about it; they are distressed about itf.
It is getting along fine down there.

The Southwestern Power Administra-
tion made a contract with the Texas
Power & Light Co. A good contract
both for the Government and for the
utility company. And, I will say for
them that each has lived up 100 per-
cent to that contract. They have been
helping each other, and in helping each
other they have been helping the people.
The two power companies in Oklahoma
signed a contract with the Southwestern
Power Administration, and they are
proud of that contract, and they are liv-
ing up to it 100 percent. Last year the
Power Administration sat down with 12
other utility companies in the Southwest,
and they had a tentative agreement on
a contract. Well, since there has been
talk around here about doing away with
public power and selling power at these
dams, at the bus bar, to the utilities, and
having no more distributed by any gov-
ernmental agency or any agency that
has anything to do with distribution of
this power, these companies now say
that they want to withdraw their tenta-
tive agreement to that contract and
write a new contract. When that will
happen, I do not know, but this is the
entering wedge to kill public power in
the United States of America, and we
might just as well face it today as later.
I have been in this thing a long time.
I happen to be the author of the Utility
Holding Company Act of 1934, when we
fought these things out at that time.
The holding companies who laid over
these power companies, who did not own
a dollar’s worth of stock or a bond of
any sort in these operating utility com-
panies had absolute control of them by
owing part of the voting stock of other
holding companies.

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

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
be permitted to proceed for 5 additional
minutes.

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, while
I am at it, this is the only time I will
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take up on this bill if T may have my
time extended for 10 minutes.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. RAYBURN. The holding compa-
ny had two ways of making money only,
because it produced nothing. The only
money they made was from two ways:
One was milking out of the operating
company, because the operating com-
pany was the only thing in the whole
set-up that had anything to sell, and the
other was by the manipulation of stock,
to which it lent itself particularly. They
forced the operating power companies to
come here and fight the bill, and now
every power company man that operates
a real producing concern says it is the
best bill that ever happened to them.

Going back to this matter of fewer
than 3 percent of the farm homes in the
Southwest being electrified, at that time
if the electricity had been offered to the
farmer he could not have paid for it be-
cause he was being charged from 13 to
15 mills a kilowatt hour, and they were
not making money because the price was
so high.

Now these public power dams have
come along and they are wholesaling
electricity now to the farm cooperatives
for 5.6 mills, and the power companies
are doing the same thing, and they are
making more money today than they
ever made in their history because they
have got it down to the point where the
price is reasonable and people can use
the power. The volume has made it.

As to this continuing fund, I am not
going back to the so-called Truman
budget or anything of the sort. I am
taking the budget that was submitted by
this administration, $3,736,000. They
thought that was reasonable. We are
going to be told before this argument is
over that the power companies are going
to say, “Well, if you will throw this
Southwestern Power Administration out
of this business, then we will build these
transmission lines and we will furnish
them all the power they need.”

I have no way of judging the future
but by the past. They never did do it.
In my opinion, if the Southwestern Pow-
er Administration is strangled and is not
able to perform its function, and it will
not be able to unless this amount is added
to the bill, then the power companies
will go where they think is the richest
field, and they will not go to the poorer
fields, so that the many farmers will still
be left without the comforts and con-
veniences of rural electrification.

Mayhbe some of you do not understand
what it means to live away out there
somewhere on the side road, where it is
lonesome, where you sit on the fence and
Jjust wish that somebody would come by,
anybody, to break the loneliness, with no
conveniences. The mother and the sis-
ters build up a big fire in the fireplace in
July and August and scorch their arms
and their faces putting smoothing irons
down there. They rub their knuckles
off on the washboard. You frim lamp-
wicks, and have to carry a lamp from
one room to another, and have the chim-
ney burst in your face.
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Now most of those places have the
comforts and conveniences of electrifi-
cation, and they are enjoying it. It has
lifted them up more than anything in
the world. I do trust that we will carry
on these programs until the conven=-
iences and comforts of rural electrifica-
tion are offered to every farm home in
America, because nothing can lift up the
farm home and take more drudgery off
the farm wife than to have the conven=-
iences of rural electrification.

We need these people out on the farms,
and if we can get them all rural elec-
trification and if we can get them an all-
weather road out there, they will live
there, because they can have all the con-
veniences anybody has. They want to
stay out there. It used to be in the black
mud of north Texas when it rained they
had four mules and a wagon. There are
no more mules and wagons. There are
tractors and automobiles and trucks,
and when it rains they are stuck in that
mud until it dries up.

I wish you would think about these
things just a little, even though you
never saw a farm, even though you never
lived on one. I want to say to you now
that every citizen in all that country in
the Southwest understands that when
you vote to cripple the Southwestern
Power Administration you are voting to
cripple rural electrification—and that is
exactly what you are doing.

So I trust in the wisdom of this House
that we may go along with this thing
and trade with these companies and
have contracts with them which are
beneficial to both parties, and in that
way we can get along and have elec-
‘tricity sold in such volume that the peo-
ple ecan buy enough of it to make it a
profitable business both for the coopera-
tives and for the power companies them-
selves.

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

Mr. Chairman, it is the most difficult
thing in the world for the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. RaYyBurN] and me to
disagree on anything pertaining to
hydroelectric power, REA, municipal
power, or any other kind of power, be-
cause I learned long ago that his think-
ing and mine were identical, or almost
identical, I should say. I remember well
when the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
RAYBURN] came before our committee a
few years ago and said, “Some folks
think that all the power in America
should be produced and distributed by
the Government. There is another
group that thinks it all should be pro-
duced and distributed by private utili-
ties.” Then he said, “I do not belong
to either one of those groups. I think
there is a place for every kind of electric
energy producing and marketing agency
in this country, and I have come to the
conclusion that we need them all.” To
that, I agree completely. There are,
however, a number of things to take into
consideration when we appropriate
money for hydroelectric power and its
transmission. We have laws on the stat-
ute books which provide that hydro-
power, which is produced by the Federal
Government, shall be distributed to pre-
ferred customers, public bodies, and co-
operatives. They have the priority. We
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have held to that. This committee has
recognized that law and we have acted
accordingly. The committee, however,
and the Congress do have another re-
sponsibility, and that is that under our
form of government this Congress is
dutybound to protect private industry
and private enterprise whether it be
large corporations—I should say large,
good corporations—or the corner grocer,
or the peanut vendor on the corner.
After all, it was never supposed that
Government should enter into business
where private industry can earry on that
business in the proper manner, and
where private dollars can do the job in-
stead of the taxpayers’ dollars. This is
one of those cases where private indus-
try has absolutely testified to the fact
that they will deliver this power from
these hydroelectric dams in the South-
west power area to preferred customers,
public bodies, and others, in accordance
with the law, and that there will be no
interruption of power to anyone.

I have that statement in a letter from
the chairman of these 16 private utility
companies who joined hands during the
war, at the request of the President, to
be sure that adequate power was made
available to all of the defense installa-
tions of the Southwest. They did a
marvelous job. Those men are honest
men.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. JENSEN
was granted 5 additional minutes.)

Mr. JENSEN. The men who made
that agreement and gave that guaranty
to the committee—and I have it in writ-
ing and you can read it in the hearings—
are honest, conscientious, patriotic
Americans. They are simply working for
a few million people, the stockholders.
Not a member of this committee nor any
Member of Congress that I know of is
on their payroll. We are simply doing
the job that is necessary, according to
our oath of office.

Now, this continuing fund which was
originally requested was for $5,650,000,
to be used by the Southwest Power Ad-
ministrator, Douglas Wright. He is an
able administrator and a good engineer,
I have complimented him many times—
and I might say that he has worked very
closely with the private utilities down
there and with the REA’s, which every
member of this committee has supported
to the limit. They are working out a
contract, a comparable contract with the
contract which the gentleman from
Texas [(Mr. RAYBURN] was instrumental
in working out between the REA’s and
the private utilities and the Southwest
Power Administration in the State of
Texas. It is working fine. There is no
trouble at all, It is good for everybody.
The same kind of contract is now in effect
in many places over this Nation, because
the committee insisted that they do enter
into such contracts as the Texas con-
tract. This continuing fund was re-
duced from $5,650,000 to the figure
which the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
RaysurN] has inserted in his amend-
ment, because the Supreme Court of the
State of Arkansas just recently ruled
that the contract between the Southwest
Power Administration and the super-
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co-ops, REA co-ops, which joined hands
a couple of years ago and made a con-
tract to lease all of their facilities and
all of their transmission lines to the
Southwest Power Administration over a
period of 40 years, was illegal. Hence
approximately $2 million of this contin-
uing fund which was to be used to pur-
chase power by the Southwest Power
Administration from REA’s was deleted
by the Department in its revised esti-
mates. A case is pending now in the
Federal Court of the District of Colum-
bia about the Missouri section of the
Southwest Power area. The two cases
are almost identical. We do not know
what the court is going to do, but should
the court of the District of Columbia take
the same position that the Arkansas Su-
preme Court has taken, then very little
of this amount which the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Raysurn] has asked be
put back into the bill will be necessary.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Iowa has again expired.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr, Chairman, I ask
unanimous consens to proceed for 5 addi-
tional minutes.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. JENSEN. The committee has al-
lowed $150,000 in this bill for the State
of Oklahoma where power can be pur-
chased and wheeled with the $150,000 we
have allowed in the bill.

I was raised on the farm; I remember
how we carried the old lantern morning
and night; I remember well how I ground
the old corn sheller, and the corn
grinder, and even the fodder grinder,
the separator, and the washing machine,
But those were the days, Mr. Chairman,
when we were very happy even with all
the drudgery; there was no one telling
us what we had to do; we were free as
eagles. All we had to do was be good
neighbors, and we enjoyed life from
morning until night. But when the REA
was established, believe you me, I was for
it. I went to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. WaITTEN], the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. H. CARL ANDER-
sEN], the two ranking men on the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, when the budget
reduced the request for REA funds a
couple of years ago from $300 million to
$100 million. Someone had told the
farmers that the Bureau of Reclamation
was going to build all these lines all over
the country, so there was no use of their
obligating themselves. I went to the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WHIT-
TEN] and the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. H. CarL ANDERSEN] and asked
them to put another $100 million
back in the bill for REA. There were
others who did the same thing, others
who knew the story about how Clyde
Ellis, the great REA guy whom the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. Raysurn] and
others have criticized on many occasions
on the floor of the House, had gone
around to the farmers about REA and
said: “Why, the Bureau of Reclamation
is going to build these lines; you do not
have to worry.” They came into my
State of Jowa and told them that. So
there was no use of their obligating
themselves to build a lot of REA lines
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because the Bureau of Reclamation was
going to build them.

Now, I want to read a letter which was
sent to me by Mr. Frank M. Wilkes,
chairman, executive group of Electric
Utility Cos., that operate in the South-
western Power area. First I shall read
the names of the companies involved:

Arkansas Missourl Power Co., Arkansas
Power & Light Co., Central Loulsiana Elec-
tric Co., Inc., The Empire District Electric
Co., Gulf Btates Utilities Co., Kansas City
Power & Light Co., Louisiana Power & Light
Co., Missouri Power & Light Co., Missouri
Public Service Co., Missouri Utilities Co.,,
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co., Public Service
Co. of Oklahoma, Southwestern Gas & Elec-
tric Co., St. Joseph Light & Powar Co.

The letter of Mr. Frank M. Wilkes,
dated April 6, 1953, reads as follows:
ArriL 6, 19563,
BUBCOMMITTEE OF COMMITTEE ON APFROPRIA~
TIONS FOR DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.
(Attention Hon, Bex F. JEnsEN, Mem-
ber of Congress, chairman.)

GENTLEMEN; As representative of the elec-
tric utility companies in the Southwest area
appearing before your committee on Tuesday
afternoon, March 31, 1953, which companies
are listed below, we hereby officially request
your committee in all fairness to the com-
panies and the efforts of many of them to ne-
gotiate contracts with the Southwestern Pow=
er Administration, Department of the In-
terior, in the service areas of the companies,
that all appropriations requested from the
continuing fund for rental of transmission
lines, for payments under wheeling contracts
and for purchase of steam electric power be
eliminated from this year's appropriation,
and that the continuing-fund language be
changed to agree with the wording of the
Southeastern Power Administration's appro-
priation for last year (i. e, *to provide for
emergencies and continuity of service” the
sum of $50,000 per annum), as requested in
the statement of Frank M. Wilkes before
your committee on Tuesday aifternoon,
March 31, 1953.

If this is done, we hereby make the une-
quivocal statement that no individual, coop-
erative, or municipality now recelving serv-
ice in the Southwest area covered by these
companies will have any disruption to his or
to its electrical service during fiscal year 1954
by reason of the withdrawal of the appropria-
tions from the continuing fund. The Okla-
homa Gas & Electric Co. and the Public Serv-
ice Co. of Oklahoma are now cperating under
an agreement with Southwestern Power Ad-
ministration made under date of July 13,
1950, and the remaining companies, whose
names are listed below, will diligently pur-
sue the negotiations with Southwestern Pow-
er Administration, and will use their best
efforts to work out an honest and fair result
of such negotiations which will protect the
interest of the preferred customers of sec-
tion 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944, as it
now exists, subject, of course, to any amenda-
tory action of the Congress, as well as the
interests of the United States Government,
its taxpayers, and the private electric utility
companies involved.

Yours very truly,
Franx M. WiLxes,
Chairman, Executive Group of Elec-
tric Utility Companies Appearing
Before Your Committee on March
31, 1953,

In addition, I will insert into the Rec-
CRD also a telegram which I have just
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received from Mr. D. C. McKee, presi-
dent of the Empire District Electric Co.:
JopLiN, Mo., April 28, 1953.

“The Honorable BEN F. JENSEN,

Member of Congress,
Chairman, Interior Subcommitiee,
Committee on Appropriations,
House Office Building.
The Southwestern Power Administration

‘can serve all of its customers in Missourl
‘without the use by it of any money from

the continuing fund. The absence of a con-
tinuing fund appropriation will result only
in SPA being unable to acquire by lease or
purchase a large transmission system in
Missouri. All present power requirements
of the customers of Kamo Electric Coopera-
tive, Inc.,, are now being supplied and fu-
ture requiremen*s provided for by the com-
panies under contract. Under a wheeling
contract between the 12 companies in the
Southwest and SPA, which is now being ne-
gotiated, the present and future custom-
ers of KAMT can be supplied Government
hydropower without the use of the continu-
ing fund. Empire now supplies all the re-
quirements of the city of Springfield, and
under a long-term contract. Empire has
guaranteed to supply all its future require-
ments, Under the wheeling contract be-
tween the companies and SPA, which is now
being negotiated, Springfield can be supplied
Government hydropower over Empire’s trans-
mission system without the use of the con-
tinuing fund.

D. C. McEzE, )

President, the Empire District
Electric Co.

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

Mr. JENSEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Oklahoma.

Mr. ALBERT. What about the REA
companies and the super co-ops that
have contracts with the Southwestern
Power Administration?

Mr. JENSEN. Of course, it will all be
covered in one contract. The agree-
ment that will be entered into under the
contract similar to the Texas contract
protects everyone. It protects the pre-
ferred customers, and it is so stated in
their contracts with these REA's. Rates
are set by your official rate-setting bodies
in every State. So, there can be no
danger, there is not a chance in the
world but what the REA’s and the peo-~
ple of this area in question will be treat-
ed commensurately with the treatment
that the people in Texas and the people
in every other area of these United
States are now being accorded where
such contracts exist.

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

Mr. JENSEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. RAYBURN. This matter of serv=
icing these lines already built is one
thing, but the getting of additional
transmission lines is another thing. The
gentleman knows I promised this House
many times that the Southwestern
Power Administration would never par-
allel anybody’s line or put them out of
business. But the thing about this con-
tract is, they do have a contract with
the Texas Power & Light Co. and they
were on the verge of entering into a
contract with these other 12 utility com-
panies, and yet when they read this
language they say, “No, we are going to
buy the power at the bus bars; we are
going to withdraw our contracts, and we
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do not have any contracts with them.”

Mr. JENSEN. Let me assure the gen-
tleman from Texas that the contract
that will be entered into, whether this
continuing fund goes in or not, will be
almost identical, if not identical, with
the Texas contract, which protects the
REA'’s and the people.

Mr. RAYBURN. Let me say to the
gentleman that if it is, it will have to
be vetoed by the Secretary of the In-
terior.

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

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
-the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objection.

Mr. WICKERSHAM. Mr. Chairman,
the people of the State of Oklahoma
through their Rural Electrification Ad-
ministration representatives, have em-
phatically requested me by wire, signed
by various REA cooperatives in south=
western Oklahoma, to support continu-
ing SPA and I quote:

Congressman VICTOR WICKERSHAM,
Washington, D. C.:

Request your continued support for con=-
tinuing SPA. Our 15 years for western elec-
tricity may be useless without this intercon=
nection. We know we have your full support
but we are urging an all-out fight.

Northfork Electric Cooperative, Sayre,
Okla.; Cimarron Electric Cooperative,
Kingfisher, Okla.; Caddo Eleetric Co-
operative, Binger, Okla.; Southwest
Rural Electric Association, Inec., Tip-
ton, Okla.; Kiwash Electric Coopera-
tive, Inc., Cordell, Okla.; Cotton Elec-
tric Cooperative, Walters, Okla.; Har-
mon Electric Association, Hollis, Okla.;
Western Electric Cooperative, Inc., Hol-
lis, Okla.; and the Tri-County Electric
Cooperative, Hooker, Okla.

I am positive that the people of Okla-
homa, whonr I am honored to represent
in the Congress, would wholeheartedly
concur with me in the statements just
made by my friend and colleague the
gentleman from Texas, the I-lonara.ble
SAM RAYBURN.

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KIRWAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Oklahoma.

Mr. WICKERSHAM. I would like to
say that my REA people in Oklahoma
agree with the statement made by the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. RAYBURN].

Mr, KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I come
down here in defense of the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas.
Looking at the record, like I said yester-
day, I see that in 1932 the Alabama Pow-
er & Light Co. had 145,000 customers.
In 1952 the Alabama Power & Light Co.
had 556,000. Why did they not have
electricity back in the other years? I
recall many years ago that when a girl
was born on any farm in the United
States, not only in the Southwest or the
Southeast or the Far West, but in the
State of Ohio, she was born a slave,
You could put a tag right on her leg and
on that tag inscribe: “I was born to
slavery.” Imagine a girl that was born
on a farm home in those days alongside
of what we have got today when there
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was nothing in sight, no sweeper, no
lights, no nothing at all to relieve her
‘burden. That is what she was born
into. But today she can enjoy life the
-way any girl in the city can. Radios,
sweepers, mangles, TV, all those things
were denied until the co-ops came along.

Within the Capital of the United
States just 2 years ago a Congressman
applying to the light company for power
had to pay $1,200, and he lived only 12
miles from this Capitol, before they
would put lights on his farm. I asked
the head of the Southwestern Power Co.,
and it took quite a while, I believe, 3 or 4
years ago, a half hour to get a statement
out of him whether they did a good or
bad job.

I said yesterday that in Cincinnati,
Ohio, in the year of 1868 there was a
Jhome completely supplied and lighted
with electricity. It was the first in the
United States, and that was in 1868.
In 1932 very little progress had been
made, down through all those years, in
one of the oldest industries, utilities,
very little progress had been made until
they came along with the co-ops and
-public power and whatever you have.

Down in the Southwest, from ‘those
dams, all the power the Unittd States
Government can take away right now
#¥6m those dams, from the private utili-
ties, is 16 percent of that potential power.
That is the best yardstick for the United
‘States or any government to have over
private utilities to see that they do a
good job, but it is just 16 percent. Out
in the West in the Central Valley, all the

" Government can take in California is 8
percent of the power away from the
Pacific Gas & Electric Co. It is nothing
but a yardstick to see that they are good
servants, that they serve this power and
serve the people the way they should be
served.

No, you look at the record down
through the years of what suffering went
on in this Nation when it did not have
to go on. Yet today in Ohio 300,000 get
electricity in their homes through rural
electrification. Why was not that given
to them down through the years? Just
simply because they had to pay any-
where from $1,000 to $1,500 to get that
service,

I said yesterday on the floor that when
Grand Coulee was within 6 months of
being completed to distribute power the
private utilities out there called on every
customer, ranchman, and farm owner,
and said, “If you will sign up with us to
take power for the next 5 years we will
put your poles and lines in free.” Why
did they not do that before they brought
in Grand Coulee? Why did they not do
any of those things over the Nation?
The record shows they did not do it, and
there is no excuse for it. There were 64
years from 1868 to 1932 for them to put
it there, and they never put it there.
What assurance do we have that they
are going to keep it there? That is what
I am asking you here today.

- We had better get together, not for
some people out in Oklahoma or Texas
or Ohio or wherever they may be, but
for the Government. They are all hol-
lering down there about that we think
so well and so much of. For that Gov=
ernment we had better get together and
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do something for the Gavernment—
never mind the private utilities so much,
they will take care of themselves, but
do a little for this Government. If we
will do that, we will be able to get by,
and we will make everybody happy that
is living in and under this Government.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that debate close in
15 minutes, and that the committee have
the last 5 minutes.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Reserv-
ing the right to object, Mr. Chairman,
why does the committee want the last 5
minutes? ¥You have had about half an
hour.

Mr. JENSEN. There are other mem-
bers of the committee.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Then

-why take so much yourself?

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask

-unanimous consent that all debate on

the pending amendment, and all amend-
ments thereto, close in 30 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Iowa? =

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, I object.

Mr, JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I move
that all debate on the pending amend-
ment, and all amendments thereto, close
in 30 minutes.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. JENSEN) there
were—ayes 79, noes 92.

So the motion was rejected.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I won-
der if we could get to some agreement
on limiting debate if we allow a little
Jlonger time. . ;

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, that

is certainly agreeable to me, but there are

8 or 10 Members on this side who have
-always been very much concerned on this
particular subject matter.

Mr. JENSEN. How long a time would
the gentleman suggest?

Mr. RAYBURN. I think they should
‘have 5 minutes each. If I might suggest,
the Members who want to be heard on
this might stand and be counted so that
we might see how much time is neces-
sary.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan.
Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.
- The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state the parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. What is
before the Committee now, Mr. Chair-
man?

The CHAIRMAN, The suggestion has
been made by the gentleman from Texas,
in concurrence with the gentleman from
Jowa, with reference to limiting the time
on this particular amendment by unani-
mous consent, if an agreement can be
reached.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. May a
Member reserve the right to object in
the situation?

' The CHAIRMAN. If the gentleman
desires to object, that will be his privi-
lege.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Then,
Mr. Chairman, I object.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is not
before the Committee as yet.

. Will those Members who desire to be
heard on the amendment stand so that
they may be counted?

Mr,
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Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, I demand the regular order.

The CHAIRMAN. The committee is
proceeding in the regular order. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Iowa.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr, Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on

~this amendment, and all amendments

thereto, close in 1 hour.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair advises
each Member will be allowed approxi-
mately 3 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arkansas [Mr. TRIMBLE].

Mr. TRIMBLE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment offered by
the distinguished gentleman from Texas
[Mr. RayBUrN]l, I had hoped it would
not come to this point; that it would not
be necessary to make this fight.

- Long before I ever dreamed I would
be a Member of this Congress, we went
through this battle of electricity for the
rural people of north Arkansas. So it
is with a great deal of experience that I
cast my lot today with the rural people
of north Arkansas, all Arkansas, and the
entire Southwest.

We are dealing with human nature,
and it is hard to change. If may be
that in the distant future the 18 rural
electric co-ops of Arkansas will begin to
feel their oats. They might want to take
over the whole business of electricity and
its distribution in Arkansas. If they do,
they will find me, if I am still alive, on
the side of opposition to them, because
I do not want any group of free enter-
prise to have a monopoly on the develop=
ment of electricity and its distribution in
my section. Just as surely as this item
is cut from the appropriation bill and
the Southwest Power Administration
eliminated down there, the weaker of
the two, the private power companies or
the REA co-ops will suffer, What little
influence I have and certainly my vote
today are going to be cast on the side of
those who I think need my help the
most. If I had it within my power to-
day, I would call these two groups to-
gether and I would have them sit down
with the Southwest Power Administra-
tion and work out a contract that would
be agreeable to both sides and profitable
to both sides, so that this infernal row
that continually goes on and disrupts the
hopes and arouses the fears of the rural
people in my section would be stopped.
Already I hear—I have not gotten it
first-hand or officially, but already I hear
that the private power companies in
Arkansas are going right back now to
the position they took when I was a
younger man many years ago. I helped
to put up a fight to get rural electrifica=
tion for the farm people of Arkansas.
‘We must adopt this amendment to use,
not as a club, but as a referee to make
the people involved, regardless of who
they may be, do the right and just thing.

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

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, I offer a preferential motion.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. HorFman of Michigan moves that
the Committee do now rise and report the
bill back to the House with the recommenda-
tion that the enacting clause be stricken.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. M.
Chairman, to answer adequately the ar-
gument of the distinguished minority
leader, the gentleman from Texas [Mr,
RavBUrN]1, one would need a pail and a
mop to dry up the tears he shed for the
people of his district. Serving one’s con-
stituents is a part of a Congressman’s
duty, but it can be overdone. That state-
ment of the gentleman was a master-
piece and if it was to be delivered to the
voters of his district just prior to the
next election it would make many votes.
But, even though it is a Congressman’s
duty to serve the people of his district,
it does not follow that his colleagues
should follow his argument where it
calls for a special out-of-line appropria-
tion which is in-conflict with the general
policy of the Government. Some of us
must decline to go along with the gen-
tleman’s plea for an added sum when
we recall, as we do, that it is now neces-
sary because of wasteful, excessive
spending during the past 20 years, that
we reduce the tax rate and balance the
budget.

Then I cannot quite understand the
statement of the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. Kmrwan], that every girl who was
born in the State of Ohio was born to
slavery.

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield there? I did notsay
that; I said that any girl born on any
farm in any State—— :

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I will
accept the correction; the gentleman
broadens his assertion—makes it more
inaccurate. Certainly it does not apply
to Michigan; I can assure you of that.

The young women of Michigan do not
consider the privilege of living and work-
ing on a farm any form of slavery. They
consider life upon a farm a life of in-
dependence, of freedom from many
things irritating, annoying, unpleasant,
which one must endure if he would en-
joy the pleasures and benefits of the
cities.

Mr. KIRWAN., I broadened it out.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. As I
passed through Ohio on my way to Con-
gress, I saw girls and women out in the
fields doing farmwork, and they did
not seem to be at all embarrassed by the

work. In faet, as I met some of them,.

they seemed happy. They certainly were
independent and they assured me that
they enjoyed life in the open, the free-
dom which it gave, the opportunity to
provide for the future,

In my country they even put head-
lights on the tractors so they can work
longer and they do not ery about that.
‘They go about their work, earn what
they can, save their money and buy the
things they need or want. That is the
way they do it, and there was equipment
by the side of the barns in Ohio that
showed that is the way they do it there,
too. By and large and as a rule, the
farmers of this country are an uncom-
plaining lot. They are what might be
called the free people of the United
States of America. They certainly are
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the independent people and they ask less
of the Federal Government than pos-
sibly any other group. They are, I think,
better able to take care of themselves
in time of adversity than any other
group,

I just feel sorry for the people de-
scribed by our former Speaker, especially
sorry for the minority leader [Mr. Ray-
BURN]. Oh, he must have had a terrible
time in his youth down on the farm. But
he seems to have gotten along all right.
Apparently, he retained enough of his
health and strength so that he was able
to make enough progress to become a
Member of Congress, to be the Speaker
of this House for, I understand, longer
than any other Member who ever came
here. The poor, little farm boy, despite
the terribly trying conditions which con-
fronted him, has been able to advance to
a position of high honor and great au-
thority in this, our Federal Govern-
ment—and in my. opinion, a land
which gives one greater opportunity
than elsewhere anywhere in the wide,
wide world.

ell, some of the rest of us have been
on the farm, too; some of us know what
it is to follow a plow through new ground
when the handles hit your ribs when you
hit a stone or a stump; oh, yes; I know
about that.

Some of us even know about tallow
candles and how to make them, yes.
Believe me, I would rather go back to
the day of the tallow candle than sur-
render my freedom and have some dic-
tator here in Washington collect my

-hard-earned dollars and waste them

abroad, or even here at home.

If my history was read aright, Lin-
coln at times did not even have a tallow
candle to light him on his way. The fire-
place was his standby light—electric
power, incandescent light. Of course,
none of us appears to be a Lincoln, but
we should at least attempt to have the
courage, be as industrious, as willing to
work and learn as was he, even though
our talents be far less. For myself, if I
must be forced to choose I will take the
old tallow candle, the log cabin, and my
freedom rather than the eleetric light,
the home with all the plumbing, all the
electric devices which we have attained.
If the cost of the former luxuries, now
necessities, is to be the destruction of
my Government, a lack of security for
those I leave behind, and which grows
out of unsound policies and wasteful
spending, I will take the so-called hard
days when perhaps only the rugged,
those willing to work and make sacri-
fices, survived. The things we earn, not
the things which are given to us, are the
things worth while.

Sure, my grandparents were born and
I was born in Pennsylvania, district and
the State, Mr. Gavin, that you so proudly,
so ably represent. Yes, tallow candles.
Poor old granddad.

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

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. No, no;
you are from Pennsylvania, but you do
not represent the hard-working Dutch
people up there—not by a long shof.
You live in the city where you want
everything brought to you.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman,
a point of order.

April 28

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. EBERHARTER. The gentleman
referred to me and spoke in a dis-
paraging manner of how I was repre-
senting the people of Pennsylvania. I
ask that his words be taken down, and
that the gentleman proceed in an or-
derly manner.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Oh, no,
Mr, Chairman; I did not speak dispar-
agingly of the gentleman; I was trying
to praise the gentleman, saying he rep-
resented people from a grand industrial
section of Pennsylvania.

Mr. McCORMACK. I demand that
the words be taken down. I think it is
about time that we——

Mr. ROONEY. Let the gentleman
from Michigan be seated.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Will the gentle-
man from Michigan be seated?

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Yes,
but just who has the floor?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan will please take his seat
until the Clerk has reported the words
taken down.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the words objected to.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. HoFFman of Michigan. No, no; you are_
from Pennsylvania, but you do not représent
the hard-working Dutch people up there—
not by a long shot. You live in the eity
where you want everything brought to you.

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee
will rise,

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. McGRreEGor, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the bill (H. R. 4828) making appropria-
tions for the Department of the Interior
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1954,
and for other purposes, certain words
used in debate were objected to and on
request, were taken down and read at
the Clerk’s desk, and herewith reported
the same to the House.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re-
port the words objected to.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. HorFrMaN of Michigan. No, no; you are
from Pennsylvania, but you do not represent
the hard-working Dutch people up there—
not by a long shot. You live in the city
where you want everything brought to you.

The SPEAKER. The Chair rules that
the words used by the gentleman from
Michigan do not indicate any intent to
reflect upon the character or integrity
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania,
and are not objectionable under the rule,

The Committee will resume its sitting.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill H. R. 4828, with
Mr. McGreGor in the chair.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, how much of my time re-
mains?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has
2 minutes remaining.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, in those 2 minutes I want to
apologize most profusely and most hum-
bly to my colleague from Pennsylvania
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[Mr. EserHARTER] if I unintentionally
and inadvertently offended him. All I
intended to say was that some of us had
different ideas about those so-called
tough old days. Some of us enjoyed
them. To others, they were a challenge
to be met and overcome. Success at the
end of the day was looked upon with
pride. My dad was a blacksmith. He
made buggies and wagons and sleds and
sleighs, by hand. Remember the words:
Under the spreading chestnut tree
The village smithy stands;
The smith, a mighty man is he,
With large and sinewy hands;
And the muscles of his brawny arms
Are strong as iron bands,
- L - L] L
Toiling, rejoicing, sorrowing,
Onward through life he goes;
Each morning sees some task begun,
Each evening sees it close;
Something attempted, something done
Has earned a night's repose.

Days of hardship? Nonsense—build-
ers of physical strength—of sound char-
acter. g

Yes, dad was a blacksmith, and, in his
boyhood days, he never dreamed of an
electric light, of a telephone. Radio,
television and flying through the air—
except by Darius Green—was something
for the future, but dad did a day's
work. At breakfast, he thanked the
good Lord for the coming day; at eve-
ning, thanked Him again for the strength
which had been given him to toil, to
work, to earn; for the courage which in-
duced him to save so that his children
could have the benefit of an education
denied him. Cry? I never heard him
mourn, I never heard him regref, the
lack of opportunity.

In my youth I helped my grandmother
mold tallow candles, and I repeat what
has been said before—a lantern instead
of an electric light in the barnyard—I
took the lanterns and went out, but not
to the barn because milking time was
over, We cut wood, we did many a chore
by lantern light. I did not suffer too
much.

My poor old grandfather and grand-
mother who came from Pennsylvania
and went West did not have a telephone
and, as you may have gathered, they
did not have electric lights. They moved
on from the tallow candle to the old
kerosene lamp with the tin bottom or
if they were too hard up to paper
shades, They did not have electric
lighters—in fact, neither granddad, dad,
nor the uncle smoked, nor did they
have many store matches. A paper
quill, a sliver from basswood or pine,
carried a light from one candle to an-
other, from a fireplace, or later from a
stove, to where it was needed.

But they got along all right. They did
not have this electricity that you talk
about. If they wanted to go to town,
which was 6 miles away, they took the
old horse and it took them about an
hour to drive to town. Why did they go
to town? On week days they went in
to take the eggs for which they got 6
cents a dozen in trade. On Sundays
they went to church twice. Oh, they
had terrible, terrible times. They suf-
fered, sure they suffered. Or did they
suffer? From allI could see and learn of
their lives, true, they were hardworking,
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industrious people, thrifty and kind, but
contented and happy. They had what
they earned and what they had and
earned was sufficient. They complained
not at all, They were thankful to the
good Lord for their daily food, for the
roof which sheltered them, for the op-
portunities which the country gave to
them.

No one carried them around—neither
on a chip nor a silver platter. They
were dependent upon no one. And they
and others of similar mind had strength
and stamina, made this country what
it is today—a great, a free, and an inde-
pendent nation. Independent, did I
hear you say? Yes, independent, insofar
as we have been able to prevent a ruin-
ous foreign and domestic policy from de-
stroying us and our freedom.

Grandmother had a loom in the
kitchen where they made cloth from
their own yarn. It is unbelievable the
things that those people suffered, was it
not? Do I hear you murmur, “Oh, how
they suffered.” Oh, rot and nonsense.
They were not crybabies. They did not
ask anyone to put the food on the table,
the clothing on their backs, or a roof
over their heads., They were not weak-
lings. They did not ask that the Gov=-
ernment support them. Not only did
they not ask that the Government sup-
port them, neither did they ask that the
people bring it to them, then pay them
for accepting it.

There were no strikes in those days,
and had there been, they had enough in
the cellar or in the smokehouse and out
in the granary; they had enough of
everything they needed to keep them
a year and they did not depend upon a
can off the grocery-store shelf.

They lived on, and when they came to
the end of the road they had already
purchased a cemetery plot and a mon-
ument; they had a sum laid up to pay
the undertaker, and they had something
left for their children and even their
grandchildren—yes, they did. They
were independent, they were happy, they
were God-fearing, and they did not have
anything given to them. They did not
cry to a Government for charity. Nor
do the farmers of today. It is the vote-
seeking bureaucrats like Hopkins who
cry for them.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to revise my remarks.

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

Mr. EBERHARTER. I object, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
ject to the motion being withdrawn and
I ask to be heard in opposition.

Mr. Chairman, the United States
House of Representatives is a great de-
liberative body. It carries a heavy re-
sponsibility not only for America but
for the world and it ill behooves us to
depart from the dignity in keeping with
that responsibility.

Now let us, if we may, clear away a
little of the underbrush. The amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. RAYBURN] is merely a propo-
sition to return to the Eisenhower budg-
et. The original budget carried ap=-
proximately $2 million more than the
sum provided in the pending amend-
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ment. It does carry the full amount of
the Eisenhower budgef, which means a
saving of $2 million on the original
proposition. But these figures are the
Eisenhower figures.

Another thing that seems not to be
generally understood is that the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
RAYBURN] does not take a single dollar
out of the Federal Treasury. On the
contrary, it puts money into the Federal
Treasury. The only proposal here is to
allow these cooperatives and so forth to
operate—allow them to sell electrie
energy and turn the profits over to the
Federal Treasury. And those profits are
large. This puts money into the Treas-
ury instead of out of it. Surely, no one
should object to that. But that is the
committee position on this amendment.

Why does the committee insist on re-
fusing to permit the Treasury to accept
money which will be paid in, in a con-
stantly flowing stream every day in the
year.

Here it is. A man has written a let-
ter after the hearings have closed and
no one has an opportunity to cross ex=
amine him.

He is the chairman of the private-
utility organization which has been
fighting rural electrification and publiec
power at reasonable rates in every ses-
sion of Congress. Why, he might as
well ask the Kremlin to pass upon the
question of putting our children in
charge of Communist teachers in this
country. He is the head of the private-
utility lobby who has been fighting for
years to deny our children the primitive
necessities of modern civilization.

Since the cooperatives were not al-
lowed to pass on this letter before this
bill was reported, here is what they say
about it now, These are your repre-
sentatives in REA and municipal owner=
shg cities and other public-power proj-
ecLs;

CHILLICOTHE, Mo., April 27, 1953.

Dear CoNcrEssMAN: The House Appro-
priations Committee in deleting all but
$150,000 of the continuing fund for South-
western Power Administration creates a situ-
ation of dependency upon the promises of
commercial power companies, such promises
being ambiguous and misleading. In com-
plete selfishness the companles seek to mo-
nopolize all SPA hydroelectric power for
commercialism to themselves through their
customers in stating: The deletlon of such
fund (continuing fund) would not in any
way result in interruption or curtailment of
service to any preference customer or other
consumer or their systems.

There are scores of cooperatives and pub-
licly owned municipal utilities without direct
or indirect interconnection with power com-
pany facilities. There are five generation
and transmission cooperatives whose inter-
change contracts with SPA will be abrogated
in the absence of the continuing fund.
Many municipal utilities can secure SPA
hydropower only through operation of the
generation and transmission cooperative
contracts,

ErnEsT C. WoOD,
Chairman, Advisory Commiltee for
the Southwest.

SPRINGFIELD, Mo., April 27, 1953.
CLARENCE CANNON,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:
It requires a cunning mind to cook up
such a nefarious scheme as the plot that will
unfold if continuing fund is not restored to
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Southwestern Power Administration appro-
priations, We need not apologize to anyone
when we come to the front to fight against
higher rates for our city and also to more
than 200,000 farm families. As of now the
privately owned utility companies require no
succor. Their balance sheets show lusty re-
sults. On the other hand rural folks are
having a hard time and you should be in-
spired to protect them against financial
marauders. Certainly this question is as
important as any that will arise during your
congressional career. Do your duty.
Louis W. REPS,
Managing Director, Springfield
Chamber of Commerce,

ELnorADpo SprINGS, Mo., April 28, 1953.
Dear CoNcrREssMAN: We are asking your
full support on money for southwest power
construction also including funds for con-
tinuance to operate our Southwest power
system in southwest Missourl. We hope we
can get this all reinstated which the com~

mittee has deleted.
Jessg L. POWELL,
Manager, SAC Osage Electric Co-op.

—_—

LinN, Mo., April 27, 1953.
DeArR CoNGRESSMAN: Kindly request sub-
committee on appropriations for Interior to
restore continuing fund for SPA in the
amount required to fulfill obligation under
existing contracts with cooperatives, munic=-

ipalities, and private companies.
STEVE A. SCHAUWCKER,
Manager, Central Electric Power Co-0p.

PoPLAR Brurr, Mo., April 27, 1953.

Reduction of SPA continuing fund serious
blow to rural electrification and municipal
power supplies in this area. Power require-
ments dependent on SPA ability to transmit
federally owned power through use of con-
tinuing fund. Committee decision appar-
ently based on power company letter dated
April 6 after committee hearings. This let~
ter ambiguous and incomplete in its facts.
This decision the most biased and unfair ex-
perienced this area. Request your assistance
to restore these funds on House floor.

M. & A. ErEcTRICc POowER CoO-0P,,
JameEs W, OweNs, Jr.,
Manager.

—_—

PorLar BLUFF, Mo., April 28, 1953.
House committee reduction of continuing
fund for SPA very disturbing. Our contracts
with SPA depend on continuing fund and our
power requirements are jeopardized by its
reduction. Present committee decision
represents sell-out to private interests and
not based on facts of testimony before com-
mittee. Request your assistance in restoring

fund on floor of House,
ByroN KEARBEY,
President, Board of Public Works.

———

BIKESTON, Mo., April 28, 1953.
Sikeston municipal light plant has a con=-
tract with and s depending on SPA for
power. Th- cut in SPA continuing fund will
hamstring the operation of SPA and serious-
ly endanger our service and maybe stop it
entirely. Please use utmost influence and

have this fund restored.
E. P. CoLEMAN, Jr.,
Chairman, Board of Public Works.

JEFFERSON CrrY, Mo., April 27, 1953.
Feeling that our contracts are void by re=
duction of SPA continuing fund. Utilities
present proposal will permanently scuttle
the chances of Government power reaching
preference users. For first hand information
suggest you call Douglas Wright in Tulsa.

CENTRAL ELECTRIC POWER COOPERATIVE,

TrRUMAN GREEN,
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Missouri has expired.
All time has expired.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman,
a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. EBERHARTER. The time on the
preferential motion offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan is not taken out
of the time already allotted for debate
on this subject?

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct.
All debate on the preferential motion has
expired, but not all debate on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Texas. :

Mr. EBERHARTER. Under the rules
of the House, is it not permissible for a
Member to offer a pro forma amendment
to a preferential motion?

The CHAIRMAN. Two Members are
allowed to speak on a preferential mo-
tion of this type. The gentleman from
Michigan spoke and the gentleman from
Missouri spoke. Consequently, all time
on the preferential motion has expired.

The question is on the motion offered
by the gentleman from Michigan.

The motion was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Gavinl.

(Mr. Pamrips asked and was given
permission to yield the time allotted to
him to Mr. Gavin.)

(Mr. WickErsHAM asked and was given
permission to yield the time allotted
to him equally to Mr. ALBerT and Mr.
EpMONSTON.)

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, I lis-
tened with a great deal of interest to the
distinguished minority leader and his
very pitiful plea about conditions in
Texas. I deeply sympathize with the
gentleman from Texas, whom I greatly
admire. However, I believe this will
come as a surprise to the chambers of
commerce of Dallas, Fort Worth, Austin,
San Antonio, Houston, and Galveston,
which speak so glowingly of the great
State of Texas.

I take this opportunity to thank the
gentleman from Michigan for his state-
ment about Pennsylvania. Pennsyl-
vania is a great State of some 10 million
people, a State that sent some 1,400,000
men and women into World War II, a
State that produced 30 to 35 percent of
all the war materials.

I have been around here now for over
10 years and watched the development
of these various hydroelectric projects,
navigation projects, land reclamation
projects, irrigation projects, and flood-
control and river and harbor projects all
over the Nation. I am just a little bit
concerned that possibly instead of some
of us being a little selfish maybe the
people who are expounding and exploit-
ing public power are a little bit selfish.

I do not mind telling the House that
I would rather see miners at work and
coal being mined in Pennsylvania than
see water flowing over the TVA dams to
produce cheap, tax-exempt, hydroelec-
tric power. For your information, if
these conditions are as pitiful as has
been pointed out to you here today, I
might say that the conditions in my
State, too, are pitiful. Thousands of
miners are out of work; whole commu-
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nities in the parts of our State that
produce coal are at a standstill as they
are dependent upon the coal industry for
their livelihood.

You talk about cheap public power.
It ought to be cheap. It is tax exempt.
‘Why should it not be cheap? Who pays
the bill? The millions of people in the
New England States, Ohio, New York,
and Pennsylvania, We furnish the
money through taxes to pay the bill for
cheap power; in other words, we sharpen
the razor that cuts our economic and
industrial throats. So, my friends, do
not cry too loud and long about the con=
ditions in other States, because my State,
in this highly competitive economic and
industral warfare, is having the toughest
time of its life trying to protect its in-
terests and what it has to maintain its
industrial life and continue some degree
of progress and prosperity for our peo-
ple. Take the TVA for the sake of argu-
ment., It cost approximately $800 mil-
lion. So Pennsylvania pays 8 or 10 per-
cent of the Federal taxes, therefore, we
pay in about $70 to $80 million to make
the TVA possible. What does TVA do?
It produces cheaper hydroelectric power,
which is tax exempt. Down in that par-
ticular area of the country with unor-
ganized labor and preferred freight rates,
what happens? When an industry
wants fo locate, do they consider locat-
ing in Pennsylvania? No; they go down
where they have cheap hydroelectric
power. I repeat what I said. All we do
is furnish the money for all of these proj-
ects to cut our own economic and indus-
trial throat.

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

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

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, I decline
to yield. I have waited here for an hour
for an opportunity to have a few min-
utes, and you have had plenty of oppor-
tunity on the committee to talk. Let
other Members have a few minutes of
time. I want to say it is about time we
gave some consideration to the coal in-
dustry. We heard our good friend, the
gentleman from New York [Mr. CELLER],
try to defend coal. Coal produces steam
and with steam you produce power. But,
when you have cheap hydroelectric
power projects, tax exempt, scattered
all over the country, certainly they are
not using coal so do not cry too loud or
shed tears about your great interest and
your desire and ambition to help the
coal industry because if there ever was
a time when a great industrial State
needed help to protect its economic and
industrial life it is the State of Pennsyl-
vania today. So today we have this
project before us and we hear about
these grave conditions in other States.
I just thought it would be in order to
call this situation to the attention of
those, particularly of Members from the
New England States, who are rapidly
losing their industries to other sections
of the United States because of these
various projects. Where do these indus-
tries go? To the South, Southwest, the
west coast, and the Northwest. Cer-
tainly,” these various projects have af-
fected the economic welfare of 10 mil-
lion people in my State who are trying
to make a living where their homes are
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.and where they have lived all their lives,
So it is time we gave some consideration
to the problems of these other States
along with the rest of the country. Talk
about cheap hydroelectric power? Who
pays-the bill? We all pay the bill. It is
presumed that Uncle Sam is a rich
uncle whose pockets are inexhaustible
and that we can continue to spend and
spend and spend without ending up in
bankruptey. Well, we all pay the bill.
It is a fallacy to think you are getting
this money for nothing to develop these
projects all over the country. We all
pay the taxes to cover the cost. That
is what I am trying to point out. The
State of Pennsylvania pays its share, and
therefore the State of Pennsylvania
should be considered in the development
of all of our projects throughout the en-
tire Nation to protect people who are
trying desperately to maintain their
standard of living, particularly in the
coal fields of Pennsylvania.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
CANNON],

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I have
the highest regard and affection for the
distinguished gentleman who has just
yielded the floor. He is a most amiable
and companionable gentleman, but not
one single word that he said in his entire
speech applies to the amendment before
the House. His remarks had no relation
whatever to the pending amendment,
and his astonishing statement that the
taxpayers must provide the money in-
volved in this bill is absolutely without
any foundation whatever.

In the first place, the money for these
ecooperatives, when originally provided,
was loaned to them and has been paid,
or is being paid back with interest.
Every cent of it is paid back. The tax-
payer does not supply a penny of it.

In the second place, the money pro=
vided in this amendment for these coop-
eratives, brings money into the Treasury
of the United States instead of taking
money out of the Treasury of the United
States.

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

Mr. CANNON. The gentleman per-
emptorily declined to yield to me, but I
am glad to yield to the gentleman.

Mr., GAVIN., If it brings money into
the Treasury, then why do we have a
$267 billion debt today? There are
some phases of these projects which do
not bring in any money to the Treasury.

Mr. CANNON. Again, what the gen=-
tleman is saying has no relation what-
ever to the situation before the House
today. He might as well and as con-
sistently ask about the price of oranges.
He has not touched the question before
the House top, side or bottom. Never
has a more fallacious statement been
made on the floor of the House than that
made by the elogquent gentleman from
Pennsylvania.

The proposition before us is very sim-
ple. The question is will you vote to
put money into the Treasury or vote to
keep money out of the Treasury? That
is the guestion presented by this amend-
ment. If you vote for this amendment,
you are not only voting to give the
250,000 families in the counftry, heat,
light, and power, and all the comforts of
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modern clvilization, but you are voting
to put money back into the Treasury of
the United States that would not other-
wise be there.

There should be no difficulty in choos-
ing a prosperous countryside and more
money in the Treasury and voting
against the former and for less money
in the Treasury.

The CHAIRMAN, The Chsir recog-
nizes the gentleman from Missouri [Mr,
MOULDER].

Mr. MOULDER. Mr. Chairman, I
have never looked with favor upon sec-
tional arguments or sectional bias or
prejudice. The distinguished genfleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr, GaviNnl made
the remark a moment ago that this
amendment would detrimentally affect
the area which he represents; that in-
dustries of the New England States and
Penfsylvania were going to the South-
west,

On the contrary, the markets of the
Southwest are and have always been the
most fertile field for the products pro-
duced in the New England and Pennsyl=
vania section of the United States. The
development of public electric power in
the Southwest has increased the markets
for New England States products more
and more each and every year.

A short time ag. the gentleman from
Jowa [Mr. JENSEN] read a letter from the
private commercial power companies. I
want to read to you a statement from
Mr. Clyde Ellis, who represents the Na-
tional REA Association. This is what
Mr. Ellis has to say about the proposed
drastic reduction of appropriation for
loan to the Southwestern Power Admin-
istration:

An appropriation of $1,650,000 recom-
mended by the House Appropriations Com-
mittee today for the Southwestern Power
Administration might be termed as a slap in
the farmer’'s face. The committee’s action
kicks the farmers of the Southwest out the
back door and makes a preferred customer
of private commercial utilities.

I was always under the impression
that the private commercial utilities
were in the business of generating and
selling electricity, but here they attempt
to encroach upon the REA by taking over
their transmission lines, with the ulti=
mate purpose of dominating and con-
trolling the REA program throughout
the United States. It is the first step in
that direction. Once they take over it
will affect not only the farmers but also
the city consumers as well, because they
would bring in and take over all of the
REA companies into their companies,
thereby raising the cost of their opera-
tion and the cost of their investment, in
proportion to number of consumers as a
basis for increasing the cost of electric
power to city consumers as well.

President Truman'’s budget last Janu=
ary recommended and requested $9,050,-
000. The Eisenhower Budget Bureau cut
the Truman request to $3,700,000. Now,
the Appropriation Committee with a
Republican majority and by a solid Re-
publican vote presents a bill to the House
which further reduces the loan appro=-
priation to $1,650,000, as requested by
the private commercial light and power
companies. Who is controlling the
opinion and decisions of this Republican
83d Congress? Is it the Eisenhower
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leadership or the private power com=
panies? Or, is the Eisenhower leader-
ship sincerely and in good faith truly
exercising its influence on such issues as
this when the big power company inter-
ests are involved?

Certainly the amendment offered by
the distinguished gentleman from
Texas should be adopted, because it is
right; it is just; and for the best interests
and the benefit of the people of the
United States. =

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
WiLLisl.

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Texas, our distin-
guished minority leader [Mr. RAYBURN].

Southwestern Power Administration in
its revised budget requested $3,736,000 to
be appropriated to the continuing fund.
The committee has cut this request to
$150,000.

The money in the continuing fund
does not come from the taxpayer. It is
derived from the sale of power and
therefore comes from revenue produced
in its operations. It can be used only
for the purchase of power and pay the
lease rentals on transmission facilities
as directed by the Congress. It cannot
be used for construction or for the pay=
ment of regular operating expenses.

Southwestern Power Administration
has been pursuing a policy of working
out contracts with private companies and
cooperatives to use their facilities where
possible to carry the surplus power to
the preference customers as provided by
law. This policy has already saved the
Federal Government many millions of
dollars which would have been required
for transmission lines and other facili-
ties. The Congress has from time to
time urged Southwestern Power Admin-
istration to work out such contracts.
The committee that cut this continuing
fund this year in its report stated:

In connection with the construction pro=
gram of the Southwestern Power Administra-
tion, the committee strongly urges that the
Department of the Interior and the compa=
nies in the area of Southwestern operations,
immediately work out some satisfactory ar=
rangements by which the need for any ad-
ditional construction by the Southwestern
Power Administration is eliminated, and by
which the business and other standards of
section 6 of the Flood Control Act of 1944
will be satisfled (p. 3).

How does the committee expect SPA
to carry out this request when it deletes
the very money requested for this pur=-
pose?

SPA has requested the following
amount to carry out its existing con-
tracts:

Oklahoma private utility compa«

e e AT Rl L e $112, 800
Other private utility companies_. 60, 900
M. & A. Electric Power Coopera-

tive e 25, 100
Central Electric Power Coopera-

tive --- 1,239, 500
Northwestern Electric Power Co-

DAY 1,073, 000
Western Farmers Electric Co-

operative _____________ 1, 055, 700
KEAMO Electric Power Coopera-

tive 169, 000

Total 3, 736, 000 .




4130

It appears the committee has allowed
‘just enough to carry out the contracts
with the private companies and disal-
lowed funds to carry out the contracts
with the cooperatives.

Unless these funds are restored to
SPA it will mean bus bar sales to the
private companies and the real recipients
of the benefits of low cost power in the
Southwest will be the private companies
and not the farmers and customers of
mupicipal systems. It means that Wall
Street and not Main Street will profit by
the Government projects.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Iowa ([Mr.
Bunce].

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Chairman, I hesi-
tate to rise here this afternoon follow-
ing the eloguence which has preceded
me, however I ask the Members’ indul-
gence just to quote from the Arkansas
Supreme Court case which describes for
what purpose these funds have been and
are to be used. This is taken from the
opinion of the Arkansas Supreme Court:

By the lease contract Arkansas Electric
leases to SPA for 40 years the 544 miles of
69 kilovolt transmission lines, these lines to
be completely maintained and controlled by
SPA. The rental is not fixed in dollars and
cents but is to be so calculated that it will
exactly repay that part of Arkansas Elec-
tric’s REA loan that is allocable to the trans-
mission lines. SPA has the option at any
time of purchasing the lines by paying the
remaining REA balance so allocable to the
lines. In the event of such a purchase SPA
is relieved of any duty to reserve transmis-
slon capacity to meet increased demands of
Arkansas Electric's consumers. If SPA has
not bought the lines before the expiration
of the lease it may then do so for §10. Thus
it will be seen that the lease contract is in
substance an installment sale of the prop-
erty to SPA.

All of us believe in the theory of the
REA that people can associate them-
selves together to provide the electrical
facilities which they themselves need.
No one can quarrel with that. But here
we have another concept. The REA's
borrowed money from the Federal Gov-
ernment to construct those facilities.
Now they are selling the facilities back
to the Federal Government for exactly
what they owe the Federal Government.
That would not be public power through
locally managed REA’s where local peo-
ple can run their own business, It would
destroy public power by REA’s and sub-
stitute Federal power operated by the
Federal Government, controlled from
Washington through its arm, the South-
western Power Administration.

I say in all sincerity that if this policy
is not brought to a halt the REA pro-

-gram in the United States as we have
known it cannot continue to exist. The
Federal Government will run it all. Per-
sonally, I prefer the local control and
am satisfied that in the long run it will
be the wiser.

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorb.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
arise in support of the amendment of-
fered by the distinguished minority
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leader [Mr. Ra¥eurn]. I support this
amendment because it is fair and just
to both the public and the private power
groups and at the same time gives con-
sideration to the masses of our people
who are using the power and who are
still anxious to get electric service.

I still insist that there is both room
and dire need for the continued service
and expansion of the service of both
public and private power groups. I do
not feel that an advantage should be
given by legislation to either group.
Certainly the deletion of these funds to
SPA will give a decided advantage to the
private-power group.

I will not be satisfied until every fam-
ily in the Nation that wants and needs
electric power is served dependable elec-
tric power at a rate which is fair to both
the supplier and the user.

The adoption of this amendment will
make a further positive contribution to
the attainment of this worthy and just
objective.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
JONES].

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. RaysurN] and I do so because I
feel this is necessary unless we subscribe
to the theory that we want to return
to the private utilities the responsibility
for the distribution of power to our rural
consumers. It is said that a burned
child fears the fire.

I have had the personal experience of
dealing with at least one of the com-
panies that signed the letter referred to
by the gentleman from Iowa at a time
when I was mayor of a city in southeast
Missouri, when we were foreced to put
in a municipal light plant. I told the
company that was opposing us at the
time we made certain requests of them
which they denied that upon our voting
the necessary bonds and building the
plant they would meet those same re-
quests in all of the other towns in that
district once they became convinced that
they would be faced with municipal light
plants in these other various towns.
That prediction came true and it proved
to me that the utility companies have
to be forced to give this service. I think
we can only judge a company’s promises
by its past performances. I think we
have all seen how these private utility
companies have failed to perform in the
past and failed to give service to the
rural communities. That is why the
people in my State, including some of our
larger farm organizations, our REA co-
operatives, and others, are urging the
restoration of these funds. Typical is
a telegram from the Missouri Farmers
Association, representing 146,000 farm
families of Missouri, reading as follows:

Restoration of continulng funds for South-
western Power Administration as reguested
is absolutely necessary. If proposed drastic
reduction is allowed to stand three-fourths
of Missouri’s farm homes will continue to
suffer from unconscionably high rates and
inadequate power. On behalf of the 146,000
farm families of the Missourli Farmers As-
sociation I respectfully urge that you sup-
port restoration of SPA funds.

F. V. HEINKEL,

President, Missouri Farmers Association.
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Mr. Chairman, I say that those people
who are trying to cut out this appropria-
tion in this bill might as well adopt a
policy of saying that we could reduce
the public debt entirely if we sold all
of our resources, including our Navy,
Air Force, and all of our defense installa-
tions, to the Soviet Union. There would
be about as much soundness in that
statement.

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Oklahoma
[Mr. EpMmoNDSON].

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that the
time allotted me be yielded to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. EpMOND-
sonl.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, in
rising in support of the amendment
which has been cffered to restore a por-
tion of the very severe cut in the South-
western Power Administration I would
like to make it very clear at the outset
that I do not speak on this measure as
a champion of either side in the contro-
versy between public power and private
power. The only cause which I seek to
champion in the 83d Congress and in
this debate is the cause of the Second
District of Oklahoma, and I believe that
cause is vitally affected by this legisla-
tion. In regard to public power and pri-
vate power I am firmly convinced that
each has a vital role to play on the Amer-
ican scene today, and I see no valid rea-
son why the Government of the United
States in this year of 1953 should under-
take to destroy either public power or
private power. In the State of Okla-
homa great progress has been made to-
ward the goal of achieving effective and
efficient teamwork between private util-
ity companies, the State power agency
known as the Grand River Dam Author-
ity, the rural electric cooperatives, and
the Southwestern Power Administration.
The Southwestern Power Administration
has performed a vital role in coordinat-
ing and making more effective that team-
work in order to bring to the farm people
of the State of Oklahoma the great bene-
fits which have already been described
here today by previous speakers.

Existing contracts of the Southwestern
Power Administration call for expendi-
tures of funds from the continuing fund
in the amount of $3,736,000. That is in
the form of either contracts already con-
cluded or contracts which have been ten-
tatively agreed to and are before the
Secretary of the Interior for his approval.
It would appear from the fact that the
revised budget which was submitted by
the new Secretary of the Interior calls
for the sum of $3,736,000, that the Szc-
retary of the Interior today feels that
this amount is necessary in order to carry
out these contractual obligations. These
contracts, as I believe it has already been
stated by the chairman of the subcom-
mittee, include agreements with private
utility companies of Oklahoma ecalling
for $112,000 a year. I have been assured
by senior members of the subcommittee
that the $150,000 in the appropriation
for the continuing fund will take care of
contract obligations to Oklahoma private
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utility companies. Iam grateful for that
assurance. I feel as a Member of the
Congress representing a district that I
have an obligation to represent the stock-
holders, the officers and directors of pri-
vate utility companies the same as I have
an obligation to represent the farm peo-
ple of the Second District of Oklahoma.
I believe these contracts with the private
companies should be honored and should
be respected and I believe that Congress
should appropriate the money to meet
these contract obligations to private
companies as the subcommittee recom-
mended that we do. But I can see no
good reason, Mr. Chairman, for honor-
ing contract obligations to private com-
panies and refusing to honor contract
obligations to associations of farmers in
the State of Oklahoma or in other States
of this Union.

I can see no good reason for appro-
priating money to meet the obligation
of a contract with a private utility com-
pany and then refusing to appropriate
money to meet the obligation of a con-
tract with an REA cooperative.

If the reason for this cut is economy,
I see no good reason for the application
of rules of economy without uniformity
and fairness to all authorized govern-
mental functions. .

You can look down the list of the dif-
ferent agencies covered by this subcom-
mittee’s bill, and I do not believe you
will find a single agency in the United
States covered by this bill that has been
cut as severely as the Southwestern
Power Administration.

You can look at the bill, and when you
say that economy dictates a vote in favor
of a cut, Mr. Chairman, when we vote
for the Rayburn amendment that is be-
fore the House today we are making an
economy move. The recommended fig-
ure for appropriations for construction
for 1954 of $1,500,000 has been deleted
from this bill, A previous authorization
for construction of over $1,400,000 has
been rescinded by this committee. The
appropriation for operation and mainte-
nance has been reduced by $400,000. In
this instance, in the case of the item for
the continuing fund, covered by the Ray-
burn amendment, if we vote the Ray-
burn amendment we are still appropri-
ating $2 million less than the budget
estimate called for which was first sub-
mitted to this committee.

It is an economy move. It is a vote
in accordance with the pledges of both
parties to vote in support of this bill,
The Democratic Party platform the last
election provided:

‘We will continue to fight to make electric-
1ty available to all rural homes, with ade-
gquate facilities for the generation and trans-
mission of power.

What did the Republican Party plat-
form say on the subject?

‘We urge the further development of rural
electrification and communication—

Not support of existing REA's but
further development of rural electrifi-
cation and communication—
with federally assisted production of power
and facllities for distribution when these are
not adequately available through private
enterprise at falr rates.

That was the Republican Party plat=
form,
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What did the leader of the Republican
Party in the last election say about the
subject? At Casson, Minn., on Septem-
ber 6, General Eisenhower stated:

We must be always concerned with de-
veloping rural electrification.

Not with supporting existing REA’s,
which this agreement with these com-
panies might possibly take care of, but
with developing rural electrification.

At Brooking, S. Dak., on October 4,
General Eisenhower said:

I have made clear the Republican support
of the rural electrification program.

Those are the pledges of the two par-
ties on this subject. It is not a party
position to argue for this amendment.
It is a position which is supported by
the platform pledges of both parties, a
position which is supported by the
pledges on the campaign stump of the
leader of the Republican ticket in last
November’s election. I think when those
votes rolled in out in the Midwest and
the farm areas, including the State of
Oklahoma, which went for President
Eisenhower by over 80,000 votes, those
pledges with regard to rural electrifica-
tion were in the minds and the hearts
of the farm people of those States as
they went to vote.

So I say to you today, if we really be-
lieve in this program we will vote in
support of the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Texas.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from West Virginia
[Mr. BarLEY],

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, I can-
not let pass by without comment the
rather noisy tirade put on by the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. Gaviwl.
I would like to remind my colleagues and
Mr, Gavin as well that he has spent two-
thirds of his time since being in the
Congress heaping praise on the head of
a famous Punxsutawney groundhog he
has up there, and I sure am glad at this
late date that he has found out there
are 10 million other good citizens in
the State of Pennsylvania besides that
groundhog.

But, Mr. Chairman, let us go back to
the question under discussion. In the
early depression days, at the time of the
initiation of the REA program, there
were in the mountain State of West
Virginia, less than 3 percent of the farm
people that had electricity. As soon as
it was possible, a unit of the REA was
set up. It happened to be in my dis-
trict. It was so popular that they had
more requests for the extension of their
services than they had finances. When
I came to the Congress in 1945, one of
the first things I did was to negotiate
a couple of loans for them. No sooner
had I done that, than the power com-
pany over in the Monongahela Valley
came along and said, “My goodness, Con-
gressman, do not do that, we have decid=
ed that we will extend service to all those
people, and why build up this REA unit
right here in the center of our activ=
ities?” I said, “Well, the best way you
can answer my question is to get to
work.” 'The power company did go to
work, and in 1 year they put elec=
tricity in 12,000 farm homes. They

have been keeping it up, and today we _
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have nearly 80 percent of the farm
homes of West Virginia being serviced.
But the only reason they did get it was
this yardstick in the form of the REA
unit. I am for this proposition offered
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Raysurn] for the simple reason that it
sefs up a yardstick which forces action
upon the part of the private utilities to
extend servicee What I am after is
service to the farm people of this coun-
try. I will not be satisfied until 97 per-
cent instead of 80 percent of the farm
people in West Virginia are served. I
sincerely hope the committee will ap-
prove the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Texas.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog=
nizes the gentleman from Oklahoma
[Mr. ALBERT].

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment offered by
the distinguished minority leader. I do
so because this item is vitally important
to the rural sections and many of the
municipalities in the southwestern part
of the United States. In Oklahoma a
very fine plan has been worked out be-
tween all those who generate, transmit
or sell electricity including the State of
Oklahoma, through the Grand River
Dam authority, the rural electric co-
operatives, including generating and
transmitting cooperatives, and the pri-
vate utilities of the State of Oklahoma.
From conversations which I have had
with representatives of all groups, I was
under the impression that everybody is
not only satisfled but delichted by the
arrangement which they have made.
Everybody feels, if I have been properly
advised, that we should carry out these
contracts which the Southwestern Power
Administration has already made with
private companies and cooperatives in
the State of Oklahoma and elsewhere in
the Southwest. If we do not do this,
somebody is going to suffer. The dis-
tinguished gentleman from Idaho a few
minutes ago read from the decision of
the Supreme Court of the State of Ar-
kansas. But the item which we are
sponsoring here today has nothing what-
ever to do with the matter involved in
the Arkansas decision. Funds for that
purpose have been specifically excluded
both in the revised budget request and
in the amendment offered by the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Texas [Mr.
RayBurN]. Unless the Congress accepts
this amendment, new users are not going
to find it possible to be served by the
facilities which are serving the existing
cooperatives and users in the South=
west,

Personally, I do not think the policies
of this House should be written by any
group, governmental or private. I cer-
tainly do not think that the policy of
this Congress on this bill should be dic-
tated by the chairman of a group of
public utilities and president of a Louisi=
ana power company who himself has
said, if I have been properly advised,
that he will not serve new users coms=-
ing under this program in new areas.

It seems to me that a vote in the inter-
est of sound legislation is a vote in favor
of the amendment offered by the dis-
tinguished genfleman from Texas [Mr.
RAYBURNI.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Poacel.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I have
yet to find a single Member of Congress
who does not approve what we call the
Texas contract, and that same principle
has been applied in Oklahoma more re-
cently. That is the arrangement under
which the private power companies in
the area carry power from these dams
and distribute it to the REA agencies,
municipalities, or anybody else. That
arrangement involves no duplication. It
means a saving of public funds. It
means a saving of invested capital. It
means the continued operation of pri-
vate business. It means prope:r use of a
public resource.

Now, how did we get the Texas con=-
tract? How did they get a similar ar-
rangement in Oklahoma? We gof it
solely and only because we had the power
to build the lines necessary to take the
power from these publicly owned dams
to the final user, if we needed to do so.
I grant you that the Texas Light & Power
Co. is headed by a man whom I con-
sider to be the most enlightened and
most progressive of all power executives
I have ever mef, Mr. Bill Lynch; but
neither Mr. Lynch nor any other power
executive would have had the power with
his own company to put over such a
contract at that time had it not been for
the fact that the public agencies had a
loaded shotgun behind the door.

The President of the United States and
the Bureau of the Budget have in effect
said, “Eeep that shotgun.” President
Eisenhower’s budget said keep that shot-
gun behind the door and we will pay for
the shells. But the committee met and
took the shells out of that shotgun, and
did so in the presence of the very people
who are proposing to hamstring all pub-
lic power. You did not even go back be-
hind the barn to do it, Mr. JEnsen. You
did it in public. You took the shells out
of the shotgun right in Mr. Wilkes’ pres-
ence and then you said to those people in
Arkansas, Louisiana, and Missouri: “You
are protected. You still have the same
old gun.” Yes, they have got the gun,
but they have no shells in it, and Mr.
Wilkes of the Sputhwest Gas & Electric
Power Co. knows that full well. I pre-
dict that unless you put those shells
back in that gun you will never have the
Texas form of contract in these other
places. You put those shells back and
you will not have to shoot, you won't
have to spend this money. Put those
shells back and those people will get the
same kind of deal in the rest of the
Southwest that we now have in Texas
and Oklahoma.

If you want the private power com=-
Ppanies to share in the business and also
in the obligations, you should encourage
the further expansion of the Texas type
of contract.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from North Caro-
line [Mr. FounTtain] for 3 minutes.

Mr. FOUNTAIN. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of this amendment and
I would like to say, as one of the new
Members of the House that I came here
with the firm determination to make my
own investigations about legislation and
make my own decisions. I very quickly
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found that that was humanly impossible,
that oftentimes I will have to consider
and accept the recommendations of
those more experienced than I on many
matters that come before us.

I discovered in this piece of legisla-
tion, to which this amendment is offered,
that the Truman budget made available,
from the continuing fund of the South-
western Power Administration, the sum
of $5,650,000 for costs in connection with
electric power and energy. The Eisen-
hower administration recommends
$3,732,000. If I must accept the recom-
mendation of any of those who have
studied this matter thoroughly, much
more thoroughly than most of us have
had time to study it, I believe I prefer to
accept the middle of the road recom-
mendation of the Eisenhower adminis-
tration which has already knocked
$122,973,200 from the Truman estimate
for the Interior Department and which
seeks the sum of $3,726,000 provided for
in this amendment.

The Republican committee of the
House has reduced the total amount
provided in the Truman budget by
$202,473,161. It has reduced the Eisen-
hower recommendations in the total
sum of $79,499,961. I am for economy,
not false economy. I do not believe in
being pennywise and pound foolish, es-
pecially when we are not appropria-
ting, but only enabling, making avail-
able.

For these brief reasons, and others
which I do not have time to relate, I am
voting for this Eisenhower amendment
bearing the name of our distinguished
minority leader, Mr. RAYBURN.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-

nizes the gentleman from New York
[Mr., TABER].

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I am one
of those whose ox is gored every time I
see money going out of the Treasury of
the United States when I think it should
not clearly and properly go, and this is
one of the occasions. For that reason I
feel impelled to take the floor and say
just why.

Oklahoma is not involved in this sit-
uation, because Oklahoma has been pro-
vided for by the committee’s operations.

The places that are involved are those
where litigation has already been com-
pleted against them, in the Arkansas Su-
preme Court and also one where there is
pending in the District Court of the
United States for the District of Colum-
bia a suit for enforcement of section 5
of the flood-control law.

The thing that is cut out is the opera-
tion of a wheeling contract and where
rental of transmission facilities where
the REA outfits entered into a contract
to build 8,000 miles of transmission lines
which were, after 40 years rental pay-
ment, to belong to the Department of
the Interior.

The Arkansas court has ruled them
out, and the others are pending.

Your committee did not feel that it
should under those circumstances pro-
vide funds for them. They can get all
the power they need and all they want,
I believe, just as cheap as they have been
getting it the other way if this item is
carried as it is. I hope the House will
sustain the position of the committee,
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because if we do not sustain the posi-
tion of the committee on those things
where it is not necessary to provide Fed-
eral funds, this country is in.a ferrible
way. We have got to meet our responsi-
bilities, the responsibilities are heavy
upon us, and we should not try to be
selfish; we should not try to do things
which would transgress the authority
that has been given to these agencies by
the law and the Congress.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
JENsSEN] for 3 minutes.

Mr. COLE of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JENSEN. I yield to the gentle=-
man from Missouri.

Mr. COLE of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, I have asked the gentleman from
Jowa to yield so that I may read a tele-
gram I have just received from the presi-
dent of the St. Joseph Light & Power
Co., of St. Joseph, Mo., as follows:

Br. JosePH, Mo., April 28, 1953.
Hon. Winriam C. COLE,
Member of Congress,
House Office Building:

Respectfully ask your support on the floor
today of the Jensen subcommittee action
reducing appropriations for Southwest Power
Administration. Contrary to reports being
circuldted, no person in northwest or cen-
tral Missouri will be deprived of service by
elimination of the continuing fund. The
only purpose of that fund is to enable SPA
to acquire extensive transmission and gen-
erating system in Missouri, for which the
Congress has deniled direct appropriation.
The reinstatement of the continuing fund
would certainly jeopardize the accomplish-
ment of contracts being negotianted by com-
panies and SPA as directed by the Congress
of the Department of Interior.

C. A, BEMRAD,

President, St. Joseph Light & Power Co.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, may I
say that there is no construction of
transmission lines involved in the pend-
ing amendment. Whether it is adopted
or not there will not be 1 inch of trans-
mission line built. So there is no trans-
mission lines building program involved
in the amendment. !

Let me read to you the amount of
money which these 12 companies, these
private utility companies, have paid in
local, State, and Federal taxes in the last
few years. In 1951 they paid $58,120,-
078; in 1952, $65.351,706; in 1953 they
estimate $76,033,702, and in 1954—that is
this fiscal year coming on—$81,147,334,
which amounts to almost 4 mills for
every kilowatt-hour they produce.
‘Think of it, in local, State, and Federal
taxes they pay almost 4 mills for every
kilowatt-hour of power they produce.

Mr. Chairman, the private utility com-
panies have been doing a good job for
many years past. They have gone out
and built transmission lines; they have
furnished power to the “skim-milk
areas” in every part of the United States.
They have built hundreds of thousands
of miles into the skim-milk areas, so to
speak, as well as the cream areas.

It has been said that this committee
has not fellowed the revised budget.
Let me say that if we had followed the
revised budget there would have bee. at
least three irrigation projects which
would have had no funds at all so far as
this bill is econcerned. We put them
right back in because this committee, I
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am sure, knows better what this country
needs than a lot of folks downtown.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Iowa has expired. All
time has expired.

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

The question was taken; and the Chair
being in doubt, the Committee divided
and there were—ayes 107, noes 142,

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. JENSEN
and Mr. ALBERT.

The Committee again divided; and the
tellers reported that there were—ayes
133, noes 173.

So the amendment was rejected.

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. JENSEN: On
page 2, line 24, after “energy”, insert a com-
ma and the words “and rentals for the use
of transmission facilities.”

Mr, JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, thisisa
perfecting amendment, which is identi-
cal with the language that was in the bill
last year, that is, the bill for the fiscal
year 1953. It was an oversight that the
committee did not put the language in
this bill.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I am not going to take
5 minutes but I am going to take a min-
ute to make the observation that on this
last standing vote not a single person
was observed to be standing on the left
hand—Republican—side of this aisle as
I now face it. I did not think this was
a partisan situation of trying to continue
this power for the REA through the
Southwestern Power Administration.
If T have made a misstatement, I would
like anybody on the Republican side of
the aisle who voted for the amendment
to please stand.

Mr, JENSEN. I did not know it was
a partisan issue until the gentleman said
that you folks all voted——

Mr. JONES of Missouri. No. I did
not say that. I beg the gentleman’s
pardon. I did not say that. I said not
a Member from your side voted for it.

Mr. JENSEN. And you raised the
question.

Mr. JONES of Missourl. I raised the
guestion and I still invite anybody on
that side that would like to get them-
selves on record to say that they voted
{g; it. I yield back the balance of my

B8,

The Clerk read as follows:

For construction and acquisition of trans-
mission lines, substations, and appurtenant
facilities, as authorized by law, to remain
available until expended, $38,300,000.

Mrs. PFOST. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mrs., Prost: On
page 3, line 19, strike out *“$38,300,000” and
insert in lieu thereof “$38,420,000.”

Mrs, PFOST. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
speak in favor of the amendment I have
offered this afterncon. My amendment
would restore $120,000 for the Idaho
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Panhandle. It is deleted on page 5 of
the Interior Department Appropriation
Report. This appropriation request was
made by the Bonneville Power Adminis-
tration, for the construction of a trans-
mission line between Bonners Ferry,
Idaho, and Troy, Mont., and for the
erection of a substation at Troy, Mont.

I would not take the valuable time of
my colleagues, if I did not know this
appropriation is vital to the people of
mry distriet, Idaho, and if I were not
absolutely convinced that this cut is
false economy.

I say it is false economy because this
is not a new project. The Bonners
Ferry-Troy transmission line is not a
new line. Already $750,000 has been
obligated, and in fiscal 1954 we need
only $120,000 to complete the construc-
tion and an estimated $35,000 for clean-
up work in 1955.

Mr. Chairman, here is a $905,000 proj-
ect almost completed. All rights-of-way
have been secured. All materials have
been purchased and are on the site.
The clearing contract for the line is 51
percent complete. Here is an extension
line that was started in 1950, and was
scheduled for completion this fall. All
that remains to be done is to set the
poles and string the line. We need
$120,000 so the power can flow over the
line to serve the growing needs of the
farmers in northern Idaho.

The Northern Lites, Inc., a cooperative
which serves 2,500 farms and homes in
northern Idaho and Montana, has al-
ready constructed 100 miles of distribu-
tion lines in anticipation of this addi-
tional power.

At present, power is carried long dis-
tances over low-voltage lines which are
not adequate. This new line and sub-
station offer the most economical method
of meeting the area’s increasing needs
for power.

‘Without this appropriation, the Gov-
ernment cannot begin to receive revenues
from the thousands of dollars already
invested in this facility. Without this
appropriation to complete the transmis-
sion line and substation, the farmers will
not receive the power, and they, in turn,
will not be able to repay their loan from
the Rural Electrification Administration.
So again the Government will lose.

A radar station, YAK, is located in
western Montana, and is another antici-
pated receiver of this power. This radar
station is highly important to the de-
fense of the country. If the facilities
are not completed, the only source of
power for the radar station is diesel
plants, which would be very expensive
for the Government to operate.

So the Government stands to lose, just
as do the farmers and the home owners
in my distriet, if this $120,000 appro-
priation request is not restored. To
deny these funds is not economy—it is
waste.

‘We have already spent $750,000; let us
go the rest of the way; let us appro-
priate the $120,000 to complete the
project. This appropriation is a matter
of economy of good sound business, I
hope you will vote in favor of my
amendment.

Mr, MACEK of Washington., Mr.
Ch;a.{i!.man, I move to strike out the last
WO
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Mr. Chairman, all thoughtful Ameri-
cans recognize there is a great need for
economy in Government. We are spend-
ing billions of dollars annually more
than is obtained in revenue from taxes.
The budget must be balanced if our peo-
ple are to escape further inflation and
ultimate national bankruptcy. Taxes
must be reduced in order that every
American family can retain more of its
own money to spend on its own needs.

We of the Pacific Northwest recog=-
nize this need for economy. We are
willing to cooperate in obtaining that
economy. We of the Pacific Northwest
do not object that this committee has
cut the amount appropriated for Bon-
neville power line construction below
last year's expenditures. We do say,
however, that the commititee has cut it
too deeply—much too deeply.

Last year, $66,523,000 was spent for
new power lines in the Pacific Northwest
by the Bonneville Power Administra-
tion. Secretary Douglas McKay of the
Interior Department is a good, sound and
realistic businessman. He realizes as
much as any of us that we must have
economy in the Federal Government and
that to obtain it, costs and expenditures
must be reduced in all departments of
Government,

Secretary McKay, who is President
Eisenhower’s spokesman on power devel=-
opment matters, recommended that in-
stead of spending $66,523,000, the sum
spent for Bonneville power line installa-
tion last year, that this item be reduced
to $55,200,000 for the coming year.

The Secretary McKay proposal would
have saved $11,323,000. This would be a
saving of 17 percent on the amount spent
yast year. This 17 percent saving, if
applied to every department and agency
of the Federal Government, would repre-
sent a total saving of $12 billion, under
last year’s budget. That would be
enough to balance the budget and leave
enough over for a substantial tax
reduction.

We of the Pacific Northwest raised no
protest against this 17-percent reduction
in Bonneville power-line appropriations.
We were willing to take that reduction
uncomplainingly in the interest of doing
our part toward obtaining a balanced
budget.

But the committee was not satisfied
with the $11,323,000 saving on Bonne-
ville power line and substation funds
proposed by Secretary of the Interior
McKay. i

Instead of granting the $55,200,000 ap=
propriation asked by Secretary McKay,
the committee proposes that only $38,=
300,000 be provided for building Bonne=
ville lines and substations. This repre=
sents a cut of $28,223,000 from the $66,-
523,000 spent last year. This is a reduc-
tion of 41 percent and, in my opinion, is
an unreasonably large and unrealistic
reduction. It is entirely out of line with
reductions being made in other agencies
and departments. Such a reduction will
prevent the construction of power lines
to keep pace with the increased genera-
tion of electricity soon to be available
due to the completion of several great
Columbia River power dams that even
now are nearly finished.
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The Pacific Northwest would have
besn agreeable to the 17-percent reduc-
tion proposed by Secretary McKay, but
we are not agreeable to the 41-percent
reduction proposed by the committee.
We sincerely hope the other body will
restore the amount—=$55,200,000—Secre-
tary McKay, as the spokesman for Pres-
ident Eisenhower, proposed.

The Bonneville Power Administration
last year sold 15,900,000,000 kilowatt-
hours of electricity. Bonneville officials
now estimate that they will market 48
billion kilowatt-hours of electricity in
1960, only 7 years from now. In short,
in 1960, Bonneville will sell three times
as much power as that agency sold last
year,

The Bonneville Power Administration
last year had $38,300,000 receipts from
the sale of power. In 1960, it is esti-
mated, it will have receipts from the sale
of power of $115,700.000. In short, the
Bonneville Power Administration in 1960
will be doing three times the business it
did in 1952.

If a trucking company expanded its
business volume from $38 million to $115
million, as Bonneville power is doing—
a threefold increase—that trucking com-
pany would need more trucks to handle
its expanding business. If a railroad
had a threefold expansion in the freight
it carried it would require additional lo-
comotives and freight cars. Based upon
the same reasoning, commonsense should
dictate that the Bonneville Power Ad-
ministration, when its business triples,
will need more power lines.

It is going to do no good to generate
more power if we do not build the facili-
ties to deliver that power to the consum-
ing centers.

These power lines are not costing the
taxpayers of this Nation one cent. The
Bonneyville Act, provides that Bonneville
power must—and I emphasize the word
must—charge sufficient rates to return
to the Federal Government within 50
years all the money used to build these
dams and power lines, and pay all the
expenses of operating and maintaining
them. Not only does the Bonneville
Act provide that sufficient rates must be
charged to return all of this money but
also that the money must be returned to
the Federal treasury within 50 years with
215 percent interest on that money dur-
ing the time the Bonneville Administra-
tion is using it. In other words, the
power dams and power lines do not cost
the taxpayers of the Nation anything.
The Government gets back every dollar
invested in these dominant powers and
it gets that money back with interest.

The Bonneville Power Administration,
already, after paying all costs of opera-
tion, maintenance and interest, has re-
turned to the Federal Government $83,-
578,000 toward paying off the principal
of the money so far advanced for dam
and power line construction. In addi-
tion to this it has paid the Government
more than $63 million in interest.

Secretary of the Interior McKay, who
formerly was Governor of Oregon, un-
derstands our western power problems,
In a recent Meet the Press radio pro-
gram, I heard him tell reporters that he
was in favor of the completion of all
power dams now under construction on
the Columbia River, In saying that he
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presumably was speaking the sentiments
of President Eisenhower for as Secre-
tary of the Interior he is the spokesman
for the President on such matters.

These unfinished dams, now under
construetion, in which we have hundreds
of millions of dollars invested, surely are
going to be completed. We are not go=-
ing to let them stand there unfinished to
be nonproductive white elephants after
we have invested so much in them.

When these dams are completed, most
of them prior to 1960, we will be gen-
erating three or four times as much hy-
droelectricity as is now produced in the
Columbia River Valley. Power lines are
absolutely essential to getting the power
generated from these dams to the con-
suming centers. Without power lines
the electric energy generated by the
new dams will be useless and go to waste.
Failure to build the transmission lines
to deliver the power the new dams gen-
erate to consuming centers would be a
short sighted policy. It would, in my
opinion, be a penny-wise and pound-
foolish policy.

I hope that when this bill gees to the
other body that the Senate will provide
the $55,200,000 recommended by Secre-
tary McEKay as needed for next year's
construction of Bonneville power line
and substation facilities.

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

Mr. Chairman, this item of $120,000
which the gentlewoman from Idaho has
asked be reinstated in the bill is one of
many which the committee took from
the bill for one very good reason: There
came to Washington about 30 days ago
representatives of the public utilities
districts of that area, representatives of
the municipal power companies of Se-
attle, Tacoma, and other cities, and a
number of representatives of private
utilities of the Bonneville area. They
met here in Secretary McKay's office
and explained to the Secretary that
there were many items in this budget re-
quest for 1954 for the Bonneville Power
Administration which they thought
should either be deferred for the pres-
ent time because the power was not yet
available to be carried over these trans-
mission lines and related facilities or
which they would build with their own
money. They stayed here for more than
a week going into this entire matter of
the Bonneville Power Administration re-
quest. They worked with the Depart-
ment of the Interior officials and with
the Bonneville Power officials here in
Washington, They came up with this
list of projects which you will find in the
report on page 5, and they recommended
that some items on that page be deleted
from the bill, including the Idaho Pan-
handle line. We deleted them in accord-
ance with the wishes of all those repre-
sentatives from the different areas and
municipalities, and at the suggestion of
the public utility district representative
himself. There is one project that the
public utility district representative, we
are told, did not agree to, but it was not
the project which is named in the
amendment offered by the gentlewoman
from Idaho.

The State of Montana is one of the
States of this Union which has more sur-
plus power than any other State in the
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Union. The Montana Power & Light
Company has done a magnificent job in
furnishing transmission lines and power
facilities for their people and they have
worked in full cooperation with the
REA’s. There is no power problem or
controversy in the State of Montana, let
me assure you. ;

The pending amrendment involves a
proposition of running a transmission
line to the lumber and mining industries
of the State of Montana as is stated in
the justification of the Department of
the Interior for the Bonneville Adminis-
tration. Because of the fact that there
is a great surplus of power in Montana—
in fact to a degree that they send power
out of the State to other users where
power is needed and into the Bonneville
area also—certainly there is no need for
the expenditure of $120,000 which the
group that came here representing all
of these companies stated is not needed.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
some of the proposed cuts made by the
committee for the Bonneville Power Ad-
ministration for the ensuing fiscal year.
While I am in full sympathy with the
administration’s program to cut out
waste and unnecessary appropriations
and in the general plan to reduce the
cost of Government and balance the
Federal budget, I do feel that in the in-
terest of economy and good business
judgment Federal agencies that are per=
forming a useful and efficient function
in Government should be supported.

The cuts made in the Bonneville Power
Administration, however, are so drastic
and so deep that they go beyond any
such program for economy in Govern=
ment and will result, in my judgment, in
crippling an essential agency of Govern-
ment which will result in great financial
loss to the Government and ineflicient
service in an essential activity.

One of the most serious cuts made by
the committee is the Dalles area serv=
ice and McNary substation items where
a reduction of $2,284,000 is made, reduc=
ing the budget to a balance of $480,000.
I am advised by the Bonneville Power
Administration that these items cover
autotransformers which operate to ob-
viate the necessity of installing addi-
tional transmission lines at very heavy
expense. I am not an electrical engi=
neer but I understand an autotrans=
former is a complicated electrical facility
which serves the purpose of stepping up
transmission power at its origin and then
reducing it in the service area which re-
sults in making unnecessary the con-
struction of costly transmission lines to
carry heavy voltages from the genera-
tors at the power plant to the load
centers. It takes some 3 years to se-
cure this equipment and the order should
be placed immediately in order to in-
sure delivery in time for use in this load
area.

Another meat-ax type of reduction is
$2,400,000 below the budget request of
$7,400,000 and a reduction of $1,600,000
below the appropriation for 1953. This
is for operation and maintenance of the
Bonneville Administration. This blow
is so heavy that it will necessitate the
closing down of much of the Bonneville
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power operation and curtail the efficient
service to the customers in the Pacific
Northwest where hydroelectric power is
so vital to its economy. Both of these
cuts should be restored in the interests
of good business judegment and sound
economy.

It should not be overlooked that hy-
droelectric power administered by the
Bonneville Power Administration is a
profitable undertaking by the Federal
Government and is returning to the Fed-
eral Government from the sale of power
the entire cost of generating facilities,
including interest and maintenance.
The Bonneyille Power Administration is
ahead in its repayment program to the
Federal Government for these expendi-
tures,

Other cuts in construction and operat-
ing needs of the Bonneville Power Ad-
ministration are so drastic as to cripple
the efficiency of this important Admin-
istration. The total reduction proposed
by the committee of $16,800,000 from
a budget request of $55,200,000 is such
a severe cut that it would prevent it from
carrying on an efficient service fo the
Pacific Northwest area of our Nation. If
the cuts in items for fransmission lines
are allowed to stand, when generators
now under construction are completed,
there will be no facilities for transmitting
the power to the load centers. It will
mean power can only be delivered to the
consumers at the bus bar. Such a policy
will be a death blow to the orderly de-
velopment and sale of electric power. It
will drastically curtail receipts for power
by the Government.

Mr, Chairman, the Pacific Northwest
is, I believe, a unique part of the United
States, not only in its natural resources,
but in its economy, This economy is
largely based on the extraction or use of
its natural resources—on timber and
processing, on farming, on mining, on
cattle and sheep, and on water- and
hydro-power. Industrialization, which
really began with the completion of
Bonneville and Grand Coulee Dams on
the Columbia River about 15 years ago,
is still in the initial stages.

Population is sparse compared with
the industrialized regions east of the
Mississippi. We have an area five times
the size of New England buf only a frac-
tion of the people. Population is grow-
ing rapidly, however, in the Pacific
Northwest. In the decade 1940-50 it in-
creased 33 percent compared with 14
percent for the Nation as a whole.

In the decade 1950-60 it is estimated
that the population of the region—which
includes Oregon, Washington, Idaho,
Montana west of the Continental Divide
and that part of Wyoming drained by the
Snake River—will total 5.7 million, or
1 million more than in 1950. As popula-
tion increases the economy must be ex-
panded. The best way to assure jobs
to supporf all these people is, I think,
to provide a basis for industrial expan-
sion. And that means, as experience has
shown us, the provision of adequate sup-~
plies of low-cost electric energy.

The Bonneville Power Administration
has become the major source of electric
power in the Pacific Northwest since it
is now marketing 60 percenf of the
energy consumed in the region. In the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1952, BPA
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sold 17 billion kilowatt-hours of elec-
tricity at the lowest whelesale rates in
the country.

Bonneville is a growing agency, not in
the sense customarily used to desecribe
bureaucracy, but as a business operation.
At the present time it sells energy gen-
erated at three Federal dams: Bonne-
ville, Grand Coulee, and Hungry Horse.
Nine other Federal dams are under con=
struction on the Columbia River and
some of its tributaries. Bonneville will
be the marketing agency for the power
produced at all of them.

So it is in for considerable growth.
The Federal system in the Pacific North-
west now has a January peaking ca-
pability of 2,573,000 kilowatts. Within 4
years, by 1957, January peaking ca-
pability will be 4,865,000 kilowatts, or al-
most doubled. Even with this increase
the region will not have enough capacity
to meet expected demands.

Bonneville must, therefore, plan trans-
mission systems well ahead of the com-

_pletion of the dams. It must build lines

to take the power from the dams and
deliver it where it will be most needed. A
large part of the new power, I am happy
to say, will go to new or expanding in-
dustries and to private and publicly
owned systems serving industry, thus
providing jobs for our growing popula-
tion.

Bonneville requests $54,300,000 for the
coming fiscal year, of which $47.2 million
is for the construction of transmission
and related facilities. Only $1.5 million,
by the way, is scheduled to go into my
own district, the heavily populated Port=
land, Oreg., area.

I helieve that all the money requested
should be appropriated by the Congress,
because only in this way will the people
of the Northwest be assured that the
transmission of electricity will keep pace
with the growth in their power supply.

Mr. Chairman, in my recent discussion
on the floor for the need for some addi-
tional authorizations for some Columbia
Basin projects, I called attention to the
power situation in the Pacific Northwest
which is apropo in considering the budg-
et of the Bonneville Power Administra-
tion now before us.

Every region in the United States must
have an adequate energy base to sup-
port its economy.

The Pacific Northwest is deficient In
oil and gas, and so far only a fraction
of its coal deposits has been exploited.
However, the region fortunately has a
tremendous water resource. Thus, hy-
droelectric power is the region’s supreme
energy base.

Glacier-fed lakes high in the Canadian
Rockies form the headwaters of the Co-
lumbia River. The Columbia River sys-
tem, draining an area of 259,000 square
miles—of which 85 percent lies in the
United States—possesses characteristics
unique among America’s major streams.
The river has an extremely high annual
runoff with a rapid drop of more than
6,000 feet in its westward course to the
seg through Canada and the heart of
the Pacific Northwest. As a result, the
Columbia lends itself readily to develop-
ment for many purposes—power, irri-
gation, navigation, flood control, and
recreation. It holds within its fiow over
one-third of the Nation’s potential hy-
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droelectric power—34 million kilowatts
out of a total potential of 104 million
kilowatts for the entire country. It can
readily be seen that the Pacific North-
west depends on this unique hydroelec-
tric resource as the energy base in its
economy.

To utilize and conserve properly and
to the fullest the natural resources of
the Columbia River, we have a program
for its comprehensive multiple-purpose
development.

The maximum amount of power can
be derived from a vast river by building
run-of-river plants, such as Bonneville,
along with power-and-storage dams like
Grand Coulee. Operation of these proj=-
ects independently of the balance of the
system produces, in the aggregate, much
less power than if they are operated as
a unified whole. For this reason each
dam planned for the Columbia must be
viewed in relation to the system and
not as an isolated unit.

Demands for electric energy in the
Pacific Northwest have been growing
swiftly. The average annual increase
in requirements from 1940 through 1951
was 14 percent as compared with a na~
tional rate of 9 percent. Growth was
particularly rapid in the early part of
World War II, when new aluminum
plants were built by the Federal Gov-
ernment in the region. Electric energy
used in the region jumped from 7 billion
kilowatt-hours in 1940 to 17 billion kilo-
watt-hours at the war peak in 1944,
The aluminum industry accounted for
most of the upsurge. By 1951 total re-
gional use reached 30 billion kilowatt=
hours. Since the war, the major ex-
pansion has been in residential and farm
use, owing to growth of population, the
extension of electric service to nearly
every farm and home in the region, and
augmented consumption by the average
residential and farm customer,

In 1950 the census takers counted 4,-
700,000 persons in the Pacific Northwest,
an increase of 33 percent since 1940, as
compared with 14 percent increase for
the Nation. By 1960, according to me-
dian estimates, the Pacific Northwest '
will have 5.7 million people. To provide
jobs to support a million more people is
one of the chief problems faced by the
region. Industry, agriculture, and other
economic activities must obviously ex-
pand in order to absorb the added man-
DOWEr. |

The anticipated growth in the region
and greater dependence on electric en-
ergy for industrial expansion will re-
quire a proportionate expansion of power
facilities*to meet the demand. Poten-
tial power requirements are estimated
to be 39 billion kilowatt-hours in 1953,
69 billion kilowatt-hours in 1958 and 93
billion kilowatt-hours in 1962,

Looking at the power development in
the region, in 1940 the non-Federal pub-
lic agencies and privately-owned util-
ities generated approximately 615 billion
kilowatt-hours with an installed plant
capacity of about 1.7 million kilowatts,
and the Federal Government, primarily
from 2 generators at Bonneville Dam
generated nearly one-half million kilo-
watts. By 1950, with all 10 generators
installed at Bonneville and 15 generators
at Grand Coulee, representing machine
capacity of over 2.1 million kilowatts,
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the Federal Government generated ap-
proximately 14'% billion kilowatt hours,
and the non-Federal utilities with
slightly over 2 million kilowatts of ma-
chine capacity generated approximately
121 billion kilowatt-hours.

It is an established fact that without
the power from Bonneville and Grand
Coulee Dams during World War II, this
Nation’s vast shipbuilding program and
the enormous airplane production from
aluminum produced from that power
could not have been accomplished. Ever
since the beginning of World War II the
Northwest has made most significant
contributions for the defense of this
country. Ifisa critical defense area with
very large military installations, includ-
ing a navy yard, Army camps, huge air-
fields, the very important Hanford
atomic energy plant, electrometallurgical
plants such as aluminum, magnesium,
ferroalloys, phosphorus, abrasives, chem-
jeals, and the huge forest-products in-
dustries. Throughout this period the
local public and private electric utilities
in the region have been building. all of
the power projects that they could with-
in the available sites and their financial
resources. For example, from 1941
through 1946 these non-Federal utilities
made capital expenditures totaling over
$104 million, from 1947 through 1951 an
additional $302 million, or put on a 15-
vear basis from 1941 to 1956, it is esti-
mated that the non-Federal utilities in
the area will have made capital expendi-
tures for power projects totaling over
$1 billion—$1,031,260,799. Unfortunate-
ly, this growth in power resources is not
enough to meet the regional power needs
to serve defense production and the na-
tional interest generally. The growth in
power requirements in the region for the
next several years will exceed 500,000
kilowatts each year—the equivalent of a
hydroelectric plant the size of Bonne-
ville Dam every year.

Because of the multiple-purpose nature
of the development of the Columbia
River system, the Federal Government
has assumed a partnership and a re-
sponsibility to help meet the power needs
of the region. The Federal program for
generator installations at multipurpose
projects contemplated the addition of
capacity at times and locations necessary
to insure orderly development of an eco-
nomical power system consistent with
the multipurpose development of the
river as well as to satisfy total demands.

The existing Federal program consists
of Bonneville and Grand Coulee Dams,
with power installations completed, and
two of four generators installed at Hun-
gry Horse Dam, installed in the fall of
1952, The two remaining generators at
Hungry Horse will be installed by the
winter of this year. Projects now under
consfruction are the Detroit, McNary, Big
CIliff, Albeni Falls, Lookout Point, Dexter,
Chandler, Chief Joseph, Palisades, and
the Dalles Dams.

Thus we have, at present, in the
Northwest 2,614,900 kilowatts installed
capacity on the Federal system and 2,-
345,000 kilowatts installed by local pub-
lic and private utilities. There is now
under construction or scheduled on the
local utilities systems an additional 1,-
487,000 kilowatts, with total additional
possibilities remaining of 573,000 kilo-
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watts. The Federal program under con-
struction, if the schedules are main-
tained, will add to the system in the
period 1953 to 1957 nearly 2 million kilo-
watts of capacity. The total capacity
for the region by 1957, accordingly, will
be 8,392,900 kilowatts of capacity. This
entire regional program will barely meet
the'r known requirements in the year
1957,

In September of 1952, the Pacific
Northwest experienced a critical power
shortage. The shortage was the result of
insufficient rainfall in the region during
the summer and autumn. Many parts
of the region had witnessed the driest
period of record. Interruptible power,
which is sold on an if and as available
basis on the Federal system, was cur-
tailed to its full extent of 383,000 kilo-
watts. Most of this interruptible power
was going to the aluminum plants. Lafer
as the regional power supply became
more critical, the Defense Electric
Power Administration found it neces-
sary to issue an order providing a quota
limitation on power uses by customers
using more than 8,000 kilowatt-hours
per week. This limitation cut by 10 per-
cent the power use of large industries in
order to assure continued service to es-
sential residential and commercial con-
sumers who were customers of utilities
having a deficiency of power on their
systems. Many other measures of con-
serving use of electricity, such as brown-
outs, and so forth, were resorted to in
order to alleviate the situation. The to-
tal curtailment in both interruptible
and firm loads amounted to approxi-
mately 500,000 kilowatts, the equivalent
of Bonneville Dam. In January of 1953,
warm weather and heavy rainfall in-
creased streamflows in the rivers suf-
ficiently so that with the controlled use
of water stored behind existing storage-
dams such as Grand Coulee, along with
use of the available steam-electric re-
sources all the loads in the region were
able to be carried and the curtailment
order was lifted.

If the projects which are now under
construction remain on schedule, cur-
rent estimates of loads and resources
indicate that all firm power require-
ments of the region can be met, even
under critical water conditions, through
the 1956-57 winter season, and provide
about 120,000 kilowatts to meet new in-
dustrial requirements for the region.
This is only a fraction of the estimated
potential industry that would come to
this area by 1956-57 if power were avail=-
able. If is estimated that 1,200,000 kilo-
watts of firm power could be sold to ex-
pand the industrial economy of the
region.

Beyond 1957, however, after the gen-
erators in the Dalles project are com-
pletely installed, the power supply pic-
ture will again worsen very rapidly un-
less new projects are constructed. At
least 4 or 5 years are usually required
from the initiation of construction to
complete major multi-purpose structures
of the type in the Columbia Basin which
are needed to provide power in the
Northwest.

Some of the projects should be up-
stream storage plants which will im-
prove the production of plants now in
operation and under construction.
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Mr. Chairman, I have called attention
to some of the drastic cuts in the budg-
et of the Bonneville Power Administra-
tion for the ensuing fiscal year in the hill
we are now considering, which, as I have
said, unless restored will result in great
hardship to the area served by this agen-
cy. We are suffering a great dearth of
hydroelectric power in the area and I
have taken occasion in these remarks
to discuss the situation that exists in
the Pacific Northwest with reference to
power and the great potential we have
in the area of this important commodity.
Since we have no coal nor gas, hydro
power is of prime importance to the area.

The Federal Government in conjunc-
tion with private utilities is working
amicably and in joint cooperation to de-
velop power in the Columbia River Basin
and unless the Federal projects which
are now in operation or under develop-
ment are adequately financed by the
Government great hardship will ensue.

I trust therefore, that before this bill
is finally passed and sent to the Presi-
dent for his signature, most of these
drastic cuts if not all of them will be
restored so as not to leave the Bonne-
ville Power Administration without the
necessary finances to carry on and serve
the public efficiently.

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

Mr. Chairman, coming from the west-
ern district of Montana which is draped
over the Continental Divide I am, of
course, interested in power and water
resources. I come from the district that
is at the headwaters of the two great
rivers of this country—the Columbia
River and the Missouri River.

The understanding of this great sub-
committee has in the past brought to
Montana a great deal of power. Your
efforts in building the Hungry Horse
Dam will bring 600,000 kilowatts to the
State of Montana and it will bring to
the Nation a new aluminum plant to
develop light metals. We are grateful
for the understanding this committee
has shown and we assure you that the
Canyon Ferry, Hungry Horse, and these
other projects in Montana are welcome.
We have cooperated in Montana along
with the private utilities, the Montana
Power Co.; however, the Montana Pow=-
er Co. is not concerned in this specific
amendment offered by the gentlewoman
from Idaho.

This terminal facility to the transmis-
sion line will be at Troy, Mont. It will
run to the northern woods from Bon-
ners Ferry, Idaho, to Troy, Mont. Troy
is now served by a small independent
power company, the Mountain States
Power Co., a subsidiary of the J. Neills
Lumber Co. The facilities of the Moun-
tain States Power Co., are already over=
taxed. Its transmission lines are taxed
to the fullest extent. The city of Troy
itself is supplied by a steam plant.

This steam plant was put into opera-
tion by the J. Neills Lumber Co. in order
to utilize the bark and the edgings and
the waste from their sawmills. Techno-
logical improvements have made it pos-
sible to use this waste material for more
valuable purposes so that the steam plant
now is operating at a lesser rate than it
ever has in the past., There will be a
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power shortage in this particular area in
Lincoln County if this amendment is not
passed. The gentlewoman from Idaho
[Mrs. Prost] told you that there is an
important military installation in
northern Montana that needs this power
to supplement their diesel plant as a
part of the mnational defense. The
growth and expansion of the lumber in-
dustry in Troy and in Lincoln County
is dependent upon the utilization and the
supply of additional power.

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

Mr. METCALF. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. JENSEN. No justification was
made to the committee that there was
any defense plant involved.

Mr. METCALF. I assure the gentle-
man from Iowa that there is in northern
Montana an important Air Force mili-
tary installation that needs and is plan-
ning to use this power. 5

In addition to that there are 100 miles
of REA line from the Northern Lights
and the Lincoln Rural Electrification
Administration lines that both rely upon
power from this transmission line. Here
is a power line that is 85-percent com=-
pleted. The materials are purchased;
the ground is clear; it is needed for de-
fense installation; it is needed to de-
velop the community in Troy and the
lumbering communities in that area.

The other day the Committee on Ap=
propriations in the supplemental appro-
priation bill—and God bless them—
brought in an appropriation of $5 mil-
lion for access roads to clear out the
spruce-infested forests of northern Mon-
tana and northern Idaho. That will
mean that every lumber mill and every
sawmill in that area will have to operate
to full capacity if we are to save that
spruce timber for the Government of
the United States. We are going to need
this power out there. We were planning
on energizing this line in November, It
started in 1950; the contract was ready
to go in November. Here is a line that
you are discontinuing right at the point
where it would become the most bene-
ficial to the people. It is not in competi-
tion with any power company, and I
hope that every member of the Commit-
tee will vote for this needed amendment.

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

The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentlewoman from Idaho
[Mrs. PFosT].

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. MAGNUSON) there
were—ayes 55, noes 105.

So the amendment was rejected.

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

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

There was no objection.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman,
I know the House has spoken with re=
spect to the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Texas. It was an im=-
portant issue. I hope it will not be in-
dicative of the attitude of the majority
in the future with respect to power and
with respect to transmission lines.

‘ing now.
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I, of course, voted for the amendment.
I voted for the amendment because I
thought it would be to the best interest
of the people of this country that do
not have the facilities of electric power,
which I think the past record shows the
private utility interests would not sup-
ply in sufficient detail.

I voted that way, Mr. Chairman, be-
cause I thought it was the right way
to vote. I am not going to cast any re-
flection on anybody in the majority for
the position he has taken.

Mr, Chairman, I think that indicates
that I represent more than the interests
of my particular district in Pittsburgh,
Pa., which needs no additional power
to be furnished through the help of the
Federal administration,

I also want to say, Mr. Chairman, that
without any exception I have always
voted, as far as I can remember, for
price-support programs, in behalf of the
interest of the farmers of this country, of
which I do not have any in my district.
I did that, Mr. Chairman, because I
thought it was for the best interest of
the country.

Mr, Chairman, I might also say that

‘more than 50 percent of my time spent

in the office, and perhaps on the floor
of the House also, is spent in conference
with the industrial interests of the
country and of my district, and with
the financial interests and also with all
types of business Interests, which are
very well represented in the way of di-
versity of industry in the Pittsburgh
area.

Mr. Chairman, I represented as best
I could in this House unorganized labor
and organized labor, and I also repre-
sented the civil servants of this country,
elective civil servants and those who
were appointed.

So, Mr. Chairman, I am not one of
those Members of Congress who because
of perhaps personal frustration tries to
deride other Members of Congress or
tries to belittle their efforts in any posi-
tion they take,

Mr. Chairman, I am not one of those
Members who practically every primary
election are faced with a very, very diffi-
cult primary contest from their own
party members and on occasion by ef-
forts of the official party itself to de-
feat my candidacy. I am also not one
of those Members who are faced with
very vigorous opposition from the Re-
publican Party in my district because,
Mr. Chairman, I have attempted to rep-
resent that district fairly and justly.

So when a Member steps up here and
attempts to ridicule and deride me, I
think in my own defense I have the right
to take the floor and say what I am say-
I have no sense of personal
frustration, as was indicated, in my opin-
ion, by one Member here this afternoon,
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr,
HOFFMAN],

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

Mr. EBERHARTER. I yield.

Mr. McCORMACEK. I can testify that
of the great number of Members of this
present Congress and the preceding
Congresses that the gentleman has
served in, there is no more progressive-
minded, sound-minded, and no more vis=

-sionary-minded or courageous-minded

4137

Member of the Congress than the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. EBer=
HARTER]. There is no one who more ably
or more courageously represents his dis-
trict than the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania who now has the floor.

Mr. EBERHARTER. I thank the gen=
tleman,

Mr, McCORMACK. For whatever
value my opinions might be worth to the
people of his district, all I can say is I
highly commend them for their judg-
ment—the Democrats in nominating
him on primary day, and the people of
l(;is district in electing him on election

ay.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Ithank the gen=
tleman.

Mr. Chairman, I heard the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. Horrman] describe
in detail the hardships and the drudgery
and the lack of facilities both for human
beings and manufacturing and every
other type of facility which we are en-
joying today. Iheard him describe with
great joy the period through which he
went as a young man. I do not want to
charge him and I certainly do not charge
him with the responsibility for speaking
the philosophy of the Republican Party
or of the leaders of the Republican Party
or of the President of the United States.
But, it seems to me when he describes
with such obvious satisfaction that time
50 years ago, or 40 years ago, or 60 years
ago, I do not know which, and enjoys
such obvious relish in describing that
period that he is advocating to the peo-
ple of this country and to the Congress
that that was the most joyous time that
the country ever had, and we should go
back to that time. I know the people of
this country do not want to go back to
the time when they had no electricity,
and when the housewives went through
all the drudgery and all that. But that
seems to be the selling point that he
made when he was speaking, Mr,
Chairman, as I want to say, the Demo=
cratic Party believes in progress. We
believe in taking advantage of all that
is new in scientific inventions and all the
new improvements, and everything that
goes along with that and that such prog=-
ress can bring to us. I do not think we
will subscribe to the so-called good old
days and want to go back to them, That
seems to me to be the policy that he
wants to pursue. Actually, he is speak=
ing because he is so disappointed in life
lately, you know, and the only satisfac-
tion he enjoys these days is to think of
the old times many years ago—it is too
bad, my friends, it is too bad.

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MAGNUSON: On
page 3, line 19, after the word "expended”,
strike out *“$38,300,000" and insert “§42,-
608,000.”

Mr, MAGNUSON. Mr. Chairman,
this amendment would increase the ap-
propriations for Bonneville Power Ad-
ministration construction in fiscal 1954
by $4,308,000,

Many millions of dollars more were
eliminated from the budget request by
the Appropriations Committee, but I am
asking the restoration of this $4,308,000
as the absolute minimum which the
Bonneville Power Administration must
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have to do the job which legislation of
Congress directs it to do.

‘We in the Pacific Northwest, and par-
ticularly in my State of Washington, are
dependent upon the United States Co-
lumbia River Power System for electric
service. Sixty percent of the power used
in my region comes to the people over
the system of the Bonneville Power Ad-
ministration from the Grand Coulee,
Bonneville, and Hungry Horse Dams.
My amendment would restore four con-
struction items deleted from the budget
by the committee. I would like to call
your attention to the serious effect
which these four recommended reduc-
tions will have upon electrical service to
the people in my State.

The Bonneville Power Adminisfration
has under construction a transmission
line from its Snohomish substation to
its Kitsap substation near Bremerton,
Wash. Part of this transmission line
will be a 230-kilovolt submarine cable
underneath Puget Sound. Over $3.5
million were appropriated by the last
Congress to construct this cable in order
to avoid the construction of a transmis-
sion line all the way around the southern
portion of Puget Sound. This decision
meant a saving to the Government of
$2,500,000. A large share of the funds
appropriated have already been obli-
gated for the construction of this trans-
mission line. All of the engineering for
the facility is completed. It is too late
to construct a substitute facility even if
that were desirable. If this transmission
line is not completed by the winter of
1955, the loads in Mason, Jefferson,
Clallam, and Kitsap Counties in the
State of Washington, including service
to the Bremerton Navy Yard, will have
to be curtailed. There is no way of get-
ting adequate power to these people
other than the completion of this trans-
mission line. There is no explanation in
the report of the committee as to why
funds for this line have been eliminated.
The sum my amendment would restore
for this item is $2,605,000.

The committee has also recommended
the elimination of appropriations for
transformers to be installed at McNary
substation, adjacent to the new McNary
Dam which will begin generating power
this fall. These transformers are vital
to the service in the Kennewick-Pasco-
Richland area which has been growing
80 rapidly because of the expansion of
the Atomic Energy Commission’s Han-
ford plutonium works. If the proposed
transformers are not installed on time,
service to this vital defense area will be
in jeopardy. My amendment would ap-
propriate $1,538,000 for this project.

Another rapidly growing area in my
State of Washington is the coastal area
of Pacific County. In order to increase
power deliveries to the Pacific County
Public Utility District which serves this
area, the Bonneville Power Administra-
tion plans to construct a short piece of
115 kilovolt transmission line from
Naselle to Ilwaco and a new substation
to serve the Long Beach area. Failure
to construct these facilities will impose a
serious hardship upon the customers of
the Pacific County Public Utility District,
The amount involved here is $109,000.
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Near Spokane, the Vera Irrigation Dis-
trict and the Inland Empire Electric
Cooperative both obtain power at Bonne-
ville’s Valley Way substation. Loads of
these customer-owned systems will over-
load the existing transformers at Valley
Way if additional capacity is not added
as proposed by the Bonneville Power Ad-
ministration, The committee’s report
recommends deletion of this item,
amounting to $56,000. My amendment
would restore it.

The people in Washington and the
other Pacific Northwest States through
their publicly and privately owned
power distribution systems are more
than paying the full cost of oper-
ating and maintaining the Pederal
Government’s Columbia River Power
System. The rates they pay the Gov-
ernment for power include interest
and amortization payments on the Gov-
ernment’s investment. To drastically
reduce the grade of elecfrical service to
these people, as the proposed cuts would
do, would not only be poor economy, but
also a breach of faith and contract with
the Government’s customers.

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

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. HOLMES. I was paying particu-
lar attention to the gentleman’s state-
ment concerning this transmission line
around the McNary substation., I am
watching that matter very closely in re-
lation to this same legislation. I want
to thank the gentleman.

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

Mr, MAGNUSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. PELLY., I would like to ask the
gentleman if it is not true that the State
of Washington has embarked on a new
program of State development through
their last legislature to have a State
Power Commission to tie in with the
Federal program, and that we need a
little time in the State of Washington
to develop that program. If the Federal
Government cuts us off, then we will
have a very drastic power shortage about
1960.

Mr. MAGNUSON.
correct.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

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

Mr. Chairman, the items which are
included in this amendment, which the
gentleman seeks to reinstate in the bill
are items which the group which at-
tended this meeting I spoke of earlier in
the day has recommended for deletion
from the bill. Regarding the transmis-
sion line from Snohomish to Kitsap, of
which the gentleman speaks, the investi-
gating staff which was employed by the
Appropriations Committee of the House
had this to say:

There Is considerable question as to the
justification and the reliability of service
over the proposed transmission line, and a
widespread belief that an alternate method
of service to the area in guestion would be
preferable. The staff is advised that a delay
of 1 year in the construction of this or an
alternate line could be had with little effect
on service to the area in question. The staff

The gentleman is
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suggests that the committee deny fiscal year
1954 funds for this purpose and requests the
Bonneville Power Administration to hold up
any further work or obligating of funds
Ifrom prior-year appropriations pending an
independent and thorough study and report
on the need for this line and whether an
alternate method would be more reliable and
economical in the long run.

Mr. Chairman, all of these items which
the gentleman from Washington has in-
cluded in his amendment and which he
seeks to restore to the bill have had much
consideration by the group that was here
and by the staff which has been em-
ployed to investizate the Bonneville
Power Administration’s request for
funds. Hence the committee went into
this matter quite thoroughly. We asked
many questions, as you will note in read-
ing the hearings, and consequently the
committee is obliged to oppose this
amendment for the reasons I have
stated.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Washington,

The amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS

For engineering and economic investiga-
tlons of proposed Federal reclamation proj-
ects and studies of water conservation and
development plans; engineering and eco-
nomic investigations, as a basis for legisla-
tion, and for reports thereon to Congress,
relating to projects for the development and
utifization of the water resources of Alaska;
formulating plans and preparing designs and
specifications for authorized Federal recla-
mation projects or parts thereof prior to
initial allocation of appropriations for con-
struction of such projects or parts; and ac-
tivities preliminary to the reconstruction,
rehabilitation and betterment, financial ad-
justment, or extension of existing proj-
ects; t0 remain available until ex-
pended; $2,000,000, of which $1,500,000 shall
be derived from the reclamation fund and
$500,000 shall be derived from the Colorado
River development fund: Provided, That the
expenditure of any sums from this appropri-
ation for investigations of any nature re-
quested by States, municipalities, or other
interests shall be upon the basis of the
State, municipality, or other interest advanc-
ing at least 50 percent of the estimated cost
of such investigations: Provided further,
That, except as herein expressly provided
with respect to investigations in Alaska, no
part of this appropriation shall be expended
in the conduct of activities which are not
authorized by law,

Mr, JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
a committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment offered by Mr.
JENSEN: Page 10, line 20, strike out
“$1,500,000” and insert *‘$1,400,000.”

Mr. JENSEN. - Mr. Chairman, the pur-
pose of this amendment is to allow
$100,000 for investigations in the Terri-
tory of Alaska. Actually there are no
dollar changes made in the bill by this
amendment. As I say, it is simply to
permit the Interior Department to ex-
pend the sum of $100,000 for investiga-
tions by the Bureau of Reclamation in
the Territory of Alaska.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. McGREGOR),
‘The question is on the committee amend-

ment,
The committee

agreed to.

amendment was
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The Clerk read as follows:

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

For operation and maintenance of recla-
mation projects or parts thereof and of other
facllities, as authorized by law; and for a
soil- and moisture-conservation program on
lands under the jurisdiction of the Bureau
of Reclamation, pursuant to law, $18 million,
of which $15,820,290 shall be derived from
the reclamation fund and $2,179,710 shall be
derived from the Colorado River dam fund,
including (notwithstanding the provisions of
the First Deficiency Appropriation Act, 1944,
relating thereto) operation and maintenance
of Palo Verde weir: Provided, That funds ad-
vanced for operation and maintenance of
reclamation projects or parts thereof shall
be deposited to the credit of this appropri-
ation and may be expended for the same
objects and in the same manner as sums
appropriated herein may be expended, and
the unexpended balances of such advances
shall be credited to the appropriation for
the next succeeding fiscal year. .

Mr, JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
a committee amendment.
° The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment offered by Mr.

JENSEN: Page 13, line 14, strike out
*$15,820,200" and insert *“$14,016,200.” :
Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, this

amendment permits the Department of
the Interior to expend $1,804,000 out of
the general fund of the Treasury in-
stead of taking it out of the reclamation
fund. It results in no dollar changes in
the bill.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment.

The committee amendment
agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

Not to exceed 12 percent of the construc-
tion allotment made by the Bureau of Recla~-
mation for any project from the appropria-
tion “Construction and Rehabilitation” con-
tained in this act shall be available for
construction work by force account or on a
hired-labor basis; except that not to exceed
$225,000 may on approval of the Commis-
sloner be expended for construction work by
force account on any one project or Missouri
Basin unit when the work is unsuitable for
contract or when excessive bids are received;
and except in cases of emergencies local in
character, so declared by the Commissioner,

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, under the heading of the Missouri
River Basin, I am particularly interested
in two projects. They are the Bostwick
project and the Frenchman-Cambridge
project. The committee has very kindly
provided for the greater portion of the
budget request for each of these projects.

It is my hope that the Bureau of the
Budget, together with the Bureau of
Reclamation will, however, take a fur-
ther look at the situation in the Repub-
lican Valley. We either have completed
or have about completed all of the dams
necessary for these two projects. This
has been at the cost of many millions of
dollars.

The sooner that this water is distrib-
uted to the farmers the better it will be
for all concerned. It will cut down the
administrative overhead, and will hasten
the increased production in the area,
and the repayment to the Government.
The budget recommendations of the out-
going administration were such that the
ultimate completion of these projects
will be delayed a full year longer than

was
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they should be. This is not the econom-
ical way to proceed.

I hope that before this bill becomes
law we can have a budget recommenda-
tion for sufficient funds for the Bostwick
project and the Frenchman-Cambridge
project to complete their entire distribu-
tion systems.

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks in the Recorp at this point.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to take this opportu-
nity to congratulate the committee on
this Interior Department appropriation
bill. It adequately provides for the con-
tinued rapid construction of bona fide
reclamation projects. It increases the
appropriations for Indian Health and
Welfare Services. It will permit accel-
erated surveys of the public domain, so
necessary to States such as my own, in
order that they may receive a share of
revenue owed them by the Federal Gov=-
ernment through land allotments.

Many of my friends from across the
aisle are attempting to make us believe
that this bill will set back the reclama-
tion program. In evidence they point
to the cuts and consolidations proposed
by the bill.

I say to them at this time, that such
cuts and consolidations will advance the
program., The bureau on the local level
has had a fine reputation in my home
State. The Regional Director and most
of his employees have earned and merit-
ed the support our people give to the,
bureau. However, this is not the case
in many areas and particularly in Wash-
ington, D. C. Here in Washington and
often in district offices throughout the
rest of the reclamation States, we hear
continued reports that overstafing of
bureau personnel is adding unduly to the
cost of repayment of reclamation pro-
jeets. It has even been reported that
the overhead cost chargeable to the bu-
reau has been the cause of some projects
being uneconomical and unfeasible.

The criticism of any office of the Bu-
reau affects the future of the program.
As criticism mounts, the people of the
nonreclamation States begin to doubt
the value of the entire program. Itisup
to representatives of the reclamation
States to support a general reduction in
administration expenditures when this
reduction will produce greater efficiency,
save the taxpayers money and—what’s
more important—heighten the reputa-
tion of the Bureau in those areas where
the benefits—while great—are not so
visible and direct as they are in the
States in which the projects are con=-
structed.

There will be the usual Jeremiahs who
for personal reasons will travel up and
down the land howling that the new
Congress has—by making these cuts—
doomed the reclamation program. But
I cannot defend, and my people back
heme would not want me to defend, con-
tinued high or increasing administration
appropriations to a Bureau whose per=
sonnel has increased from a total of 7,000
employees in 1945 to nearly double that
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this year, I cannot defend continued
high expenditures for airplanes to a de-
partment which already has 64 operat-
ing aireraft. I eannot defend increased
appropriations for a department which
now has 6,700 motor vehicles for Govern-
ment officials and employees to ride
around in.

The appropriations that I can defend
are those which the committee has left
virtually intact. The appropriation for
Weber Basin project which is vital to
the defense of the Nation and to the
continued growth of my district was cut
by $1,700,000 under the budget request
of the former administration. On ex=-
amining the effects of the cut—and after
consulting with reclamation officials in
my State—I find that the committee has
allowed all the funds for the next fiseal
year that the Bureau needs and could
profitably expend. In fact, I have been
informed, should the entire amount re-
quested in the Truman budget have been
appropriated, the Bureau could not have
used the funds during the next fiscal
year anyway. Evidently, they were set
too high to embarrass the new adminis=-
tration; to make it appear that Congress
by setting them at the level they have
in this bill, was attempting to delay the
construction of the project.

The other project under construction
in my district has been cut $200,000.
This represents the amount the former
administration had set up for a power
plant at Deer Creek Dam. The question
of who is to build this power plant—the
association which has contracted to re=
pay the Government for the cost of the
project or the Federal Government—is
still under consideration. Certainly, I
feel that the association should be given
the chance to designate the builder of
the facility.

This bill does not, of course, give Utah
everything it would like. We feel that
the committee perhaps cut a little too
deeply into advance investigation funds.
However, we expect that much of this
cut can be compensated for by increased
efficiency in operation and I am sure the
committee—if time proves that the cut
has been too drastic—will consider a
sypplemental appropriation bill.

The people of my State realize that
they must not expect to get all they
want in the way of appropriations. They
know we must balance the budget and
they expect a tax reduction. I am sure
they are willing to go along with reason-
able economy measures affecting their
direct interests and they will expect the
people of the other States of the Nation
to do the same in instances where their
special interests are hit.

The Clerk read as follows:

For expenses necessary for promoting the
conservation, exploration, development, pro=
duection, and utilization of mineral resources,
including fuels, in the United States, its
Territories, and possessions; developing syn-
thetics and substitutes; producing and dis=
tributing helium; and controlling fires in
inactive coal deposits on public lands, and
on private lands, with the consent of the
owner; $12,178,814: Provided, That the Sec=
retary is hereby authorized and directed to
make sultable arrangements with owners of
private property or with a State or its sub=-
divisions for payment of a sum equal to not
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less than one-half the amount of expendi=
ture to be made for control or extinguish-
ment of fires in inactive coal deposits from
funds provided under the authorization of
this act except that expenditure of Federal
funds for this purpose in any privately
owned operating coal mine shall be limited
to investigation and supervision.

Mr. FENTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer
a committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. FENTON: Page
20, line 5, strike out "'$12,178,814" and Insert
*$13,395,918."

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, T offer
an amendment to the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Substitute amendment offered by Mr.
CannoN: Page 20, line 5, strike out “$12,«
178,814" and insert “$15,842,222."

Mr. FENTON. Mr. Chairman, yester-
day this item was discussed at consid-
erable length. You will recall that
during the discussion it was brought out
that certain funds were eliminated for
the demonstration plant at Rifie, Colo.;
at the same time funds were eliminated
to put in standby the plant at Louisi-
ana, Mo.

During the debate I realized that there
was considerable merit in the argument
advanced that maybe we did go a little
bit too far as far as Rifle is concerned.
The administration and the Bureau of
the Budget had allowed some funds for
the continuation of Rifle. The commit-
tee, however, in their deliberations in
the markup of the bill, taking into con-
sideration the argument of the adminis-
tration and the Bureau of Mines that
the reasons for putting Louisiana in a
standby condition was simply because
they had reached that stage in research,
felt that it was no longer necessary to
go to the additional expense of that great
plant, that had done so much in re-
search for developing oil from coal.

However, the committee was told that
the plant at Rifle had advanced even
further in their research of developing
oil from shale, so we thought that plant,
too, could be put in standby and we
allowed funds for that plant to be put
in standby. I took it up with the Sec-
retary of the Interior and asked him
whether or not they were really anxious
to keep that program going at Rifle for
a year or two longer and they, of course,
said they were. They thought it would
be a great disservice to discontinue it
at this time. So, I am simply restoring
the amount that the administration
wishes for the functioning of that plant
for this coming fiscal year.

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

Mr. FENTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. CANNON. I ask for information.
The gentleman proposes to restore
money for the operation of what plant?

Mr. FENTON. Rifie, Colo. So, it is
the committee wish to reinstate this
item, and it has the consent of all the
membership of the subcommittee.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the substitute for the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.
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Mr. Chairman, I am glad to see that
the committee on reconsideration realize
they have gone too far. Of course they
have gone too far, and it is to be hoped
they will not become weary of well doing
and stop half way on the way back.

Qil is the most indispensable commer-
cial commodity in the world today. It
is as a matter of fact merely a matter
of time, war or no war, before the great
reservoirs of oil will be exhausted. Al-
ready in every oilfield wells are being
pumped dry, and the demand for fuel
ETrOowWSs.

In order to meet this situation the
Government established a number of
plants, only two of which need be men-
tioned here. One was the plant at Rifie,
Colo., which the gentleman proposes to
reinstate. It deals only with shale. It
does not deal with coal. He merely
wishes to continue the study of oil proc-
essed from shale at the Rifle plant and
abandon the study of coal at the Louisi-
ana plant, the Government simultane-
ously established a plant which is study-
ing the processing of oil from coal, low-
grade coal, much of it ineligible for
commercial quotation. So he is present-
ing the rather remarkable proposition
here of discontinuing the processing of
coal for oil and substituting the process-
ing of shale for oil. Of course, so far
as oil is concerned, the source of it is
not material. Oil from either shale or
coal is.

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

Mr. CANNON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Alabama,.

Mr. ELLIOTT. Does the gentleman’s
,amendment also restore the funds to
continue the experimental work at Gor-
gas, Ala., in underground coal gasifica-
tion?

Mr. CANNON. This proposes to carry

on simultaneously the study of oil proe-

essed from shale and oil processed from
coal. Certainly we should not over-
look this possibility of providing a great
industry with natural resources.

I may say also in connection with this
‘that in addition to oil we provide some-
thing that has not been mentioned be-
fore but something that is very essen-
tial. All through the Central West there
has been a famine of electric power.

We had at this plant at Louisiana a
standby generator. This one generator
was capable of developing power suffi-
cient to supply many cities. It was not
intended for commercial service. It was
a spare tire to be used only in case of
emergency. Butl power was greatly need-
ed through the area. After considerable
discussion we got through the commit-
tee a proposition to start up this gen=
erator, and sell the power wholesale to
both private and public power agencies,
with no distinction. It has been sup-

plying the last 2 or 3 years this much -

needed amount of electric power. It
has been marketed and the Government
has received a very substantial sum,
whereas the generator would otherwise
have lain idle rusting out and the people
over a vast area would have heen with-
out sufficient power.

This situation which has proven of
such benefit to the United States Treas-
ury and to the consuming public in need
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of power, will have to be discontinued if
the pending amendment is defeated.
The bill authorizes a continuation of
production and distribution of current
by the plant but the funds necessary to
keep the revolving fund at work and keep
the generator running have been taken
out by the committee and cannot be
restored unless you approve this amend-
ment.

It should not be difficult to reach a de-
cision on this amendment. On one side,
it provides oil in limitless quantities both
for peace and war. In the second place
it rehabilitates a great industry and
starts the mines and provides employ-
ment for the miners. In the third place
it brings into the Treasury a large
amount of revenue it would never get.
And last, it provides power and light for
a great famine area where electric energy
is needed for both public and private
utilities and by both resident families
and large business enterprises.

Mr. Chairman, I trust the amendment
to the amendment will be agreed to.

Mr. FENTON. Mr. Chairman,Irisein
opposition to the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. Chairman, had the gentleman
been here yesterday during general de-
bate, during the entire time, because I
know he was here during part of it, he
would not have missed my remarks on
this particular bill. I believe, if he will
recall, that the reason advanced by the
administration and by the Bureau of
Mines for putting in standby position
the plant at Louisiana, Mo., was a very
good reason, in my opinion. They have
been experimenting there with two types
of research. It has been found that
they have reached the point with those
two particular types of research that
they have pretty nearly come to the
commercial price of gasoline and oil. So
they have discovered another type of re-
search which they call the one-step re-
search method. I believe it is the Peli-
petz process, and they can go right down
the line at less expense. Certainly, it is
more modern.” Of course, we do not
want to continue types of research that
will be becoming more or less obsolete,
That is the only reason that the admin-
istration is asking that this plan be put
in a standby status for the time being,
Certainly, the gentleman has no reason
to worry about the government continu-
ing its research and development of oil
from coal. I happen to come from the
coal fields and I am very much inter-
ested in the coal mines, and in the de-
velopment of oil from coal. So I hope
the gentleman will not infer that anyone
on this committee, or infer that I, par-
ticularly, am trying to throttle research
and development of synthetic fuel.

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

Mr. FENTON. I yield.

Mr, CANNON. The gentleman says we
have almost reached the point where oil
can now be produced and sold at the
current price of gasoline. Is not that
the reason why we should go ahead and
finish the work and reach the point of
actual competition? Why should we
stop just short of success and let these
private industries who are anxious to
control this plant get the patents? Why
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should we not go ahead and let the Gov=
ernment finish it and hold the patents?
It is & question of who is going to con-
trol this monopoly—the private indus-
tries or the people?

The gentleman has proposed only one
plant that confines the recovery of oil
to one source. It does nothing for the
coking coal industry. It deals only with
shale.

Mr. FENTON. Of course, the gentle-
man knows that private industry cer-
tainly would not want to get obsolete
patents. So I hope, Mr. Chairman, that
the committee will vote down the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Mis-
souri and support the committee.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the substitute amendment,
and I ask unanimous consent that I may
proceed for an additional 5 minutes.

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

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman spoke on this amendment
several times yesterday. Certainly the
gentleman has had plenty of time. He
can develop his argument in 5 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

Mr. JENSEN. I object, Mr. Chair-
man,

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, a point
of order.

‘The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. BENDER. It is now 5 minutes
after 5. We passed daylight saving time
yesterday.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman's
point of order is not well taken at this
time.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr, PERKINS].

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, you
will note that the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. FENTOoN] proposes to re-
store funds to operate the Rifle, Colo.,
plant—oil shale to oil plant. The gen-
tleman has changed his mind in this
connection since yesterday. The oil
shale in this country is very much con-
centrated. In fact, 1 State has one-half
of the total, 2 States 80 percent, and 5
States 98 percent. Colorado, Utah, Wyo-
ming, and Nevada are the States where
the shale is concentrated. We find some
oil shale down in Indiana and Kentucky.

I have nothing against scientific re-
search in this field. In fact, I feel that
the funds should be restored for the
Rifle, Colo., plant. On the other hand,
coal is our most abundant mineral fuel,
and scattered throughout the United
States. In fact, the coal reserves are
so abundant that they have more than
100 times the energy value of all known
petroleum and natural-gas reserves
combined.

I cannot go along with this line of
reasoning. Here we are willing today
to restore funds to operate the plant,
making oil from oil shale. On the other
hand, we have the plant in Louisiana,
Mo., which has proved successful in mak-
ing oil from coal that is being closed,

Where would we get our oil in the
event of an all-out war and all of our
supplies were cut off from the Near East?
We cannot afford to let any selfish group
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endanger the defenses in this country.
Yesterday I asked the committee the
question whether any assurance could
be given that the Communists are also
scuttling their research programs. We
can with profit recall that it was not
until the German scientists had per-
fected the synthetic ammonia process to
take nitrogen from the abundant sup-
plies in the air to make explosives, thus
freeing them from the faraway Chilean
nitrogen deposits, that they were ready
to start World War 1.

I regret to see this committee scuttle
the coal-to-0il program here today.
This proposal to put the plant on a
standby basis is all a camouflage. The
Department has the authority to dispose
of the plant, and undoubtedly will dis-
pose of it. Let us not destroy our prog-
ress made at this plant. Let us support
the amendment to the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Missouri.
The United Mine Workers of America
are vitally interested in the welfare of
the coal industry just like numerous
Members of Congress here today. The
continuation of this demonstration proc-
ess will contribute immensely to the wel-
fare of the coal industry. ;

I now yield to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. EBERHARTER. I thank the gen-
tleman. I cannot quite understand the
statement of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. FEnTON] to the effect that
the research into the reduction of oil
from coal is proceeding. Now, where is
the plant that is making it? '

Mr. PERKINS. It is not proceeding;
they are destroying it. They eliminated
the funds, and they are going to dispose
of this plant.

Mr. EBERHARTER. That is what I
want to make plain.

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

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

Mr. HAGEN of
Chairman, I wish to add my voice in pro-
testing cuts in those budget items of the
Department of Interior which would
have made provision for a logical, order-
ly, timely, and economical development
of the power benefits to be derived from
Federal reclamation projects.

The action of the Appropriations
Committee in virtually eliminating ap-
propriations for construction of features
for firming up and delivering public
power is truly false economy and is a
repudiation of a policy established under
the urging of Theodore Roosevelt, a truly
great Republican President.

Federal reclamation policy is based on
the premise that we cannot afford the
wastage and nonuse of valuable re-
sources of land and water and the op-
portunity for productive activity by our
citizens. Our present war crisis adds a

- military significance to this premise.

The premise that such wastage or non-
use will occur in the absence of Federal
activity by reason of the scope of the
task and the need for a skilled directing
agency completes the circle of reasoning

California. Mr.
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which has traditionally justified Federal
expenditure in the reclamation field.

Assuming the validity of these prem-
ises and the necessity for action estab-
lished thereby, and I may say paren-
thetically that no one challenges the
premises or the necessity, the question
arises how can the job be done with the
utmost e resource conservation and a
minimum cost, if any, to the taxpayer,
who receives no direct henefit there-
from. We westerners who are the chief
beneficiaries of the reclamation pro-
gram recognize that this question is a
crucial one because Congress will not
vote huge subsidies for the benefit of a
few selected areas. The principle of
some acreage limitation and the public
power preference clauses are a corollary
recognition of the principle that Federal
activity is only justifiable on behalf of
that sufficient number of people with re-
spect to whom it can be said that the
impact of their successes or failures af-
fect the welfare of the Nation as a whole.

Costs and benefit studies reveal the
answer to this question. The job could
be done without cost to the taxpayer by
complete utilization of hydroelectric po=
tentials in irrigation projects by the
building of multipurpose dams and re=
lated power facilities.

It was a further conclusion that the
economics of the average farnr did not
permit purchase of irrigation water by
the farmer at a price which would be a
complete repayment of his irrigation
benefit and that in the absence of a solu-
tion permitting the charge of a lesser
subsidized cost without cost to the tax-
payer no reclamation projects could be
authorized by the Congress. A lack of
solution to this question would have been
the rock that foundered these projects
for the reason that lack of a large class
of farmer beneficiaries would have
tipped the scale against project justifi-
cation.

Fortunately it was discovered that the
production and sale of hydroelectric
power by the Government was so profit-"
able that a part of the return therefrom
could be used to amortize costs attrib-
utable to irrigation benefit and permit.
an assigned lesser water cost for farmer
beneficiaries without endangering the
solvency of the projects.

In the case of the Central Valley proj-
ect in California the irrigation subsidies
amount to 23.8 percent of every dollar
collected from power sales. Cost and
income studies show with respect to this
project that all irrigation and power
costs will be repaid in a period of 50
years with interest at 3 percent on costs
allocable to power development paid
into the Federal Treasury. At the end
of that period the Government will own
a source of revenue which could be used
to sweeten the Federal Treasury or fur-
ther reduce the cost of irrigation with
Federal water and the farmer will be re-
ceiving a bargain water supply.

The Central Valley project in Califor-
nia has been the subject of much con-
troversy. It has been under constant at-
tack by the power lobby and by corpora-
tion farmers who want more of this sub-
sidized water than the average farmer
can use and is entitled to. In addition,
the Federal Bureau of Reclamation has
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made mistakes which have justified criti-
clsm.

We representatives from rural Califor-
nia who have a sincere interest in the
welfare of the majority of our farmers
and who refuse to be subsidized at elec-
tion time by the power companies and
the corporation farmers—at a price—
recognize the validity of the complaints
of bureaucracy and inefficiency. At the
same time we are not ready to turn our
backs on Federal reclamation during a
time of growing water shortages. We
recognize the necessity of these justifica-
tions of Federal expenditures and con-
clude that Federal water development
will cease without any sure prospect of
jocal agencies filling the breach if his-
torie iustifications are violated.

In this connection we farmer legisla-
tors conclude that—no less than eastern
legislators our California colleagues
from the cities—would oppose projects
which are of sole benefit to our farm
people. We recognize that reclamation
would fail if the dwellers in the cities
and city industries would fail to receive
some benefit. At the same time we rec-
ognize that benefits transmitted to our
city people in time benefit the farmer
through increased development of in-
dustry and increased markets for farm
products.

Attacks have been made on contracts
executed between the Government and
preference agencies in California with
respect to power costs. The fact is that
the price charged permits the amortiza-
tion and subsidy I have mentioned and
carries out the principle of the broadest
public benefits in justification of Fed-
eral activity. The same price will apply
to any irrigation district desiring to
transmit to its people the maximum
benefits from Federal reclamation.

The argument of free enterprise posed
against Federal power development has
little validity. The Government is not
seeking to eliminate privately owned
utilities in -disposing of Government

* power according to the standards I have
mentioned. The fact is that such power
development would not have been au-

.thorized for the benefit of a monopoly
corporation and the farmers would have
been deprived of a needed supply of
water. I believe in free enterprise and
the utmost competition, but as a tax-
payer I do not believe in public activity
for a select category of persons or cor=-
porations well able to provide for them=-
selves,

A power utility is in that category of
public activity which is on the fringe of
free enterprise in that it oceupies a mo-
nopolistic position and is virtually guar-
anteed a profit by regulatory bodies and
the fact of its monopoly, regardless of
how efficient or inefficient is its opera-
tion.

Truthfully, the development of public
power introduces a measure of compe-
tition into this field and this measure
of competition has resulted in greater
standards of efficiency and lower prices
to the power consumer. No doubt it also
has exercised a salutary effect on State
regulatory bodies which are subject to
coercion and political pressures gen-
erated by an industry which does not
hesitate to spend money in an election
and in lobbying activities,
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Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the substitute amendment.

Mr. Chairman, there has been a lot of
talk about this Louisiana, Mo., plant, and
one would think to hear the statements
made by those who propose to put this
money back in the bill for the Louisiana
plant that experiments now going on to
process oil out of coal would stop com-
pletely if this amendment offered by the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr, CANNON]
were not adopted. Here are the facts in
just a few words: There is a new hy-
drogenation process which is known as
the one-step process, which has been
developed, and experimentation with it
is going on at Bruceton, Pa., and Mor-
gantown, W. Va. The new process makes
the old process now in operation at Loui-
siana, Mo., obsolete.

‘We have allotted $767,600 for the new
method of processing which is being car-
ried on at Morgantown and Bruceton.
That is the full amount which the De-
partment of the Interior in the newly re-
vised budget requested for that purpose.
They have recommended that the Loui-
siana, Mo., plant be put in a standby
status for the present time. Hence the
committee had no other recourse than to
delete the request for this money for the
Louisiana, Mo., plant from the original
budget estimate, as did the Eisenhower
budget. I say again that it would be a
waste of money to appropriate this sum
for the Louisiana, Mo., plant because of
the fact that it has been found, without
question of doubt, that the process there
used is obsolete and that the one-step
hydrogenation process carried on at
Bruceton and Morgantown will be much
more effective, much cheaper. Therefore
this committee cannot be justified in ex-
pending this huge sum of money to carry
on the Louisiana, Mo., plant.

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, JENSEN,  1yield to the gentleman
from Utah.

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. I would like to
ask the gentleman if he has any figures
as to the amount of shale oil that is to
be found in the Utah-Colorado area?

Mr. JENSEN. I may say there is no
limit to the amount of oil shale that can
be processed in the Western States.

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. I understand
there are millions of acres available,

Mr. JENSEN. Yes; millions and mil-
lions of acres.

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

Mr. JENSEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Kentucky.

Mr. PERKINS. First, I want to state
that the laboratories at Bruceton, Pa.,
and at Morgantown, W. Va., are quite
different from the plant at Louisiana,
Mo., and that the plant in Louisiana,
Mo., is not obsolete. It has proven suc-
cessful, and more progress has been made
at the Louisiana, Mo., plant in the last
year than in all previous years.

Can the gentleman tell the committee
whether or not any scientist has recom-
mended the closing down of the plant at
Louisiana, Mo.?

Mr. JENSEN. If there are scientists
in the Government employed in the In-
terior Department, then, certainly, there
has been such a record established for

April 28

the benefit of the Department of the In-
terior.

Mr. PEREINS. Can the gentleman
tell us why the scientists did not testify?

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

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment to the substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ErLiorT to the
substitute amendment offered by Mr. CaN-
woN: Strike out *“$15,842,222” and insert
“$15,977,622.”

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Chairman, the
purpose of my amendment is to add
$135,400 with which to carry on the ex-
perimentation in underground coal gas-
ification at Gorgas, Ala., which experi-
mentation has been going on since about
1949,

Mr. Chairman, the United States Gov=
ernment, acting through the Department
of the Interior and the Bureau of Mines,
has spent $1,348,000 at Gorgas, Ala., on
this experiment. In addition, the Ala-
bama Power Co., cooperating in the ex-
periment, has spent another quarter of
a million dollars. They have gone to a
great deal of trouble to gather a fine
scientific team with which to carry on
this experiment. They have learned to
control to some extent the burning of
coal under ground; they have learned
how to extract a gas from the burning
coal which can be used for the manu=
facture of chemicals, for the manufac-
ture of gasoline, or for the production of
electric power. There are possibilities
that the knowledge which they have
gained may be used to aid the depressed
coal industry in many ways, in addition
to adding to our fund of scientific knowl=
edge.

I have had the privilege since coming
to Congress to be in close touch with
this experiment and to have visited it
and observed it on many different occa-
sions. The scientists and officials there
tell me, Mr. Chairman, that they have
made very, very.great progress with this
experiment or, more correctly, with this
series of experiments at Gorgas, Ala.
They need another year, perhaps a year
and a half, and at the outside 2 years,
in which—to use their language—to
establish the engineering factors on
which those same scientists can calcu=-
late the costs of the various steps in the
process of underground gasification by
the various methods used, to the end
that we may approach a result which
can be used by the Government in times
of national emergency, and which can be
picked up by private industry and turned
into good account in developing a
stronger economy. y

Now to close down this experiment at
this time will have the effect of more or
less casting aside the knowledge which
has been gained through 5 years of ex=
perimentation; it will dissolve and dissi-
pate the experimental team that has
been gotten together and this knowledge
will be lost. -

Mr. Chairman, this unwise action
comes at a time when we should cer-
tainly keep in mind that the Russian
Government is going full speed ahead
with its experiments in underground
coal gasification. The little information
that seeps from behind the Iron Cur-
tain indicates that the Russians are
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probably much ahead of us in this field
and that they are now operating several
large electric power-generating plants
with the gas that they make through
their process of underground gasifica-
tion of coal.

‘This, Mr. Chairman, is the only ex-
periment of its kind now being operated
in the entire free world and, as I see it,
it is a great mistake and very disad-
vantageous to our country to shut the
experiment down when we have $1,348,-
000 invested in it and when no provision
is being made, as was so well pointed out
in a recent editorial in the Washington
Post, that the important research work
will be carried on by private sources.
Success in this experiment is near. The
fields have been plowed,-planted, ferti-
lized, cultivated, and harvest time is
near.

I have made some inquiry but have
found no inkling whatsoever that any
private source is now ready to pick up
the threads of this experiment and carry
it to its logical conclusion.

Mr. Chairman, the coal industry is de=
pressed throughout the United States.
Demand for production of coal has been
falling for some years. The coal indus-
try in the Warrior coal field, where this
experiment is located, is particularly de-
pressed. This experiment is a ray of
hope to those who must depend on coal
for their sustenance.

1 share the hope of all Members of the
House that we may be able to balance
our budget and reduce taxes. If my
amendment is defeated we will thereby
cut $135,400 from our spending in the
next fiscal year. However, I wonder if
we will make any actual saving in so
doing. Someone has pointed out that
this country is blessed with a supply of
coal to last us thousands of years. We
will have much coal left when we have
used every drop of our natural petro-
leum,

Should we become involved in an all-
out war our known reserves of natural
petroleum could not be called upon suffi-
ciently to roll the war machine, and fly
the planes which we and our allies would
have to put into the field and in the air.

Mr. Chairman, I ask the House to
adopt this amendment and let this great
experiment go forward. This is not a
maftter, or at least should not be a mat-
ter of partisan politics. Scientific ad-
vancement knows no partisanship.

Carried to a successful conclusion,
underground gasification of coal will do
much to give us an alternate supply of
energy for the benefit of mankind.

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcoRD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BRAY., Mr. Chairman, our entire
country has become dependent upon
gasoline and oil. We all remember the
inconvenience and downright injury to
our economy during the last war when
the war effort caused rationing of gaso-
line. Our civilian economy is even more
dependent upon gasoline now than it
was at that time. Our war economy
has now become even more dependent
upon oil than it was during the last war.
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I believe that any well-informed per-
son today realizes that another war of
the magnitude of the last one would so
tax our oil supply that the civilian use
of automobiles would of necessity be
critically curtailed. This would be true
even if the seaways remained open. If
submarines prevented the oil of the Near
East and South America from reach-
ing us, even our war effort could be
dangerously handicapped.

However, a standby solution to this
danger is available if we care to use it.
Our Government wisely prepared for the
day when we must have more oil than
is available from the oil wells. All of us
know that this day will come within a
relatively short span of years.

We have in America coal to last 2,000
years and a productive capacity to sup-
ply the world with coal. Oil can be
made from coal. Our Government now
has six small plants experimenting with
this. The most important of these is
located at Louisiana, Mo. Seventy-five
million dollars have been spent on these
plants. The cost of continuing this
work is relatively small. Our Govern-
ment in the operating of these small
plants is not competing with natural oil.
The plan merely increases the knowledge
of how to quickly, economically, and
efficiency commence the commercial
making of oil from coal and shale when
the need arises.

Our Government has, in these projects,
brought together a small group of
scientists and technicians who are ex-
ploring the best methods of producing
oil from coal and shale. They have al-
ready made progress in this field, but
we are still far from perfection. I have
discussed the progress in this field with
unbiased experts on the subject. I only
very recently discussed it with Dean
Briscoe of Indiana University. If these
projects are discontinued at this time,
these seientists and technicians will nat-
urally go into other fields, and then the
progress which is sorely needed in this
field will be curtailed. Then, when the
times comes that we must rapidly pro-
duce more oil, years of time will be lost.
We will spend billions of dollars in a
frantic effort to repair the damage which
our shortsightedness had caused. Our
civilian economy will suffer greatly.
The family car which means so much
to America will be grounded and our
war potential could be gravely damaged.

‘We had a similar situation which took
place at the beginning of World War IL
Although our Government had been re-
peatedly warned to be ready to make
synthetic rubber in the event the rubber
supply from the West Indies and Malaya
would be denied to us, we adopted a
“penny-wise, pound-foolish” attitude in
carrying out our synthetic-rubber pro-
gram. Because of necessary haste and
no previous preparation millions of dol-
lars of our taxpayers’ money went use-

lessly down the drain, and necessary

rubber was denied to our civilian econ-
omy and our war effort was impeded.
We are at present confronted with a
similar but more serious situation. A
shortage of oil could injure our civilian
and war economy far greater than the
shortage of rubber, This shortage need
not happen if we will use common sense,
and not a “penny-wise, pound-foolish”
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philosophy. We must restore to this
appropriation bill the necessary funds
to permit for this so badly needed re-
search in the making of oil from coal
and shale,

Let us see that our Government con-
tinues the worthwhile work in the ex-
perimentation that has been going on
at these pilot plants that are trying to
discover better and more economical
methods of producing oil from coal and
shale,

Mr. FENTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment to the
substitute.

Mr. Chairman, I dislike very much to
oppose the amendment that is offered by
the gentleman from Alabama. I know
something about that experiment down
there; in fact, I was there a few years
ago and crawled into the mines where
they had just completed a test. I think
I know something about it.

Being a professional man, I am of
course more or less research-nrinded.
However, last night I talked to the
Bureau of Mines, as I did on the Rifle
proposition, and they told me that they
did not want this project continued at
this time, While I am research-minded,
I do not possess such ability as to cast
my opinion against theirs.

I know the gentleman from Alabama,
Milton Fies, is very much interested in
this experimental work at Gorgas, Ala.
He is a great fellow. I like him. He
has done a good job. But as to my sup-
porting this project at this time, I must
say that I cannot go along until we get
the “go” sign from the people who are
responsible for assisting in that research;
that is, the Bureau of Mines.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, T move
that all debate on this paragraph and
all amendments thereto close in 10 min-
utes, with the last 2 minutes reserved
to the Committee.

Mr. BAILEY., Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was rejected.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present,

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count. [After counting.] One hundred
and forty-two Members are present, a
quorum.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to amend my motion
to provide for 15 minutes instead of 10
minutes with the last 2 minufes reserved
for the committee.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. JENsEN] that all debate
on this paragraph and all amendments
thereto close in 15 minutes, the last 2
minutes reserved for the gentleman from
Iowa.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, I make
the point of order that time cannot be
reserved for the committee.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order
comes too late. 'The Chair overrules the
point of order.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr, EBERHARTERI.
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Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman,
it has not been made clear to me, or at
least it has not been categorically an-
swered, whether or not this so-called
one-step process proposes to continue
these investigations into the utilization

of coal in the production of oil. That

has not been answered. If I could have
a categorical answer to that, I think it
might help toward a compromise on this
matter, but so far nobody has said that
this so-called one-step process will con-
tinue experimentations into the utiliza-
tion of coal for the purpose of producing
oil.

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

Mr. EBERHARTER. 1 yield.

Mr. FENTON. We have the word of
the scientists and the Bureau of Mines
that they have this experiment already
in operation and they are functioning
and they are going to continue to func-
tion, and it is on coal. .

Mr. EBERHARTER. And there will
be sufficient money for them to continue
the experiments for the coming fiscal
year?

Mr. FENTON. They received every
nickel they asked for, I will say to the
gentleman.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Then why was it
necessary to cut down on the request of
the Secretary of the Interior. That is
the point: The Secretary of the Interior
is not being allotted the money that he
first requested.

Mr. FENTON. He is getting every-
thing that he wants on coal.

Mr. EBERHARTER. On coal he is
getting everything he wants?

Mr. FENTON. . Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. KELLEY],

(By unanimous consent, the time al-
lotted to Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania was
given to Mr. KeLLey of Pennsylvania.)

Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, there is nothing in this re-
port regarding this one-step process. I
wonder if the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania will tell me what is the name of
that process?

Mr. FENTON. I will be glad to.
name is the Pelipetz process.

Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania. Why
is there no mention in the report about
it? You pay great tribute to the work
accomplished at Rifle and also at Louisi-
ana, Mo., and yet you say nothing about
this new process. How far have the ex-
periments gone? Have they been able to
determine whether they ean produce
this cheap enough to compete?

Mr. FENTON. I want to say to the
gentleman in answer to his query, on
page 20 of the report you will find this
language:

In addition, the committee has disallowed
other funds programed for the synthetic
liquid fuel program with the exception of
$767,600 needed for laboratory and pilot
plant research on a new refinement in the
hydrogenation process which is reported to

hold great promise for the future in produc-
tion of synthetic lquid fuels,

That is the process they referred to.
Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania. How
far has the process gone?
¥ h:e? FENTON. It is in the laboratory
aLe.

The
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Mr. EELLEY of Pennsylvania. Inthe
laboratory state. It will probably take
years to accomplish anything.

Mr. FENTON. Well, I do not know
how long.

Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania. It has
taken many, many years to develop the
hydrogenation process to this point.
Many, many years ago the Germans
started this hydrogenation process, the
Bergius process.

Now, after all the year of experimenta-
tion, since the beginning of the war, we
have developed the process where it can
be produced at almost competitive prices.
There was a joint committee set up dur-
ing the war, when we were losing so
many oil tankers, to make this investiga-
tion. The joint committee recom-
mended that we take up experimentation
in order to assure ourselves that we
would have a source of oil and gasoline,
and this is the result of it. I hope the
committee does not think you could mar-
ket these plants with the price not com-
petitive. Nobody would buy them.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex-
pired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. PRICE].

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to ask the chairman of the subcom-
mittee, or the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania, whether or not there are any
funds carried in this bill to take care of
placing this plant at Louisiana, Mo., in
a standby position.

Mr. FENTON. Yes.
000.

Mr. PRICE. It was testified before
the committee that it would take from
$600,000 to $1,000,000 to place it in a
standby position. It would take just
about the same amount to continue the
operation of the plant for a year.

I would also like to point out that the
subcommittee was just as vigorous in its
defense of its position yesterday on the
plant at Rifle, Colo., as it is this after-
noon with reference to the plant at Lou-
isiana, Mo. Of course, I think they acted
wisely in agreeing to place funds back
into the bill for the Rifle plant. If is a
very successful operation. The Louisi-
ana plant is a successful operation.

I think the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. KeLrLEy] hit the nail on the
head when he answered the gentleman
and stated that the Bruceton proposi-
tion was still in the laboratory stage.
The laboratory stage is very, very far
from a demonstration plant. It will be
many, many years before it gets to the
point of a demonstration plant. Per-
haps 20 or 25.

As I have pointed out the subcommit-
tee was wrong yesterday in its defense
of the closing of the oil shale plant at
Rifle, Colo. In my opinion, it is just as
wrong now in its defense of the closing
of the Louisiana, Mo., coal-to-oil dem-~
onstration plant.

I am glad the subcommittee today ac-
knowledges its error in judgment in re-
gard to the Rifle project. I wish it
would be just as honest in conceding its
error in connection with the coal-to-oil
project.

The fact remains that the subcommit-
tee had called for the closing of the
Rifle oil shale demonstration plant with-

There is $250,=

April 28

out so much as hearing the regional di-
rector of the Bureau of Mines in whose
area the plant was operated. News of
the attempt to close it hit him like a
bombshell and he frankly told the
Colorado press the action looked like
false economy.

Federal experts believe they are close
to proving that oil shale and coal can
eventually compete successfully with the
petroleum industry. For this reason the
projects should be continued to the suc-
cessful conclusions indicated by dem-
onstrations up to date. They are im-
portant to our natural resources. Just
when they are to the point of furnishing
concrete information, Congress seeks to
end the demonstrations. This most cer=
tainly is false economy.

More than that, it is failure to recog-
nize the importance of these projects
to our national security. In the interest
of national defense these experiments
should be continued. This certainly is
no time to throw them out the window
without thinking of the consequences.

To say the Louisiana, Mo., plant is
obsolete is sheer nonsense. Nowhere
in the hearings does the Bureau of Mines
substantiate a position. Nothing is
shown in the hearings to indicate that
the Louisiana plant has been other than
a very successful operation, and if al-
lowed to continue, can produce addi-
tional evidence of the feasibility of de-
veloping oil and gas from coal.

The House should adopt the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. CANNON].

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. BATTLE].

Mr. BATTLE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the Elliott amendment. I
would like to call to your attention fo-
day a very important letter which I have
just received from Mr, Milton Fies, of
the Alabama Power Co. You may know
that this project that has been carried
on down at Gorgas, Ala., is an interna=-
tional proposition, It has been partici=
pated in not only by the Alabama Power
Co. and other private industries, but it
has also been participated in by the Fed-
eral Bureau of Mines and by organiza-
tions and individuals from overseas,

Mr. Fies says in his letter:

BIRMINGHAM, ALA., April 27, 1953.
Hon. LAURIE BATTLE,
House Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR MR. BaTTLE: I am enclosing herewith
copy of a teletype message received from the
Bureau of Mines station in Enoxville. at the
Gorgas gasification project. The telegram
originated in Washington and relates to the
possible discontinuance of the underground
gasification experiment there. Dr. McCabe

is Chief of the Fuels and Explosives Division
of the Bureau of Mines.

I should like to say at the outset that I
am in complete sympathy with any measure
that seeks to put an end to appropriations
for those things which are not essential, and
I appreciate further that every project in
which a man has an interest and which is
sponsored by the Government is considered
by that individual to be essential.

The gasification experiment at Gorgas, Ala.,
has been conducted by the Synthetic Liquid
Fuels Division of the Bureau of Mines. If
it is decided to abandon the Synthetic Fuels
Division’s efforts, I respectfully suggest that
sufficient money be appropriated to the Bu~
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reau to carry on the work at Gorgas for an=
other year or two. The amount involved is
exceedingly limited. Congressman ELLIOTT
has introduced a bill to extend this work
on an enlarged scale, and if his bill is passed,
my apprehension about abandonment of the
work will not exist.

Great progress has been made In this
highly important matter of recovering en-
ergy from coal by burning it in the ground.
The Bureau of Mines has reached a stage
in its thinking where plans and estimates
have been made for a commercial installa-
tion, A comparatively recent visit to the
Gorgas experiment by a French engineer,
sent to this country by the French Govern-
ment, resulted in a report to his Government
in which he stated:

“The experiments at Gorgas during 1952
have furnished regular and reproducible re-
sults from which one could, without too
much uncertainty, make large-scale prepa-
ration for a preliminary project for indus-
trial operation.”

The President’s Materials Policy Commis-
sion fn June 1952 had this to say:

“Underground or pithead gasification pro-
vides another possibility of revolutionary
improvement in the competitive position of
coal, * = »

“In the Commission’s view, the experi-
mental work of the Bureau of Mines in un-
derground gasification merits strong and
continuing support.”

Mr. Eugene Ayres, technical assistant to
the executive vice president, Gulf Research
& Development Co. (Gulf Oil Co.) In =
meeting in December 1952 of the National
Industrial Conference Board, estimates that
by 1975, if not earlier, 470 million tons of
coal will be required annually to manufac-
ture liquid fuels, The underground gasifica-
tion of coal offers the most economic method
of obtaining that coal to convert to liquid
fuels.

If you can, without deviation from the
policy of economy in Government, support a
small appropriation to continue this work
and use your influence to this end, it will
be very much appreciated.

With personal regards, I am

Yours sincerely,
Mruronw H. FIES,
Consulting Engineer,

BUREAU OF MINES,
Washington, D. C., April 24, 1953.

Due to Indicated reductions in synthetic
liquid fuels appropriation as reported out of
House committee, need information amount
of terminal leave Gorgas as of May 1, num-=-
ber of personnel needed and length of time
required to close plant at Gorgas. Reduc-
tion in synthetic liquid fuels appropriation
is not final, repeat not final. Debate on
floor of House follows next week. BSenate
has not reported on appropriation. Infor-
mation requested is needed to meet further
actions on appropriation. Please teletype
reply.

Lovuls McCUABE.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from West Virginia
[Mr. BAILEY ],

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, the
longer this debate proceeds the more
evident does it grow to those who are
observing that if this process is com-
pleted, and it is on the point of being
brought to completion, it will be com-
petitive with the natural oil industry of
this country.

Yesterday I made the statement, and
I want to reiterate it now, that as a boy
in high school I learned one of the im-
mutable laws of nature: That liquids
always find their own level. Here we
find ourselves in the process of reversing
the laws of nature, and we find crude
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oil ereeping out of the cleavages between
the strata of upper levels of the admin-
istration competing with those in the
lower level; and the level of the liquid
has risen so high that it has flooded all
of the soft-coal mines in the State of
West Virginia,

That is the issue here: Shall these
processes go into private hands and into
the hands of those who do not want it
to become competitive with natural oil?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the chairman from Kentucky [Mr.
PERKINS.]

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, Wal-
ter S. Hallanan’s Petroleum Council set
up to counsel the Interior Department,
recommended in February this year that
the coal-to-oil plant at Louisiana, Mo.
should be closed. Mr. Hallanan is head
of the Plymouth Oil Co. of Pittsburgh,
and is the Republican national commit-
teeman from West Virginia. This gen-
tleman, as we all recall, was chairman
of arrangements of the Republican Na-
tional Convention in Chicago last July.

I do not think we should make a de-
cision for oil or coal but that we should
proceed with our demonstration proc-
esses in both fields without being dis-
criminatory. We have a proeess that
has proved successful and has reached
the point of being commercially com-
petitive with erude oil. Yet, because of
that fact, we want to destroy that proc-
ess in favor of the oil lobby, and at the
same time, endanger the defenses of this
country. That is all we are doing.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Ohio [Mr,
BENDER].

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, this
has been a most enlightened afternoon;
we have all understood what is before
us; there is no confusion in our minds
regarding this issue. I suggest we now
vote.

Mr. BYRD. Mr, Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to extend my remarks at
this point in the REcorbD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. Chairman, T am in
favor of the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. ErriorTl.
His amendment would restore funds suf-
ficent to provide for the continuation of
production of synthetic fuels from coal
and oil shale at experimental plants of
the Bureau of Mines.

It would seem to be a sound conserva-
tion policy and in the national interest
to go forward with the development of
this program which would shift as much
demand as possible from our limited pe-
troleum supplies to our very large coal
reserves, The development of syn-
thetic-fuel processes offers a means of
doing this.

Coal has not held its output level since
1920. Instead of sharing very much in
the new markets, it has lost its old mar=-
kets, such as ships, railroads, and homes.
In many areas the coal industry is in a
depressed state, some mines are work-
ing only a few days a week, and in other
cases shut down.

In the years ahead coal can provide
the answer to America’'s liquid-fuels
problem, and I believe that in view of
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the remarks which have been offered
here today the fundamental research
that has been conducted paves the way
toward the consummation of this ob-
Jjective.

We would, therefore, in my opinion,
be pennywise and poundfoolish to dis-
continue funds at this time providing
for the continuation of a program which
promises within a few short years to
perfect processes whereby synthetic
fuels and valuable chemicals may be de-
rived from a raw material virtually un-
limited in its supply.

I hope that the gentleman’s amend-
ment will be adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from California
[Mr. PHILLIPS],

(By unanimous consent Mr. PHILLIPS
and Mr. JENSEN yielded their time to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
FEnTON]).

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. FENTON], and in accordance with
the Chair’s calculations he is entitled to
be recognized for 5 minutes,

Mr. FENTON. Mr. Chairman, much
as I dislike to oppose a lot of amendments
offered by my very good friends, at the
same time I think we will have to do that
at this time. Something has been said
here about our defenses going to be
throttled by the relinquishment of cer-
tain or these facilities for research,
Nothing could be further from the truth.
We know that the Secretary of the Inte-
rior is a member of all of these great
defense committees that have to do
with our fuels, gas, oil, metals, and all
that sort of thing,

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

Mr. FENTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. PRICE. Has the Secretary of the
Interior ever informed your committee
that this matter was discussed with the
National Security Council?

Mr. FENTON. No; I do not think the
Secretary went that far but certainly we
have to have some confidence in our ad-
ministration. I do not think that the
Secretary of the Interior would take it
unto himself to do away with some very,
very important functions of govern-
ment at the expense of our defense, The
Secretary of the Interior has the welfare
of our country at heart, as well as I have
the welfare of the country at heart. We
certainly would not want to do anything
that would scuttle or endanger our na-
tional defense.

Mr, PRICE. The gentleman knows I
consider this a matter of interest to our
national defense. Does he not think it
would have been advisable for the com-
mittee to have asked for a recommenda=
tion by the National Security Council?

Mr, FENTON. Of course, we might
have gone to that extent, but having
confidence in our Bureau of Mines and
the Secretary of the Interior we did not
think it was necessary to go that far.

Mr. Chairman, that is all I have to
say at this time,

Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania. Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FENTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.
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Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania. In the
gentleman’s opinion does he believe that
under the present cost of oil, private in-
dustry would take it up or buy it from
the Government? They would if the
price were competitive, but now you
leave it hanging in the air.

Mr. FENTON. I may say to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania that certainly
it is not the intention of the Government
to do research to the point that we are
going to drive private industry out of
business.

Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania. You
would not do that because you do not
have the facilities to produce that.

Mr. FENTON. I think the functions
of Government is to go so far and no
further.

Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks at this point in the REcorb.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Col-
orado?

There was no objection.

Mr, CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman,
I wish to thank the distinguished gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania, Dr. FENTON,
for offering this amendment which will
provide for the continued operation of
the oil shale experimental plant at Rifle,
Colo. It is recognized that this plant
has done a splendid job in perfecting the
process of producing synthetic fuel from
oil shale. This is a project in which the
people of Colorado are very much inter-
ested, We are indeed gratified over the
action taken by the commitiee in offering
this amendment.

I wish also to mention that Colorado
has large deposits of coal, and we are
intensely interested in the experiments
that have been carried on to produce
synthetic fuel from coal. I am happy to
hear the chairman of the committee [Mr.
JENSEN] assure this House that the ex-
periments will be continued. We have
been following the experiments up to
this time with keen interest.

We feel in Colorado that we have ex-
cellent sites for the location of a syn-
thetic fuel plant for the use of coal. My
home county is the largest producer of
coal in the State. There has been a great
deal of discussion over the possibility of
locating a plant in southern Colorado. I
certainly hope that this committee will
continue to make the necessary funds
available for this experimental work to
continue, so that the time may be has-
tened when private industry will look
with favor upon the production of syn-
thetic fuel and byproducts from coal.

The Colorado State Legislature has
had a special committee working on this
matter for some years. At the session of
the legislature this year this committee
was continued. Every effort is being
made to interest private industry in lo-
cating a coal synthetic fuel plant in Colo-
rado. We have the coal and our people
are anxious to cooperate in every way
possible.

Mr. Chairman, I again wish to express
my appreciation to the committee for
continuing the oil shale plant at Rifle,
Colo., and to Dr. FenTon for offering his
amendment, which should receive the
unanimous approval of the House.
~ The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired. The question is on the amend-
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ment offered by the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. Erriorr] to the substitute
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. Caxwon].

The amendment to the substitute was
rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the substitfute amendment offered by the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CANNON]
to the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. FEN-
TON].

The substitute amendment was re-
jected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. FENTON].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the remainder
of the bill be considered as read and open
to amendment at any point.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. HALLECEK. Mr. Chairman, I
might say that a number of Members
have told me of dinners that they have
with people from their home States this
evening. There has been some sugges-
tion that we might conclude the bill to-
night. I move that all debate on the bill
and all amendment thereto close in 10
minutes.

The motion was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr.
CurTisl.

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent to extend
my remarks in the Recorp at the point
where the Clerk had read down through
line 4 on page 18, and I further ask unan-
imous consent that the balance of the
time allotted me be yielded to the chair=
man of the subcommittee, the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. JENSEN].

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the Delegate from Alaska  [(Mr.
BARTLETT].

Mr., BARTLETT. Mr. Chairman, I
offer 3 amendments, and I ask unani-
mous consent that the first 2 be con-
sidered en bloc.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the Delegate from
Alaska?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BARTLETT: Page
29, line 1, after “or otherwise” strike out
*$10,000,000” and insert “$12,400,000.”

Amendment offered by Mr. BARTLETT: Page
29, line 5, after “and trails” strike out “$3,-
000,000” and insert “$3,400,000.”

(Mr. BamLey asked and was given per-
mission to yield the time allotted to him
to Mr. BARTLETT.)

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Chairman, con-
sidering all the ecircumstances, I think
the amendment asking for an increase of
$2,400,000 in the Alaska road construc-
tion fund is & very modest one. I recog-
nize the circumstances that led the com-
mittee to reduce the request for road
construction in' Alaska, but I should like
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to express the hope that the committee
will ageree o this amendment because
it would permit continued construction
of the Copper River highway. It is a
very important highway that has already
been started, and for which $650,000 has
been heretofore appropriated, leading
from Cordova to the interior of Alaska.
{'s is an essential arterial highway sys-
em.

The other amendment pertains to an
increase of $400,000 in maintenance
money for the Alaska Road Commission.
I dwell upon that point particularly be-
cause the people of Valdez, a community
which might be affected by the reduction
made by the committee, have passed an
ordinance to enact a gasoline tax, and
all the money collected from that sales
tax will be turned over to the Federal
Government to help in keeping Thomp-
son Pass open,

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendments.

Mr, Chairman, the committee and the

Congress of the United States have been
very liberal with Alaska in providing
funds not only for the construction of
roads but for most every other function
which is carried on by the Territory of
Alaska and for which this Congress ap-
propriates funds,
. The reason the committee saw fit to
reduce these funds for the construction
of roads and for operation and main-
tenance of roads was that the Terri-
torial legislature, which adjourned just
recently, did not raise their revenues
through increased taxes on gasoline,
trucks, and many other things. The
fact is that they reduced taxes, yet ex-
pect us, the taxpayers of the mainland
of America, to provide all the money
they request for such things as con-
struction and operation and mainte-
nance of roads.

I am sure the gentleman from Alaska
does not expect his amendments to be
adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendments offered by the Delegate
from Alaska.

The amendments were rejected.

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Chairman, I
offer a further amendment.

‘The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BARTLETT: On

page 29, line 19, after “until expended"”, strike
out “$2,715,000" and insert “$16,307,000.”

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Chairman, de-
spite the fact that the Alaska delega-
tion is solidly behind this amendment, I
judge that it will not carry. Therefore,
I ask unanimous consent to withdraw it.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the Delegate fronr
Alaska?

There was no objection,

Mr, BARTLETT. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment seeks an appropriation of
$16,307,000 covering two major items,
$2,715,000 for rolling stock for the Alaska
Railroad and $13,592,000 for rehabilita-
tion of the Seward-Portage section of
the railroad and certain installations at
Seward, including a new dock.

Both former Under Secretary Karl R.
Bendetsen, Department of the Army,
and Lt. Col. William E. Kepner, former
commander in chief, Alaskan Command,
in appearances last year before both the
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House and Senate committees strongly
urged rehabilitation work.

Secretary Bendetsen speaking for the
entire Department of Dafense:

The Whittier-Portage rail link is extremely
vulnerable to enemy action through either
overt or covert attack. It 1s, in fact, so
promising a strategic target that no intelli-
gent enemy could reasonably be counted
upon to overlock it. For this reason it would
pose an unacceptable military risk to rely
solely upon the port of Whittier and its rail
link for the supply of military garrisons in
the interior. * * * Thus, if the port of
Whittier were denied to us through enemy
action, the problem would be to provide for
the combined military and essential civilian
needs through the port of Seward. * * *
However, if the Seward-Portage line were
abandoned rail movement of military cargo
would come to an abrupt and ominous halt.
Sole rellance would have to be placed for a
protracted and vital period of time on high-
way movement inland from Seward. Com-
pletion of the Seward-Anchorage highway
considerably improves our situation in this
respect but it is not enough to insure the
defense of Alaska. This is true not only be-
cause truck transportation cannot carry
certain types of essential military cargo
which depends on rail haul for proper and
expeditious movement, but also for the rea-
son that truck transportation requires a
greater amount of equipment and personnel
for movement of the equivalent tonnage
than does rail transportation. * * *

From a strategic standpoint, therefore, the
Armed Forces cannot place sole reliance on
the rail connected port of Whittier nor on
the port of Seward If served by highway
transportation only. Military prudence
dictates disperson of facilities and this ap-
plies to transportation routes as well as to
other types of military facilities. Especially
considering that the port of Seward and
transportation routes to the interior are also
vulnerable to enemy action, from a military
standpoint, we must continue to plan on
the continued availability and use of all
present means of land transpertation in
Alaska.

Furthered by Bendetsen:

We are saying that, in our sober and our
considered judgment, to abandon this civil-
ian facility would place in jeopardy our mili-
tary capability there. We place rellance in
the military on all sorts of civilian facili-
ties and to every degree that we can we
try not to ask for things which can pro-
vide us support out of the civilian economy.

General Kepner:

I am of the firm opinion that the abandon-
ment of a major rail line now in existence in
Alaska is extremely hazardous. There is no
practical alternative to rehabilitation of the
Alaska Railroad line hetween Seward and
Portage and the providing of adequate dock
facilities at SBeward that can meet the stra-
tegic requirements imposed by the magni-
tude of the Alaskan defense effort. There-
fore, I strongly recommend that the Alaska
Ralilroad line between Seward and Portage be
rehabilitated with adequate dock facilities
at Seward so that the railroad may continue

to take advantage of the existing labor’

market and community facilities, and, fur-
ther, that military operation of the port of
Whittier be continued. We can hold Alaska
if we prepare to do so before hostilities start,
But we cannot expect to construct or pre-
pare sorely needea logistic lines of commu-
nications after a war starts.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from California [Mr,
Moss].

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, there are
numerous items deleted by this bill from
the original recommendations of the
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various departments and bureaus of
government. We are told this has been
done to achieve economy. My purpose
is to cite a few examples which clearly
show the action will not achieve any
economy in government but, on the con-
trary, well might bring increased costs.
It is a policy of fiscal procrastination.

I specifically object to the deletion of
funds to continue consfruction of a
transmission line tying in Folsom Dam
with the rest of the Central Valley proj-
ect in California. In addition, cutting
out $6 million for work on the Folsom
Dam power facilities and deleting money
for facilities to meter power sold to pref-
erence customers is highly questionable.

The distinguished Republican Gov-
ernor of California, Earl Warren,
sounded a warning on the folly of such
a policy as is proposed by the committee.
He stated withholding of funds causing
slowdowns in the scheduled completion
of projects such as the Folsom Dam is
in no way a sound policy and should
under no circumstances be followed.

The committee attempts to justify de-
letion of $656,686 for continued construc-
tion of facilities to transmit power gen-
erated at Folsom Dam on the ground
that work on the dam itself will be
delayed a year because of construction
difficulties. Work on the transmission
line should, according to engineers of
the Department’s Bureau of Reclama-
tion, continue independent of construc-
tion of the dam. Footingsfor the trans-
mission line fowers already are being
built. Steel for the transmission towers
has been ordered and some of the towers
are about to be erected.

A telegram received by me today indi-
cates the delay due to a faulty founda-
tion for the dam will not be as prolonged
as originally anticipated. I quote the
telegram from the regional director of
the Bureau of Reclamation in Sacra-
mento: .

By letter to District Engineer C. C. Haug,
Sacramento district engineer, April 27, 1853,
I inquired as to the present estimate of
delay in Folsom Dam construction. Colonel
Haug promptly replied by letter same date
in part as follows:

“However, on basis information now avail-
able, appears that durng spring of 1955,
Folsom Danr will be completed to point that
controlled water releases could be made
through the penstocks.”

Present condition of the fault underlying
a portion of left abutment is not at this time
expected to be as serious as first contem-
plated with result that Army Engineers feel
during spring of 18556, dam will be completed
to point where Bureau could generate power
at Folsom powerplant. To be in such a posi-
tion it is necessary work continue on preaent-
contract for powerplant and that completion
specifications for installation of unembedded
equipment be awarded during next fiscal
year. For puwerplant- to be ready for oper-
ation in spring of 1855, relaxation of House
committee actions will be necessary.

If work on the transmission line is
halted now, the contractor can claim,
and get, possibly large liquidating dam-
ages from the Federal Government. The
useless tower footings and steel beams
will be idle for a year. At the end of
that time a complete new contract will
have to be renegotiated—possibly at a
higher cost. The committee’s recom-
mendation that the Secretary of the In-
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terior begin a search for benefits of con-
trol of the transmission line by the pri-
vate utility serving the area—the Pacific
Gas & Electrie Co.—is an indication
that the delay in work on the transmis-
sion line is the first step toward turning
the line over to the private utility.

The committee even has elicited an
agreement from the Pacific Gas & Elec-
tric to take over the part of the trans-
mission line already constructed by the
Government with public funds. If this
were done, Folsom Dam no longer would
be an operating part of the Central Val-
ley project. Except by wheeling Folsom
Dam power over a line owned by the
Pacific Gas & Electric—and paying the
private utility to wheel that power—it
would not be possible to operate the in-
tegrated project authorized by Congress.
And that wheeling would cost about
$400,000 a year. Compare this to the
$1,880,000 total cost of the work and the
$656,000 necessary to complete the line
which is already half finished.

The Appropriations Committee, in its
report accompanying the bill, expresses
deep concern over reports of lower reve-
nue from the sale of Central Valley proj=
ect power under contracts recently exe-
cuted with certain publie agencies in the
project area. The major public agency
referred to is the Sacramento Municipal
Utility District which will become the
largest single customer for Central Val=
ley project power. The committee re=
port urges the Secretary of the Interior
to suspend further action under the con=
tract to sell Central Valley project power
to the munieipal utility district. The
reason given is that the rate to be
charged the public district may impair
the ability of the project to pay off its
costs and reduce the subsidy to irrigation
provided for in legislation authorizing
the Central Valley project.

I can assure the committee that the
rate set in the contract will not only pay
off the project costs and provide the au=-
thorized subsidy to irrigation but also,
even under the most unfavorable finan=
cial conditions, will leave a $42 million
surplus for the Federal Treasury. In
addition to this surplus and in addition
to sufficient money to bear part of the
burden of paying for irrigation water,
the power rate in the contract will pro=
vide funds to replace wornout quipment;
to pay power operation costs, and to pay
all the other costs which have been allo=
cated by legislation to power revenue.
The repayment program even provides
funds for interest payments to the Fed=-
eral Government which will not be ap=-
plied to costs of the project but will go
into the Federal Treasury. Thus, at the
end of the 50-year repayment period,
th2 Central Valley project will pay all
reimbursable costs and put a healthy
sum in the Treasury.

This repayment program is based on
a new study of CVP revenues just com-
pleted by the Bureau of Reclamation.
The program is made possible, the Bu-
reau reports, by a contract to purchase
firming power from the Pacific Gas &
Electric Co.

The Bureau reports this plan would
cut the Government’s investment for the
hydroelectric power phase of the CVP to
as low as $129 million. If the investment
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_were raised even to $140 million by build-
ing an additional transmission line, the
Bureau reports the project would pay off
as proposed and leave a large surplus for
the Treasury.

These facts certainly show the com-
mittee’s fears the project would not bay
off under the rales negotiated in the
‘ngy contréict were groundless.

““We also should look very carefully at
the proposal to cut $6 million from the
budget for authorized construction of
the power plant at Folsom Dam. Near-
ly all the major contracts for the con-
struction of the plant and its equipment
have been awarded. The committee's
explanation for the $6 million cut is that
this will allow the schedule for construc-
tion of the powerplant to match the de-
layed schedule for construction of the
dam itself. Bureau of Reclamation en-
gineers report it may be better to fol-
low the regular construction schedule for
the powerplant in spite of the delay in
the dam construction. Cutting out the
appropriation this year, they report, may
mean not 1, but 2, or possibly 3 years’
delay in the operation of the power fa-
cilities, This fact, considered with the
possible increased cost due to halting
work already under way, necessitates a
closer look at the $6 million deletion.

Further indication that the commit-
tee was not reducing actual costs to be
borne by the users is the cut of $220,119
which had been budgeted to purchase
facilities to meter power for preference
customers of the Central Valley proj-
ect. The commitiee suggests the meter-
ing facilities be . rented—presumably
from the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. ac-
cording to testimony before the subcom-
mittee. The present rental agreement
between the Government and P. G. & E.
would call for a yearly payment of $40,-
000 to the power company for metering
of energy to be delivered to the Sacra-
mento Municipal Utility District. If me-
tering facilities for service to the utility
district are rented from the P, G. & E,,
the rental charge in less than 7 years
will amount to the entire cost of the fa-
cilities—the $220,119 cut out of the
budget.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Florida [Mr,
LANTAFF].

Mr. LANTAFF. Mr, Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. LANTAFF: On
page 20, lilne 6, immediately following the
semicolon and preceding the word “and”,
insert the following: “not to exceed #10,000
for the laasmg and man.agement. of the lands
for the protection of the Florida Key deer,
16 U. S. C. 661.”

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I hate to
do it, but I must make a point of order
against this amendment. It is not au-
thorized by law.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
man from Florida desire to be heard on
the point of order?

Mr. LANTAFF. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
The reference to the United States Code
authorizes the leasing of lands by the
Department of Interior and is so cited
for that purpose. This specific authori-
zation is to authorize the leasing of land
in this particular area for this particu-
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lar project and classifies it much the
same as the authorization contained in
the bill for the Wichita Mountains wﬁ'
life Refuge and for the Crab Orehar
National Wildlife Refuge. In the bill
you will the statutory authority
cited the same as the statutory authority
is cited in the amendment which I have
offered.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
man from New York desire to be heard
further on the point of order?

Mr. TABER, Mr. Chairman, the only
thing I have to say is that when the
gentleman appeared before the commit-
tee, he said that an authorization bhill
had been introduced to authorize this.

Mr. LANTAFF. No, sir; that was an
entirely different project, Mr. Chairman,
from the project involved here in that
that called for an appropriation of ap-
proximately $100,000. This amendment
does not cost anything. It is not in-
creasing the appropriation authorized
by the commitee. It is my understand-
ing the committee is willing to ac-
cept this amendment. Mr. Chairman,
this is a little old amendment just to
take care of a few little, old deer. There
are only a few of them left, and unless
we do this, I am afraid that the auto-
mobiles will get rid of the last remain-
ing few of the species.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. McGREGOR).
The Chair is ready to rule.

The Chair has inspected section 661
of title 16 of the United States Code, the
provision which the gentleman from
Florida cites as authorizing the proposal
contained in his amendment. That code
section gives fairly broad authorization
to the Fish and Wildlife Service for wild-
life conservation, but it does not au-
thorize leasing of lands or the protec-
tion of key deer. The gentleman's
amendment would earmark funds for a
narrow, specific purpose, a purpose not
mentioned in the code section which is
general. Reference is made to volume
VII, section 1452, of Cannon’s Precedents,
under which the Chair sustains the
point of order.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. SurTOoN].

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Svrron: On
page 37, line 22, after “$600,000”, insert “No
part of any appropriation or authorization
contained in this act shall be used to pay
the compensation of any incumbent ap-
pointed to any civil office or position which
may become vacant during the fiscal year
beginning on July 1: Provided, That this
inhibition shall not apply—

*“(a) to not to exceed 25 percent of all
vacancies;

“(b) to positions filled from within the
department;

“(c) to offices or positions required by
law to be filled by appointment of the Presi-

dent by and with the advice and consent of
the Senate;

“{d) to positions the personnel of which
are engaged in health and safety, law en-
forcement, soil and moisture, activities in
the field, exclusive of administrative per-
sonnel;

“(e) to seasonal and casual workers;

*(f) to employees of the Bureau of Mines;
*“(g) to employees of the Geological Sur-
veys
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“(h) to employees in gr oPe. 1, 8,

and 3: mw-ru——*m

i Jurther, That when the total

- number of personnel subject to this section

has been reduced to 90 percent of the total
provided for in this act, such limitation may
cease to apply and sald 90 percent shall be-
come a ceiling for employment during the
fiscal year, and if exceeded at any time dur-
ing fiscal year, this provision shall again
become operative.”

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. SurroN] is recog-
nized in behalf of his amendment.

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

Mr. RAYBURN. Does the gentleman
from Jowa accept the gentleman’s
amendment? It is an old friend of his.

Mr. JENSEN. I would like to ask the
gentleman to yield.

Mr. SUTTON. I would like to make
a statement, Mr. Chairman, before I
yield. Ihave only 1 minute. Iam sorry
I do not have 5 minutes to talk on this
amendment.

This is what is known as the Jensen
amendment that we had in effect and
that was the law during 1950, 1951, and
1952. It is the exact wording. I wish
I had 5 minutes so I could quote Mr,
JENSEN's speech which he made in 1952
on March 27.

If you were for this amendment in
1950, 1951, 1952 and not today you were
playing politics instead of economy. If
you want economy, this is how you can
get it and help balance the budget. Of
course if you want to let politics come
before economy then vote your own
amendment down, now I yield to the
gentleman, and I hope he will accept this
amendment.

Mr. JENSEN. Of course Mr. Eisen-
hower has gone one step further than the
Jensen amendment. He has given or-
ders to all department heads that there
would be no vacancies filled. The
amendment is therefore not necessary
this year.

Mr. SUTTON. Then the gentleman
has no objection to this amendment?

Mr. JENSEN. Oh, yes I do, because
of the fact that were this amendment
applied to this bill, it would permit some
employment contrary to the President's
order and could possibly make an ex-
penditure of several million dollars nec-
essary. I want to call the gentleman’s
attention again to the fact that the com-
mittee has cut personnel approximately
18 percent in the reductions it has made.
This is more than the amendment would
accomplish.

Mr. SUTTON. I refuse to yield fur-
ther, Mr. Chairman.

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

Mr. SUTTON. A point of order, Mr.
Chairman. The gentleman from Ten-
nessee had 10 seconds left and the gen-
tleman from Iowa took it.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair regrets
very much but the gentleman's time has
expired.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. SuTTON].

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. SurTOoN) there
were—ayes 52, noes 130.

So the amendment was rejected.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from California
[Mr. PHILLIPS]. :

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, 1 min-
ute is a short time to expound not only
the question I want to ask the Chairman
but to get his answer. I ask unanimous
consent to revise and extend my remarks
and then ask this question, which the
gentleman understands very thoroughly:

Am I correct in believing that it is
the desire and intent of the subcom-
mittee that the water presently arranged
to flow through the canal into the
Coachella Valley should be delivered to
the farmers now or withheld from the
farmers pending delivery of an opinion
by a Federal court which has already
been delivered as a pretrial opinion?

Mr. JENSEN. I am pleased to say to

the gentleman from California that the
‘committee has taken the position that
the water will be made immediately
available to the water users in the
Coachella Valley; and, as chairman of
the committee, I have written a letter
to the Secretary of the Interior to that
effect.
" Mr, PHILLIPS. 1T thank the gentle-
man. I will ask unanimous consent, Mr.
Chairman, when the House reconvenes,
to include with the above comments a
copy of the letter to the Secretary of the
Interior from the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. Jensen], as chairman of the Sub-
committee on Interior Appropriations of
the Committee on Appropriations. The
letter follows:

Hon. DovGLAs McEAY,
Secretary 'of the Interior, Department
of the Interior, Washington, D. C.
DeAR Mr. BECRETARY: At the hearings on
-the Interior appropriations bill on March 25,

there was discussion of the subject of de-
livering water through facilities of the
Coachella Valley County Water District's
distribution system constructed with funds
appropriated under provisos in Interior Ap-
propriation Acts for fiscal year 1952 and fiscal
year 1953. The provisos stated that the
funds should be repayable by the district
unless said district shall be judicially deter-
mined by a court of competent jurisdiction
to be not liable therefor. The question came
up in connection with presentation of a
memorandum opinion by Judge Westover in
the United States Distriet Court at Los An-
geles in the case of the United States v.
Coachella District.

Judge Westover held for the Coachella dis-
trict in the opinion, but no formal order will
be entered until after April 26 when the dis-
trict is to submit findings of law and fact.

In the light of Judge Westover's opinion
and all of the circumstances surrounding
this case, which have been spread on the
record, it was the unanimous view of this
subcommittee that the Bureau of Reclama-
tion should be instructed to deliver irriga-
tion water through the faecilities in guestion
as rapidly as same are completed under ap-
propriate operation and maintenance ar-
rangements with the district. The view of
the House committee coincides with that
expressed in a joint letter to you under date
of January 21 from Senators KNOWLAND and
HaYpEN, of the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee, that “our view, as stated In our
letters, is that the Congress by the provi-
s0s in the Interior Appropriation Acts of
1952 and 1853 intended that the facilities
were to be completed and placed in opera=
tion pending court decisions as to the lia-
bility of the district for expenditures beyond
the present repayment contract coverage.”
Senators KNowrAND and HaYDEN in previous

ArPrrL 24, 1853,
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separate letters to Seeretary Chapman had
expressed the same view.

Should the Department so desire, it is sug-
gested that the Coachella district might be
advised that the delivery of water through
the facllities in question would be without
prejudice to the interests of the United
States or the district in the event an ap-
peal should be taken from Judge Westover's
decision.

Bineerely yours,
BEN F. JENSEN,
Member of Congress.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
mnizes the gentleman from Iowa to close
the debate and use the balance of the
time.

Mr. JENSEN. I do not care to use the
time, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may be allowed to extend their remarks
on this bill at this peint in the Recorp.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MARSHALL, Mr. Chairman, the
Subcommittee on Appropriations for the
Department of Interior recognizes the
need for providing power from the Mis-
souri Valley into Minnesota. This ac-
tion on the part of the committee is
commendable,

Mr. Chairman, the plan advanced by
20 REA cooperatives and 3 private
power companies to bring Missouri Basin
hydroelectric power to central and west-
ern Minnesota is a fine demonstration
of cooperation for mutual well-being.

The farm electric cooperatives, the
private utilities, and the Bureau of
Reclamation are joined in support of a
plan that will give the greatest distribu-
tion of power to the greatest number of

-customers at the lowest cost possible to

both the Government and the customer,
The market is there. The power will be
generated. This commonsense plan will
bring the power to the market for the
benefit of the people whose tax dollars
have helped to construct the Missouri
Basin powerplants.

The plan developed and agreed upon
in good faith by the cooperatives and
utilities for efficient and economical dis-
tribution of the power is worthy of the
consideration of this Congress. The
Congress itself instructed these groups
to go back to Minnesota and agree upon
a common plan in the interest of all.
This they have done and they have
brought the plan back to us. The heart
of the plan, which has united support, is
simply this: A 230,000-volt line to bring
power from the Missouri dams to the
Minnesota substations to be delivered
over the lines of the cooperatives and
power companies to the users. Con-
nected to the Fort Randall and Garrison
powerplants, the loop will serve substa-
tions at Fergus Falis, Benson, Granite
Falls, Mankato, and Jackson—all in
Minnesota. This loop is part of the main
grid backbone transmission system and
has been declared sound in the engineer=
ing studies undertaken by the coopera-
tives, the utilities, and the Bureau of
Reclamation.

The plan is designed not only to make
full use of the power developed in the
Missouri Basin but also to make the most
efficient use of the existing distribution
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facilities of both the power companies
and the REA cooperatives. It is an
integrated plan in which each agency
makes the best possible use of all of its
resources without duplication or waste,
After exhaustive study, it has been deé-
clared economically feasible and sound
from the engineering standpoint. To
my knowledge, no one has questioned the
value of the engineering and economic
studies made by each of the public and
private groups who have advanced this
common plan.

I cannot emphasize too strongly that
mneither the cooperatives nor the power
companies are asking for a Government
grant. They are asking for a loan to be
repaid in full at 3 percent interest—a
$43,614,000 loan to be repaid within 50
years. They are asking this year for
funds to complete plans and specifica-
tions and other necessary preconstrue-
tion planning so that the transmission
system will be built by the time the Army
completes the powerplants now under
construction. The Fort Randall and
‘Garrison powerplants are expected to be
in full operation in 1956 and 1957. Ini-
tial power will be available in 1954-55.
It would be foolhardy to leave the gen-
erators idle and the plants operating be-
low capacity simply because the power
could not be brought to market without
this vital transmission system.

The people of central and western .
‘Minnesota who pay taxes and who live in
a high-cost fuel area have a right to reap
the benefits of their tax dollars already
invested in the dams of the Missouri
Basin. The power will be generated. We
need the power. We are helping to pay
for the generation of the power. We will
repay the Government for transmission
of the power., It is only commonsense
that we be permitted to benefit from the
power.

The 20 farm electric cooperatives are
serving 80,000 Minnesota families,
Another 100,000 families in the area are
served by municipalities and others. If
these 180,000 Minnesota families can
benefit from a great national develop-
ment without eventual cost to the Gov=
ernment, we in Congress have an obliga-
tion to assist them in every way possible,

The 20 cooperatives now buy more
than 200 million kilowatt-hours of elec-
iric energy at a cost of $2,700,000 a year.
This is power produced at very high cost
in fuel-burning plants. If this same
amount of power could have been pur-
chased at Bureau of Reclamation rates
in 1952, it would have meant a saving of
$1,600,000 to these farm cooperatives.
This demonstrates clearly the effect of
high fuel costs on the cost of electric
power in Minnesota. Itisestimated that
the same 20 cooperatives will have to
purchase 480 million kilowatt-hours in
1960. Using the same comparison, a sav-
ing of $3,600,000 can be made in that year
if the Missouri Basin hydroelectric pow-
er which will be generated is made avail-
able to these cooperatives.

Neither the cooperatives alone nor

" the power companies alone can do the

job. Even if adeguate financing could
be obtained by either of the two groups,
the cost would drive rates up so high that
there would be no saving to the ultimate
consumer, which is the purpose of this
plan, Only by integrating all of their
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facilities can the job be done for less
money and material and at the same
time assure adequate and reliable service
at a reasonable cost to the consumer,
After a system study was made of the
operations of the combined systems, it
was definitely determined that the pro-
posed 230,000 volt loop provides the ab-
solute minimum needed for the most ef-
ficient operation.

The need for power in the area to be
served by the loop is increasing at the
rate of 15 percent a year. But even more
important is the market already exist-
ing, waiting to be served. This is im=-
portant because it means immediate re-
payment on the loan because the market
already exists and will yield an immedi-
ate return when the power is ready for
distribution. It is reasonable, therefore,
that the line be placed in operation at
the earliest possible date.

In further demonstration of the need
for early action, it should be pointed out
that 4 of the 7T municipal systems now
serving the 20 cooperatives not serviced
by private utilities have asked to be re-
lieved of their REA loads. In each case,
the REA load has become greater than
their own. The Northern States Power
Co. has undertaken a major construc-
tion program to meet the needs in areas
it serves and has indicated its willing-
ness to deliver the hydroelectric power
from the transmission loop to the pre-
ferred customers in the area. The com=-
pany’s facilities are part of the inte-
grated operation devised to avoid dupli-
cation in bringing Missouri Basin power
to the people of Minnesota. In addi-
tion, the power companies have agreed
to interconnect their systems to alleviate
severe shortages until the entire plan is
in operation,

‘When the transmission loop and sub-
stations are completed, the power com-
panies have agreed to enter into wheel-
ing contracts with the Bureau of Recla-
mation to wheel power to the load cen-
ters of the preferred customers. They
will also build the required low-voltage
transmission lines to wheel power from
the substation points to the load centers.

It is important to note that the suc=-
cess of the plan is dependent upon the
integration which makes best use of all
of the facilities of the cooperatives, the
utilities, and the Bureau of Reclamation.
It is not a piecemeal plan; instead it is
a united and cooperative effort in which
each part is necessary to the whole if
we are to achieve the most efficient sys-
tem at the least cost to all concerned.
It is sound economy, therefore, to pro-
ceed with the plan as a whole in order
to benefit from the reductions in cost
and material which only an orderly,
overall development promises. If Con-
gress will support the cooperative effort
made by these groups, we can demon-
strate the benefits that can be shared by
all of the people when they work to-
gether to arrive at the best possible solu-
tion to a common problem.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise and re-
port the bill back to the House with
sundry amendments, with the recom-
mendation that the amendments be
agreed to and that the bill as amended
do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. McGrecor, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the bill (H. R. 4828) making appropria-
tions for the Department of the Interior
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1954,
and for other purposes, had directed
him to report the bill back to the House
with sundry amendments, with the rec-
ommendation that the amendments be
agreed to and that the bill as amended
do pass.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the bill and all
amendments thereto to final passage.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote
demanded on any amendment? If not
the Chair will put them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to,

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

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

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I have
a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman
opposed to the bill?

Mr. RAYBURN. I am,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman quali-
fles. The Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. RAYBEURN moves to recommit the bill
H. R. 4828 to the Committee on Appropria-
tions with instructions to report the same
back forthwith with the following amend-
ments:

On page 2 strike out all of lines 22, 23,
and 24, and insert in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing: “Not to exceed $3,736,000 shall be
available during the current fiscal year from
the continuing fund for all costs in con-
nection with the purchase of electric power
and energy and for the payment of rentals
for the use of transmission facilities.”

And on page 3, line 19, strike out *“$38,-
300,000 and insert *'$42,728,000: Provided,
That such sum shall include for the follow-
mg items the respective amounts as follows:

“For Snohomish-Kitsay project, $2,605,000;

“For McNary substation, $1,5638,000;

“For Ilwoco-Long Beach area service,
$109,000;

“For Valley Way substation addition, $56,-
000; and

; an
“For Idaho Panhandle, $120,000.*

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the motion to
recommit.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion to recommit,.

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 167, nays 212, not voting 53.
as follows:

[Roll No. 32]
YEAS—167

Abernethy Boland Carnahan
Addonizio Bolling Celler
Albert Bonner Chelf
Andrews Brooks, Tex. Chudoff
Angell Brown, Ga. Colmer
Aspinall Buchanan Condon
Balley Burdick Cooper
Battle Burleson Crosser
Belcher Byrd Dawson, Il
Bennett, Fla, Byrne, Pa Deane
Bentsen Campbell Delaney
Blatnik Cannon Dodd
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Dollinger
Donohue
Donovan

Elliott
Engle
Evins
Feighan
Fernandez
Fine
Fisher
Fogarty
Forand
Frazier
Friedel
Garmatz
Gentry
Granahan
Grant
Gregory
Hagen, Calif.
Harris

Hays, Ark.
Heller
Holifield
Holmes
Holtzman
Horan
Howell
Ikard
Jarman
Javits
Jones, Ala,
Jones, Mo.
Karsten, Mo.
Kee

Kelley, Pa.
Eelly, N. Y.
Kilday
King, Calif,
Kirwan

Abbitt
Adalir
Alexander
Allen, Calif.,
Allen, I,
Andersen,
H. Carl
Andresen,
August H,
Arends
Auchincloss
Ayres
Barden
Bates
Beamer
Becker
Bender
Bennett, Mich.
Bentley
Berry
Betts
Bishop
Bolton,
Frances P.
Bonin
Bosch
Bow
Bramblett
Bray
Brownson
Broyhill
Budge
Busbey
Bush
Byrnes, Wis,
Canfield
Carlyle
Carrigg
Case
Cederberg
Chenoweth
Chiperfield
Church
Clardy
Clevenger
Cole, Mo.
Cole, N. Y.
Coon
Corbett
Cotton
Cretella
Crumpacker
Curtis, Mass,
Curtis, Mo.
Curtis, Nebr,
Dague
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis.
Dawson, Utah
Dempsey
Derounian
Devereux

Miller, Calif,
Miller, Kans,
Mills
Morgan
Morrison
Moss
Moulder
Multer
Murray
Norblad
O'Brien, I1l1.
O’Brien, Mich,
O'Brien, N. Y.
O'Hara, 111,
O'Neill
Passman
Patman
Patten

Pelly
Perkins
Pfost
Philbin
Pilcher
Poage
Powell
Preston

NAYS—212

D'Ewart
Dies
Dolliver
Dondero
Dorn, N. Y.
Durham
Ellsworth
Fallon

Fenton

Fino

Ford
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Fulton

Gary

Gavin

George
goodwin

Keating
Eersten, Wis.
Kilburn
King, Pa.
Knox

Smith, Eans.
Smith, Va.
Smith, Wis.



Springer Van Zandt Wheeler
Btauffer gelda gtdnau .
Btringfellow 'orys iggleswol
Taber Vursell Williams, N. ¥,
Talle ‘Wainwright Wilson, Calif,
Thompson, Walter ‘Wilson, Ind.
Mich, ‘Wampler Wolcott
Tuck ‘Warburton Wolverton
Utt ‘Weichel Young
Van Pelt Wharton Younger
NOT VOTING—53
Baker Gamble MecCulloch
Barrett Gathings MeMillan
Boggs Golden Mollohan
Bolton, Gordon O'Eonskl
Oliver P, Green Osmers
Boykin Haley Polk
Prown'Omio  Hays,Ohlo  Rabaut
Brown, Chio ul
Buckley Hébert Riehlman
Camp Herlong Scherer
Chatham Hoffman, Tll, Sheehan
Cooley Hosmer Bieminskl
Coudert Hull Staggers
Cunn Jackson Taylor
Davis, Tenn., Kearney Vinson
Dingell EKeogh ‘Wilson, Tex.
Doyle Klein ‘Withers
Forrester Latham Withrow

So the motion to recommit was re-

Jjected.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Keogh for, with Mr. Boykin against.

Mr. Gordon for, with Mr. Hosmer against.

Mr. Hart for, with Mr, Coudert against.

Mr. Dingell for, with Mr. Oliver P. Bolton
against.

Mr. Rabaut for, with Mr. Kearney against.

Mr. Doyle for, with Mr. Brown of Ohio
against,

Mr. Vinson for, with Mr. Gamble against.

Mr. Polk for, with Mr. Hoffman of Illinois
against.

Mr. Klein for, with Mr. Latham against.

Mr. Haley for, with Mr. McCulloch against.

Mr. Buckley for, with Mr. Riehlman
against.

Mr. Boggs for, with Mr. Scherer agalnst.

Mr. Sieminski for, with Mr. Sheehan
against.

Mr. Staggers for, with Mr. Taylor against.

Mr. Green for, with Mr. Osmers against.

Mr. Barrett for, with Mr. Hébert against.

Until further notice:

Mr, Cunningham with Mr. Camp.
Mr. Baker with Mr. Chatham.

Mr, Golden with Mr. Hays of Ohio.
Mr. Jackson with Mr. Herlong.
Mr. Poulson with Mr. McMillan.
Mr. Withrow with Mr. Mollohan.
Mr. Hull with Mr, Cooley.

Mr. BURDICK changed his vote from
.my" to “Yea-"

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table. >

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

The bill was passed.

A motien to reconsider was laid on the
table.

EXTENDING DISTRICT OF COLUM-
BIA RENT CONTROL ACT

Mr, HALLECK. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the bill (S. 1767) to
amend and extend the provisions of the
District of Columbia Emergency Rent
Act of 1951.

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

There was no objection.
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The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That section 1 (b) of
the District of Columbia Emergency Rent
Act of 1951, as amended, is hereby amended
by striking “April 30, 1853” and inserting in
lieu thereof “July 81, 1953.”

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

and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate by
Mr. Carrell, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed a bill of the
following title, in which the concurrence
of the House is requested:

5.1767. An act to amend and extend the
provisions of the District of Columbia Emer-
gency Rent Act of 1851.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Speaker, following
the business of the day and other special
orders I ask unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House today for 5 minutes.

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

There was no objection,

The SPEAKER. The genitleman from
Tennessee is recognized.

THE RECIPROCAL TRADE AGREE-
MENTS ACT

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Speaker, as the
House Ways and Means Committee
opens hearings this week on the question
of the proposed extension of the Re-
ciprocal Trade Agreements Act, I wish
most strongly to emphasize not only the
importance of the committee extending
the act but also fo urge that the meas-
ure be extended without the adoption
of crippling and nullifying amendments
to the provisions of the law.

The Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act
has been one of the most important and
far-reaching statutes put on the books
in the last quarter century. It has
served to promote the prosperity of our
own people and to promote peace by pro-
viding an effective means for engaging in
foreign trade and commerce between the
people of the United States and other na-
tions of the world.

I have the honor and privilege of rep-
resenting the district in Tennesese which
our beloved and distinguished friend,
Judge Cordell Hull, represented so ably
for so many years. He was a true apostle
of peace and prosperity established on a
sound basis of mutual agreements with
other nations. While a member of the
great Ways and Means Committee, Judge
Hull long advocated a new mnational
policy of international relations. After
he became Secretary of State, he spon-
sored the Reciprocal Trade Agreements
Act of 1934, Under this act trade agree-
ments with more than 50 nations have
been negotiated, thereby reducing sub-
stantially tariff barriers and removing
foreign obstacles to the freer flow and
exchange of American goods with other
nations. When I speak for the reenact-
ment of this legislation, I speak not only
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for the people of Tennessee, but for the
people of the Nation, whose best in-
terest this law serves. It should be
passed, I wish to reemphasize, without
crippling amendments.

In this period of international tension
and crisis we cannot risk turning back
to the isolationist economic policies of
Hamilton, McKinley, and Smoot-Haw-
ley. During the early ecenturies of our
history our infant industries needed pro-
tection from the destructive competi=-
tion of older European countries. The
world economic situation has radically
changed since those pioneer days. To-
day the United States has developed in
all major industries the highest produc-
tive capacity of any country in the
world. Ithaschanged from a debtor Na-
tion to the chief creditor Nation of the
entire free world.

Debtor nations cannot repay the
United States, as creditor, unless tariffs
are kept at lower levels and simplified.
The economies of our democratic allies
must be maintained at a certain mini-
mum level of stability and productivity
so that they too may contribute their
maximum potential to the defensive
strength of the free-world community.
The only way to reach this goal is to
open our American markets to wisely se-
lected imported goods which will not
weaken the position of our own produ-
cers. People of other nations cannot buy
our goods and services unless they have
the economic strength with which to
purchase them. Europe’s position in the
world economy has progressively dete-
riorated and will continue to dete-
riorate, unless the United States imports
more manufactured goods on a larger
scale and on a steadier basis. We must
design our trade and tariff policy in the
mational interest so that our country’s
export markets will greatly expand as
export dollars increase. It will be in our
national interest to promote the widest
possible trade in all manufactured mer-
chandise and American agricultural
products. We should not erect barriers
against the nations of the free world to
the extent of forcing them by necessity
1o increase trade with Communist coun-
tries. Such a policy could become a
dangerous threat to the strength and
solidarity of the United Nations.

It seems timely to point out, Mr.
Bpeaker, that it was during the adminis-
tration of President McKinley that the
high-tariff law was enacted which raised
our tariffs to the highest level in the
history of our Nation. Yet it is known
that President McKinley saw some error
in this policy, for he declared in one of
his last speeches that the United States
cannot “forever sell everything and buy
little or nothing Irom other nations of
the world.” Trade, Mr. Speaker, is a
two-way street, and roadblocks should
not be thrown in the course of world
trade and commerce.

It seems well, Mr. Speaker, to reem-
phasize the position that General Eisen-
hower took during the 1952 campaign.
At the time he declared that America
should maintain “tariff policies that op-
erate in the interest of our agriculture
and industry,” and that we as a nation
“should seek out opportunities to in-
clude imports of commodities, goods, and
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services which will improve our economy
and help make our allies self-support-
ing.” 1In his inaugural address, the
President emphasized that “the Congress
take the Reciprocal Trade Agreements
Act under immediate study and extend
it by appropriate legislation.” I ap-
plauded his position at this time. More
recently, the President sent a message to
Congress calling*for only a 1-year exten-
sion of the act, and at the same time
authorizing amendments to the law,

The President should recede from his
recently stated position of allowing
weakening amendments to this most
meritorious law, because it is contrary
to his former strong position advocating
the reenactment of the Reciprocal Trade
Agreements Act. I stand for the full ex-
tension of the Trade Agreements Act
without amendments. Furthermore, I
believe the extension of the act should
be for a minimum of at least 2 years
as in the past. I hope the committee
and the Congress will take affirmative
action and reenact the Cordell Hull re-
ciprocal-trade law without crippling
amendments.

We must continue to design our trade
policy to promote the widest possible
trade for our American manufactured
and agricultural products which will, in
turn, augment our foreign and domestic
policy of promoting peace and prosperity
among the nations of the free world.

HIGHEST INTEREST RATE IN 20
YEARS—RECORDS BEING BRO-
KEN—IS DEPRESSION ON THE
WAY?

Mr, PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks and include extraneous
matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr., PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
inserting herewith a news item from the
Wall Street Journal of today. It is as
follows:

NeEw Yorx BANKS BoosT PRIME RATE TO 3%

PERCENT, HIGHEST POINT 1N 19 YEARS

New Yorr.—New York City banks yester-
day raised the interest charge on loans to
borrowers with the best credit ratings to
314 percent from 3 percent—to the highest
point in 19 years.

Among the banks to act were Bankers
Trust Co., Chase Natlonal Bank, Hanover
Bank, Irving Trust Co., Manufacturers Trust
Co., Bank of New York, National City Bank,
and Chemical Bank & Trust Co.

The move spread quickly to Chicago and
Philadelphia. Banks in other major clities
were expected to follow.

Yesterday's rate increase—the first since
December 1851—will mean higher interest
costs for all business borrowers, since rates
for less well-known concerns are scaled up-
ward from the prime rate.

Bankers hope the interest rate increase
may induce some concerns to postpone bor-
rowing until a later date. The banks’ lend-
ing reserves are just about exhausted.

BORROWINGS ABNORMAL THIS YEAR

The trend of loans so far in 1953 has been
abnormal. The first half of each year usu-
ally is a period of seasonal decline in busie
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ness loan demand. Retail stores, which bor-
row to accumulate Christmas inventories,
begin paying off after the end of the year,
And commodity dealers gnd food processors,
who borrow to finance purchases of fall crops,
also reduce their loans during the first half,

This year, however, the seasonal decline
has been much smaller than usual. Loans
to business by major New York City banks
last Wednesday totaled $8,625,000,000, only
$96 million below the record high reached
last December 24. During the like period
& year ago, loans of these banks fell by $248
million.

The still-heavy demand for loans, of
course, is only part of the story. The Fed-
eral Reserve System, as part of its anti-
inflation policy, has been keeping a tight
rein on the banks’ funds.

The present tightness is illustrated by the
status of the banks’ reserves. Member banks
of the Reserve System are required to keep
on deposit in a Reserve bank funds equal
to a specified percentage of the deposits in
their own institutions. Last Wednesday,
reserve deposits of all member banks com-
bined were $12 short of the required level.
A year earller, their reserves had been $788
million in excess of requirements.

BOOST LATEST OF SERIES

The prime rate increase is the latest In
a series of actions which have brought higher
borrowing costs for all business concerns
and the Government, In the last 2 months,
interest rates on commercial paper—short-
term, unsecured notes of business concerns—
have been increased twice, raising the mini-
mum rate on this type of borrowing from
21; percent to 214 percent.

New York banks in the last 8 weeks have
raised the interest charge on call money on
corporate securities from 234 percent to 3
percent. Call money is borrowed by brokers
and dealers to purchase and carry inven-
tories of securities.

Other developments which set the stage
for the prime rate increase were the Gov-
ernment’s recent issue of bonds at 314 per-
cent, the highest rate since 1934, and last
week’s sale of 91-day Treasury bills at 2.320
percent, the highest rate In 20 years.

It also is necessary to go back 20 years to
find a business loan prime rate that tops the
new 314 percent figure. In 1833, during the
depression, it was as high as 4 percent, but
it drifted downward gradually to a low of
115 percent in 1935, where it remained until
December 1847. In that month it went to
13; percent. Then it eased up gradually un-
til 1951, when it was ralsed in three stages
to 3 percent. 3

LOANABLE FUNDS SHORT

New Yorr.—Major New York City banks
still were hard pressed for loanable funds
yesterday, as they have been almost with-
out interruption since mid-1952.

The banks on Thursday and Friday of last
week changed their reserve position from a
deficiency of $175 million to an excess of $20
million, but this apparent improvement was
more than accounted for by $225 million of
borrowing from the Reserve System during
the 2-day period.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED
Mr. POAGE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 30 min-
utes on Thursday next, following the
legislative program and any special
orders heretofore entered.

RULES COMMITTEE

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Rules Com-
mittee may have until midnight tomor-
row night to file certain reports.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

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

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

There was no objection.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I in-
tend shortly to ask unanimous consent
that when the House adjourns today it
adjourn to meet on Thursday next; but
pending that, so far as the legislative
program is concerned there is a bill that
has been reported on which we expect a
rule to be granted on tomorrow, H. R.
4654, to provide for the exemption from
the Annual and Sick Leave Act of 1951
of certain officers in the executive branch
of the Government and for other pur=
poses. I do not understand there is any
great controversy about the bill, but if
a rule is granted on it tomorrow we
expect to take it up Thursday and dis-
pose of it. :

Beyond that, there is no further busi-
ness for the week. There is a bill deal-
ing with certain authorizations for the
disposal of certain cotton coming from
the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency, but the chairman of that com-
mittee, the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. WoLcorT] has a matter of the high-
est personal importance to him and must
be away for the balance of the week.
So that bill will not come up this week.

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield? 3

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

Mr. RAYBURN. Several Members
have asked me about next week. Has
the gentleman any idea of what we may
expect next week?

Mr. HALLECK. The Appropriations
Committee will file a report on the State
Department appropriation bill—and
there are certain departments included
with that—which we will bring on for
general debate next Monday with the
view of reading the first section on Mon-
day, then beginning the reading of the
bill under the 5-minute rule on Tuesday.
I may say to the gentleman that is a
little far off, I canno$ be too sure abouf
it, but that is my best judgment now,

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL THURSDAY

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns today it adjourn to meet at
noon on Thursday next.

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

There was no objection.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to Mr. Goroon, for the

balance of the week, on account of ill-
ness in family.
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SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

B. 1419, An act to permit the Board of
Commissioners of the District of Columbia
to establish daylight-saving time in the
District.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the Appendix of the
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks,
was granted to:

Mrs. Rocers of Massachusetts and to
include a letter from the Administrator
of Veterans’ Affairs.

Mr. Lane and to include a letter.

Mr, WarTEr and to include an article
appearing in Harper's magazine.

Mr. GatHINGs and to include results of
a poll taken in the First Congressional
District of Arkansas.

Mr. Lone and to include an article that
appeared in this week's American mag-
azine,

Mr, WiLson of Texas in two instances
and to include articles. :

Mr, HeperT (at the request of Mr.
TraompsoN of Louisiana) and to include
an editorial from a New Orleans news-
paper.

Mr. GranagaN and to include an ad-
dress made by him at the Dimner Beeber
Junior High School, Philadelphia.

Mr. MouLpER in two instances and to
include a house resolution passed by the
Missouri State Legislature, and in the
second instance to include a statement
by Clyde Ellis, Director of the National
Rural Electric Cooperative Association.

Mr. FINE (at the request of Mr. PrICE).

Mr. SmrtH of Mississippi and to include
extraneous matter,

Mr. Curris of Missouri and to include
extraneous material.

Mr. JaviTs in two instances and to in-
clude extraneous material.

Mr. Forp and to include an address
delivered by Hon. Roger M. Kyes, Dep-
uty Secretary of Defense.

Mr, MappEN and to include a speech
by Senator MownroNEY at an Indiana
Jefferson-Jackson Day dinner Saturday
evening.

Mr. CeLLER in four instances.

Mr. CreTELLA and to include a resolu=
tion received by him.

Mr. Byrp and to include extraneous
matter.,

Mr. MuLtEr in two instances and to
include extraneous matter.

Mr. RoonEy and to include an address
delivered by Mr. FOoGARTY.

Mr. HerLer (at the request of Mr.
ParrEN) in two separate instances, in
each to include extraneous matter.

Mr. RoosevELT (at the request of Mr.
PATTEN) in two separate instances, in
each to include extraneous matter.

Mr. Fine and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. SuorT and to include an address
delivered by Councilor Dr. Han of the
Korean Embassy, delivered before the
University of Kentucky.

Mr, Paicrrps to extend the remarks he
made in the Committee of the Whole
today and include a letter.

Mr. VELDE.
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Mr. Reep of New York and to Include
extraneous matter.

Mrs. RoceErs of Massachusetts and fo
include therein certain statements by
General Gray and Admiral Boone at a
fine and moving ceremony at the Vet-
erans’ Administration rewarding a staff
of workers for their fine performance in
saving more than $300,000 for the Gov=
ernment,

Mr. SimpsonN of Illinois and to include
an editorial from the Quincy (I1l.) Her-
ald-Week.

Mr. Bupce and to include extraneous
madtter.

Mr. WoLvERTON in two instances and
to include extraneous matter.

Mr. HiLLINGS (at the request of Mr.
HarLeck) in two instances and to in-
clude extraneous matter.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr, HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 54 minutes p. m.),
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until Thursday, April 30, 1953,
at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

664, A letter from the Secretary of Com-
merce transmitting a draft of a proposed bill
entitled “A bill to authorize additional use
of Government motor vehicles at isoclated
Government installations, and for other pur=-
poses”; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

665. A letter from the secretary, National
Trust for Historic Preservation, transmitting
a report for the Natlonal Trust for Historic
Preservation for the calendar year 1852, pur-
suant to section 6 of the act approved Octo=-
ber 26, 1849; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

666. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a draft of a bill entitled
“A bill for the relief of certain disbursing of-
ficers of the Army of the United States, and
for other purposes’; to the Committee on the
Judiciary,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. WOLCOTT: Committee on Banking
and Currency. H. R. 4465. A bill to amend
the Export-Import Bank Act of 1845, as
amended; without amendment (Rept. No.
820). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr, LANE: Committee on the Judiclary.
H. R. 2626. A bill to provide a method of
paying certaln unsettled claims for damages
sustained as a result of the explosions at
Port Chicago, Calif.,, on July 17, 1944, in
the amounts found to be due by the Secre=-
tary of the Navy; with amendment (Rept.
No. 329). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R.4364. A bill to further amend the act
of January 2, 1942, entitled “An act to pro=-
vide for the prompt settlement of claims for
damages occasioned by Army, Navy, and
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Marine Corps forces in forelgn countries’,
relative to the composition of claims com-
missions; without amendment (Rept. No.
330). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLU-
TIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports
of committees were delivered to the
Clerk for printing and reference to the
proper calendar, as follows:

Mr. BURDICK: Committee on the Judicl-
ary. 5. 140. An act for the rellef of John
W. McBride; without amendment (Rept. No.
321). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. BURDICK: Committee on the Judici-
ary. 8S. 365. An act for the relief of Alam-
bert E. Robinson; without amendment
(Rept. No. 322). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House.

Mr. BURDICK: Committee on the Judici-
ary. H. R. 890. A bill for the relief of Wil-
liam H. Lubkin, Jr.; without amendment
(Rept. No. 323). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House.

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary.
H. R. 898. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Rose
Eaczmearczyk; without amendment (Rept.
No. 324). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. JONAS of Illinois: Committee on the
Judiciary, H. R. 1772. A bill for the rellef
of Eenneth R. Kleinman; with amendment
(Rept. No. 325)., Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House.

Mr. RODINO: Committee on the Judiclary.
H. R. 1904. A Dbill for the rellef of Patricia
A. Pembroke; with amendment (Rept. No.
326). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary.
H. R. 3733. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Anna
Holder; without amendment (Rept. No.
327). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. JONAS of Illinois: Committee on the
Judiciary. H. R. 4285. A bill for the relief
of Arthur Staveley; without amendment
(Rept. No. 828). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. HOLMES:

H. R. 4808, A bill to provide for the devel-
opment of the Priest Rapids site on the
Columbia River, Wash., under a license is-
sued pursuant to the Federal Power Act; to
the Committee on Public Works,

By Mr. MAGNUSON:

H. R. 4899. A bill to provide for the devel=-
opment of the Priest Rapids site on the
Columbia River, Wash., under a license is-
sued pursuant to the Federal Power Act; to
the Committee on Public Works,

By Mr. MASON:

H.R. 4000. A bill to repeal the manufac-
turers' excise tax on power lawn mowers;
to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. MILLER of Nebraska:

H.R.4901. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as amended,
by providing for the regulation of chemical
additives in food to insure that such chem-
ical additive has been adequately pretested
and declared safe; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. REED of Illinois:

H.R.4902. A bill to revise the procedure
in the district courts relating to the disposi-
tion of the wages and effects of deceased and
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deserting seamen, and for other purposes;
t0 the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. BENTSEN:

H. R. 4903. A bill to amend and supplement
the reclamation laws to provide for Federal
cooperation in non-Federal irrigation proj-
ects and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. CASE:

H.R. 4904, A bill to repeal the manufac-
turers’ excise tax on electric fioor polishers
and waxers; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. COLE of New York:

H.R.4905. A bill to amend the Atomic
Energy Act of 1946, as amended; to the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy.

By Mr. WILSON of California:

H. J. Res. 248, Joint resclution authorizing
the President of the United States to pro-
clailm May 1953 as National Thanx Month;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis-
lature of the State of California, memorial-
izing the President and the Congress of the
United States in relation to the protection
of parity prices for agricultural commodi-
ties; to the Committee on Agriculture,

Also, memorlal of the Legislature of the
Btate of South Carolina, memorializing the
President and the Congress of the United
States to enact sultable legislation outlaw-
ing the Communist Party in the United
States and making membership therein un-
lawful; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ADDONIZIO:

H. R. 4906. A bill for the relief of Generoso

Paglia; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. BERRY:

H. R. 4907. A bill to reimburse the South
Dakota State Hospital for the Insane for the
care of Indian patients; to the Committee on
the Judiciary,

By Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON:

H.R.4908. A bill for the relief of Pletro
Petralia; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BRAMBLETT:

H. R. 4809. A blil for the relief of Mohamad

All Sadri; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. BRAY:

H.R. 4910. A bill for the relief of Chris-
tlaan Holman; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mrs. EUCHANAN:

H.R.4911. A bill for the relief of Remzi
Gurcay; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
¥ Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania:

H.R.4912. A bill for the relief of Maria
Boiterios Sergiou; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. EERSTEN of Wisconsin:

H.R.4913. A bill for the relief of Ibrahim
Khalil; to the Committee on the Judiclary,

By Mr. MACHROWICZ:

H.R.4914. A bill for the relief of Stanls-
laus Joseph Radwan; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.R.4915. A bill for the rellief of Alex
Grosinger; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. MULTER:

H.R.4916. A bill for the rellef of Linda
Yacoub Beyda and Cohen Alfred Beyda; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. O'NEILL:

H.R.4917. A bill for the relief of Victor
Manuel Caetano; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
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By Mr. REED of Illinois:
H.R.4018. A bill to relieve disbursing offi-
cers, certifying. officers and payees with re-
spect to certain payments made in contra-
vention of appropriation restrictions regard-
ing citizenship status, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.4019. A bill for the relief of Ralph
S. Pearman and others; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

By Mr. RODINO:

H. R.4920. A bill for the relief of Francis P,
Meehan, trustee; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 4921, A bill for the relief of Manuel
Fernandes; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. ROONEY:

H.R.4922. A bill for the rellef of Philip
Cooperman, Aron Shriro and Samuel Stack-
man; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr, ROOSEVELT:

H.R.4923. A bill for the relief of Chara-
lampos Socrates Iossifoglu, Nora Iossifoglu,
Helen Iossifoglu, and Efrossini Iossifoglu; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WIDNALL:

H.R. 4924, A bill for the relief of certain
American employees of the former Shanghal
Municipal Council; to the Commitiee on the
Judiclary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

207. By Mr. FORAND: Resolution of
Joseph R. Dix, East Providence, R. I., and 36
other signers, relative to the advertising of
alcoholic beverages; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

208. By the Speaker: Petition of the secre-
tary, Consolidated Building Trades, Metal
Trades, Central Labor Council, of Solano
County, Vallejo, Calif,, relative to legisla-
tion now before the Congress affecting the
tideland olls; to the Committee on the Ju-

.diciary.

209, Also petition of Willis Sherrill and
others, of West Palm Beach, Fla., requesting
passage of H. R. 2446 and H. R. 2447, soclal-
security legislation known as the Townsend
plan; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

SENATE

‘WEDNESDAY, APRIL 29, 1953

(Legislative day of Monday, April 6,
1953)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

We praise Thee, our Father, for this
world and its witness of Thee: For sun-
shine, wind, and rain; for the boundless
sea and the everlasting hills; for high
sailing clouds and clear shining stars;
for springing grass and flowers; and for
stately trees that lift their leafy arms
to pray. Help us to drink to the full
of the beauty and strength of the world
and to know that they come from Thee
as the gifts of Thy love to us.

We praise Thee for the sacrament of
life: For its great adventure, its glorious
opportunities, its zeal, its triumph, even
its seeming defeats; for the things that
point beyond ourselves to a spiritual
realm from whick they take their rise;
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for the failures that quicken better
hopes; for unfulfilled desire that an-
chors us to Thee; and for all ministries
of the infinite, as the beauty of common
things and the light of heaven upon daily
tasks lift our climbing feet to the vesti-
bule of Thy glory. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. TarT, and by unani-
mous consent, the reading of the Jour-
nal of Tuesday, April 28, 1953, was dis-
pensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILL

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his
secretaries, and he announced that on
April 28, 1953, the President had ap-
proved and signed the act (8. 1419) to
permit the Board of Commissioners of
the District of Columbia to establish
daylight-saving time in the District.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
clerks, announced that the House had
passed a bill (H. R. 4828) making ap-
propriations for the Department of the
Interior for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1954, and for other purposes, in which

it requested the concurrence of the

Senate.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS IDURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. TAFT, and by unan=
imous consent, the Subcommittee on In-
vestigations of the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations was authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate to-
day.

On request of Mr, TaFt, and by unani-
mous consent, the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare was authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
today.

On request of Mr. Lancer, and by
unanimous consent, the Subcommittee
on Internal Security of the Committee
on the Judiciary was authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate today.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS

By unanimous consent, the following
routine business was transacted:

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate the following letters,
which were referred as indicated:
ADDITIONAL USE oOF GOVERNMENT MOTOR

VEHICLES AT CERTAIN INSTALLATIONS

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to authorize additional use of Government
motor vehicles at isolated Government in-
stallations, and for other purposes (with
accompanying papers); to the Committee on
Government Operations.
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