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drilling. If they object to the proposals,
no lease will be issued. This places author-
ity where it ought to be, with the agency
having primary responsibility and interest
in refuge values,

This was not the case under the previous
regulations. In the past it has happened
more than once that in spite of Fish and
Wildlife Service objectlons leases have been
issued. The new regulations do not permit
“this.

Yet, it has been argued that placing re-
sponsibility for approving or rejecting lease
applications with the Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice will force refuge personnel to neglect their
fundamental duties and become oil and gas
experts. I can't imagine a refuge maneager
not being delighted at the chance to have the
say about what will be done on the area in
his charge. I believe the refuge experts are
the people who should decide what effect cer-
tain proposed activities will have on their
areas. I intend to see to it that they do the
declding. Conservationists, in general, I am
confident will say amen to this. If those
people who are denouncing these protective
segments of the code were responsible for
carrying out the many mandates of the Fish
and Wildlife Service I am sure they would
welcome the reassurance the new regulations
provide.

A look at some of the facts may tend to
dispel unwarranted conclusions, and fears,
and point out why so many refuge areas are
not, and cannot be, entirely inviolate.

First, category A under the revised code,
contains the so-called inviolate refuges, the
areas on which no lease will ever be consid-
ered except in case of national emergency or
when drilling may be required to protect pub~
lcly owned oil from being drained by other
operations. These areas are the ones deter-
mined indispensable for rare or endangered
specles, remnant big game herds, and irre-
placeable examples of unique plant or animal
ecology. However, it should be noted that
the SBecretary of the Interior lacks authority
to make even these refuges entirely inviolate.
He can not prevent oll and gas developments
where mineral rights within these refuges are
privately owned.

At present category A contains about 38,200,-
000 acres. Of these more than 50,000 acres
are subject to oil and gas rights retained by
former owners. The Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice could not in the past, and cannot now,
Pprohibit oil drilling on these 50,000 acres.

Category B, consisting of approximately
6 million acres, includes refuges designated
as wilderness, recreational, and water de-
velopment or marsh. These are refuges on
which, the Pish and Wildlife Service has de-
clared, oil or gas development might seriously
impair or destroy usefulness of the lands for
wildlife conservation purposes. Only after
a complete, detailed operating program guar-
anteeing full protection of the particular
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refuge values has been approved by the Fish
and Wildlife Service, will leases be issued
for any of these B areas.

Of the 6-million acres of these group B
refuges, more than 800,000 acres are outside
the Fish and Wildlife Service’s jurisdiction
so far as oil and gas rights are concerned.

Of nearly 8 million acres of other Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge lands, more than 2
million in the United States are avallable
for oil and gas development, because under
terms of their establishment as wildlife
areas there is a provision that “nothing is
to interfere with prospecting or develop-
ment.”

But there is reassurance in the fact that
while heretofore this provision was inter-
preted as meaning that prospecting and
developing could be permitted even over Fish
and Wildlife Service objections, now opera-
tions on these areas require Fish and Wild-
life Service approval. Wildlife values will be
afforded protection they never had before.

Under the old regulations big-game ranges
were open to leasing without consideration
for wildlife values. This was true because
most of these areas were administered jointly
by the Bureau of Land Management for
grazing and by the Fish and Wildlife Service
for wildlife use. As a result, in the past
many leases for oil exploration were granted
on game ranges without the consent or even
knowledge of the Fish and Wildlife Service.

This situation has been changed. Game
ranges are to be accorded the same pro-
tection regarding wildlife values as all other
areas in the Federal refuge program.

The frantiec fear some conservationists
have expressed over secondary uses on refuge
lands is not justified. Multiple-use of many
refuges has been pointed to with pride by
both Department and Service people for
years. Surplus animals have been trans-
ferred to restock underpopulated States
areas. Timber—millions of board feet an-
nually—and hay have long been harvested
and sold. When certain fur animals, notably
muskrats, become too numercus they are
trapped and sold for their pelts. Grazing
and share-crop farming have long been ac-
cepted as good refuge management prac-
tices. Numerous producing oil wells have
been in operation on refuges for many years.
Mr. Salyer has stated emphatically that those
producing wells which are on Federal leases
have not harmed wildlife values.

Over the years a good deal has been made
of the fact that the law requires that 25 per-
cent of revenues resulting from these sec-
ondary uses must go to the counties In which
the refuges are located, for the local school
and road funds. The point has been made
that this compensation offsets loss to local
tax rolls when lands are withdrawn for ref-
uge purposes. Total revenue from these sec-
ondary uses last year was almost $214 mil-
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lion. Tt ls clear that modern wildlife man-
agement as practiced by our refuge techni-
clans is also good business.

Secondary uses are not limited to profit-
making business. Last year 514 million peo-
ple visited the refuges. Nature study, bird
watching, biology classes, field trials for re-
trievers and pointing dogs and beagles, fish-
ing, picnicking, and, on a few areas, hunting
are some of the recreations that attracted
these millions. We know the number of
visitors will increase. Human values will
have to be considered in future refuge pro-
gram plans.

To make sure the people in the Fish and
Wildlife Service who will be evaluating lease
applications and drilling operation plans will
understand fully the intent of the revised
regulations definite guidelines have been pre-
pared. These instructions tell which areas
are to be inviolate refuges. They point out
that where drilling may be consistent with
an area’s primary purpoese it may be possible
to gain improvements by establishing certain
conditions In the lease agreement. For ex-
ample, access road dikes may be used to cre=-
ate needed pools. Or eventually they may be
cut to form nesting islands. Pest vegetation
may be reduced and food plants established
in sections where operations tend to spread
the pest species.

To assure the refuge technicians that the
new regulations have teeth in them, the in-
structions emphasize that refuge managers
are authorized to suspend oil or gas opera-
tions where conditions of a lease are not
being complied with, Indemnity bonds to
guarantee conformance to approved plans
are required automatically. Final approval
for a lease can be given only by the Director
of the Fish and Wildlife Service. He is sole
judge, in case of dispute, as to compliance
with operating plans.

There is no loophole. Every restriction
and requirement suggested by the Fish and
‘Wildlife Service has been incorporated in the
regulations. The refuges have protection
now they never had before.

Since becoming Secretary of the Interior
I have frequently stated my belief that we
need to expand our Federal refuge program.
Nine new refuges comprising 28,095 acres
have been established since January 1, 1953,
The Migratory Bird Conservation Commis-
sion, of which I am Chairman, approved pur-
chase of 30,189 acres of waterfowl habitat in
1955, and an additional 4,219 acres for the
first half of 1956. Cost of these 34,408 acres
of refuge land was $842,014, As of June 30,
1955, the number of refuges in our national
program had increased to 276, having a total
of 17,908,682 acres.

Our wildlife refuge program is healthier
and bigger now than it has ever been. In
addition, under the new lease regulations
the refuges mow have safeguards to insure
their primary objectives.

SENATE
; TuESDAY, May 15, 1856
(Legislative day of Monday, May 7, 1956)

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

The VICE PRESIDENT. In the ab-
sence of the Chaplain, the Members of
the Senate will repeat the Lord’s Prayer.

Thereupon Senators, led by the Vice

President, repeated the Lord’s Prayer,
as follows:

Our Father, which art in heaven, hal-
lowed be Thy name. Thy kingdom come.
Thy will be done on earth, as it is in
heaven. Give us this day our daily
bread. And forgive us our debts, as we

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

forgive our debtors. And lead us not
into temptation, but deliver us from evil:
For thine is the kingdom, and the power,
and the glory, forever.

Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. Jounson of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the reading
of the Journal of the proceedings of
M_t:gday. May 14, 1956, was dispensed
with.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILLS
Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were com-
municated to the Senate by Mr, Miller,

one of his secretaries, and he announced
that the President had approved and
signed the following acts:

On May 10, 1956:

8.31. An act for the relief of certain aliens;

S.83. An act to waive certain provisions of
section 212 (a) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act in behalf of three aliens;

S.1255. An act for the relief of Brigitta
Poberetskl and Nickolas Menis; and

5.1905. An act for the relief of Winston
Bros. Co. and the Utah Construction Co. and
the J. A. Terteling & Sons, Inc.

On May 14, 1956:

5.637. An act to provide for the con-
veyance of Camp Livingston, Camp Beaure-
gard, and Esler Field, Louislana, to the State
of Louisiana, and for other purposes; and

8.2267. An act to direct the Secretary of
the Interior to convey certain public lands
in the State of Nevada to the city of Hen-
derson, Nev,
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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 the following bills, in which it
requested the concurrence of the Senate:

H. R.6782. An act to amend section T of
*“An act making appropriations to provide for
the government of the District of Columbia
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1903, and
for other purposes,’” approved July 1, 1802,
as amended;

H.R. 7804, An act to provide that the Uni-
form Simultaneous Death Act shall apply in
the District of Columbla;

H.R.10375. An act to amend the act en-
titled “An act to provide recognition for
meritorious service by members of the Police
and Fire Departments of the District of
Columbia,” approved March 4, 1929;

H. R. 10768. An act to amend section 5 of
the act of August 7, 1946, entitled “An act
for the retirement of public school teachers
in the District of Columbia,” as amended;
and

H.R.11177. An act making appropriations
for the Department of Agriculture and Farm
Credit Administration for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1957, and for other purposes.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were severally read
twice by their titles and referred as in-
dicated:

H. R. 6782, An act to amend section 7 of
*An act making appropriations to provide for
the government of the Distriet of Columbia
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1803, and
for other purposes,” approved July 1, 1902, as
amended;

H. R. 7804. An act to provide that the Uni-
form Simultaneous Death Act shall apply in
the District of Columbia;

H.R.10375. An act to amend the act en-
titled “An act to provide recognition for mer-
itorious service by members of the Police and
Fire Departments of the District of Colum-
bia,” approved March 4, 1929; and

H. R.10768. An act to amend section 5 of
the act of August 7, 1946, entitled “An act for
the retirement of public school teachers in
the District of Columbia,” as amended; to
the Committee on the Distriet of Columbia,

H.R.11177. An act making appropriations
for the Department of Agriculture and Farny
Credit Administration for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1957, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Appropriations.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. Jornson of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the Juvenile
Delinquency Subcommittee, the Internal
Security Subcommittee of the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary and the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce
were authorized to meet today during
the session of the Senate.

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE BUSINESS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that
there may be the usual morning hour,
with a limitation on statements of 2
minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.
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EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed
to the consideration of executive busi-
ness, and act on the nominations on
the Executive Calendar under the head-
ing “New Report.”

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration of
executive business.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
the United States submitting several
nominations, and withdrawing the nom-
ination of George T. Anderson to be
postmaster at Mayville, Mich, which
nominating messages were referred to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

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

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be
no reports of committees, the clerk will
state the nominations on the Executive
Calendar under the heading “New
Report.”

POSTMASTERS

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations of postmasters.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
nominations of postmasters be consid-
ered en bloc.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nominations will be consid-
ered en bloc, and, without objection, they
are confirmed.

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

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the President will be notified
forthwith.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate resume the
consideration of legislative business.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate resumed the consideration of leg-
islative business.

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

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will eall the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I asl: unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 104, TITLE
4, UNITED STATES CODE

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate a letter from the Assistant Sec-
retary of the Interior, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to amend
section 104, title 4, United States Code,
which, with the accompanying paper,
was referred to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.
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PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, ete., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as in-
dicated:

By the VICE PRESIDENT:

A letter, in the nature of a petition, from
Charles M. Baxter, of Seattle, Wash., relat-
ing to reciprocal trade agreements, and so
Torth; to the Committee on Finance.

A letter, in the nature of a memorial, from
the American Tariff League, Inc., New York,
N. ¥, signed by Richard H. Anthony, execu-
tive secretary, transmitting a list of sundry
officials of companies and agricultural groups,
as well as labor unions and employees, who
signed memorials remonstrating against the
enactment of the bill (H, R. 5550) to amend
the Tariff Act of 1930 with respect to the
administration of the General Agreement
on Tariffs and Trade; to the Committee on
Finance.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. MURRAY, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, without amend-
ment:

H. R.4604. A bill relating to the issuance
of certain patents in fee to lands within the
Elackfeet Indian Reservation, Mont. (Rept.
No. 1999).

By Mr. JACESON, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, without amend-
ment:

H. R. 6990. A bill to provide for the convey-
ance of certain lands by the United States
to the Board of National Missions of the
Presbyterian Church in the United States of
America (Rept. No. 2000).

By Mr. ANDEREON, from the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, without
amendment:

S.3547. A bill to amend section 1 of the
act of August 9, 1955 (69 Stat. 555), authoriz-
ing the sale of certain land by the Pueblos
g{i;o;!im Lorenzo and Pojoaque (Rept. No.

H.R.6374. A bill to repeal legislation re-
lating to the Gallup-Durango Highway and
the Gallup-Window Rock Highway at the
Navajo Indian Reservation (Rept. No. 2001);
and

H.R.9207. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to contract with the
Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District of
New Mexico for the payment of operation
and maintenance charges on certain Pueblo
Indian lands (Rept. No. 2002).

By Mr. ANDERSON, from the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, with amend-
ments:

8. 1907. A bill to provide that the United
States hold in trust for the Pueblos of Za
and Jemez a part of the Ojo del Espiritu
Santo Grant and a small area of public do=
main adjacent thereto (Rept. No. 2004).

By Mr. SPARKMAN, from the Committee
on Banking and Currency, without amend-
ment:

H.R.7540. A bill to provide for the sale
of a Government-owned housing project to
the city of Hooks, Tex. (Rept. No. 2006).

HOUSING AMENDMENTS OF 1956

Mr, SPARKMAN. Mr. President,
from the Committee on Banking and
Currency, I report favorably an original
bill to extend and amend laws relating to
the provision and improvement of hous-
ing, the elimination and prevention of
slums, and the conservation and develop-
ment of urban communities, and for
other purposes, and I submif a report
(No. 2005) thercon. I ask unanimous
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consent that a statement prepared by me
relating to the bill may be printed in
the RECORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report
will be received and the bill will be placed
on the calendar; and, without objection,
the statement will be printed in the
RECORD.

The bill (S. 3855) to extend and amend
laws relating to the provision and im-
provement of housing, the elimination
and prevention of slums, and the conser-
vation and development of urban com-
munities, and for other purposes, re-
ported by Mr. SparkMaN, from the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency, was
received, read twice by its title, and
placed on the calendar.

The statement, presented by Mr.
SPARKMAN, is as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR SPARKEMAN

These are the main features of the bill
(S. 3855) :

A new program of Federal Housing Admin-
{stration insurance would provide liberal
mortgage terms for elderly persons housing.
Elderly persons 60 years of age or over would
qualify for the new program. The bill pro-
vides for 40-year mortgages on both sales
housing and rental housing.

On sales housing, mortgage insurance could
be up to 100 percent of value. The only cash
payment would be $200 at the time of pur-
chase, which would cover closing costs, insur-
ance, and similar expenses. Mortgage insur-
ance on rental housing would be available to
both private builders and to nonprofit organ-
izations. An insured mortgage would be up
to 100 percent of value if the sponsor is a
public or private nonprofit organization or a
public body such as a local community.

An important feature of the new program
is a provision that permits third parties to
make the required downpayment on sales
housing, contribute toward rental payments,
or assist in meeting equity requirements. A
$50 million revolving fund is created In
Fanny Mae to assist in financing the new

am.

In addition to a new private housing pro-
gram for elderly persons, the bill authorizes
15,000 low rent public housing units for
elderly persons for each of 5 years beginning
July 1, 1956. These would be specially de-
signed units for elderly persons aged 65 or
OVer.

The. committee, by a 10-to-5 vote, restored
the public housing program started under
the Housing Act of 1949. This means a pro-
gram of 135,000 units of public housing a
year for at least 8 years, with authority for
the President to raise this number to 200,000
or lower it to 50,000, depending upon eco-
nomic conditions, The administration had
asked for 35,000 units a year for 2 years,
Senator SPARKMAN has said that the admin-
istration’s request would fall short even of
meeting the minimum needed to house low-
income families displaced by Goverment ac-
tion in urban-renewal areas. The adminis~
tration itself has estimated the public hous-
ing needs of displaced families at approxi-
mately 130,000 units over a 3-year period.

Under a provision proposed- by Senator
Dougras, of Illinois, the bill would authorize
payments of up to $100 to individuals or
families, and up to $2,000 to business con-
cerns, to reimburse them for the expense of
relocation or business losses if forced out of
their existing premises by slum clearance
and urban-renewal activities.

The FHA program of insurance for home
repair and modernization loans would be ex-
tended. The maximum loan amount would
be increased to $3,600 from the present limit
of $2,600 and the maturity could run to §
years instead of 3. The committee also
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added a provision setting a ceiling on the in-
terest rate at 5 discount on the first 82,500,
and $4 discount on the portion of the loan
over $2,500.

An expanded military housing program
would increase the authorization from the
present level of $1.4 billion to $3 billion and
extend the program for 3 years. A provision
was also included to protect existing military
housing projects at installations where the
Department of Defense is planning to build
new housing projects.

A number of amendments are included to
stimulate slum clearance and urban renewal.
The committee report also urges the admin-
istration to accelerate its activity in the
slum-clearance and urban-renewal field.

The farm housing program is renewed and
extended for a 5-year period.

Liberalizing amendments are also included
to assist the cooperative housing program
and the program for families displaced by
slum clearance and urban renewal.

The committee increased the revolving
fund for college housing loans from $500 mil-
lion to $750 million and rejected an admin-
istration proposal to increase the interest
rate for college housing loans.

A Commission on National Housing Policy
would be established to make recommenda-
tions, by June 80, 1957, on the housing needs
of the Nation; the discounting of Govern-
ment-supported mortgages; the prospect for
developing new sources of investment funds;
the extent to which the resources of Fanny
Mae can be used to stabilize the mortgage
market; and ways and means of increasing
the supply of adequate housing for families
of moderate income. The Commission
would consist of 11 members—5 officials from
the executive branch and 6 persons to be ap-
pointed by the President from private life.

A $2.5 million research program is author-
ized to study various aspects of the housing
market. The Housing Administrator could
enter into research contracts with agencles
of State or local governments, educational
institutions, and other nonprofit organiza-
tions.

The Administrator is also authorized to
spend $500,000 annually for a 3-year period
to provide scholarships and fellowships at
the graduate level to train planning officials
in the housing field.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were intro-
duced, read the first time, and, by unani-
mous consent, the second time, and re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. RUSSELL (for himself and Mr.
SavronsTaLL) (by request):

S.8851. A bill to amend the Central In-
telligence Agency Act of 1948, as amended,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

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

By Mr. MUNDT:

B.38562. A bill to provide for the recon-
veyance of certain land to the city of Spear-
fish, S. Dak.; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

5.3853. A bill to amend title VI of the
Public Health Service Act, as amended, in
order to make certain nonprofit corporations
and associations eligible for Federal aid un-
der such title; to the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare.

By Mr. CARLSON:

5.3864. A bill for the relief of Elizabeth
Schueren and her two minor children; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SPARKMAN:

B.3855. A bill to extend and amend laws

relating to the provision and improvement
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of housing, the elimination and prevention
of slums, and the conservation and develop-
ment of urban communities, and for other
purposes; placed on the calendar.

(See the remarks of Mr. SparkMAN when
he reported the above bill, from the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency, which ap-
pear under a separate heading.)

By Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania:

S.3856. A bill to provide for the income
tax treatment of indebtedness discharged
more than 20 years after the date on which
it was incurred; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

By Mr. MAGNUSON (by request):

S.3857. A bill to clarify section 1103 (d)
of title XI (Federal Ship Mortgage Insur-
ance) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as
amended; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr., ROBERTSON:

S5.3858. A bill to amend the act of June
28, 1935, authorizing participation by the
United States in the Interparliamentary
Union; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

By Mr. IVES:

S.J. Res. 172, Joint resolution providing
for participation by the United States in the
ceremonies celebrating the 300th anniversary
of the signing of the Flushing Remonstrance;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

AMENDMENT CF CENTRAL INTELLI-
GENCE AGENCY ACT OF 1949

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, by re=-
quest, on behalf of myself and the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts [Mr. SALTON-
staLLl, I introduce, for appropriate ref-
erence, a bill which is requested by the
Central Intelligence Agency and is ac-
companied by a letter of transmittal ex-
plaining the purpose of the bill. I ask
unanimous consent that the lefter of
transmittal be printed in the REcorp im-
mediately following the listing of the bill.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the letter of
transmittal will be printed in the REcorb.

The bill (S, 3851) to amend the Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency Act of 1949, as
amended, and for other purposes, intro-
duced by Mr. RusseLL (for himself and
Mr. SALTONSTALL) (by request), was re-
ceived, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Armed
Services.

The letter accompanying Senate bill
3851 is as follows:

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY,
Washington, D. C., April 13, 1956.
Hon. RrcHARD M. Nixon,
President of the Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR MR. VicE PRESIDENT: There is for-
warded herewith a draft of legislation to
amend the Central Intelligence Agency Act
of 1949, as amended, and for other purposes,
together with a sectional analysis of that
legislation.

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that
it has no objection to the submission of this
proposed legislation to the Congress, and the
Central Intelligence Agency recommends its
enactment.

The purposes of this legislation are to pro-
vide for a limited amount of additional flexi-
bility in the procurement operations of this
Agency, to provide certain benefits to CIA
employees serving abroad and their families,
and to make certain technical changes in the
existing law.
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Bection 1 of the proposed legislation con-
tains three amendments to the Central Intel-
ligence Agency Act of 1949, relating to pro-
curement authorities. The first of these is
designed to provide this Agency with author-
ity identical to that of the armed services as
to the circumstances under which purchases
and contracts may be made without adver~
tising. Although the volume of CIA pur-
chases and contracts is negligible compared
to that of the armed services, we are con-
fronted in general with all of the typical sit-
uations with which the services are faced in
this field. A second proposed amendment
provides that Agency contracts in the re-
search and development field may extend over
an initial term of not to exceed 5 years, with
a possible extension of an additional 5-year
maximum period if funds are available there-
for. I have described to commitfees of the
Congress with jurisdiction over CIA matters
certain types of special projects of a unique
and important nature which this Agency un-
dertakes from time to time in the research
and development field. In order to provide
necessary lead time in these projects we feel
we need the authority to contract over a
period of years in a manner substantially
similar to authorities and procedures govern-
ing contracts by the military services in sim-
ilar fields. The third and last amendment in
the procurement field is techniecal in nature,
and simply involves a redefinition of the term
“head of the Agency” which conforms to the
present organizational structure of the
Agency.

Section 2 of this proposed bill is intended
to provide a variety of benefits which will
bring CIA employees and their dependents
into a status comparable to that of em-
ployees and their dependents in other agen-
cies which conduct substantial operations in
the foreign fleld. The group of American
employees serving overseas which most
nearly correspond to those of CIA in terms
of living conditions, medical problems, etc.,
are those in the Foreign Service, and for that
reason the great majority of the proposed
amendments are identical with authorities
which are now in existence or have been
proposed as amendments to the Foreign
Service Act of 1946, as amended.

The attached sectional analysis contains
a detalled description of the objects and
purposes of each of these amendments,
which deal with such matters as home leave,
travel, storage, transportation, and medical
care for dependents. I would simply like to
add, in forwarding this proposed legislation
to the Congress, that I regard the benefits
proposed under this section as matters of
the highest importance In maintaining the
morale and effectiveness of the Central In-
telligence Agency in carrying out its vital
functions. The employees of this Agency,
particularly those serving abroad, are not
eligible for tangible benefits and awards
available to other Government employees,
such as appointments to high diplomatic
posts, public decorations for services well
performed, and so forth. They are in this
exacting and at times hazardous business
because they are interested in it and feel
that what they are doing 1s of some im-
portance to the security of the United States.
These amendments are designed to help en-
courage the concept of a worthwhile career
in the foreign intelligence fleld, and I am
convineed that they will be of Immeasurable
benefit to this Agency and to the Govern-
ment as a whole. As the Congress will ob-
serve, we are not requesting benefits or
privileges over and beyond those now en-
joyed or being requested by other agencies
of the Government with important respon-
sibilitles in the foreign field. To have to
operate without these benefits, however,
could seriously affect the overall ef-
fectiveness of the Agency in the longer run.

Section 3 of the proposed legislation in-
creases from 15 to 35 the maximum number
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of retired military officers which may be em=-
ployed by this agency at any one time. This
proposal is consistent with a recommenda=
tion by the Clark task force of the Hoover
Commission, and is considered desirable. Al-
though the agency has been able to adhere
to the previous limit of 15 retired officers
without a serious loss of efliciency, we feel
that there have been cases where more qual-
ified individuals for certain posts could have
been obtained from the ranks of retired mil-
itary officers had the authority been avail-
able.

Section 4 of the proposed legislation is
designed to permit advance payments for
such items as rent, where such payments are
in accordance with the laws or customs of
certain foreign countries, and the inability
to provide them works a hardship on the in-
dividuals concerned. This proposed exemp-
tion from the operation of section 3848 of
the Revised Statutes (31 U. S. C. 520) will
place CIA overseas personnel on a similar
footing with personnel of the Armed Forces
and of the Foreign Service.

Sectlon 6 of the proposed legislation is
purely technical, and is intended to correct
a typographical error in the original Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency Act of 1949,

The net incremental cost to the agency
resulting from this proposed legislation is
estimated to be in the neighborhood of
$80,000 annually. It is contemplated that
these costs can be readily absorbed within
our normal operating budget.

It is respectfully urged that the Congress
act favorably on this proposed legislation
during the present session.

Sincerely,
ALLEN W. DuLLES,
Director.

AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL-AID
ROAD ACT—AMENDMENTS

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, on
behalf of myself and Senators Sparx-
MAN, CAPEHART, HUMPHREY, KENNEDY,
Bearr, DurFr, MORSE, SMATHERS, LEHMAN,
Dovuecras, WiLEY, and SmitH of New Jer-
sey, I submit amendments, intended to
be proposed by us, to the bill (H. R.
10660) to amend and supplement the
Federal-Aid Road Act approved July 11,
1916, to authorize appropriations for
continuing the construction of high-
ways; to amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 to provide additional reve-
nue from the taxes on motor fuel, tires,
and trucks and buses; and for other
purposes. These amendments are pat-
terned after the bill (S. 3129) to estab-
lish corporate income-tax rates of 22
percent normal tax and 31 percent sur-
tax, which proposes tax relief for small
businesses.

I introduced S. 3129 on February 3,
1956, and on March 15, 1956, I offered it
as an amendment to H. R. 9166, the bill
which extended existing corporate tax
rates. Subsequently, on March 21, 1956,
I testified before the Senate Finance
Committee in behalf of this amendment.
For the information of the Senate, ex-
hibit A to this statement contains a
brief summary of the need for and the
effects of this amendment.

In view of the urgency for extension
of certain excise taxes contained in H. R.
9166, I was advised by the chairman of
the Finance Committee that the com-
mittee would be unable to hear wit-
nesses for or against my amendment,
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and that such hearings could be held
at a later date if the amendment were
offered to another revenue measure.

On April 11, 1956, and May 4, 1956, I
wrote the chairman of the Finance Com=
mittee urging him to schedule these
hearings. On May 8 the chairman
wrote me that he would present my re-
quest to the committee, and I am still
hopeful that hearings will be held. On
May 11, 1956, I replied to the chairman
of the Finance Committee and stated my
intention to offer an amendment to
H. R. 10660.

Mr. President, I will not burden the
Recorp by repeating the statements I
have previously made on this subject.
This by no means indicates a change in
attitude or determination to obtain con-
sideration of my proposal. Since the last
time I spoke on this subject, however, cer-
tain factors regarding the condition of
small businesses in this country have
come to my attention, and I believe that
these factors strengthen the argument
for small business tax relief.

First, there is the factor of business
failures. These are the statistics on busi-
ness failures for the last 6 years—the
President’s Economic Report of January
24, 1956, page 231;

1949 9,248
1950 9,162
1951 8, 058
1852 7,611
1953 8, 862
5T SR Wl G, Sl 11, 086
1955 10, 969

The number of business failures was
dropping steadily from 1949 through
1952—the number in 1952 being almost
18 percent lower than in 1949, Begin-
ning in 1953 the number of failures began
to rise, and by 1955 failures were over 44
percent higher than in 1952. In no year
since 1941 have there been more business
failures than there were in 1954 and
1955—and it is common knowledge that
these statistics relate almost exclusively
to failures of small businesses.

The second factor which should be of
grave concern to the Senate is the reduc-
tion in the rate of increase of operating
businesses.. Page 231 of the President's
Economic Report of January 24, 1956,

contains the following data:
Net increase
of operating
Year: businesses
1949 52, 000
19502 50, 000
1951 & 58, 000
1952 ey 59, 000
1953 28, 000
1954 —4, 000
18565, (1)

1 Not available.

Although final figures for 1955 are not
available, it appears that the increase in
business firms for 1855 will be no higher
than the increase in 1953. These statis-
tics show that the average increase in the
numper of operating businesses for the
4-year period for 1949 through 1952 was
approximately 55,000. In 1953 this
steady increase declined over 50 percent,
and in 1954 there was an actual net re-
duction in the number of operating busi-
nesses of 4,000. In fact, 1954 is the only
year since 1943 in which there has been



8140

a reduction in the number of operating
businesses in this country.

A third indicator of the need for small
business tax relief is shown by the fol-
lowing statistics on the earnings, after
taxes, of manufacturing corporations:
United States manufacturing corporations

earnings (after taxes) by asset size

[Index: 1947-40=100]

Index of earnings | e
hrl:an‘rity Aver-
1 avor| age
Year ﬁis{;:: t??,lt_s of large dis-
$1 §1 con- parity
million | million | U8
98 143 45
103 112 19
55 90 a5 22
122 130 8
0 106 10
4th quarter 1952.. &6 103 17
4th quarter 1953.. 49 108 54
dth quarter 1054__ 59 110 60 58
1st quérter 1965 . a8 127 59

1 Annually 1947-51,

The computation of disparity in favor
of large concerns is made for the purpose
of comparison. Using 1947 to 1949 as an
index of 100, the earnings index of large
conecerns averaged 22 points higher than
the index for small firms throughout the
period of 1947 to 1952. In the years 1953,
1954, and 1955, however, this average dis-
parity has risen to 58 index points. In
other words the relative disadvantage in
earnings of small manufacturing corpo-
rations has almost tripled in the last 3
years.

A fourth factor pertinent to the con-
sideration of tax relief for small business
is shown by the following table of earn-
ings, after taxes, on stockholders’ equity:
United States manufacturing corporations—

Earnings (after taxes) on siockhoiders’

equity by asset size

[Expressed In percentage]

Index of earnings
on equity Dispar-
Annual rate f:il{?(r;gl‘i)r Averare
for year Assots | Assets large disparity
under$l| over $1 [concerns
million | million
16.3 15.5 -0. 8
12.6 16,3 a7
7.0 10.6 3.6 28
12.5 15.7 3.2
2.0 12.6 3.6
7.9 10. 6 7
7-1 10.8 7
5.4 10. 3 4.9 4.7
6.9 12.3 5.4

This table shows that the percentage
of earnings on stockholders’ equity has
declined 1 percent for small businesses
from 1852 to 1955, but that the percent-
age for large businesses has increased 1.7
percent during the same period. Fur-
thermore, throughout the period 1947 to
1952 large firms returned to stockholders
an average of only 2.8 percent more than
did small firms. But in the last 3 years,
1952-55, earnings on equity for large cor-
porations have averaged 4.7 percent
higher than the earnings on equity of
smaller corporations. The position of
the owners of small businesses has de-
clined steadily since 1952.

A final factor to indicate the deterio-
rating position of small business in re-
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cent years is in the record of net sales of
manufacturing corporations. This rec-
ord is shown by the following table:
United States manufacturing corporations
net sales by asset size
[Index—1947-49=100]

Index of net sales D]ﬂ-
DALY | A verage
Year! Assets | Assots “} {““"' dis-
under | “over |9 S¥E® | parit
$L mil- | $Lmil- [ COF
lion lion
. 1 gl SRR o4 100 6
1948__ 105 107 2
1949, a7 100 3 15
1050__. 104 120 16
L R e 115 140 25
4th quarter, 1952_ 115 150 45
4th quarter, 1953_ a7 146 49
4th quarter, 1954. 108 150 47 40
3d quarter, 1055.. 108 158 50

1 Annually, 1947-51,

The increase in net sales for small
firms has lagged far behind the net sales
of larger corporations. Using 1947 to
1949 as an index of 100, the net sales in-
dex of large manufacturing corporations
averaged only 15 points higher than the
index for smaller corporations through-
out the period 1947 to 1952. This dis-
parity in favor of large businesses rose
rapidly in 1953 and for the last 3 years
the net sales index for big corporations
has averaged 49 points higher than the
index for smaller firms. This trend to
sales dominance by big businesses is con-
sistent with increases in earnings and
return on investment which have also
characterized business activity since
1953.

I hope that it will be possible for the
proponents and opponents of my amend-
ment to be heard by the Finance Com-
mittee. In any event, however, I intend
to press for the passage of this amend-
ment, and I look forward to the support
of all Members of the Senate.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp a brief résumé of
the equitable readjustment of the tax
burden for small business, without reve-
nue loss.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ments will be received, printed, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance;
and, without objection, the résumé will
be printed in the Recorb.

The résumé, presented by Mr, Fur-
BRIGHT, is as follows:

EQUITABLE READJUSTMENT OF TAX BURDEN FOR
SmaLL BUsSINESS—WITHOUT REVENUE LOSS

Sponsored by Senators FULBRIGHT, SPARK-
MAN, CAPEHART, HUMPHREY, EENNEDY, BEALL,
DUFrF, MORSE, SMATHERS, LEHMAN, DOUGLAS,
and WILEY.

Present law provides normal tax rate of
20 percent, surtax rate of 22 percent. The
first $25,000 is exempt from surtax.

The amendment reduces the normal cor-
poration tax rate to 22 percent, and increases
the surtax to 31 percent. The 31-percent
rate would apply to income over §25,000.

Effect on revenue: Increase by $20 million
8 year.

Effect on corporations: See table below.
Examples: Corporations with incomes $5,000
and less—save $400, 26.7 percent; 15,000,
save §1,200, 26.7 percent; $25,000, save $2,000,
26.7 percent; smaller savings on incomes up
to $225,000; slight increases on incomes above
$225,000.

May 15

Number affected: Latest figures (1952 in-
come tax returns) show out of 672,071 active
corporations only 13,194 earned over $250,000.
This proposal would reduce taxes for 98 per-
cent of all corporations—with no revenue
loss.

NEED

Three sources of small business capital:
Equity, Loans, and Retained Earnings. Ex-
pense of raising equity of $300,000 in securi-
ties market: 20 percent to 30 percent. Large
corporation financing may be fraction of 1
percent. Forty to fifty times as expensive
to small corporation. Loans: 6 percent or
higher for small, 31, or 4 percent for large.

Emall corporations are, therefore, more de-
pendent on retalned earnings, yet earn less
per dollar of sales. (Second quarter of 1955
corporations with asgets under 250,000 earn-
ed 1.1 cents per dollar of sales; corporations
$100 million and over 7.4 cents per dollar.)
Smaller corporations also losing out in vol-
umn of sales—increased only 3 percent 1854—
55, as against 19 percent for large corpora-
tions. Large corporation greatly exceeds
small in ratios of profit on investment.
(Second quarter of 1955: 5.3 percent for
small, 13.5 percent for large.)

Number of new firms declines: Annual in-
crease of new firms 55,000, 1948 to 1952; only
28,300 from 1954 to 1935.

Business failure—Increasing—Exclusively
small business. In 1845, B09; 1953, B8,862;
1954, 11,086; 1855, 10,969.

Mergers also increasing. Dexter M. EKee-
zer, V. P. McGraw-Hill Publishing Co,:
“Maintaining this rate (present corporate tax
rate) means that you are going to have larger
corporate units at the expense of smaller
units, a matter of great social, political and
economic significance.”

Ejfect of a normal taz rate of 22 percent and
a surtaz rate of 31 percent

Present tax] Proposed Changa
Tneome sub- | lebility  ftax liability
ject to normal| (Rormal ratej(normal rate
; percent, | 22 percent,
taxand surtaX} ot rate | surtax rate | Amount Pcrg
22 percent) | 31 percent) ey
£1, 500 $1.100 —$400 |—20.7
3, 000 2, 0 —E00 |—26.7
4, 500 3, 300 —1, 200 |—26.7
6, D00 4, 400 =—1,600 | =267
7, 600 5, 500 -2 000 |—26.7
20, 500 18, 750 —1,750 | —8.5
486, 500 45, 250 -1, 250 | —-2.7
111, 500 111, 506 0] A1)
254, 500 257, 250 42750 | +1.1
514, 500 522, 250 =+7, 7 +1.5
5,194, 5 5,202,250 | 97,750 | 41.0
51, 694, 500 | 52,902, 2650 |4007,750 | +L.9

1 No change.

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1956—
AMENDMENT
Mr. MUNDT submitted an amendment,
intended to be proposed by him, to the
bill (H. R. 10875) to enact the Agricul-
tural Act of 1956, which was ordered to
lie on the table and to be printed.

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

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

By Mr. HUMPHREY:

Article entitled “Nation’s ‘Age of Inno-
cense’ Becoming One of Maturity,” written
by Representative EvGENE McCARTHY, of Min-
nesota, and published in the Listener, British
Broadcasting Corp. magazine.
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NOTICE OF CONSIDERATION ON
CERTAIN NOMINATIONS BY COM-
MITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, as
chairman of the Committee on For-
eign Relations, I desire to announce that
the Senate received today the follow-
ing nominations:

Walter C. Dowling, of Georgia, a For-
eign Service officer of the class of career
minister, to be Ambassador of the United
States to the Republic of Korea, vice
William 8. B. Lacy resigned.

J. Graham Parsons, of New York, a
Foreign Service officer of class 1, to be
Ambassador of the United States to the
Kingdom of Laos, vice Charles W. Yost
resigned,

Notice is given that these nominations
will be considered by the Committee on
Foreign Relations at the expiration of
6 days.

RUMANIAN INDEPENDENCE DAY

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, it
had been my intention, prior to the
weekend, to make a statement pertain-
ing to Rumanian Independence Day.
Because of the fact that there was no
session on Friday, however, I was un-
able to do so. I ask unanimous consent
that a statement which I prepared for a
free Rumania rally which was held in
Cleveland, Ohio, be printed in the
Recorp at this point as a part of my
remarks,

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

MESSAGE BY SENATOR HUBERT H. HUMPHREY
oN RUMANIAN INDEPENDENCE DAY

On May 10, Rumania's most important
natlional holiday, free men everywhere will
salute the people of Rumania, struggling
today under Communist oppression. Their
continued devotlon to liberty and freedom
serves as an inspiration to those countries
still in possession of their freedom. The ex-
ample of Rumanian resistance makes us
ever more anxious to retain and cherish our
own hard-earned liberties and to work con-
tinuously for the freeing of Rumania from
Communist tyranny.

Rumanian Independence Day should be
celebrated throughout America to prove to
the Communists that their totalitarian
domination cannot stamp out the national
heritage of a once-sovereign people. Indi-
viduals and groups in this country are work-
ing for the ultimate freedom of Rumania.
I stand with these groups again Communist
aggression, against the suppression of free
peoples under the guise of Communist
liberation.

HEROIN SMUGGLING

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, accord-
ing to the news services, the United Na-
tions Commission on Narcotics, meeting
at Geneva, Switzerland, has stated its
alarm at the increased smuggling of
heroin throughout the world during
1955.

A TUnited Press report, datelined
Geneva, Switzerland, May 15, says:

Narcotics experts are alarmed at figures
which show that the world’s police forces in

19556 seized nearly one-third more heroin
than the year before.
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They belleve that more than twice that
amount was smuggled undetected across bor-
ders with the United States and Canada the
principal “target' countries.

These worldwide figures are completely
in line with recent findings of our Judi-
ciary Subcommittee concerning the in-
creased incidence of heroin smuggling
into our country, as evidenced by the in-
crease in the number of seizures over
those in previous years. Our committee
recently received from the Bureau of
Customs a report showing that its
seizures of heroin at ports and borders
inereased 165.3 percent in weight during
the first 8 months of fiscal year 1956, as
compared with the same period in 1955.
The total number of heroin seizures in-
creased 19.7 percent. Seizures of heroin
in 1955, moreover, were the largest since
1937.

Heroin, the most deadly of all narcotic
drugs, is used by 80 percent of the drug
addicts in this country. These facts
make all the more important early enact-
ment of the proposed legislation re-
ported by the Judiciary Committee, Sen-
ate bill 3760, which would increase the
penalities for the smuggling of this de-
structive drug into our counfry, and
would greatly improve the procedures for
apprehending and punishing the heroin
smuggler., I hope that this bill, S. 3760,
will be scheduled for early and prompt
action at this session.

THE ROLE OF THE ORGANIZATION
FOR TRADE COOPERATION AND
THE INTERNATIONAL MONETARY
FUND IN FURTHERING CURRENCY
CONVERTIBILITY

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. President,
a group of nongovernmental advisers ac-
companied the United States delegation
now completing their negotiations for
new tariff agreements in Geneva. These
negotiations were conducted under the
powers granted to the President when we
extended the Trade Agreements Act last
year. The nongovernmental advisers in-
cluded Elliott V. Bell, editor and publish-
er of Business Week, and chairman, ex-
ecutive committee, McGraw-Hill Pub-
lishing Co., New York: Homer L. Brink-
ley, executive vice president, National
Council of Farmer Cooperatives, Los An-
geles; Bryant Essick, president, Essick
Manufacturing Co., Los Angeles, Calif.;
and Stanley N. Ruttenberg, director of
research, AFL-CIO, Washington.

They have recently reported to the
President on their experience at Geneva
and I ask unanimous consent that their
statement to the President be printed in
the Recorp at this point in my remarks.

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

ORGANIZATION FOR 'TRADE COOPERATION—
STATEMENT TO THE PRESIDENT BY THE NoN=-
GOVERNMENTAL ADVISERS TO UNITED STATES
DELEGATION NEGOTIATING TARIFF AGREE-
MENTS IN GENEVA, MaY 4, 1956
Having had an opportunity to observe at

first hand the tariff negotiations now draw-

ing to a conclusion at Geneva, we are happy
to report to you that the interests of our
country have been well served. We have
been greatly meresaed b}' the oompet-ence
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of the career men from the nine departments
and agencies of the Government who have
handled these important negotiations. The
members of the Trade Agreements Commit-
tee particularly have worked long hours for
many months with a high degree of con-
centration and effort.

We were particularly impressed with the
unfailing concern of our negotiators to ad-
vance the broad interests of the United
States. By no stretch of the imagination
could the tariff negotiations, as we observed
them, be called a giveaway program. The
entire program is, of course, based upon
reciprocal concessions and we found our
negotiating teams and the Trade Agreements
Committee to be bargaining in what seemed
to us to be the best Yankee tradition. They
insisted on obtaining concessions of full
value for each concession made by the United
States. There is great need for a better
public knowledge of these facts.

The hard work and intelligence that went
into the tariff negotiations are the more
noteworthy because the present tariff ses-
sion, following upon earler negotiations,
was restricted to a comparatively narrow
range of trading. It required patience and
persistence on the part of our representa-
tives to obtain the many important agree-
ments that are being reached.

On the basis of our observations in Geneva
we are strongly of the opinion that there
is need for the permanent administrative
machinery that is provided for in the pro-
posed Organization for Trade Cooperation.
The adoption of this administrative ma-
chinery subscribed to by all the interested
nations would clearly be in our enlightened
self-interest. It would help make all our
trade agreements more truly reciprocal. It
would also strengthen both the resolve and
ability of the member nations to continue
their efforts toward an expanding and mu-
tually profitable world trade. It would pro=-
vide an effective, continuously operating in-
strument in giving fuller effect to existing
commitments to remove such trade barriers
as currency restrictions, quotas, discrimi-
natory taxes and other indirect devices that
limit the exchange of our goods with other
nations. Fallure on the part of the United
States, the world's greatest trading nation,
to join in setting up this organization would
cause great dismay and disappointment
throughout the free world at a time when
the Soviet Union Is stepping up its foreign
economic efforts.

Accordingly, we wish to support very
etrongly your recommendation for adherence
by the United States to the OTC. We
appreciate deeply the opportunity that has
been given us to particlpate as obgervers in
these tariff negotiations. It has been for
all of us an interesting and rewarding ex-
perience.

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. One of the
principal benefits the United States will
derive from the establishment of the
Organization for Trade Cooperation is
that there will be an organization to in-
vestigate and deal with trade barriers
which have been erected in lieu of tariffs
by some of the countries benefiting from
tariff concessions which we granted.

Everyone realizes that the United
States is one country in which there are
no currency restrictions which can be
used to block the import of commodities.
The full benefits of the trade-agreements
program will only be realized when the
world once again can refurn to a com-
plete mutilateral system of trading.
This, of necessity, implies full currency
convertibility. The International Mone-
tary Fund is one of the mechanisms
which our Government has supported to
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assist in bringing about currency con-
vertibility. This organization is a spe=-
cialized agency of the United Nations
and makes periodic reports to the Eco-
nomic and Social Council.

On April 19 Dr. John C. Baker, presi-
dent of Ohio University at Athens, Ohio,
and United States representative to the
Economic and Social Council appointed
by President Eisenhower, reviewed the
annual report of the International Mone-
tary Fund for the year 1955. Dr. Baker’s
comments are significant in that he be-
lieves that real progress is being made
toward currency convertibility. We still
have a long way to go, but I am happy
we have made progress.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp at this
point the text of Dr. Baker's statement
on this occasion.

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

STATEMENT BY Dr. JoHN C. BAKER, UNITED
STaTES REFRESENTATIVE IN THE EcoNomIc
AND SocIAL COUNCIL, ON THE ANNUAL REPORT
OF THE INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND,
1955

Mr. President, once again we have had the
benefit of hearing Mr. Rooth's clear and in-
formative account of some of the more sig-
nificant economic and financial developments
of the last year. We have learned to look
forward to this annual presentation of the
fund’s report by Its managing director as
an unparalleled opportunity to obtain sage
counsel from a master of the subject.

These annual reports of the fund have
come to be accepted as, perhaps, the most
authoritative analysis of recent and continu-
ing finanecial trends. The 10th annual report
which Mr. Rooth has brought up to date by
his remarks follows the worthy example set
by its predecesscrs. To say this is to accord
the report the highest of praise.

‘We have come a long way toward the goal
of achieving the fund’s objectives since that
day, about 10 years ago, when the fund
started to cope with the exchange problems
of a war-shattered world. In those early
days we all underestimated the task faced
by the fund. At that time none of us quite
realized that the task of restoring the physi-
cal destruction caused by the war was easy
in comparison with the job of recreating the
economic and financial foundations of the
world trading community.

At times progress in this field has seemed
dishearteningly slow. Over this 10-year pe-
riod we have seen both successes and fail-
ures, At times it appeared as if the failures
were more numerous than the successes. In
retrospect, however, we must be impressed
with the real achievement of this decade,

‘Trade and payments are freer from restric-
tions than at any time since the war. Re-
serves of gold and dollars held outside the
dollar area have grown considerably since
their postwar lows. In the last 2 years there
has been an increasing tendency to reduce
discrimination as between Imports from dif-
ferent currency areas. In particular, there
has been a trend toward more equal treat-
ment of goods from the dollar area.

It is true that no country has formally
announced the convertibility of its currency.
However, during the last 2 years there has
developed a large measure of de facto con=-
vertibility of some of the currencies impor-
tant in world trade. Particularly encourag-
ing in this respect are the actlons taken
to render sterling and deutschemarks more
ireely transferable, though the fund appro-
priately reminds us that some progress has

b‘een made in the case of other currencies
also,
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During the period covered by the fund's
10th report, progress has been significant but
somewhat slower than in the preceding 12
months. To a large extent the year was one
of consolidation of the gains previously real-
ized. The fund’s report wisely comments
that this period of consolidation—this stage
where national economies are being adjusted
to the competitive conditions implied in
measures taken earller—is a necessary pre-
condition to further progress.

The past year has been a year of almost
universal prosperity. It is mot surprising,
therefore, that the economies of some coun-
tries have been subject to strain. New in-
flationary tendencies have begun to appear.
What is most encouraging is that the impor-
tant trading countries, notably the United
Kingdom, have not attempted to cope with
these new difficulties by reinstituting or in-
tensifying exchange and import controls,
They have instead used monetary and fiscal
policy to dampen down import demand and
thus to maintain stability in both the
internal and external aspects of their
economies.

All in all, one of the most encouraging
signs of recent years has been the increasing
evidence of financial sanity throughout the
world. More and more there is a recognition
that import controls, restrictions on ex-
change, multiple currency practices, and the
like merely treat the symptoms of inflation.
They do not get at the root causes. There
is an increasing awareness that only through
wise monetary and fiscal policies can coun-
tries maintain the financial stability which
is necessary both to economiec progress and
to stable economic relations with the rest of
the world.

There was a time when financial stability
was considered a luxury which could only be
afforded by the more developed countries.
That time has passed. We now know that
finaneial stability is of equal importance to
the underdeveloped countries.

After all, the most basic element in the
economic development is the wise and eco-
nomical use of the resources at hand whether
they be resources found within the borders
of the developing country or resources im-
ported from abroad. Only through finan-
cial stability—avoiding the extremes of in-
flation and deflation—can such a wise use
of resources be assured. It is financial in-
stability which underdeveloped countries
cannot afford—not financlal stability. In
this connection we can all profit by study-
ing the exampvle of India which has main-
tained financial stability while carrying on
& vast program of economic development.

If financial stability is in the best interests
of all countries, so also is convertibility. We
therefore welcome the explicit reaffirmation
by the fund that the attalnment of gen-ral
convertibility would be in the best interests
of the underdeveloped countries as well as
of the more highly developed countries. We
agree with the fund that while the initia-
tive for action in this fleld rests mainly with
the highly developed countries, the wide-
spread attainment of convertibility would
be of equal benefit to the developing coun-
tries. Under present conditions they have
to dispose of their products at competitive
prices in world markets. They need the
freedom to use the proceeds of their ex-
ports to every country in payment for their
imports from any country. It would be of
benefit to them to purchase capital equip-
ment to the best advantage regardless of
the currency area in which it may be found.
Finally, as the fund so aptly reminds us,
convertibility of their currencies would be,
perhaps, the single most important positive
contribution toward the establishment of a
climate favoring private foreign investment
in the underdeveloped countries.

During the year there has been little new
use of the fund’s resources. Many coun-
tries which had previously drawn from the
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fund have effected repurchases—and many
such repurchases have been voluntary. This
in itself is a sign of strength.

In this connection it is a matter for satis-
faction that the fund’s report includes an
agreed statement of the circumstances under
which member countries can use its re-
sources. This careful definition of the con-
ditions governing the possibility of govern-
ments relying on these resources as a sec-
ondary reserve should make this potential
source of temporary assistance of greater
benefit to them.

One of the most significant developments
of recent years has been the increasing use
by member countries of the technical facili-
ties of the fund in dealing with their inter-
nal and external financial problems. These
quiet consultations, this technical assistance
in the financial field, have become perhaps
the most important contribution of the fund
to the difficult problems faced by its
members.

One technical assistance activity of the
fund is worthy of separate mention. Its
training program for junior officers from
ministries of finance and centfral banks is
now in its sixth year of successful operation.
Each year the applicants, all of whom must
be sponsored by their governments, have ex-
ceeded the available facilitles. The fund
has developed a happy combination of train-
ing in balance of payments and other statis-
tical and research techniques with an op-
portunity to apply them by working with its
staff on individual projects.

The fund is continuing to contribute im-
portantly to the solution of the exchange
problems faced by its member countries. It
is worthy of our continued support. My
Government will continue to give the fund
the full measure of its support and coop-
eration.

Finally, the fund has assembled an out-
standing staff of exceptionally competent
and devoted technicians. This staff has
achieved universal recognition for its con-
tributions to the understanding and solu-
tion of the difficult financial problems faced
by many member countries. My delegation
congratulates Mr. Rooth and his staff on
their effective performance in this highly
technical field.

NIAGARA RIVER POWER DEVELOP-
MENT

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, if there are no Senators who desire
to speak in the morning hour, the Sen-
ator from New York [Mr. Ives], under
the order entered yesterday, I believe,
is to be recognized as sgon as the morn-
ing hour is concluded.

The VICE PRESIDENT,. If there is
no further routine morning business, the
Chair lays before the Senate the un-
finished business.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 1823) to authorize the con-
struction of certain works of improve-
ment in the Niagara River for power and
other purposes.

The VICE FRESIDENT. The Senator
from New York is recognized for 1 hour,
under the order entered on yesterday.

Mr. IVES, Mr, President, in the first
place, I wish to express my deep appre-
ciation to the majority and the minority
leaders for the great consideration they
have shown me during my forced ab-
sence from the meetings of the Senate.
I assure you, Mr, President, my absence
was not of my own will.

For more than 6 years, 3 successive
Congresses have been considering various
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bills providing for the development of
additional hydroelectric power at Niag-
ara Falls, N. ¥. The need for this addi-
tional power in the western part of New
York State and adjacent areas in other
Northeastern States is acute.

This issue has been thoroughly studied
in the Senate Committee on Public Works
and in the House of Representatives.
However, it has not previously come to
the floor of the Senate. Therefore, I be-
lieve that I, as the senior Senator from
the State of New York, should review the
history of this important matter and my
reasons for being opposed most strenu-
ously to Senate bill 1823.

The development of hydroelectric
power at Niagara Falls, N. Y. began
before the turn of the century. Private
power companies undertook at that time
the construction of the first large-scale
hydroelectric power development in the
United States. The Niagara Mohawk
Power Co. and its predecessors have
served the Niagara frontier ever since.
Therefore, the development of addi-
tional hydroelectric power from the wa-
ters of the Niagara River cannot be con-
sidered a new project. To this extent,
it is comparable to the additional de-
velopment of hydroelectric power on the
Coosa River, in Alabama, which the 83d
Congress authorized the Alabama Power
Co. to undertake. If Niagara Falls were
not one of the wonders of the world and
if the Niagara River were not an in-
ternational boundary, it is likely that the
Congress long ago would have reached
the same conclusion that the 83d Con-
gress reached with respect to the Coosa
River.

In 1950 the Dominion of Canada and
the United States entered into a treaty
providing for the development of addi-
tional hydroelectric power on both sides
of the Niagara River, at Niagara Falls.
At that time, the only group in New York
State qualified to develep the power was
an organization of private utility com-
panies under the leadership of the Ni-
agara Mohawk Power Co. which had
already developed such power success-
fully at Niagara Falls.

When the 1950 treaty came before the
Senate, a reservation to the ratification
of the treaty, providing that the Con-
gress should decide who would develop
the power on the American side of Ni-
agara Falls, was adopted. That is the
only reason why we are still considering
the question of Niagara power today.

One of the agencies of the New York
State government is the New York State
Power Authority. It was created many
years ago for the sole purpose of devel-
oping power in the St. Lawrence River,
200 miles away from Niagara Falls.
Only in 1951, when the government of
New York State sought a way of prevent-
ing Federal development of the Niagara
project, was the State power authority’s
scope expanded to include Niagara Falls.
After the New York Legislature had
amended the State Power Authority Act
to that end, Representative W. STERLING
CorLe and I sponsored proposed legisla-
tion which would have permitted the
New York State Power Authority to un-
dertake the American portion of the
Niagara power development authorized
by the treaty of 1950 with Canada.
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I introduced proposed legislation of
this nature in both the 82d and 83d Con-
gresses, for several reasons. First, I was
unalterably opposed, as I am now, to
Federal development; second, my pro-
posed legislation was consistent with the
laws of the State of New York, as well
as with the publie policy of both the Re-
publican and Democratic Parties of the
State of New York, as established for
more than 20 years; and, third, I had
great confidence in the administration
of the State of New York at that time,
and I believed that development of Ni-
agara power by the State would not en-
danger the existing privately owned,
integrated system which well serves
more than 95 percent of the people in
the State.

No action was taken by the 82d Con-
gress. During the 83d Congress, the
House of Representatives passed, by a
vote of 262 to 121, a bill which would
authorize development of the Niagara
project by private enterprise. After ex-
tensive hearings the Senate Committee
on Public Works reported favorably a
bill which would have referred the entire
matter to the Federal Power Commis-
sion, for determination. The issue would
have gone to the Federal Power Commis=
sion originally, except for the freaty res-
ervation. This bill was reported to the
Senate just prior to the adjournment of
the 83d Congress, and no action was
taken.

The situation today is approximately
the same as it was in 1950. The advo-
cates of public power now endorse State
development, but would require the in-
clusion of preferences to municipalities
and rural electric cooperatives. These
preferences would be inconsistent with
the laws of the State of New York. The
advocates of private development are
still adamant. And so a hopeless con-
gressional deadlock continues. The
people of New York State have grown
weary of this situation and rightly de-
mand action.

I am unalterably opposed to Senate bill
1823. I am opposed to it because it is
in direct conflict with the law and policy
of New York State. Second, it would
diseriminate against over 95 percent of
the residents of New York State by
granting a preference to the few isolated
cooperatives and municipally operated
powerplants scattered throughout the
State. Third every segment of the
economy of New York is opposed to it,
including labor, agriculture, business,
and the overwhelming majority of con-
sumers in the affected area.

The history of this particular bill is
most interesting. In the 83d Congress,
when it became obvious that sufficient
support for Federal development was
lacking, my colleague from New York
joined with former Representative
Franklin D. Roosevelt, Jr.,, to intro-
duce bills substantially the same as
S. 1823. They clearly preferred Federal
development; but if that were impossible,
they would settle for State develop-
ment—but on their own terms. This
proposed legislation, having failed in the
83d Congress, was inftroduced again in
the present Congress.

The attorney general of the State of
New York stated publicly in a document
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addressed to Members of the Congress,
under date of February 13, 1956, that
there is grave doubt whether the New
York State Power Authority could pro-=
ceed with construction if Senate bill 1823
were enacted; that the preference pro-
visions contained in it are inconsistent
with the State law, under which the pow=-
er authority must proceed.

The present chairman of the power
authority and his predecessor have tes-
tified time and again before the commit-
tees of the Congress against the prefer=
ence provisions embodied in S. 1823.
Thus, on March 13, 1954, the Honorable
Robert Moses, chairman of the New York
State Power Authority, said:

The Lehman-Roosevelt bill (S. 20686, 83d
Cong.) provides for a lcense to the New
York State Power Authority but with condi-
tions and preferences not incorporated in
the State law, and never approved by our
State legislature. Such legislation by Con-
gress would represent an unwarranted inter-

ference by the Federal Government in State
affairs.

Senate bill 2966 in the last Congress
was similar to Senate bill 1823 now be-
fore the Senate. Again, as indicated in
the hearings before the Senate Public
Works Committee, Mr. Moses stated:

The existing State law governing our au-
thority gives no preference in service to pub-
lic powerplants, We must operate under this
law, and we do not and cannot prefer mu-
nicipal as against private utility operation,
nor could we as a practical matter sell our
bonds on any such theory.

As recently as last January 12, Chair-
man Moses stated that the provisions
desired by the sponsors of Senate bill
1823, authorizing the construction of
duplicate transmission lines in many
parts of New York State to furnish the
scattered few cooperatives and munici-
pal plants with preference power “could
conceivably prevent the authority's ac-
ceptance of a Federal Power Commission
license because of a direct conflict with
New York law.”

In the session of the New York State
Legislature ended last month—and I
point out that this is the most recent
expression of the government of the
State of New York on this subject—the
present Governor requested the State
legislature to enact legislation in the fol-
lowing words:

I recommend that your honorable bodies
enact legislation at this session which will
enable the power authority to construct
transmission lines and to require the au-
tority in its sale of power to give preference
to State agencies, municipalities, and other
subdlvisions of the State, and to rural elec-
trict cooperatives.

These provisions were rejected by the
New York State Legislature.

These facts and circumstances make
it clear that S. 1823, the bill before the
Senate, is a device seeking to employ a
Federal legislative power of the Congress
to impose upon the people of New York
State that which they have expressly re-
jected. This alone constitutes sufficient
reason for the defeat of S. 1823, but there
are other compelling reasons for such
action.

S. 1823 apparently envisions the use of
Niagara power as far away as New York
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City and New England. Without excep-
tion every responsible person familiar
with the situation now agrees that
Niagara power will never reach New
York City or New England. The New
York State Power Authority has publicly
stated that geography makes it uneco-
nomical for St. Lawrence power to reach
New York City, and Niagara Falls is even
farther away. In fact, the power au-
thority has stated that—

Western New York will form the principal
market area for power from the Niagara de-
velopment.

The project area is very highly devel-
oped. No area and no person in it is
without electric service. New York is the
Nation’s second largest dairying State,
and every one of its 106,000 operating
farms is electrified. Of the 16 million
people in the State, 95 percent receive
their electricity from private utility com-
panies, whose rates are regulated by the
New York State Public Service Commis-
sion. Thus, under S. 1823, only the re-
maining 5 percent, comprising the con-
sumers of scattered municipal distribu-
tion systems and five small REA coop-
eratives, would qualify in the preferred
category for this tax-free hydroelectric
power. Thus again, the 95 percent of
New York consumers would be discrimi-
nated against in favor of the relatively
few purchasers from the five coopera-
tives and scattered municipally operated
plants in New York State.

On January 12, 1956, the chairman of
the New York State Power Authority
made several additional observations
with respect to the preference provisions
contained in S. 1823, 1 quote him
again—

The Lehman bill gives States and their
subdivisions, cooperatives and defense
agencies absolute preference in the purchase
of power, apparently without regard to where
they are located. * * *

Consideration should be given to the
question of whether the preference pro-
visions and transmission line provisions in
the Lehman bill taken together would require
the sale of power to municipalitlies who de-
mand it no matter how far removed and
whether within the economic market area.
If the postage stamp principle were adopted
and all customers charged the same price for
power and for the transmission of power,
regardless of the distance involved, with the
result that transmission costs to distant
customers were borne in part by nearby
customers, a distant preference customer
might well have a motive to make such a
demand. This, of course, could result in
absurd situations.

I am still quoting Chairman Robert
Moses, of New York State Power Au-
thority:

It should be borne in mind that most
hydroelectric power developments are in
areas of the country much less developed
than that of the Niagara and hence legisla-
tive language and marketing practices
adapted to such areas may not make any
sense at all in this highly industrial region.
In addition, seemingly slight changes or
omissions in tested language of other statutes
may have radical and unintended effects.

At an earlier date, the chairman of the
power authority made the following
statement with respect to both the devel-
opment of hydroelectric power on the St.
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Lawrence, which is already underway,
and the proposed development of
Niagara power: .

It has been suggested that the Federal
license for the St. Lawrence and the Federal
law to be passed with respect to the Niagara
should require that preference be given to
municipally owned distributing and produc-
ing organizations and to cooperatives. This
appears to be impractical because 98 percent
of the consumers in the State receive their
power from private utilities and only 2 per-
cent from municipally owned utilitles and
cooperatives. These 2 percent cannot be
given an absolute preference over the 98 per-
cent because they are scattered all over the
State, many of them hundreds of miles from
the site where the power is produced, so that
the cost of transmission would be prohibitive.

These observations by Mr. Moses are
wholly consistent with my own views on
this important matter—and are based
upon his personal experience.

Is it any wonder under these circum-
stances that an overwhelming majority
of the people in the area to be served are
vigorously opposed to S. 1823 and have
expressed clearly a desire that Niagara
power be developed by private enter-
prise? Statewide organizations includ-
ing every seement of the economy have
continually urged successive Congresses
to oppose similar legislation and approve
private development.

Among these organizations are the fol-
lowing: The New York State Federation
of Labor, the Independent Brotherhood
of Electrical Workers, the CIO Utility
Workers of America, the New York State
Farm Bureau Federation, the New York
State Grange, the Empire State Chamber
of Commerce, the Association of Towns
in the State of New York, the Association
of County Supervisors in the State of
New York, and the Associated Industries
in the State of New York.

In this connection, because it is so
pertinent, let me say that only the other
day I received a letter which I should
like to read into the Recorp. It came
to me from Mr. Harold C. Hanover,
secretary-treasurer of the New York
State Federation of Labor. The letter is
dated April 26, 1956, and reads as fol-
lows:

New YorRK STATE FEDERATION OF LABOR,
Albany, N. Y., April 26, 1956.
Hon. Irving M. IVES,
United States Senator,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SeENATOR IVEs: It has been brought to
our attention that ¥You are interested in the
communication which we addressed on May
14, 1953, to Hon. GEoRGE DONDERO, chairman
of the House Committee on Public Works,
with reference to the proposed development
of power resources of Niagara River, Niagara
Falls, N. Y.

I shall not read the letter to Repre-
sentative Donpero, of which I have a
copy. I do not think it is necessary. I
think Mr. Hanover’s letter is quite con-
clusive. I continue quoting from the
letter from Mr. Hanover:

Herewith I enclose a copy of that letter,
which is also noted in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp, and rather than supply you with a
duplicate addressed to you, I felt that you
would like to have the letter as it exists, and
to say to you that insofar as a great majority
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of our membership in the State of New York
are concerned—

That is, the New York State Federation
of Labor—

we have felt from the very beginning that
this work should progress under private
auspices both from an economy standpoint to
our citizens and from the maintenance of
private employment by the several companies
involved.

Our position is amply borne out by a good
look at what is transpiring on the St. Law-
rence River under the auspices of the power
authority of the State of New York. Many
who have thought that this development
would redound to the benefit of the average
homeowner and consumer of electricity are
now beginning to express genuine doubt as to
the real worth of a power authority in this
State.

Frankly, our average citizen knows little or
nothing about what is to transpire under this
power authority and misgivings are ex-
pressed as articles are read in the public press
citing contracts with private corporations at
a rate which is not publicized, and the nego-
tiation of further contracts with corporations
and with adjoining States. I might add here
that the sentiments conveyed in our letter to
Mr. DoNpERO are just as true today as they
were when written. In fact more so, for we
have seen borne out in reality the statements
which we made at that time,

We do not feel that the consumers of elec-
tricity in New York State will pay more
through private construction and manage-
ment of the facilities of the Niagara River.
As a matter of fact, we feel that in the long
run the citizens will be paying less because
the amount of taxes paid by these companies
will serve to offset much of the hidden in-
crease in taxes imposed upon them were
the project to be done by the power au-
thority.

As we have repeatedly pointed out, if a
question of rate per kilowatt hour is of para-
mount importance, we have a public service
commission in the State of New York who
are thoroughly competent to readjust rates
of electrical energy so that our citizens in
all parts of the State would be paying on a
fair basis.

In conclusion you may have gathered by
now that we feel very strongly on this point,
and we want to assure you that we have been
steadfast in this thought and sincerely hope
that in your approach to this problem in the
near future you will be able to take the long
view of this highly controversial problem,
and we want to assure you that, should you
take the viewpoint we have set forth you will
have our utmost support.

With sincere personal regards.

Cordially yours,
HaroLp C. HANOVER,
Secretary Treasurer.

In this connection, Mr. President, I am
constrained to observe that my colleague
in his remarks yesterday, to which I
was unable to listen but which I have
read very carefully in the REcorp, em-
phasized the fact that the overwhelming
majority of the people of the State of
New York are in favor of his bill.

I doubt that. I wish it would have
been possible to hold a referendum to
ascertain how the people of the State of
New York stand on the question. How-
ever, the organizations I have listed, and
many others which I could list, consti-
tute not only hundreds of thousands of
residents of New York State, but in their
influence and in their actions represent
millions of people of that State.

I do not believe there is any justifica=-
tion whatever for my colleague's remarks
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regarding the sentiment on this question
in the State of New York.

He also brought up the question of the
campaigns in which he has been en-
gaged, and the campaign of 1954, in
which I was engaged. He referred par-
ticularly to that campaign. I wish to
point out that at no time during the
campaign of 1954 did I mention the
Niagara redevelopment, so far as I can
recall, and at no time did my opponents
do so. That was not an issue in the
campaign, nor has it been an issue in any
campaign in which I have been engaged
in the State of New York.

As everyone knows, or as everyone
should know, I myself have stood for the
State development of hydroelectric
power at Niagara Falls, but not by any
means on the basis proposed by my col-
league from New York. I am in utter
disagreement with him on that question.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the body of the
REcorp, at the close of my remarks, let-
ters I have received from the TUtility
Workers of America, CIO, the New York
State Grange, and the New York Farm
Bureau.

I am asking that the letters be printed
in the REcorp because they are of more
recent date than many others I have
received which I could also put in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

(See exhibits 1, 2, and 3.)

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, recent polls
conducted by area Members of the House
of Representatives—and this is very im-
portant—have shown that 75 percent of
the constituents replying opposed S. 1823
and favored private development.

Under the circumstances which I have
stated, I strongly urge the Senate to re-
ject S. 1823. Its provisions would re-
quire my State to pursue a course which
it cannot pursue under existing laws and
policies, and which it does not desire to
pursue.

If any Senator has any questions to
ask, I shall be glad to yield for that pur-
pose. Otherwise, I yield the floor.

ExHIBIT 1
UTiLITY WORKERS UNION
oF AMERICA, CIO,
New York, N. Y., April 2, 1956.
Hon. IrvING M. IVES,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DEar SenaTor Ives: In view of the action
of the Senate Public Works Committee in re-
porting out the Lehman bill providing for
construction by the State of New York of the
hydroelectric installation at Niagara Falls,
we want to advise you of our interest.

On many prior oceasions, we have had the
opportunity of inferming you of our oppo-
sition to either State or Federal Government
construction of the project, and you know
that we have testified before the Senate and
the House of Representatives in favor of the
Capehart, Miller, Martin, and Dondero bills.

May we, therefore, take this opportunity,
once again, of assuring you of our unalter-
able opposition to any legislation that will
result in making our present and future
members government employees. We want
the advant-ages of labor leghslatlon presently
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enjoyed by us maintained and passed on to.
our children.

Respectfully yours,
ANDREW J. McMAHON,
President,
EXHIBIT 2

New YorE STATE GRANGE,
Brasher Falls, N. Y., April 25, 1956.
Hon. Senator Irving IVES,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENaTor Ives: It has come to my at-
tention that the matter of public versus
private development of the electrical power
at Niagara Falls is again to be considered.

We of New York State Grange, 130,000 of
us, want you to know that we stand solidly
for development of that power to the full-
est extent by private industry. It would
seem to us that in all of the debates on
the question that the wishes of the people
outside of the city of New York were being
bypassed.

We feel that government has too much
to say regarding how our momney shall be
spent, and in this particular case we cannot
sit idly by and see such a development take
place, in which case there would not be any
compensatory taxes levied to help pay the
bills incurred.

Surely in these times of diminishing re-
turns for agricultural products it would
gseem to us that any such contemplated
project should be handled as far as possi-
ble by private capital so that the project
itself as well as the returns from it would
be taxed to help defray operating expenses
of our local, State and National Governments.

We cannot see why the power from this
project should be thrown on the market,
tax free, to compete with power that has
to pay taxes. We are expressly opposed to
the preferential clause in the Lehman bill.

As you know we are an organization rep-
resenting a cross section of the people of
New York State. We therefore urge that
you do all that you possibly can to obtain
parsage of a bill that will permit construc-
tion and operation of Niagara power by
private capital.

For your information I am sending a
resolution adopted at our 1955 session of
the «State grange at Rochester the vote on
which was unanimous. I might also add
that similar resolutions have been presented
for the past number of years and always
have passed the delegate body in the same
way.

Yours sincerely,
LeLanD D. SMITH,
Master, New York State Grange.

ExHIBIT 3

New Yorx Farm BUREAU,
Ithaca, N. ¥., April 2, 1956.
Senator Irving M. IVES,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DEear SenaTor Ives: I am taking this op-
portunity to again reemphasize the policy
of New York Farm Bureau in connection
with the much debated Niagara power issue.
By official action of the delegate body of
New York Farm Bureau, our organization
favors development of Niagara power by
private enterprise.

Private enterprise, which has made our
country great, cannot be strengthened by
Government siphoning off the functions
that private enterprise can and is willing
to perform under private capital.

It is a well-established fact that the hy-
droelectric power in Niagara Falls is eco-
nomically sound and can pay its way under
private enterprise without Government sub-
sidy, and without preference to any group
of consumers. It is evident that Govern-
ment’s advantage in developing Niagara
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would lle largely in tax exemption. How-
ever, our country wasn't built on tax ex-
emption, nor will it be strengthened by
tax exemption. Under Government devel-
opment the whole scheme of preferential
treatmrent of municipalities and REA co-
operatives 1s unsound and is nothing short
of a vote-buying device.

We have not wavered in our conviction
that Niagara should be developed by pri-
vate enterprise.

Sincerely,
P. S. FosTER,
Ezecutive Secretary.

BIRTHDAY CONGRATULATIONS TO
SENATOR BUSH

During the delivery of Mr.
speech.

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

Mr. IVES. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I wish to
congratulate the distinguished Presiding
Officer [Mr. Busr] on his birthday. I
hope he will have many more. All of us
have great respect and affection for the
Senator from Connecticut, and I express
to him the congratulations and best
wishes of all Members of the majority.
That does not carry over into November,
but it certainly applies during the ses-
sions of the Senate in the 84th Congress.

The FRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BusH
in the chair). The Chair hopes it is not
out of order for the Presiding Officer to
acknowledge this gracious statement.

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I join in
tendering congratulations to the Presid-
ing Officer, and paying him tribute. I
did not know it was his birthday, al-
though I talked with him earlier in the
day.

Ives’

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, it is hoped that we may be able to
enter into a unanimous-consent agree-
ment to vote on the pending bill some
time tomorrow.

Following the disposition of the pend-
ing business it is the plan of the leader-
ship to have the Senate proceed to the
consideration of the farm bill, and per-
haps conclude the consideration of that
bill on either Thursday or Friday.

The Senate has already disposed of the
urgent deficiency bill for 1956 and the
Treasury and Post Office appropriation
bill.

It is expected that the conference re-
port on the second supplemental appro=
priation bill will be brought before the
Senate tomorrow, after the morning
business.

The Interior Department appropria-
tion bill has already been passed by the
Senate, and it is hoped that the Senate
may be able to act on the conference
report on that bill as soon as agreement
is reached by the conference committee.

The leadership is informed that the
Committee on Appropriations expects to
report the agricultural, District of Co-
lumbia, General Government matters,
independent offices, and Commerce De-
partment appropriation bills some time
during the week of May 18 to 25.
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The State-Justice-judiciary appropri-
ation bill is now before the committee
and hearings on it are being held both
mornings and afternoons. I am chair-
man of the subcommittee, and I hope we
may have that bill before the Senate
by the end of the month.

The public works appropriation bill
will be reported to the Senate some time
next month.

We have not yet started hearings on
the Mutual Security appropriation bill,
because authorizing legislation must be
considered first. Of course, we will also
have the legislative and supplemental
appropriation bills at a later date.

The Committee on Appropriations is to
be commended on the progress it has
made on the various appropriation bills.
I am hopeful the committee will soon be
able to mark up and submit final reports
of the bills I have enumerated.

I make this announcement at this time
so that Members of the Senate who are
interested in action being taken by the
Committee on Appropriations may be
informed that the Senate will take up
the appropriation bills as soon as they
are reported.

The Senate will also consider a social-
security bill, which will be reported by
the Committee on Finance. There will
also be a number of housing bills and
a number of other bills which have been
placed on the calendar during the past
few days.

I shall confer with the minority leader
before making a definite announcement,
but it is anticipated that there will be
a call of the calendar on Monday next.

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

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I am de-
lighted to yield to the Senator from New
York.

Mr. IVES. I wonder whether the Sen-
ator could enlighten us as to his plan
with reference to the highway bill.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. That is an-
other very important piece of proposed
legislation, and we expect to act on it
very promptly as soon as the Committee
on Finance acts on the tax title of the
bill, which it is now considering.

I thank my good friend from New York
for calling that bill to my attention. It
is a very important piece of legislation.
The Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrpl
and his committee have been carrying a
very heavy load this year with tax, social
security, and sugar legislation. As soon
as his committee is ready to report the
highway bill, the Senate will take it up.

NIAGARA RIVER POWER DEVELOP-
y MENT

The Senate resumed the consideration

- of the bill (8. 1823) to authorize the con-

struction of certain works of improve-

ment in the Niagara River for power and
other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the first committee
amendment.

The CrHIEF CLERK. On page 1, line 4,
after the word “in”, it is proposed to
strike out “ratifying” and insert “giving
it,fs advice and consent to the ratification
0 .l,
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Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, the
Niagara power bill, which we are debat-
ing today, is the supreme test of the sin-
cerity of the power program of the Eisen-
hower administration.

In innumerable speeches and state-
ments, the President and his aides insist
that they are opposed to further Federal
projects like Grand Coulee and Bonne-
ville, because they want construction by
so-called local interests.

Here is a bill before us to let the State
of New York undertake development of
the remaining hydroelectric resources on
the American side of thc border, at Ni-
agara Falls. Could anything be more
truly and genuinely “local” than a State
government? It is responsive to the peo-
ple. It belongs to the people. It can be
changed by the people.

Throughout the Pacific Northwest,
where I live, the Republican administra-
tion talks continually of “local” erection
of power projects. Why? Because in
the Northwest, the only choice is between
the Federal Government and private
power companies. State governments in
the Northwest do not have the finaneial
means, nor have they implemented the
political authority, to undertake huge
dams such as those proposed by the 208
report of the Corps of United States Army
Engineers at Hells Canyon or John Day.
My own State of Oregon, for example,
has had to saddle its citizens with the
highest State income tax in the Nation
so as to maintain its obligations in the
field of education.

HOW “LOCAL"” DO YOU HAVE TO GET?

But the government of the State of
New York is something else again. New
York's population equals that of all of
Canada; it is 10 times that of Oregon.
Its legislature has approved the necessary
enabling bills to bring about State devel-
opment of Niagara. The State has a
power authority of the State of New York
which has all the essential machinery to
this vast undertaking. New York State is
ready to go. Why will not the adminis-
tration and the Republicans let it pro-
ceed? Isnot the State of New York suffi-
ciently “local”? How “local” do you
have to get? Or, is an absentee-owned
utility company in the Pacific North-
west regarded as “local” to that region,
while the State government of New York
is not regarded as “local” in New York?

I have emphasized these facts because
they strip down to the last veil the
hypoerisy in the power program of the
present administration. In the North-
west, where State governments lack the
finances to undertake vast multipurpose
projects, we hear that we must surrender
choice hydroelectric sites to so-called
“local” interests. Invariably, these
“local” interests are predominantly pri-
vate power companies.
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But in New York, where State govern-
ment is ready, willing, and eager to tap
Niagara's immense potential in thunder-
ing waters, the talk of local participa-
tion is as silent as the tomb—because,
to the average American, his State gov-
ernment seems pretty authentically
local; in faet, it is about as local as
you can get, unless the city or county
is to get in on the act.

The people of New York and New Eng-
land have long had about the most out-
rageously high electric rates of any
group of consumers in the entire United
States. I repeat here the famous re-
mark of former Gov. Thomas E.
Dewey, of New York, when, in 1951, he
said of the year 1949:

The New York State cost (of electric pow-
er) was 170 percent higher than in the State
of Washington; 146 percent higher than in

Oregon; and 132 percent higher than in Ten-
nessee.

In general the same condition holds
for the entire New England area. It is
high time that we give to the small elec-
tric consumer of the Northeast the ad-
vantages of low-cost power long enjoyed
in other parts of the United States.

NO FEDERAL INVESTMENT AT NIAGARA

Some Senators may hesitate to give
the license to a public agency such as
the New York State Power Authority
because of their fear of alleged social-
ism—creeping or otherwise. I would
hasten to reassure such Senators that
this is certainly no more socialistic
than was the upper Colorado storage
project, which many of my Republican
colleagues voted for in April of last year.
But the Niagara proposal has the added
appeal that no Federal irvestment what-
ever is required.

In the case of the upper Colorado, the
bill was supported by the power com-
panies and by the administration. In
this case, at Niagara, the electric cooper-
atives are for it, and the municipal
electric systems are for it.

Now I want to show further compari-
sons between the upper Colorado stor-
age project and this present proposal.

In each case we have a multipurpose
project—on the one hand irrigation,
flood control, and power generation, and
on the other the preservation and en-
hancement of the beauty of Niagara
Falls and, again, the generation of
power. In the matter of power genera-
tion the total capacity as provided for
in the 2 bills is nearly the same—1.1
million kilowatts in the combined and
revised upper Colorado compared to 1.2
million kilowatts to be added at Niagara.
However, the output at Niagara will be
considerably greater because of the bet-
ter flow conditions resulting from the
huge storage basin of the four Great
Lakes. Niagara is one of the best re-
maining partially developed hydro sites
in the United States.

Although there are differences between
Niagara power redevelopment and the
upper Colorado project in costs and
power output, there is a close parallel in
the manner which both proposals pro-
vide for disposal of the electric energy
produced. Provisions in the Niagara bill,
as in the upper Colorado authorization,
represent an extension of the historic



1956

pattern giving to public bodies and
other consumer-owned electric systems
a priority for the available power.

FREFERENCE CLAUSE A TIME-HONORED PRINCIPLE

This principle was established in the
Reclamation Act of 1906 so that con-
sumer-owned systems—generally with-
out the financial strength to construct
their own generating facilities—could be
assured of the power supply necessary
for their continued operation. As a pol-
icy of Government, the so-called pref-
erence clause was deemed necessary to
equalize the opportunities for develop-
ment between publicly and privately
owned facilities in a natural monopoly
field. The preference clause was con-
ceived to enhance the possibilities for
the public to make a choice as to how
it wants to be served in this field. As
Theodore Roosevelt said in 1909:

I esteem it my duty to use every endeavor
to prevent the growing (power) monopoly,
the most threatening which has ever ap-
peared, from being fastened upon the people
of the Nation,

The priority in availability given by
the preference clause is the basic ingredi-
ent which insures the right of choice
between public and private operation.
Since 1906, the preference clause has
been included in the Federal Water
Power Act of 1920, the Salt River Project
Act of 1922, the Boulder Canyon Act, the
Tennessee Valley Authority Act, the Ru-
ral Electrification Act, the Bonneville
Act, and the Fort Peck Project Act.

It is noteworthy that some of the
strongest supporters of the preference
clause in the past have been leaders of
the Republican Party. On July 29, 1935,
the first bill providing for sale and dis-
tribution of hydroelectric power from
Bonneville Dam was introduced in the
United States Senate. The author of
the bill was Charles Linza McNary, Re-
publican minority leader and Senator
from Oregon since 1917. Section 3 of
that bill provided as follows:

In the disposal of such power not required
for navigation facilities, preference shall be
glven to States, counties, municipalities, and
to cooperative organizations of citizens not
organized for doing business at a profit.
BENATOR M'NARY PBACKED PREFERENCE CLAUSE

Charles Linza McNary, Republican mi-
nority leader in the Senate, was the
father of the Bonneville Act, which car-
ried forward the established principle
for public preference. The strength of
his belief in this concept of priority is
indicated by the fact that he reaffirmed
that viewpoint in later legislation for
marketing of the power from Bonneville
Dam. Section 4 of the Bonneville Power
Marketing Act said:

In order to insure that the facilities for
the generation of electric energy at the Bon-
neville project shall be operated for the
benefit of the general public, and particu-
larly of domestic and rural customers, the
Administrator shall at all times in disposing
ol electrical energy generated at sald project
give preference and priority to public bodies
and cooperatives.

I should like to call to the attention
of the Senate the striking parallel be-
tween the language of the preference
clause advanced by the late Senator
McNary and that which is contained in
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the Niagara power-redevelopment bill
now under consideration. Section 4 of
the Niagara bill, authored by the able
Senator from New York [Mr, LEHMAN],
provides:

{4) Projeet power shall be sold and dis-
tributed primarily for the benefit of the peo-
ple as consumers, and particularly for the
benefit of domestic and rural consumers, to
whom it shall be made available at the lowest
rates reasonably possible and in such manner
as to encourage the widest possible use.

The similarity between the Bonneville
and Niagara Acts makes it apparent that
the concept espoused by Senator McNary
lives on in subsequent legislation for de-
velopment of our Nation's water re-
sources. The preference clause has be-
come the time-honored means for per-
mitting freedom of choice in the distribu-
tion of energy from publicly financed
water projects.

FRIVATE COMPANIES PROSPER UNDER FREFERENCE

Yet its existence will not prevent pri-
vate companies from buying this power;
it merely acts as a deterrent to monop-
oly. In the Pacific Northwest, private
power companies buy a large share of
the power marketed from Federal dams
by the Bonneville Power Administration.
For instance, during fiscal 1955, the
Bonneville Power Administration sold
approximately 21 billion kilowatt-hours
of electricity. Of this total, about 4%
billion kilowatt-hours went to privately
owned utilities and about 9 billion kilo-
watt-hours to industrial consumers.
Both of these groups are nonpreference
customers, yet they received more than
60 percent of the federally generated
power in the Columbia River system.

Private interests—the nonpreference
users—received their fair share of
Bonneville power, and at even lower
rates than did the public agencies. The
average rate for Bonneville power sold
to private industry was 2.12 mills per
kilowatt-hour, and the average to pri-
vate utilities was 2.17 mills per kilowatt-
hour. Yet, some of the so-called prefer-
ence customers—the public utility dis-
tricts, cooperatives, and municipalities—
paid an average of as much as 4.35 mills
per kilowatt-hour, largely because of a
lower power demand by their predomi-
nantly residential consumers.

Is there any indication that in actual
practice the preference clause places an
undue burden on the operation of pri-
vately owned utilities? Certainly that
is not the case in the Pacific Northwest,
where private utilities have grown and
prospered since the advent of the Bonne-
ville Power Act, fathered by the late
Senator Charles McNary. It would ap-
pear that the effect of the preference
clause, more than anything else, is a
spur which makes the private companies
more enterprising. Its existence makes
them more conscious of their public util-
ity responsibilities, more cognizant of the
requirements of their customers. If is a
prod toward competition in a field where
complete monopoly can have many un-
favorable aspects.

SHOULD NIAGARA BE SURRENDERED TO MONOPOLY?

In conclusion, I wish to comment
briefly on one bit of irony in the reason-
ing of the minority views, which were
submitted by some of my distinguished
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colleagues on the Senate Committee on
Public Works. They claimed that citi-
zens of other States would have to make
up in their own tax payments, the $23
rml]_ion in revenues which the private
utilities allegedly would pay to the Gov-
ernment on their installations at Niagara
Falls, if they are given the site.

This is a curious claim. It presum-
ably could be amplified to support, for
example, private operation of all our
harbors, ship channels, and ports, if only
the private interests acquiring these
deepwater navigation avenues will pay
taxes upon them. We might even have
a private Army and Navy, which would
charge fees for defending us, if these
“Hessian armies” and mercenaries then
would pay taxes to the Government on
their weapons and uniforms,

Also, it is significant that the minority
views complain bitterly over the fact that
the so-called tax-free power authority
will sell power only at 3 mills a kilo-
watt-hour. But the same minority views
protest, with even greater bitterness, the
public-power preference clause in the
Lehman bill. Evidently, private utilities
desire to purchase the 3-mill energy
which is so much questioned in another
porticn of the report.

It is my belief that great benefits will
flow to the people in the northeastern
part of the United States from enactment
of the Niagara power redevelopment bill,
It will open a new source of low-cost
power, distributed under a method which
provides freedom of choice in the instru-
mentality of delivery. I will support
this bill because it represents another
forward step in the principle of develop=
ing the Nation's water resources with the
widest possible benefits to the greatest
number,

Mr, LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oregon yield?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I am glad to yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. I wish to compliment
the Senator for his very clear and useful
speech, which sets forth the facts re-
garding the preference clauses which
are included in my bill.

Much has been said on the floor of
the Senate and elsewhere about the ef-
fect of the passage of the bill upon the
public development of Niagara, and the
effect such public development will have
on the private utility companies. Of
course, the private utility companies
want to get this extremely valuable re-
source under their own control, to do
with it as they wish. But experience
has shown that every time the price of
power is reduced—and this will be pos-
sible, I am convinced, under my bill,
provided the preference clauses remain—
the per capita consumption of power is
tremendously increased.

The anomalous situation exists that
in Niagara Falls, N. Y., the power rate
is twice as high as it is across the river,
in Niagara Falls, Ontario. The electric
bill of a residential user consuming 250
kilowatt-hours in Niagara Falls, N. Y.,
is $5.03. Yet right across the river—
and the river nowhere is more than a
mile or a mile and a half wide—the cost
of 250 kilowatt-hours of electricity is
only $2.39, less than one-half the amount
charged in Niagara Falls, N. Y.
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As a result, there has been phenomenal
growth and development in both the field
of industry and the field of residential
expansion in Ontario, while many or-
ganizations, householders, and farmers
on the United States side of the Niagara
River have been penalized. :

T point out that the cost of 100 kilo-
watt-hours in New York City is $4.44;
in Yonkers, N. Y. $5.10; in Boston,
Mass., $4.74; in Waterbury, Conn., $4.16;
and in Providence, R. I., $4.60.

On the other hand, the charge for 100
kilowatt-hours in Tacoma, Wash., which
has the benefit of the public develop-
ment of power, is only $1.70; in Seattle,
$2.72; in BEugene, Oreg., $1.80. As a re-
sult of the lower rates, which have been
made possible by the public development
of electricity, the consumption of power
has tremendously increased in direct
proportion to the lowering of the rates.

In Tacoma, Wash., where the rate is
$1.70 for 100 kilowatt-hours, the aver-
age annual residential electric consump-
tion is 6,659 kilowatt-hours, as against
an average annual consumption in New
York City of only 1,058 kilowatt-hours,
a consumption which is less than one-
sixth as great as that in Tacoma, Wash.

In Spokane, Wash., the annual aver-
age consumption is 5,726 kilowatt-hours;
in Providence, R. I., it is only 976 kilo-
watt-hours—again, only about one-sixth
as great.

I could mention area after area to
prove my point, which is irrefutable, in
my opinion, that the per capita con-
sumption of power increases in direct
relationship to the lowering of the price.
There can be no question whatsoever
about that.

I may say, too—and I repeat what I
think possibly has been said—that wher-
ever prices have been reduced because
of the competition of public power, the
profits of the private utility companies
have increased. I do not believe there
is a single large private utility company
in the State of New York whose profits
have not inereased steadily over the past
10 or 15 years; and I feel certain that
the profits of every private utility com-
pany on the Pacific coast, in the South-
west, and in the Southeast, where there
is the competition of public development
of power, have proportionately increased.

I azain thank the Senator from Oregon
and compliment him on a most valuable
contribution which he has made to the
dehate.

Mr. NEUBERGER. After thanking
the distinguished Senator from New
York for his undeserved compliments
to me, I wish to say to him: that we
from the Pacific Northwest are particu-
larly grateful to him, because he has had
the political courage and the personal
wisdom to include in the Niagara power
bill the public power preference clause.
We realize that there are many persons
in his own State who do not understand
fully the importance of the public power
preference clause, and we regard the
Senator as a pioneer of signal valor in
the fleld of politics for including in the
kill the public power preference clause,
and for fighting for it.

I also desire to say that in fighting for
the public power preference clause, he
is carrying forward a political reform
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which was begun by one of the most
illustrious sons ever produced by the
State of New York, President Theodore
Roosevelt, who played a very active part
in politics in the State of New York, as
the Senator from New York himself did
before he came to the United States
Senate.

I have listened with some amusement
to some of the objections to the public
power preference clause. Most of those
objections come from Republican Mem-
bers of this body. Yet I think it is of
special significance that the public pow-
er preference clause was fathered dur-
ing the Presidency of Theodore Roose-
velt, ene of the most outstanding Presi-
dents who ever occupied the White
House, and it was advocated repeatedly
on the floor of the Senate by a Senator
from my own State, Charles L. McNary.
I have been particularly eager to bring
before the Senate the record of the
Bonneville Power Administration under
the preference clause, which was spon-
sored by the late Senator McNary.

Today we are hearing on the floor of
the Senate, from the opponents of the
Lehman bill, how adverse the public
power preference clause is to private
utilities. ¥Yet I have shown by figures
which I have just obtained from the
Bonneville Power Administration that
during the fiscal year 1955 more than
60 percent of Bonneville's power, even
under the preference clause, went to
nonpreference customers. In  other
words, more than 60 percent of the
energy went to either private utilities
or private industry, neither of which
comes under the scope or application of
the preference clause.

The inclusion of the preference clause
in the bill of the Senator from New
York is for one purpose, and that is to
prevent monopoly. That is the whole
reason for the preference clause. If the
preference clause is left in the hill, there
will be competition in the distribution of
power. There will be a yardstick to
gage the rates charged by the private
utilities.
leted from the bill, as is proposed by the
able senior Senator from New York [Mr.
Ives], whose recovery from illness
pleases us all, power from Niagara may
be completely monopolized by the pri-
vate utility companies. That is the issue
before the Senate today.

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

Mr. NEUBERGER. I am happy to
yield to the distinguished Senator from
Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I was much inter-
ested in the statements of the Senator
from Oregon about the upper Colorado
project, which was fostered by the ad-
ministration. That project provided
for the generation of power by a Federal
authority, the Bureau of Reclamation.
Is that not correct?

Mr. NEUBERGER. That is frue.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that
the upper Colorado would produce ex-
tremely high-cost power? As I remem-
ber, the upper dams will have generat-
ing costs of from 6 to 7 mills per kilo-
watt-hour. Is not that true?

Mr. NEUBERGER. That is correct.

If the preference clause is de-"

May 15

Mr. DOUGLAS. As the Senator from
Oregon knows, I opposed the upper Colo-
rado project, because I thought its irri-
gation features were excessively costly,
and because I thought the generating
costs, so far as power was concerned,
were excessively high.

May I ask the Senator from Oregon
what he understands to be the gen-
erating costs at Niagara?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I may say to the
distinguished Senator from Illinocis that
I did vote for the upper Colorado proj-
ect, although I had some slight mis-
givings. I supported it cn the yea-and-
nay vote because I helieved the vast in-
termountain territory, which is a
major portion of our ccuntry, urgently
needs development, more population,
and a greater agricultural and indus-
trial economy, and I felt the upper Colo-
rado project would contribute toward
meeting that goal. The Rocky Moun-
tain area requires this development.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I do not wish to get
into an argument with the Senator from
Oregon about the upper Colorado proj-
ect. I think he was wrong in voting
for it. I merely mentioned it to indi-
cate that I am not an unqualified sup-
porter of public power. I am opposed
to it if it is uneconomical. However,
what I am trying to get at is the differ-
ence between the costs of Columbia
River power, on the one hand, and the
Niagara and St. Lawrence power, on the
other hand, both of which the admin-
istration is opposing, and the high-cost
power on the upper Colorado, which the
administration favored.

Mr. NEUBERGER. The Senator from
Illinois has asked a very cogent question.
As he correctly pointed out, power at
some of the sites on the upper Colorado
will cost between 6 and 7 mills per kilo-
watt-hour. Power from the vast Niag-
ara Falls project will cost about 2 mills
per kilowatt-hour. Power at Hells Can-
yon on the Snake River will cost ap-
proximately 2.7 mills per kilowatt-hour.

The Senator from Illinois has high-
lichted a curious irony and paradox of
the power program of the present ad-
ministration. It favors surrender to
private utilities of Niagara Falls hydro-
electric power, where energy can be
generated for about 2 mills per kilowatt-
hour, and it favors surrender to a pri-
vate utility, in this case the Idaho Power
Co., of the magnificent Hells Canyon
site, where power can be generated for
about 2.7 mills per kilowatt-hour, but
it reserves for development by the tax-
payers of the United States the upper
Colorado where, as the Senator from
Illinois has emphasized, the cost will be
between 6 and 7 mills per kilowatt-hour.
This is a policy of turning over the skim
milk to the public and reserving the most
nutritious, vrich' butterfat content,
whipped cream for the private utilities.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am very glad the
Senator from Oregon makes this point,
and I only hope that with the passage
of time the consciousness of sin in con-
nection with the upper Colorado project
may deepen.

I should now like to ask the Senator
from Oregon a question. I believe the
Senator from Oregon said that the power
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rates in upper New York and northern
New England—in fact, all of New Eng-
land—were now approximately the high-
est rates in the country.

Mr. NEUBERGER.
derstanding.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would not Niagara
and St. Lawrence power, distributed
through municipalities and cooperatives
at lower rates, be a powerful force in
reducing general power rates in upper
New York and in New England? They
would largely afford a yardstick which
would force the public utility commis-
sions to reduce private power rates.

Mr. NEUBERGER. It most certainly
would, if the lesson of recent history is
to be again demonstrated. All one has
to do is look not only at power rates, but
at average residential consumption in
areas where there is a Federal power
vardstick. In such areas, for example in
the TVA area and in the Columbia basin,
where there is a Federal power yard-
stick, rates are low and consumption is
high. Where the Federal power yard-
stick is lacking and there is no competi-
tion, rates are high and residential con-
sumption is low. It is as simple as
A, B, C. It is the record of the last
quarter of a century in the United
States.

For example, as the distinguished Sen-
ator from New York pointed out at Ta-
coma, Wash., which has the benefit of
public power, and which purchases a
part of its electric energy from the
Bonneville Power Administration,
through the protection of the preference
clause sponsored by the late Senator
McNary, the consumption in the average
household is approximately 6,700 kilo-
watt-hours a year, whereas in some of
the communities in Massachusetts, for
example, and in other areas of New Eng-
land the consumption is approximately
900 kilowatt-hours a year.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oregon yield further
to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Mur~
rAY in the chair). Does the Senator
from Oregon yield to the Senator from
Illinois?

Mr. NEUBERGER. Iyield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that the
high rates in New England at least are
holding back the industrial development
of that region, because the high rates
result in high power costs and hence are
a competitive disadvantage?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I would answer
the question of the Senator from Illinocis
by asking another question, albeit a hy-
pothetical one: If the Senator from Illi-
nois were an industrialist and if he de-
pended upon electric energy to move the
machinery in his plant, would he estab-
lish his plant in such an area as the
Pacific Northwest or the TVA area,
where electricity can be purchased for 2
mills a kilowatt-hour, or would he move
the plant to New England, and pay any-
where from 8 to 15 mills a kilowatt=
hour?

Mr. DOUGLAS, I think T would follow
the advice of Horace Greeley and “Go
west, young man.”

Mr. NEUBERGER. “And grow up
with the country,” as Greeley also said.

That is my un-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that the
New York Power Authority is an inde-
pendent corporation, although its mem-
bers are publicly appointed, and that it
has the power to issue bonds, contract
debts, and obtain revenue? Will it not
do so in connection with Niagara?

Mr. NEUBERGER. That is my under-
standing.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is not the chairman
of the New York Port Authority the very
able Mr. Robert Moses?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I believe he is.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that the
New York Power Authority is generating
power on the St. Lawrence River, below
Lake Ontario, and that the waterpower
of the St. Lawrence is being shared
equally between Canada and the United
States, and the power authority is de-
veloping approximately 1 million kilo-
watts of electricity there?

Mr. NEUBERGER. That is also my
understanding.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that so
far as the St. Lawrence project is con-
cerned, the New York Power Authority
is selling the power in preference to the
REA cooperatives and to plants which
are municipally owned?

Mr, NEUBERGER. That also is my
understanding of the situation.

Mr. DOUGLAS. When I was at the
gt. Lawrence, in November, a contract
had just been made to supply 100,000
kilowatt-hours to the federation of REA
cooperatives in Vermont, thus giving to
Vermont some of the power that State
has badly needed and for which the
senior Senator from Vermont [Mr,
Amxen] has fought. A contract had also
been made to furnish 30,000 kilowatts to
the city of Plattsburg, which has a mu-
nicipal plant. If it is proper for the
New York Power Authority to give pref-
erence to REA cooperatives and munic-
ipalities, insofar as the Sf. Lawrence
power is concerned, why is it not also
proper to do the same insofar as the
power from the Niagara is concerned?

Mr. NEUBERGER. It seems to me
that the Senator from Illinois has
touched the Achilles’ heel of the argu-
ment of the other side. They both hold
with the hounds and run with the hare.
When they wish to consider something
as being socialism, they cry, “It is social-
ism.” But when they want to do exactly
the same thing in another realm, the cry
“socialism” is not heard.

For example, we need refer only to the
upper Colorado project. Many Mem-
bers who now decry the Niagara project
voted for the upper Colorado project.
I may be dense and without very good
thinking processes, but I doubt anyone
could convince me that what is socialism
in the State of New York is just good,
old, free enterprise in the Rocky Moun-
tain area. How can it be that public
development of the upper Colorado con-
forms to all the free-enterprise clichés
of the Eisenhower administration, but
public development of Niagara Falls or
Hells Canyon is socialism? It just is not
possible to turn on and off the cry “so-
cialism” like a beer spigot. But as the
Senator from New York has poinfed out,
that is done in the entire discussion of
the public power preference clause. We
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have heard the public power preference
clause denounced as being socialistic;
vet we point out that the public power
preference clause was conceived by a
Republican President of the United
States, and was advocated on the floor
of the Senate by one who served as Re-
publican minority leader for—if I am not
mistaken—10 or 12 years, which cer-
tainly is a long time in the annals of
the Senate for one to serve consecutively
as the leader in this body of a great po-
litical party.

The entire program of the administra-
tion in the field of hydroeleciric resources
cannot undergo careful serutiny. What
they really want to do is favor public
power when they have available for de-
velopment a site which is marginal,
where the waterflow is not dependable,
and where no private utility in its right
mind would touch the site with a 300-
mile transmission line, to say nothing of
a 10-foot pole. But when they have a
choice site still available, such as the
remaining waters at Niagara Falls or
Hells Canyon, on the Snake River, then
they are 100 percent in favor of private
enterprise, because that is a site which
the private utilities crave.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does the Senator
from Oregon believe that attitude indi-
cates that the administration believes in
the socialization of losses?

Mr. NEUBERGER. The Senator from
Illinois has a better knowledge of eco-
nomics than I do; but it seems to me he
has given a good description of the situa-
tion, because the administration believes
in socializing sites which are of dubious
payout, but in surrendering to the pri-
vate utilities the sites which will be
finanecially successful.

I cannot overemphasize the great serv=
ice the Senator from New York has ren-
dered in including in his bill the public-
power preference clause. It would have
been very easy for him to have omitted
it from the bill; but he realizes, as we do,
that such an omission of the public
power preference clause would have per-
mitted the remaining power at Niagara
Falls to be monopolized by the private
companies.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that in
upper New York State there are a num-
ber of municipalities which have mu-
nicipally owned power systems? For
example, I think of the city of James-
town, N. Y., a city primarily composed of
Americans of predominantly Swedish de-
scent. I think Jamestown is a strongly
Republican city. Yet, as I recall, it has
a municipally owned plant. Steam plants
of such relatively small size may become
technologically obsolete. Would it not
be a great aid to the conservative peo-
ple living at Jamestown, N. Y., and vicin-
ity, if they could get their power from
Niagara, through a transmission line
which would give them preference?

Mr. NEUBERGER. The Senator from
Illinois is more thoroughly acquainted
with the State of New York than I am;
but it seems to me that if the people of
Jamestown, N. Y., could supplement or
replace obsolete steam-power equipment
with low-cost Niagara energy, it is obvi=-
ous that this would be to the benefit of
the homes, stores, and industries in
Jamestown.
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Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oregon yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
Namagra in the chair). Does the Senator
from Oregon yield to the Senator from
New York?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I am happy to
yield to the Senator from New York.

Mr. LEHMAN. I wish to emphasize
1 or 2 points which I think may be mis-
understood or, rather, not understood at
all. We speak of preference clauses to
public bodies, municipalities, defense
agencies, and rural electric cooperatives.
When we talk about preferences I do
not want anyone to believe that we are
asking for any preference in price for
these organizations. There is no such
thing. They will have to pay exactly
the same price anyone else pays.

Mr. NEUBERGER. It is even possible,
I may say to the Senator from New
York, that as in the Pacific Northwest,
the public agencies may pay a little
more, because they will undoubtedly not
buy power in as large quantities as do
either industries or private utility com-
panies. We in the Northwest have not
objected to that. What we do not
want—and I know the Senator from
New York does not want it, either—is to
have power monopolized so that public
agencies are not assured of a supply.

I am glad the Senator from New York
brought up the subject of price, because
not only do we not seek any favoritism
with respect to price, but all we ask is
that the public agencies, which are in
most instances far smaller than the pri-
vate utilities, have the right not to be
excluded completely from Niagara
power or from Bonneville power.

Mr. LEHMAN. In my judgment, that
is an absolutely accurate statement.
The reason why I am pressing so vigor-
ously for the inclusicn of the preference
clauses, and the reason why I am so
unalterably opposed to any diminution
of that policy, is, as the distinguished
Senator from Oregon ‘has already
pointed out, that I want to prevent mo-
nopoly in the distribution of power. If
we are to get reasonable power charges
in New York and in other areas of the
Northeast, in neighbering States, I think
it is highly important that we have a
¥yardstick on which to proceed.

I also point out to the distinguished
Senator from Oregon that we are not
making this fight for New York State
alone. We are making it for other States
in the Northeast.

Under the provisions of the bill which
my colleagues .and I have introduced, a
reasonable share of this cheap power
must be made available to Ohio, Penn-
sylvania, and any other States which
are within economical transmission dis-
tance from the point at which the power
is generated.

Mr. NEUBERGER. The Senator from
NMew York has taken the broad-gage
viewpoint, as he characteristically does.
In other words, he realizes that Niagara
Falls, like any other great thundering
river, belongs to all the people, and he
does not want Niagara Falls monopolized
by a corporation. Nor does he want it
monopolized geographically.

I am pleased that the Senator from
New York stresses the issue of monopoly.
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In 1940, when I was a journalist, T was
assigned to write for Life magazine a long
profile of Senator Charles L. McNary,
who had just been nominated for the
Vice Presidency on the Republican ticket
as Wendell Willkie’s running mate. I
spent a considerable length of time with
Senator McNary at his farm home near
Salem, Oreg., which he called Fir Cone,
because of the fir trees which dotted the
beautiful place where he was born and
brought up.

I remember saying to him something
like this: “Senator, some people who are
prominent in national politics criticize
the fact that you are on the ticket with
Mr., Willkie, They think you are too
radical, because you have sponsored pub-
lic power preference clauses in various
bills affecting the Pacific Northwest hy-
droelectric development.”

I remember so well Senator McNary
saying to me, as he sat there on the lawn
at Fir Cone, “All that the preference
clause does is to prevent monopoly.”

Then he added, “It really should be
called an antimonopoly clause. That
would be a better deseription of it.”

I recall today that statement by Sen-
ator McNary. It was brought to my
mind, not during this debate, but a few
days ago, when Mrs. Neuberger attended
a luncheon for the ladies of the Senate,
and for the first time met Mrs. Charles
L. MecNary, the widow of the distin-
guished Republican leader.

After the episode and meeting had
been recounted to me by Mrs. Neuberger,
again there entered my mind what Sen-
ator MecNary had said in defense of the
preference clauses, It seems to me axio-
matic that unless there is a preference
clause, this power will be monopolized.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a further brief obser-
vation?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I am happy to
yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. We have been talking
about the difference in cost, as between
New York and other sections of the coun-
try, which are served by publicly devel-
oped power. Of course, the rate which
is charged for the use of electrical energy
in the Northeastern States, the New Eng-
land States, and New York State, is far
above the average charge in the country,
and dramatically above the rate charged
in those States which are served by pub-
lic power.

In 1949 Governor Dewey, who was my
successor as Governor of New York State,
in his message to the legislature set forth,
among other things, the following fig-
ures, which I think are very interesting:
The New York cost was 170 percent high-
er than the cost in the State of Wash-
ington; 146 percent higher than in Ore-
gon; and 132 percent higher than in
Tennessee.

Governor Dewey pointed out further
that with such high-cost power it is not
surprising that the average residential
use of electricity is far below the national
average—in fact, the consumption is
lower in only T of the 48 States of the
Union,

The States with which comparison has
been made are all served by public power.
New York State, of course, is not, and
the Northeastern States are not. To me
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it would be a calamity, and a completely
unjustifiable thing, to stop the develop-
ment of this power publicly and furn it
over, as it is now proposed in the bill
introduced by my colleague from In-
diana [Mr. CapeBHART] to the private
utility companies.

Mr. NEUBERGER. As the Senator
from New York has so ably pointed out,
it would mean a continuation of high
rates and low-power consumption in a
region of the United States which should
have low rates and high-power con-
sumption.

I was particularly interested in the
very able address delivered on the floor
of the Senate a short time ago by the
senior Senator from New York [Mr.
Ives] in which he made the claim that
the preference clause in the Lehman
bill—and I quote him exactly:

Would discriminate against 85 percent of
the residents of New York State by granting
a preference to the few isolated cooperatives
and municipality operated powerplants scat-
tered throughout the State.

If I may be pardoned for saying so, I
believe that that statement of the senior
Senator from New York is diametrically
contrary to the fact. The way to do
something for the 95 percent of New
York consumers who are at present
served by private utility companies is to
provide for them the low-rate yardstick
which Niagara Falls and the preference
clause could make possible. Unless that
low rate yardstick is created, they will
continue to be at the mercy of the pri-
vate utility companies for the rest of
their lives, and, far into the future be-
yond that point, their descendants will
be at the mercy of the private power
companies, which charge high rates and
bring about low consumption.

But if we pass the Lehman bill, and
make available immense quantities of
Niagara Falls power at low rates; with a
public power yardstick, the private utili-
ties will have to reduce their rates. That
has been the example in the Paeific
Northwest. That has been the example
in Tennessee. I cannot think of a single-
argument which would tend to prove
that a similar pattern would not be ef-
fective in the State of New York, and
generally in the northeastern part of the
United States.

The public power preference clause is
what 95 percent of New York consumers
need. Those are the people who were
mentioned by the senior Ssnator from
New York [Mr. Ivesl. However, if his
wishes prevail, those consumers will
merely continue to be at the merey of
private utilities.

The only possible way to bring about
the situation we have in the Northwest
and in the Tennessee Valley, with low
rates and high residential consumption
and high industrial consumption of
power, is with the public power prefer-
ence clause.

Theodore Roosevelt, Charles McNary,
George W. Norris and other progressive
Republicans like that saw it a quarter of
a century and more ago, as the distin-
guished junior Senator from New York
sees it today in the bill he is sponsoring
for Niagara Falls.

I wish to say to my friend from New
York again that it is a great privilege to
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work in the ranks under his leadership
in the effort to save this invaluable hy-
droelectric resource for not only the peo-
ple of New York State and New England,
but also for all the people of the United
States.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oregon yield for a few
more questions?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I am happy to
yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from
Oregon is a member of the Committee
on Public Works. Does he remember the
testimony of Mayor Dougherty, of Dun-
kirk, N. Y.?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I do.

Mr., DOUGLAS. 1Is it not true that,
as the record of the hearings indicates,
Mayor Dougherty pointed out that the
city of Dunkirk, which has a muniei-
pally owned utility plant, has the lowest
rate for residential electricity of any
community on the Atlantic seaboard, in
the New England States, in the Middle
Atlantic States, and in the South Atlan-
tic States? That is found at page 211
of the hearings.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I do indeed re-
member Mayor Dougherty’s very eflec-
tive testimony, either from reading or
hearing it.

Mr. DOUGLAS. He testified that
Dunkirk was buying its power from pri-
vate utilities and paying 8.6 mills for it.

Mr, NEUBERGER. But nevertheless
Dunkirk was underselling the private
utilities in that area when it came to
distributing the power to residential
users.

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct.
With a generating cost of a little more
than 2 mills per kilowatt-hour, even if
there were added the transmission cest
for the 65 miles or so from Niagara Falls
to Dunkirk, power could still be laid
down in Dunkirk at a very much lower
rate than consumers in Dunkirk are now
paying. Is that not correct?

Mr. NEUBERGER. That is obvious.
The Dunkirk power rate could be cut in
half, perhaps even more, despite the low
prevailing rates.

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is, the whole-
sale power costs. Is that correct?

Mr. NEUBERGER. That is correct;
the wholesale power costs.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not correct to
say that Mayor Dougherty listed 22 mu-
nicipalities in New York State which
have municipal powerplants, and that
}:his list is found at page 214 of the hear-
ngs?

Mr. NEUBERGER. That is correct.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The mayor listed the
following cities: Dunkirk, Ilien, Sala-
manca, Mochawk, Fairport, Penn Yan,
Jamestown, Solvay, Green Island, West-
fleld, Springyille, Watkins Glen, Free-
port, Platisbhurg, Herkimer, Bath, Wells-
ville, Hamilton, Rockville Center, Frank-
fort, Tupper Lake, Lake Placid, and
Greenport. I had already mentioned
Plattsburg in connection with the St.
Lawrence Seaway.

Therefore, there would be a consid-
erable demand already existing from
these 23 municipalities, most of which
apparently buy their power wholesale
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from private power companies. Is that
correct?

Mr. NEUBERGER. That is correct.
As I remember, in nearly every instance
presented by Mayor Dougherty, the com-
munities nearby, which had private
power distribution, had higher rates than
the communities which were served by
municipal plants. That was not uni-
versally the case. There were a few iso-
lated exceptions, as I remember.

Mr. DOUGLAS. There were six ex-
ceptions, as I remember.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I am not sure of
the number., HHowever, there were a few
exceptions. Generally, the overwhelm-
ing pattern was that in those New York
regions, a city with a public-power sys-
tem charged substantially lower rates to
the consumers than were charged the
consumers in a neighboring community,
which was served by a private power
company.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Of course, in many
instances municipal authorities in com-
munities which own municipal power-
plants have kept their utility rates high
in order to make a large profit and in
that way reduce the taxes levied upon
local real estate. Therefore, a compari-
son of rates is not a perfect one, because
in many cases the community has chosen
to pass the benefit on not only to the
users of electricity and perhaps not pri-
marily to them, but to all payers of local
taxes, or to finance muniecipal improve-
ments, which otherwise would not be
undertaken.

Mr. NEUBERGER. There are many

cities which are served by. public power -

where needed community services are
financed ocut of profits or income from
the publie-power system.

Mr. DOUGLAS. One of the most
amusing cases which has come to my at-
tention is that of the beautiful little
norith shore community of Winnetka in
my own State, which has as residents
perhaps the largest proportion of corpo-
ration lawyers and utility lawyers in the
couniry. The community set up a mu-
nicipally owned electric plant, but the
local authorities provided that the rates
sheuld be the same as those charged by
the private utilities in the neighboring
communities, so that there would be no
pressure put upon the private utilities to
readjust their rates.

Winnetka made large amounts of
money on its utility operation, which it
has used for public facilities and to re-
duce taxes. In that way the utility law-
yers and utility executives and corpora-
tion executives living in Winnetka, along
with its other citizens, profited greatly
from this experiment which, for less fa-
vored people, most of them denounce.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Have they regard-
ed themselves as having been socialized
in the process?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I try to be a polite
man, and I have never asked them that
question. However, I would say that
they were not socialized; no.

Does the Senator from Oregon remem-
ber the testimony of Mr. Gordon F.
Clapp, who at the time of his testimony
was deputy city administrator of the city
of New York?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I do remember
the testimony of Mr. Clapp.
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Mr. DOUGLAS. He pointed out that
the New York City Transit Authority
buys one-third of the power used to op-
erate the subways in New York City from
the Consolidated Edison Co. and that it
costs 15 mills per kilowatt-hour. That
testimony is found at page 258 of the
hearings.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I remember the
testimony. That is a very high rate.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes; 15 mills,. Mr.
Clapp testified that, in view of the low
generatling costs, amounting perhaps to a
little more than 2 mills per kilowatt-
hour, it was his belief that either the
power could be-transmitted directly from
Niagara Falls to New York City, or that
a shuttle system could be used by which
the power could be moved from Niagara
for a distance of perhaps 150 or 200
miles, and the power released along the
line through a wheeling arrangement;
and that in this way it would be possible
to get a very much cheaper rate for the
power delivered in New York City.

Mr. NEUBERGER. The poor, har-
assed subway riders of New York City,
who have had to face a constant increase
in the subway fare, might perhaps get
some relief if the subway systems of New
York City could buy power generated at
Niagara Falls.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The financial prob-
lems of New York City, which are very
great, with large revenues having been
devoted to——

Mr. NEUBERGER. To a so-called
subsidizing of subways——

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct—the
financial problems could be reduced,
could they not?

Mr. NEUBERGER. Of course they
could be reduced in that way. I recall
that when I read Mr. Clapp’s testimony,
and noted that he mentioned the 15 mills
per kilowatt-hour, I could not help but
contrast that rate with the Bonneville
rate for power which is delivered to in-
dustrial uses in the Pacific Northwest.
That rate is a little more than 2.1 mills
per kilowatt-hour. When we consider
the vast amount of electrical energy that
is needed to operate the subway systems
of New York City with its thousands of
trains, we can well imagine the differ-
ence it would make if the city could buy
power for somewhere between 2 and 3
mills, instead of for 15 mills.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Of course the power
would probably cost more than 2 or 3
mills delivered in New York City.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Perhaps it would.
However, I still think this is a basic thing
that we must consider, and I am sure the
Senator from Illinois has taken cogni-
zance of it—the Bonneville rate is ex-
tremely low at point of delivery. Ishould
like to call attention to the fact that the
Bonneyville rate to the large aluminum
plants in the Pacific Northwest is ap-
proximately 2.1 mills, delivered.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Delivered how far?

Mr. NEUBERGER. For example, the
plant at Wenatchee is about 150 miles
from the dam at Grand Coulee. I would
say that the Reynolds Aluminum plant
at Longview is approximately 100 miles
from the dam at Bonneyville., I am
merely trying to estimate now, and I do
not have a map in front of me. How-
ever, there are some substantial distances
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involved in the transmission of the
energy.

Mr. DOUGLAS. In any event, there is
a great latent demand for this power in
New York State, is there not?

Mr. NEUBERGER. Of course, there is.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The demand comes
not only from private concerns but also
from municipal enterprises; is that cor-
rect?

Mr. NEUBERGER. The demand in
the State of New York, which is the
most populous State of the Union, is
unlimited, it seems to me, If the rates
should come down, the demand, of
course, would be infinitely greater.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I was very much
pleased to note that the distinguished
senior Senator from New York, for whom
I have in general a very high opinion,
although with reference to this particu-
lar amendment I cannot-agree with him,
stated that the need for additional power
in the western portion of New York State,
and in adjacent areas in other North-
eastern States, is acute.

Mr. NEUBERGER. It seems to me
that the people of New York have this
choice: If their need for power is going
to be met by energy which may sell any-
where from 2 to 5 or 6 mills per kilo-
watt-hour, or energy that may sell any-
where from 8 to 15 mills per kilowatt-
hour, all they have to do is to consider
the difference in consumption as between
the two contrasting rates in those gen-
eral realms.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would it not also be
true that if the municipalities and co-
operatives do not take all the power, as
I assume they will not, there would then
be left large amounts for industry?

Mr. NEUBERGER. That is correct.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The aluminum in-
dustry and the ferro-alloy plants, which
require a large amount of electrical
power, would be expected to develop
within this area.

Mr. NEUBERGER. These are indus-
tries which are vital to our manufacture
of consumer goods as well as products
for national defense. Along the line
of the Senator’s question, I believe it is
significant to point out that under the
preference clause the Bonneville Power
Administration, in fiscal 1955, sold 9 bil-
lion kilowatt-hours of energy to indus-
trial consumers.

Most of the industries were in the
general aluminum or light metal field.
I am speaking of 9 hillion out of a total
production of 21 billion kilowatt-hours of
electricity. Under the preference clause,
both private utilities and industrial users,

neither of which qualify as a preference

customer, have fared extremely well and
successfully in the Northwest.

Mr. DOUGLAS. This has led not only
to the making of aluminum, but has it
not also led to the establishment of large
numbers of aluminum fabricating plants,
s0 that a wide and varied industry has
developed, including forest products
industries?

Mr. NEUBERGER. The Stanford Re-
search Institute, which, to my knowledge,
is very reliable, made a study in the
Pacific Northwest about 2 years ago and
pointed out that 85,000 new jobs had
been created in the Pacifiec Northwest—
directly or indirectly—solely because of
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the production of aluminum in that area.
That number of jobs involves a vast pay=
roll. It may not seem like a great many
jobs in the most populous State of the
Union, but 85,000 new jobs, when we
consider all the families dependent upon
the men on the payrolls, are an enormous
addition to the economy of the Pacific
Northwest. Without low-cost public
power, there would have been no alumi-
num in the Northwest.

I should like to state the record of
aluminum for the benefit of the distin-
guished Senator from Illinois and the
distinguished Senator from New York.

Prior to the year 1940, not one single
ounce of aluminum was smelted any-
where west of the Mississippi River—not
enough to make a thimble. But, because
of the low-cost energy available from
Bonneville and Grand Coulee, there came
about within a few years the production
of nearly half our expanded national
capacity of aluminum in the Pacific
Northwest, in the States of Oregon,
Washington, and Montana.

Every one of those aluminum plants
was purchasing its power from the Bon-
neville Power Administration at the low
rate of a little over 2.1 mills a kilowatt-
hour.

Again, Mr, President, I wish to stress
the fact that such a vast and burgeoning
increase in the aluminum industry, cre-
ated under a policy which also recog-
nized the preference clause, would other-
wise have been lost without the low-cost
power.

Mr. LEHMAN., Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oregon yield?

Mr. NEUBERGER. 1 yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. I am glad the Senator
brouzht up the question of the need for
power and its usefulness in such indus-
tries as the chemical and metallurgical
industries, and he has given us his ex-
perience in the Northwest in connection
with aluminum companies. I wish to
point out that for years the great plant
of the Aluminum Company of America,
at Messina, N. Y., has been and is now
importing large quantities of power from
Ontario. The company has not been
able to get the power elsewhere. It is
bringing it 150 or 200 miles from On-
tario, in Canada. This shows, of course,
the great need for electric energy.

We are depending today on Canada
for a great deal of the power used in
New York State. I mentioned this
briefly yesterday. Night before last all
the lights in Buffalo went out and also
in eight of the western counties of New
York State. Why did they go out?
They went out because electric power is
being brought in from Canada, from a
Canadian development on the Niagara
River, and storms interrupted the trans-
mission of the electricity.

Canada, as we know, has been manu-
facturing and producing far more power
on the Niagara River than has this
country, and it will continue to increase
its production and, possibly, take all the
available power, unless we do something
about it. Canada has been exporting
electricity to this country. There was a
failure of the power, with the result, as
I have said, that for 2 hours all the lights
in Buffalo and in some adjacent counties,
went out. There was a complete black-
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out in that area. We have to import
power from Canada to light the city of
Buffalo which is within a few miles of
the Niagara River. That shows the
great need.

Mr. NEUBERGER. The Senator from
New York has touched on another irony
of this situation. While the vast, thun-
dering, colossal waters of the Niagara
River go unused over the brink of Ni-
agara Falls, industry in his State must
import energy from Canada. To my
mind, that is extreme irony.

In the Pacific Northwest there is a
duplication of that situation, in some
respects, because this administration has,
closed down on the development of such
sites as Hells Canyon. We now have no
further additions to the low-cost elec-
tricity for the aluminum industry, and,
therefore, our country is confronted with
the need to import aluminum itself from
Canada, produced at the Kitimat project
in northern British Columbia. So we
have a situation in the extreme upper
left-hand corner and the extreme upper
right-hand corner of this country, where
there is a developing shortage of energy
for household use and industrial uses,
because our great waterpower sites are
not being developed in the public
interest.

Mr. LEHMAN. There is no doubt
that. I again thank the Senator from
Oregon.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I wish to thank
the Senator from New York for his cou-
rageous leadership in this issue. I have
no doubt-that he was acting in accord-
ance with a great tradition, not only for
his State but for the Nation, when he
sponsored this bill. He is acting in the
time-honored tradition of Theodore
Roosevelt, Franklin D. Roosevelt, and of
other great leaders of both parties in his
and other States, such as Robert F.
Wagner, Charles L. McNary, George
Norris, and others who have favored the
development of public resources for all
the people. Those men long fought for
legislation which would prevent resources
from being monopolized.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr, SCOTT. Mr. President, it is sig-
nificant, I think, that the pending pro-
posed legislation for the development of
over 1 million kilowatts of electrical ca-
pacity at Niagara Falls by the State of
New York will require no Federal appro-
priation whatsoever. Notwithstanding
the absence of Federal financing, the
project will, nonetheless, be executed in
conformity with established Federal
power policy. The proposed legislation
embodies those principles of Federal
power marketing which have been an-
nounced and reaffirmed by the Congress
for some 50 years.

By passing the bill, Congress can, with=-
out committing itself to any appropria-
tions, make possible the construction of
1,240,000 kilowatts of capacity at a cost
of some $405 million, or $327 a kilowatt,
which is less than half of the $685 a
kilowatt cost of the Colorado River Stor-
age project power.

Not only will no Federal funds be re-
quired in the undertaking of this $405-
million Niagara project, but also I think
it can be anticipated that the taxpayers
of the State of New York will not be
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called upon to assume the financing
burden.

The New York Power Authority, which
presumably would undertake the con-
struction of the Niagara Falls redevelop-
ment, has already successfully financed
and is currently carrying on the con-
struction of the great St. Lawrence power
development. New York State has not
asked its taxpayers to underwrite con-
struction of the St. Lawrence project,
but has rather secured its construction
capital through the issuance of revenue
bonds. I think we can assume that
similar procedures will be followed if the
State of New York is authorized, under
the pending legislation, to go forward
with the redevelopment of Niagara.

We can, therefore, perceive that the
proposed legislation will not lead to a
federally controlled taxpayer-financed
undertaking, as has been charged in
many quarters, but that the project will
actually be constructed from funds ob-
tained in the commercial money markets
available to the State of New York.

The people of the State of New York
are to be congratulated upon evolving a
plan for development of a great resource
like Niagara Falls on their own initiative
and with guaranties that the small mu-
nicipal and cooperative electric distribu-
tion systems will share in equitable pro-
portion with the major utility net-
works the benefits to be derived from the
project.

It seems to me that the bill, 8. 1823,
now under consideration, is an excellent
compromise between those who favor
outright Federal development of natural
resources, and those who support such
development by investor-owned utility
companies. The New York plan, as em-
bodied in S. 1823, contains the guaran-
ties which are necessary to assure that
power from the project will be disposed
of in a manner so that benefits will not
arbitrarily be restricted within a special
favored group of purchasers, nor within
arbitrary geographical limits.

Since the turn of the century, the Fed-
eral Government has encouraged and
aided the comprehensive development of
water resources in many parts of the
country, but not in the Northeast.

We can no longer afford to ignore
the ever-pressing necessity for the con-
servation and utilization of all the water
resources of the country, be they con-
sumptive or nonconsumptive. In the
bill, Congress has the opportunity to use
its broad power for the encouragement
of resource development in an area which
has, until now, not had one source of
lIow-cost power.

This opportunity to encourage re-
source development in the East does not
depend upon Federal appropriations or
upon the necessity of the Federal Gov-
ernment to undertake the operation of
the project. All that is required is that
the blessing of the Federal Government
be placed on the State of New York to
undertake a power development under a
plan conceived by the people of that
great State.

Niagara Falls is one of the best re-
maining undeveloped hydroelectric sites
in the country.

There is no question that the power
capabilities at Niagara Falls should ke
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developed to its fullest extent, and I take
this opportunity to say that I am whole-
heartedly in favor of the proposed legis-
lation, and to urge its merit upon every
Member of the Senate.

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

Mr. SCOTT. I yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. I thank the Senafor
for his speech. I think it is a very
clear statement of the situation.

I had to leave the Chamber for a
minute or two while the Senator from
North Carolina was speaking, so I am
not sure whether he pointed out that
the proposed development will not cost
the Federal Government a single cent;
that the cost will be defrayed by the
State of New York through the sale of
revenue bonds.

Mr. SCOTT. Yes, I pointed that out;
and I am glad to reiterate it.

Mr. LEHMAN. I thank the Senator
from North Carolina.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, if all
the fancywork and all the trimmings
were stripped from this debate, what we
would have left would be the question of
whether the taxpayers or the utility
companies would develop the additional
electric power at Niagara Falls.

As a matter of principle and practical
Government policy, I do not believe the
taxpayers should ke burdened with this
kind of load. The record is abundant
and clear as to the willingness and desire
of the utility companies to develop the
power. No question of high dams or
low dams is involved. There are no side
issues of flood control, or navigation, or
river valley development. It is simply
a question of private versus Government
enterprise, and I believe in private enter-
prise. That is the main reason why my
name is affixed to the minority views
included in the report of the Committee
on Public Works.

However, there are also some technical
differences which I believe should be
brought to the attention of the Senate.

One of these differences between the
public and private development of the
Falls involves the remedial works in the
Niagara River above the Falls. These
remedial works consist of various engi-
neering devices in the river to control
the spread and flow of water at the Falls.,

Under the terms of the Lehman bill, S.
1823, which provides for the development
of the power by the New York State
Power Authority, the cost of these reme-
dial works would be borne by the tax-
payers of the Nation.

If the Capehart bill is adopted in-
stead, the cost of the remedial works will
be borne by the power development and
paid for by the utilily companies and
their customers.

The remedial works, which are now
under construction, will cost about $12,-
800,000. Since Canada and the United
States have split the cost equally, the
United States share will be $6,400,000.

Let us briefly see who should pay these
costs. Inother words, are these remedial
works so essential and so integrated with
the power project that the power de-
velopers should pay for them? Or are
they properly chargeable to the citizens
of New Hampshire, which T, in part, rep-
resent, and the rest of the Nation?
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The record before the committee is
clear and indisputable. The remedial
works are an essential part of the power
project and should be paid for by the
power project, as provided in the Cape-
hart bill. Their cost should not be loaded
onto the taxpayers, as provided in the
Lehman bill,

The International Joint Commission, a.
joint agency of the United States and
Canada, which is responsible for the de-
sign and construction of the works, con-
cluded that they were essential to pre-
serve the beauty of the falls because of
the power project, and further that the
power project would not be practical
without the remedial works. The Com-
mission recommended that the power de-
veloper pay for them, and not the tax-
payers generally.

The Bureau of the Budget, the Depart-
ment of the Army, the Federal Power
Commission have all declared that the
power project should pay for the cost of
the remedial work.

In 1951, Commissioner Thomas C.
Buchanan, then vice chairman of the
Federal Power Commission, told the Sen-
ate Public Works Committee:

Inasmuch as the remedial works are abso-
lutely necessary in connection with the di-
version of the additional water now avallable
for power purposes, it would be appropriate
that the United States share of the cost of
the remedial works be borne by power and
included in the cost of the power-develop=-
ment works. Such action seems clearly war-
ranted. Incidentally, the Canadian share of
the cost of the remedial works is to be horne
by power on the Canadian side of the river.

I have read from page 79 of the hear-
ings of August 1951. The Congress itself
has taken the same position and insisted
that the power development pay for the
costs of these remedial works. The
treaty between Canada and the United
States regarding Niagara and the subse-
quent report of the International Joint
Commission required the construction of
the works within 4 years. Because of the
delay in authorization of the power proj-
ects, and in order to live up to our agree-
ment, funds have been appropriated for
their construction. As a matter of fact,
the final appropriations needed for this
work are now under consideration in the
appropriations committees.

The appropriations to date were re-
quested and granted by Congress “on the
basis that the United States share of the
cost of these remedial works is to be
chargeable against the construction of
power-producing facilities at this site.”
These words are quoted from the state-
ment of the managers on the part of the
House accompanying the conference re-
port on the 1954 supplemental appro-
priation bill. The conferees unanimous-
ly approved this arrangement and the
Congress concurred.

I refer to House Report No. 1075, to
accompany H. R. 6200.

Unfortunately, the committee major-
ity and the Lehman bill blithely ignore
this mass of fact and propose to saddle
the taxpayer with this extra expense, all
the while telling him what a great bar-
gain he is getting.

If adopted in its present form, the
Lehman bill would contain this addi-
tional public power subsidy to the tune
of $61% million. This is not an indirect
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subsidy. It is an outright gift. Some
would call it a giveaway . The taxpayers
of the country will pay this difference
right out of their pockets. While $6'%
million may not be a lot of money
to the Federal Government in this day
and age, to a frugal New England Yankee
“it isn’t peanuts,” and it is more than we
can afford to donate to a rich and power-
ful State like New York.

This item may be only a technical dif-
ference between the bills under consid-
eration. To me it is typical of the dif-
ference between private and government
development of power. It illustrates one
of the reasons why I intend to vote, if I
get the opportunity to do so, for the
Capehart substitute, or for any bill which
will permit the prompt and immediate
development of the power facilities of
the Niagara by private utility companies
that are prepared and ready and willing
to proceed with such development.

I have already sent to the desk an
amendment to the Lehman bill which
would require the New York Power
Authority to pay for the cost of the
remedial works. I shall call up my
amendment for consideration by the
Senate at an appropriate time.

Mr, President, returning now for a
moment to the general question involved
in the bill, as a member of the minority
of the committee opposing it, I wish to
make 2 or 3 brief points. In the first
place, I want to make sure that the rec-
ord of this debate and the records of
the Senate make crystal clear, and put
an end to any possible doubt, whether
or not northern New England, of which
my own State is a part, can possibly
profit or can possibly receive a kilowatt
of electric power as a result of develop-
ment of the Niagara project.

I have noted that in the Senate in the
past 2 days, yesterday and this morning,
several references have been made to the
fact that higher rates prevail in northern
New York and northern New England. I
do not know that I have heard any Sen-
ator assert directly that northern New
England would be the beneficiary of any
of the power to be developed by the
project provided for by the bill.

If I am wrong, I hope the author of the
bill, the distinguished Senator from New
York, will correct me, but I wish to say
to the Senate that I listened to the testi-
mony in the hearings before the Com-
mittee on Public Works, I have examined
those hearings, I have gone over the evi-
dence, I have studied, to some extent,
previous hearings on this question, and I
have yet to find a direct statement in the
record by any person of knowledge and
authority to indicate that New England
will receive any power as the result of the
Niagara development.

I have before me a publication issued
by the New York State Power Authority,
in which I find this statement, which
appears on page 21:

Power market: Western New York State
will form the principal market area for
power from the Niagara redevelopment.
After full absorption of power from the St.
Lawrence project in central New York State,
which it is estimated will be accomplished
by 1962 at the latest, there will begin to be
a shortage of power in that area (assuming
the present rate of Increase in demand to
continue) which could, and wundoubtedly
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would, be met by Niagara. Also, the project
is within economical transportation distance
of areas in Pennsylvania and Ohio, having a
power demand equal to or slightly greater
than that for western New York.

I call the attention of the Senate to the
fact that not one single word is said about
New England, and not one single men-
tion is made, for instance, of New York
City, as even being contemplated now or
at any future time, in the statement by
the New York Power Authority itself,
which is issued for the information of the
public, and I assume for the Congress as
well.

I want to make it perfectly clear that
it is not because my own section of New
England, which is power hungry, and
which is severely handicapped, as has
been noted in the debate, and most sym-
pathetically noted by some of the speak-
ers favoring the bill, cannot possibly
benefit from the contemplated develop-
ment by a single kilowatt, I, as a member
of the Committee on Public Works and
as a Member of the Senate, am opposing
the bill. That would be an extremely
selfish attitude, and that is not my pur-
pose.

The reason why I am emphasizing this
fact is that in the debate on the develop-
ment of the Niagara River so many ref-
erences have been made—I am sure with-
out any intent to hold out false hopes or
any intent to deceive the people of my
section—to the high cost of power in
northern New York and in northern New
England, and the suggestion has been so
often made that those areas need more
power, which I would be the last to deny,
that the impression has been gained by
many persons that the redevelopment of
the Niagara will ultimately redound to
the good of these power-impoverished
areas. Therefore, I wish to make it
plain—so that he who runs may read—
that that is not the case. But that is not
necessarily a reason for opposing the hill,
as I shall show in a moment.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New Hampshire yield
to me?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Lamrp in the chair). Does the Senator
from New Hampshire yield; and, if so, to
whom?

Mr. COTTON. I yield first to the dis-
tinguished Senator from New York.

Mr, LEHMAN. Mr. President, I am
quite amazed at the statement just
made by the Senator from New Hamp-
shire. Two great public power de-
velopments are in existence or are
contemplated in New York State. One—
namely, the St. Lawrence—is already a
reality. The other is the Niagara Falls
development.

In the case of the St. Lawrence de-
velopment, provision has already been
made to provide to the New England
States—notably, Vermont and New
Hampshire—a reasonable and fair sup=
ply of cheap power. There is a further
provision that if the States are not satis-
fied with the allocations of power made
to them, they can appeal to the Federal
Power Commission.

In the case of the Niagara develop-
ment, of course no definite allocation for
New Hampshire is provided in the bill.
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But let me say to the distinguished Sen-
ator from New Hampshire that the idea
is to pool the power resources which
come from the development of the Niag-
ara and the St. Lawrence; and while
more power will be provided, through
public development of Niagara Falls, to
New York, and, I hope, to Pennsylvania
and Ohio, more power will also be made
available to the cities, towns, and areas
in the New England States.

Let me say that this matter should be
of very great interest to the State of
New Hampshire. The pamphlet to
which reference has been made, and
which I hold in my hand—and let me
say the pamphlet has been issued by
the Public Affairs Institute of Washing-
ton—shows that the rate charged in
Manchester, N. H., with which I am sure
the distinguished Senator from New
Hampshire is familiar, is $4.72 per 100
kilowatts, as opposed to a rate of $1.80
in Eugene, Oreg., which is supplied by
public power from the Columbia River;
and a rate of $2.50 at Chattanooga,
Memphis, Knoxville, and Nashville,
which are supplied by the TVA.

So we find that the rates charged in
New England are 2 or 3 times as high
as those charged in the areas serviced
by public power.

It is equally interesting to note that
the amount of power consumed in New
Hampshire is only a fraction of the
amount consumed in the low-cost areas,
such as Tacoma, Wash., which on the
average uses 6,659 kilowatts annually;
or Spokane, which uses almost 6,000
kilowatts; or Nashville, which uses 5,283
kilowatts. In comparision, we find that
in New England the consumption is very
much less. For instance, the consump-
tion in Fall River, Mass., is 886 kilowatts,
or less than one-sixth the consumption
in Tacoma, Wash. The consumption in
Lowell, Mass., is 991 kilowatts, or only
about one-sixth that of Tacoma, Wash.;
and the consumption in Providence,
R. 1., is only 976 kilowatts.

So this matter is of very great interest,
in my opinion, to New England, as it is
to New York.

Of course, I fully recognize the sincer=
ity of the position taken by the distin-
guished Senator from New Hampshire;
but I am disappointed that he does not
see the situation as I do and as it is seen,
I think, by many persons who have
studied the high cost of power and the
effect of high-cost power in the North-
eastern States and New York and Penn=-
sylvania. I wish to make that very clear
to my highly respected colleague from
New Hampshire,

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I recip-
rocate fully the high regard and re-
spect the Senator from New York has
expressed. But what he has said con-
firms my conviction that it is very nec-
essary that the situation regarding the
Niagara development and its effect on
northern New England be made clear to
t.!llse people of my State and to everyone
else,

The Senator from New York has
stated that the Niagara development
should be of very great interest to the
Senator from New Hampshire because,
says the Senator from New York, power
rates in New Hampshire are high.
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I desire to assure the Senator from
New York that power rates in New
Hampshire are high; that the Senator
from New Hampshire is keenly and bit-
terly aware of that fact; and that if New
Hampshire were going to receive power
from this development, that matter cer-
tainly would be of keen and intense in-
terest to the Senator from New Hamp-
shire. But let me say, first, to the dis-
tinguished Senator from New York that
I have observed that he has asserted that
at the present time the St. Lawrence
Seaway has allocated cheap power to
Vermont and New Hampshire., Iam sure
the Senator from New York is completely
sincere in making that statement. How-
ever, it is my understanding—and heav-
en knows I have been sufficiently in-
terested to watch most carefully and
anxiously the development in connec-
tion with the St. Lawrence Seaway—
that up to the present time, certain allo-
cation has been made to Vermont, which
of course is west of New Hampshire, and
nearer to the Province of Quebec and to
the St. Lawrence, but that as yet no
definite allocation has been made to my
own State. If I am in error about that
matter, I shall be glad to be corrected;
and if the Senator from New York has
definite information to that effect, I shall
be most happy to be apprised of it.

Let me ask him how much power has
been allocated to New Hampshire.

Mr. LEHMAN. I do not know. But
does the Senator from New Hampshire
claim that New Hampshire is not en-
titled to cheap power which is develcped
publicly on the St. Lawrence River?
Does the Senator from New Hampshire
claim that is not a fact?

Mr. COTTON. The Senator from New
Hampshire is most desirous of seeing
New Hampshire get some of that power
if it can get it. But the Senator from
New Hampshire was about to add to his
reply to the Senator from New York that
even during the debate and throughout
the propaganda and the controversy—
not only in the Congress, but also in the
press, over the radio, and in every public
forum in this country—prior to the pas-
sage of the St. Lawrence Seaway bill, the
only estimates, and the most favorable
and optimistic ones, which at that time
were made regarding the possibility that
some of the St. Lawrence-generated
power would seep through to my own
State, were that eventually we might—
I do not say we would—expect to receive
an amount of power sufficient to care for
the normal growth in my own State in
1 year. That is to say, if the use of and
demand for power continue in accord-
ance with the normal, average scale, all
we could ever hope to get from the St.
Lawrence Seaway project would be that
amount.

I did not intend to labor this subject.
I repeat that I am not opposing the bhill
merely because I do not helieve that my
particular State and my own people will
get a share of the frosting. That is not
my fundamental purpose. I do not wish
to delay too long on this question. How-
ever, in view of the very sincere and
helpful remarks of the distinguished
Senator from New York, I refer him to
page 136 of the hearings before the sub-
committee of the Committee on Public
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Works last year, the most recent hear-
ings. I invite the attention of the Sen-
ator to a diagram or chart which is sup-
posed to indicate the farthest possible
distance that could be reached by trans-
mission lines from the Niagara project.
A circle with a radius of 300 miles is
drawn. It is my understanding that
Robert Moses, chairman of the New York
State Authority, has said that 200 miles
is probably as far as it would be prac-
ticable to go.

It is also my very keen recollection that
last year, in the hearings before the
Committee on Public Works, experts and
engineers of the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority, which has the most modern and
most powerful transmission equipment
that has yet been developed, testified
that the longest practicable distance for
transmission would be 175 miles.

This chart goes far beyond what the
engineers of the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority say is practicable. It goes far
beyond what I am told Robert Moses
says is practicable. A circle with a ra-
dius of 300 miles is drawn, with the cen-
ter at Niagara Falls. As I recall, the
circle barely touches the extreme bor-
ders of Massachusetts, the southwest-
ern corner of Vermont, and not a single
other point in New England.

I wish to be entirely fair on that point
before I leave it. I am speaking of di-

rect transmission of power from the.

Niagara project to New England. It
may be possible that throwing into the
general power pool this additional pow-
er might indirectly, somewhere, at some
time, release some existing power which

may he serving a given area, to make

more power available. I do not assert
that that is not so. I do not say that
it is impossible. However, I do say that
the amount of such additional power
would be negligible. It certainly would
not be important.

I emphasize the fact that I am not
opposing the bill merely on the ground
that if the development would take care
of New Hampshire I would be for it, and
because it does not I am not for it. That
is not the reason.

My memory does not go back far
enough in the Congress to enable me to
speak with certainty, but I believe that
for the first time we are considering a
proposal for public power in the absence
of the factors usually taken into consid-
eration. Such factors include low dams,
high dams, navigation, irrigation, and
all the other factors which have been
more or less recognized as reasons for
Federal development of power, and
could be asserted as reasons for State
development. None of those factors
appear.

It is suggested that this power be de-

veloped by the New York State Author-

ity, when private utilities are—and back
in 1950, when the treaty was made,
were—ready to develop it. Nine million
dollars in Federal taxes would be paid
by the private utilities. If the power is
developed by the New York State Au-
thority, it will mean that the people of
my State and of every other State will
bear their share of the loss in taxes.

I am not blaming the good people of
New York or the good people of the Ten-
nessee Valley, or the good people of the
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Columbia River Valley, for the fact that
nature has been good to them, and that
they have tremendous potentialities for
cheap power., Nature has smiled upon
them. If the State of New York can de-
velop the tremendous power flowing
over the great Niagara Falls, I do not
want to see the people of my State, who
are already carrying all the burden they
can carry, as has been indicated again
and again in this debate, compelled to
contribute even in a small degree.

Last night, just before the recess, I
noted, in the very able speech of the
distinguished Senator from New York,
the author of the bill, the assertion that
if during the course of the debate the
point should be raised that the proposed
development by the State of New York
Authority would mean tax-free power,
and that the Federal Government would
lose taxes, he would be prepared to nail
that argument to the mast and to show
how illogical it is, because he is prepared
to show that the new industries which
would be attracted to northern New York
and to the area around Niagara Falls
because of cheap tax-free power would
more than make up to the Federal Gov-
ernment any possible loss of taxes.

That may well be so, but that answer
is not much comfort to a representative
from industrial New England, which,
down through the years, has been the
most highly industrialized section of the
entire Nation.

Where are the industries coming from
which will make up to the Federal Gov-
ernment its loss of revenue? They will
come from Massachusetts and from New
Hampshire. We have already lost many
of our mills to the Tennessee Valley,
while at the same time our taxpayers
have been digging into their pockets year
after year to see to it that the Tennessee
Valley Authority has money without pay-
ing interest, and is able to grow and ex-
pand without the necessity of paying
taxes.

Now it is suggested that there be an-
other public, tax-free development., It
has been asserted again and again—and
I am sure it is a fact—that because such
power would be tax-free, and be produced
by a public authority, it could be pro-
vided cheaply. But who pays? The
other States, where utilities are paying
taxes, and where there is no possibility
of that kind of development, will lose
their industries. My good friend says
that the Federal Government will not
lose, because the new industries will pay
additional taxes.

I refer to another point, which may
be a minor one. There is no more ma-
jestic spectacle in the United States than
the great Niagara Falls. Untold thou-
sands of people travel to see it month
after month and year after year. They
have done so through the years and will
continue to do so in the future.

The bill provides that if the proposed
development shall be carried out $15
million of the income from the develop-
ment shall be used to build a great scenic
highway, which will attract many more
people to Niagara Falls.

To use a power expression, I say more
power to them and congratulations to
the sponsors of the bill for having that
in mind. However, I again say that the
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State of New Hampshire, which I have
the honor, in part, to represent, derives
one-third of its income from the recrea-
tional and tourist trade, and that the
White Mountains, with their majestic
beauty, are one of the remaining assets
in the East, as the wealth of the country
moves westward and southward.

Again, it seems a little unjust that
in the proposed development of public
power some of the proceeds derived from
that development should be used to in-
crease and make more accessible the
beauties of Niagara Falls, when we know
that other States, which are struggling
to pay for scenic highways and for other
attractions, must compete with attrac-
tions in other States.

I have in mind an apt comparison.
When I was on the Committee on Ap-
propriations in the House of Representa-
tives I had occasion, year after year, to
go over the budget of the Tennessee
Valley Authority. One of the items I
found most irritating, if the Senate will
forgive the word, was the item providing
that some of the appropriations, or that
some of the income from the develop-
ment—and if it was income it was in-
come from an investment without inter-
est that Congress had made in the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority—should be used
to develop parks and places of scenic
beauty along the Tennessee River; and
that some of that money should be
used—and I ask Senators to mark this
particularly—to assist local chambers of
commerce, and cities and towns in the
Tennessee Valley, in advertising to the
country the scenic attractions of the
Tennessee Valley. In other words, the
taxpayers of my State were contribut-
ing money, through the Federal Govern-
ment, not only to develop cheap power,
and in that way take away our indus-
tries, but also to advertise the allure-
ments and attractions of another section
of the country, in competition with our
own activities.

My State is one-third agricultural,
one-third industrial, and one-third
scenic. Therefore I am opposed to the
bill, not because New Hampshire would
not benefit by it, but because through my
years of service in Congress I have come
to realize that if we let public power
get its head under the tent, there will
be no end to what will happen. Public-
power projects expand over the years,
and every time they expand, and every
time they take in a further slice of terri-
tory, the burden becomes heavier on the
rest of the country.

It is said with considerable justice
that those of us who buy our power from
private utilities pay high rates. How-
ever, when new slices of prolific terri-
tory are taken over by public projects,
whether they be Federal or State, each
time the pressure on the rest of the
population of the country becomes heay-
ier, and the burden harder to bear.

I was in complete sympathy with the
distinguished Senator from Ilinois [Mr,
Dovcras] in his comments about the up-
per Colorado development. I voted
against that bill. I believe that is an
instance of development by the public
of a lean section of the country where
the power potentiality is meager. For
every one such instance there are many
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other instances where public power is
developed in prosperous places; but
every time we expand such developments,
whether it be in the Tennessee Valley
or in upper New York State, the pres-
sure on those who live around the per-
imeter becomes heavier.

Consequently, because I do not believe
in taxing all for the benefit of a few, and
as one of the signers of the minority
views, I sincerely hope that the Senate
will decide to let the private utilities
develop the Niagara River power. The
evidence before our committee indicates
they are ready and willing to do so.

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

Mr. COTTON. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Pirst I wish to ex-
press my personal esteem for the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire. I should
like, however, to ask the Senator whether
he maintains that there is proposed a
direct tax subsidy to be paid by the Fed-
eral Government to the New York Power
Authority.

Mr. COTTON. Not atall. When the
Senator came into the Chamber, I was
referring to what may seem to be a
trifling amount of money, and I was re-
ferring to the fact that whatever is lost
in Federal taxes, other States must con-
tribute.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is the Senator from
New Hampshire opposed to Government
ownership of some of the forests?

Mr. COTTON. No; I am not opposed
to Government ownership of forests,
where it seems necessary to preserve and
conserve our forests and our water
supply.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not correct to
say that in the Senator's own State the
timber in the White Mountains, a region
which he has so properly extolled, was
formerly owned by the State; that the
State authorities, shortly after the Civil
War, gave away for virtually a song, or
sold for a very nominal price, all the
timber land in that region; that private
companies then came in and cut off the
timber completely; that, as the result,
the White Mountains were being ruined
as a recreational area; that there was
also heavy flood damage in that area;
and that in 1905, Mr. John W. Weeks,
then a Member of Congress from Massa-
chusetts, later Secretary of War, and
Senator, and the father of the present
Secretary of Commerce, introduced a
bill providing that the Federal Govern-
ment should buy the forests of the White
Mountains and conserve them?

Mr, COTTON. I may say to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Illinois that I
think what he has said is all true. I
should like to add, however, that it is
true that back in those days, not only in
New Hampshire but in many other
States, private lumber companies com-
mitted acts which were most regrettable
and which resulted in waste. They had
very little regard for the conservation
of our forests, and the country suffered
greatly.

I would add, however, that I cannot
see how that analogy applies to this dis-
cussion of power. I think the Senator
from Illinois has a much more profound
knowledge of the subject than I have.
Every State in the Union has public
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utility commissions to control power and
fix rates, and we also have a Federal
Power Commission. In the period from
which the Senator has tried to draw an
analogy, when the forests were devas-
tated, there was no such control.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that
the taxpayers of the State of Illinois
and of other States paid large sums of
money to buy up the forests of New
Hampshire and restore them so that the
people of New Hampshire might have
abundant timber and so that the people
of the country might have a great na-
tional scenic resort? This was a tax
upon the people of the rest of the coun-
try, because the forests are largely tax-
exempt when they are Government-
owned.

Mr. COTTON. It may be true that
some tax money from the citizens of the
the great State of Illinois may have heen
used for the purchase of forests in the
State of New Hampshire, but it so hap-
pened that money was raised in my
State, I am proud to say, by public sub-
scription to buy some of the lands and
to turn them over to the Federal Gov=
ernment, It is also true that one na-
tional forest in the State of Minnesota
is larger than the entire State of New
Hampshire. Of course, I recognize that
size is not important, but the fact re-
mains that it is my understanding that
the purchase and holding of forest lands
by the Federal Government is carrying
out a consistent public policy of conser-
vation which applies to every region and
every section of the Nation. Personally,
I do not believe in the socialization of
power, but if we must have it, we should
have it everywhere, not merely where
the sun shines on some favored few.

Mr, DOUGLAS. There is one national
forest in the southern portion of the
State of Illinois, but, in comparison with
those in other States, the national for-
ests in Illinois are meager. Yet we pay
our taxes to protect the White Moun-
tains and we do it willingly, because it
is in the national interest. The State
of Illinois being a level Stdte with few
hills or mountains, also has very little po-
tential hydroelectric development. From
a narrow point of view, the State of Illi-
nois has nothing involved in the Niagara
question, or in connection with the Snake
River. Politically, I suppose it is dis-
advantageous to me to support such
measures, because the public utility
companies are very sirong in my State.
From a narrow point of view, we in Illi-
nois have nothing to gain; but, like the
Senator from New Hampshire and like
nearly every other American, I am in-
terested in the Niagara River. There
has been developed a method which will
conserve the power of Niagara and yet
preserve the full fliow during the daylight
hours in the tourist season and which
will merely utilize the flow during the
night hours and during the nontourist
season. It is done by a very ingenious
system of a reservoir to steady the flow,
which will make available to New York
and other sections, including the North-
eastern States, a tremendous reservoir of
power which is not now used.

The Niagara River is an international
river. It flows between the TUnited
States and Canada. It is the boundary
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line between the United States and Can-
ada at that point, and it would seem to
me that the Federal Government must
certainly have jurisdiction.

The late George Norris said that if the
water which falls upon the earth is
God's gift to man, then in our country
the water as it falls belongs properly to
the people of the United States. We
may give temporary franchises to private
companies, but I submit that we are
merely using what is our own if we de-
velop our resources for the purpose of
obtaining power under a public authority.

As the Senator from New Hampshire
well knows, and as I believe he stated,
it is not the Federal Government that is
to develop this. We are permitting the
Power Authority of the State of New
York to do it and to issue bonds on its
own credit. There will be no financing
out of taxes or out of appropriations.
The market rate of interest will be paid
and the New York Power Authority will
provide for the amortization of the bonds
as would an ordinary commercial enter-
prise. So, Mr. President, while I appre-
ciate the sincerity of the Senator from
New Hampshire, it seems to me that his
argument is not well founded. Should
not a State which wishes to develop
power under a public authority be per-
mitted to do so?

Mr. COTTON. Imaysay—and Ishall
say it very quickly, because other Sen-
ators are desirous of having the floor,
and, as a comparatively new Member of
this body, I do not wish to take too much
time of the Senate—I may say, by way
of comment on what the Senator from
Illinois has just said so well, I am sure
the State of New Hampshire is grateful
to the State of Illinois and to every other
State whose people have been broad-
minded enough to contribute to the pres-
ervation of our national forests. If this
particular bill is necessary to preserve
the beauties of Niagara Falls and to de-
velop our full share of the power poten-
tialities, if this is the only way to do it,
I think the people of New Hampshire
might be willing to sacrifice in the matter
of loss of taxes or in connection with
anything else which might happen. But,
having listened to the testimony of many
persons and many organizations from
the State of New York, including the
Grange, the Farm Bureau, some of the
labor unions, and chambers of commerce,
and having listened to representatives of
private utilities, I am convinced that the
private utilities are ready and prepared
to develop the power. Failure to pass
the bill will not mean a waste of power.

Furthermore, Mr. President, I wish to
correct one statement. The Senator
from Illinois asked me if I claimed there
was any direct subsidy, and I answered
in the negative. I was talking originally
about my proposed amendment, which
I hope will be accepted; but there is no
provision in the pending hill concerning
the remedial work for which the Federal
Government has already paid and that
for which it is paying, and for which it is
to be reimbursed under the Capehart bill
if the development is made by private
utilities. To that extent there is a direct
subsidy unless such a provision is added
to this bill,
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Mr. DOUGLAS. Is this not a subsidy
to preserve Niagara Falls as one of the
great scenic wonders of the United
States?

Mr. COTTON. The testimony was
that the remedial works were necessary
for power development. I invite atten-
tion to page 42 of the hearings. It was
stated by Robert Moses that such works
should be chargeable to the power devel-
opment. I would also invite attention to
the fact that the distinguished Senator
from New York stated on page 23 of the
hearings in 1951:

The remedial works and the power works
should be undertaken together. They should
be built by an agency with the maximum
:anllc?um of experience in this type of under=-

ng.

Unless I have misread his words, that
apparently was his own conviction and
suggestion at that time. The occasion
was a debate as to whether the Federal
Government or the State should take
over the construction of the project. It
was his contention that whoever devel-
oped the power should pay for the reme-
dial works to be constructed, in order to
spread the flow of water, preserve the
falls, and, at the same time, permit the
diversion of water for power.

Before yielding to the Senator from
New York, I wish to place in the ReEcorp
a direct quotation from the testimony of
Robert Moses, chairman of the Power
Authority of the State of New York, be-
fore the subcommittee of the Committee
on Public Works, regarding the remedial
works which are concerned in my pro-
posed amendment. In a letter written
by Mr. Moses to the Honorable DENNIS
CHavEz, chairman of the Senate Com-
mittee on Public Works, under date of
July 12, 1955, Mr. Moses said:

Also, as part of the cost of the project, the
licensee at its own cost and expense should
pay to the United States the United States
share of the cost of the remedial works un-
dertaken in accordance with article II of
sald treaty. This will not exceed $10 mil-
lion. It is our understanding that this is
the wish of the administration and it is
consistent with what is being done in Can-
ada. We are presently paying our share of
the Joint International Board of Engineers
on the St. Lawrence.

In view of that statement, T was hop-
ing that the distinguished junior Senator
from New York would not oppose my
amendment.

Mr. LEHMAN. We are not coming to
a vote on the Senator’s amendment at
this time. I merely rose to correct an
erroneous impression which was received
by the Senator from New Hampshire as
indicated in his quotation of a part of
the hearings of 1951.

At that time I was advocating the
building—the actual construction—of
the remedial works and the power de-
velopment by the Federal Government;
but it was understood, of course, in the
part of the plan which I was supporting,
that at the completion of the construc-
tion of the works, the power develop-
ment and operation would be turned over
to the State of New York, against reim-
bursement by the State of New York
with regard to all the costs. But that
applied to the power development, not
to the remedial works,
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The remedial works do not increase
the power potentialities of the Niagara;
they simply regulate the flow of the Ni-
agara waters, so as to preserve for all
time, it is hoped, the beauty of the falls,
Of course, the falls are a national monu-
ment, the property of all the people of
the United States and of Canada. But
the remedial works are not necessary to
increase the flow. If anything, they
regulate the flow, and slow it up to a cer-
tain extent.

I merely wished to correct a false im-
pression which the Senator might have
gained.

Mr. COTTON. I understand that
completely. I did notin any way intend
to misrepresent the attitude of the dis-
tinguished junior Senator from New
York. I certainly would not do so, as
he surely knows.

But is it not a fact that the reason why
the remedial works must be constructed
is to permit the diversion of water for
power purposes? Unless they were con-
structed, it would not be possible to de-
velop power without the danger of in-
juring the falls as a place of scenic
beauty.

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

Mr. COTTON. I am glad to yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The leader-
ship was hopeful that it would be pos-
sible to obtain a unanimous consent
agreement which would set a definite
time for voting on the unfinished busi-
ness. The majority leader discussed
with the distinguished minority leader
the possibility of entering into an agree-
ment to become effective at 2 o'clock
tomorrow afternoon, to allow 30 minutes
on each amendment and an hour on the
bill. I assume that that would be agree-
able to the distinguished author of the
bill, with whom I spoke yesterday.

Mr, LEHMAN. That is entirely agee-
able.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The dis-
tinguished minority leader was pursuing
that suggestion with some of the Sena-
tors on his side of the aisle, but he is
now occupied in a policy meeting. I,
myself, have just returned from a nolicy
meeting. It would seem that we are
making more policy, perhaps, than we
are legislation.

As chairman of a subcommittee, I shall
have to be at the hearing room for a
meeting with the Secretary of State at
2 o'clock, so I wonder if my friend, the
distinguished Senator from New Hamp-
shire, would be considerate enough, in
view of the problem which confronts us,
to yield to me for the purpose of per-
mitting me to suggest the absence of a
quorum, in the hope that our friend, the
distinguished minority leader, will come
to the floor. It would be understood, of
course, that by so doing the Senator
from New Hampshire would not lose the
floor.

Mr. COTTON. I shall be very glad to
yield to the Senator from Texas with
that understanding.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The Sena-
tor from New Hampshire will be very
gracious and accommodating to me if he
will do so.

Mr. COTTON. As a matter of fact,
I have completed my statement; and if
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the distinguished Senator from New
York does not wish to question me fur-
ther, I yield the floor.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Bieik in the chair). Without objection,
it is so ordered.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I send to the desk a proposed unan-
imous-consent agreement on behalf of
the distinguished minority leader, the
distinguished author of the bill, the Sen-
ator from New York [Mr. LEaman], and
myself, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
elerk will read the proposed unanimous-
consent agreement.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Ordered, That, effective on Wednesday,
May 16, 1956, beginning at 1 p. m., during
the further consiceration of the bill (S.
1823) to authorize the construction of cer-

tain works of improvement in the Niagara

River for power and other purposes, debate
on any amendment, motion, or appeal, ex-
cept a motion to lay on the table, shall be
limited to 1 hour, to be equally divided and
controlled by the mover of any such amend-
ment or motion and the majority leader:
Provided, That In the event the majority
leader is In favor of any such amendment or
motion, the time in opposition thereto shall
be controlled by the minority leader or some
Senator designated by him: Provided fur-
ther, That no amendment that is not ger-
mane to the provisions of the said bill shall
be received.

Ordered further, That on the question of
the final passage of the said bill debate shall
be limited to 3 hours, to be equally divided
and controlled, respectively, by the major-
ity and minority leaders: Provided, That the
said leaders, or either of them, may, from
the time under their control on the passage
of the said bill, allot additional time to any
Benator during the consideration of any
amendment, motion, or appeal.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent
agreement? The Chair hears none, and
the agreement is entered into.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
clerks, notified the Senate that Mr.
DononvE had been appointed a manager
on the part of the House at the confer-
ence of the two Houses on the bill (H. R.
1637) for the relief of Sam H. Ray, vice
Mr. LANE, excused.

The message also notified the Senate
that Mr. DoNonUE had been appointed a
manager on the part of the House at the
conference of the two Houses on the bill
(H. R. 3996) to further amend the Mili~
tary Personnel Claims Act of 1945, vice
Mr. LaNE, excused.
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ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills, and they were
signed by the President pro tempore:

H. R. 2057. An act for the relief of Edwin E.
Stanton;

H.R.2893. An act to confer jurisdiction
upon the United States Court of Claims to
hear, determine, and render judgment upon
the claim of Graphic Arts Corporation of
Ohlo, of Toledo, Ohio;

H.R.5535. An act for the relief of 5. H.
Prather, Mrs, Florence Prather Penman, and
S. H. Prather, Jr.;

H.R.7164. An act for the relief of Lt.
Michael Cullen;

H. R.7228. An act to amend title IT of the
act of August 30, 1954, entitled “An act to
authorize and direct the construction of
bridges over the Potomac River, and for other
purposes’; and

H. R.8130. An act to designate the bridge
to be constructed over the Potomac River
in the vicinity of Jones Point, Va. as the
“Woodrow Wilson Memorial Bridge.”

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, for the information of the Senate,
I should like to say that I have conferred
with the minority leader, and it is our
purpose to complete action on the Niag-
ara power bill tomorrow. If all the time
allowed is used on the amendments and
on the bill, it may be necessary to con-
tinue in session until a late hour, but
tentative arrangements have been made
with the distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Agriculture to follow the
pending bill with the farm bill. We hope
to dispose of that bill on Thursday, if
possible. Therefore, I desire that all
Senators be on notice that we intend that
the Senate remain in session until we
complete action on the pending bill to-
morrow evening, if it is at all possible.

APPEAL OF SENATOR WILEY, FOR
FUNDS FOR NATIONAL INVEN-
TORS COUNCIL

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee now has
under consideration a small but im-
mensely significant appropriation re-
quest. It is for $90,000 for the National
Inventors Council—an advisory unit in
the Department of Commerce.

I have appealed this year, as I have
appealed in many preceding years, for
funds for this Council.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of a letter which I addressed to the com-
mittee, urging this allocation be printed
at this point in the body of the REcorp.

There being no ohjection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

May 11, 1958.
Re: Recommendations of $90,000 for National
Inventors Council.
The Honorable Spessarp HOLLAND,

United States Senate, Chairman, Depart-
ment of Commerce Subcommittee,
Senate Appropriations Committee,
Senate Office Building, Washington,
D.C.

My DeEAarR MR. CHAIRRMAN: Your subcom-
mittee has just received the testimony of Mr.
John C. Green, Director of the Office of
Technical Services, of the Department of
Commerce, respect!ully urglng $90,000 for the
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1957 fiscal year appropriation for the Na-
tional Inventors Council.

I would like to underline most emphati-
cally Mr. Green's statement.

One can hardly think of a single modest
appropriation for our entire defense-indus-
trial establishment, which potentially can
pay more handsome dividends to our coun-
try than this small $90,000 request.

Down through the years, I have been in
close contact with the Council, and have
been tremendously impressed with how
much it has done with so very little.

Its record of achievement during World
War II is of course particularly noteworthy.

But even since the war, while inventive
ideas forwarded to it from the general public
have naturally declined in number, it has
compiled, time after time, invaluable sug-
gestions to pass along to the Armed Forces.

The Council itself is, as your subcommit-
fee may know, benefited by the presence of
a number of truly outstanding Americans
whose combined services virtually no private
company could possibly afford.

With their splendid help, the flood of in-
coming ideas is most carefully sifted, for
forwarding thereafter to the appropriate
governmental unit.

The #$90,000 requested would actually
merely be a continuation of the status quo,
since $50,000 is currently being supplied to
the Council through the Pentagon (over and
above the Council's own insignificant $40,-
000), But the $50,000 figure should be au-
thorized directly by the Congress to the
Council, it seems to me without having to be
reallocated from the military budget.

Mr. Green has conservatively estimated
that by November of this year, the Council's
workload would be approaching 21,000 items
a year, out of which perhaps 85 would find
their way into productive use. A single one
of that estimated 85 could repay the $90,000
many fold. Burely, therefore, we will make
available the necessary funds for an ade-
quate Council staff and facilities. Surely,
with American-intensifying the competitive
arms-industrial race with the Soviet Union,
we will not fall to top the inventive genius
of America.

And so, I do hope therefore, that you and
your colleagues will act favorably on behalf
of this 880,000 item.

I should like to ask that the text of this
letter be printed in the body of the printed
hearings of your committee.

Thanking you, and with best regards, I
am

Sincerely yours,
ALEXANDER WILEY,

PLANS FOR JUNE, DAIRY MONTH

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, all over
the State of Wisconsin intensive plans
are being made for the celebration of
June, Dairy Month, for making it the
greatest success which even our own
dairy-conscious State has ever achieved.
Last year, the farmers of my State sold
151, billion—I said “billion"—pounds of
milk. The total of the cash receipts
from milk sold, and the value of milk
which they used on their own farms, was
$516,318,000. It is only natural, there-
fore, that America’s Dairyland should
want Dairy Month this year to achieve
maximum success. The 2.3 million milk
cows in Wisconsin are the symbols, not
only of a crucial economic factor, but
they are the symbols of a whole way of
life—a fine, constructive way—essential
to American health.

As an indication of the grassroots
efforts which are being made on behalf
of June, Dairy Month, I send fo the
desk the text of a news clipping which
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was published in the May 12 issue of the
Janesville Gagzette. It shows how

publie-spirited civic leaders are plan-
ning intensively for the full month ob-
servance. I hope that their efforts will
be duplicated throughout the entire
Nation.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the writeup be printed at this point
in the body of the RECORD.

There being no objection, the news ar-
ticle was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

[From the Janesville Gazette of May 12, 1956]
DAIRY CAMPAIGN PLANNED IN JUNE

June, Dairy Month will be widely observed
in Rock County with the expectation of
gelling greatly inecreased amounts of milk
and dairy products, it was reported Thurs-
day night at a county dairy promotion meet-
ing held in the courthouse here.

Thirty-five delegates, representing farm,
processing, and distribution-retail attended
the gathering to hear Dale Bruhn of the
State department of agriculture outline
plans for State and natlonal campaigns and
the part which this county might play in
the observance.

Rock will join with Walworth, Jefferson,
and Waukesha Counties to take the lead in
setting up a dairy pageant of progress for
the Junior Wisconsin State Falr, and for
parade and entertainment there August 22
it was decided.

Those who volunteered to help during the
campaign next month, included Robert West-
fall, secretary of the Janesville Chamber of
Commerce; John Bort of the Belolt Assocla-
tion of Commerce; William Muck, Footville:
Tom Edge, Evansville; Hollister Raymond,
Edgerton; Arnie Agnew, Milton Junction;
Harvey Ernst, Whitewater; LeRoy Scott,
Orfordville; .and - George -Snyder; - Clinton.
Local leaders were asked to call meetings in
their own communities within 10 days to
work out plans.

Howard Miller, representing Pure Milk As-
soclation; Ernie Lowry, of the County Farm
Bureau; William Canary, Footville banker;
and County Agent Hugh Alberts were named
to the county general committee,

WOMEN TO COOFERATE

_Mrs. Harold Russell, State president of
Farm Bureau women, announced plans for
county and State cheesecake baking contests,
with the Rock County event on May 23. She
sald that the average cheesecake requires in
some form or another, 26 pounds of fluid
milk.

One of the features discussed was that milk
dispensers be set up at least 1 day per week
during June in each urban distriet in Rock
County. Milk would be furnished by the
local dairy promotion committee.

Stores and other outlets for milk and dairy
products will display special sales banners
and literature. Orders for these materials
will be handled by the county committee,
with County Agent Alberts in charge. The
orders are due by May 20.

NINETEEN HUNDRED AND FIFTY-FIVE DRIVE
EFFECTIVE

Bruhn, In his talk to the group said that
the 1955 June record indicated an extra 21
million pounds of milk sold in Wisconsin as
a result of the effort. For this year, he said,
dairy plants, milk bars, grocers, restaurants,
bankers, feed and machinery dealers, news-
papers, and radio-TV have pledged aid. The
Wisconsin Bankers Association with 7560
members, and the Wisconsin Feed Dealers
Association with 800 members are expected
to be of materials help. Allis-Chalmers,
Sears-Roebuck, and other companies have
also promised aid, he said. Major grocery
chains and the Wisconsin Restaurant Asso-
clation will cooperate.
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Much of the planning and promotion ex-
pense will be handled by the American Dairy
Association and by the State department.

Farm organizations represented included
the Grange, Farm Bureau, Rock County
Breeders, Rock County Guernsey Breeders,
Rock County Holstein Breeders, and Pure
Milk Association,

ORDER FOR RECESS TO TOMORROW

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate concludes its business today,
it stand in recess until 12 o'clock noon
tomorrow.

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

NIAGARA RIVER POWER DEVELOP-
MENT

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 1823) to authorize the
construction of certain works of im-
provement in the Niagara River for
power and cther purposes.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, S.
1823, the Lehman bill to authorize con-
struction and operation of the Niagara
project by the New York Power Author-
ity, with apprepriate application of the
preference principle, has my most en-
thusiastic' support.

I joined in cosponsoring this bill out
of the conviction that public develop-
ment of the Niagara project is legal,
desirable, and, in fact, necessary to give
the people of New York State and the
entire northeastern area of our United
States a yardstiek against which private
power costs and charges may be meas-
ured.

Mr. President, I am happy and proud
that I come from one of the great public
power secticns of the Nation. More
than 70 percent of power produced in the
Pacific Northwest is generated by public
agencies. This fact, combined with our
great water resources, has given my re-
gion the lowest power rates in America.

For instance, the wholesale cost per
kilowatt-hour of energy purchased by
REA borrowers from all suppliers in my
State of Washington is 3.1 mills; in Ore-
gon, 3.5 mills; in Montana, 4.7 mills; and
in Idaho 4.8 mills. The corresponding
costs in the States that would benefit
from the Niagara project are 8.6 mills
in Ohio; 9.4 mills in Pennsylvania; and
11.2 mills in New York.

Consider now, Mr. President, the testi-
mony in the hearings on S. 1823 that

95 percent of the consumers of electric

energy in New York State are served
by privately owned utilities.

I submit that one important reason
for the difference between the average
wholesale rate for power furnished by
all suppliers in my own State, which is
3.1 mills, and that furnished in New York
State, which is 11.2 mills, is that we in
Washington State have a public power
yardstick that squeezes the fat out of
private rates but still leaves private util-
ities a healthy diet of profit.

I might add that the private utilities
of the Pacific Northwest themselves
have benefited handsomely from low-
cost public power, for while they gen-
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erate only 29.4 percent of the total power
produced in Washington, Oregon, Idaho,
and Montana, they distribute 62 percent
of the power generated in those four
States. In other words, they are able
to buy low-cost public power for resale
to their own customers.

A vital feature of S. 1823, Mr. Presi-
dent, is the provision requiring the New
York State Power Authority to give pref-
erence to public agencies in New York
and neighboring States, where feasible.
The same preference principle is in ef-
fect in our Northwest States; and, as I
have shown, it still leaves the opportu-
nity for private companies to purchase
public power. The preference feature
of Senate bill 1823 would not prevent
the sale of power by the New York State
Power Authority, on a wholesale basis,
to privately owned utilities.

The reason why the preference prin-
ciple is so vital to Senate bill 1823 is that
evidence shows that the many small mu-
nicipal and rural electric cooperative
systems of the Northeast are paying
twice the cost for their purchased power
supply that is being paid by similar sys-
tems in areas where the preference
clause under Federal power policy is in
effect. These systems generally are so
small they cannot even consider any
generation of their own. Public devel-
opment of the full power potential of
the Niagara River—under the treaty of
1950 with Canada—is the only way these
systems will ever get the low-cost power
which they need and their customers
deserve.

Ineidentally, I -am sure everyone un-
derstands that no Federal funds are in-
volved in Senate bill 1823. The only rea-
son why the project is now before the
Senate is that the treaty of 1950 with
Canada reserved to the Congress the
right to pass on whatever development
of the Niagara there might be on the:
American side.

The question inveolved in Senate bill
1823 is, of course, not whether the Niag-
ara shall be developed. The question is
who shall develop it, whether it shall be
developed to put great profit into the
hands of a few, or to provide low-cost
power for the people who will receive
power directly from the Niagara instal-
lation, and lower-cost power for other
consumers throughout the area. I say
other consumers in the area will benefit
from public development, too, because
testimony presented at the hearings on
Senate bill 1823 indicates that public
development of this project, with its re-
sultant low rates, would force a reduc-
tion of 20 percent in the power rates of
the entire area.

It is said by advocates of private de-
velopment that the United States Treas-
ury will suffer heavily in loss of taxes if
the Niagara site is developed by the New
York Power Authority, instead of by a
private utility. However, as the report on
Senate bill 1823 points out:

Experience in both the TVA and Bonne-
ville Power Adminlstration areas has dem-
onstrated how low-cost power increases a
region's contribution to the Public Treasury
far more than would be accomplished by
private utilities if the same power resources
are turned over to them for development.
The pecple of the area should not be asked
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to forego the inevitable expansion of busi-
ness and industry, increased regional pros-
perity, and the increased revenues of more
widespread, less burdensome taxes.

1 should like to add some specifics to
this assertion in the committee report.
In my own State, in 1940, internal-reve-
nue collections amounted to only $31
million. By 1954 they were up to $725
million, or 24 times as great.

Allowing for the increase in tax rates,
for the increase in population of my
State, and for the wartime boost to our
economy, I hold that the profits and pay
checks behind this tremendous increase
in tax payments to the United States
Treasury could not have come about
without low-cost power—and lots of it.

Grand Coulee power started coming
on the line in 1941; and during those
same 14 years, from 1940 to 1954, while
income-tax payments in my State were
inereasing 24 times, power production in
my State increased nearly 6 times—from
3,944,180,000 kilowatt-hours in 1940 to
22,080,782,000 kilowatt-hours in 1854,

Opponents of public development of
the Niagara say that the people of
America will have to make up the loss in
taxes that would be paid by the con-
sumers of power produced by a private
developer. They say the Nation's tax-
payers will suffer, while a relatively few
consumers of the public power will bene-
fit.

I disagree completely. I say that not
eonly will the direct consumenrs of the pub-
lic power benefit, but other consumers
throughout the area will benefit from a
reduction in rates forced by the yard-
stick of public power. Lower power rates
for industry—if experience in my own
State and region is any criterion—will
mean an increase in the general pros-
perity of the whole region. In turn,
more money will flow into the United
States Treasury, in the form of corpo-
rate and personal income taxes, than
ever would be paid by the private power
utility alone. The Nation's taxayers will
not lose by public development of the
Niagara. They will gain.

Mr. President, this is the real impor-
tance of Senate bill 1823. It is a bill to
assure that all of our people, not merely
a few, profit from the development of
this, the greatest single potential power
site in America.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, because
of a temporary affliction to my eyes, I
ask unanimous consent that my speech
con the pending bill be read at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from North Dakota? The Chair hears
nor:nle. Without objection, the clerk will
read.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, the five
big New York power companies want to
grab off one of the most lucrative hydro
sites in the country. This is the largest
remaining hydro site in America, and
probably one of the most feasible eco-
nomically. Because it is the most feasi-
ble remaining hydro site, it would be a
real financial bonanza for these five big
New York power companies if they are
able to complete this grab. I want to tell
you right now that I am opposed to this
grab, and I want to stand firmly behind
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the Senator from New York [Mr. Len-
man] in support of his bill, which would
permit the development of these re-
sources for the people. There is no ques-
tion that this would be a very lucrative
venture for these power companies, and
on this point I should like to quote no
less an authority than Bob Moses, a
prominent Republican, and present
chairman of the New York Power Au-
thority. Mr. Moses said in a memoran-
dum which he submitted to the House
and Senate Public Works Commitfees on
January 12, 1956:

New York State law mandates the power
authority to develop the waters of the Niag-
ara for power in the precise manner that it
is now developing the same waters at the
St. Lawrence. The State owns the bed of
both streams and the right to use their
waters subject to the paramount right of the
Federal Government to control navigation
and commerce.

The bills sponsored by the utility people
geek to interfere with this ownership and
these rights of the State of New York, and to
eifect a grant of the State's property to the
corporation which they would own and
dominate.

In establishing the corporation the spon-
sors would put some money into it, but un-
doubtedly the amount would not exceed 810
million out of a total cost of some $400 mil-
lion. The balance of the $400 million which
would be needed would be borrowed by the
corporation at an interest rate in the neigh-
borhood of 814 percent. The corporation in
selling energy would be allowed a return of
6 percent not only upon the $10 million of its
own money which is used but also upon the
$390 million which it borrowed. This 6 per-
cent is after the payment of all taxes, in-
cluding corporation income taxes. It would
also be allowed depreciation. It would amor-
tize the debt out of net revenue and the
charges allowed for depreciation; such reve-
nue including the difference between the 315
percent interest paid and the 6 percent re-
turn allowed. With a 356-year bond issue, it
would amortize more than half the debt in
20 years, about 70 percent in 25 years, and all
of 1t In less than 35 years.

The average depreciation on the project
as a whole would probably not be more than
1 percent per year because a large part of
the project features, for example, the tunnel
or canal to be bullt, would hardly depreclate
at all. Using the 1 percent figure, at the
end of 20 years, the stockholders, instead of
having $10 million worth of net assets would
have $320 million with a debt of only $178
milllon; at the end of 25 years $300 million
worth of property, with a debt of only $111
million; at the end of 35 years $260 million
and no debt at all. This represents a gain
of 2,500 percent after being assured at least
a B-percent return at all times on the money
actually invested.

Quite obviously, the stock of the corpora-
tion, being assured such a 6 percent return
and schedued to recelve such accretion of
wealth, would become extremely valuable
immediately after the corporation got started
in business and become increasingly so as
time went on. Hence, the promoters would
not have to wait long to cash in on their
enterprise and perspicacity. If at the end
of the license the Federal Government exer-
cised its right to recapture the project, the
corporation would receive the original cost,
less depreciation, in cold cash.

The new Niagara power constitutes a one-
shot deal and involves no risk. The private
corporation which would perform the devel-
opment would have no other power facilities,
would own no distribution lines, and would
merely sell its output to other corporations.
Hence, that corporation would have a great
natural resource turned over to it, not as an
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incident to other business carried on by it,
but as a single and unique venture.

I surely would like to own something
that would represent a gain of 2,500 per-
cent after being assured of at least a
6-percent return at all times on the
money actually invested. There are not
very many private companies that are so
fortunate as to be able to participate in
such a lucrative venture. I am sure that
the stock of such a corporation would be
very valuable.

On March 2, 1921, the Federal Power
Commission issued to the Niagara Falls
Power Co.,, now the Niagara-Mohawk
Power Co., a b0-year license for the de-
velopment of power on the United States
side of the Niagara River at Niagara
Falls, N. Y. Apparently the power
company did not feel that it should even
pay New York State a small fee for the
water which it was utilizing at Niagara
Falls, In a memorandum to the Senate
Public Works Committee on March 13,
1954, Robert Moses stated:

For many years, private power interests
which had gone a long way toward ruining
the entire escarpment on our side, fought
even against paying a reasonable rental for
the use of the State's waters, and it took
years of litigation to compel them to do so.
I was associated with Gov. Alfred E. Smith
more than 30 years ago in proposing a State
power authority. Such an authority has
been in existence for 23 years. In all that
time, the private utility companies who now
pose as the friends of cheap, widely dis-
tributed, labor-saving power by one means
or another prevented the State authority
from functioning.

Governor Dewey stated in an appear-
ance before the Senate Public Works
Committee on July 23, 1953:

One of my first acts as governor was to
agk the legislature for authority to charge
the Niagara-Mohawk Co. for 15,000 cubic
feet a second, which it was diverting from
the Niagara without payment, and had been
80 doing for many years. The legislature
passed that law and we started collecting
for that diversion of water for the first time
in the history of the State of New York,
upon the basls that that waterpower be-
longed to the people of the State of New
York, and that charge was pald and con-
tested and tried out in the courts; and the
courts sustained us.

Dewey apparently was not fcoled by
the desire of the power company to de-
velop the people’s resources without hav-
ing to pay 1 cent for them. Power
companies have a fine record of trying
to utilize the people’s resources for the
maximum benefit to them rather than to
the people who own the resources.

What sort of a record do these power
companies have in the development of
the water which is now available to them
at Niagara Falls for power purposes?
Are they fully utilizing this water?
Have they developed it efficiently? Are
they getting the maximum power output
out of the water that they can now divert
for power purposes? I should think that
before any consideration is given grant-
ing them a license for the development
of this great public resource that these
questions should be answered. Appar-
ently their record in this area, as in
many other areas, is poor. In 1949 the
Bureau of Power of the Federal Power
Commission issued a comprehensive re-
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port on the possibilities for the develop-
ment of Niagara Falls for power. This
is one of the most comprehensive studies
ever made on the development of the
Niagara River for power. In this report
it is stated time and time again that the
power companies are not now utilizing
the water available to them at Niagara
for power purposes. The following
quotations appear on page 11 of this
report:

Present facilitles at Niagara Falls in the
United States do not develop fully the ex-
isting diversions of water and as a result
there is a continuing waste of a great and
magnificent natural resource.

The existing Schoellkopf station is val-
uable and adapted to any comprehensive plan
for the redevelopment of Niagara Falls for
power in the United States; the existing
Adams station should be retired from normal
generating service but can be used for volt-
age regulation and kept in standby reserve
for generating use in event of a grave emer-
gency.

Let us make it very clear that the FPC
refers in its report to “a continuing waste
of the great and magnificent natural re-
source” by the power company now hav-
ing facilities at Niagara Falls. Why
should we give them the full United
States output diverted for power pur-
poses when they have not even developed
the amount which is now available to
them? Why should we continue to let
this great natural resource go to waste?
I for one want to make it absolutely clear
that I oppose any sort of legislation
which could result in their getting a li-
cense for the development of Niagara
power and also which would result in the
rural electric cooperatives and municipal
systems not getting preference in the
marketing of such power.

Also, according to the FPC report, one
of the present generating stations of the
Niagara-Mohawk Co. at Niagara Falls is
obsolete and should be retired from nor-
mal generating service. This is the
Adams generating station which has an
installed capacity of 80,000 kilowatts.
I want this power at Niagara developed
by a State agency which is committed
to efficiently and fully utilize the poten-
tial available to themn and which will
under the bill introduced by the Senator
from New York give preference in the
marketing of that power to rural electric
systems and municipal electric systems.
Then we will have efficient development
with a yardstick in the marketing of such
power.

All through this comprehensive 1949
FPC report on Niagara you can find ref-
erences to the fact that the Niagara-
Mohawk Power Co. is not utilizing the
amount of water available to them. Iam
reading from page 35 of the report:

Existing power developments do not fully
utilize the possibilities at the site either
from the standpoint of use of presently au-
thorized or temporary diversions, or in con-
sideration of the maximum possible amounts
of water available which may be diverted
for power use.

I ask then, should we not pass legisla=-
tion which would prevent a condition
like this developing in the generation
from the remaining water available at
Niagara? I want to see these public re-
sources developed to the maximum ex-
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tent possible. I do not want any half
development or quarter development. I
want them fully developed, and I want
some of the benefits to go to the rural
electric systems through the preference
contained in the Lehman bill

On page 47 of the FPC 1949 report
there is a description of the inefficient
Adams generating station of the Niag-
ara-Mohawk Power Co. I am now
quoting from page 47 of this report:

The Adams station is an old development
utllizing only a fraction of the total head
available., For years prior to World War II,
it had been used only as & condenser for
voltage regulation. Because of defense and
war needs it was put back into service utiliz-
ing water made available by temporary agree-
ment. Since it does not make the best use
of the water necessary to operate the plant,
it should be returned to an inactive status as
a generating station, or used again for volt-
age regulation. During periods of extra large
flows when water is availahble it could be
used to generate steam replacement energy.
It could be placed in service in event of
extreme need occurring after the redevelop-
ment although it would take water away from
the falls and thus reduce the scenic spectacle
to some undetermined degree.

I want to emphasize from this state-
ment: “Since it"—the Adams generating
station—"“does not make the best use of
the water necessary to operate the plant,
it should be returned to an inactive
status as a generating station, or used
again for voltage regulation.”

With such inefficient generating equip-
ment now being used by the Niagara-
Mohawk Co. at Niagara Falls, what as-
surance do we have that they will fully
and efficiently utilize the amount of water
which could be diverted for their use if
the private power companies are per-
mitted to develop this great public re-
source. I do not think we have any as-
surance at all, and that is why I am for a
bill which stipulates that the New York
Power Authority should develop this
power and that preference should be
given to rural electric systems and mu-
nicipal systems. I am in favor of a little
competition and I think this will bring a
little competition into an area which has
never had any competition from public
generation of electric power. Also, I am
for getting the benefits from this great
public resource down to the farms, homes,
and factories and I think this will be done
through the preference contained in the
Lehman bill. Without this preference
we have no assurance that the total out-
put of this project, even if constructed by
a public authority, would not be sold to
power companies and industry close to
the site.

Perhaps these five big New York power
companies are not interested in getting
any low-cost power into the State of
New York. The present rate structure
certainly indicates this. For example,
the Niagara-Mohawk Power Co. now
generates approximately 400,000 kilo-
watts of capacity at the Niagara Falls
site. This is a large block of hydro-
electric power. But the typical electrie
bills for 1955 published by the Federal
Power Commission shows that for resi-
dential electric service, the average bill
in New York State for 250 kilowatt-hours
a month was $7.85, which places New
York State as the 13th highest State
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in the Union for such service and among
the top 37 percent of all the States. I
want some assurance that this will not
continue. I want this power developed
for the use of the people, for all the peo~
ple, and I think the only way that this
can be done is through the Lehman bill
which provides for the construction and
operation by the New York Power Au-
thority with preference in the market-
ing of the power for rural electric co-
operative and municipal electrie systems.
I am sure that when such a yardstick is
established in the Northeast this rate
situation will change and that these
present high rates will start to decline.

Niagara Falls is a great and beautiful
site, truly one of the natural wonders
of the United States, Many a young
married couple has started life together
by going to see this beautiful site. I
want to see the scenic beauty of the
falls not only preserved but Jdeveloped
further so those who come to view the
falls will see miles of beautiful parkways
and parks. Power companies will cer-
tainly not be the ones who will under-
take such a comprehensive development
of the scenic beauty. Their record in
the past has been very poor on this
point, and no one should know better
about their record on this than Mr. Rob-
ert Moses, a prominent Republican,
chairman of the New York Power Au-
thority, and also chairman of the New
York State Council of Parks. Mr. Moses
states in an introduction to a publica-
tion of the New York State Power Au-
thority entitled “Niagara Power and
fg.sri: Development,” dated December

The private utilities on our side have
bedevilled the Niagara River for 75 years.
In spite of a record of shameless exploita-
tion, they still have the efironfery to claim
that the only question here is that of
making power, that this is exclusively their
business, that further development at
Niagara is merely an extension of their busi-
ness and is opposed only by soclallsts who
are against all private enterprise. This
argument completely overlooks both his-
tory and the basic underlylng issue, which
is the unquestionable public ownership and
inalienability of the greatest natural re-
source of the State of New York.

Private exploitation of Niagara Falls and
the Niagara frontier is an old story. The
record shows that the private companles
have never had any genuine interest in the
preservation of these public assets. Their
interest lies in the exploitation of the di-
version and fall of water and its conversion
into power by the cheapest and most ex-
peditious means, regardless of basic State
conservation policies, of scenic or other
damage, and of future public need of these
natural resources. Precisely these consid-
erations led the Canadians to provide for
the preservation of these great natural re-
sources for their inalienability, for public
control under international treaty, and for
a unique frontier park and parkway system
for the use and enjoyment by all of their
people and visitors present and Tfuture.
This has been the Canadian point of view
for years, and one which we should from
the beginning have emulated.

I do not want to entrust such great
scenic beauty to exploitation by five
greedy power companies whose only in-
terest is in developing as cheaply as
possible the amount of power which will
be made available to them. I want some
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consideration to be given to the preser-
vation of this great natural wonder.
Young couples for generations to come
can go there on their honeymoon and
become inspired by this beautiful site.
It is for that reason that I am pleased
to note in the Lehman bill, section 2
(b) (6), there is a provision that stipu-
lates the power project at Niagara shall
bear $15 million of the cost of a scenic
drive and park on the American side of
the Niagara River near the Niagara
Falls.

The question today really resolves it-
gelf into a very simple matter. Do we
want a private exploitation of natural
resources which belong to all the people,
or do we want them developed for the
benefit of all the people by the people’s
own agency? I want to put myself
squarely on record in support of the bill
introduced by the Senator from New
York [Mr. Leaman] which provides for
construction and operation of the
Niagara power project by the Power
Authority of New York with preference
in the marketing of such power for
rural electric cooperatives and munici-
pal electric systems. I want the people
to have a honeymoon at Niagara Falls,
not the big five private power com-
panies.

TARM DEPRESSION SFREADING TO
TOWNS

During the delivery of Mr. LANGER'S
speech,

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
wonder if the Senator from North Da-
kota will yield to me for a brief state-
ment, which will require not more than 5
minutes.

Mr. LANGER. I yield on condition
that I do not lose the floor.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I ask that the Sen-
ator from North Dakota may yield to me
without lesing his right to the floor.

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

Mr. LANGER. I am always delighted
to yield to my distinguished neighbor
irom Minnesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Itisalwaysa joyto
work with the Senator from North Da-
kota, and I appreciate his courtesy.

I wish to make a brief statement con-
cerning an evaluation of the agricultural
situation in the Midwest, on the basis of
reports from country bankers.

COUNTRY BANKERS' REFPORTS SIGNAL FARM

DEPRESSION SPREADING TO TOWNS

In the April 21 issue of Commercial
West, an authoritative trade publication
of the banking industry in the upper
Midwest, the results of a survey of lead-
ing bankers in Minnesota, North Dakota,
South Dakota, Iowa, and Wisconsin were
published, vividly demonstrating what is
happening to midwestern small town and
city merchants due to the enormous drop
in farmers’ purchasing power,

Fourteen out of 21 Minnesota bankers
specifically reported trouble for local
farm machinery dealers. Eleven out of
19 North Dakota bankers and 12 of 20
South Dakota bankers reported similar
trouble for implement dealers. Three of
the 4 Wisconsin bankers quoted, and all
of the 5 Iowa bankers reporting, told of
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decreases in demand ranging from slight
to severe.

Listen to the comments of some of
these bankers:

Austin, Minn.:

Machinery dealers in the area are indi-

cating that very little profitable business is
being done.

Balaton, Minn.:

Farmers are not buying as much ma-
chinery. Deposits are going down.

Hallock, Minn.:

The farm implement retail business has
been extremely slow and the automobile
business only fair.

Rochester, Minn.:

New machinery moving slowly. * * *
Farmers are making their old machinery do
until the farm prices situation clarifies it-
self. * * * There will be a few young farm-
ers who, if they do not have a good season
this year, will be forced to sell out this fall.

I should comment that the Rochester
area is one of the best farming areas in
the entire upper Midwest.

Listen to the comments of some other
bankers:

Bismarck, N. Dak.:

Sales are down as compared to 1955.

Killdeer, N. Dak.:

Machinery dealers are hurt,

Valley City, N. Dak.:

Most stores down in sales.
ery sales down.

Williston, N. Dak.:

The trend is still to the bigger farmer
getting bigger and the smaller going out of
business.

Arlington, 8, Dak.:

Machinery sales way down.

Miller, 8. Dak.:

Lots of machinery but very little of it
being =old.

Vermillion, S. Dak.:

Most businesses report less volume to date
than a year ago. Farm machinery sales are
down.

Princeton, Wis.:

Machinery and implement dealers com-
plaining that farmers are not buying.

Denison, Towa:

Machinery and automobile dealers report
sales far below last year.

Jefferson, Towa:

No new machinery is being bought,

These men are hard-headed American
businessmen.

When such trained observers report
trouble for the farm machinery industry
at the retailing level, that is a warning
flag we must heed.

The farm depression has begun to
move into the towns and cities of the
Midwest. Unless this administration
does something about it, it will not be
farmers alone who will suffer, nor even
small-town merchants. It will be the
factories of Detroit and Dearborn and
Moline.

Let the farmer go down—as this ad-
ministration seems determined to do—
and you will let the whole country go
down the drain. It happened in the
192({5. It seems to be happening all over
again.

Parm machin-
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I conclude by noting that the inventory
of 1956 models of automobiles is at an
all-time high in the history of the auto-
mobile business, with the exception of 1
month. At present there are more than
900,000 unsold automobiles, 1956 models,
despite the sharp curtailments in auto-
mobile production. During the past
week every automobile plant in the
United States took off at least 1 day, lay-
ing off all workers.

Indications are that the recent credit
squeeze placed on the economy by the
Federal Reserve bank is beginning to
take its toll. I sound a warning note in
the Senate, as I shall do from time to
time, and as was done a couple of years
ago, when the tight-money, high-inter-
est-rate policy was inaugurated. Subse-
quently it was relaxed. Again we are
beginning to see the squeeze upon credit,
and this eredit squeeze is hurting the in-
dependent businessman and the farmer.
They are caught in a period of deflation,
so far as their business is concerned,
while large business is apparently some-
what touched with inflation. If it con-
tinues, we can expect more and more
trouble in the American economy.

I am hopeful that warnings such as
this—and I hope warnings also from any
other Members of the Senate—will alert
our Government to the fact that it is
possible to put on the brakes too much
and in the process cause almost irrepar-
able damage to the American economy.

It is about time that the credit policies
of the Federal Reserve Board be care-
fully reviewed by the appropriate com-
mittees of Congress. I call the atten-
tion of the Committee on Banking and
Currency and of the Joint Committee on
the Economic Report to what I believe
to be symptoms and signs of difficulty in
some areas—I repeat, in some areas—
limited as they are, in the American eco-
nomic structure. I call the attention of
those committees to the area of inde-
pendent businesses of America having
$1 million in assets or less, our agricul-
tural economy, and certainly the auto-
mobile industry, which industry is a sort
of bellwether as to what is going on in
terms of consumer purchasing power.

Finally, I would note that the number
of housing starts this year are sharply
down from last year. The availability of
credit at reasonahble rates of interest is
becoming an ever more serious problem.
Surely, we cannot countenance a retreat
in the construction and housing indus-
tries.

I hope that provisions for veterans’
loans, which are rather liberal, and
which have been very effective and use-
ful, will be continued for several years
to come.

The credit structure is good, if it is
used for constructive purposes. How-
ever, I warn Members of Congress that
interest rates of 5 percent or 515 percent
are too high in the American economy
as it is presently constituted. That is
exactly what is beginning to happen in
far too many areas of the American eco-
nomic structure.

I thank the distinguished Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. Lancer] for his kind-
ness and consideration in yielding to me
at this point.
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NIAGARA RIVER POWER
DEVELOPMENT

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 1823) to authorize the con-
struction of certain works of improve-
ment in the Niagara River for power and
other purposes.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, for the
past 6 years, we have been witnessing in
this country, and especially in New York
State, operation avalanche, in regard to
the Niagara project. I mean avalanche
of propaganda—propaganda in favor of
the turnover of the public resource of
the Niagara Falls to the private power
monopoly. Throughout the country, in
every town and hamlet newspaper, in
every magazine, in every public medium,
there have appeared paid advertisements
favoring the Niagara giveaway. An
army of paid lecturers has appeared
before every possible Rotary and Ki-
wanis Club, junior chambers of com-
merce, and other similar organizations
throughout the country.

The whole focus of this propaganda
has been to the effect that letting New
York State develop this resource was so-
cialism, while letting the private monop-
oly have this public resource was private
enterprise.

Nowhere has operation avalanche con-
centrated so intensively as in New York
State. And as a result there have been
resolutions passed by various organiza-
tions in New York State, including some
farm organizations and some labor or-
ganizations, in favor of the giveaway.

The arguments given by the propo-
nents of the giveaway are familiar to all
of us—the mythical loss in tax revenue
and the dangers of creeping whatever-
it-is.

And it was no great trick, on the basis
of this cloud of propaganda, to get reso-
lutions passed. It is a simple trick with
which we are all familiar. And some, of
course, took this stand out of sincere
conviction,

What astounded me earlier today, how-
ever was to hear my distinguished col-
league [Mr. Ives] take a leaf out of the
propaganda book of the private monop-
oly crowd and use their leading argument
as his own. I refer to his assertion that
New York State does not want my bill.

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will my col-
league yield at that point?

Mr. LEHMAN. I should like to finish
my statement, and then I shall be glad
to yield. It will take no more than 3
minutes.

The fact is, and my distingnished col-
league fails to mention this, that all the
resolutions he refers to are not in op-
position to my bill, S. 1823. They are
in favor of the private giveaway bill,
S. 6. These resolutions he refers to are
opposed to any form of public develop-
ment in New York State. And I chal-
lenge my colleague [Mr. Ives] to state
otherwise. The record of the hearings
are very clear on this point.

But these resolutions in favor of the
giveaway do not represent the majority
sentiment in New York State. They rep-
resent a minority sentiment, a tiny mi-
nority sentiment, in my judgment—a
minority that, for the most part, has
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been fooled and bamboozled by prop-
aganda.

The overwhelming majority sentiment
in New York State is for public develop-
ment. The State platforms of the Re-
publican Party, the Democratic Party,
and the Liberal Party—all three parties
in New York State—favor public devel-
opment of Niagara.

My senior colleague favored public
development in his last race for public
office. Attorney General Javits favors
public development.

At this point I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcORD per-
tinent excerpts from the 1954 platforms
of the Republican, Democratic, and Lib-
eral Parties of New York.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the REc-
ORD, as follows:

DEVELOPMENT OF THE ST. LAWRENCE AND THE
NIaGARA RIVERS

(1854 platform adopted by the Democratic
State convention)

‘We propose to speed the construction in
the next 4 years of the projects for full de-
velopment of the St. Lawrence and the Ni-
agara Rivers conceived and long advocated
by Democratic Governors and Presidents for
their direct benefit of the people.

These invaluable resources were saved for
the people, against Republican attempts to
hand them over to private interests, by the
forthright action of Gov. Alfred E. Smith,
Senator Robert F. Wagner, President Frank-
lin D. Roosevelt, and Senator Herbert H.
Lehman.

The St. Lawrence project will be built by
use of the engineering plans completed in
1842 in surveys ordered by Governor Lehman
and President Roosevelt. These plans were
adopted as the basis for approval of the
project by the International Joint Commis-
sion in the last national administration.
The Niagara will be redeveloped to preserve
and enhance the scenic spectacle and to
utilize its immense power potential under
the treaty of 1950 with Canada negotiated by
President Truman,

After inheriting these constructive plans
and agreements, the Republican Party is
again seeking ways and means to turn over
the people’'s power to utility monopolies.

During the present Congress, on July 9,
19563, the House passed a Republican bill
making an outright gift of the undeveloped
power of the Niagara River to a combination
of private utilities. New York Republicans
in the House, led by a former Republican
State chairman, voted 26 to 1 for this
measure,

Again on August 19, 1954, a majority of
the Republicans on the Senate Public Works
Committee filed a report serving notice that
they intend to press for this surrender of
public power to private utilities at the Jan-
uary 1855 session if a Republican Congress is
elected in November,

The administration at Albany, meanwhile,
has sponsored the Ives bill in Congress to
advance its plan to deliver Niagara power
to the same utilities at the bus bar, that is,
at the site of the powerplants.

We_ renew our support of the safeguard
provisions of the Lehman-Roosevelt bill, S,
2066, 83d Congress, and we pledge enforce-
ment of these safeguards in the marketing
of St. Lawrence-Niagara power by vigorous
State action.

These great natural resources belong to
the people and they should be used to create
new jobs, to expand the whole economy of
the State, and to insure maximum benefits
for labor, agriculture, commerce, industry,
and the consuming public.

In order to protect the legitimate collee-
tive-bargaining rights of workers on both
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the impending St. Lawrence project and the
proposed Niagara project on construction
and operation jobs, we pledge to seek amend-
ment of the Power Authority Act to assure
such workers of all rights necessary to ob-
tain equitable working conditions, including
Job security and wage levels prevailing in the
private power industry.

The St. Lawrence-Niagara projects will an-
nually produce over 15 million kilowatt-
hours of electric energy. Under a Demo-
cratic administration, this low-cost energy
will be made available to the people at yard-
stick rates to reduce the excessive charges
now borne by millions of domestic, rural,
and commercial customers for electric service
throughout New York State,

PusLic POWER

(1954 platform adopted by the Liberal Party
State convention)

The Liberal Party has long urged that
development of the St. Lawrence-Niagara
power potential be done by the State.

We are opposed to making the development
of the power resources of the State another
bonanza for private utility interests, We,
therefore, advocate that the public power
authority control the power from the Niagara
and St. Lawrence waterways for the benefit
of the people by distributing this power di-
rectly or through cooperatives, and State and
municipally owned powerplants. Where it
is necessary to distribute such power through
existing private utilities, then it is essential
that the strictest supervision be maintained
by the State and that the cost of power to
the consumer be fized at a rate which will
grant to the consumers every advantage of
the savings resulting from hydroelectric
power.

WATER RESOURCES

(1954 platform adopted by the State
Republican convention)

For a generation the Democrats beat the
political drums about the people’s water-
power in this State, promised the public de-
velopment of those resources, and accom-
plished nothing. Indeed, in recent years
their practice has been outright obstruction.

After years of opposition by the Democrats
in Washington, our Republican State ad-
ministration last year at long last obtained
a Federal license to proceed with the great
St. Lawrence River power project. In June
1954 the Supreme Court of the United States
upheld the license. On August 11 we actu-
ally started construction of this $300 million
job. The cheap hydropower will give an
enormous lift to the economy of our State.

One of our first acts in 1943 was to assert
control over public waters diverted for power
purposes, and to collect rent for water which
had long been used free by private licensees
at Niagara Falls. We have already collected
for the people of the State $20,675,000 for
the use of Niagara water.

The New York State Power Authority plans
development of St. Lawrence power, together
with the additional Niagara waterpower made
available by the 1950 treaty with Canada.
These two vast State projects, integrated
with the existing private systems, will bring
increasing benefits to our rural and domestic
consumers, as well as to industry.

Democrat obstruction of our State power
plan has recently narrowed down to one
issue. The Democrats insist that preference
should be given to publicly and coopera-
tively owned systems in the distribution of
State-generated hydropower. Such prefer-
ence would be an injutsice to the vast ma-
jority of our State’s consumers who are
served by private companies. We pledge
fullest equitable benefits from the power
generated at St. Lawrence and Niagara to
all rural and domestic consumers, including
municipal and co-op customers.

We state again our Republican pledge of
many years standing: We shall continue to
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oppose the sale, lease, or licensing to private
ownership of the people’s Interest in the
State’s undeveloped power resources. We
also oppose Federal development of these
waters as proposed by the Democrats,

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, no
candidate for statewide office dares in
New York to run on the basis of private
development. None has for the past 30
years.

New York State law requires public de-
velopment. The private utility crowd
tried and failed to get through the Re-
publican State legislature, this very year,
a resolution calling for a statewide ref-
erendum on public development of the
Niagara. The legislature did not dare
to adopt such a resclution, and that
legislature is overwhelmingly Republi-
can.

Oh, Mr. President, resolutions are not
an accurate refiection of public senti-
ment. Resolutions anc communications
from constituents are illuminating but
they do not prove what public sentiment
is. I have received resolutions and tele-
grams, too.

A point has been made of the opposi-
tion of organized labor to my bill. Well,
Mr. President, I submit, for the Recorp,
a list of the labor unions in my State,
reprezenting a much larger membership
than those cited in favor of the giveaway,
who are all-out in favor of my bill.

Let me read a few of the names of
these organizations and union leaders
who have indicated their all-out sup-
port of S. 1823. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the whole list appear in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SPAREMAN in the chair). Without ob-
jection, the list will be printed in the
RECORD.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I shall
read at random a few of the names:

United Clothing Workers of America,
New York, N. Y.

Martin Gerber, regional
UAW, New York, N. ¥.

Paul Krebs, president, New Jersey
State CIO, New York, N. Y.

Greater New York Joint Board of Tex-
tile Workers, New York, N. Y.

Michael J. Quill, international presi-
dent, Transport Workers Union of Amer-
ica, AFL-CIO.

Jacob S. Potofsky, general president,
Amalgamated Clothing Workers of
America,

David Dubinsky, president, Interna-
tional Ladies Garment Workers Union.

United Shoe Workers of America,
AFI-CIO, joint council B.

Jay C. Watkins, director of education
and political action, region 9, AUW-
AFL-CIO.

director,

James Miller, president, and James
Steele, secretary-treasurer, of the Great-
er Buffalo Industrial Union Council,
AFL-CIO.

Jack R. Suarez, president, district 3,
IUE, AF1-CIO, Schenectady, N. Y.

Dave Klein, president, United Optical
Workers, New York, N. Y.

Julius Sum, president, Local 338, Re-
tail, Wholesale, and Chain Store Food
Employees Union, AFL-CIO.

Louis Hollander, president, and Har-
old J. Garno, secretary-treasurer, New
York State CIO Council.
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Vincent LaCapria, comanager, and
Abraham Miller, secretary-treasurer,
New York Joint Board, Amalgamated
Clothing Workers of America.

Mr. President, those are only a few
of the persons or associations from
whom I have received resolutions. I
thank the Presiding Officer for having
had permission granted to have the en-
tire list, which numbers some 60 or 70,
printed in the Recorbp.

The list ordered printed in the RECorRD
is as follows:

ENDORSEMENT OF S, 1823 pY LaABOR ORGANIZA~
TIONS AND LEADERS

Amalgamated Clothing Workers of Amer-
ica, New York, N. Y. '

Martin Gerber, regional director, UAW,
New York, N. Y.

Charles H. Eerrigan,
UAW, New York, N. Y.

Paul Krebs, president, New Jersey State
CIO, New York, N. Y.

Greater New York Joint Board of Textile
Workers, New York, N. Y.

Michael J. Quill, international president,
Transport Workers Union of America, AFL—
CIO.

Matthew  Guinan, secretary-treasurer,
Transport Workers Unlon of America, AFL—
CIO.

Frank Sheehan, director of organizations,
Transport Workers Union of America, AFL—-
CIO, and more than 70,000 members em-
ployed in the bus, air, and rall transportation
and gas utility Industries in the New York
area.

Nicholas Cappadona, Sr., chalrman, Politi-
cal Action Committee, 1,500 members of

regional director,

local 2067, United Steel Workers, Brooklyn,

N.X.

Local 14-149, Anthony Mazzocchi, presi-
dent, Oil, Chemical and Atomic Workers In-
ternational Union, Roslyn.

Adolph Rosenbaum, president, Greater
New York Joint Council Barbers and Beauty
Culturists Union of America, AFL-CIO, 1472
Broadway, New York City, representing 5,000
members.

Allied Trades Council, New York City.

Journeymen Tailors Union, local 1, ACWA,
New York, N. Y.

Jim Trenz, 65 Court Sguare, Long Island
City, president, local 483, CIO-AFL, Long
Island City, N. Y.

Allied Crafts Union, New York City.

Joint Board of Fur Dressers and Dyers,
New York City.

Broadway Chauffeurs Association, Inc.,
New York City.

Ci}louse Wreckers Unilon, local 95, New York
ty.

Bartenders Union, local 15, New York City.

Marine Allied Workers, Brooklyn, N. Y.

Jack Rubenstein, New York State director,
Textile Workers Union of America.

William Pollock, executive vice president,
Textile Workers Union of America, executive
council, Textile Workers Union of America,
AFL-CIO meeting in Washington, D. C.

Edward F. Doolan, manager, Fall River
Joint Board Textile Workers Union of
America, on behalf of 13,000 textile workers
in Fall River and vicinity.

Harold C. Troidl, area director, UAW-AFL—
CIO, Buffalo, N. Y.

Jay C. Watkins, director, education and
political action, region No. 9, UAW-AFL-
CIO. After careful survey of cross-section
of some 40,000 UAW members in Niagara
frontier, we find overwhelming support for
8. 1823 concerning Niagara power develop-
ment.

James Miller, president, James Steel, sec-
retary-treasurer, the Greater Buffalo Indus-
trial Union Council, AFL-CIO, representing
100,000 organized workers in the Buffalo,
N. Y., area.

May 15

Matthew Guinan, president, local 100,
Transport Workers Union, AFL-CIO, repre-
senting 45,000 members and their families,
New York City.

Jack R. Buarez, president, district 3, IUE,
AFL-CIO, Schenectady, N. ¥., District Coun-
cil 3, IUE, AFL-CIO, New York State, repre-
senting 50,000 electrical workers wholeheart-
edly endorses your bill, S. 1823.

William Gierspach, chairman, legislative
committee, local 116, UAW, 5416 Second Ave-
nue, Brooklyn.

Dave Klein, president, United Optical
Workers, New York, N. Y. (local 408, IUE,
AFL-CIO, 112 East 19th Street, New York
City).

Julius Sum, president, local 338, Retail,
Wholesale, and Chain Store Food Employees
Union, AFL-CIO (6,000 members), New York
City.

Michael DeCicco, manager, Furniture
Workers Union, local 76-B, New York City.

Vincent Messina, manager, local 324,
ACWA Union, New York City.

Helen Thompson, local 1001, Textile Work-
ers, Newburgh, N. Y.

United Shoe Workers of America, New
York City.
Louis Hollander, president, Harold J.

Garno, secretary-treasurer, New York State
CIO Council, 101 West 31st Street, New York
City.

Michael J. Quill, president, Morris Iushe-
witz, secretary-treasurer, New York City CIO
Couneil, and its half-million members, New
York City.

Vincent La Capria, comanager, Abraham
Miller, secretary-treasurer, New York joint
board, ACWA (Amalgamated Clothing Work-
ers of America), on behalf of the 50,000 mem-
bers, 31 West 16th Street, New York City.

James Miller, president, James Steel, sec-
retary-treasurer, the Greater Buffalo Indus-
trial Union Council, AFL-CIO, 100,000 or-
ganized workers, the Buffalo, N. Y. area,
Buffalo, N. Y.

Willlam Swanwick, president, local 2932,
United Paper Workers of America, New York
City.

Mortimer Gellis, president, local 1706, In-
surance Workers of America, AFL-CIO, New
York City.

Thomas Flavell, manager, local 169, Amal-
gamated Clothing Workers of America, New
York City.

Local 504, Transport Workers Union, AFL—
CIO, Elmhurst, N. Y.

Distriet Council No. 15, OCAW, AFL-CIO,
Niagara Falls, N, Y.

United Shoe Workers of America, AFL-CIO,
Joint Council No. 3, signed by Fileno De
Novellis, manager, Anthony Scimeca, secre-
tary-treasurer.

Jack Curran, vice president, Oil, Chemical
and Atomic Workers, International Union,
CIO.

Jacob S. Potofsky, general president, Amal-
gamated Clothing Workers of America.

David Dubinsky, president, International
Ladies Garment Workers Union.

Mr. LEHMAN. Finally, Mr. Presi-
dent, I submit for the Recorp a random
sampling of the telegrams which have
flooded my office in the last few days,
since it became apparent that the phony
argument, the misleading argument, that
the people of New York are opposed to
my bill, would be used on the floor of
the Senate. I ask unanimous consent
that these telegrams be printed in the
body of the Recorp at this point in my
remarks.

There being no objection, the tele-
grams were ordered to be printed in the
REcoRD, as follows:

New Yore, N. Y., May 9, 1956.

Senator HERBERT LEHMAN:
LeamManN’s power bill deserves support.
Mrs. W. A. CARsON.
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BroogRLYN, N. Y., May 9, 1956,
Senator HereerT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D, C.:
LeAMAN'S power bill deserves support.
RUTH ERASNOFF.

_—

BrooELYN, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HErRBERT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on your fine visionary
public power plan.
THoMAS BoND.

BrooxLywN, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Benator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senate,
Washingion, D. C.:
Your public power proposal is a very good
one and should become law.
Louis CACCIARL

BroogryYw, Ni Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
LEaMan's power bill deserves support.
Paur BoOLLEN.

BroogLYN, N. Y., May 9, 1956,
Senator HerBErT H. LEEMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
People are for LEHMAN'S public power
statute.
CONNIE ZURICA.

BrooKLYN, N. Y., May 9, 1956,
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on your fine vislonary
public power plan.
MicHAEL Bocco,

BrookLYN, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HErBERT H. LEEMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
Your public power propoeal is a very good
one and should become law.
ARTHUR SOMERVILLE.

Brooxryn, N. Y., May 9, 1956,
Senator HERBERT H. LEEMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
Urge support of Senator LEMMAN's public
power bill,
ApoLPH SCHROEDER.
BrOOKLYN, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEMMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
Hope your public power law passes.
RONALD STANLEY.
BrooxrLyn, N, Y., May 9, 1956.
Benator HERBeErT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
Urge support of Senator LEEMAN'S public
power bill.
JoHN DEMASI.
BroorLyYwN, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
Press passage of your public power bill.
PETER AVOLA.
BrookLywN, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HErRBERT H, LEMMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
People are for LeHMAN's public power
statute.
FRANK BORZOMATL
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New Yorg, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBerRT H, LEHMAN,
Washington, D.C.:
Press passage of your public power bill,
EUGENE P. PERONE,

NeEw York, N. Y., May 9, 1956,
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D.C.:
Urge support of Senator LEHMAN'S public
power bill,
LEON ADLER.
New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
Hope your public power law passes.
TED BERMAN.
New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
Press passage of your public power bill.
PAUL A, LATTANZI,
New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
The public favors public power. EKeep up
the good work.
ARTHUR BECKER.
New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBErT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D.C.:
Lehman's public power bill should psass.
SaraH MORRIS.

New Yorg, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEEMAN,
Washington, D.C.:
Your public power proposal is a very good
one and should become law.
Ww, J. Moir.
New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956,
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D.C.:
Your public power bill crowns a great
career.
Max G. GERSCHER.

New Yorx, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D.C.:
Urge support of Senator LEEMAN's public
power bill.
JaMES P. CLARK,

_——

New Yorx, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HerpErT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D.C.:
LEHEMAN'S public power bill should pass.
ALFRED FOSTER.

New Yorx, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HeErserRT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D.C.:
People are for LEHMAN’s public power
statute.
SAMUEL SAMUELS.

New YoRrk, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBErRT H, LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
LeamaN's public power bill should pass.
STEPHEN URBAN.

New Yomrg, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBErRT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on your fine visionary
Ppublic power plan.
FrANCES WEISS.
New Yorxg, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H, LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
Hope your public power law passes,
MURRAY LESSOFF.
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GarpeN Crty, N. Y., May 10, 1956.
Senator LEHMAN,
New House Office Building:
I strongly urge support of S. 1636 and ask
your backing on this measure.
Mrs. GEORGE SHORTMEIER, Jr.

BroorryN, N. Y., May 9, 1956,
Senator HEreerT H., LEHMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D, C.:
People are for LEEMAN'S public power
statute.
Wanpa Lock.
BrookLYN, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HErserT H. LEEMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D, C.:
The public favors public power; keep up
the good work.
Harry ZaLDIN.

BrooELYN, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HErBerT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
Your public power bill crowns a great
career,
ALFRED R. DOTTIN.

BrooKELYN, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
Your public power bill crowns a great
career.
JorN O'DEa.
BrooxLYN, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HEreerT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
Your public power proposal is a very good
one and should become law.
HARrRY LEVINE.

BROOKLYN, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HEreErT H. LEEMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
Your public power bill crowns a great
career.
ANNA M. JACOBS,
BrooKLYN, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HerBerT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
Hope your public power law passes.
Davip KORNFIELD.
BROOKLYN, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HErperT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D.C.:
Press passage of your public power bill,
CARL TRICHTER.

BrooKLYN, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
LeHMAN's power bill deserves support.
Francls WEINSTEIN.
BrooXLYN, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D.C.:
The public favors public power keep up the
good work.
Mrs. ANNE Jacoes.
BrooKLYN, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HerBERT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
We want LEHMAN'S power proposal.
Pierce EccLES.
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- : BrooxryYn, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HersErT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D.C.:

LeaMaNn's public power bill should pass.

CarL ROSE.

BrooxLyn, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HerBERT H, LEHMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D.C.:
LeaMAN'S public power bill should pass.
MANUEL CASTELO.

-

BrooxLYN, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HErBERT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D.C.:
People are for LeEMAN'S public power
statute, :
LeoNarD POWERS.

BrROOELYN, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HerpERT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
Urge support of Senator LEaMmAaNn’s public
power bill,
Mrs. Diana HOROWITZ,
BroogLywN, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HErRBErT H., LEHMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
We want LEHMAN'S power proposal.
IrwinN SLOVES.
BrooxLYN, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Benator HersErT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
'!‘he public favors public power.
the good work

Eeep up

Evrias TEVLIN.
New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HErBERT H, LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
LerMan’s power bill deserves support.
EpaiNE L. MANTAS.
New Yorx, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Hon. HerBerT H. LrEMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
LeaMan’s power bill deserves support.
BERNARD SEGAL,
New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HErpeERT H. LEEMAN,
Washingion, D. C.:
People are for LEHMAN’S public power
statute.
: JOSEPH MARINE.
New Yore, N. Y., May 9, 1556.
Senator HererT H. LEHEMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
Urge support of SBenator LEEMAN's public
power bill.
MADELAINE COLE.
New Yorr, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HeRBERT: H. L}:n’mnu,
Washington, D. C.;
Urge support of S8enator LEHEMAN'S public
power bill.
Epwarp P. TOLLEY.
New YoRE, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HemprrT H. Lm.un
Washington, D. C.:
Urge support of Senator LEEMAN’S public
power bill.
Frep HrILL.
New Yorx, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HerBerT H: LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
People are for LEEMAN’'S public power
statute.
J. Van H. WHIPPLE,
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New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HerperT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
LeamMAN's power bill deserves support.
HyMmAN ROSENBLUM.

New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator Herpert H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
Leaman's public power bill should pass.
CuARrLES HUNT PICAID.

New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, b. C.:
Urge support of Senator LErMAN'S public
power bill.
HyMaN ABRAMS.
New Yomrk, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HErpERT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
LeaMaN’s power bill deserves support.
VERONICA KEANE,
New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HErBeRT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
People are for Leaman’s public power
statute.
: BEN PiNcuUs.
New YORK, N. Y,, May 9, 1956.
Senator HErBerT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
' People are for LEHMAN'S public power
statute.
ANTHONY TREZINI.

New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HerperT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
The publie favors public power keep up the
good work.
HarrY KENDELL.,
New Yorx, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HerperT H. LERMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
The public favors public power keep up the
good work.
MuURRAY ZWANG,.
New Yorr, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HErBERT H. LEEMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
Your public power bill crowns a great
career.
MarTHEW INTMER.
New Yorrk, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
Your public power bill crowns a great
career.
AvpeErT LEVY,
New YoRk, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on your fine visionary
public power plan.
JaMmMEs ROSENTHAL.

New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HErRBERT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
Your public power bill crowns a great
career.
STEPHEN BOTSFORD.

New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
Your public power bill crowns a great
career.
Leon RABBIN.

May 15

New Yore, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
Your public power bill crowns a great
career.
FraNgE McNazB.
New Yorx, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
Press passage of your public power bill
MILTON SELTZER.
New Yorg, N. Y., May 3, 1956.
Senator HerBerT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
We want LEHMAN'S power proposal.
ADOLF SUMMERFIELD,
New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
We want LEEMAN'S power proposal.
InviNGg SMITH.
NEw Yorg, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HEnBERT H. LEEMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
LerMaN's power bill deserves support.
JACOB BOBBINS.
New Yomk, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HerBeRT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
We want LEHMAN'S power proposal .
Una HADLEY.

New Yoxx N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HerBerT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
We want LEEMAN'S power proposal.
BeEn RADER.
New York, N. Y., May 8, 1956.
Benator HEREErT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
Press passage of your public power bill.
EDWARD STOCKVIS.
New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HErBeErT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
Press passage of your public power bill,
EVERETT HALL.
New York, N Y., May 9, 19586.
Senator HErBerT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
LeaMAN's power bill deserves support.
Mrs. W, A. CARSON.

New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HerserT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
Press passage of your public power bill.
FRANCES SCHWARTZ.

NeEw York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HerserT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
We want LEHMAN'S power proposal.
H. M. SacHS.

New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HereerT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
Hope your public power law passes.
NorMman NaTKO.
New York, N. ¥, May 9, 1956.
Senator HErBERT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
People are for LEHMAN's public power
statute.
BeYmMouR R. THALER.
New Yorxk, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
*  Washington, D. C.:
LEamaN's public power bill should pass.
Louis GLASSBERT.
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New YorK, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
Hope your public power law passes.
EvuGENE YOUNG.
New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HErperT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
Hope your public power law passes.
Louls MANGINI.
New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HEgseRT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
LEHMAN’'S public power bill should pass.
RAPHAEL FUENTES.
New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HErserT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
Ho our public power law passes.
ik RICHARD Mass.

NEw Yorg, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
The public favors public power. Keep up

the good work.
Mary J. GRISSOM.

NEw YorK, N. Y.,
Senator HErpErT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
Your public power proposal is a very good
one and should become law.
WiLLiaM V. PURCELL.

New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HErpErT H. LEHMiN,
Washington, D. o.:
Your public power proposal is a very good
one and should become law.
Jack HOLTZBERG.

May 9, 1956.

New Yorx, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HErsERT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
The public favors public power. Keep up
the good work.
MarRIE E. ANDERSON.

New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Benator HErsERT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on your fine visionary
public power plan.
Mrs. CHARLOTTE TREVILLION,

‘New Yorg, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HEREERT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on your fine visionary
public power plan.
JOHN SACHMAN.

New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Benator HERBERT H. LEEMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on your fine visionary
public power plan.
RoseMarY Dusols.

NeEw Yorx, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HErRBeRT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on your fine visionary
public power plan. :
DonaLp A: SACHAR,
New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
Your public power proposal is a very good
one and should become law.
JACQUES MAIGNAN.
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BrookLYN, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HeERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Umtecl States Senate,
Washington, D. C..
Leaman’'s power bill deserves support.
CESAR RODRIGUEZ.
BroorLYN, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HErRBERT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:

LEHMAN’S public power bill should pass.

IRVING ROSEN.
BroogLYN, N. Y,, May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
We want LEHMAN'S power proposal.
Avice KocH.

BrooELYN, H. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HErBeRT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
Press passage of your public power bill.
Wiriam E. HORWILL.

BrooxLYN, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H LEHMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
We want LEHMAN'S power proposal.
BaMUEL P. HORNSTEIN.
BrooELYN, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H, LEHMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
Hope your public power law pastes.
PAUL WOSNER.

BrooxLyYN, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on your fine visionary
public plan.
MARTIN A. JANSON.

New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
Your public power proposal is a very good
one and should become law.
BoB WASSNER.

NEw Yorr, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HeErBeRT H. LEEMAN,
Washington, D, C.:
The public favors public power. EKeep up
the good work.
Mrs. MURIEL M. LEONARD.

Burraro, N. Y., May 10, 1956.
Hon. HErBerT H. LEHMAN,
Uniled States Senator,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
The best of luck with your bill to develop

Niagara power in our interests.

CoLIN CATTLEY.

L BurraLo, N. Y., May 10, 1956.
Hon, HErBErT H. LEHMAN,
_~ United States Senator,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Please know that we are pulling for you
and hope that the other Senators will vote
to pass S. 1823,
JuLius BRONZINO.
Burraro, N. Y., May 10, 1956.
Hon. HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senator,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
These so-called public utilities are not for
the benefit of the public. ¥our bill 8. 1823
is in the genuine public interest. I am on
your side. i
Jack EKIRISITS.
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Burraro, N. Y., May 10, 1956.
Hon. HEreerT H.
United States. Senato-r
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
My whole family is with you in your fight
for the passage of your public power bill,
Ep LARKOWSKI,
BuUFFaLo, N. Y., May 10, 1958.
Hon. HErRBERT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senator,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
We are with you on 8. 1823.
M=rT HOUSE.
Burraro, N. Y., May 10, 1956.
Hon. HersertT H. LEEMAN,
United States Senator,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
4 hfg mr}amlly and I support you and your bill

CHARLES CANE.

BurraLo, N. Y., May 10, 1956.
Hon. HERBERT H. LEEMAN,
United States Senator,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Our electric bill is too high now. S. 1823
is the answer to more and cheaper power
rates.

JosEPH L. NEWTON.

BuFFALO, N. Y., May 10, 1958.
Hon. HErRBERT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senator,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

It’s about time we had someone concerned
about the little folks. Please do everything
possible to pass S. 1823.

LEONARD SIDORSKI,

Burravro, N. Y., May 10, 19586,
Hon. HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senator,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Your bill S. 1823 will mean cheaper rates
for us at home. Please make it pass.
GEORGE FRONGILLO,

BurFaLo, N. Y., May 10, 1956.
Hon. HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senator,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Am in full support of your bill 8. 1823. The
Niagara River and the falls are gifts from
God to his people and 1t should be developed
in their interest.

JOSEPH YANTOMASL.

BurrFaLo, N. Y., May 10, 1956.
Hon. HERBERT H, LEHMAN,
United States Senator,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

When a comparison is made between an
electric bill of a worker across the river and
my bill here in Buffalo, how can I or any other
worker fail to support you in your fight for
public power as against the utilitles and
their private gouge.

FRANE TELAKOWICE.

BurraLo, N, Y., May 10, 1956.
Hon. HErRBERT H. LEHMAN,
Umited States Senator,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.;

We need more Senators like you who will
fight for legislation in our interest. 8. 1823
is a dandy. Make it pass.

Ricaarp KoENIG.
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Burraro, N. Y., May 10, 1956.
Hon. HERBERT H. LEMMAN,
United States Senator,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

The waters of the Niagara and the benefits
derived thereof belong to all the people not
some chosen few. Your power bill is the
proper way to develop the power of the Ni-
agara River.

ALICE LEBERT.
Burraro, N. Y., May 10, 1956.
Hon. HerseErT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senator,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

If some of our Representatives’ wives had
to go out and work like I do to support my
family, they wouldn't hesitate a moment in
voting for your public power bill and other
legislation for our benefit.

MARGARET SNYDER.
ErmHauURsT, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Hon. HerBERT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:

Our local union fully supports your fight
to obtain passage of S. 1823 to develop hydro-
electric resources of Niagara River under
public auspices with traditional safeguards
of consumers interests so as to spread bene-
fits as widely as possible and make possible
low-cost power. Passage of this bill will
mean more jobs and increase level of eco-
nomic activity for New York State.

Jno MELE,
President, Air Transport Local 504,
TWU, AFL-CIO.
NiaGgarA FALLS, N, Y., May 11, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

District Council 15, OCAW AFL-CIO,
representing 10,000 organized workers in the
Niagara Falls, N. Y., area vitally interested in
the passage of Int. 8. 1823 re development
of Niagara River hydroelectric under public
promotion. The future economy of this en-
tire area is closely related to the above legisla-
tion which will make available an abundance
of low cost power for home and industrial
consumption. Industry will have an added
incentive to locate in our area thereby mak-
ing more jobs available in our community.
We believe that the economic welfare and ex-
pansion of the economy of the entire State
of New York is closely related in S. 1823.
We urge its passage.

WEesLEY J. HILTS,
Secretary Treasurer, District Coun=-
cil 15, OCAW AFL-CIO.
New Yorx, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Our local union fully supports your fight to
obtain passage of S. 1823 to develop hydro-
electric resources of Niagara River under
public auspices with traditional safeguards
of consumers’ interests so as to spread bene-
fits as widely as possible and make possible
low cost power. Passage of this bill will
mean more jobs and increase level of eco-
nomic activity for New York State.

FILENO DE NOVELLIS,
Manager.
ANTHONY SCIMECA,
Secretary Treasurer, United Shoe
Workers of America, AFL-CIO,
Joint Council No. 13.
New Yorx, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:

Your public power bill crowns a great

career.
AMALGAMATED CLOTHING WORKERS
OF AMERICA.
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New YoRk, N. Y., April 30, 1956,
Benator HERBERT LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on your fight in behalf of
consumer of the State of New York. May
license granted by the Federal Power Com-
mission to the Power Authority of the State
of New York including strong preference
clause be a permanent blessing to the people
of the State of New York.
MARTIN GERBER,
Regional Director, United Auto Workers.

New Yorx, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HerserT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Victory for SBenate bill 1823 will confirm a
permanent blessing to power consumers in
the State of New York. Best wishes in your
efforts in support of this measure. Accept
this expression of my support in behalf of
100,000 members of the United Automobile
Workers in the Northeast.
CuarLES H, KERRIGAN,
Regional Director, UAW,

New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HErserT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

On behalf of 250,000 members of the New
Jersey State CIO I strongly favor Senate bill
1823, as reported out of committee without
any weakening amendments. Congratula-
tions on your fine fight in behalf of power
consumers in the Northeast.

Paur KRess,
President, New Jersey State CIlO.

New Yorx, N. Y., May 9, 1956,
Senator HEreerT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:

The public favors public power. Keep up
the good work.

GRrEATER NEW YoORK JOINT BOARD OF
TEXTILE WORKERS.
New York, N. Y., May 11, 1956.
Senator HErRserT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

The Transport Workers Unipon of Ameriea,
AFL~CIO, and its more than 70,000 members
employed in the bus, air, and rail, transpor-
tation and gas utility industries in the New
York area are in solid support of your effort
to protect theirs and their families living
costs to the passage of S, 1823. This bill af-
fords to them necessary consumer protection
in the development of the Niagara River's
hydroelectric resources. It will insure the
lowest possible cost for power for all the
people of the State and serve as a protec-
tion to the public as a yardstick against run-
away power prices. It will moreover provide
to the critical area of upstate New York a
source of much-needed employment with re-
sulting benefits to the entire State economy.
You have the wholehearted support of TWU
in your fight.

WorKERS UNION OF AMERICA, AFL-CIO.
MICHAEL J. QUILL,
International President.
MATTHEW GUINAN,
International Secretary-Treasurer.
FrRANK SHEEHAN,
Director of Organizations Transport.
BrookLYN, N. Y., May 11, 1956,
Senator HErBerT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

One thousand five hundred members of
Local 2067, United Steel Workers of America,
fully support your fight to obtain passage of
8. v

NicHOLAS CAPPADONA, Sr.,
Chairman, Political Action Committee.

May 15

RosLyN, N. Y., May 10, 1956.
Senator LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Our local union fully supports your fight
to obtain passage of 8. 1823 to develop hydro-
electric resources of Niagara River under
public auspices with traditional safeguards of
consumers interest so as to spread benefits
as widely as possible and make possible low-
cost power. Passage of this bill will mean
more jobs and increase level of economic ac-
tivity for New York State,

ANTHONY MAZZOCCHI,
President, Local 14-149, Oil, Chem-
ical and Atomic Workers Inter-
national Union.

New York, N. Y., May 10, 1956.
Hon. HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.:
HonoraBLE SIr: Joint council representing
5,000 members fully support your fight to
obtain passage of S. 1823 to develop hydro-
electric resources of Niagara River under
public auspices with traditional safeguards
of consumers interests, so as to spread bene-
fits as widely as possible and make possible
low-cost power. Passage of this bill will
mean more jobs and increase level of eco-
nomic activity for New York State.
ApOLPH ROSENBAUM,
President, Greater New York Joint
Council, Barbers and Beauty Cul-
turists Union of America, AFL-CIO.
New Yorxk, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEEMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
People are for Lehman’s public power
Etatute.

ALLIED TRADES COUNCIL.

New York, N. Y., May 11, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H, LEEMAN,
Senate Office Building
Washington, D, C.:

Our union fully supports your fight for
passage of S. 1823 to develop hydroelec-
tric resources Niagara River under public
auspices safeguarding consumers interests
to spread benefits widely as possible making
possible low cost power passage of this bill
will mean more jobs and increased level eco-
nomie aetivity for New York State.

JOURNEYMEN TAILORS UNION, LoCarL 1,
ACWA.

LoNG Istanp City, N, Y., May 11, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H, LEEMAN,
- Washington, D. C.:
e are behind you in your fight for passa
of B, 1823. ¥ ? . s
JiMm TRENZ,
President, Local 463, CIO-AFL.

New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
Lehman's power bill deserves support.
ALLIED CRAFTS UNION,
New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.*
Press passage of your public power bill.
JOINT BOARD OF FUR DRESSERS AND DYERS.

NeEw York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,

Washington, D. C.:
Hope your public power law passes.
BROADWAY CHAUFFEURS ASSOCIATION, INC.
New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HeErsBerT H. LEHMAN,
Washington,D. C.:
Your public power proposal is a very good
one and should become law.
House WrecKErs UN1oN, LocaL 85.
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New York, N. Y., May 9, 13956.
Benator HerserT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D.C.:
Congratulations on your fine visionary
public power plan.
BarTENDERS UNIioN, Locar 16.

BroorLYN, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HereerT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington,D.C.:
Press passage of your public power bill.
MARINE WORKERS.

May 11, 1956.
Hon. HereerT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senate:
Workers, business, industry, farm-families,
and housewives in New York, New England
and neighboring States will all benefit from
low-cost electrical power at Niagara Falls
by Lehman bill. We urge enactment of this
legislation. )
Jack RUBENSTEIN,
New York State Director,
Textile Workers Union of America.
May 11, 1956.
Hon. HerserT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senate:
Executive Council Textile Workers Union
of America, AFL-CIO, meeting in Washing-
ton, D. C. wholeheartedly endorses Senate
bill 1823 for public development of Niagara
hydroelectric power under specified prefer-
ence provisions to furnish low cost electricity
to consumers in New York, Ohio, Pennsyl-
vania and New England.
Wmriam PoLLock,
Ezecutive Vice President, Teztile
Workers Union of America.

WasHmeToN, D. C., May 11, 1956.
Hon. Hersert H.
United States Smte
On behalf of 13,000 textile workers in Fall
River and vicinity, I urge support S. 1828 as
reported from committee for development of
Niagara power to insure lowering of rates
now far toco high in New England and nearby
States.
Epwarp F. DoOLAN,
Manager, Fall River Joint Board
Tezxtile Workers Union of America.

Burraro, N. Y., May 10, 1956.
Hon. Herserr H. LEHMAaN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
After careful survey of cross section of
some 40,000 UAW members in Niagara fron-
tier, we find overwhelming support for your
bill 8. 1823 concerning Miagara power devel-
opment. Enactment of your bill will make
available vast quantities of additional power
at lower rates and will draw badly needed ad-
ditional industry to our State and area. The
UAW and its members in western New York
vigorously support you in your endeavors.
Haronp C. TROIDL,
Area Director, UAW-AFL-CIO.
JaYy C. WATKINS,
Director Education and Political Ac-
tion Region No. 9.

BurrFaLo, N. Y., May 10, 1956.
Senator HeErBerT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

The Greater Buffalo Industrial Union
Council AFL-CIO representing 100,000 or-
ganized workers in the Buffalo-New York
area vitally interested in the passage of S.
1823 re development of Niagara River hydro-
electric under public promotion. The future
economy of this entire area is closely re-
lated to. the above legislation which will
make avallable an abundance of low-cost
power for home and industrial consump-
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tion. Industry will have an added incen-
tive to locate in our area thereby making
more jobs avallable in our community. We
believe that the economic welfare and ex-
pansion of the economy of the entire State
of New York is closely related in S. 1832. We
urge its passage.
JaMES MILLER,
President.
JaMES STEEL,
Secretary-Treasurer.

New York, N. Y., May 10, 1956.
Senator HERBERT LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington D. C.:

Local 100 Transport Workers Unlon of
America, AFL-CIO, representing 45,000 mem-
bers and their families, wholeheartedly sup-
port your efforts to secure passage of 5. 1823.
This bill will protect the consumers’ interest
in the development of the hydroelectric re-
sources of the Niagara River. Such a meas-
ure would spread the resulting benefits to all
sections of our great State and would bring
the lowest cost power to our people. It would
also provide a yardstick against unwarranted
increases from private companies. More jobs
for workers throughout the State and in-
creased activity for our business economy
would be much desired additional benefits.

We in TWU are solidly behind you in this’

fight.
MaTTHEW GUINAN,
President, Local 100, Transport Work-
ers Union, AFL-CIO.

Burraro, N. Y., May 10, 1956.
Hon. HerperT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Delegates to the Western New York Citl-
zenship Council (UAW-AFL-CIO) represent-
ing 30,000 members have unanimously

adopted a resolution in support of your bill-

8. 1823 and commend you on your fight in
behalf of the power consuming public.
Josern KINECKI,
President.
RarPH STONE,
Recording Secretary.

ScHENECTADY, N. Y., May 10, 1956.
Hon. HerBERT LEHMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.;

District Council 3 IUE-A, F. of L.-CIO, New
York State, representing 50,000 electrical
workers, wholeheartedly endorse your bill,
S. 1823.

5 Jace R. Suanez,
President, District 3, International
Union of Electricians, AFL-CIO.

BrooELYN, N. Y., May 10, 1356.
Senator HerperT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Lacal No. 116, UAW, supports your fight to
get 5. 1823 passed in the United States Sen-
ate. We feel that cheaper electric power
epread widely may benefit many consumers,
make more jobs, and better the economy of
our State in general.

Respectfully,
WiLLiaM GIERSPACH,
Chairman, Legislative Committiee.

New Yorx, N. Y., May 10, 1956.
Senator HErBerT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Our union fully supports your valiant fight
to obtain passage of S. 1823 to develop hydro-
electric resources of Niagara River under
public auspices, with consumers’ interests
safeguarded. Passage of this measure will

i York State.
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increase employment and level of economic
activity in our State.
Dave KLEIN,
President, United Optical Workers
gnéon, Local No. 408, IUE, AFL-
10.

New Yorx, N. Y., May 10, 1956,
Senator HErserT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
"~ Washington, D.C.:

Six thousand members of our union sup-
port your fight to obtain passage of bill 8.
1823 to develop hydroelectric resources of
Niagara River under public auspices. Pas-
sage of this bill will mean more jobs and
increase level of economic activity for New

JuLius SumMm,

President, Local No. 338, Retail,
Wholesale, and Chain Store Food
Employees Union, AFL-CIO.

New Yori, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HerserT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Our local union fully supports your fight
to obtain passage of S. 1823 to develop hydro-
electric resources of Niagara River under
publie auspices with traditional safeguards-
of consumers’ interests so as to spread bene- .
fits as widely as possible and make possible
low-cost power. Passage of this bill will
mean more jobs and increase level of eco-
nomic activity for New York State,

MicHaEL DECICCO,
Manager, Furniture Workers
Union, Local 76B.

New York, N. Y., May 10, 1956.
Senator HErserT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Local 324 ACWA Union fully supperts your -
fight to obtain passage of S. 1823 to develop
hydroelectric resources of Niagara River
under public auspices with traditional safe-
guards of consumers interests.

VINCENT MESSINA,
Manager, Local .24, ACWA.

New Yore, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEFMAN:
Leaman’s public power bill should pass.
AMERICAN JEWISH CONGREGATION,
LAWYERS CHAPTER.

New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HErRBeRT H. LEHMAN,
Washﬁmton D.C.:
We want LEHMAN'S power proposal.
DeLMORE SocraL CLUB.
NEw YorK, N. Y.
Senator Herszrt H. LEEMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
Hope your public power law passes.
PROFESSIONAL ARTS CLUB.

New Yorx, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
Press passage of your public power bill.
ALPINE SOCIAL CLUB.
BROOKLYN, N. Y.
Senator HErBERT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.;
LEEMAN’S public power bill should pass.
BENSONHURST ITALIAN ORGANIZATION.
BrooKLYN, N. Y.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.:
Hope your public power law passes.
HeicHTS JEWISH CLUB.
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BrOOKLYN, N. Y.
Senator HErBERT H. LEHEMAN,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.:

Urge support of Senator LEHMAN'S public
power bill,

AFFILIATED YOUNG DEMOCRATS.
Max T, 1956.
Senator IrviNG M. IVES,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.;

Request your cooperation and favorable
vote on Lehman bill, Nlagara power project.
Cost of electricity to individual rate-payers
as well as all industry in this area much
higher than in Canadian sector or southern
TVA area. Private interests attempt to gain

at expense of taxpaying public who actually

pay cost of improvements through Federal
aid, yet power rates are increased constantly,
resulting in doubled or trebled cost to user.
Time the consuming public be considered.
HAROLD SMITH,
Record Section, TWUA Local 1085.

BurraLo, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

The Greater Buffalo Industrial Unilon
Council AFL-CIO, representing 100,000 or-
ganized workers in the Buffalo, N. Y., area
vitally interested in the passage of S. 1823 re
development of Niagara River hydroelectric
under public promotion. The future econ-
omy of this entire area is closely related to
the above legislation which will make avail-
able an abundance of low-cost power for
home and industrial consumption. Industry
will have an added inecentive to locate in our
area, thereby making more jobs available in
our eommunity. We believe that the eco-
nomic welfare and expansion of the economy
of the entire State of New York is closely re-
lated in B. 1832. We urge its passage.

JaMES MILLER,
President.
JAMES STEEL,
Secretary-Treasurer.

New York, N. Y., May 10, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Our local union fully supports your fight
to obtain passage of S. 1823 to develop hydro-
electric resources of Niagara River under
public auspices with traditional safeguard
of consumers' interests so as to spread bene-
fits as widely as possible and make possible
low-cost power.

WILLIAM SWANWICK,
President, Local 292, United Paper
Workers of America.

Lowc IsLamp CITY, N. Y.
Senator HerserT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Our loeal union fully supports your fight

to obtain passage of S. 1823.
Locarn 365 UNITED AUTOMOSILE
WorgEers, CIO.
New York, N. Y., May 10, 1956.
Honorable Herser H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Our local union fully supports your fight
to obtain passage of S. 1823 to develop hydro-
electric resources of Niagara River under
public auspices with traditional safeguards
of consumers interests so as to spread bene-
fits as widely as possible and make possible
low-cost power. Passage of this bill will
mean more jobs and increase level of eco-
nomic activity for New York State.

MORTIMER GELLIS,
President Local 1706, Insurance
Workers of America AFL-CIO.
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New York, N. Y., May 10, 1956.
Senator LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Our loeal union fully supports your fight
to obtain passage of 8. 1823 to develop hydro-
electric resources of Niagara River under
public auspices with traditional safeguards
of consumers’ intrrest so as to spread bene-
fits as widely as possible and make possible
low-cost power. Passage of this bill will
mean more jobs and increase level of eco-
nomic activity for New York State.

LocarL 1690 AMALGAMATED CLOTHING
WORKERS OF AMERICA,
THoMAS FLAVELL, Manager.

= NewpurcH, N. Y., May 6, 1956.
Senator HERBERT LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:

Pass the Niagara power project bill. In-
dustry badly hurt due to high power cost in
industry and also in rates for home use.

HeELEN THOMPSON,
Local 1001.

Urtica, N. Y., May 7, 1956.
Hon. HERBERT LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

I feel that passage of 8. 1823 and speedy
processing of Niagara project under public
auspices as provided by that bill is essen-
tial to meet the vastly expanding power
needs of hundreds of communities in the
State of New York.

RiceHarp H. BarcH,
Member of Public Service Commis-
sion, State of New York.

BatH, N. Y., May 5, 1956.
Hon. HEBERT LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building:
Grange Nells Creek wishes you to urge
support of the Lehman bill 8. 1823.
GENEVA PAWLING,
Secretary.

New Yorx, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D.C.:
Urge support of Senator LEHMaAN's public
power bill,
UNITED SHOE WORKERS OF AMERICA.

New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington D.C.:

The New York State CIO Council has al-
ready gone on record in favor of develop-
ment of hydroelectric resources as proposed
in S. 1823 for the Niagara River and there-
fore strongly urges your utmost eflort to
obtain its passage so that the public owner
of these vast and valuable resources, may
obtain maximum benefit from them.

Louis HOLLANDER,
President.
HaroLp J. GarNO,
Secretary-Treasurer,
New York State CIO Council,

New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956,
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

On behalf of New York City CIO council
and its half milllon members all who are
constantly concerned with economic condi-
tions in New York State we are in full sup-
port of your stand on public power utilities
and send you our confident hope you will be
successful in getting passage of S. 1823 which
will develop hydroelectric resources of
Niagara River under public auspices safe-
guarded in consumers’ interests. This would
spread benefits to the widest extent and
make possible low-cost power. Passage of
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this bill will mean more jobs and Increase
the level of economic activity for our State
of New York.
MicHAEL J. QUILL,
President.
Morris I. USHEWITZ,
Secretary-Treasurer.

TEXTILE WORKERS UNION OF AMERICA,
OFFICE OF THE EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT,
New Yorx, N. Y., May 4, 1956,
To the Members of the United States Senate.

Dear SenaToRs: We, the undersigned, a
group of officers of local unions in New York
State affiliated with the Textile Workers Un-
ion of America, AFL-CIO, once more strongly
request and urge that you work and vote for
S. 1823 (the Lehman bill) for the redevelop-
ment of the Niagara River, etec.

Our union, which has a widely scattered
membership in New York State, has spe-
cifically endorsed the terms and principles
of the Lehman bill at at least two national
conventions; we have endorsed the Lehman
bill time after time at our State conventions.
We insist that working people of our State
are genuinely concerned with this issue and,
despite the terrific and misleading propa-
ganda of the private power companies, do un-
derstand clearly enough what is at stake in
this controversy.

From the consumer standpoint, the inter-
est of the people of New York is brutally
clear: we pay roughly twice as much as we
should for our electricity. As industrial em-
ployees, however, we have equally compelling
reasons to be for the Lehman bill. The re-
cent mass migration of the textile industry
from several important areas in New York
such as Yonkers, Amsterdam, and Utica
should have shocked all public officials, as
well as the average private citizen, into the
realization that drastic measures must be
taken if such types of manufacture are to
continue to operate in this area.

One of the vital economic factors in the
migration of these historic plants was the
high cost of power for industrial purposes in
the areas where they previously operated.
Textiles and similar industries must have
lower electric rates if they are to remain in
New York or surrounding States.

We enclose herewith for your reference a
summary of a speech on this problem made
late last year by Leland Olds, formerly with
the power authority of the State of New
York and former chairman of the Federal
Power Commission.

Hope that you will vote for S. 1823.

Sincerely yours,

Miraglia, Local 1790, Brooklyn, N. Y.
Krokenberger, Local 1303, Amsterdam,
N. ¥.; Campbell, joint board, New=
burgh, N. ¥, Killian, joint board,
Cohoes, N. ¥.; Wolskl, joint board,
Buffalo, N. Y.; Mickus, Local 1, Am-
sterdam, N. Y., BSablogky, Local 3,
Rochester, N. Y.; Solimando, Loecal 20,
Utica, N. Y.; Heitzmann, Local 41,
Utica, N. Y.; Graniero, Local 42, Utlea,
N. Y.; Rzepka, Local 49, Buffalo, N. ¥.;
Greene, Local 93, Mew York, N. Y.;
Perry, Local 129, Oswego, N. Y. Gen-
dron, Local 237, Cohoes, N. Y,; Epstine,
Local 252, New York, N. Y.; Garrison,
Local 488, Little Falls, N. Y.;: Vincoski,
Local 629, Salamanca, N. Y.; Smith,
Local 683, Haverstraw, N. Y.; Hooper,
Local 701, Fulton, N. Y.; Malone, Local
772, Little Falls, N. Y.; Murrary, Loeal
781, Crayville, N. ¥.; Laraway, Local
792, Philmont, N. Y.; Lozier, Local 898,
Newburgh, N. Y.; Bergeson, Local 238,
Nassau, N. Y.; Guenther, Local 988,
Port Jervis, N. Y,; Rettenbaugh, Local
1010, Conewango Valley, N. Y.; Karpo-
vage, Local 1024, Tonawanda, N. Y.;
Earagozian, Local 1032, Croton-on-
Hudson, N. Y.; EKucia, Local 1087,
Buffalo, N. ¥.; Rusinek, Local 1095,
Depew, N. Y., Warren, Local 1122,
Averill Park, N. Y.; Eossakowskl, Local
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1126, Cheektowaga, N. ¥.; Lute, Local
1161, Lockport, N. Y.; Cole, Local 1246,
Hudson, N. Y., Simard, Local 1308,
New York Mills, N. Y.; Leggio, Local
1318, Poughkeepsie, N. ¥.; Bove, Local
1342, West Sand Lake, N. Y.; Murphy,
Local 1328, Binghamton, N. ¥.; Smith,
Local 1085, Auburn, N. Y,; Chadwick,
Local 856, Argyle, N. Y., McCarthy,
Local 464, Garnerville, N, Y.; Rahmlow,
Local 221, Hornell, N. Y.; Barber, Local
222, Cohocton, N. Y., Ward, Local 88,
Binghamton, N. Y.

New Yorg, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Benator HEreErT H, LEEMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

On behalf of the 50,000 members of the
Amalgamated Clothing Workers of America
represented through the New York joint
board, we express the hope you may obtain
passage of 8. 1823 so that the Niagara River
hydroelectric potential may be publicly de-
veloped with safeguards to protect consumer
interests to the end that low-cost power,
more jobs and a heightened economic activ-
ity may be assured for the people of New
York State.

VINCENT LA CAPRIA,
Comanager.
ABRAHAM MILLER,
Secretary-Treasurer, New York
Joint Board, CWA.

New York, N, Y., May 9, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
LeaMAN’s public power bill should pass.
Citry CoLLEGE CLUB.

New York, N. Y., May 9, 1956.
Benator HEREERT H. LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
Urge support of Senator LEHMAN’S public
power bill.
CONGREGATION TIFFERITH ISRAEL.

SuMmMarY oF SPEEcH BY LELAND OLps

The last real hope of the people of the
northeastern region for large-scale develop-
ment of low-cost hydro has now shifted to
the Niagara redevelopment project and this
hope rests on the enactment by Congress of
legislation requiring its public development,
with the yardstick influence protected by
strict enforcement of the priority right of
public and cooperative electric systems to
obtain power supply from this source, and
public transmission where necessary to as-
sure this preference.

Electric rates in the New York-New Eng-
land-Pennsylvania-Ohio region can be
brought down to levels prevailing in the
TVA market area, once the grip of private
monopoly is broken., And this could well
mean more prosperous rather than less pros-
perous private power companies providing
the bulk of the electric service just as they
do today, except for the new dynamic sales
policy which they would acquire.

If the people of the Northeast want such
lower electric rates for their homes and
farms, as well as to strengthen the com-
petitive position of their industry, they must
take immediate steps to secure enactment
of Senator LEEMAN’S bill for public develop-
ment of Niagara power * % *,

Any bill, like the Capehart bill, proposing
to turn this unexcelled waterpower resource
over to private development, must be blocked
as an unconscionable giveaway of the peo-
ple’s legitimate rights.

* - L] L L]

Residential and rural sales alone for the
last year of record amounted to $280 mil-
lion for New York State and more than $820
million for the States within transmission
distance of the two great power projects,
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Yet, right across the Niagara and St. Law-
rence Rivers in Ontario homes are paying
less than half as much for the same quantity
of electricity as they must pay in similarly
situated New York cities for the same serv=-
ice and they are getting 3 to 4 times as much
electricity for the same money.

Just look at Toronto and Rochester. In
19052 the average Toronto home used 367
kilowatt-hours a month and paid an aver-
age bill of $3.81 for it. A Rochester home
had to pay $4.36 for only 100 kilowatt-hours.
For a home using 250 kilowatt-hours the
monthly bills were $3.02 in Toronto and
$7.27 in Rochester.

Or take New York City, where millions of
homes pay among the highest rates in the
country and compare it with Windsor, On-
tarlo, 200 miles away from Niagara Falls.
The average Windsor home used 286 kilo-
watt-hours a month for which it paid $3.64;
while the average New York home paid
$4.44 for only 100 kilowatt-hours. For 250
kilowatt-hours of monthly service homes
paid $3.33 in Windsor and $7.85 in New York
City.

Bince 1852 rates for both 100 and 250 kilo-
watt-hours have gone up in Rochester and
New York City.

The Federal Power Commission typical bill
reports show that industrial power rates are
higher in the cities of New York State than
in comparable cities in Ontario.

Comparisons made by the Federal Power
Commission at the request of a Congressman
showed that in 1850 residential service was
costing the homes of New York State over
$100 million more than they would have
been billed at rates in the TVA area. For
the group of States that might benefit from
the combination of Niagara, St. Lawrence
and other water power in the Northeast, the
corresponding excess cost of residential elec-
tricity was running at more than $300 mil-
lion a year.

The total electric bill, including commer=
cial and industrial as well as residential serv-
ice, was running about #300 higher for New
York State, and nearly §9500 million higher
for the nine-State combination, than it
would have run if TVA area rates had pre-
vailed throughout the region.

- - L] * *

New York and its neighboring States have
high rates because there has been little ef-
fective public competition. If the people
of the region are to obtain the lower rates
that are perfectly feasible, there must be
more than just public development of the
mighty Niagara and St. Lawrence resources.
There must be public development, plus
marketing of the power under an unlimited
preference to public and cooperative systems
with enough public transmission to assure
these nonprofit agencies, or any future pub-
lic or cooperative agencies, a low-cost power
supply.

Only through adoption of these marketing
principles will electric rate yardsticks begin
to exercise & potent effect on rates in the
region.

This requires enactment by Congress of a
bill for development of Niagara power with
the safeguards for the public interest, in-
cluding both the preference for nonprofit
electric systems and public transmission, in
general accord with the provisions of the bill
introduced by Senator LEEMAN * * * .

Much is at stake. For the electrical age is
moving rapldly forward. Abundance of low-
cost power is the key to progress, to full
employment, to increased productivity,
shorter working weeks, and higher living
standards, It means that power require-
ments are climbing toward 8 trillion kilo-
watt-hours by the end of the century, with
both hydro- and atomic-power helping con=
ventional fuel plants to carry the vast loads.
It means residential and rural use exceeding
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industrial use within less than 20 years, if
rates come down to perfectly feasible levels.

Devur, N, Y., May 7, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building:
Farmers in Delaware and Schoharie Coun=
tles urge approval of your bill S. 1823 for
State development of Niagara Falls power.
Farm electric power rates in most areas of
New York are so high that many electrical
farming methods are uneconomical. Pref-
erence provisions of your bill are consistent
with New York law. All consumers over a
wide area will benefit through the effect of
yardstick rates.
ROBERT N. DONOVAN,
Delaware County Electrie Cooperative.

GreENwoobn, N, Y., May 7, 1956.
Hon, HERBERT LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building:
I would appreciate it if you would sup-
port bill 8. 1823,
MarsHALL WARINER,
Director of the Steuben REA.

Devar, N. Y., May 7, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building:

Domestic and rural consumers in New
York need low-cost Niagara power. Only S.
1823 for construction of the Niagara proj-
ect gives maximum assurance of lower elec-
tric rates. Lower rates have never been
promised by sponsors of a private monopoly
at Niagara Falls. Objections to preference
provisions of your bill are not based upon
fact. We hope your bill is approved.

STANLEY V. CAMPBELL,
Bara, N. Y.
Hon. HERBERT LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Our 1400 members certainly appreciate
your efforts to obtain Niagara power for the
people. Our loads are continually increas-
ing and we expect this increase to continue.
We are looking forward to an early passage
of the Lehman-Buckley bill.

GORDON MARGESON,
Manager, Steuben Cooperative, Bath, N. ¥.

PENN Yaw, N. Y., May 3, 1956.
Hon. HERBERT H, LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
SBincerely urge you to support public de-
velopment of Niagara power.
LELAND A. WELKER,
President, Municipal Electric Utility
Association of New York State.
OGpENSBURG, N. Y., May 2, 1956.
HerBERT H. LEMMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Request you work and vote for passage
Puffe's development of Niagara River power
bill.
J. 5. GRAHAM,
Alderman, First Ward.
PLATTSBURG, N. Y., May 2, 1956,
Hon. HErRBERT H, LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Urging favorable action on public develop-
ment of Niagara power bill.
PLATTSBURG ELECTRIC.
Jack COGAN.
PrLaTTsBURG, N. Y., May 2, 1956.
Hon. HerBerT H, LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Urging favorable action on public develop=
ment Niagara power bill.
ALLEN M. LIGHT.
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Laxe Pracm, N, Y., May 2, 1956.
Hon. HERBERT H, LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Request you take favorable action on pub-
lic development Niagara power bill.
JupsoN M. WARE,
Treasurer, Lake Placid Village.

——

GroToN, N. Y., May 2, 1956.
Hon. HERBERT H, LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Our board light commissioners urge fa-
vorable action on public development Ni=-
agara power bill.

E. H. CURTICE,
Village Clerk.

NorTH BALTIMORE, OHIO, April 30, 1956.
Senator LEEMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Am anxlous to have 5. 1823 passed.
THE HaNcock Woop ELECTRIC CO-OP.

OcpENsBURG, N. Y., May 2, 1956.
Hon. HerperT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
We wish to go on record as in favor of
public development of Niagara River power.
Leo F. LEGAULT,
Chairman, Municipal Power Com-
mittee of Counsel of Ogdensburg,
N-T.

Covumeus, OHIO, May 2, 1956.
Hon. HErBeRT H. LEHAMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
‘We are supporting your bill on Niagara in
e interest of rural consumers of electricity
the northern half of Chio.
Howarp A, CUMMINS,
Ezecutive Manager, Ohio Rural
Electric Cooperative, Inc.

CramsviLiE, Omro, April 30, 1956,
Benator HErBeRT H. LEHMMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.;
Congratulations on getting your bill out of
committee for redevelopment of Niagara.
We are reguesting support by our Ohio Sen-
ators,
L. W. PETERES,
President, Belmont Electric Cooperative.

CoLumMBIA CiTY, IND., April 30, 1956.
Senator LEEMAN,
Senator Office Building;
Washington, D.C.:
Believe S. 1823 to be in public interest and
should be passed.
WHIiTLEY County REMC,
RicHArRp C. SaurH, Manager.

FinpLAY, OHIO, April 30, 1956,
Senator HERBERT H. LEEMAN, of New York,
United States Senate Building,
Washington, D.C.:

We urge your vote for S. 1823 as we are
confident that it is the most fair and equita-
ble method to develop Niagara power.

JOHN 8, BAWVEL,
Consulting Engineer.

CaRrOLLTON, OHIO, April 30, 1956.
Senator HERBERT LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

‘We are supporting your bill on redevelop=
ment of Niagara power. Will do everything
we can on this matter.

BoArD oF DIRECTORS, CARROLL ELEC-
TRIC COOPERATIVE, INC.,
PauL SHEPHERD, President.
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Mar1oN, OHIO, April 30, 1956.
Senator LEEMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

We want to thank you for your fight on
the development of Niagara. If we can help
in this fight, call on us.

KennNETH KINSLER,
Marion Rural Electric Co-o0p, Inc.

CosroctoN, OHI10, April 30, 1956.
Senator HERBERT LEHMAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D.C.:

We are supporting Senate bill 1823 100
percent. Ohio Senators have received 80
letters from this area urging their support.

OWEN MANNING,
Manager, Tuscarawas-Coshocton Elec=
tric Co-op.

FINpLAY, OHI0, April 30, 1956.
Senator LEEMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
We are backing your bill 8. 1823,
O. R. JermILLriaN ConTrROL Co.

FINDLAY, OHIO, April 30, 1956,
Senator LEEMAN,
Washington, D, C.:
We are backing your bill 8. 1823,
Husing & SoN MEaT PACKERS,

FiNoLAY, OHIO, April 30, 13956.
Senator LEHMMAN,
Washington, D, C.:
We are backing your bill 8, 1823.
BLoOMS RESTAURANT.

FinpLAY, OHIO, April 30, 1956.
Senator LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
We are backing your bill S. 1823.
RoTH & SoN MANUFACTURING.

FinpLaY, Oxto, April 30, 1956.
Senator LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
We are backing your bill 8. 1823.
JOHNNY GOLF RANGE,
FivoLaY, OH1O, April 30, 1956.
Senator LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
Wt are backing your bill S. 1823,
BipLacks TRUCK STOP.
FinpLay, OHIO, April 30, 1956.
Senator LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
We are backing your bill 8. 1823.
Hosss Bros. SAND & GraveL Co.
FiNDLAY, OHIO, April 30, 1956.
Senator LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
We are backing your bill 8. 1823.
BrINEMAN TURKEY FaRMS.
FinorLay, OH10, April 30, 1956,
Senator LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
We are backing your bill S. 1823,
O. P. BROUGH QUARRIES,

FinoLaY, OHIo, April 30, 1956.
Senator LEHMAN,
Washington, D. C.;
We are backing your bill 8. 1823,
L. C. GERDEMAN & SoN.

Urica, OH1O, April 30, 1956,
Senator LEEMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.:
Our 5,500 co-op farm members continue
their active support of your bill for Niagara
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development, essential to assure them of
continual source of economical co-op power
for farm production needs,
: LickiNG RuUran ELECTRIC,
C. D. DUNLAP.

PavLoiNg, Om1o, May 1, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

We commend you for your untiring efforts
in behalf of the people's best interest. We
trust your Niagara bill becomes a reality.

FraNE B. WORKMAN,
President, Paulding Putnam Electric
Cooperative, Inc.

NarorLEoN, OHIO, May 1, 1956.
Senator LEEMAN,
United States Senate Building:

We are giving the Niagara redevelopment

bill strong support here in Ohlo.
F. BYrRoN WORTMAN,
Manager, Tricounty Rural Electric
Co-op.
MasseEna, N. Y., April 28, 1956.
Hon. HERseRT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building:

The people of Massena are In favor of your
bill for the Niagara redevelopment project,
Senate 1823.

LavreNCE WHITE,
Acting Mayor.

Barm, N. Y., May 1, 1956.
Senator HERBERT LEHMAN,
Senater Office Building,
Washington, D.C.;

Urge favorable action public development
of Niagara. Repeat “public.” Historic po-
sition of municipal electric operation fosters
competition in private monopoly enterprise;
much needed for people of your State and
Northeast. Policy established by State long
ago proved by time., Our authority, New
York State, only logleal solution.

MunIcIPAL UTILITIES COMMISSION,
B. R. LaPp, Superintendent.

Syracuse, N. Y., May 2, 1956.
Hon., HerBerT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Urge your support of bill favoring public
development of Niagara Falls power potential
and preference conditions for public agencies.

Mayor STANLEY E. MAJOR,
Village of Solvay, N. Y.

SeriNGVILLE, N. Y., May 2, 19586,
Senator HEREERT LEHMAN,
Washingtion, D.C.:

Village board of trustees of Springville
urge favorable action on Lehman bill for
Niagara development.

T. J. KENNY,
Village Clerk.
LitTLE VALLEY, N. Y., May 2, 1956.
Hon. HErRBeERT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Urge favorable action on publle develop-
ment Niagara power bill.

VILLAGE OF LITTLE VALLEY,
W. F. ANDrREW, Mayor.

DuNemRE, N. Y., May 2, 1956.
Senator HErRpERT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

The city of Dunkirk, N. Y., respectfully
urges your most vigorous action to expedite
the passage of the Lehman-Davidson bill for
the public development of Niagara power.
The passage of this bill is most vital to the
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industrial needs and economic welfare of our
entire community.
G. Warp YEOMANS,
General Manager, Dunkirk Municipal
Water and Electric Department.

PLATTSBURG, N. Y., May 1, 1956.
Hon. HEReERT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Our citizens urge you oppose private power
development of Niagara Falls and support
public power development.

5. W. NiLEs.

WEeLLsvILLE, N. Y., May 1, 1956.
Hon. HERBERT H, LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

The Water and Light Commission of the
village of Wellsville supports development of
the Niagara Falls power project by the New
York State Power Authority. Please make
effort and use all influence possible to cause
favorable action on this bill in the Congress,

WATER AND LIGHT DEPARTMENT,
Frep M. LEIPER, Superintendent.

CHERRY CREER, N. Y., May 1, 1956,
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

We thank you for your support of Lehman-
Buckley bill and urge your efforts for pref-
erence clause in best interest of public con-
sumers of electric power.

C. M. Vaxw WORMER,
Manager, Chauteuqua-Cattaraugus
Electric Co-op.

FreerorT, N. Y., May 1, 1956.
Senator HErBerT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.:

The Municipal Electric Utilities Association
of New York State respectfully urges favor-
able Senate action on the public develop-
ment of Niagara power which will be in the
interest of all the people of the State of
New York.

Mirrorp F. VAN RIPER,
Executive Secretary.

SHERBURNE, N. Y., May 1, 1956.
Hon. HErBERT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.;
Urge favorable action on Niagara power
bill to be on Senate floor May 3.
GEORGE B. SLEEPER,
Village Clerk.

HarTWICK, N. Y., May 1, 1956.

Senator HERBERT LEHMAN,

Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

We have sent telegrams supporting your
bill 8. 1823 we know and appreciate that you
will do all possible to secure passage.

BOARD OF DIRECTORS,
Otsego Electric Cooperative,

AKRON, N. Y., May 1, 1956.
Hon. HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Urge your continued support for publie
development of Niagara power. The Lehman
bill provides the only method of construe-
tion of this project in a manner that would
be consistent with our national policies.

RALPH G. DICKINSON,
Village Clerk-Treasurer, Village of
Akron, N. Y.
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HERKIMER, N. Y., May 2, 1956,
Hon. HErRserRT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
We urge every effort to secure public de=-
velopment of Niagara power.
MoHAWK MUNICIPAL COMMISSION.
0. E. Day, President.

PLATTSBURG, N. Y., May 2, 1956.
Hon. HERBERT H, LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Urgent your full support to public develop-
ment of Niagara power. Natural resources
belong to the people.
Joun F. LONG.

PrarrsBurcH, N. Y., May 1, 1956.
Hon, HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Urge you give favorable consideration to
public development of Niagara Falls for the
benefit of all the people.

‘W. W. GOTTEURG.
Iriow, N. Y., May 1, 1956.
Hon. HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Reallzing that the redevelopment of the
power potential of Niagara Falls would pro-
vide a crucial test of our Nation's natural
resources and power and its benefits would
be available to local public agencies, rural
electric cooperatives, and to mneighboring
States, we, therefore, earnestly urge full sup-
port by the United States Senate of Senator
Lexman's bill, S. 1823.

ILioN BOARD OF LIGHT COMMISSION.
RAYMOND A. BECKER,
Electric Utility Manager.

PENN Yaw, N. Y., A;ril 30, 1956.
Hon, HErBERT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Respectfully urge favorable Senate action
on your bill for public development Niagara
power.
PauL R. TAYLOR,
Counsel, Municipal Electric Utilities
Association of New York.

Porspam, N. Y., April 27, 1956.
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

We heartily concur and support the
Niagara public-power bill, S, 1823. We rec-
ognize your long and arduous work on this
public-power development you certainly
have our support.

CHATEAUGAY COOPERATIVE MARKETING
ASSOCIATION.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr, President, thisisa
large number of telegrams, but it is small
in comparison with the total number
which I have received in my office.

1 shall be very glad indeed to yield now
to the distinguished senior Senator from
New York.

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, does the
Senator yield the floor?

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes, unless the Sena-
tor wishes to interrogate me, in which
case I should be very glad indeed to sub-
mit to his questioning.

Mr. IVES. No; I would rather speak
in my own right, if that is agreeable.

Mr, LEHMAN. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, in the first
instance, I wish to point out that much
of the matter about which my colleague
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from New York has been speaking, I cov-
ered in my remarks earlier today. I am
sure he would be the last to make a state-
ment that organizations like the Federa-
tion of Labor of the State of New York,
the Utility Workers of America, CIO, the
New York State Farm Bureau, the New
York State Grange, the Empire State
Chamber of Commerce, and the Associa-
tion of Towns in the State of New York
are not representative organizations in
the State of New York.

While I am at this point, I should like
to suggest that, after all, it is the towns
which represent the people of the State
of New York who are the rural constit-
uents, as it were. After all, when it
comes to the REA and the cooperative
production of electricity, I think the As-
sociation of Towns, probably as nearly as
anyone else, represents the rural people
of New York State.

The Association of County Supervisors
of the State of New York also is a very
important organization in the repre-
sentation of the rural people of the State
of New York. I think the Association of
Towns and the Association of County
Supervisors of the State of New York
represent the rural people of New York
State more than any other official organ-
ization.

I am certain that my colleague will
agree that the Associated Industries of
the State of New York is an important
organization, representing hundreds of
thousands of persons in the State, and,
through their individual membership in
it, various groups, associations, and con-
nections.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?

Mr. IVES. I yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. If the Senator listened
to my remarks, I think he will recall that
I did not question the fact that my senior
colleague had received these telegrams.
The thesis which I followed was that
those persons or groups did not object to
my bill alone, but objected to any bill
which included or provided for public de-
velopment. In other words, those per-
sons are not so much against my bill as
they are for S. 6, the Capehart bill. They
want private development.

The Senator mentioned the Associated
Industries of the State of New York,
That is a great organization, an organi-
zation which is composed of many very
responsible and reputable persons and
firms. They are entitled to their judg-
ment, just as I am entitled to my judg-
ment; but they have always favored pri-
vate development of the water resources
of New York State, as far back as my
memory goes—and it goes back 30 years,
or almost 30 years.

The Chamber of Commerce, Associated
Industries, and organizations of that
sort, have strongly favored the private
development and have strongly opposed
the public development of the water re-
sources of New York State.

I may go further and say that the
Chamber of Commerce of the United
States and similar organizations have
opposed public development in all sec-
tions of the United States, unless such
development was of a type in which pri-
vate organizations were not interested,
and did not want to risk their money.
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Mr. IVES. My emphasis was not on
the Chamber of Commerce of New York
State, although that organization hap-
pens to be in favor of private develop-
ment: nor was my emphasis on the As-
sociated Industries of New York, al-
though, as I stated, they favor private
development, too. I was merely point-
ing to a group of organizations in the
State which are very powerful in their
membership and influence throughout
the State.

Among those organizations is the Fed-
eration of Labor of the State of New
York, whose influence in the State I feel
certain my colieague will not belittle,
and from whom I read a letter this morn-
ing during the course of my remarks be-
fore the Senate. It was from Mr. Har-
old C. Hanover, secretary-treasurer of
the Federation of Labor of the State of
New York. That organization has con-
sistently opposed public development. I
have not agreed with them on that. I
think my colleague is a little off the
track when he assumes I am taking the
position that these organizations have
taken with respect to private develop-
ment.

Mr. LEHMAN. Not the labor organi-
zations.

Mr. IVES. I am pointing out the or-
ganizations in the State of New York
which are opposed to public develop-
ment. They are opposed to the Sena-
tor's bill as it stands now. They have
said so in letters which they have written
to me. Probably they would be opposed
to the bills I introduced in the 82d and
83d Congresses.

But this simply proves that neither my
colleague nor I can say that the vast ma-
jority of the people of the State of New
York are for this thing or that thing.
The truth is that we do not know. We
do not know how the vast majority of the
people of the State of New York stand
on this question.

As I said in my remarks this morning,
it is probably unfortunate that we could
not have a referendum this fall, or some-
time, on this question, to find out how
the people stand.

Personally in the past I have always
been in favor of the State development
of the Niagara River.

Mr. President, while my colleague is
present, I wish to point out that at no
time, in any campaign in which I have
been engaged in the State of New York,
has this question ever been an issue. It
was not when he and I ran against each
other, because we were both for public
development. The guestion was not an
issue in the last campaign when I ran
against Governor Harriman. At no
time was it mentioned by me in the cam-
paign. I do not recall that it was men-
tioned by Governor Harriman in that
campaign. Consequently it has never
been an issue in the State of New York,
so far as I am aware. But I do say
there is a question as to how the people
of the State of New York stand on this
subject.

I have in my hand a letter I shall
read into the ReEcorp. It is a photostatic
copy of a letter sent to my colleague and
sent to me, so I assume it is for public
consumption and that there is nothing
private about it. The letter is dated
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June 11, 1955. That was about a year
ago, but it is as applicable now as it was
then., At that time hearings were be-
ing held on this question. The letter
was written by Andrew J. McMahon,
president of the Utility Workers of
America, CIO, local 1-2.

Before I begin to read the lefter, I
should like to point out that my col-
league mentioned a great many leaders
in the CIO in New York State. Perhaps
they are in favor of public development
of the Niagara River. I do not know
except from what he has given us for
the record, and I do not question it. I
think it is undoubtedly true and accu-
rate. But I want to point out that an-
other great segment of labor in the
State of New York is not in favor of pub-
lic development. They disagreed with
my colleague and myself on this ques-
tion, and they have every right to dis-
agree, and they constitute probably half
of the labor body in the State of New
York. The Federation membership is
very large in the State.

I do not think either of us can say that
the people stand either one way or an-
other on this question. We simply do
not know. It has never been an issue
in the State of New York for years. Back
in the twenties it was, when there was
a certain amount of exploitation, but
not since my colleague and I have been
active in the political field of the State
has it been an issue in any campaign
that T know of.

Let me read from the letter from Mr.
McMahon, president of the Utility Work-
ers Union of America, CIO, local 1-2.
The letter is dated June 11, 1955, and is
addressed to the Honorable HERBERT H.
Leaman, Senate Office Building, Wash-
ington, D. C.:

DEAR SENATOR LEHMAN-—

This comes from the CIO, mind you,
Mr. President, not from the American
Federation of Labor—

I listened with great interest to your testi-
mony on the Niagara bills before the House
Committee on Public Works on Friday, June
10, It is regrettable that you were unable
to remain for my appearance, which fol-
lowed yours. For that reason, I am taking
the liberty of enclosing a copy of my pres-
entation.

Mindful of the time and energy you have
devoted to this Niagara problem, I am con-
fident that you will welecome 1 or 2 cbserva-
tions which I feel impelled to make. In tes-
tifying, you stated that the great body of
unionists would be in favor of public devel-
opment of Niagara, and you mentioned the
International Ladies’ Garment Workers
Union, AFL, and the Amalgamated Clothing
Workers Union, CIO, as illustrations of this
fact. There are two readily apparent weak-
nesses In that statement.

In the first place, needleworkers do not
work in the electric light and power field,
and it is not their wages, hours, and working
conditions that are at stake. Enowing the
native prudence and hard-earned thrift of
most of the workers in the garment trades,
I am sure that they would be the first to
arms if their interests were directly affected.
I don't think any of them would be too
happy if they actually knew that part of
their tax payments are being used to pay
part of the electric-light bill for people in
other areas whom they have never seen.

In the second place, each and every needle-
worker has not been given the facts. In con=-
trast, however, the communication lines have
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been set up in the electrical unions. On this
vital question ours is an informed and vigi-
lant membership. Because of my many ap-
pearances before governmental bodies, the
the record shows that the position taken by
the Utility Workers’ Union of America, CIO,
is known by every member of our union
throughout the United States. This is also
true of the International Brotherhood of
Electrical Workers, AFL. Our combined mem-
bership is in excess of 700,000 in every major
city, in every industrial center, and in every
State of the Union.

It is imperative that you and all other legis-
lators involved realize that our position was
arrived at as a result of official meetings,
conferences, and conventions. The unani-
mous votes of our membership, resulting in
scores of petitions and resolutions, were made
possible because of the bitter experience our
membership and our union as a whole have
had In attempting to live with and work
with Government power projects at the Fed-
eral, State, and local level. Annexed hereto
is a list of 44 labor bodies in the State of
New York and elsewhere who share our
opinion,

On September 20, 1951, you and I both
appeared before the House Committee on
Public Works and testified on the same
Niagara project. The record of that hearing
contains statements by you which show that
you were then very mindful of the basic ob-
jections which my union has to Government
operation in the light and power industry.
On the record you sald that our valid and
weighty objection that workers on Govern-
ment power projects were not covered by the
provisions of either the Davis-Bacon Act or
the Walsh-Healey Act could be met with new
legislation—that legislative means could be
found to insure genuine collective bargain-
ing for such workers—and you also added
that our objection on the question of taxes
could be satisfactorily met.

In addition to what the record contains,
you told me in the corridor on that same day,
after the hearing, that legislation would be
designed to meet our objections to the then
Lehman-Roosevelt bill. Almost 4 years have
passed and you have done nothing. Your
current bill makes no reference to our prob-
lems, and in your lengthy appearance on
Friday you said nothing about them.

In the true spirit of fashioning a better
democracy, I welcome the conflict of ideas
and objectives which Is an essential part of
our system of government. I would not,
however, like to feel that you regard our
objectives on such issues as wages, hours, and
working conditions—true collective bargain-
ing and equitable taxes—as beneath your
notice and attention.

So that there can be no misunderstanding
of our position and purpose, I am sending a
copy of this letter to each member of the
Public Works Committee of the House of
Representatives.

Respectfully yours,
ANDREW J. MCMAHON,
President.

Mr. McMahon is president of the
}It;'h'ty Workers of America, CIO, local
Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the

REcorp the enclosure in the letter.
There being no objection, the enclo-

sure was ordered to be printed in the

REcORD, as follows:

LaBOR ORGANIZATIONS WHo HAVE ADOPTED
RESOLUTIONS 1N FAVOR oF PRIVATE INDUSTRY
BUILDING THE NIAGARA PROJECT

FROM NEW YORK STATE
New York State Federation of Labor; Util-
ity Workers Union of America, CIO; New

York State Association of Electrical Workers;

Bricklayers, Masons and Plasterers Interna-

tional Union of America.
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Binghamton: International Brotherhood
of Electrical Workers, Local 1125.

Brewster: International Brotherhood of
Electrical Workers, Local 994,

Buffalo: American Federation of Grain
Millers Local No. 110; Bakery & Confectionery
Workers, Local 16; Bakery & Confectionery
Workers, Local 431; Bookbinders & Bindery
Workers, I. B. of B, A. F. of L., Local 17-34;
Bullding and Construction Trades Council
of Buffalo & Vicinity; Hotel Service Em-
ployees Local 181 of the Building Service Em-
ployees; IAIU, A. F. of L., Local 78; Inter-
national Alliance Bill Posters, Billers, Dis-
tributors of United States & Canada, Local
24; International Assoclation of Bridge,
Structural & Ornamental Iron Workers,
Local 6; International Brotherhood of Elec-
trical Workers, Local 1339; I. L. G, W. U,,
Local 50; Journeymen Barbers Union, Local
141; Musieians Association of Buffalo, Local
43; Painters, Decorators & Paper Hangers of
America, Loeal 1581; Photo Engravers Union,
Local 4; Tug Firemen, Linemen, Ollers and
Watchmen’s Protective Association of Amer-
ican, Local 1728; Typographical Union No. 9;
Wardrobe Checkers Local 65.

Chatham: International Brotherhood of
Electrical Workers, Local 1143.

Elmira: International Brotherhood of Elec-
trical Workers, Local B1111; Painters, Dec-
orators & Paper Hangers, Local 324.

Geneva: International Brotherhood of
Electrical Workers, Local 249,

Ithaca: International Brotherhood of
Electrical Workers, Local 961.

Kenmore: International Chemical Work-
ers Unlon Local 76.

Lancaster: International Brotherhood of
Electrical Workers, Local B966.

Liberty: International Brotherhood of
Electrical Workers, Local B845.

Niagara Falls: International Union of Op-
erating Engineers, Local 4G3.

Oneonta: International Brotherhood of
Electrical Workers, Local B992,

Poughkeepsie: Bullding & Construction
Trades Council of Dutchess County and
Vicinity; International Brotherhood of Elec-
trical Workers, Local 320.

Syracuse: International Brotherhood of
Electrical Workers, Local 1249,

Utlca: International Brotherhood of Elec-
trical Workers, Local 310.

OTHER STATES

Connecticut: A. ¥, of L., Local Union 1226,
I B. E. W., Montville.

Michigan: Seafarers International Union
of N. A., Great Lakes District, Detroit.

New Jersey: New Jersey State Federation
of Labor, Newark.

Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania State Elec-
trical Workers, Association, A. F. of L,
Harrisburg; Central Labor Union, Johns-
town.

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I merely
cite that letter to point out that neither
my colleague nor I can make any state-
ment to the effect that labor in New
York State is overwhelmingly one way
or the other on this question. The CIO
seems to be, to some extent, at least, with
the exceptions I have pointed out in my
remarks—and they are rather important
exceptions—in favor of public develop-
ment. The AFL seems to be strongly in
favor of private development. But that
does not mean anything so far as our
arriving at a conclusion here is con-
cerned.

Mr. President, I would have preferred
to delay what I am about to say until
tomorrow, but I shall say it now, in order
that the Recorp may be perfectly clear.
I do not think we are getting anywhere
with this particular piece of legislation.
As my colleague knows, and as I pointed
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out in my remarks this morning, and as
I have represented just now, in the past
I have been consistently in favor of State
development of the Niagara River by
the State power authority.

Now, let us be realistic about this. We
all know that the action the House of
Representatives has taken so far on
this question has been entirely in the
opposite direction. In the last Con-
gress—the 83d Congress—the House
voted, by a vote of 262 to 121, in favor of
private development under a bill which
I assume is very similar, if not identical,
to the bill being sponsored by the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART]. No other
action has been taken on the subject in
the House of Representatives: and, so far
as we know, today the sentiment in the
House is very little changed from what it
was in the last Congress.

Therefore, Mr. President, I think we
are on the wrong tack. In my opinion
we have no business trying to pass a bill
which, based on our past experience, we
know will not be acceptable to the House
of Representatives.

I realize what my colleague said in his
speech on yesterday; I read it very care-
fully. I realize that a bill similar to his
has been introduced in the House of
Represtatives by Representative Buck-
LEY, chairman of the Public Works Com-
mittee. Iknow thatthe House of Repre-
sentatives could, if it wished to, pass that
bill at this session. But I believe that
nothing of the kind will be done, no mat-
ter what the Senate does. I do not
think that bill will be passed by the
House of Representatives; and I think
that all our effort in that connection and
in connection with my colleague’s hill
at this session will be utterly futile. I
think we had better reorient ourselves.
After the 6 years during which we have
been considering this matter, I think the
time has come for us to sit down and re-
view the situation as we find it today.

All of us know that since 1950 we have
made no progress whatsoever in obtain-
ing the redevelopment of the Niagara
River. I wish to point out that the im-
portant issue before us is the redevelop-
ment of that river; nothing is so impor-
tant as that. The question as to whether
it should be done by the State of New
York or whether it should be done by
the private utilities is secondary, as com-
pared to the question of getting action
on the project.

I have lived with this issue a long
time, and I have convictions on it. As
I have pointed out time and again, my
colleague and I in principle are not apart
to any great extent. We are apart only
as to the method, as to how it should
be done.

I can assure my colleague—and he will
have to agree with me—that he cannot
say, any more than I can, that the over-
whelming opinion of the State of New
York is either this way or that way, for
we simply do not know what it is today.

In light of that situation, Mr. Presi-
dent, I feel very strongly that the bill
should go back to the committee—not
with the idea of having the committee
hold more hearings on it—not by a long
shot. Neither the Senate Committee on
Public Works nor the House Committee
on Public Works needs take any action
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of that kind; it is not necessary at all.
We have spent years on this question;
three Congresses have worked on it. So
the Members of Congress should know
the issue; but they do not know the
sifuation which actually exists in the
State of New York.

I shall not make such a motion, Mr,
President; but during the debate I think
a motion should be made to send the
bill back to the committee, not with
instructions to the committee to come
forth immediately with another measure
in lieu of this one, but with the idea of
having the parties in interest—the State
of New York, where over a period of more
than 20 years, both parties have stood
steadfastly in favor of public develop-
ment, and the parties in interest on the
other side, in other words, those who
want private development—get together
and work out some kind of compromise,

Over the past number of years, I have
had a little experience in this matter. I
have been trying to get the parties in
interest to compromise. There is plenty
of room for compromise. That can be
done by both the State of New York and
the private companies. There is no rea-
son in the world why the matter cannot
be handled in that way, if the parties
in interest are of a mind to get together
and sit down and work it out.

I am not now offering a suggestion
as to a plan. 1In the past I have offered
several, and several others have been
brought to my attention. But if we are
to have action taken on this matter at
any early date, a compromise must be
reached.

I can assure my distinguished colleague
from New York that if his bill were
to be passed by the House and the Sen-
ate, litigation would be involved: I do
not think there is any doubt of that.
Or if my bill, which I introduced in the
last two Congresses, were to be passed
by both Houses, there would still be
litigation, Or if the private bill were
to be passed by both Houses, there still
would be litigation and delay. We do
not want that to happen. The time has
come when we must get together on this
question, for the sake of the people of
the State of New York.

I trust that this matter will not be-
come a partisan one. It never has been,
for me; and it will not be good for the
State of New York if the matter does
become a partisan one. It will be very
bad for New York if it does.

I trust that my colleague and I can
view this matter, not as Democrats or
Republicans, but as citizens of the State
of New York, and can get the divergent
groups together. I shall be very glad
to lend my ability to any such move as
that.

That is all I have to say at this time,
Mr. President; but I think what I have
said is most important for consideration.

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

Mr. IVES. Certainly.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, my col-
league has brought up a question, and
has expressed the hope that this matter
will not be a partisan one. Iwishto make
it very clear that it is not in the slight-
est degree a partisan matter, and could
not be made one.
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T wish to point out to my colleague
from New York that the public devel-
opment of the water resources of New
York State has been favored, so far as I
know, by every Governor of New York
in the past 40 or 50 years, with possibly
one exception. It goes-back to the days
of Theodore Roosevelt, a Republican, as
Governor of New York. Next came
Charles Evans Hughes, a Republican. A
little later came Alfred E. Smith, a Dem-
ocrat; and Franklin Roosevelt, a Demo-
crat; and then myself, a Democrat; and
then Thomas E. Dewey, a Republican;
and now Averell Harriman, a Democrat.
Every one of those Governors has fa-
vored public development of the water
resources of the State of New York, on
the St. Lawrence and the Niagara.

So how can my colleague try, here on
the floor of the Senate, to give the im-
pression that partisan politics is being
injected into this matter? That is not
so, because every Governor of the State
has favored this proposal. The matter
has been laid before the people of New
York time after time after time; and, as
I said yesterday, I do not believe that
anyone who favored private develop-
ment of these resources would dare face
the electorate of the State of New York.
I wish to make that very clear to my
colleague from New York.

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I believe I
still have the floor, do I not?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SpargkMAN in the chair). The senior
Senator from New York has the floor.

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I wish to
point out that in no way did I state that
this matter has become a partisan issue.
My plea was that it never become a par-
tisan issue.

Mr. LEHMAN.
as I am concerned.

Mr. IVES. Neither will it, so far as I
am concerned. But that is what it seems
to be turning into.

Mr. HILL and Mr. BUSH addressed
the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Alabama is recognized.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Let the
Chair state to the Senator from Connect-
icut [Mr. BusH] that, according to the
list provided the Chair, the name of the
Senator from Connecticut does not ap-
pear on it. However, the Chair will be
glad to recognize the Senator from Con-
necticut at the conclusion of the speech
of the Senator from Alabama.
 Mr. BUSH. I thank the Presiding
Officer for his courtesy. I do not feel
abused, or that I have any particular
right in the matter. I thought my name
was on the list; it was, this morning.
However, that is quite all right.

The FPRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will be very glad to recognize the
Senator from Connecticut at the con-
clusion of the speech of the Senator from
Alabama.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I shall be
glad to listen to the speech of the Sena-
tor from Alabama; I am sure it will edify
us on this issue.

Mr. HILL. Mr, President, I appreciate
the courtesy of the Senator from Con-
necticut. We have just had the benefit

It never will, so far
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of the discussion by our two friends, the
Senators from New York.

Mr. IVES. And we are friends, I can
assure the Senator from Alabama,

Mr. HILL. I appreciate that,
course.

Mr. President, the power of Niagara
must be harnessed, not only to the full
extent of its potential, but under con-
ditions which will insure that the tre-
mendous output of this project will be
sold at the lowest possible cost and mark-
eted under policies insuring that all of
the people will benefit, not merely the
private power companies.

The legislation which this body is de-
bating today contains a most impor-
tant restatement of our 50-year-old na-
tional power policy. It combines the
best and most progressive features of a
number of our most important Federal
statutes concerning the marketing of
power and its transmission. Through
S. 1823 alone will the publicly and co-
operatively owned electric utilities re-
ceive a fair share of Niagara power.
Through this bill the cooperatives and
municipalities would receive their fair
share of Niagara power.

We must not overlook the importance
of these utilities to their communities
and to the Niagara area as a whole as we
consider the bill before us today. These
publicly owned electric systems were
providing a yardstick of electric serv-
ice before TVA or Bonneville were born.
They endured abuse from the private
power monopolists before there were Fed-
eral power system to attack. In the In-
sull era of electric service the propa-
ganda arm of the private companies
branded them as ‘“socialistic,” a word
which since has been applied to such
great Federal enterprises as the TVA.

Yes, in the twenties the private power
monopolists went all out to discredit and
destroy the existing municipal systems.
Many of the smaller and weaker munici-
pal utilities succumbed to the propa-
ganda attacks, but a significant number
survived.

Why did the private utilities exert so
much effort to destroy local public
power? For the same reason that they
now try to destroy the Federal power
program, Privately owned utilities can-
not endure the competition provided by
the examples of public service—these
yardsticks—lest they be forced to risk a
little money and to use a little effort to
build the consumption of electricity by
pushing sales at lower rates.

The hostility is the same whether the
competition is provided by an isolated
municipal plant in upstate New York, an
independent cooperative, a public utility
district in the Northwest, or a great pub-
licly owned power system like the TVA.
The pattern of attack is the same. The
utilities which are owned and managed
for profit are determined not to find an
easy coexistence with utilities which are
operated with a view to giving the best
possible service to the largest number of
people at the lowest possible cost.

What I am deeply conscious of today
is that the Niagara issue as it faces us in
the Senate, and as it faces the people of
the Northeast, involves a renewed attack
on a power policy pioneered by local
public power systems.

of
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Too long have the people in this area,
blessed as they are with a hydro resource
which for sheer size and economy ex-
ceeds any other in our land, been denied
the economic blessings which should ke
theirs from its full development. Too
long have the private power companies
underdeveloped this site and obstructed
its maximum use.

Too long have the private power com=-
panies employed the divisive, emotional,
and irrelevant arguments of their propa-
ganda and lobbying arsenals to blind the
public to the real issue at Niagara. Too
long have these private monopolies at-
tempted to take on the coloration of free,
competitive enterprise and to give the
impression that they are a squad of
heroic St. Georges, battling all alone to
save private enterprise from the dragon
of “creeping socialism,” a term applied
with fine impartiality to any proposal by
the people or their elected representa-
tives to develop a resource which belongs
to each and every American citizen.

Let us not confuse ourselves as to who
is St. George and who is the dragon. In
every river basin in the land the embat-
tled people are the St. Georges and the
power monopoly is the dragon. Let us
not forget that our responsibility is to
the common good, and not merely to the
corporate good.

The issue of S. 1823 must not turn on
whether it makes a few power companies
happy or unhappy. It goes, almost with-
out saying, that their lamentations over
such developments as TVA, Hoover Dam,
Grand Coulee and other fights the pri-
vate power fraternity have lost to the
people, have turned out to be lamenta-
tions only. From these great public en-
terprises the private companies have
greatly benefited. The people showed
them the way by the public power yard-
stick idea—how they could lower their
rates and generate and sell more power
at the same time to each individual con-
sumer.

The people can show the way at Niag-
ara, but only if we in Congress insure
them a fair share of Niagara power.
Without the safeguards which appear in
S. 1823, monopoly can take over at Niag-
ara. What this could mean to the region
is perhaps best set forth in the words
of the late Gifford Pinchot, when in 1925
he transmitted the report of his “Giant
Power Survey Board” to the General As-
sembly of Pennsylvania, Governor Pin-
chot said:

It is impossible to imagine the force and
intimacy with which such a monopoly will
touch and affect, for good or evil, the life
of every citizen. The time is fully in sight
when every household operation from heat-
ing and cooking to sweeping and sewing, will
be performed by the aid of electric power;
when every article on the average man's
breakfast table, every item of his clothing,
every piece of his furniture, every tool of his
trade, that he himself did not produce, will
have been manufactured or transported by
electric power; when the home, the farm, and
the factory will be electrically lighted, heated,
and operated; when from morning to night,
from the cradle to the grave, electric service
will enter at every moment and from every
direction into the daily life of every m.an,
woman, and child in America.

This was extraordinarily prophetie,
delivered in 1925, before the great de-
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velopment of the electro-process indus-
tries, before the days of the heat pump,
before the days of the completely air-
conditioned home or place of business,
before the days of rural electrification,
before the dawn of automation in in-
dustry, on the farm, in the office, and in
the home, long before the days when the
propagandists of monopoly could engage
the attention of the eyes and ears of all
America with radio and television pro-
Brams.

Governor Pinchot added that the un-
regulated domination of such a neces-
sity of life would give to the holders of
it a degree of personal, economic, and
political power over the average citizen
which no free people could suffer and
survive.

Governor Pinchot's message was de-
livered at about the time in the history
of America’s electric power industry
when the number of publicly owned elec-
tric systems was beginning to slide
downward from more than 3,000 in 1923
to about 2,000 at the beginning of the
1930's. Due in part to technological
advancement, private power systems
were launched on an expansion which
was to make them regional in size. The
very existence of small, publicly owned
systems—the most effective check on
the growing private monopolies—was
threatened because they stood alone and
independent, - many - with increasingly
uneconomic sources of generation, as
great combinations of capital permitted
larger and larger units to develop and
merge under private operation. -There
was then no public instrument to-pro-
vide a regional source of power supply
for municipal electric systems.

Great hydroelectric resources bhelong-
ing to the people existed: They were
awaiting development. - Bust most mnu-
nicipal systems had no access to these
resources nor the ability to finance such
major undertakings. Then the Federal
Government stepped in, and with the
Boulder Canyon Act of 1928, the coun-
try’s largest municipal electric system,
the Los Angeles Department of Water
and Power, was able to turn to partner-
ship with the Federal Government. A
new source of water and power for the
city's use was created by the multipur-
pose development of the Colorado River,

Five years later the act creating TVA
was passed. A regional corporation was
established to conirol the waters of the
Tennessee and its tributaries, so that the
people might have the greatest possible
benefit from the multipurpose develop-
ment of this great natural resource.
Power was to be provided for the people
to use in their homes, on their farms, and
in their business enterprises, with prefer-
ences in the sale assured to municipal
and other nonprofit systems of distribu-
tion and to REA cooperatives.

When, in 1939, Congress authorized
the TVA to purchase the generation and
transmission facilities owned by certain
private companies, and the municipali-
ties and rural co-ops purchased their
distribution systems, a great regionwide
partnership was developed, the Federal
Government owning and operating the
wholesale end of the power business, with
ownership and management of 148 power
distributors vested in the people of the
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area. Today those distributors are deliv-
ering power to more than a million and a
quarter consumers, the region's thriving
commercial and industrial establish-
ments and farms and homes where the
average use of electricity has risen from
about 600 kilowatt-hours a year prior to
TVA to a new mark of a 5,200 kilowatt-
hour average last year, and the number
of customers is six times what it was be-
fore the partnership was born.

That is the kind of record being made
all over the country wherever a genuine
partnership exists between public-power
agencies, where both parties to the ar-
rangement. recognize the obligations of
public service, where both local and Fed-
eral management want to serve the
greatest number of people at the lowest
possible cost.

It is worth pointing out that never be-
fore in the history of the electric utilities
has their financial strength and solvency
and thus their ability to attract risk cap-
ital for new plant and facilities been so
firm as it is today. Moreover, their com-
mon stock earnings have increased tre-
mendously, and their revenues. as well.

So, in discussing 8. 1823, I wish to ad-=
dress myself to more important aspects
of the Niagara issue than the lamenta-
tions of some utilities which would have
us believe that the infusion of a little
competition from low-cost public power
into their areas would cause ruin.

It is time to cease to predicate our

making public power policy on whether
it will please or displease some multi-
hundred million-dollar private monop-
oly, such as: Niagara-Mohawk, but
rather, give attention to the welfare of
the consuming public as well as the pub-
lice power groups which must have some
sources of power generation other than
those of privately owned power com-
panies that wish them nothing better
than extinection.
- During the past 3 years too little at-
tention has been paid to the ultimate
consumer and the nonprofit utility in
the administration’s power policy.

Every program of the past, in river
basin after river basin, has been de-
signed and carried out to benefit the
man whose meter hangs on his back
porch. It is time we got back on that
track. Every one of our public river de-
velopments must have that as one of its
primary considerations. If this is done,
history shows, corporate profits will take
care of themselves. i

That is the story in the Southeast,
where TVA operates. That is the story
in the Southwest where the Southwest-
ern Power Authority operates. That is
the story in the great Northwest, where
the Bonneville and Grand Coulee and
other great public power developments
operate.

It is very seldom, if ever, that consum-
ers are organized and can, like the pri-
vate power companies, support high-
paid lobbyists in Washington, or multi-
million-dollar carpaigns in magazines,
newspapers, and over radio and televi-
sion to deluge the public with their story.

Is this great body, which should be
the lobby for all the people, which should
represent all the people, to fail to speak
for the power consumers of America,
including those of the Niagara area, be-
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cause the consumers are unorganized?
Are their needs any less for their lack
of paid spokesmen or high-powered
propaganda? Are their pocketbooks any
less worthy of being protected than the
coffers of the power monopoly?

Mr. President, the people of the Ni-
agara area, within some 300 miles of the
proposed development, have never had
& part in deciding on the what or the how
of developing Niagara’s 9.1 billion kilo-
watt-hours of low-point energy.

They have seen the province of On-
tario for years proceeding with low-cost
public power developments, and the peo-
ple of that province paying a monthly
bill for residential power of about one-
half of what is charged by Niagara-Mo-
hawk directly across the river. The pri-
vate bridge across the Niagara River con-
necting our two countries gives a wry
turn to this situation. I call particular
attention to this. The cost of power for
the bridge lights on the American side is
about 4 times that on the Canadian side
of this international bridge.

For years the people of this area have
lived in the shadow of the Niagara po-
tential, only partly developed, and with
lower rates of power available only fo
residential users confined to areas close
by Ontario and such long-established
municipal utilities as Jamestown and
Dunkirk, N. Y. To this extent and to
this extent only, has the public-power
yardstick had any effect upon consumers
in this region.

There are 41 rural electric cooperatives
which would benefit from Niagara power
sold under the public body priority pro-
visions of 8. 1823. These cooperatives
have no generating facilities and are
forced to purchase energy from private
power companies. This is reflected in
their wholesale power costs reported by
REA in 1954.

REA cooperatives in New York State
paid an average of 1.12 cents per kilo-
watt-hour for-their electricity at whole=
sale; for Pennsylvania co-ops the whole-
sale cost per kilowatt-hour was 0.94 cent
and for Ohio, 0.86 cent.

Let us contrast this to what the aver=
age wholesale cost of power was in 1954
to REA cooperatives in areas where low-
cost publie power was available and pub-
lic body priority and yardstick competi-
tion was in effect. The cooperatives in
Tennessee in the TVA region paid 0:49
cent; in Oklahoma, where the South-
western Power Administration markets
Government power, the unit wholesale
cost was 0.62 cent per kilowatt-hour, and
in the State of Washington served by the
Bonneville Power Administration, the
wholesale cost was only 0.72 cent per
kilowatt-hour.

In summary, the New York-Ohio-
Pennsylvania area, denied low-cost pub-
lic power in large blocks, showed New
York rural electric cooperatives paying
137 percent more for wholesale power
than Tennessee, Pennsylvania paying 51
percent more than Oklahoma, and Ohio
paying 177 percent more than Washing-
ton.

Federal Power Commission data on
municipally owned electric utilities for
1952 shows the same picture. Wholesale
costs for purchased power per kilowatt-
hour in New York State were 0.87 cent,
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or 52 percent greater than for Tennessee,
at 0.44 cent: municipalities in Pennsyl-
vania paid 1.31 cents wholesale for their
purchased power, as compared to 0.30
cent for Oregon, or 337 percent greater;
Ohio municipalities showed an average
wholesale power cost of 1.74 cents per
kilowatt-hour, against Washington’s 0.34
cent, or 511 percent higher.

Remember this: The higher the power
costs, the higher the power rates to the
man with the meter on his back porch.
That is why the cooperatives and mu-
nicipalities in the Niagara area so desper-
ately need Niagara power to reduce their
wholesale costs in half or more, and to
release them from their complete de-
pendency upon the private power com-
panies’ high-cost power which, in turn,
penalizes the members of the coopera-
tives and the citizens of the towns and
cities conduecting their own electric utility
business.

Statistics on residential power rates
show exactly what I mean: That the
farther away from the yardstick compe-
tition of public power a man lives, the
higher his electric rates.

The average residential consumer in
New York State pays a monthly electric
bill of $7.53 for 250 kilowatt-hours of
electricity, as compared to the Tennessee
householder’s $4.93 per month, or 52 per-
cent greater.

In a years’ time, a New York residential
consumer of 250 kilowatt-hours per
month would pay $31 more than one in
Tennessee, a not inconsiderable sum to a
family of moderate income.

Mr. President, here are some figures
showing annual savings to power users in
New York, Pennsylvania, and Ohio, had
they been charged TVA rates, Bonneville
rates, or the rates charged by the city of
Tacoma, Wash. The figures are based
upon FPC’s 1950 rate studies:

[In millions]
Savings under—
State

TVA | Tacoma | Bonneville

rates rates rates
W WK ol anndast $300. 2 £34.0 $165. 6
Pennsylvania_ . 5 246. 5 191.5
O 35, 6 191. 5 138. 6
bRl s L0 495.0

Low-cost Niagara power can at least
start a downswing toward lower public
and private utility rates, provided we
insist upon the safeguards in S. 1823.
Niagara-Mohawk has estimated that its
taxes would amount to some $23 million
if the private power company plan for
Niagara is adopted. That $23 million
does not look so impressive when it
is held up to the potential benefits of
all consumers in the Niagara area. If
no more than half of the least of the
annual savings I have listed were at-
tained in the 3 States, the power users
would save some $247 million every year.
In 2 years this saving would be more
than equivalent to the estimated cost of
the Niagara project of about $420 mil-
lion and all of this additional money in
the pocketls of power users would find
its way into the market place—stimu-
lating the economy through greater
sales of goods and services—thus ex-
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panding the Federal, State, and local
tax bases.

Mr. President, I wish to emphasize
that not only will the municipal and
cooperative systems be benefited, but if
the New York State Authority is charged
with the development and operation of
Niagara power, every power consumer
within transmission distance and many
power consumers beyond transmission
distance will benefit. That is the his-
tory in every section of the country
where there has been a great publicly
owned power development.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield. :

Mr, LEHMAN. Has not the Senator,
as the result of his long, wide, and very
careful study of the entire power situa-
tion—and he is one of the pioneers in
supporting public power development—
found that as the cost of power de-
creases the rate of consumption in-
creases almost exactly in the same
proportion?

Mr. HILL. The Senator is correct.
As the rate is brought down, the con-
sumption goes up. We know the story
of mass production, particularly in the
automotive industry. When they be-
gan to bring the costs down, the prices
were decreased and the demand became
greater and greater. When electricity
rates are brought down much more elec~
tricity is sold. Each individual consumer
consumes more of it.

I cited earlier the enormous increase
in the number of individual consumers
in the Tennessee Valley area which has
taken place since the establishment of
the Tennessee Valley Authority. The
private power companies, when forced
to reduce their rates, do not suffer there-
by; they sell so much more electricity
because consumers use so much more.
This, in turn, makes it more profitable
than it is when there is lower consump-
tion at higher rates.

Mr. LEHMAN. I read an article re-
cently which stated that it costs the com-
panies no more to transmit 200 kilowatts
than it costs to develop 100 kilowatts.

Mr., HILL. I think that is true. As
the companies sell more power, their
profits increase. The whole history of
the electric industry in the United States
shows that the way to increase sales is
to lower rates. The results of the trans-
action is greater profits for the private
company.

Mr. President, never forget that the
power business is public business. We
are not debating public versus private
business, and this phoney argument of
taxes is just another example of the pow-
er monopoly attempting to have it both
ways. We, the consumers, pay its taxes
in our electric bills. We, the consumers,
have no voice in how well or how badly
it manages its business, but it is our busi-
ness just the same. Because there is no
competition we buy from whatever pow-
er company may be supplying the par-
ticular area in which we live. That is
the only place from which we can get
our power.

We, the consumers, own the Niagara
River, and it is irrelevant whether we
lose that $23 million in tax bait from
Niagara-Mohawk if the public interest
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goal we have set over the past 50 years
is served, and the power consumers final-
ly get a long-deserved break in the Niag-
ara area. If we swallow that $23 million
in tax bait, we will have it for keeps at
Niagara, and the hundreds of millions of
dollars of savings to the region’s power
users which are in view with the passage
of Senate bill 1823 will be gone, most
probably, forever.

I should like to remind the private
power companies that, like the utilities
surrounding TVA, they will benefit from
public development of Niagara. Hardly
more than 10 percent of the Niagara
generation will be used by the public
agencies immediately. The private com-
panies will get their fair share, and they
will profit by the truth of private busi-
ness—the lower the price, the more you
sell, and the more money you make.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield further?

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. I am very glad indeed
that the Senator from Alabama has
brought up that point, because I think
there has been a great deal of misunder-
standing in connection with it. Many
persons seem to have the feeling that un=
der the bill which I introduced public
utilities companies would be harmed in
that they would be deprived of profit, but,
as the Senator from Alabama has
pointed out, only a very inconsiderable
part of the additional power would im-
mediately flow to public agencies. The
greater part of the balance would be dis-
tributed to private utility companies.

Mr. HILL. The greater part would go
to the private utility companies.

I notice in the Senators’ bill that there
is a provision for leasing. I take it that
he has in mind the so-called wheeling
process. There is nothing contained in
the bill which can be considered in any
way as trying to put private companies
out of business. On the other hand, it
would not only benefit the municipal sys-
tems and the cooperatives, but it would
benefit private companies.

Mr. LEHMAN. In my bill there is a
definite provision that the State Public
Power Authority will not duplicate the
transmission lines where transmission
lines can be secured or leased at reason-
able rates.

Mr. HILL. In other words, if there is
a transmission line owned by a private
company, the power Authority will first
see if it can make use, on fair and rea-
sonable terms, of the transmission line of
the private company.

Mr. LEHMAN. That is quite correct.

Mr. HILL. Congress is not only called
upon to exercise judgment in the public
interest on an international river under
its jurisdiction; it is also required to
exercise sound business judgment. No
region should be placed at the mercy of
one type of utility to provide it with its
electric energy. No private utility should
be afraid to compete with a municipality
or rural electric cooperative, each in its
own service area, to provide lower rates,
and to give the very best service to the
people they serve.

The competitive aspect, everywhere it
has been planted and nurtured, has not
only been of immense benefit to the util-
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ity business, whether publicly, coopera-
tively or privately owned and managed,
but has passed along tremendous divi-
dends in the form of savings in power
bills, increased economic activity, and a
broader tax base.

It is not possible to overemphasize
what it means to have lower power rates,
not only in the savings to the consumer,
but also in the development of industry
in a particular area., When industry
develops, what happens? The tax base
is broadened. The truth is that as the
power rates go down, the result is a
greater consumption of power; and, fur-
thermore, the reduced rates bring into
the area more and more industry and
provide more and more jobs, with con-
sequent greater and greater payrolls,
and more and more taxes into the
Treasury.

It is to achieve these goals that our
national power policy has striven since
the days of Thecdore Roosevelt. We in
this great body must consider the pro-
posed legislation free of the argumenta-
tive pitfalls laid before us by the self-
serving propaganda of the private-power
lobby.

The Nation stands today at a cross-
road. We are engaged in a colossal
struggle to prevent private monopoly
from dominating the energy of our civ-
ilization.

If we follow the road down which the
country has been diverted since 1953,
with the power-company lobbyists and
propagandists setting the signposts, the
end of the road will be subservience to
a huge energy monopoly.

But if in enaecting Niagara legislation
we follow the road markec by signposts
set up by the great conservationists in
the reclamation laws, the Federal Power
Act, the Boulder Canyon Act, the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority Act, and the
other laws controlling our river-develop-
ment programs, the end will be ever
greater freedom, economic as well as
political.

Low electric rates to homes and farms,
low-cost power for expansion of modern
industry, wider markets for electric fa-
cilities and appliances, all these will con-
tribute to the expansion of free enter-
prise, to fuller employment, to a more
prosperous agriculture, in the Niagara
area and the Nation.

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

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. I wish to compliment
the able Senator from Alabama on his
very clear and informative statement.
It has been extremely useful, I think, to
all those who heard him today. I hope
his remarks will be very carefully read by
all Members of the Senate.

I express to him and to the other Mem-
bers of the Senate who are awaiting an
opportunity to speak my regret over the
delay in affording them that opportunity,
the delay having been caused by an un-
expected colloquy between the senior and
junior Senators from New York.

Mr. HILL. I appreciate deeply the
very generous words of my good friend,
the distinguished junior Senator from
New York. So far as his reference to
delay is concerned, if a Senator cannot

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

brook delay, he had better find himself
another job.

After a great many years of service
here, I can truthfully say that nothing
about the work of the Senate is more
pleasing to me than the fact that in the
Senate we are free to have real debate
and real discussion. If two Senators
do not agree, they are free to come to
the floor and “cross swords,” in an effort
to bring forth the true issues involved in
the matter which is pending before the
Senate.

So I hope the Senator will not worry
about the delay.

Mr. LEHMAN. I shall not worry, in
view of the very kind words of the senior
Senator from Alabama.

Mr, HILL. I thank the Senator from
New York.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I shall not
detain Senators long, but I wish to make
some comments concerning the unfin-
ished business.

First, I compliment the distinguished
senior Senator from New York [Mr.
IveEs] upon the splendid statement he
made this morning on the bill. The
senior Senator from New York has said
that he is unalterably opposed to the
bill for three particular reasons: First,
that the bill is in direct conflict with the
laws of the State of New York; second,
that the bill discriminates against more
than 95 percent of the residents of the
State of New York: and third, that the
bill is opposed by every segment of the
population of that State, including labor,
agriculture, business, and an overwhelm-
ing majority of the consumers in the
affected areas.

Mr. President, while my opposition to
the bill includes opposition on all three
of those counts, it is based on much
broader grounds. In the 83d Congress,
I had the pleasure of being the chairman
of the Subcommittee on Rivers and
Harbors of the Committee on Public
Works. We held extended hearings on
the question of what to do about the
development of electric power energy on
the Niagara River, so I listened for many
hours to testimony on that subject.

At the end of those hearings, I came
to the very positive conclusion—and it
has not been shaken by anything I have
heard since then—that the waterpower
of the Niagara River ought to be devel-
oped by private interests, which for
many, many years have been developing
power on that river, and which now
stand ready, able, and willing to con-
tinue and extend their operations.

The project calls for a plant installa-
tion which will cost approximately $400
million. As I have said, private com-
panies are ready, able, and willing to
provide the money to operate the hydro-
electric plant. Therefore, I see no rea-
son in the world why they should not be
given a license to do exactly that.

I see no justification whatsoever for
a public power development to be sub-
stituted, when private interests, that
have proved ability, sound financial
status, and good management, and that
are well regarded in the neighborhood
and throughout the State by all inter-
ests—consumers, labor, management,
and so forth—stand ready to do the
work, I see no reason why they should
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be sidetracked in favor of public power
development.

It seems to me this is an instance of
Lincoln’s oft-quoted philosophy about
the purpose of Government having a dis-
tinct bearing. While I do not attempt
to quote Lincoln exactly, he said, in ef-
feet, that the purpose of Government
was to do for the people those necessary
things which the people could not do so
well in their separate or individual ca-
pacities. Certainly we have every evi-
dence that the people are perfectly will-
ing and able to do this in their sep-
arate and individual capacities, and need
no help whatever from the Government
at any level. Therefore, my opposition
is based on that ground, in addition to
the other grounds I have mentioned. I
believe very strongly that the Niagara
should be developed by the private in-
terests which are ready, willing, and
able to undertake and go forward with
the work.

Another reason why I oppose the bill—
and this reason is stated in the minor-
ity views, of which I am 1 of the 4
signers—is that the proposed project
dees not involve irrigation, navigation,
reclamation, flood control, or any other
funetion of Government heretofore ad-
vanced as justification for a Government
power development. The project is not
a multiple-purpose one in any sense of
the word, and Senate bill 1823 would,
for the first time in the entire history of
electric power development in the United
States, authorize by Federal legislation
public development of a power project
pure and simple. It is a naked power
project. There is no other reason for
the bill before the Senate today.

Mr. President, this is the first time—I
repeat for emphasis—that such a bill
has ever come before the Congress of the
United States; and I think it would be
a calamity for the Congress to pass the
bhill. It is, as I have said, nothing but
a naked public power project. I say
that especially in view of the fact, and
I revert to my previous point, that there
are standing by, ready, willing, and able
to go ahead, companies which can han=-
dle the project, and which have been
handling development of power on the
Niagara River since 1895.

I also oppose the bill because of the
tax features. One of the basic reasons
the proponents cite in favor of the bill
is that it will provide low-cost power.
We believe, and an examination of the
facts will thoroughly demonstrate, that
the cost of power to the consumers will
be low only because all the citizens of the
Nation, including those of New York, will
pay the differential. The proponents
propose to exempt from taxes all the
power properties on the Niagara, all the
income from those properties, and, fur-
thermore, they propose to finance the
project by the sale of approximately $400
million worth of tax-free bonds. The
investor-owned utility companies would
pay an estimated annual tax bill of $23
million on the Niagara development—
$£9,5600,000 in local taxes, $4,500,000 in
State taxes, and $9,500,000 in Federal
taxes. If a Government or a State
agency develops the Niagara power, tax-
payers in South Carolina, Nebraska, New
Hampshire, and everywhere else in the
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country will pick up the tab for the $9
million in lost Federal revenues, and ab-
sorb it themselves. Taxpayers of New
York, principally those of New York City,
who will not get the benefit of any Ni-
agara power, will make up the $4,500,000
in lost taxes to the State, whether they
get low-cost power or not.

© Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BUSH. I should like to conclude
my remarks first, if the Senator will per-
mit me to do so.

Anocther major factor in the cost dif-
ferential between private and Govern-
ment power was emphasized by the wit-
ness who appeared in behalf of the New
York State Association of Electrical
Workers, A. F. of L., Mr. Robert W. Mc-
Gregor. He pointed out that the reve-
nue bonds which the New York Power
Authority would issue to finance the
project would be exempt from Federal,
State, and local taxation, in distinet con-
trast to the bonds to be issued by the
private companies. Power authority
bonds would constitute a $10 million an-
nual giveaway to financiers who pur-
chased the tax-free bonds.

In other words, under the plan, the
New York State Power Authority would
issue $400 million worth of tax-free
bonds, the income from which would go
to individuals in the high tax brackets,
and they would thus be enabled to escape
entirely Federal income taxes on the in-
terest paid on the bonds.

It seems very strange business for pub-
lic power advocates to be playing into
the hands of very high-income taxpayers
who wish to avoid taxes by purchasing
tax-free bonds. I think that is one of
the glaring weaknesses of the pending
bill, and it is inconsistent with the gen-
eral philosophy of those who advocate
public power.

Much has been said about how New
York State feels about it, but we have
evidence that member towns of the State
Association of Towns have voted for de-
velopment by private enterprise by a vote
of 493 to 7. In the 83d Congress the
House of Representatives passed the pri-
vate enterprise hill by a vote of 262 to
120. The New York delegation voted
for it by a bipartisan vote of 32 to 9, and
all 32 were reelected to the 84th Con-
gress. Polls taken this year by Republi-
can and Democratic Representatives in
Congress from the State of New York
established a 70-percent rejection of the
Lehman bill. Thus, the Lehman bill is
apparently rejected by the people whom
it purports to benefit.

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

Mr. BUSH. I yield for a question.

Mr. IVES. 1 should like to ask the
Senator from Connecticut if he does not
appreciate the fact, as he undoubtedly
does, that the two organizations to whom
he has referred, the organization of
Town Officials and County Supervisors,
represent more than do any other groups
the rural population of the State of New
¥York. The rural population is sup-
posed to get electric power, under the
New York State law, as soon as they
can, because the New York law provides
that preference shall be given to domes-
tic and rural consumers. Consequently,
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I would say their ottitude toward the
whole idea of public power development
reflects the sentiment of the rural pop-
ulation of New York State. I happen
to live in that area of the State of New
York, and I want to point out that there
is no question in my mind that upstate
New York—I am not speaking of New
York City—is overwhelmingly opposed to
any proposal such as is embraced in the
bill which is now before the Senate.

Mr. BUSH. 1 thank the Senator.
That certainly conforms with the im-
pressions I formed as chairman of the
subcommittee 2 years ago. I do not
think any evidence adduced since then
indicates that the situation is any dif-
ferent now from what it was at that
time,

I have in my hand a document enti-
tled “Officers’ Report to the Eighth Con-
stitutional Convention of the Utility
Workers Union of America, Affiliated
With AFL-CIO,” which I sheould like to
submit for the Recorp. From page 26,
through the top of page 29, there ap-
pears a discussion of power and related
matters.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the portion of the document
which I have marked under the head
“Power—Related Matters” may be print-
ed in the REcorp at this point in my
remarks.

There being no objection, the extract
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

POWER—RELATED MATTERS

The inherent danger to our members con-
tained in a policy of public ownership of the
utility industry was brought home to your
national officers, through the adoption, by
the short-lived Progressive Party in July of
1248, of a political party platform that con-
tained a “plank” calling for “public owner=
ship of all gas and electric companies and the
nationalization of large banks, ralilroads,
ete.” Following the recommendation of
your officers, your third constitutional con-
vention, held in October 1948, adopted a reso-
lution calling upon our members to condemn
such action, at any time, by any political
party organization of any kind.

Unfortunately, while rejecting the third-
party theory and aiding in its defeat at the
polis, some people in the labor movement
accepted and thereafter fostered its philos-
ophy with regard to public ownership of the
utility industry.

Obviously, this was a threat that could not
be permitted to go unchallenged. Conse-
guently, this matter was given considerable
thought and consideration at every subse-
quent executive committee and executive
board meeting. As a result of which your
national officers appeared before congres-
sional committees and varlous other State
and Federal governmental bodies, as well as
before forums conducted by private organiza-
tions, setting forth the policy of the organi-
zation,

In April of 1950 your executive committee,
recognizing the danger to our members and
their jobs, as a result of the drift toward
nationalization being brought about as a
result of Government encroachment in the
public-utility field, recommended and Presi-
dent Fisher appointed a special committee to
“look into the situation and come to you
with a recommendation as to the policy that
should be adopted for our guidance” in the
national union’s handling of this matter be-
tween conventions,

After long and careful consideration, the
committee unanimously recommended, and
the convention adopted, the following state-
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ment of policy with respect to the question
of public power:

1. Where power Is generated in conjunc-
tion with worthwhile water projects, the
transmission, distribution and sale of such
energy should, under proper regulation, be
allocated to the private utility companies.
Where investor-owned companies fail to
provide the distribution and sale of electrical
energy, then, and then only, should the Gov-
ernment undertake such duties.

2. Approximately one-fifth of the power
generated in America today is distributed
and sold by Government agencies. We be-
lieve that further encroachment of Govern-
ment into the utility industry should be
discouraged except in cases of national
emergency.

3. It is our firm belief that the best in-
terests of all of the people of this Nation
can best be served and secured through col-
lective bargaining in investor-owned public
utility corporations.

4. We ghall continue to advocate that the
water resources of the Nation shall be de-
veloped. However, we shall object to any
move that will result in these worthy proj-
ects being used as a means of destroying
tax-paying utility companies who, under
proper regulation, are furnishing adequate
service.

5. We further recommend as a matter of
policy that the national officers, the local
union officers and members, use every means
available to prevent further nationalization
of the utility industry, and we further rec-
ommend, as a matter of policy, that we insist
on fair and proper regulation of the utility
industry and that every effort be made to
compel utility managements to fulfill their
obligations to their consumers and to their
employees.

In keeping with the mandate of the fourth
constitutional convention, your national of-
ficers have conducted a never-ending fight in
a serious attempt to make the entire labor
movement aware of our position, and of our
reasons for that position. Beginning with
the CIO convention held in Chicago, in the
same year, your national officers have waged
a vigorous campaign to bring about changes
in the CIO resolutions on public power. In
each successive CIO convention, from 1950
through 1954, an active floor fight was made
in connection with this matter. Gradually
our point of view began to seep through to
the CIO high command. Little by little, the
public power advocates began to lose ground.
More and more efforts were put forth each
year, by CIO officials, in an attempt to recon-
cile our differences. However, our position
remained unchanged. We made it crystal
clear, at CIO convention after CIO conven-
tion, that we had not the slightest intention
of living within the framework of any utility
industry policy that conflicted with the ac-
tions taken by our own conventions. During
the course of each of our own conventions,
continuous emphasis has been placed upon
the importance, to our membership, of the
maintenance of our position.

In fact, so important is this matter to our
members, that the 1954 conventlon at Bos-
ton approved the appointment of a standing
committee on public power. After the con-
vention your president appolnted Andrew J.
McMahon of local 1-2 New York chairman of
such committee and appointed Martin O'Dell
of local 223 of Detroit, and James Watson of
local 270 of Cleveland as members of the com-
mittee. This committee, with your national
officers have attended many meetings, writ-
ten letters and in general have kept up a con-
tinuous fight to protect the members from
the setbacks that labor suffers when the Gov-
ernment takes over. Among other matters
the committee reported having taken action
on the following matters at the March 1955
executive board meeting:

1. Protested the appointment of Gus
Bcholle by Detroit Edison's President Cisler
to a governmental power committee. A letter
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of protest was sent to President Cisler upon
his return to the United States of America.

2. Recommended that a similar letter of
protest be sent to CIO President Walter
Reuther.

3. Reported on a meeting the chairman
of the committee had with Senator Ives.

The committee also made the following
recommendations which were adopted by the
executive board:

1. That UWUA continue to follow the po-
sition adopted at its conventions.

2. That UWUA continue to be furnished
with all information necessary to carry out
UWUA's power position.

3. That despite CIO’s power position that
UWUA continue to press before all legislative
and other places the power position of UWUA,

How well the national officers followed
through on the actions and recommendations
of the committee was reflected in the resolu-
tion on power adopted at the first AFL-CIO
convention, Never in the history of CIO
did a resolution on public power make any
reference to, nor give any form of recogni-
tion, to the accomplishments of private in-
dustry, or to the possibility of working out
a program, in cooperation with private indus-
try, designed to meet the needs of all of the
people. However, as you may see from a
reading of the resolution, such recognition
is now an integral part of the AFL-CIO power
program. So at long last, our efforts have
begun to bear fruit. Not complete success,
but a definite step in the right direction has
been taken through the medium of the adop-
tion, by AFL-CIO, of the resolution.

Mr. President, this concludes my re-
marks on this subject for today.

I wish to announce that on tomorrow,
at a suitable time, I intend to move that
the bill be recommitted. I do not wish
to foreclose or shorten debate on the bill,
if other Senators desire to speak on it
tomorrow. But at a suitable time tomor-
row, I intend to make such a motion.

Mr. President, I do not know whether
the Senator from New York [Mr. LEH-
mAN] wishes to ask me to yield to him.

Mr. LEHMAN. I wish to make an ob-
servation. I did ask the Senator from
Connecticut to yield, but he did not see
fit to do so.

The Senator from Connecticut was
very critical of the fact that the tax sav-
ing in New York would affect the people
of various States of the Union, and the
Senator from Connecticut mentioned a
number of them.

Mr. BUSH. I certainly am very criti-
cal of that phase of the bill.

Mr. LEHMAN. I so understood the
Senator from Coennecticut. However,
Mr. President, I was of the impression
that we are a nation, not simply a num-
ber of parishes, each looking out for its
own interests.

I think the Senator from Connecticut
will bear me out when I say that time
and time again I have voted, as a Senator
from the State of New York, for projects
which were not of any direct benefit to
the State of New York.

Mr. BUSH. Well, Mr. President——

Mr. LEHMAN. Will the Senator from
Connecticut permit me to finish? He
has yielded to me.

Mr. BUSH. Ishould like to meetf these
points as they are raised.

Mr. LEHMAN. I should like the Sen-
ator from Connecticut to permit me to
finish, Inasmuch as he has yielded to
me, I assume that I am not limited re-
garding the manner in which I wish to
present these matters.
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Mr. BUSH. I certainly do not wish
to limit the Senator from New York, buf
I should like to meet the points as he
makes them.

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator from
Connecticut has the floor, and can de-
cline to yield further to me; that would
be within his rights.

Mr. BUSH. No, I do not wish to do so.
I wish to have the Senator from New
York make his points, but I wish he
would permit me to answer them one at
a time, as he raises them.

Mr. LEHMAN. But the Senator from
Connecticut did not permit me to inter-
rogate him at the time when he made his
statements.

Mr. BUSH. I am sure the Senator
from New York realizes that I wanted my
remarks to be presented with continuity;
I was not in any way attempting to avoid
yielding.

Mr. LEHMAN. I was not so sure, be-
cause a little later the Senator from
Connecticut yielded to other Senators.

But I am sure the Senator from Con-
necticut will bear me out when I say that
time and time again I have voted for
projects and appropriations which were
not of any direct benefit to the people of
New York, but for which the people of
New York would have to bear their share
of the cost. I have in mind projects af-
fecting the Far West, the Southwest, the
Northwest, and New England. I am sure
the Senator from Connecticut will bear
me out when I say that I have taken that
position on any project when I felt it was
in the national interest for me to do so.

Mr. BUSH. Let me ask the Senator
from New York this question: Is it not
true that I have also done the same? As
a matter of fact, I think every Sena-
tor has.

Mr. LEHMAN. I do not know, but I
am not critical of the Senator from Con-
necticut. He has been critical of what I
have been advocating here. I started to
say that I thought we were a nation, not
a group of parishes.

Mr. BUSH. Icertainly——

Mr. LEHMAN. Either the Senator
from Connecticut will permit me to
speak, inasmuch as he has yielded to me,
or he can decline to yield further to me,
and thus force me to take my seat.

Mr, BUSH. I would not do that, Mr.
President. I yielded to the Senator from
New York for what I thought would be
questions by him. I did not anticipate
that he would make a speech in my time.
I am perfectly willing to yield the floor if
he wishes to make a speech. But if he
desires to ask me questions in regard to
any point, I wish he would address his
questions to me.

Mr. LEHMAN. Very well; I shall ad-
dress a question to the Senator from
Connecticut, and it will be a rather
long one.

Mr. BUSH. Very well. [Laughter.]

Mr. LEHMAN. Does not the Senator
from Connecticut feel that anything
which affects the interests of the Nation
as a whole, or any part of the Nation,
anything which is sound, is of benefit to
the particular locality which is immedi-
ately affected as well?

Mr. BUSH. I would say the Senator
from New York is absolutely correct; and
I like his use of the words “which is
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sound,” T object to this bill because T
do not think it is sound, because it is un-
necessary for the Federal Government to
enter into this project at all. That is the
unsound feature of the bill.

Mr. LEHMAN. At the moment I was
not speaking of the bill; instead, I was
referring to the Senator’s statement in
which he took exception to the fact that
South Carolina or Arizona or Connecticut
or Tennessee or Oregon or Washington
would have to bear a part of the taxes
and be responsible for its part of an al-
most negligible loss of taxes.

Mr. BUSH. Iwould say tothe Senator
from New York that it does not seem to
me to be very sound for taxes to be
handed over to the people of other States,
when there is no necessity whatever for
doing so, and when private interests are
able, proven, well-financed, popular in
the area, have served it for 55 years, and
are ready to proceed. Why should other
States subsidize a power project in upper
New York State, when there is no neces-
sity at all for a public power project
there?

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Connecticut yield for a
question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ScoTT
in the chair). Does the Senator from
Connecticut yield to the Senator from
New York?

Mr. BUSH. 1Iyield for a question.

Mr. LEHMAN. Does the Senator from
Connecticut not realize—and is he not
afraid—that the public development of
power at the Niagara River will reduce
the power rates in the State of New
York?

Mr, BUSH. I certainly am not afraid
of it a single bit. I am surprised at the
Senator's question, Why should I be
afraid of it?

Mr. LEHMAN. Then why should the
Senator from Connecticut object to it?

Mr. BUSH. I object to it because it is
a subsidy to the public power interests.
I think it is a subsidy that is completely
unnecessary and unwarranted. That is
why I object to it. But I am not afraid
of it. T should like to see the people of
New York get power as cheaply as they
can. They are getting cheap power now.

Mr. LEHMAN. Oh, yes. I think that
if the Senator from Connecticut were
not afraid of it, he would not be threat-
ening to move to recommit the bill. I
assume that in making that motion he
will have the support of the senior Sen-
afor from New York [Mr. Ives]. Cer-
tainly the Senator from Connecticut has
been in the Senate long enough to know
that if a motion to recommit is made,
and if the motion prevails, the result will
be to kill the hill.

Mr. BUSH. I hope it will kill the bill
for this session, and I certainly intend to
make the motion with that hope in my
breast.

Mr. LEHMAN. I am very glad indeed
to have that frank statement on the part
of the Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. BUSH. Certainly there is noth-
ing secret about it.

Mr. LEHMAN. T should like to ask
another question of the Senator from
Connecticut. He criticized the proposed
method of financing this project, by th
issuance of tax-exempt bonds. :
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Mr. BUSH. Yes; $400 million of tax-
exempt bonds.

Mr. LEHMAN. Does the Senator from
Connecticut recall any instances in
which the State of Connecticut has is-
sued tax-exempt bonds?

Mr. BUSH. Yes.

Mr. LEHMAN, The Senator from
Connecticut did not object to them, did
he?

Mr. BUSH. Let me say that I do not
believe the issue has ever arisen in such
a way that I had an opportunity to object
to it on the floor of the Senate.

Mr. LEHMAN. Would the Senator
from Connecticut be against it? Would
he object to it?

Mr. BUSH. I say I object in toto to
the theory of tax-exempt bonds. I do
not believe one class of investors in the
United States should enjoy immunity
from the income tax, when everyone else
has to pay the income tax. I hope that
answers the Senator's question.

Mr. LEEMAN. No; it does not.

Mr. BUSH. Then, what does?

Mr. LEHMAN. Does the Senator from
Connecticut recall that the city of New
Haven ever issued any tax-exempt bonds?

Mr. BUSH. Of course it has.

Mr. LEHMAN. Does the Senator from
Connecticut recall that Stamford,
Greenwich, Meriden, and Hartford have
jssued tax-exempt bonds?

Mr. BUSH. I am proud to say to the
Senator that the town of Greenwich has
paid off all its obligations. We are very
proud of that fact. I am glad the Sen-
ator gave me the opporfunity to get it
into the RECORD.

It would not make any difference
whether the Senator or I objected to the
issuance of tax-exempt bonds, so long as
they were legal. If we can get the issue
before the Senate, I will certainly ex-
press myself and cast my vote. But I
do not believe, from what I have seen in
the past 25 years, that we could per-
suade either this body or the House of
Representatives to outlaw tax-exempt
bonds, much as I think they should be
outlawed.

Mr. LEHMAN. I do not think we
could, either; and I think it would place
a very great burden on the communities
or agencies which issue such bonds. I
doubt very much whether the Senator
has ever advocated, in his own State, a
prohibition against the issuance of tax-
exempt bonds by any State or municipal
agency.

Mr. BUSH. The Senator may be cor-
rect. I have never been an officer of
the State government. That subject
has never come under my surveillance.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. EKUCHEL. Mr. President, I
thought it would not be wholly inap-
propriate for me briefly to discuss the
pending legislation. During the past 3
vears I have been a member of the Sen-
ate Committee on Public Works, which
had had this proposed legislation and
other bills of similar import before it.

I must say that I am rather distressed
to find my friends, the two able and dis-
tinguished Senators from the State of
New York, at some variance upon an
issue which affects the people whom, to-
gether, they so very ably represent.
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For myself, I think the issue, shorn of
all the verbiage of this debate, is a sim-
ple one: Should a State be authorized to
develop her own waterpower projects if
she so desires?

For myself, I answer that question un-
equivocally in the affirmative.

This is a unique situation. I do not
suppose that ever before in the history
of the Congress of the United States has
exactly this problem been presented.
The Senate is asked to pass judgment on
a continuing petition of the chief execu-
tives of the State of New York for de-
velopment of certain water resources ly-
ing within her sovereign domain. Or-
dinarily the problem would not be a
legislative one. It would properly be a
problem for quasi-judicial determina-
tion by the Federal Power Commission,
a creature of the Congress, whose juris-
diction and whose lines of authority were
laid down by the Congress in years gone
by.

I venture to suggest that, were it not
for the peculiar set of circumstances
which confront the people of the State of
New York, regardless of how they may
feel in this controversy, if the Governor
of the State of New York were to peti-
tion the Federal Power Commission for
the authority encompassed in the pend-
ing bill, there would be no question of
the outcome. Such a petition, in my
judgment, would be approved.

Historically the Congress has laid
down the policy that where a State de-
sires to construct her own hydroelectric
projects; she has a preference when
standing before the bar of the Federal
Power Commission.

The State of New York does not have
that opportunity today. When the
treaty between Canada and the United
States was before the Senate for ratifica-
tion, an ahle Senator who still graces
this body, the distinguished Senator from
Vermont [Mr. A1keEn], offered a reserva-
tion to the treaty. In order that there
may be some continuity to these remarks
I should like to read the reservation
which the Senate adopted:

The United States on Its part expressly
reserves the right to provide by act of Con-
gress, for development, and for the public
use and benefit, of the United States share
of the waters of the Niagara River made
avallable by the provisions of the treaty, and
no project for redevelopment of the United
States share of such waters shall be under-
taken until it be specifically authorized by
act of Congress.

That is why Congress is called upon
to sit in judgment on the various methods
of proceeding to develop power in the
State of New York. That is why we are
required to render this unique decision.
Were it not for the treaty reservation,
the Federal Power Commission, as I say,
acting under its responsibilities laid
down by Congress, would be required to
give preference fo the State of New York
in the manner and in the fashion which
that State desired in developing its
hydroelectric capacity.

I fail to understand why Congress
should apply a different rule with re-
spect to the State of New York than it
has laid down for all States of the Union
in the Federal Power Commission legisla-
tion providing preferences.
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I say I am grieved that there is some
question as to what the people of a sister
State desire. On one occasion one of
the Members of the Senate endeavored
to tell me what the people of California
desired on a bill which my able colleague,
Senator Enowranp, and I had introduced
for one of our counties. I retorted that
the California Senators would speak for
California. But here, unhappily, our
New York colleagues disagree. If we are
to follow orderly procedure, we should
respect the position of State officers.
Two years ago there appeared before the
Public Works Committee a distinguished
American, Thomas E. Dewey, a Repub-
lican Governor of the State of New York,
who testified at considerable length and
asked that the State of New York be
given the right to develop its own hydro-
electric resources.

Not only his immediate predecessor,
the able junior Senator from New York
[Mr, LEaman], had taken that same posi-
tion, but time and time again other chief
executives of that sovereign State had
publicly stated to the people a similar
steadfast position on this question.

Three years ago and again this year
Robert Moses, the head of the New York
Power Authority, stated that the author-
ity was in favor of the development of
the Niagara by the State, particularly by
his agency, created, indeed, for just such
a purpose.

I ask unanimous consent that a letter
Mr. Moses wrote to the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. CrAvEZ], chairman of
the Committee on Public Works, be
incorporated in my remarks at this point.

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

PowER AUTHORITY OF THE
STATE OF NEW YORK,
New York, N. Y., July 12, 1955.
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ,

Chairman, Senate Commitiee on Pub-
lic Works, United  States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr SENATOR CHAVEZ: In connection with
hearings now before your committee on
Senate 1823 by Senator Leaman and on Sen-
ate 6 by Senator CaPEHART and on other bills
for the development of the Niagara River
for power and other purposes, following is
a compact repetition of the views repeatedly
expressed by the New York Power Authority.

The authority is unequivocably opposed to
the passage of the Capehart bill or any other
bill which would provide for the develop-
ment of Niagara power by private utility
corporations. The waterpower resources of
the Niagara River belong to the people of
the State of New York and should be de-
veloped solely by a public agency. This has
been the State policy consistently emunciat-
ed for the past 35 years by Governors Smith,
Roosevelt, Lehman, Dewey, and Harriman
and by the Legislature of the State of New
York in the New York Power Authority Act
originally enacted in 1931 and still in effect.

It is unthinkable that the preservation of
the scenic beauty of the Niagara River and
Falls, which Is the subject of the treaty be-
tween the United States and Canada signed
February 27, 1950, and the development of
the waterpower thereof should be turned
over to private utilities for their exploita-
tion. The long and shameful history of
despoilation of the Niagara River and Falls
by private companies is a sure test of what
the people could expect of future exploita-
tlon by these corporations.
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The New York Power Authority has been
granted a license for the development of
the power of the St. Lawrence River. It is
now actually engaged in constructing the
necessary work at a rate of speed which will
result in cutting by at least 2 years the most
optimistic previous construction estimates.
It is of the utmost importance that legisla~
tlon be passed as quickly as possible in
order to prevent further waste of the power
of the Niagara River and to harness it as
guickly as possible for the benefit of the
people of the State of New York and its
neighboring States.

Under the treaty between the United
States and Canada, Canada is given the right
to use all of the water of the Niagara for
her own purposes until we are prepared to
use our share. Every month's delay means
that millions of dollars worth of electrical
energy which belongs to us are going to
waste or used by Canada.

If the development of these resources Is
turned over to private corporations, the
New York Power Authority and the State of
New York have announced their intention to
resist such procedure by every avallable legal
means up to the United States Supreme
Court itself, which has indicated clearly the
exclusive right and power of the State of
New York to carry on such development. We
strongly urge the defeat of the private utili-
ties’ bills and the enactment of legislation to
authorize development of the power in line
with the provisions of the Federal Power Act
which gives preference to the power au-
thority.

We have the following comments, however,
to make with respect to the Lehman bill
which differs in several respects from the
bill prepared by the New York Power Au-
thority and introduced by Congressman
CuarLEs A. BuckLey (H. R. 5706, 84th Cong.).

1. The prime purpose of the treaty au-
thorizing the use of additional Niagara water
for power was the preservation and enhance-
ment of the beauty of the falls. Hence, as
part of the cost of the project, the licensee
should at its own cost and expense, in co-
operation with the appropriate agency of
the State of New York, construct a scenlc
drive and parkway on the American side of
the Niagara River near the Niagara Falls, the
cost of which should be included in the li-
censee’s net investment in the project. The
sum required for this parkway work will be
approximately $15 million, not including the
cost of placing spoil and fill excavated for
the power conduits on the right-of-way of
the parkway.

2. Also, as part of the cost of the project,
the licensee at its own cost and expense
should pay to the United States the United
States share of the cost of the remedial
works undertaken in accordance with article
IT of said treaty. This will not exceed $10
million. It is our understanding that this
is the wish of the administration and it is
consistent with what is being done in Can-
ada. We are presently paying our share of
the expenses of the Joint International
Board of Engineers on the St. Lawrence.

8. The New York State Power Authority
is the proper agency for the construction and
operation of the project—as provided in sec-
tion 2 (a) of the Lehman bill. However, we
are willing to leave it to the Federal Power
Commission to decide because of the pref-
erence which is given In the Federal Power
Act to a State agency and because we are
informed that that is the desire of the ad-
ministration.

4, In several respects the language of the
Bugckley bill is superior to language which is
contained in the Lehman bill. For example,
the Buckley bill language has the advantage
of being completely compatible with the
language of pertinent New York statutes.
Copies of the memorandum addressed to
Congressman CHARLEs A. BUckKLEY on May
25, 1855, and which describe the essential
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differences between the two bills are en-
closed.

The basic objective, however, of the Leh=~
man and Buckley bills is the same, that is,
& license to the New York Power Au-
thority to construct and operate the Niagara
project.

The New York Power Authority is ready
and anxious to proceed at once to carry out
the objectives of the treaty and to develop
at the earliest possible moment our share
of Niagara power.

Cordially,
RoBERT MosEes, Chairman.

Mr. KUCHEL. The gist of the letter,
as Senators who have read it know, is
that Mr. Moses generally endorses the
bill pending in the Senate. He pointed
also to a companion measure in the
House and likewise gave that bill his
blessing.

As I say, I am grieved to be placed in
the position of being required to sit in
judgment on a State which I do not have
the honor of representing. It does seem
to me however, that the record is clear
that the Governors of the State of New
York, in Republican administrations and
in Democratic administrations, have al-
ways taken one position, and that is that
the State should be permitted to develop
the State’s waterpower.

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

Mr. KUCHEL. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from New York.

Mr. LEHMAN. I wonder whether, in
addition to the things he has so clearly
and ably pointed out, the Senator knows
that for many years, to my knowledge,
the three political parties which operate
in New York State, the Republican Party,
the Democratic Party, and the Liberal
Party, have all included in their plat-
forms a pledge for the public develop-
ment of the water resources of the State.

Mr. KUCHEL. I thank my distin-
guished colleague for that comment,
which is of considerable relevancy to this
discussion.

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

Mr. KUCHEL. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Having in mind what
the Senator from California is now stat-
ing, and after considerable effort in the
way of the hearings throughout the year,
the committee came to the conclusion
that the State of New York should be the
one to handle the matter. Of course, the
authority to handle it in the State of New
York is the power authority. The bill re-
ported by the Public Works Committee
provides exactly what the Senator from
California has in mind.

Mr. KUCHEL, I thank my able col-
league for that comment. He is com-
pletely correct.

I wish to make a comment about the
waters of the State of New York. First
of all, let me read a sentence or two of
the Federal Flood Control Act of 1944:

It is hereby declared to be the policy of
Congress to recognize the interests and rights
of the States in determining the develop-
ment of watersheds within their borders, and
likewise their interests and rights In water
utilization and control, as herein authorized,
and to preserve and protect to the fullest
possible extent established and potential

uses for all purposes of the waters of the
Nation's rivers.
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I should like to read a sentence or two
from the laws of the State of New York.
I am quoting from the testimony of Gov-
ernor Dewey at page 44 of the hearings
#n a similar bill in 1954:

Those parts of the Niagara and St. Law-
rence Rivers within the boundaries of the
State of New York are hereby declared to
be natural resources of the State.

Then it continues:
They shall always remain Inalienable, and
ownership, possession, and control thereof

shall always be vested in the people of the
State.

I believe that language rather clearly
demonstrates what the intention of Con-
gress was in legislation it adopted, and
what the intention of the people of New
York State was, acting through their leg-
islative representatives in Albany, with
reference to the waters within the State
of New York. They intend their waters
to be inalienable and to remain in con-
trol of the people—all of them.

It seems to me that the adoption of
the pending bill is not only the fairest
means of proceeding, but, in my jude-
ment, the only means of logically pro-
ceeding toward the development of New
York’s Niagara resources which need to
be develcped for the public good.

I wish to allude very quickly to the
bill which is before the Senate. The first
section provides that the bill constitutes
compliance with the reservation in the
treaty to which I previously referred.

It then provides that the Federal Power
Commission is directed to issue a license
to the New York Power Authority for the
construetion and operation of the Ni-
agara project.

Next, it provides that the Federal
Power Commission shall include in the
license the conditions that the New York
Power Authority shall—

(A) Give equal preference for the pur-
chase of such power to (1) counties and
muniecipalities, including their agencles or
instrumentalities, (il) departments, agen-
cies, and instrumentalities of New York
State, (iii) rural electric cooperatives not
organized or administered for profit but
primarily for the purpose of supplying elec-
tric energy to their members as mearly as
possible at cost; and (iv) the defense agen-
cies of the United States.

Those are the four types of preferences
included in the bill. To me they seem
perfectly reasonable, and they are ap-
parently not disharmonious with the po-
sition of the State of New York, as set
forth in the letter written by Mr. Moses,

Then the bill goes on:

(B) Make flexible arrangements and con=-
tracts for the disposition of project power
to utility companies organized and admin-
istered for profit, with suitable provisions in
such contracts for the withdrawal upon
reasonable notice and fair terms of enough
power to meet the needs of the foregoing
classes of preference customers.

In other words, Mr. President, author-
ity is given to dispose of any surplus
power which, being generated, remains
unused.

The next provision, to which the au-
thor of the hill, the Senator from New
York [Mr. LErman], alluded earlier in
his eolloquy with the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. HnLl, has to do with the
Authority entering into so-called rental
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contracts or wheeling agreements in lieu
of constructing duplicate transmission
lines.

Next, the bill provides:

The licensee shall make a reasonable por#
tlon of the project power available for use
within economic transmission distance in
neighboring States—

And so forth. The point T make, Mr,
President, is that it seems to me, as I
read the language, it is a bill to provide
electric power for the people of New
Yorlk, to be paid for by the people of New
York, in accordance with preferences
laid down in the bill, and only with re-
spect to “a reasonable portion” of the
power do adjoining States have an op-
portunity to purchase such power.

Mr. President, I felt it incumbent
upon me to make these few comments.
I listened to the testimony in the 83d
Congress, and I listened again to the
testimony in the 84th Congress, and I
shall, on the basis of what I have just
said, vote in favor of the proposed legis-
lation. I shall oppose the motion which
the Senator from Connecticut intends to
make tomorrow to recommit the bill to
the Senate Committee on Public Works.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
REcorD a copy of a letter I have received
from the Attorney General of the State
of New York.

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

THE CAPITOL,
Albany, N. Y., March 19, 1956,
Hon. TaHomas H. KUCHEL,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENaTOR: May I take this occasion to
congratulate you on your outstanding efforts
in aid of State development of sources of
hydroelectric power. The basic policy of
our State is expressed. in the desire to have
the Power Authority of the State of New
York develop the great source of hydroelec-
tric power in the waters of the Niagara for
the benefit of the people of our State, also
utilizing effectively private utility installa-
tions. It is my understanding that you
have helped this policy in your work as a
member of the Committee on Public Works
of the United States Senate. I feel that this
is a measure of your fine public service. It
shows your interest in the full development
of our resources in a way most compatible
with our private economic system.

With renewed appreciation, believe me,

Bincerely yours,
J. K. Javrrs,
Attorney General,

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from California yield?

Mr. EUCHEL. I yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I wish
to compliment the Senator from Cali-
fornia on his very clear statement, I
think his analysis of the bill has been fair
and accurate and should be readily un-
derstood by anyone who reads it.

PUNISHMENT FOR WILLFUL DAM-
AGING OR DESTROYING OF AIR-
CRAFT

Mr. SPARKEMAN. Mr. President, I ask
that the Chair lay before the Senate an
amendment of the House to Senate bill
8. 2972 to punish the willful damage or
destroying of aircraft and attempts to
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damage or destroy aircraft, and for other
purposes.

I make this request on behalf of the
Senator from Washington [Mr. MAGNU=
sonl.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Scorr in the chair) laid before the Sen-
ate the amendments of the House of
Representatives to the bill (S. 2972) to
punish the willful damaging or destroy-
ing of aircraft and attempts to damage
or destroy aircraft, and for other pur-
poses, which were, to strike out all after
the enacting clause and insert:

That title 18 of the United States Code
is amended by inserting immediately after

section 14 thereof the {following new

chapter:

“CHAPTER 2.—AIRCRAFT AND MOTOR VEHICLES

“Sec.

“31. Definitions.

#39 Destruction of aircraft or aircraft fa-
cilities.

“33. Destruction of motor vehicles or motor-

vehicle facilities.

Penalty when death results.

Imparting or conveying false informa-
tion.

“§ 31. Definitions

“When used in this chapter the term—

“Ajreraft engine’, ‘air navigation facility’,
‘appliance’, ‘civil aircraft’, ‘foreign air com-
merce’, ‘interstate air commerce’, ‘landing
area’, ‘overseas air commerce’, ‘propeller’,
and ‘spare part' shall have the meaning
ascribed to those terms in the Civil Aero-
nautics Act of 1938, as amended.

“‘Motor vehicle’ means every description
of carriage or other contrivance propelled or
drawn by mechanical power and used for
commercial purposes on the highways in the
transportation of passengers, or passengers
and property;

“‘Destructive substance’ means any ex-
plosive substance, flammable material, in-
fernal machine, or other chemical, mechani-
cal, or radioactive device or matter of a com-
bustible, contaminative, corrosive, or ex-
plosive nature; and

“'Used for commercial purposes’ means
the carriage of persons or property for any
fare, fee, rate, charge, or other consideration,
or directly or indirectly in connection with
any business, or other undertaking intended
for profit.

“§ 32. Destruction of alreraft or aircraft
facilities

“Whoever willfully sets fire to, damages,
destroys, disables, or wrecks any civil air-
craft used, operated, or employed In inter-
state, overseas, or forelgn alr commerce; or

“Whoever willfully sets fire to, damages,
destroys, disables, or wrecks any alrcraft
engine, propeller, appliance, or spare part
with intent to damage, destroy, disable, or
wreck any such aireraft; or

“Whoever, with like intent, willfully places
or causes to be placed any destructive sub-
sgtance in, upon, or in proximity to any such
aireraft, or any aircraft engine, propeller,
appliance, spare part, fuel, lubricant, hy-
draulic fluid, or other material used or in-
tended to be used in connection with the
operation of any such aircraft, or any cargo
carried or intended to be carried on any
such aircraft, or otherwise makes or causes
to be made any such aireraft, aircraft engine,
propeller, appliance, spare part, fuel, lubri-
cant, hydraulic fluid, or other material un-
workable or unusable or hazardous to work
or use; or

“Whoever, with like intent, wilifully sets
fire to, damages, destroys, disables, or wrecks,
or places or causes to be placed any destruc-
tive substance in, upon, or in proximity to
any shop, supply, structure, station, depot,
terminal, hangar, ramp, landing area, air-
navigation facility or other facility, ware-

“34.
“35.
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house, property, machine, or apparatus used
or intended to be used in connection with
the operation, loading, or unloading of any
such aircraft or making any such aircraft
ready for flight, or otherwise makes or causes
to be made any such shop, supply, structure,
station, depot, terminal, hangar, ramp, iand-
ing area, air-navigation facility or other fa-
cility, warehouse, property, machine, or ap=
paratus unworkable or unusable or hazard-
ous to work or use; or

“Whoever, with like intent, willfully in-
capacitates any member of the crew or any
such aircraft; or

“Whoever willfully attempts to do any of
the aforesaid acts or things—

shall be fined not more than $10,000 or im=
prisoned not more than 20 years, or both.

“§ 33. Destruction of motor vehicles or mo-
tor vehicle facilities

“Whoever willfully, with intent to endan-
ger the safety of any person on board or
anyone who he believes will board the same,
or with a reckless disregard for the safety
of human life, damages, disables, destroys,
tampers with, or places or causes to be placed
any explosive or other destructive substance
in, upon, or in proximity to, any motor ve=-
hicle which is used, operated, or employed in
interstate or forelgn commerce, or its cargo
or material used or intended to be used in
connectlion with its operation; or

“Whoever willfully, with like intent, dam=
ages, disables, destroys, sets fire to, tampers
with, or places or causes to be placed any
explosive or other destructive substance in,
upon, or in proximity to any garage, termi-
nal, structure, supply, or facility used in the
operation of, or in support of the operation
of, motor vehicles engaged in interstate or
foreign commerce or otherwise makes or
causes such property to be made unworkable,
unusable, or hazardous to work or use; or

“Whoever, with like intent, willfully dis-
ables or incapacitates any driver or person
employed in connection with the operation
or maintenance of the motor vehicle, or in
any way lessens the ability of such person
to perform his duties as such; or

“Whoever willfully attempts to do any of
the aforesald acts—

shall be fined not more than $10,000 or im=-
prisoned not more than 20 years, or both.

““§ 34. Penalty when death results

“Whoever is convicted of any crime prohih-
ited by this chapter, which has resulted in
the death of any person, shall be subject also
to the death penalty or to imprisonment for
life, if the jury shall in its discretion so
direct, or, in the case of a plea of gullty, or
a plea of not guilty where the defendant has
waived a trial by jury, if the court in its
discretion shall so order,

“§ 35. Imparting or conveying falre Informa-
tion
“Whoever willfully imparts or conveys or
causes to be imparted or conveyed false in-
formation, knowing the information to be
false, concerning an attempt or alleged at-
tempt being made or to be made, to do any
act which would be a crime prohibited by
this chapter or chapter 97 or chapter 111
of this title—
shall be fined not more than $1,000, or im=-
prisoned not more than 1 year, or both."”
Sec. 2. The part analysis preceding chapter
1 or title 18, United States Code, is amended
by inserting between chapters 1 and 3 the
following item:
“3. Alrcraft and motor vehicles__.______

And to amend the title so as to read:
“An act to punish the willful damaging
or destroying of aircraft or motor vehi-
cles, and their facilities, and for other
purposes.”

Mr. SPARKEMAN. Mr. President, on
behalf of the Senator from Washington
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[Mr. Macnuson], T move that the Sen-
ate disagree to the amendments of the
House, request a conference thereon
with the House of Representatives, and
that the Chair appoint the conferees on
the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed fo; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. Mac-
NUSON, Mr. MONRONEY, Mr. SMATHERS,
Mr. ScHOEPPEL, and Mr. PURTELL con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

NIAGARA RIVER FOWER
DEVELOPMENT

The Senate resumed the considera-
tion of the bill (S. 1823) to authorize the
construction of certain works of im-
provement in the Niagara River for
power and other purposes.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr, President, I
shall speak briefly in support of S.
1823—the Lehman bill. This bill pro-
vides for the construction of certain
works in the Niagara River for power
and other purposes. It authorizes and
directs the Federal Power Commission
to issue a license to the New York
Power Authority for construction and
operation of a power development proj-
ect on the Niagara.

I support this bill as a whole. But I
shall restrict these remarks to those
provisions of the bill which require the
licensee, the New York Power Authority,
when it disposes of project power, to give
preference to the purchasing demands
of the following agencies:

First. Counties and munieipalities, in-
cluding their agencies and instrumen-
talities.

Second. Departments, agencies,
instrumentalities of New York State.

Third. Rural electric cooperatives or-
ganized and administered on a non-
profit basis, primarily for the purpose
of supplying electric energy to their
members as nearly as possible at cost.

Fourth. Defense agencies of the United
States.

The foregoing provisions are directly
related to other requirements of the
Lehman bill—that project power be sold
and distributed primarily for the benefit
of the people as consumers—and par-
ticularly for the benefit of domestic and
rural consumers—at the lowest possible
rates so as to encourage its widest possi-
ble use.

Moreover, the bill also provides that
contracts under which project power is
purchased for resale shall include ade-
quate provisions for establishing resale
rates to be approved by the licensee,
These rates must accord with the gen-
eral objective that sale be primarily for
the benefit of the consuming public, and
at low rates to encourage wide consump-
tion.

The reasons for these provisions are
simple. Peoples’ resources must be used
to benefit the largest possible number of
people.

Historically, Congress, when it dis-
posed of public property or resources,
provided safeguards to insure the widest
possible public benefit. Moreover, ex-
perience in power development projects
elsewhere—for example, Boulder Dam,

and
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the TVA, and the Bonneville project—
has shown that these so-called prefer-
ence provisions for public and private
nonprofit agencies are essential raeans
of assuring widespread public benefit in
the distribution of electric power. As
the committee which reported this bill
favorably put it:

These safeguards are belleved essential to
make effective the yardstick influence of this
power development on high electric rates
throughout the region.

Of course, the designated agencies will
not be able to puy power at a cheaper
price.

Mr. President, I think that is one thing
which perhaps some persons misunder-
stand. It is really an assurance that
they will have an equal opportunity to
share in the power produced.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. I am very grateful to
the Senator for emphasizing that point
in his remarks, because, undoubtedly,
there is that misunderstanding. Some
persons seem to think that what is con-
templated is that certain particular
agencies will be able to obtain the power
at a preferential price. That is not in-
tended. They will not be able to buy at
any price different from that at which
the power is sold generally, but it will
be clear that if there should ever be a
shortage, they would get at least a rea-
sonable share of the power.

I may say to the Senator that it is
perfectly obvious that initially the pref-
erential customers will consume only a
relatively small part of the power.

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is correct.

The last point made by the distin-
guished Senator from New York, Mr.
President, is a point which I was about
to make.

Nor do the provisions prevent large-
scale consumption of power by large in-
dustrial users or, indeed, extensive pur-
chase by private utilities for resale.

The provisions simply mean that coun-
ties and cities and nonprofit electric co-
operatives may purchase as much power
as they want from the prospective Ni-
agara power project. Ani they get first
choice.

This is essential where power is sold
initially at wholesale as it must be from
this anticipated project. Otherwise,
small purchasers, who cannot take the
power directly from the project site,
would not receive the maximum benefits
from the project. They would still have
to purchase from the private utility com-
panies. These utilities, in turn, would
be the principal beneficiaries—indeed,
almost the sole beneficiaries—of public
development of the people's property.

As Mr, Gordon Clapp put it, in his tes-
timony before the committee:

The real and lasting effect of this har-
nessed natural resource depends upon how
the power is marketed, how and where it is
sold to the ultimate consumer, and at what
rates. If this low-cost power is unwisely sold
at the bus bar or confined to distribution at
or near the site, it will produce a very lim-
ited local benefit confined to the industries

and private utility companies already grab=
bing at this great natural asset.
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Under such a shortsighted policy, the peo-
ple of the State and whole surrounding re=-
glon would be deprived of a great opportu-
nity to henefit manifold from the natural
resources that belong to them.

I shall return to the experience in the
Tennessee Valley to show that private
utility companies and small consumers
have benefited immensely by preference
provisions. But before doing so, I should
like to remind this body of the subject
matter now under debate.

We are dealing with property rights of
the United States Government. The use
of waters of navigable streams for the
production of power constitutes the ex-
ercise of rights in the public domain.
Water power inherent in the flow of any
navigable stream belongs to the United
States. This is well established by long-
standing judicial precedent.

I respectfully refer Senators to such
cases as United States v. Appalachian
Power (311 U. S. 377) and Oklahoma v.
Atkinson Co. (313 U. S. 508).

Thus, more than one-half of the power
and energy anticipated from the project
will remain for distribution through pri-
vately owned utility companies. The
large industrial consumers and the pri-
vate utility companies will get all the
power they need. And the small con-
sumers will be assured low-rate electric
power from their property.

Though the technical title to the bed
of a stream may be in private hands or
in State hands, the dam sites on naviga-
ble streams are public property. Private
interests are not even compensable as
against the control of the United States
Government—volume 312, United States
Reports, page 592.

Congress, we know, under article IV,
section 3, clause 2, of the Constitution,
may dispose of public property. But
Congress must exercise this power in the
public interest and for the general wel-
fare. Chief Justice Hughes, in Ash-
wander v. TVA (297 U. S. 288, 338), put
it this way:

That method [disposal of property], of
course, must be an appropriate means of
disposition according to the nature of the
property, it must be one adopted in the pub-
He interest as distinguished from private or
personal ends.

When, for example, Congress disposed
of public lands in the West it provided
safeguards to assure widespread public
benefits. These dispositions, whether
by gift or otherwise, were integrally tied
to the development of the western fron-
tier, clearly a development in the na-
tional interest resulting in great im-
provement in the welfare of the entire
Nation.

Moreover, it is doubtful, in view of the
Supreme Court decision in Illinois Cen-
tral Railroad Company v. Illinois (146
U. S. 387), whether the State of New
York could constitutionally dispose of its
property for private interest as opposed
to general public interest. And, as I
have noted, these preference safeguards
are included to assure the disposition of
public property—in this case, the pow-
er—in the public interest.
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« The facts of the Illinois Central case
concerned a grant by the Illinois Legis-
lature of submerged lands in Lake Mich-~
igan to a railroad company. The Su-
preme Court held this grant invalid un-
der the 14th amendment, and stated:

A grant of all the land under the navigable
waters of a State has never been adjudged to
be within the legislative power; and any at-
tempted grant of the kind would be held, if
not absolutely void on its face, as subject to
revocation. The State can no more abdicate
its trust over property in which the whole
people are interested, like navigable waters
and solls under them, so as to leave them
entirely under the use and control of pri-
vate parties * * * than it can abdicate its
police powers in the administration of gov-
ernment and the preservation of the peace.

In the performance of our constitu-
tional duty, we must see to it that the
public rights in the Niagara River are
used to benefit all the people. And these
preference provisions are time-tested
means of accomplishing this end.

Moreover, private utility companies
will benefit from these provisions.

In the Tennessee Valley area, the esti-
mated annual power produced per per-
son increased 10 times from 1933 to
1951. This power effected a tremendous
development of industry; it went to
thousands of farmers and small con-
sumers. These people bought refriger-
ators, ranges, electric pumps, electric
farm appliances, freezers, small motors
to grind f2ed, cut wood, and turn lathes,
and many other electrical appliances too
numerous to mention.

Many of the farmers bourht through
cooperatives, some of which now have
as many as 19,000 members and an in-
vestment of nearly $7 million—the fig-
ures relating to the TVA area are from
Lilienthal, TVA: Democracy on the
March, 1953 edition.

I may say that the figures I have given
relating to the TVA area are from the
book written by Mr. David Lilienthal,
entitled *“TVA: Democracy on the
March,” 1953 edition. The original edi-
tion was published many years earlier,
but it was brought up to date in 1953,
and my figures are taken from that book.

These rural-electric cooperatives in
the TVA area served nearly as much
electricity ~s was used by the whole re-
gion, industrial use included, in 1933.

I wish to emphasize these fizures be-
cause I think they are remarkable in
that they show what happens when the
power from a great project such as this
is made available for use by the public
generally in the public interest.

The cities, too, were changed. For
example, in 1933, 225,000 homes that
had electricity used avbout 130 million
kilowatt-hours. In 1951, in the same
area, 1,065,000 homes that had elec-
tricity, used 3,875,000,000 kilowatt-hours,
or 30 times as much power, which means
T times as much power in each individual
home.

This expansion resulted from Ilow
rates. The assumption that people
would use electricity widely if rates were
drastically lowered proved to be well-
founded, as did the equally valid theory
that rate cuts had to precede increased
use. As David Lilienthal said:

What had proved to be a good business
prineiple for Henry Ford in the pricing of his
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first automobiles, what was good business in
the mass production fleld generally, would
be good business in electricity supply. (Lil-
fenthal, TVA: Democracy on the March,
Pp. 23.)

Far from hurting private power com-
panies in this area, these plans for wide-
spread consumption of electricity at low
rates have helped them immeasurably.
For example, the Georgia Power Co., 23d
in size among the country’s utilities,
sold more electric refrigerators the first
year of the TVA induced rate reduction,
than any other company in the country
regardless of size, It was first in the sale
of electric water heaters, and second in
the sale of electric ranges.

Immediately after its rate reduction,
the Tennessee Electric Power Co., 30th
in size in the country, was first in total
number of electric ranges sold, second in
number of electric refrigerators, and
third in number of electric water heaters.
This company, with only 100,000 resi-
dential users, was selling more home
electric appliances than companies in
high-income States, like New York and
Illinois, and having many times that
number of customers.

The studies of the committee which
reported the bill show that while the
earnings available to common share-
holders in private utility companies in-
creased twofold from 1937 to 1952, the
earnings for stockholders of the five
major companies contiguous to TVA in-
creased fivefold. And in the period
from 1932 to 1952, the average bill for
electricity service in the TVA area for
100 kilowatt-hours per month homes de-
creased 35 percent.

I could talk at considerable length
about the industrial and agricultural de-
velopment in the States adjacent to the
Tennessee Valley, This has meant much
to the prosperity of the entire Nation,
and certainly to its defense efforts during
the years since the inception of TVA.

All the people—consumers, small and
large, and investors in private utility
companies—have reaped immense divi-
dends from public-power projects, which
stimulate widespread public consump-
tion of electricity at yardstick rates.
Without these preference provisions, the
whole concept would be totally emascu-
lated.

By the way, Mr. President, I should
like to interject a reminder at this point.
When Congress passed the general flood-
control legislation, which I believe was
in 1944, it was written basieally into the
law that this preference should prevail
in all power projects developed by the
Government. That is all the Lehman
bill proposes to do. There are some
changes, incident to the particular loca-
tion and the interest of the State of New
York; but, generally speaking, the pref-
erence provision is the same as that
which is contained in our general policy.

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

Mr. SPAREMAN. I yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. In addition to the in-
clusion of the preferences in the flood-
control bill of 1944, is it not a fact that
these preferences have been recognized
ever since the days of Theodore Roose-
velt?
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Mr. SPAREMAN. Yes; and it was
Theodore Roosevellt who first started
them. As a matter of fact, it was Theo-
dore Roosevelt who really started the
public-power programs in which the Gov-
ernment has engaged.

In spite of publicity concerning it, the
public-power program of the Federal
Government is not a big part of the
whole, but it was started by Theodore
Roosevelt, and priorities were set up by
him, and the system has been adhered
to since that time.

I have not made any research of the
subject, but in trying to remember the
various projects which have been au-
thorized, certainly of the ones which
have been started during the 20 years I
have been in Congress, offhand I can-
not recall any sizable project involving
the public generation of power which
did not provide for preferences.

Mr. LEHMAN. That was my impres-
sion, too.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, the
continued inclusion of the preferences
in the Lehman bill is imperative if we are
to observe our constitutional duty to see
to it that the people’s property is used
for the people.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr., SPARKMAN. I yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. I should like to com-
pliment the distinguished Senator from
Alabama on the very informative, use-
ful, and enlightening statement he has
just made. I think some of the figures
he has given are more dramatic than
any I have seen previously, and I wish I
had had them.

I know in many places of the country
in which there is cheap power the per
capita consumption has increased; but
the figures of increased consumption
over the 20 years, I believe it was, which
the Senator gave——

Mr. SPARKMAN. Eighteen years.
They started in 1933. In one case I said
up to 1951, and in another case to 1953.

Mr. LEHMAN. The increases have
been very dramatic. I think the same
inereases have obtained, to a lesser ex-
tent, perhaps, and not quite so dramat-
ically, in the various low-cost power
areas, such as the area served by Bonne-
ville and the area of the TVA develop-
ment, and areas in the Southeast and the
Southwest. The rates have been re-
duced to such a point that today they
are less than half of those being paid in
the Northeastern States, New England,
New York, Pennsylvania, Ohio, and cer-
tain other States, and at the same time
the per capita consumption in those
States has increased not 25 or 30 times,
as the Senator from Alabama has point-
ed out in the low-cost-power areas, but
only 5 or 6 times. Consumption only is
5 or 6 times greater in New York, Rhode
Island, Massachusetts, New Hampshire,
Ohio, and Pennsylvania than it was.

That is something which few persons
know about. That is why I am glad the
Senator from Alabama and others of my
colleagues have joined me in trying to
bring home to the people the facts. I
am very grateful to the Senator from
Alabama.,

Mr. SPAREMAN. I appreciate the
remarks of the Senator from New York.
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Of course, he realizes that the figures I
gave were limited to the TVA area. I
am certain the same comments would
apply to the Bonneville, the Grand
Coulee, and some of the other areas, al-
though the figures would not bhe so
dramatic, because perhaps in the TVA
area there was a lower base to start with.
Certainly a similar pattern would be
shown.

The Senator from New York realizes
I have lived in the TVA area all my life.
I have seen these changes take place.
I can remember when the TVA came into
being. I do not suppose that in the
rural sections in my area as many as
5 percent of the farm homes had elec-
tricity, but today in the TVA area in
north Alabama, where I live, I dare say
that 99-plus percent of the farm homes
have electricity available. In the State
of Alabama as a whole I think more than
90 percent of the farm homes have
electricity available to them.

I should like to remind the Senator
that the TVA serves only a very small
part of Alabama. I think there are in-
volved only 12 counties, plus 2 munici-
palities, and perhaps 1 or 2 cooperatives
in other counties; but only a small part
of Alabama is served by the TVA. How-
ever, I should like to point out another
factor which few people understand. If
rates are reduced, consumption will be
stepped up, which will make it possible
to reduce prices again. That is the pat-
tern the TVA put into effect. That pat-
tern was taught to the private-power
companies. Today there is not a great
deal of difference between the rates
charged by the TVA and the Alabama
Power Co., for instance.

I remember, back in the days when
TVA started operating, the press was
full of reports of the dire effects TVA
would have on private-power companies.
I remember that as late as 1939 Alabama
Power Co. stock was selling for 50 cents
on the dollar. Congress passed a hill
which more or less drew a line and di-
vided the areas to be served by TVA
and private-power company operations.
Within a year's time the stock of the
Alabama Power Co. was up to 100 cents
on the dollar. The power company had
learned the lesson of applying the same
yardstick that TVA was applying. Their
customers stepped up their use as prices
were reduced, and the company was able
to reduce rates still more.

During the course of my remarks I
stated that whereas private-utility com-
panies’ earnings as a whole had increased
215 times, the power companies contigu-
ous to TVA had stepped up their earn-
ings 5 times—in other words, twice as
much as the others—so such projects
have an impact on areas other than the
areas particularly served.

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

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield to the Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. CHAVEZ. The Senator from Ala-
bama was speaking of the rates in the
area of the TVA and the New York and
New England rates. I do not know
whether the Senator was present on yes-
terday when we were discussing this
matter., The New York and New Eng-
land area has the highest power rate of
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any section of the country. The whole-
sale power cost to rural electric systems
in New York is 1.12 cents per kilowatt-
hour, the Nation's average is 0.76 cents,
and it is 0.58 cents in Alabama. The
average cost of purchased power to mu-
nicipalities and other publicly owned
electric utilities is 0.97 cents per kilo-
watt-hour in New York and 0.44 cents
in Tennessee. There will not be such
difference in cost if the bill becomes law.
The people of New York will receive the
same kind of rates the people of the
State of Alabama receive.

Mr. SPAREMAN. The Senator from
New Mexico has given figures which are
absolutely undeniable, and the effect it
will have is also accurately stated.

I should like to say to the distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico that
he will remember a few years ago I was
a member of his committee, and I en-
joyed serving under his chairmanship.
At one time he appointed a subcommit-
tee to make a study of the feasibility of
river improvement—certainly a survey—
of the New England area. I served on
that subcommittee. The Senator from
New Mexico may remember some of the
evidence which was presented to us and
some of the findings we made. We found
that New England had perhaps the
greatest abundance of undeveloped hy-
droelectric power possessed by any area
in the Nation. Mr. President, I do not
like to say anything which might sound
critical of an area, but in this case we are
dealing with facts regarding a project
which might have a great impact on a
particular area.

Mr. CHAVEZ. And New England still
has those undeveloped hydroelectric re-
sources.

Mr, SPARKMAN. Yes, because noth-
ing has been done in that connection.

Mr. CHAVEZ. That is correct.

Mr. SPAREMAN. We authorized an
appropriation of approximately $3 mil-
lion for a survey of the Passamaquoddy
project, the purpose of which was to pro-
duce power for New England.

I suggest that if the Lehman bill, in-
cluding the provision for the system of
preference, becomes law, on the one
hand, and if the Passamaquoddy project
is developed, on the other hand, and if
in that connection provision is made for
the same system of power preference,
the Senator from New Mexico and all
the others of us will see the power rates
in the New York-New England area
come down, as has occurred in other
areas. That development will be the re-
sult of the impact of those two programs,
one on each side.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Yes. However, it has
been only of late that there has been
increased interest in the Passama-
quoddy project. When the late Presi-
dent Franklin Delano Roosevelt sug-
gested the Passamaquaddy project,
complaint was made that it would be
all wrong. But the opponents have
learned the hard way; and now they
want a survey made of the Passama-
quoddy area.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I believe that at
one time the Passamaquoddy project was
called “Roosevelt's folly.”

Mr. CHAVEZ. That is correct.
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Mr. SPAREKMAN. And it was com=-
monly referred to as “Quoddy.”

Mr. CHAVEZ. That is correct.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Isuspectthat those
who now are interested in it, probably
will try to find a new name for it, in an
effort to get away from the name “Passa-
maquoddy.” However, even with a new
name, the proposed project will be the
same.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I wish that my State
gad the waterpower that New England

as.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Of course. And I
think the people of most of the other
sections would take the same position.
Most of the waterpower sites in other
places in the country have been devel-
oped, but most of the waterpower sites
in New England remain undeveloped,
even today.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I know that New Eng-
land has complained about the move-
ment of factories to the South. I do not
blame the factory owners for moving
their factories to the South, if, for in-
stance, in Tennessee they can obtain 0.44
cent power, rather than 1.12 cent power
in Connecticut. Under those circum-
stances I do not blame the factory own-
ers for moving their factories to the
South, and they will continue to do so.
However, New England could develop its
own power, and in that way could help
itself and also the rest of the country.

I have no direct interest in the Niagara
project, but I know it is feasible to de-
velop that project, and that the benefits
accruing from it will also inure to Ari-
zona, New Mexico, and the other States.

Mr. SPAREKMANM. Of course, I have
no direct interest in the Niagara project,
either. However, I have seen various
projects developed in such a way that
all sections of the country profited. I
believe that the able chairman of the
committee will take that pésition in con-
nection with this matter,

Mr. CHAVEZ. Yes.

Speaking of preference, let me remind
the Senator from Alabama that the
Hoover Dam was constructed many years
ago, under the system of preference.

Mr. SPARKMAN, Yes; and all such
projects have been developed in that way,
going all the way back to the program
commenced by Theodore Roosevelt in
1902. That program was acted on favor-
ably by the Congress; and public power
dates back to that time, and the publie-
power preference system began at that
time. That is the real issue involved in
this bill.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, the
Senator from Alahama is absolutely cor-
rect.

Mr. SPARKMAN. So I think it is ex-
tremely important that at this time we
continue what both Democratic and Re-
publican Congresses have done for the
past 54 years, namely, see that projects
developed by the Federal Government or
under the authority of the Federal Gov-
ernment are handled in such a way as
to give a fair break to all the people, no
matter how small their business may be.

Mr. LEHMAN. I thank the Senator
from Alabama, and I am in full agree-
ment with that position.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a gquorum.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LaIrD
in the chair). The clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
am very happy to join the Senator from
New York [Mr. LEaman] cnd other Sen-
ators who have spoken in behalf of Sen-
ate bill 1823, in speaking in support of
this measure. Iam a cosponsor, with the
Senator from New York [Mr. LEEMAN]
of Senate bill 1823. I urge that the bill
be passed, because I -'ncerely believe
that, if enacted into law, it will assure
public development of the very great un-
developed hydroelectric resources ab
Niagara Falls.

Mr. President, I recognize that this de-
velopment is in an area of the country
which is somewhat removed from the
State which I am privileged, in part, to
represent. Buf I also recognize that the
prineiple involved in the bill is of vital
importance to the continuation of a long-
established public policy relating to the
use and development of hydroelectric-
€nergy resources.

It is, therefore, in that spirit or within
that . philosophy, that I direct my re-
marks. My remarks will be somewhat
general. If time permitted I should like
to discuss in some detail all the reasons
why I favor the bill, but I shall limit

my remarks in the main to the overall-

arguments which I .think sustain the

position’ which the sponsors of the bill’

have taken.

. Again, I invite the attention of Sena-
tors.to the very excellent, detailed, and
thoughtful address of the Senator from
New York [Mr. LErMaN] on yesterday.
In the early part of his address in sup-
port of the bill he outlined 12 or 13 major
reasons why the proposed legislation
should be enacted. He also pointed out
the importance of the Niagara Falls
hydroelectric development not only to
the State of New York, but to the entire
surrounding area, which is one of the
most important industrial areas in the
world, as well ‘as one of the most im-
portant agricultural areas in the Nation,

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

Mr. HUMPHREY,
yield.

Mr, LEHMAN. The bill provides as-
surance that the adjoining States, no-
tably Pennsylvania and Ohio, will re-
ceive a reasonable share of the cheap
power.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena-
tor for emphasizing that point. I think
it underscores what the junior Senator
from Minnesota just said, namely, that
it is a bill which relates to one of the
most important industrial areas in the
entire world. The State of Pennsyl-
vania, the State of Ohio, and the State
of New York surely represent that type
of industrial development. Furthermore,
the population concentration in those
areas is one of the most dense in the
United States.

I am happy to
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- The Senator from New York pointed
out that the proposed legislation would
authorize the State of New York to build,
operate, and maintain a hydroelectric
power project on the Niagara River, uti-
lizing a diversion of waters agreed upon
and made available under the terms of
the United States-Canadian Treaty of
1950. He also pointed out, as have other
speakers today, that the Dominion of
Canada has already proceeded under the
terms of the treaty which relate to
Canadian development, and that we are
somewhat behind schedule, so to speak,
in the development of the water re-
sources which are available to the United
States or any of its political subdivisions
under the terms of the treaty of 1950.

Furthermore, it has been pointed out
again and again that this authorization
bill, Senate bill 1823, would not cost the
Federal Government a single cent in
Federal appropriations. So the issue of
cost to the Government of the United
States is surely not germane, and has
no relevancy whatsoever to any argu-
ment which might be made against this
particular bill. !

Also, I understand that New York
State seeks no financial aid whatsoever,
in any form, from the Federal Govern-
ment. Furthermore, this very project
might well have been accomplished un-
der the treaty itself had it not been for
a reservation to the treaty which was
ratified by the Senate. As we Kknow,
that reservation stipulated that Con-
gress, by subsequent action such as we
are now proposing to take, would dis-
pose of the new power potential made
available under the terms of the treaty.
So what we are really called upon to

do now is to ascertain and determine-

how the power potential shall be divided,

and under whose auspices—whether it

should be under the New York Public
Power Authority or whether it should be

a Federal power development or wheth-.

er it should be a private power develop-
ment. :

I am sure that everyone recognizes
that this is not what might be called
a Federal power development. Congress
has been brought into the subject only
because of the so-called Aiken reserva-
tion to the treaty. Congress is called

into the Niagara Falls electric power de-.

velopment program simply because, un-
der the terms of the treaty, it is our
duty to determine how this power re-
source shall be used and ultimately de-
veloped.

Long hearings have been held on the
bill, It has been open for consideration
for years, as my statement today will
indicate. I shall not go through all the
detailed explanations which have been
listed in support of the bill. However,
1 should like today to invite the attention
of Senators to the nature of much
of the support which is to be found for
the bill in other parts of the United
States, particularly in the State of New
York.

Let me begin by saying that Senate
bill 1823 is completely in accord with the
long-established Federal power policy, as
embodied in the Federal Power Act, the

Tennessee Valley Authority Act, the

Bonneville Project Act, and many others.
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The alternative and substitute meas-
ure, Senate bill 6, known as the Cape-
hart-Miller bill, would turn this great
public resource over to private develop-
ment. In so doing it would not be in
accord with the established Federal
policy, or with the policy of the State of
New York.

As a matter of fact, as is pointed out
in the majority report of the Senate
Committee on Public Works, Senate bill
6 “proposes, in effect, to make a com-
pletely unjustified exception to section 7
of the Federal Power Act, which assures
public agencies a priority and preference
over private applicants in securing a li-
cense for the development of the hydro-
electric potential at any particular site.”

There are many other arguments
against the so-called substitute, the
Capehart-Miller bill, which arguments
will be made by other Senators, or have
already been made.

I cannot conceive of any circumstances
which would justify Congress in direct-
ing an exception to the rules established
by the safeguarding provision of the Fed-
eral Power Act; but even if some future
case might arise in which such an excep-
tion would be warranted, there could be
no justification for any exception apply-
ing to perhaps the greatest of all public
water resources belonging to two nations,
the mecca of visitors- from the enfire-
world. I refer to Niagara Falls. .

It has always been a matter of deep
concern and surprise to me that this
great power resource, which is so evident
that even a 6-year-old child can see the’
potentialities, has not been utilized to its
fullest. Anyone who has visited Niagara’
Falls and seen the plunging and lurching-
of that water can well understand that
there is a treasure of gold, so to speak, in
terms of potential energy from water-
power. L

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am happy to yield’
to the distinguished Senator from Ten-
nessee.

Mr. GORE. The distinguished Sena-’
tor from Minnesota is unquestionably
speaking factually and truthfully, but it
seems to the junior Senator from Ten-'
nessee that he has made a remarkable:
understatement. Here is one of the
greatest natural resources on the North’
American continent. The share which
belongs to the United States by treaty is
daily, hourly, and by the minute going to
waste.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is
correct. Let me say to the Senator from
Tennessee that it is energy—which is, in
fact, wealth—that cannot be retrieved.
Once it has gone over the falls, it is gone
forever, and every day we lose in the
development is, so to speak, represented
by money which has been lost, by de-
velopment which has been lost, by indus-
try which has been lost, and by indus-
frial potentiality which has been lost.

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. At the beginning of
the Senator’s remarks he drew attention
to the fact that we have been rather
slow, in comparison with Canada, in de-
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veloping our resources, and that, there-
fore, Canada is ahead of us.

I wish to point out that it goes much
further than that. Under the treaty
to which I have referred Canada not only
can use a part of the water belonging
to us, but can use all of it until we de-
velop it.

Therefore we not only lose industrial
potential, but we build up competition
right across the border in Ontario. No
other section of Canada has grown in-
dustrially so rapidly as has that part of
Ontario which borders on the Niagara
River, because of the low-cost power in
that area. Power in Ontario costs less
than half of what it costs on our side
of the border.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from
New York is correct, of course. It always
amazes me that our Government, in its
foreign-aid programs, will go around
the world and encourage every nation on
the face of the earth to develop its hydro-
electric power, and yet neglect our own
power potentialities. We now have be-
fore the Committee on Foreign Relations
a proposal to build a huge dam in Egypt.
It would be the world’s largest dam. A
great deal of American money would be
put into it. Of course, the proposal is
somewhat nebulous at this time, but it
is being constantly talked about. The
administration says it is a splendid idea.

I suppose one way to get the pending
bill passed would be to have the Russians
say that they would lend the money for
it. If that were the case, our Govern-
ment would rush in and build the project
immediately.

I hope we can do it ourselves without
someone from the Eremlin trying to do
it. Perhaps that would be the way to
get it done. I say that because I notice
whenever the Kremlin asserts that some-~
thing should be done to harness the
waters of the Euphrates or the Tigris
or the Jordan or the Nile, our Govern-
ment immediately sends 2 ambassadors
and 4 foreign-aid specialists to the coun-
try involved, and our country says, “We
would love to see it done.” Our Govern-
ment in that case does not worry whether
it is a matter of public or private power.
Of course, it is always public power. Our
Government says to such a country, “Not
only should you do it, but hurry up and
do it and take qur money, and get it done
in a hurry. What is more, we will send
you the engineers. Not only that, we will
see to it that it all works well.”

However, when we are confronted
with a project in the United States of
America, such as the wonderful power
resources that exist in the Niagara area,
our Government says, “Oh, we don't
know about that. We don’t think we
ought to do that.”

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am glad to yield.

Mr. GORE. I wish to correct the
Senator. The Government says that is
creeping socialism.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. However,
when we talk about Niagara, that is not
creeping. That river really rushes.

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

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am glad to yield
to the Senator from Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Iam delighted that
the distinguished junior Senator from
Minnesota has brought into the debate
the apparent paradox in the adminis-
tration’s thinking; that it wants to give
Egypt $55 million to build the Aswan
Dam on the Nile—and it would give that
money to Egypt, not lend it—and that,
as the Senator from Minnesota has in-
dicated, it is willing to underwrite, free,
the building of a development on the
Jordan River for the benefit of Jordan
and Israel; but that when it comes to a
project in our own country, as has been
pointed out by the distinguished Sena-
tor from Tennessee, as is the case with
TVA, it is referred to as creeping so-
cialism.

So far as multiple-purpose projects
are concerned, under this administra-
tion, during the past 3 years and al-
most 4 months, not 1 such project has
been started.

Apparently the administration talks
one way to us and another way to the
people outside the United States. Why
does not the administration become in-
terested in the development of American
resources for the benefit of the Ameri-
can pecple?

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from
Montana makes a good point. I wish
to say to my good friend from Montana
that I thoroughly concur in his remarks.
Since the administration seems to be so
opposed to power developments at home
and at the same time advocates them
so strongly abroad, sometimes I wonder
whether our friends overseas are not of
the opinion that they are not good for
them either.

Mr. GORE. Perhaps some of our
friends overseas think we are Socialists.

Mr. HUMPHREY. One can never tell
about that.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am glad to yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. I thoroughly concur in
the remarks of the Senator from Ten-
nessee, the Senator from Montana, and
the Senator from Minnesota. However,
I do not wish the issue before the Senate
to be beclouded or misunderstood. I wish
it to be very clearly understood that the
State of New York is not asking for any
money from the Kremlin and that, at
the same time, it is not asking for any
money from the White House or from the
Treasury or from the taxpayers of the
United States.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator’s pro-
posal is without doubt one of the most
legitimate that has ever come before
Congress. It is a very worthy proposal.
I suppose I was being a bit facetious.
Nevertheless, it is somewhat strange that
our Government should become so deeply
concerned about a great number of pub-
lic power developments around the world,
and should advocate such developments
everywhere in the world with American
taxpayer money; but that, when New
York State asks that it be permitted to
pay its own way on the Niagara River
project, and to finance it and to build
it and to operate it—and I did speak in
that connection in a spirit of levity——
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Mr. LEHMAN. Iam completely in ac-
cord with the Senator’s remarks, of
course.

Mr. HUMPHREY. In that connection
I said what I did say for the purpose of
sharpening the argument, which could
otherwise become rather dull; and I did
suggest that if either Khrushehev or Bul-
ganin were to say, “We would like to see
the Niagara power resources developed,”
undoubtedly our Government could not
hurry fast enough to get it done.

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. GORE. I believe the Senator from
Minnesota makes a very grievous error in
that connection. The ecircumstances
which he has related would undoubtedly
prompt the administration to make a
gift of the money if the project were suf-
ficiently removed from an American
private power company. However, the
Niagara resources are entirely too close
to a power company which has made a
big campaign contribution. Therefore,
I do not believe that Bulganin or Ehrush-
chev could bring the administration
around fo this thinking under such cir-
cumstances.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I must say that I
admire the Senator’'s outstanding knowl-
edge in the field of public-power re-
sources, his advocacy of the great Ten-
nessee Valley Authority, and his basic
understanding of the development of our
resources. In view of that fact, I accept
his modification and his explanation and
limitations of my remarks. I thank him.
He is entirely correct. The junior Sen-
ator from Minnesota should have been
more careful in what he had to say, be-
cause the Senator from Tennessee is
absolutely correct. I do not wish to bear
down on this point any longer. What the
Senator has said should stand uncon-
tested.

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. GORE. I thank the Senator for
accepting my amendment of his remarks.
I wish to join in the desire not to con-
taminate the project advocated by the
distinguished junior Senator from New
York with guilt by association.

I doubt if the junior Senator from Min-
nesota wishes to go so far in that direc-
tion as to class the Niagara project as
legitimate, if that characterization is to
carry with it the inference that a sound
project which requires Federal expendi-
ture of money is not legitimate.

Mr. HUMPHREY. My good friend
from Tennessee knows that the junior
Senator from Minnesota feels that the
federally sponsored and operated proj-
ects which have been so phenomenally
sucecessful, as is the case with the great
Tennessee Valley Authority, and which
have made such a worthy contribution to
our expanding economy, are legitimate,
honorable, and desirable, and workable,
and that I always hope Congress will
adopt such projects.

Mr. GORE. And in the public interesti

Mr. HUMPHREY. Always in the pub-
lic interest.
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I might add that
the projects are also repayable. They
are repayable within a 40-year period at
2 percent interest, and constitute invest-
ments in the welfare of the people and
the development of the Nation's re-
sources.

Furthermore, I should like to say that
in the northwestern section of our coun-
try, Bonneville, Hungry Horse, and
Grand Coulee will be repaid ahead of 40
years. Inasmuch as those multipurpose
projects are supposed to last for 100
years, it means that for 60 years reve-
nues from them will come into the Fed-
eral Treasury of the United States.
Therefore they are assets.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is cor-
rect, of course. I should like to say
again, as the Senator from New York
[Mr. Leaman] has noted, that the pro-
posal which is now before the Senate
does not envisage a Federal project. It
is one which would be operated by the
State suthority, and would be operated
under the careful management of the
State authority. It would be financed
under the bonding capabilities of the
State of New York, Its power resources
would be available to the surrounding
area. As was noted earlier, it would be
a decided benefit to the industrial and
community growth of the surrounding
area, as well as of the whole State of
New York.

In my discussion of the vital issue be-
fore us, I shall devote my remarks
mainly to answering the attempt to mis-
lead Congress into accepting the con-
clusion that “the people of New York
have widely indicated a tremendous op-
position to 8. 1823—the bill providing for
public development by the State of New
York—and great support for S. 6.”

8. 6 is the bill which would turn over
the development to five privately owned
power companies dominated by the Ni-
agara Mohawk Power Corp.

Mr, President, I do not pretend to
speak on hehalf of the people of New
York, but I think I may discuss their at-
titudes because these attitudes have over
the years become widely known and be-
cause they have an important bearing
on the present business.

That State has able spokesmen. A
former Governor of that State, a man
whose political life and private life in
the State of New York is held in ad-
miration by friend and foe alike on the
political scene, has spoken ably, per-
suasively, and forthrightly on this very
subject. He has spoken, of course, for
his constituents. I hope the Senator
from New York will permit me, as a man,
as a fellow citizen, and as a fellow Sen-
ator, to offer some of the observations
of the leaders of the State of New York
with reference to this program. After
all, the subject is not new. It was dis-
cussed by the Senator from New York
[Mr. LEaman] when he was Governor
of New York State. It was discussed
prior to that time during the adminis-
tration of the great Gov. Alfred E. Smith,
and by other persons.

Let us begin by recognizing quite
frankly a political fact of life in New
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York State. During the last generation,
no candidate for Governor of New York
State could hope to be elected who did
not favor State development of the two
great public hydroelectric resources on
the State’s northern and western bound-
aries with the Province of Ontario, those
in the St. Lawrenc and Niagara Rivers.

That is a well-known political fact in
New York State, which is taken into ac-
count today by both major political par-
ties.

The support of the people of New York
for public development of the two great
public hydroelectric resources on the St.
Lawrence and Niagara Rivers has a long
tradition behind it.

As far back as 1907, the New York
State Legislature, by chapter 569 of the
laws of that year, directed the State
water supply commission “to devise
plans for the progressive development
of the waterrowers of the State under
State ownership, control and mainte-
nance for the public use and benefit, and
for the increase of the public revenue.”

Mr. President, that was 49 years ago.
This was in accord with the recommen-
dation of the then Gov. Charles Evans
Hughes in his message to the legisla-
ture in that year. Governor Hughes
had said that the waterpower resources
“should mot be surrendered to private
interests but should be preserved and
held for the benefit of the people.”

Governor Hughes reasserted this prin-
ciple in his 1910 message.

All T am suggesting is that the present
administration catch up with Charles
Evans Hughes. He has gone to his
heavenly reward, but I suggest that this
administration at least get in touch with
the spirit of that great governor and
public servant, and if they are unable
to find the words of his recommenda-
tion relating to the development of the
Niagara power resources, I have provided
those words today from quotations from
the Governor’s address to the legislature,
from his admonitions to the legislature,
and from the act of the legislature.

From that time on the State’s water-
power policy was in controversy until
the middle 1920’s when it definitely
crystallized in favor of State develop-
ment of St. Lawrence and Niagara
power.

Mr. President, I wish to digress from
my prepared manuscript to say that the
Senator from New York [Mr. LEEMAN]
was an advocate in this Chamber of the
public development of waterpower re-
sources of the St. Lawrence River. I
regret that that development has not yet
become a reality.

The crystallization of public opinion
on this great issue was manifested in the
election in every State poll from 1922 to
1954 of governors pledged to public de-
velopment of these waterpower resources.

The last serious drive of private power
interests to secure State approval for
private exploitation of either of these
great waterpower sites was turned back
in late 1926 by Gov. Alfred E. Smith,
with a vote of the entire State electorate
supporting this waterpower policy be=
hind him.

In other words, Mr. President, he re-
ceived the support of his own people to
defeat the efforts of the private utility
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eompanies at that time to fake over
the water power resources. That case
is significant.

On September 24, 1926, the State
Water Power and Control Commission,
controlled by Republican forces who
hoped to displace Governor Smith in the
November election, decided to grant a
license to the Frontier Corp. to de-
velop St. Lawrence power. The Fron-
tier Corp. was owned jointly by the
Aluminum Company of America, Gen-
eral Electric Co. and du Pont, to be later
turned over to the Niagara Hudson Power
Corp., predecessor of Niagara Mohawk.

About six weeks later the voters of
the State reelected Governor Smith on
his pledge to keep the development of
this resource for the people. After a
sharp battle, the governor forced the
companies into a position where they
withdrew their applications and the
State legislature proceeded to give the
governor a veto over any such give-
aways in the future.

I am pleased to be able to stand on the
floor of the Senate and say a few words
about the administration of Gov.
Alfred E, Smith, one of the truly great
humanitarians this Nation has pro-
duced, one of the ablest governors who
ever graced the State House in Albany,
who raised his voice in behalf of the
people and the people’s interests.

I should like to say to my friend,
the Senator from New York, that I re-
member when Governor Smith was a
candidate for the Presidency. I remem-
ber my father’s admiration for Gover-
nor Smith. His pronouncements in that
campaign were in the finest traditions of
liberal democracy, and the American
people have looked back, I am sure, won-
dering whether they had made a tragic
mistake when they turned over the reins
of government to one who did not see
fit to use the powers of government in
the public interest. Governor Smith
was truly a great public servant, and
his efforts to develep the water resources
of his State demonstrated his leader-
ship and courage against powerful eco=-
nomic interests in his section of the coun-
try, and particularly in his State.

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. I wholeheartedly con-
cur in the Senator’s estimate of Gover=
nor Smith. He was the man who first in-
terested me in politics. I managed his
campaign in the early 1920’s. He stimu-
lated my interest in the public develop-
ment of power. In 1926 I managed his
campaign, to which the Senator from
Minnesota has referred, which had a
great bearing on the waterpower re-
sources of the State of New York.

If it had not been for Governor Smith’s
persuasive powers I would not have run
for lieutenant governor.

I only wish to say that I share the very
high regard and admiration of the Sena-
tor from Minnesota for Alfred E. Smith,
and I have thoroughly enjoyed the Sena-
tor's remarks about Governor Smith.
He was a very great American,

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, my
estimate of Gov. Alfred E. Smith has
gone up by receiving the information
that he persuaded the Senator from New
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York to be a candidate for lieutenant
governor. That was another demonstra-
tion of his keen political judgment, his
sense of human values, and his qualities
of leadership.

Until the present five-power-company
drive, which is behind the Capehart-Mil-
ler bill, 8. 6, that was the last serious ef-
fort of the power companies to reverse
the will of the people of New York State
to develop St. Lawrence and Niagara
power on a public basis.

They waited approximately 25 years to
reassert their determination to gain con-
trol over these great water resources.
Apparently, the private-utility compa-
nies feel that the political climate in
Washington is conducive to another ef-
fort on their part.

What a fortunate development it is
that the man who stood by Gov. Alfred
E. Smith in 1926 is on the floor of the
Senate today to see that this effort on be-
half of private power companies to grab
and maneuver to get these resources does
not reach fruition. Alfred Smith did his
work for the people, and his friend, his
partner in liberal democracy, is here in
the Senate as the chief sponsor of this
bill, which I think is of historic signifi-
cance.

Again we see private power companies
trying to get hold of these resources.
There is no Alfred E. Smith at this time
to curb their appetite, but there is a
Senator LeamaN, the sponsor of this bill.
I am delighted. That is the reason why
I am on the floor. I admire what the
Senator from New York does for us, for
his State, for the Nation, and for the
world. I admire the principal position
which he has taken on these great pub-
lic issues.

In a special message to the New York
Legislature in 1923—I am going back
into history again—Gov. Alfred E. Smith
demanded the repeal of all laws which
gave to State officers power to grant
leases to private companies, and asked
immediate development of the Niagara
and St. Lawrence Rivers by the State
itself owning and operating powerplants
and transmission lines to sell direct to
municipalities.

In his annual message for 1924, Gov-
ernor Smith advocated “a New York
State Power Authority to develop the
waterpower resources of the State.”
This position was reiterated in subse-
quent messages, and was an issue on
which he was reelected in 1924 and 1926
and on which Gov. Franklin D. Roosevelt
was elected in 1928 and reelected in 1930,
the first stage of the battle of the people
against the power companies ended with
the enactment of the New York Power
Authority Act of 1931.

Is it not amazing that now, in order
to qualify as a liberal, one is supposed to
be for public power or the development
of power resources. Thirty years ago,
men of the political persuasion and
philosophy of Alfred E. Smith and HEer-
BERT H. LEEMAN were fighting this battle,
and fighting it to a successful comple-
tion, to protect the great power resources
of the people.

Section 1 of the Power Authority Act
declared that the bed, waters, power,
and power sites in, upon, or adjacent to
or within the watershed of the St. Law-
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rence River, which includes the Niagara
River, “owned or controlled by the peo-
ple of the State, or which may hereafter
be recovered by or come within their
ownership, possession, and control, shall
always remain inalienable to, and owner-
ship, possession, and control thereof
shall always be vested in, the people of
the State.” It created the Power Au-
thority of the State of New York and
authorized it to proceed with the public
development of St. Lawrence power.

Sinece 1931, all changes which have
been made in the New York Power Au-
thority Act have been designed to extend
rather than diminish the principle of
public development of these great re-
sources. Thess changes have included
the amendment of 1951, specifically au-
thorizing the power authority to develop
Niagara as well as St. Lawrence power.

These records of actions taken to as-
sure the public development of St. Law-
rence and Niagara River power, taken
after polls of the entire electorate of the
State after the issue had been squarely
presented, are far more significant evi-
dence of what the people of New York
State want than the position taken by
organizations which all too clearly re-
fiect the all-pervasive influence of the
power company public relations fellow-
travelers.

But we can go further and examine
more fully the reasons which led the
people of New York State to favor public
development of these great waterpower
resources.

The entire record shows the long, con-
tinued popular support for development
of the St. Lawrence and Niagara Rivers
by the State of New York was based on
a determination that the benefits of fur-
ther development of these resources
should flow to small consumers—indeed,
to all, but with preference for the small
consumers—of electricity in lower rates
and larger use, rather than to a few very
large industries.

Of course, this is where the preference
clause comes in. I say to the junior
Senator from New York that public-
power legislation must have the prefer-
ence clause within it. The preference
clause is a publie policy which has been
under attack in recent years. The pref-
erence clause means exactly what the
words imply: that the municipalities,
the power authorities, the power dis-
tricts, the rural electric cooperatives
shall have preference, because they
represent the people, rather than merely
an economic institution.

By “preference” is mot meant that
others do not participate. “Preference”
means priority; and in the instance of
the Niagara hydroelectric development,
there will be plenty of power for every-
one. There will be an abundance of it.

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. It is a fact, too, is it
not, that the use of the word “prefer-
ence” does not mean price preference?

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct:
it means availability, It does not mean
price discrimination. The rates and
schedules will be established on the ba-
sis of the amount of energy used. 'There
will be some minimums; and there will
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be, of course, steps in the power rates,
I suppose, as there are in every other
section of the country, when industrial
or commercial customers use Ilarge
amounts of power,

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes; but there will be
no differentiation whatsoever in the
basic rates, so far as the price is con-
cerned.

Mr. HUMPHREY. None whatsoever;
the Senator is absolutely correct.

I think it should be noted that if an
effort were made in the Senate now to
defeat the preference clause in the bill,
a bill, by the way, which relies upon
State development, not Federal develop-
ment, and if that effort were successful,
it would be a major breach in the whole
preference clause structure of the Fed-
eral Power Act. I am convinced that
if the preference clause were deleted by
action of Congress, it would be the be-
ginning of the end of the preference
clause in every Federal power agree-
ment which exists.

The final establishment of the Power
Authority of the State of New York,
which is now authorized to develop both
St. Lawrence and Niagara power, was
preceded by the legal, engineering, and
marketing study of the St. Lawrence
Power_DeveIopment Commission. This
Commission was established by the State
legislature in 1930 to report a plan for
the use of the St. Lawrence resources.
It recommended the law which became
the Power Authority Act.

In its report, the St. Lawrence Power
Development Commission discussed the
basic policy, which the people have sup-
ported for more than a generation.

Under a subcaption: “What Classes of
Consumers Should Be the Beneficiaries
of the Low-Cost Power?” the Commis-
sion asked further:

Should all of them enjoy a -
duction in their electriec gu{s. Orpr;;lgglt; trlfe
benefits of the low-cost power be concen-

trated as far as possible on the smaller cus-
tomers?

The Commission’s answer was un-
equivocal:

Your Commission is firmly convinced that
the latter policy is the proper one, and that
an effort should be made to secure the maxi-
mum possible reduction of rates to domestic
and small commercial users.

The Commission explained that:

Industrial power users enjoy a strategic
position not possessed by small consumers,
which gives them power to bargain for low
rates even though the public-utility com-
pany that serves them should try its best to
secure the maximum profits from 1its
business.

The Commission went on to point out
that:

The bargaining power of industrial users
lies partly in their ability to produce their
own power at low cost; partly in their readi-
ness to relocate their plants in communities
where they can get low-cost power; and
partly in the fact that certain of the largest
power-using Industries, like the electro-
metallurgical industries, simply would not
be able to carry on their business if they
could not secure their current at extremely
low wholesale rates.

The St. Lawrence Power Development
Commission added that “smaller con-
sumers of electricity throughout the
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State are in a very different position,”
and “not being in a position to protect
themselves by the exercise of their bar-
gaining power, they require the protec-
tion of their Government in the enjoy-
ment of services at the lowest possible
rates.”

This makes it clear why the people of
New York State have always supported
the public development of Niagara and
St. Lawrence power. It was because pub-
lic development of these great hydroelec-
tric resources provided a means by which
residential, rural, and other small users
of electricity could enjoy the same bar-
gaining power in obtaining the lowest
possible electric rates as was already en-
joyed by the big industrial and commer-
cial users of power.

Development of St. Lawrence and
Niagara power by the State was expected
to give them this new bargaining power
as a supplement to regulation. Public
Service Commission regulation had
clearly failed to give small users of elec-
tricity what big users had obtained by
such bargaining power.

It is important to get a clear picture of
exactly how the New York Power Au-
thority Act proposed to give the small
users of electricity—the homes, farms,
and small businesses—this new bargain-
ing power. Such an analysis will sh_ow
why it is necessary to enact S. 1863, with
its safeguards based on the basic require-
ments of Federal power policy.

Let us look at the New York act a little
more closely:

In the first place the act declares that,
in the development of hydroelectric
power from the St. Lawrence and
Niagara projects, “such projects shall be
considered primarily as for the benefit of
the people of the State as a whole and
particularly the domestic and rural con-
sumers to whom the power can eco-
nomically be made available.” It directs
that “all plans and acts, and all contracts
for use, sale, transmission, and distribu-
tion of the power shall be made in the
light of, consistent with, and subject to
that policy.”

In the second place, the act provides
that, in order to implement the policy
of channeling the benefits particularly
to domestic and rural consumers, “sale
to and use by industry shall be a sec-
ondary purpose, to be utilized to secure
a sufficiently high-load factor and rev-
enue returns to permit domestic and
rural use at the lowest rates and in such
manner as to encourage increased do-
mestic and rural use of electricity.”

In the third place, the act provides
that, in furtherance of this policy and
to secure wider distribution of such
power and use of the greatest value to
the general public of the State, the Au-
thority shall in addition to other meth-
ods which it may find advantageous
make provision so that municipalities
and other political subdivisions of the
State now or hereafter authorized by
law to engage in the distribution of
electric power may secure a reasonable
share of the power” on a cost basis. In
this connection it provides also for ar-
rangements to assure the necessary
transmission of power to such munici-
palities and political subdivisions.
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I am explaining the preference clause,
which has been explained in detail by
the Senator from New York.

In the fourth place, the act provides
that rates of the transmitting and dis-
tributing public agencies or companies
for power generated at the projects
“shall be governed by the provisions and
principles established in the contract,
and not by regulations of the public
service commission or by general prin-
ciples of public service law regulating
rates, services and practices.” Rates to
consumers are to be fixed initially and
adjusted from time to time “on the basis
of true cost data.”

This provides a consistent pattern for
developing and marketing power from
the Niagara and St. Lawrence resources
in such a manner as to assure all con-
sumers of electricity, particularly do-
mestic and rural consumers, advantages
which they had not enjoyed and could
not hope to enjoy under established pub-
lie-utility regulation. It was specifically
designed to supplement utility regula-
tion by giving small consumers the same
bargaining position in dealing with pri-
vately owned power companies which
the St. Lawrence Power Development
Commission declared was enjoyed by big
industrial consumers. It is completely
consistent with the Federal preference
provision governing the marketing of
such power.

Small consumers would have an alter-
native to dependence upon a private mo-
nopoly for their electric service. That
alternative would be service through a
municipality or other political subdivi-
sion of the State “now or ‘hereafter’ au-
thorized by law to engage in the distribu-
tion of electric power.” I have empha-
sized the word “hereafter” because it
clearly indicates that, if the purposes
of the people in providing for public
development of Niagara and St. Lawrence
power resources are to be achieved, the
marketing of the power must protect
the future opportunity of such public
distribution systems to call for Niagara
and St. Lawrence power in amounts
which are reasonable in terms of the
fundamental purposes of the Power Au-
thority Act.

This requires recognition of the pref-
erence accorded public and cooperative
electric systems in all Federal legislation
providing for the marketing of power
from Federal projects. It requires also
provision for recapture on reasonable
notice of power sold to privately owned
power systems, to the extent needed to
meet their reasonable requirements.
The development of rural electric coop-
eratives since the Power Authority Act
became law warrants their inclusion in
such provision.

Others who will speak in support of
S. 1823 for public development of Niagara
power will go into greater detail on the
close correspondence between the New
York policy and the Federal policy for
marketing power from Government
power projects. I am giving special em-
phasis to the long-standing support
which the people of New York have
given to public development of these
resources and to the sound reason for
such support.
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But I must assert at this point, with
all the emphasis I can give my words,
that the explicit safeguard for the pref-
erence to public bodies and cooperatives,
which is one of the essential provisions
of S, 1823, involves no conflict with the
New York Power Authority Act. On the
contrary, it is absolutely necessary to as-
sure that the objectives of all the people
of New York, as embodied in the act,
shall be fully accomplished.

I may say to the Senator from New
York that was the purpose of my dis-
cussion to point out that the safeguards
in the proposed legislation sponsored by
the Senator from New York and other
Senators are in no way in conflict in any
detail with the New York Power Au-
thority Act. In fact, they are in har-
mony with the purposes of that act.

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. So far as I have been
informed, and I have studied the sit-
uation pretty carefully, I do not think
there is any conflict between the State
act and the Federal Power Act.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Is it fair to say
that if the preference clause were de-
leted, or if the safeguards in the bill
were deleted, then there would be con-
flict between the purposes of the New
Yorker Power Authority Act and the
bill which is presently before the Senate?

Mr. LEHMAN. There would be con-
flict with the New York Power Authori-
ty Act, and certainly would be conflict
with the Federal power policy, which has
been in existence for 50 years or more.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
believe we can find strong evidence of
the extent to which the people of New
York State backed that policy in the fact
that the New York Legislature enacted
the Power Authority Act as chapter 772,
laws of New York, 1931, without a dis-
senting vote.

I may note in passing that just about
2 months earlier the Senate Committee
on Foreign Relations had similarly, by
unanimous action, rejected a proposed
treaty with Canada which would have
enabled the Niagara Falls Power Co. to
develop more power at Niagara in ex-
change for private financing of certain
remedial works at the falls.

The committee issued the following
statement explaining its action—and
this was back in the 1930's—

The Foreign Relations Committee was
unanimous in its action. It rejected the
present treaty. It favors, however, all rea-
sonable action upon the part of the United

States to preserve the scenic beauty of the
falls.

It objects to this treaty because it pur-
ports to enter into a compact with private
companies to do certain work and for which
they are given the use of certaln amount
of water for power purposes.

It is the view of the committee that the
Government of the United States, insofar
as its part 1s concerned, should do this
work direct and not enter into a contract
with private power companies and pay the
price which is here proposed to be paid.
The evidence of General Pillsbury disclosed
that this contract would be worth some-
thing like $5 million to the power com-
panies.

The committee desires to have the power
matter treated as a separate matter and



1956

that the United States should bear the
expense.

Senator Wagner, of New York, was a
member of the committee and voted
against the treaty, along with Senator
Borah, of Idaho; Johnson, of California;
Moses, of New Hampshire; Capper, of
Kansas; Fess, of Ohio; Goff, of West
Virginia; Vandenberg, of Michigan;
La Follette, of Wisconsin; Robinson, of
Indiana; Swanson, of Virginia; Pittman,
of Nevada; Robinson, of Arkansas:
Black, of Alabama; and Shipstead, of
Minnesota. In addition, Senators Walsh,
of Montana; Harrison, of Mississippi;
and George, of Georgia, also asked to be
recorded &s voting against this proposed
Niagara Treaty.

Mr. President, that was back in 1930.
Twenty-six years have gone by, In 1930
the Senate Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions went on record as being against
private development of the Niagara re-
sources, and they made it quite clear
why they were so going on record.

I should like to say that some of the
Senators I mentioned who were on the
Foreign Relations Committee at that
timz2 were classified in later years as not
being what one would call liberal but
it seems to me that their quality of con-
servatism in 1930 was much better than
is the quality of some liberalism in 1956.

I have mentioned great Republicans
like Vandenberg, of Michigan; Borah, of
Idaho; Johnson, of California; Capper,
of Kansas; Moses, of New Hampshire.
They were far ahead of this administra-
tion in terms of their support of public
power, and of their protection of the
great water resources, and in seeing to it
that water resources were made available
and eligible for public development
rather than private development.

I should like to commend this section
of my speech to the attention of any of
the White House assistants who may be
briefing the President or any member of
the Cabinet, because it seems to me the
record is pretty clear in showing what
was the intent of Congress long ago as
to the development of Niagara resources.

A glance at the record of hearings be-
fore the Senate Public Works Committee
on the bills providing for development of
the power at Niagara Falls contains evi-
dence of widespread support throughout
New York State for S. 1823, that is, for
public development by the New York
Power Authority, with a preference for
public and cooperative electric systems in
marketing the power. Taken along with
the record of the Northwest Electric Con-
sumers Conference, we find that support-
ers of the Lehman-Buckley bill include:

The mayor of the city of New York,
represented by Gordon Clapp.

The Industrial Ladies Garment Work-
ers’ Union, speaking through its presi-
dent, David Dubinsky.

The Amalgamated Clothing Workers,
speaking through its president, Jacob S.
Potofsky.

The Textile Workers Union, CIO,
speaking through its legislative repre-
sentative, John Edelman.

The New York State CIO Council,
speaking through its president, Louis
Hollender.

The Regional Organization of the
United Auto Workers, CIO, speaking
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through its regional officer, Martin
Gerkes.

The International Paper Workers,
AFL, represented by its president, Paul
L. Phillips.

The Electrical Workers, CIO, speaking
through its field representative, Kenneth
Peterson.

The Northeastern Electric Cooperative
Association, by resolution.

The Municipal Electric Utilities Asso-
ciation of New York, represented by its
then president, Ralph G. Dickinson.

These spokesmen for organizations,
representing millions of people in New
York, favored prompt enactment of Sen-
ate bill 1823, for public development of
Niagara Falls power by the New York
State Power Authority, with safeguards
for the prior right of public bodies and
cooperatives to the power supply from
this source.

I have already emphasized at some
length the long series of statewide elec-
tions in which the people of New York
have, without exception, elected gover-
nors pledged to public development of
the mighty waterpower resources in the
Niagara and St. Lawrence Rivers. Ihave
stressed the fact that strong support
from the New York electorate put the
New York Power Authority Act on the
statute books 25 years ago; and that 20
years later, in 1951, the act was amended
to extend and strengthen it, all this with
the support of the people of the State.
If I am not mistaken, in 1951 there was
a Republican administration in the State
of New York; and, despite that, there
was support for the very program we are
now advocating in the Senate.

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator from
Minnesota has given a very accurate ac-
count of the various administrations and
various persons in New York who have
supported this proposal. He may go on
to mention the point I am about to stress,
namely, that in every recent election in
the State of New York that I know of,
and certainly in the 1954 election, the
platforms of all the parties in New York
State—those of the Republican Party,
the Democratic Party, and the Liberal
Party—have stressed the importance of
developing the waterpower resources of
the Niagara River. There is no question
at all about that. As a matter of fact,
when my colleague from New York [Mr.
Ives] ran for election to the office of
governor, in 1954, he, too, endorsed pub-
lic development of the Niagara power.
So there has been no difference of opin-
ion as to it.

The attempt to show that the people of
New York do not want public develop-
ment of these power resources is a new
attempt, and the effort to build up that
belief is a new one. Of course the pri-
vate utilities do not want public develop-
ment of these resources. But the people
of New York State want it.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think it is fair
to say—and of course I stand ready to be
corrected by the distinguished junior
Senator from New York, who knows the
political situation in New York as well as,
or better than, any other living American
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does—that for the past 15 years, not one
candidate on the platform of a major
political party for election to the office of
governor of New York has ever spoken
against public development of the water-
bower resources of the Niagara River.

Mr. LEHMAN. That is correct. Per-
haps the Senator from Minnesota noted
that in the course of my speech on yes-
terday, I dared anyone to run for election
to any statewide office in New York on
a program of private development of
these waterpower resources.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I did note that in
the Senator’s speech. I was going to of-
fer the challenge myself, but I thought
it much better to have it emanate from
the Senator from New York.

Not only do I think it fair to say that
no candidate will run for election to any
State office in New York in opposition to
public development of the Niagara re-
sources, but I venture to say that no Re-
publican candidate and no Democratic
candidate for election as President of the
United States would dare run in the
State of New York without advocating
public development of the waterpower
resources of the Niagara, because the
people of New York understand this is-
sue. They have had brilliant leadership
on this issue. They know it means dol-
lars and cents in savings to them, and
that it means new industry and indus-
trial growth and expansion and a mueh,
much more equitable economie situation
in the development of industry in the
whole area surrounding New York, as
well as in New York itself. I think that
is a modest statement, and one made in
the spirit of inoderation, let me say.

Mr, LEHMAN. Mr. President, the
Senator from Minnesota is eminently
correct.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, to-
day, the highest elected officers in the
State from both parties, the Democratic
Governor and the Republican attorney
general, both endorse public development;
of Niagara Falls power, and oppose the
give away of this great resource to de-
velopment by private corporations for
private profit.

Let me quote a few sentences from
the statement of the attorney general
of New York, Jacob Javits, to the Senate
committee, in opposing any bill which
would turn development of Niazara
power over to the private power com-
panies. The New York attorney gen-
eral said:

As attorney general of the State of New
York, I submit this memorandum in pursu-
ance of my responsibility to prevent spolia-
tlon or deprivation of the property of the
State of New York and to urge the passage
of Federal legislation which will not vitiate
the fundamental laws of the State.

Mr. Javits called attention to the pro-
vision of the Power Authority Act de-
claring that ownership, possession, and
control of the Niagara and St. Lawrence
power resources “shall always be vested
in the people of the State.” He em-
phasized further that the State of New
York, by this act, “has given the exclu-
sive right to develop hydroelectric power
therefrom in the State of New York to
a corporate municipal instrumentality
created by the State known as the Power
Authority of the State of New York.”
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The New York attorney general rec-
ognizes that the bill under consideration,
S. 1823, would direct the Federal Power
Commission to issue to the New York
Power Authority a license for develop-
ment of the new Niagara power. But
he considers it clear that “the turning
over of those waters to private interests
for the development of power will be
offered to the Congress as an alternative
or as a reason for rejecting the instant
measure—S. 1823.”

Mr. Javits then urged that:

The licensing directly or indirectly by Con-
gress of a private utility corporation to de-
velop the additional waters of the Niagara
River made available for power purposes by
the 1950 treaty would unguestionably cir-
cumscribe, if not vitiate, the rights therein
of the people of the State of New York.

He continued as follows:

In view of the provisions of the New York
public authorities law to which I have called
your attention, the granting to a private
utility corporation of a Federal license to
use for private profit the additional waters
of the Niagara River, made available for
power purposes by the 1950 treaty, would
infringe the rights of the State to determine
the powers and purposes of private corpora-
tions that may do business therein.

The New York attorney general then
emphasized a point which should arrest
eny attempt to advance the “giveaway”
substitute, Senate bill 6, for the Lehman-
Buckley bill. He said:

Such a license (to a private power com-
pany) would vest in such a corporation cor-
porate rights, privileges, and franchises that
could not be granted to it or exercised by it
under the existing laws of the State of New
York. After the 1950 treaty made such
waters of the Niagara River avallable for
power purposes, those waters were specifically
declared by statute to be a part of the in-
alienable natural resources of the State of
New York. Consequently, no private utility
corporation could be created under the laws
of the State of New York and no private
utility corporation created under the laws
of any other State could be authorized to do
business in New York for the purpose of
using such waters of the Niagara River for
the development of hydroelectric power for
private profit. Such use of the waters of the
Niagara River would be contrary to the
policy of the State,

Mr. President, I believe that in the
House of Representatives the corre-
sponding bill is sponsored by Represent-
ative BUCKLEY.

Mr, LEHMAN. Yes. That is the
companion bill in the House of Repre-
sentatives to the Senate hill, 8. 1823, of
which the Senator from Minnesota is a
COSponsor.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. I have re-
ferred to the corresponding bill—the
similar bill—in the House of Representa-
tives.

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes, it is a similar bill;
and hearings have already been held by
the House committee on that bill.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. So we might
very well call these proposals the Leh-
man-Buckley proposals.

Mr. President, I am very proud to be
a cosponsor of Senate bill 1823, but I do
not wish to attempt to take credit for the
drive behind the bill and for the inspira-
tion behind the bill. Credit for them
go to the very able junior Senator from
New York. Not only has he been the
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leader of the fight in the Senate, but, I
say most respectfully, he has been the
leader in this movement for af least 30
years.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Minnesota yield to me?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. GORE. I wonder whether off-
hand the able Senator from Minnesota
or the able junior Senator from New
York can give an estimate as to the value
of the power which has gone to waste
since the distinguished junior Senator
from New York has been pleading for
the development of this project.

Mr. HUMPHREY., I would have to
yield to the Senator from New York on
that point, because I know he has lived
for many years with the hopes for this
development.

Mr. LEHMAN. I have no accurate
estimate, but I can say that there is no
doubt that the amount would run well
into billions of dollars, As a matter of
fact, both the House committee and the
Senate committee, after hearings, esti-
mated that if Senate bill 1823 or a similar
bill were enacted, it would save at least
$300 million a year for the entire area,
which includes not only New York, but
Ohio and Pennsylvania. If we multiply
that amount by the number of years in
which we have not enjoyed the use of
these waters, obviously the savings would
have been several billion dollars.

Mr. GORE. And the power is direly
needed now.

Mr. LEHMAN. The power is direly
needed now. A great part of it is being
used by Canada in competition with us.
Every bit of it will be used by Canada
unless we develop it; and she has a per-
fect right to do it under the treaty.

Mr. GORE. I will not use the word
“foolish” or the word “stupid,” but how
improvident can we be?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Leave those words
in the REcorb, even if the Senator is not
using them.

Mr. LEHMAN. I point out to the Sen-
ator from Minnesota and the Senator
from Tennessee that we are now develop-
ing waterpower on the St. Lawrence. It
required 30 years of effort to have that
waterpower developed. The project is
now under construction, and probably
will be completed in about 3 years.

Mr. GORE. I congratulate the Sen-
ator for his magnificent work on that
project, too.

Mr. LEHMAN. I thank the Senator.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am happy to
yield.

Mr. GORE. I wish to take this occa-
sion to pay tribute to one of the most
fruitful, conscientious, hard-working
Senators who has ever graced this body,
a man whose heart beats truly with the
pulse of the public interest.

Mr. LEHMAN. I thank the Senator
from Tennessee for his very gracious
remarks.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Let me be privi-
leged to associate myself in every way
with the expression of the Senator from
Tennessee, because it is a true reflection
of the high regard in which the Sen-
ator from New York is held by so many
of his colleagues in this body—and I
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hope by all. His work here in behalf
of the people is an inspiration to me,
and I know that I see in others the ef-
fects of the same sort of inspiration.

I have said enough to show how empty
are the claims of supporters of the
Capehart-Miller bill, S. 6, that the peo-
ple of New York prefer private devel-
opment of Niagara power. It is almost
incredible that anyone should make such
an assertion, because the evidence to
the contrary is replete.

In addition, we must not forget that
the people of New York can look across
the Niagara or the St. Lawrence Rivers
to the Canadian Province of Ontario,
where the power from these rivers is
being developed publicly by the Ontario
Hydro-Electric Power Commission and
furnished as wholesale power supply to
some 900 Canadian municipalities which
distribute the power to consumers.

The Senator from New York has al-
ready mentioned this.

The Ontario Hydro-Electric Power
System has been in operation for more
than 40 years and has brought electric
rates down to the point where homes in
the various Ontario municipalities can
purchase more than twice as much elec=
trieity for their money as homes in cor=
responding cities in New York State.

I have visited that area, let me say to
the Senator from New York. I have
visited the facilities of the Ontario hy-
droelectric power system. By the way,
when one goes to Niagara Falls and
crosses the border into our great sister
country of the Dominion of Canada, he
sees the amazing clock of the Ontario
hydroelectric power system. The face
of the clock is done in beautiful flowers.
It is but a further reminder of the good
judgment and vision of the people of the
Province of Ontario and the people of
Canada in utilizing this God-given bless-
ing of water resources for the good of the
people.

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. Iyield.

Mr. GORE. I have noticed with
pleasure, during the course of the able
Senator’s remarks, that upon each occa=
sion when he has referred to the beauty
of the Niagara and the lovely scenery
there, his countenance has brightened.
I wonder if he has fond recollections.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have beautiful
recollections, let me say to the Senator
from Tennessee. I like to have such
recollections refreshed on every possible
occasion. A few years ago I and my
family went to Niagara, and up through
the great State of New York. We are
planning to do it again, if time permits.

I shall go no further into detail with
the Senator from Tennessee. However,
let me say to him that he has made my
day a bright and happy one. I am
grateful to him.

Furthermore, the Ontario Hydroelec-
tric Commission can proclaim, as it did
in 1945 in a booklet entitled “Electric
Power Supply in Strategic Ontario”:

Ontario offers many advantages for indus=-
trial location. It has strategic position in
relation to markets, it has the labor, the
climate, the natural resources * * * and,
above all * * * it has an abundant supply
of low-cost electric power.



1956

The people of New York State have
established a basis for developing both
Niagara and St. Lawrence power which
will assure them some of the advantages
already won by their neighbors in On-
tario. The Congress of the United
States cannot allow itself to be made the
instrument of private-power interests
which have already too long delayed the
opportunity of the people of that State
to go forward with their program under
conditions which will safeguard the
national interest.

I have devoted my remarks chiefly to
refuting the claim that the people of
New York want to turn the great Niagara
Falls resource over to private power com-
panies to be developed for private profit.

But we cannot overlook the fact that
the issue before us has national as well as
State implications. Not only is Niagara
Falls a great resources symbol for all our
people but the power policy which gov-
erns the use of this resource is a matter
of outstanding importance to homes and
farms throughout the land.

This power policy has raised the per-
centage of American farms enjoying the
blessings of central station electricity
from 11 percent in 1935 to 95 percent in
1955. In a true sense, including the
running water that has come with it,
this power policy has brought the Ameri-
can farm home into enjoyment of mod-
ern civilization.

This power policy has pioneered the
way for low electric rates and larger use
of eleetric conveniences for the Nation’s
47 million homes, accelerating the trend
which, according to the prediction of
General Electrie Co., will within another
15 years result in total residential use
exceeding total industrial use of electric-
ity.

This power policy has enabled great
regions like the Southeast, the Pacific
Northwest, and the Tennessee Valley
area to make great strides toward free-
dom from the status of economic colo-
nies of the Money Trust, which would
centralize control of the Nation’s econ-
omy in the hands of the few.

This power policy has proved a tre-
mendous stimulus toward the goal of full
employment for our expanding popula-
tion.

The Lehman (S. 1826) bill provides the
necessary safeguards to prevent develop-
ment of Niagara Falls power from be-
coming a breach in that policy. And it
does so in entire accord with the policy
established by the people of New York
State in their Power Authority Act, a
policy designed particularly to benefit
domestic and rural consumers.

Therefore, Congress should act
promptly to approve this bill without
amendments in order that plans may
go forward without further delay for
the development of this priceless public
resource.

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. I compliment the
Senator for the magnificent presenta-
tion he has made of this very important
subject. He has touched on issues which
are of vital importance, not only to New
York State, not alone to the area em-
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braced by the power which may be gen-
erated on the Niagara, but on a nation-
wide basis, because what we do in con-
nection with this bill will unquestionably
affect to a very substantial extent the
power policy of the Nation.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena-
tor. As I said to him earlier, and as I
have said to him privately, I am inter-
ested in this bill because it is consistent
with my views as to the development of
America’s great hydroelectric resources.

I am also interested in it because this
measure, in particular, represents a con-
tinuation of the struggle in this country
for the development of these great public
resources for the public welfare and the
public good.

I wish to say that I have read the mi-
nority views on the bill, as presented by
some of our colleagues. I wish to say
further, and very frankly and most re-
spectfully, that those views, insofar as
they contend that private enterprise has
pioneered this project, do mnot square
with what I believe to be the facts.

Furthermore, I should like to say that
in one portion of the minority views the
feeling is expressed that Congress might
he overstepping its authority in deciding
a State issue.

I cannot see the validity of that argu-
ment, because of the Aiken reservation
to the treaty of 1950. That reservation
makes it obligatory and makes it the
responsibility of Congress to decide this
issue,

If we were concerned only with the
treaty, without the reservation, the State
of New York would have proceeded long
ago. It is the reservation in the treaty
which kas made it an obligation and a
responsibility and a duty of Congress to
decide the question of how the power
should be developed, whether through
public or private development.

I say this with the greatest respect to
the signers of the minority views, and I
ask them to examine the record on this
point. One of the reasons I said what I
did say today was to establish, insofar as
I could, within the limits of my experi-
ence and knowledge of this subject mat-
ter, clear evidence showing that it has
been the long-term tradition and stand
of the political and civic leaders of the
State of New York, as well as of the
people of the State of New York, through
organized groups and through industry,
and as individuals, to develop the Ni-
agara River water resources through a
public authority. I believe that issue is
clear and unmistakable in its validity
and in its certainty.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a brief observation?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am glad to yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. If we can, through
public development, reduce the cost of
power to the people of New York State—
and I am convinced that we will be able
to do so—and to the people of the neigh-
boring States, we will have benefited all
the people of the area.

At the same time, I believe we will have
greatly benefited the private utility com-
panies, because the history of every sec-
tion of the country, where rates have de=-
clined because of competition of publie
power, shows that private utilities,

8195

through greater utilization of electrical
energy in homes and in factories and on
the farms, have benefited and have pros-
pered and have increased their earnings
and have grown in size,

The able junior Senator from Alabama
[Mr, SparkMAN], before the Senator
from Minnesota began his address, gave
some statistics which were absolutely
startling and dramatic. They showed
not only the growth of the usage of elec-
trical power because of lower rates, but
also the increased prosperity which came
to the private utility companies all over
the country wherever their rates have
declined,

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish to say to the
able Senator from New York that, al-
though I do not know the specific de-
tails of the data presented by the junior
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN],
I believe it is becoming generally ac-
cepted among thoughtful people and
fair-minded people, in management and
industry and by the public at large, that
the great power developments are both
a public and private good.

In my part of the country, for example,
where we purchase many of the com-
modities which are manufactured in
New York, in Pennsylvania, and in Ohio,
the development of the Niagara project
will be beneficial to us, because power
costs are one of the major items in indus-
trial production costs.

Therefore, we have an indirect inter-
est, from an economie point of view. We
also have a true interest from a national
point of view. We have an interest in
maintaining the long-established tradi-
tion, which goes back to the days of
Theodore Roosevelt, of the public devel-
opment of great God-given natural re-
sources, for the benefit and for the en-
joyment and for the enhancement and
for the opportunities of the American
people.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am glad to yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. I am sure the Senator
from Minnesota, because of his very
careful study of the subject, has noted
that in the low-cost power States, such
as Washington and Oregon and Tennes-
see, and certain sections of Alabama,
where power rates are one-half or less
what they are in the Northeastern
stftes, and also, I am sure, in Minne-
sota

Mr., HUMPHREY. And Minnesota,
indeed. .

Mr. LEHMAN. In those States the per
capita consumption of power is 4 or 5 or
6 and in some cases even 7 times as great
as in the high-cost power States.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do know that,
indeed.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Lairp in the chair). The Secretary will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, in
accordance with the order previously en-
tered, 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 37 minutes p. m.) the Sen-
ate took a recess, the recess being, under
the order previously entered, until
Wednesday, May 16, 1956, at 12 o'clock
meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate May 15 (legislative day of May T),
19586.

DiPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

Walter C. Dowling, of Georgia, a Foreign
Service officer of the class of career min-
ister, to be Ambassador Extraordinary and
Plentipotentiary of the United States of
Amerlca to the Republic of Korea.

J. Graham Parsons, of New York, a Foreign
Service officer of class 1, to be Ambassador
Extraordinary and Plentipotentiary of the
United States of America to the Kingdom
of Laos, vice Charles W. Yost.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate May 15 (legislative day of
May 7), 1956.

POSTMASTERS
ALABAMA

Olle R. Snead, Altoona.
Loyd C. McMillan, Daphne.
Annie G. Chambers, Gainesville,
John Q. Little, Jr., Greenville.
- Heamon F. Salter, Jr., McKenzie.
James, C. Weatherwax, Moulton.
. ‘Grover C. Kicker, Jr., Mountain Creek.
_ Robert H. Blacklidge, Spruce Pine.
Jeff D. Cleckler, Thorsby.
ALASKA
Neil W. Taylor, Auke Bay.
Elvira M. Hehr, McKinley Park.
Lols G. Hudec, Northway.
Neva M. Pichler, Platinum.
Louise F. Trafton, Tok Junctlon.
" ARIZONA
Eric E. Nelson, Bisbee.
Lucille E. Baughman, Cavecreek.
Carl M. Isaacson, Hereford.
Joe H. Cittadini, San Manuel,
© Alvertia M. Boss, Silver Bell.
. Margaret N. Parkhurst, Tacna.
Miles T. Preston, Wickenburg.
Dick Groves, Willcox.

ARKANSAS
Leonard E. Woods, Cash.
Willlam R. Nutt, Hamburg.
Lonnie G. Smith, Havana,
Ferman R. Rogers, Luxora.

. Dorothy G. Moses, McCaskill,
Hunt Singletary, Marion.
CALIFORNTIA

Beatrice A. Gleason, Calabasas.
Ethel R. Sherrill, Nubieber.
Raymond T. Whitney, Pedro Valley.
William R. Robinson, Point Arena.

CONNECTICUT
Alice N. Allen, North Granby.
DELAWARE
Mark T. Berryman, Seaford.
FLORIDA
Warren J. McMillan, Jr., Alachua.
Donald A. Reeves, Baker.
Howard L. Evans, Bradenton.
Echo C. Beall, Campbellton.
Darence Junior Jones, Eau Gallle.

Rufus M. Miller, Flagler Beach.
William O. Eennedy, Inverness.
Maury J. Blalock, Madison.

. Ross Rath, McIntosh.

Mary P, R. McGee, Melrose.

Walter E. Read, Ocala.

Samuel H. Wallace, Pompano Beach.
Eenneth B. Sears, Tavares.

GEORGIA

Carey H. Melton, Ashburn.
Wendell C. Leggett, Baxley.
George A. Lowman, Bloomingdale.
Robert L. Roland, De Soto.
Thurman O. Mobley, Glennville.
Robert D. Murphy, Jr., Greenville.
Branson C. Minter, Jakin.
Ione B. Todd, Lithia Springs.
Jerry L. McCullough, Ludowiel.
Annie T. Gilbert, Pendergrass.
William I. Cushing, Pine Lake.
Clarence M. Brown, Riceboro.
Tommie C. Fenn, Rochelle.
Herbert C. Ray, Talking Rock.
James F. Woodall, Woodland.
HAWAIL
John W. Ornellas, Hamakuapoko.
May L. Au, Hauula.
Raymond Ornellas, Hoolehua.
Masamitsu Nakamura, Kahuku.
Rose M. Shimizu, Kualapuu.
Zznmitsu R. Arakawa, Maunaloa,
Elsie M. Enanoria, Paauhau.
Harold H. Yoshida, Pahala.
Barbara B. Perry, Puunene,

IDAHO

George Paul Bragg, Ketchum.

Eytholle M. Greer, Rupert.

Gaylord R. Colvin, Jr., White Bird.
ILLINOIS

Arthur 8. Petersen, Bensenville.

Earl F. Johnson, Buckley.

Frank Y. Mueller, Christopher.

Robert N. Carson, Colchester.

Lester T. Peacock, Harvard.

Willlam Harold McCreery, Mason City.

Wesley H. Weihe, Nashville.

Donald L. Ellers, New Douglas.

William C. Kisselburg, Wauconda.

Fred H. Oehler, Jr., Wilsonville,

William A. Randles, Wolf Lake,
INDIANA

Otto L. Groninger, Akron,

Mark A. Galloway, Cromwell.

Robert A. Diddie, Crown Point.

Roscoe G. Brown, Laconia.

Clarence R. Howe, Troy.

Wallace L. Gilmore, Michigan City.

IOWA

Marvin R. Morgan, Anita.

Charles Harold Huff, Blakesburg.

William C. Kinney, Danbury.

Walter H. Thomas, Green Mountain.

Rex C. Robinson, Hampton.

Richard R. Kraus, Ryan.

KANSAS

Thomas M. Holmes, Altamont,

Raymond R. Miller, Hanston.
KENTUCKY

James Wayne Hargan, Fort Enox,

Thomas C. Thomson, Providence,

Milburn L. Ireland, Sonora.

Mary E. Lee Maynard, Trenton.

Joseph K. Burton, Utica.

LOUISIANA
Edith C. Lafargue, Eeithville.
Louise E. Osborn, Roseland.
MAINE
Raoul D. Cyr, Madawaska.

MASSACHUSETTS
Edgar H. Peterson, Acton.
Robert R. DeRosier, Billerica.
Carl H. Carlson, Franklin.
William H. Folkins, Groton.
John H. Enox, Littleton.
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MICHIGAN
Francis C. Fuller, Avoca,
Owen A. Eern, East Detroit.
George D. Smith, Morenci.
Raymond W. Hooker, Mount Pleasant,
Grant D. Maudlin, Royal Oak.

MISSISSIPFI

Murray H. Martin, Bentonia.
James T. Caviness, Blue Mountain,
Hilliard E. Grifiin, Coffeeville,
James Marion Parks, Doddsville,
Taylor V. Beasley, Harperville.
Donald D, Hale, Lumberton.
‘Willie D. Brantley, Sebastopol.
Robert T. Freeman, Union.
Herbert L. Hogue, Walnut Grove.

MISSOURL

Lawrence L. Voelker, Bertrand.

Herschel E. Morris, Clifton Hill,

Roy Scantlin, Crocker.

Irene A. Escoffier, Kimmswick,

Ernest A, Homan, Jr., Marquand.

Edward D. Hogan, Martin City.

Arthur Willlams, New Bloomfield,

Walter C. Raynes, Odessa.

Floyd S. Drew, Qulin.

Herbert L. Schlattman, Perryville.

Raymond M. Vollmar, Raymondville.

Sylvia Cooper, Sheldon.

Robert E. Nichols, Seymour.

Roscos G. Smith, Wellsville.
MONTANA

Charles E. Rice, Bozeman,

James P. Graham, Columbus.

Irma M. Hughes, East Glacier Park,
Mabel W, Bowman, Frenchtown.,

" Ellis Crosby Willis, Fromberg.

Catherine Ann Triplett, Geyser.
E. LaVerne Kaufmann, Grassrange,
Alice H. Klempel, Lambert.
Lillian A. Hylland, Richland.
Raymond A. Merritt, Roundup.

NEBRASKA
Robert Eugene Maw, Hershey.
NEVADA

Mortimer W. Wagner, Boulder City.

Efton E. Swindler, Hawthorne.
NEW HAMPSHIRE

Lillian M. Tashjian, Beebe River.

Rene R. Heroux, Berlin,

NEW JERSEY

I'rancis E. Coffey, Blackwood Terrace.
- Allegra M. Sweet, Closter.

Anthony J. Pellecchia, Hanover.
Frances L. Pltcher, Holmdel.
Charles A. Hicks, New Market.

: Harry E. Apgar, North Branch Depot.

Harvey W. Dawson, Pedricktown. 2
Clyde A. E. Bnyder, Sr., Point Pleasant,
Grace V. Ellis, Rosemont,

NEW MEXICO
Asa N. Ealy, Anthony (New Mexico-Texas).
Matthew J. Price, Fort Stanton.

Irene G. Fullerton, Prewitt.
Jose M. Maestas, Jr., Santa Rosa,

NEW YORE
Noel R. Pearson, Little Valley,

NORTH CAROLINA
John Clyde Garrison, Morganton,

OHIO

Jasper Kirt Everett, Cairo.

Beulah M. Lowe, Clayton.
Ruthella D. Termeer, Dublin.
Samuel W. Brown, East Liverpool.
William A. Gill, Jr., Fowler.
Donald G. Woodward, Geneva-on-the-Lake.
Samuel R. Eerns, Leesburg.
Robert F. Burton, Middle Point.
Galen A. Seeger, New Springfield.
Phillip H. Gifford, Urbana.
Walter H. Cowles, Walbridge.
Clarence R. Trumbull, Jr., Weston.
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OREGON

Willard A. Hughitt, Redmond.
Robert C. Wright, Taft.

Roger C. Smoot, Talent.

Russell C, Neitzel, Westport.
Catherine E, Weckerle, Winchester.

PENNSYLVANIA

Joseph T. Hauser, D:laware Water Gap.
Florence L. Willard, Derrick City.
George N. Sterner, Dewart.

Edwin B. KEimmel, Elderton.

Louis J. Prime, Emporium.

Edward J. Flood, Flourtown.

Wilmer E. King, Harrisburg.

James F. Timothy, Hazleton,

John H. Hayes, Kersey.

John R. Deitcher, Jr,, Line Lexington.
William Robert Miller, Linglestown.
Millle Morelli, Ludlow.

William Lise Stephenson, Mahaffey.
Fred D. Cleavenger, Mapletown.

Henry Douglas Carpenter, Middletown.

Robert P. Icelow, New Hope.
Charles M. Manwiller, Palmyra.
Alfred A. Yarnell, Petersburg.
Donald C. Shaffer, Portage.
George Spishock, Pricedale,
Malcolmn Decker, Ramey.
Robert A. Hunt, Sandy Lake,
Donald J. Locke, Shade Gap.
Irvin K. Davis, Slatington.

John R. Hench, Spring Grove.
Mary I. Hoy, Villa Maria.

Robert H. Jenkins, Wapwallopen.
Ernest O. Clayton, Waynesburg.

PUERTO RICO

Carmen T. Alvarez Fuentes, Guaynabo.
Rafael Rexach-Rexach, Rio Grande.

BOUTH CAROLINA

Marvin E. Kelley, Liberty.
Mpyrtle E. Case, Ocean Drive Beach,
Jessie W. Jenkins, Wadmalaw Island.

SOUTH DAKOTA
Howard B. Jones, Armour.
Ethel M. Flood, Brandon.
Dale R, Dunn, Dell Rapids.
Ofa M. Simpson, Fort Plerre.
Raymond C. Drayer, Frankfort.
Marvin R. Smith, Gettysburg.
Raymond A. Andersen, Irene,
Kenneth W. Anderson, Midland.
Russell C, Bernhard, Parkston.,
Maurice L. Wilhelm, Redfield,
LaVern R. Hughes, Stickney.

TENNESSEE
Morris F. Dozier, Ashland City.
Doris M. Huffman, Bartlett,
Kathleen West Eeeton, Helenwood.
Ulysses B, Coker, Jacksboro.
William B. Tatum, Lyles.
Frank L. Oakes, Milligan College.
Larry E. Hagood, Persia.
John W. Jennings, Rives.
Joe A. Lavender, Rock Island.
Harold D. Huff, Thompsons Station.

TEXAS

William 8. Clements, Atlanta.
Harlan B. Pitchford, Avinger.
Joyce M. Procknow, Benbrook,
Jack D. Cheek, Bullard.
Donald J. Laughlin, Groves,
Anita D, Wilkison, Hidalgo.
Henry T. Davis, Justin.
Robert D. Bohning, Lometa.
Joyce M. Kee, Melissa.
Mable D, Tompkins, Montague,
Ruby L. Ferrell, North Zulch.
Hal Singleton IIT, O'Donnell,
Lester J. Fuzzell, Placedo.
Allie Cayard, Port Neches.
Doris F. Weiss, Sabine Pass.
William W. Schulz, Schertz.
Hal M. Enight, Sterling City.
Robert W. Davis, Texas City.
Ila Mae Bullion, Truscott.
Charles 8. Engle, Jr., Wolfe City.
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TTAH

Henry D. Malmgren, Centerfield.
June I. Hunsaker, Honeyville.

VIRGINIA

R. Frazier Smith, Jr., Covington.
Hershel E. Boyd, Raven.

Ervin C. Brown, Sweet Briar.
William W. Edwards, Union Level.

WISCONSIN

Shirley E. Conway, Albany.

Ruth E. Hogan, Ashland.

Roy Bump, Baraboo.

Elsheth P. Jacob, Caledonia.

Edward L. Williams, El Dorado.
Joseph L. List, Pound.

Harold A. Meyer, Shawano.

Henry L. Yulga, Stevens Point.
Hartvig J. Elstad, Whitehall.
Raymond J. Chamberlain, Whitewater,

WITHDRAWAL

Executive nomination withdrawn from
the Senate May 15 (legislative day of
May 7), 1956:

POSTMASTER
MICHIGAN

George T. Anderson to be postmasfer at

Mayville in the State of Michigan.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuespay, May 15, 1956

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Dr, A. R. Holton, pastor of the Six-
teenth Street Church of Christ, Wash-
ington, D. C., offered the following
prayer:

Let us pray: Our Father, who art in
heaven, Thou hast been our help in all
ages past, our hope for all the years to
come, our shelter from every stormy
blast, and our eternal home. We thank
Thee that it is under Thee that man has
dominicn on this earth. We thank Thee
that Thou hast set our feet in large
places, that Thou hast given us a great
opportunity, that Thou hast given us the
responsibility; and we pray, our Father,
that today we may look up and acknowl-
edge Thee, God of men and God of
nations.

We pray that Thy blessing may be
upon us in the deliberations of this day.
And we pray, our Father, that it may be-
come us to show that our knowledge is so
incomplete we need Thee. The vast sea
of the unknown is so much greater than
the known, we need Thy wisdom.

Our achievements are so fragmentary,
we need Thee to join the past with the
present and with all the future. Our
character is so limited, we need the per-
fection of God.

We thank Thee, Father, for the beauty
of this spot and for the beauty of the
springtime that is all around us, God’s
great springtime.

We pray, our Father, that we may all
hear, “I am the resurrection and the
life”; and may there come to men the
same beauty of growth and development
as there is in nature.

And now, our Father, we pray Thy
blessing upon our young men on land, on
sea, and in the air, Protect them from
danger this day.

8197

And we pray, our Father, that we may
love mercy, that we may do justly, and
that we may walk humbly with God.

May the meditations of our heart and
the words of our mouth be acceptable in
Thy sight this day. We ask it in Christ’s
name, Amen.

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 had passed without amend-
ment bills of the House of the following
titles:

H. R.7228. An act to amend title IT of the
act of August 30, 1954, entitled “An act to
authorize and direct the construction of
bridges over the Potomac River, and for
other purposes”; and

H. R.8130. An act to designate the bridge
to be constructed over the Potomac River
in the viecinity of Jones Point, Va., as the
“Woodrow Wilson Memorial Bridge.”

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed, with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles:

H.R. 9420, An act to provide medical care
for dependents of members of the uniformed
services, and for other purposes.

CALL OF PRIVATE CALENDAR
DISPENSED WITH

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the call of the
Private Calendar may be dispensed with
today.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

CONFUSING DECISIONS OF THE
SUPREME COURT

Mr. PRESTON. 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
Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. PRESTON. Mr. Speaker, once
again the Supreme Court of the United
States has demonstrated its ability to
create confusion and chaos. On the front
page of the Washington Post and Times
Herald this morning there appears an
interesting account of how the Supreme
Court reversed itself in the case of Ca-
hill against New York, New Haven &
Hartford Railroad Co., Docket No. 346.
In an earlier decision the Court required
the defendant to pay the plaintiff $90,-
000, which it did, and the plaintiff has al-
ready spent a large portion of the funds.
Yesterday the Court said:

We deem our original order erroneous and
recall it in the interests of fairness,

I comment on this decision for two
reasons. First, I would suggest that the
Supreme Court recall the segregation
order on the grounds that it was erro=
neous. This will do more to restore order
and social cohesion in America than any
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decision ever handed down by the Su-

preme Court. Secondly, since the United -

States Government is responsible for its
torts, breaches of contracts, and errors
resulting in damages to citizens, I have

introduced a private relief bill reimburs- "

ing the plaintiff, Raymond G. Cahill, to
compensate him for the error committed
by an agency of the Government, the
Supreme Court. This will enable him to
reimburse the defendant as directed by
the Court. Of course a subrogation
clause is included in the bill to protect
the Government in the event of a second
recovery.

PRIVATE CALENDAR

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that it may be
in order for the Private Calendar to be
called on Monday next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

SUBSTITUTION OF CONFEREES

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman

from Massachusetts, Representative:

Harorp D. DoNoHUE, be substituted for
the gentleman from Massachusetts, Rep-
resentative THomas J. LANE, as & con-
feree on the bill (H. R. 3996) to further
amend the Military Personnel Claims
Act of 1945.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will notify
the Senate of the change.

Mr. CELLER. Mr., Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Massachusetts, Representative
Hagorp D. DoxoHUE, be substituted as a
conferee for the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts, Representative THoMas J. LANE,
on the bill H. R. 1637, an act for the
relief of Sam H. Ray.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will notify
the Senate of the change.

ARMY ENDS ROTC HELP AT HOWARD

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois., Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and to revised and
extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection,

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois, Mr. Speaker,
I am deeply concerned at what I read in
the Washington Post this morning that
the Army will terminate its support of
the ROTC program at Howard Univer-
sity. While this is explained as being a
routine matter, I think in the public
interest it should be reexamined by the
Army. This is no time for such action.

It is an instance in which a routine
administrative decision can have reper-
cussions in the publi¢ mind not intended.
Most unfortunately, a retired general
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now holding in private employment a
lucrative position in an area of present
race feeling reflected upon the Negro
soldiers of this Republic in a manner
wholly unjustified and repugnant to me
as I am sure it was to the overwhelming
majority of the American people.

When I took the matter up with the
War Department I was assured that the
remarks of the retired general were con-
trary to the thinking and policy of the
War Department.

The action of the War Department as
regards the discontinuance of the ROTC
program at Howard University was taken
in January last. That completely disas-
sociates the action from the deplorable
remarks of the retired general. Never-
theless, there will be those who can be
counted upon to promote such associa-
tion in the popular mind. Failure of the
War Department immediately to revoke
the order discontinuting the ROTC at
Howard University will be construed by

. these of prejudiced mind as a War De-

partment concurrence with the remark
of the retired general. The order should
ke revoked.

The fact is that Howard University
ROTC has made a great contribution to
our country and to the cause of race re-
lations.

President Johnson, of Howard Uni-
versity, states:

This is the place where the fight for the
Negro's right for training for the officer
corps of the Army was staged. It would be
tragic indeed for the Army to disregard that
kind of contribution to its own morale,

To terminate this program now would,
as President Johnson said, be tragic.

COMMITTEE ON RULES

Mr. TRIMBLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Rules may have until midnight to-
night to file a privileged report.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentieman from Ar-
kansas?

There was no objection.

MURRAY W. CHOTINER

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, I have been
following with interest the news stories
on the case of Mr. Murray W. Chotiner.

My attention was directed to a News-
week article published in 1951 in which
there was some criticism directed toward
Mr. William M. Boyle, the national
chairman of the Democratic National
Committee. At that time Newsweek
quoted the now Viece President, Mr.
Nixon, as saying:

The fact that the introduction comes from
the national committee constitutes influence.

Mr. Speaker, I would just like to point
out at this time that the Vice President
seems to be very strangely silent in the
case of Murray W. Chotiner.
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VICTOR RIESEL

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
Hous: for 1 minute, to revise and extend
my remarks, and include extraneous
matter,

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

There was no objection.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker,
one night early last month Victor Riesel,
a New York labor columnist, stepped out
of a restaurant in New York City and
headed for his car. As he did so a thug
emerged from the shadows and threw
sulfuric acid in his face. Riesel gripped
his face in pain and staggered back into
the restaurant to seek help. One month
later, after making every possible effort
to save his eyesight, Mr. Riesel’'s physi-
cians announced that he would remain
blind permanently.

What was the cause of this brutal and
cowardly attack? An hour before the
assault Mr. Riesel had broadcast an at-
tack on racketeering in the International
Union of Operating Engineers. He said
later he was convinced that his denuncia-
tions of extortionists in the union had
provoked the incident.

The tragic case of Victor Riesel raises
serious questions. Should Congress not
immediately make a thorough and deter-
mined investigation of labor racketeer-
ing? What causes such cold-blooded
violence? What can be done to stop oc-
currences such as the Riesel incident?
Must we expect other, even worse, inci-
dents? Is present legislation adequate to
handle the problem of labor racketeer-
ing? How effective are present enforce-
ment procedures? These and many
other questions need to be answered.
Perhaps Mr. Riesel's sacrifice ecan fur-
nish us with a specific reason for looking
into a situation which should have been
investigated before now.

A thorough congressional investiga-
tion of the type needed would require a
substantial appropriation and staff. In
order to do more than merely scratch
the surface of labor racketeering, ex-
tensive investigatory work should be re-
quired. An investigating committee
might find itself battling a large segment
of the criminal underworld. For these
reasons any committee which under-
takes the job should first prepare itself
thoroughly.

It is now late in the congressional ses-
sion. This is also an election year. Un-
der these circumstances the chances ap-
pear slim that we could now get the
thorough kind of investigation which the
Riesel incident deserves.

On the other hand it seems a mistake
to wait until next January before press-
ing the question. Now is the time for
Congress to act. Even though an exten-
sive investigation this session may not
be practical, we could start a prelimi-
nary investigation.

I am suggesting to the chairman of
the House Education and Labor Com-
mittee that he authorize such a prelim-
inary investigation. He could appoint a
special subcommittee to survey the possi=
bilities of a full congressional investiga-
tion into labor racketeering. It should
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be possible to get such an initial inquiry
underway with a minimum of redtape.

Victor Riesel is a brave man. Despite
this personal disaster, he plans to con-
tinue his column and his exposure of
labor racketeering. Nothing can be
done to restore Mr. Riesel’s eyesight.
But we can do something about exposing
and punishing racketeers who com-
mitted this crime. Congress and the
execufive can cooperate in pressing a
relentless attack upon those elements
which undermine the substantial and
constructive work achieved over the
yvears by the responsible sections of or-
ganized labor.

I hope that those of my colleagues who
agree with me on this matter will join
in urging that such a congressional in-
vestigation be undertaken.

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion I would
like to include two items from recent
newspapers which are connected with the
Riesel case:

[From the Newark Star-Ledger]
RIESEL Is LABOR'S CONSCIENCE
(By Irene Corbally Kuhn)

The complete and permanent blindness in-
flicted by an unknown acid-throwing hood-
lum on labor columnist Victor Riesel sad-
dens everyone who respects and cherishes a
courageous, vallant fighter. Victor Riesel is
my long-time friend and colleague; and the
only solace members of his profession can
offer him is their obligation to tell his story
80 no one can forget.

Victor Riesel, for perhaps 20 of his 41 years,
devoted his talents, energies, and principles
to two ideals: The improvement of the lot of
the workingman in and through responsible
labor unions, and the ultimate destruction,
through exposure in free, courageous Ameri-
can newspapers, of gangsterism in labor
unions. He never forgot that his own father
died as a result of a beating at the hands of
labor goons, and this personal tragedy de-
cided Vic's own course and shaped his pro-
fessional life many years ago.

That the tragedy in the Riesel family
should be compounded in the second gen-
eration so much later is proof enough, if
any more is needed, that the labor movement
in America has & terrible responsibility to
root out the evils which still beset it. Hence-
forth, Victor Riesel is labor's conscience; and
his blindness is the symbol of a sacrifice that
will have been in vain unless the men who
share the interests and principles he fought
for carry on the fight for him.

[From the New York Daily Mirror of May
12, 1956]
PoUR ON THE HEAT

We are indebted to Representative PETER
FRELINGHUYSEN, Jr., Republican of New Jer-
sey, for a suggestion which should be put
into effect with the full force of the Congress.

The blinding, acid attack on Victor Riesel,
crusading Mirror labor columnist, raises the
question whether existing legislation is ade-
quate to combat labor racketeering, says
FRELINGHUYSEN,

He proposes the appointment of a sub-
committee of the House Education and
Labor Committee to go into the whole field
of labor racketeering and the criminal de-
basement of some sections of the wunion
movement.

“Mr. Riesel has lost his sight,” says the
New Jersey Congressman. °“It is almost cer-
tain that the assault upon him resulted
from his courageous attack on labor rack-
eteers and extortionists. The least we can
do on Mr. Riesel’s behalf is assure him that
the fight agasinst these criminal elements
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will be pursued with renewed vigor and
determination.”

True, there have been investigations of
labor racketeering by congressional groups
in the past, but they definitely were mnot
pursued with vigor and determination.

They were half-hearted, inadequately
financed, and they never got off the ground.

There is clear indication that a perverted
fear of antagonizing labor hamstrung some
of these efforts.

What asinine nonsense.

As if honest elements Inside labor, as if
honest unions had anything to fear from
an investigation of the criminal termites
which have bored into some union structures
and allied themselves with some wunion
bosses and some businessmen.

These are traitors to and exploiters of
everything for which the name of labor
should stand.

Certainly such an 1investigation would
have the support of George Meany, head of
the merged labor movement, whose hatred
for crooks is equal to his hatred for Com-
munists.

Certainly a fearless, all-out and bipartisan
investigation would win the heartfelt thanks
of the American people—and particularly of
labor, meaning the men and women workers
who so often are the powerless victims of
venal intrigue.

Here is an opportunity for a committee of
Congress (and every Member of the group)
to make a name for itself and put its mark
on the very history of the country,

Pour on the heat.

LET US DO HONOR TO DORCHESTER
DAY

Mr. KEOGH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. Ropino] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
REeconrp.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, once
again I rise to urge favorable action for
an idea that goes deep to the souls of
men and is pertinent, both nationally
and globally, to the conflict that divides
people at home and nations abroad.
This idea is given its official wording
in my bill, House Joint Resolution 77.
What this resolution proposes is that the
third day of February in each year be
designated as “Dorchester Day.” This
would commemorate the singularly
heroic episode of the four Army chap-
lains of different religious faiths who
perished in the sea when the Army
transport Dorchester was sunk by enemy
action off the coast of Greenland. Two
Protestants, a Jew, and a Catholic went
valiantly to their deaths together under
circumstances of the highest human
drama, leaving behind them an object
lesson in self-sacrifice and tolerance to
all mankind.

All of us are by now familiar with this
magnificent story so indelibly a part
henceforth of the folklore of America,
But it seems to me God has given us to
hand a biblical lesson in a 20th century
form that deserves more significant em-
phasis than we as a people have given it.
I believe it deserves a form of official
recognition that will forever annually
remind us of the unity and the brother-
hood of man and his identity with God.
To be given an instrument like this, so
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potent in its capacity to win men’s minds,
and not to exploit it spiritually to the
full, is an act of omission and neglect I
find particularly appalling at a moment
when communism is molesting religious
faith and when different races here on
our own soil are seeking mutual grounds
for cooperation and happiness. I am
sure that the feelings expressed in my
district—the 10th of New Jersey—are
duplicated almost everywhere in the
country. A few evidences of that feeling
I submit herewith in the form of reso-
lutions favoring my idea adopted by such
organizations as the Essex County
Chapter of the Catholic War Veterans,
the St. Patrick’s Day Parade Commit-
tee, of Newark, N. J.; and the Raymond
V. Ryan Division, No. 3, of the Ancient
Order of Hibernians, and their Ladies’
Auxiliary Division, No. 14. I include
also a copy of House Joint Resolution 77
itself, and hope that an event in Ameri-
can history, so pregnant with the noblest
conduect of man, and so powerful in its
appeal and its meaning for lifting up the
hearts and the souls of men, will at long
last win itself a place on the America.n
calendar of holidays.

Whereas the Honorable PETer 'W. Robpivo,
Jr., has introduced the following resolution
before the House of Representatives:

“Joint resolution designating the 3d day of
February in each year as Dorchester Day -

“Whereas the Army transport Dorchester
was sunk by enemy action off the coast of
Greenland on. February 3, 1843; and

“Whereas four Army chaplains of different
religious falths—George Fox, of Gilman, Vt.,
Methodist; Alexander Goode, of York, Pa.,
Jewish; Clark Poling, of Schenectady, N. Y.,
Reformed Church in America; and John P.
Washington, of Newark, N. J., Roman Cath-
olic—lost their lives in the sinking of such
vessel while heroically serving their com-
rades and their country; and

“Whereas each of these men was awarded
posthumously the Distinguished Service
Cross for services rendered to his country
above and beyond his prescribed duty; and

“Whereas the conduct of these heroic men
will forever be an inspiring example of cou-
rageous and unselfish devotion to God and to
eountry: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, ete., That the 3d day of February
in each year is hereby designated as ‘Dor-
chester Day" in commemoration of the heroic
conduct of George Fox, Alexander Goode,
Clark Poling, and John P. Washington, the
Army chaplains who lost their lives in the
sinking of the Army transport Dorchester on
February 3, 1943. The President of the United
States is hereby authorized and requested to
issue annually a proclamation calling upon
officials of the Government to display the fiag
of the United States on all governmental
buildings on such day and inviting the people
of the United States to observe the day in
schools, churches, and other suitable places
in an appropriate manner.”

And whereas the Essex County Chapter of
the Catholic War Veterans is completely in
favor of this resolution: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the Essex County Chapter
of the Catholic War Veterans go on record
favoring said resolution and actively sup-
port and ald its passage.

Adopted February 20, 1956.

TroMAS F. CLOHOSEY,
Essex County Judge Advocate.

RESOLUTION
‘Whereas the 8t. Patrick’'s Day Parade Com-
mittee, Inc., comprised of representatives of
53 Irish organizations, have learned with
pleasure of the introduction of House Joint
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Resolution 77 by our Representative, PETER
W. Robpino, for the designation of Febru-
ary 3d of each year as “Dorchester Day” in
commemoration of the chaplains who lost
their lives in the sinking of the Dorchester:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That we commend the Honor-
able PETER W. Ropivo for his very thought-
ful act and we further implore him to secure
the passage of sald resolution.

Duly passed by the St. Patrick’s Day Pa-
rade Committee on March 10, 1956,

HeELEN C. CURRAN,
Secretary.

RESOLUTION

Whereas the Ancient Order of Hibernians,
Raymond V. Ryan Division, No. 3, have
learned with pleasure of the introduction of
House Joint Resolution 77 by our Repre-
gentative, PETer W. RopiNo, for the desig-
nation of February 3 of each year as “Dor-
chester Day"” in commemoration of the chap-
lains who lost their lives in the sinking of
the Dorchester: Now therefore be it

Resolved, That we commend the Honorable
PeETER W. Ropino for his very thoughtful act
and we further implore him to secure the
passage of sald resolution.

Duly passed by the Anclent Order of Hiber-
nians, Raymond V. Ryan Division, No. 3, on
March 10, 1956.

RoBerT Fastow,
President.
PeTER C. KEELEN,
Secretary.
Lapies AUXILIARY, Division No. 14,
ANCIENT ORDER OF HIBERNIANS,
Newark, N. J., March 23, 1956.
Congressman PeTer W. RobpiNo,
House of Representatives, '
Washington, D. C.

DEeAR CONGRESSMAN RoDINOG: We the Ladies
Auxiliary, Division No. 14, Ancient Order of
Hibernlans, have learned with pleasure of
the introduction of House Joint Resolution
77, by you our Representative for the desig-
nation of the 2d day of February each year
as “Dorchester Day,"” in commemoration of
the chaplains who lost their lives in the
sinking of the Dorchester.

Therefore it is with great pleasure that
we commend you for your most thoughtful
act and we further implore you to secure
the passage of said resolution.

Duly passed by the Ladies Auxiliary, Divi-
sion No. 14, Ancient Order of Hibernians, on
March 23, 1956.

(Mrs.) Marie D. FasTow,
President,

House Joint Resolution 77

Joint resolutior designating the 3d day of
February in each year as “Dorchester
Day"

Whereas the Army transport Dorchester
was sunk by enemy actlion off the coast of
Greenland on February 3, 1943; and

Whereas four Army chaplains of different
religious faiths—George Fox, of Gilman, Vt.,
Methodist; Alexander Goode, of York, Pa.,
Jewish; Clark Poling, of Schenectady, N. Y.,
Reformed Church in America; and John P.
Washington, of Newark, N. J.,, Roman
Catholic—lost their lives in the sinking of
such vessel while heroically serving their
comrades and their country; and

Whereas each of these men was awarded
posthumously the Distinguished Service
Cross for services rendered to his country
above and beyond his prescribed duty; and

Whereas the conduct of these heroic men
will forever be an inspiring example of
courageous and unselfish devotion to God
and to country: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, ete., That the 3d day of February
in each year is hereby designated as “Dor-
chester Day" in commemoration of the heroic
conduct of George Fox, Alexander Goode,
Clark Poling, and John P. Washington, the
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Army chaplains who lost their lives In the
sinking of the Army transport Dorchester on
February 3, 1943, The President of the
United States is hereby authorized and re-
quested to issue annually a proclamation
calling upon officials of the Government to
display the flag of the United States on all
governmental buildings on such day and in-
viting the people of the United States to ob-
serve the day in schools, churches, and other
suitable places in an appropriate manner,

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA TRANSIT
BILL

The SPEAKER. Under previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. HeseLToN] is rec-
ognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and ex-
tend my remarks and to include the text
of certain amendments he asked the
Legislative Counsel to draft, as well as
certain other material bearing on the
consideration of the District of Colum-
bia transit bill.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Speaker, at
approximately 3:15 this afternoon, a
reporter called me to inquire if I had seen
a copy of a letter, dated today, signed
by Mr. Daniel W. Bell, with reference
to the Capital Transit situation, or a
news release, also of this date, quoting
from a letter written by Mr. Louis E.
Wolfson, with reference to the same situ-
ation. I told him I had not seen either.
He then brought them to my office.

Since the Capital Transit legislation
is scheduled for action on the House
floor tomorrow afternoon, I am includ-
ing both at this point in the REecorb,
together with such comments as I feel
able to make at this time, as follows:

AMERICAN SBECURITY & TrUsT Co.,
Washington, D. C., May 15, 1956,
The Honorable OREN HARRIS,
United States House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

DearR MR. HarrIS: I am writing you with
the greatest reluctance concerning the local
transit situation, for I have no wish to in-
Ject myself into the controversy. In fact, I
deliberately refrained from becoming in-
volved in this matter until it became ob-
vious that Washington was slowly but sure-
1y drifting toward an unpopular and costly
public transit authority for want of any con-
structive alternative. Frankly, I was con-
cerned lest a suggestion from me would be
misinterpreted as “Wolfson" inspired, for
both the Capital Transit Co. and Mr. Wolf-
son are valuable customers of the bank of
which I am president, and an officer of our
bank is on Capital Transit's board, as I used
to be.

Still, something positive was, and still is,
required. Moreover, as a small stockholder
myself in Capital Transit, I had the distinct
feeling that the non-Wolfson stockholder
was the forgotten man in this whole situa-
tion. As I reviewed the series of proposals
made by various groups, it became more and
more obvious that none of them was a prac-
tical solution to Washington's transit prob-
lems. Finally, in early March of this year,
with the encouragement of the then District
Commissioner Samuel Spencer, I took the
initiative in quietly trying to develop a con-
structive new plan, We now have made suf-
ficient real progress that I feel justified in
reporting to you.
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I am therefore in a position to state that
serious discussions with responsible parties
are well underway whereby the Wolfson in-
terests in Capital Transit would be elimi-
nated and the company would be reorganized
under local ownership and control. My
statement is based upon personal discussions
with the management of Capital Transit,
with representatives of Wolfson, and with a
leading investment banking firm. The es-
sentials of the program are:

1. The company's franchise would be re-
stored and it would be accorded the same
privileges and benefits which have been
offered to various other groups of potential
investors.

2, In order to completely eliminate Wolf-
son ownership and control, Capital Transit
would purchage the Wolfson stock at a fair
price per share. Such stock would be retired.
Concurrently, the company would offer to
purchase (for resale) and at the same price,
the stock of any other stockholder.

3. In order to finance the reorganization,
the company would borrow the necessary
funds ($5 million to $6 million) against the
issuance of medium term first mortgage
bonds.

4. Both the borrowing operation and the
offer to stockholders would need to be un-
derwritten by responsible investment bank-
ing firms so that the company could enter
into firm commitments with all interested
parties.

Representatives of Capital Transit and Mr.
Wolfson have indicated to me that they
would be prepared, in principle, to accept
this type of arrangement. Moreover, the in=-
vestment banking firm engaged in these dis-
cussions has confirmed to me that it is pre-
pared to take the leadership in attempting
to provide the necessary financing for such
action, provided normal investment banking
standards are adhered to.

I believe that a reorganization along the
aforementioned lines and consistent with
the conditions imposed by each of the
parties is possible, and could be eflected be-
fore August 14, 1956, given the enactment
of legislation along the lines of H. R. 8901,

I emphasize that while I am attempting
fairly to report my own judgment of the
position of each of these parties, I cannot
commit any of them—although they know
that I am making this report to you. I
further emphasize that the Iinvestment
banking firm in particular has made it clear
that its willingness to proceed is on the
assumption that the program will receive the
cooperation of the District authorities, the
various regulatory bodies involved, the
public, and Capital Transit employees.
While these factors have not, as yet, been
fully explored I am confident such coopera-
tion will be forthcoming with understand-
ing.

I believe this summarizes the present
situation and illustrates the critical im-
portance of the pending House action on
H. R. 8001, With reasonable prospects for
some such legislation I shall redouble my
eiforts to produce agreement on solving
Washington's transit problem on a basis
which would keep our transit system in
private hands and avoid the establishment
of an additional Government agency.

You are authorized to make such use of
this letter as you deem proper. I should
like to make it clear that I speak only for
myself as a Washington resident and tax-
payer.

Sincerely,
Danier W. Bern.

Representative Oren Harris, Democrat, of
Arkansas, chairman of the Transportation
Subcommittee of the House Interstate and
Foreign Commerce Committee, today an-
nounced Louls E. Wolfson has made a new
offer to sell out his interest in the Capital
Transit Co. at a “fair and reasonable price"
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if “the same offer is made to all stockhold-
o

Mr. Harris sald the offer was made in a
letter to him written by Mr. Wolfson Friday,
the day after he had returned from a b-week
trip to Europe, received by the committee
today.

In it Mr. Wolfson also concurred in the
decision of the board of directors of Capital
Transit Co. to recommend to the 2,500 stock=-
holders of Capital Transit Co. that they con-
tinue In business if the House passes the
franchise restoration bil' worked out by the
subcommittee.

The bill is scheduled for consideration on
the House floor tomorrow.

Mr. Wolfson, controlling stockholder of
Capital Transit Co. and chairman of its
board of directors, said there had been hints
during his European trip “that negotiations
were proceeding for the sale of my Interest
in the Capital Transit Co.”

He declared that “over the past year I have
been offered substantlally above the market
price for my stock only. That I turned
down. But there has been no firm, busi-
nesslike offer made by anyone up to now
for my stock and the stock of my fellow
stockholders. Proposals that I, alone, be
bought out and thus remove the ‘menace’
would put me in the position of receiving
a preferred offer at the expense of other
investors in the company. This I will not
consider.”

Describing the terms under which he would
sell, Mr. Wolfson wrote, “I have stated, and
I restate to you, that my stock is not for
sale unless the same offer is made to all
stockholders. I have stated I would be glad
to recommend to the board of directors any
legitimate, firm offer with substance and
credibility that provided for a fair and rea-
sonable price for the stockholders’' equity.

“I am willing to sit down, or have my
representative sit down, with any respected,
responsible group, or individual, and nego-
tiate price. Up to now this has not been
done.”

Mr. Wolfson repeated an earlier offer, de-
claring:

“If there are four other public-spirited
citizens in Washington or elsewhere who are
desirous of putting up money instead of
criticizing, I stand on a former offer that
I will take all my stock and place it in
escrow with the understanding I will not
receive any dividends for 5 years if they,
after purchasing all other interests, will
also do so.”

“In addition I will resign as chairman of
the board and as a director.”

Mr. Speaker, while I have studied these
documents with as much care as possible
in the very limited time available, I do
not have sufficient information as to
them so that I will be justified in stat-
ing any conclusions. Rather I shall
state several questions which they raise
in my mind and which I think may oc-
cur to many of my colleagues. I do want
to preface these questions by saying that
I assume Mr. Bell wrote his letter in good
faith but that I have no comment now as
to why Mr. Wolfson wrote his letter.

These are my questions:

First. Are these letters more than a
coincidence?

Second. Since Mr. Bell states that his
statement “is based upon personal dis-
cussions with the management of Capital
Transit, with representatives of Wolf-
son and with a leading investment bank-
ing firm,” is the House to be informed
of when these discussions occurred, who
was present, and as to what leading in-
vestment banking firm has participated?
Is the House also to be informed as to
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the amount of stock ownership, if any,
of the participants and of any persons
represented and as to when any such
stock was acquired?

Third. Since Mr. Bell stated that, “in
early March of this year, with the en-
couragement of the then District Com-
missioner Samuel Spencer,” he under-
took to develop a new plan, is the House
to have the statement of Mr. Spencer as
to this and the benefit of his views?

Fourth. Mr. Bell states that “serious
discussions with responsible parties are
well under way whereby the Wolfson in-
terests in Capital Transit would be elim-
inated and the company would be re-
organized under local ownership and
control.” Is the House to be informed
as to whether the “responsible parties”
were others than those now associated
with or favorable to the Wolfson inter-
ests and, if so, who they are? Is the
House to be informed as to who is being
considered to have “local ownership and
control” and is the House to have any
information by tomorrow afternoon as
to their willingness to undertake this
responsibility and as to their back-
ground and experience?

Fifth. Mr, Bell states that there are
four “essentials of the program” and
he outlines them in his letter. The first
essential is that the “company’s fran-
chise would be restored.” He is frank
in his two later references to H. R. 8901.
Is the House to be informed why its
repeal of the Capital Transit's charter
and franchise of last August must be
reversed?

Sixth, Mr, Bell states that “Capital
Transit would purchase the Wolison
stock at a fair price per share.” Is the
House to be informed as to what such
a fair price is and how that figure has
been reached?

Seventh. Mr. Bell states that “the
company would borrow the necessary
funds—$5 million to $6 million—against
the issuance of medium term first mort-
gage bonds.” Is the House to be in-
formed as to who is ready to make this
loan and upon what exact terms?

Eighth. Mr. Bell states that “both the
borrowing operation and the offer to
stockholders would need to be under-
written by responsible investment bank-
ing firms.” Is the House to be informed
as to how far this prospective underwrit-
ing has progressed and as to any of the
details as to the undertaking?

Ninth. Is the House to be informed as
to what is meant by Mr. Bell's statement
that “representatives of Capital Transit
and Mr. Wolfson have indicated” to him
that they would be prepared to accept
the type of arrangement Mr. Bell pre-
sents in principle?

Tenth. Mr. Bell emphasizes that “the
investment banking firm in particular
has made it clear that its willingness to
proceed is on the assumption that the
program will receive the cooperation of
the District authorities, the various reg-
ulatory bodies involved, the public, and
Capital Transit employees,” 1Is the
House to be informed tomorrow after-
noon how that cooperation is to be se-
cured and evidenced?

These questions lead me to believe that
it is wholly unrealistic and entirely un-
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fair to expect the Members of the House
to arrive tomorrow at any kind of a rea=
sonable conclusion as to the merits of
this program Mr. Bell submits today. I
have no doubt that other questions of
vital importance, as to which it is hu-
manly impossible for any of us to obtain
satisfactory answers by tomorrow after-
noon, will arise in the minds of most
Members of the House.

Last Thursday, in view of the resched-
uling of H. R. 8901 for consideration to-
morrow afternoon, I obtained a special
order in which I stated:

However, I want to add that I have also
asked the advice of the House Parliamen-
tarian as to whether H. R. 10871 could be
incorporated in a motion to recommit, and
he has advised me that this cannot be done.
While I do understand that the simple mo-
tion to recommit to the committee might be
offered, in view of the time element involved
and of all the circumstances, personally, I
do not believe that public interest would be
served by such a recommital.

These two developments of today lead
me to change that opinion.

As of this moment, I believe it will be
absolutely necessary, if the House is to
pass a considered judgment upon this
proposed program, for it to have the ben-
efit of as prompt and full an examina-
tion of it as is possible by its committee,
resulting in a report which the House
can have availablee. The committee
could and, in my opinion, should call Mr.
Bell, Mr. Wolfson, and his associates,
and the other participants in the re-
ported conferences and discussions be-
fore it, and when they can state all the
facts fully and frankly and when they
and these facts can be examined thor=-
oughly. I also believe that “the District
authorities, the various regulatory bod-
ies involved, the public, and Capital
Transit employees,” whose cooperation
Mr. Bell states is a prerequisite, so far
as the unnamed investment banking
firm is concerned, should have the priv-
ilege of expressing their opinions as to
the program put forward at this very
late date. Therefore, it is my present
opinion that a straight motion to recom-
mit, which I understand is the only kind
of such motion that can be made under
the existing parliamentary situation,
should be offered and it is my present in-
tention to offer such a motion if I am
recognized for that purpose. I regret
that this seems to me to be necessary
because I know that time is of the es-
sence in this matter. But I feel confident
that my colleagues will understand why
I have felt compelled to reach this con-
clusion now. I must add that I do not
believe that any of those keenly inter-
ested in a proper solution of the difficult
problem confronting the House will feel
that any possible blame can be attrib-
uted to those who, in good faith, voted
to repeal the Capital Transit Co.’s char-
ter and franchise last August and who
felt compelled to oppose H. R. 8901 and
the substitute reported by the majority
of the committee. I knew nothing what=
ever of these reported discussions or
negotiations. I doubt if any Member of
the House or of the Congress had any
such information. And I am reasonably
certain that not a single Member of the
House who is opposed to H. R. 8901 and
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to the committee substitute knows any-
thing as to the details of the proposed
program at this moment.

1 am confident that my colleagues will
understand that I cannot anticipate
what may develop in the few hours re-
maining before we must take this legis-
lation up for consideration. With all
due respect to Mr. Bell, I still believe that
H. R. 10871 is much better legislation
than the substitute the majority of the
committee has recommended. It may
become necessary, in my opinion, to of-
fer it, if it is in order to do so and I am
recognized for that purpose.

Last Thursday, in my special order,
I stated that several possible amend-
ments to H. R. 10871 had been suggested
to me. I outlined their objectives and
expressed the hope that I would be able
to discuss them, and any others suggested
to me yesterday or today, and to place
the precise language of any such amend-
ments as I would feel justified in offering
or supporting in the RECORD.

I have the language as prepared for
me by the Legislative Counsel's Office but
these developments of this afternoon
have prevented me from giving the study
to their merits I intended. While I shall
attempt 'to complete that study before
tomorrow noon so that I can discuss
them during debate if it seems necessary
to do so, I think I should include the
specific language furnished me and it
is as follows:

TO ELIMINATE RIGHT TO CONDEMN STOCK OF
CAPITAL TRANSIT CO.

Page 13, strike out lines 4 through 12, in-
clusive, and on line 13 strike out *(c)” and
insert “(b)."”

TO REQUIRE THAT IF PROPERTY IS TAKEN BY
EMINENT DOMAIN, THE ENTIRE INTEREST OF
THE OWNER MUST BE TAKEN

Page 17, after line 22, insert the follow-
ing new subsection:

“(e) In the event the Authority acquires
specific items of real property or tangible
personal property by eminent domain pro-
ceedings under the provisions of this sec-
tion, it shall take not less than the entire
interest in such items of property which is
vested in the owner thereof.”

PERSONNEL AMENDMENTS

Page 27, line 22, strike out the period and
insert in lieu thereof a comma and the fol-
lowing: “and shall make and promulgate
rules and regulations governing the condi-
tions of employment of such personnel as
may be employed by the Authority, includ-
ing, but not limited to, the selection, ap-
pointment, reemployment, promotion, de-
motion, suspension, and dismissal of such
personnel, according to merit and fitness and
without regard to political, religious, or
racial conslderations; the fixing of pay and
hours of employment; the establishment of
an employee grievance procedure; and the
establishment of leave, welfare, and pension
privileges, subject to the provisions of any
collective bargaining agreement then in ef-
fect or thereafter adopted.”

Page 28, line 20, insert after “officers™” the
following: “with less than 10 years' service.”

Page 28, line 22, beginning with “sub-"
strike out down through “status and employ=
ment rights,” on line 25.

Page 29, line 3, after the period, insert
the following: “Any person employed by such
transit utility who is not, at the time the
Authority acquires such wutility, offered
transfer and appointment as an employee
of the Authority shall, for a period ending
August 14, 1958, have a right of seniority for

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

purposes of employment and employment
benefits under the Authority in a position,
comparable to the position he last occupied
while employed by such transit utility or in
any other position the duties of which he
is qualified to perform, in accordance with
any collective bargaining agreement then in
effect.”

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to Mr. WaLTeR (at the
request of Mr. McCormack), for today
and the balance of the week, on account
of official business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to Mr.
Bamey, for 20 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks
was granted to:

Mr. CoorEr and to include a press re=
lease.

Mr. MurTer and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. CELLER in three instances.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills of the House of the
following titles, which were thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H. R. 2057. An act for the relief of Edwin
K. Stanton;

H.R.2893. An act to confer jurisdiction
upon the United States Court of Claims to
hear, determine, and render judgment upon
the claim of Graphic Arts Corp. of Ohio, of
Toledo, Ohio;

H. R.5535. An act for the relief of S. H.
Prather, Mrs. Florence Prather Penman, and
S. H. Prather, Jr.;

H.R.7164. An act for the relief of Lt.
Michael Cullen;

H. R. 7228. An act to amend title II of the
act of August 30, 1954, entitled “An act to
authorize and direct the construction of
bridges over the Potomac River, and for
other purposes”; and

H. R. 8130. An act to designate the bridge
to be constructed over the Potomac River in
the vicinity of Jones Point, Va., as the
“Woodrow Wilson Memorial Bridge.”

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. KEEOGH. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 12 o’clock and 15 minutes p. m.) the
House adjourned wuntil tomorrow,
Wednesday, May 16, 1956, at 12 o’clock
noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

1851. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, a
letter from the Secretary of Commerce,
transmitting a report relating to war-
risk insurance and certain marine and
liability insurance for the American pub-
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lic as of March 31, 1956, pursuant to
section 1211 of Public Law 763, 81st Con-
gress, as amended, and was taken from
the Speaker’s table, and referred to the
Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

e —EE————

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary.
House Resolution 481, Resolution to con-
tinue in efilect House Resolution 190 and
House Resolution 386, 83d Congress; without
amendment (Rept. No. 2162). Referred to
the House Calendar.

Mr. MADDEN: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 504. Resolution for considera-
tion of H. R. 9052, a bill to amend the Ex-
port Control Act of 1949 to continue for
an additional period of 3 years the authority
provided thereunder for the regulation of
exports; without amendment (Rept. No.
2164). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. MADDEN: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 505. Resolution for considera-
tion of H. R. 9852, a bill to extend the De-
fense Production Act of 1950, as amended,
and for other purposes; without amendment
(Rept. No. 2165). Referred to the House
Calendar.

Mr. O'NEILL: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 506. Resolution for consideration
of H. R. 10542, a bill to liberalize certain
criteria for determining eligibility of widows
for benefits; without amendment (Rept. No.
2166). Referred to the House Calendar,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE 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. FORRESTER: Committee on the
Judiciary. H. R. 11205. A bill to confer
jurisdiction upon the United States Court
of Claims to hear, determine, and render
judgment upon the claims of Roy Cowan
and others arising by reason of the flooding
of land in the vicinity of Lake Alice, N. Dak.;
without amendment (Rept. No. 2163). Re-
ferred to the Committee 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. CHELF:

H.R. 11232, A bill amending chapter IV of
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act
making it unlawful to use so-called recon-
stituted, synthetic, homogenized, or reproc-
essed tobacco and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr, DAVIS of Georgia:

H.R.11233, A bill to amend section 204
(e) (1) of the Postal Rate Revision and Fed-
eral Employees Salary Act of 1948 to remove
certain limitations with respect to the appli-
cation of special rates of postage for certain
types of books; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. KILGORE:

H.R.11234. A bill to amend the Long-
shoremen’s and Harborworkers' Compensa-
tion Act to insure that employers will be im-
mune from suit for injuries for which com-
pensation has been pald; to the Committee
on Education and Labor.



1956

By Mr. McCARTHY :

H. R. 11235. A bill to amend paragraph 1807
of the Tariff Act of 1930 (relating to the
importation free of duty of certain works of
art); to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WILLIAMS of New York:

H.R.11236. A bill to amend the Agricul=-
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. DAVIS of Georgia:

H. R.11237. A bill for the relief of William
F. Daniel, Jr.; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
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By Mr. PRESTON:
H. R. 11238. A bill for the relief of Raymond
G. Cahill; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

1035. By Mr. BUSH: Petition of George C.
Mpyers and other residents of Willlamsport
and Lycoming County, Pa., urging immediate
enactment of a separate and liberal pension
program for veterans of World War I and
their widows and orphans; to the Committee
on Veterans' Affairs.

1038. Also, petition of Mrs. Margaret
Eempf and other residents of Williamsport
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and Lycoming County, Pa., urging immedi-
ate enactment of a separate and liberal pen-
sion program for veterans of World War I
and their widows and orphans; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

1037. By Mr. CRUMPACKER: Petitlon of
Mrs. Edna W. Hess, of Goshen, Ind., and
other residents of Elkhart County, Ind., urg-
ing the passage of legislation to prohibit the
transportation of alcoholic beverage adver=-
tising In interstate commerce and its broad-
casting over the air; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

1038. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Her=
menegildo V, Santos, New York, N. Y, re-
questing a favorable reconsideration of
Senate bill 2627; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Study of Aluminum Industry Announced

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
oF

HON. EMANUEL CELLER

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 15, 1956

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, as chair-
man of the House Committee on the
Judiciary and also as chairman of its
Antitrust Subcommittee, I announced
today that the Antitrust Subcommittee
staff will undertake an extensive study
of various conditions in the aluminum
industry. Upon completion of the staff
study the subcommittee will hold hear-
ings on this industry.

The House Judiciary Antitrust Sub-
committee has long concerned itself with
the aluminum industry. As part of the
subcommittee’s examination into this in-
dustry, a predecessor subcommittee—
the Subcommittee on the Study of Mo-
nopoly Power—held hearings in January
and February 1951 in the course of which
32 witnesses testified. Based upon this
comprehensive body of facts the subcom-
mittee reached unanimous conclusions
in its report, submitted to the House on
March 13, 1951,

Following this report, the Government
and the industry adopted policies which
resulted in more than doubling the pro-
ductive capacity of the aluminum indus-
try.

In addition to the increase of produc-
tive capacity, the independent fabricat-
ing segment of the indusftry has also
experienced a very substantial growth in
this period.

Against this background the Antitrust
Subcommittee deems it desirable to bring
up to date the factual information con-
cerning this industry, which is most im-
portant not only to the civilian economy
but to the national defense.

It is particularly important for the
subcommittee to determine whether the
substantial expansion program of the
past 5 years has resulted in greater or
lesser concentration and competition at
various levels from production through
fabrication.

In the course of the study and the
hearings, representatives from all seg-
ments of the industry will be given ample
opportunity to submit relevant informa-
tion to the subcommittee and to testify.

Age of Maturity
EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. HUBERT H. HUMPHREY

OF MINNESOTA
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Tuesday, May 15, 1956

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, re-
cently there appeared in a British pub-
lication entitled “The Listener,” the
British Broadcasting Corporation maga-
zine, an excellent article by Congress-
man EuGeNE McCartHY of the Fourth
District of Minnesota.

Mr. MecCarTtHY is an outstanding
scholar in the field of political science
and political philosophy. His mature
understanding of American government,
coupled with his broad experience as a
legislator and teacher of political sci-
ence, qualifies him to interpret the
American political scene. In his article
entitled “Nation’s Age of Innocence Be-
coming One of Maturity,” Congressman
EvceNE McCartHY has related the his-
torical growth of American participa-
tion in international relations. It is an
article that should be read by every stu-
dent of government and, in particular,
every officer of Government. I com-
mend it to the attention of my col-
leagues.

I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD.

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

NaTION’s AGE OoF INNOCENCE BEcOMING ONE
OF MATURITY

(By Representative EuceNE J. McCARTHY)

Politics in the United States reflects the
American belief in the basle innocence of
Americans, a belief which has agitated the
American mind since the time of colonial
settlements. American colonists even be-
fore the Revolution considered themselves a
people set apart and above; they were with-

out the sense of inferiority which usually
marks colonial societies. It was common
for religious and civil leaders in the colonial
settlements to speak as did William Stough-
ton in the 17th century, asserting that “God
has sifted a whole nation that he might
send cholce grain over into this wilderness.”

This belief that Americans, as inhabitants
of a new land, and as people living under a
new government, were themselves also new
and innocent, set apart from the stream of
tradition, has continued. It holds that
Americans live in a condition of natural
goodness, a state of existence or of mind
labeled “Adamism" by R. W. B. Lewis, and one
which leads us to accept, as Donald Creigh-
ton, a Canadian, has written recently, that
we are the inhabitants of God's chosen con-
tinent, that in North America, Canadians and
citizens of the United States are all just
“folks,” all members of one great big happy
family.

The concept of innocence is baslcally an-
tagonistic to government and government
action. One of the earliest American polit-
ical philosophers, Thomas P. Paine, expressed
it in these words: “Government, like dress,
iz the badge of lost innocence. The palaces
of kings were built upon the ruins of the
bowers of paradise, Were the impulses of
conscience clearly and irresistibly obeyed,
man would need no other lawgiver.”

A point of view nearly identical with that
of Paine was expressed recently by Clarence
Manion, former dean of the Law School of
Notre Dame University. In his book, The
Key to Peace, Manion states that govern=
ment is a necessary evil, and that in a com-
munity of saints the moral law would be
the only law needed to provide such a com=
munity with perfect peace, complete order,
and universal justice.

According to the theory of both Paine and
Manion the state arises from the evil or
bad will of men, and moreover this evil
and bad will remains the lasting justifica=
tion for government. A philosophy of gov-
ernment built upon this concept permits
the state only regulatory functions.

This American attitude of innocence is
reflected not only in the attitude toward
government and government officeholders,
but even more sharply in reference to polit-
ical activities. Political party participation
is considered degrading by many citizens.
The person who claims to be nonpartisan,
or an independent voter, generally makes
his claim without apology, and as one who
has chosen the better part.

It is popular to attribute to citizens power
of discernment, simplicity, and soundness
of judgment. It is not popular to call upon
the voters for self-examination or self-criti-
clsm, or to ask them to guestion their own
previous judgment.
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It is common to label political campaigns
at every level of government crusades. The
presidential campaign of 1952 demonstrates
most clearly the use of the technique of the
crusade.

When Candidate Stevenson In the 1952
campalgn suggested that the morality of
public officlals reflected the general level of
morality in a democracy and that in a de-
mocracy all citizens had some responsibility
for political decisions, his opponent rejected
the suggestion, and went on to ask whether
the individual United States citizen was re-
sponsible for the fall of China, the scandal-
a-day Government, or for the treadmill
prosperity. The expected answer was a very
positive “no.”

Stevenson and other Democrats asked for
patience and forebearance, especially in
forelgn affairs. The crusaders shouted that
we had had enough of these virtues, and
raised the question as to whether they were
really virtues becoming to Americans.

It cannot be sald with certainty that the
crusading technique and the appeal to right-
eous simplicity was responsible for the vie-
tory of the Republican presidential candi-
date in 1952. There were other issues of
vital concern. The appeal to innocence, how-
ever, ran throughout the GOP campaign.

‘The effects of the approach of innocence
and simplicity have been most clearly evi-
dent, and I think most harmful, in our
approach to international affairs. The cur-
rent American attitude toward foreign coun-
tries and their problems as described by Mr.
Creighton is very much in agreement with
the views of Thomas Jefferson, who in 1823
urged the people of the United States never
to take an active part in the affalrs of Eu-
rope.

The early years of Amrerican history en-
couraged the attitude of Indifference and
separatism. Europe was absorbed in war;
the War of 1812 and other disputes generally
discouraged any move to establish closer ties
with the Old World on our part. At the same
time the western lands were being opened to
settlement.

Earlier immigration weakened the homo-
genelity of existing culture, but it did not
strengthen the bonds between Europe and
America. If anything, it had an opposite ef-
fect. Most of the immigrants came seeking
asylum; most were refugees from famine,
poverty, or from political oppression. If
anything, their coming strengthened the
antipathy toward Europe and fortified the
American sense of superiority.

Involvement in World War I was looked
upon as temporary; to make the world safe
for democracy in one great effort and then
to return to our own affairs was the Amer-
ican hope. After the fallure of Wilson's
idealistic, if not utopian, efforts in the post-
war period, the attitude of innocence and
aloofness asserted itself again. The League of
Nations was mot perfect—therefore we
would not join it. g’

We were certainly not ready for World
War II; or, when the war ended, ready to ac-
cept great international responsibilities. We
did not, however, withdraw from world af-
fairs as we had done after World War I.
The United States participated in the for-
mation of the United Nations, and has joined
in the deliberations and in the programs of
this organization. We have given economic
and military aid to allies and former ene-
mies. We carried the major burden in the
EKorean war, and have obligated ourselves
under the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion and through the mutual security pro-
gram.

But the United States is restless in its new
role in world affairs; political leaders make
a point of saying that we did not seek the
position we now hold, as though it would
have been bad to have done so. Many

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Americans look back to the days when the
Nation could stand aside from the struggles
for power, passing judgment upon the con-
testants and making fine, clear cholces.
There remains a strong temptation to return
to the isolation and pleasant simplicity of
early days when power and responsibility
both were limited.

No such vioclent change is likely. If we
really ever accepted what Denis Brogan calls
the “illusion of American omnipotence,”
we'd be disillusioned. Considerations of self-
preservation and of defense make the po-
sition of the extreme isolationists unten-
able, Self-preservation, however, is not our
only motive. There has been a change of
attitude. The age of innocence and of in-
nocents, both at home and abroad, is chang-
ing to one of greater maturity,

Notice to Members

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

oF

HON. EMANUEL CELLER

OF NEW YOREK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, May 15, 1956

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, the House
Judiciary Committee today voted out
H. R. 1840, a bill to strengthen the Rob-
inson-Patman Act and amend the anti-
trust law prohibiting price diserimina-
tion, which was introduced by the gentle-
man from Colorado, a member of the
Judiciary Committee, Mr. ByroN G.
RoGERs.

This bill is identical to H. R. 11, in-
troduced by the gentleman from Texas,
Mr. WrIiGHT PaTmaN, except that the
Rocers’ bill eliminates the preamble
termed *Declaration of purpose and
policy.”

Application is now being made for a
rule to bring to the floor of the House
the aforesaid bill, H, R. 1840.

The texts of both hills follow:

H. R. 1840
A bill to strengthen the Robinson-Patman

Act and amend the antitrust law prohibit-

ing price diserimination.

Be it enacted, etc., That subsection (b)
of section 2 of the act entitled “An act to
supplement existing laws against unlawful
restraints and monopolies, and for other
purposes”, approved October 15, 1914, as
amended (16 U. S. C. 13 (b)), is hereby
amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 2. (b) Upon proof being made, at
any hearing on a complaint under this sec-
tion, that there has been discrimination in
price or services or facilities furnished, the
burden of rebutting the prima facie case
thus made by showing justification shall
be upon the person charged with a violation
of this section, and unless justification shall
be aflirmatively shown, the Commission is
authorized to Issue an order terminating
the discrimination: Provided, however, That
unless the effect of the discrimination may

be substantially to lessen competition or tend

to create a monopoly in any line of com-
merce it shall be a complete defense for a
seller to show that his lower price or the
furnishing of services or facilities to any
purchaser or purchasers was made in good
faith to meet an equally low price of a com-
petitor, or the services or facilities fur-
nished by a competitor.”

May 15

H. R. 11
Declaration of purpose and policy

A bill to reafirm the national public policy
and the purpose of Congress in the laws
agalnst unlawful restraints and monopo-
lies, commonly designated “antitrust” laws,
which among other things prohibit price
discrimination; to aid in intelligent, fair,
and effective administration and enforce-
ment thereof; and to strengthen the Rob-
inson-Patman Anti-Price Discrimination
Act and the protection which it affords to
independent business, the Congress hereby
reaffirms that the purpose of the antitrust
laws in prohibiting price discriminations is
to secure equality of opportunity of all
persons to compete In trade or business and
to preserve competition where it exists, to
restore it where it is destroyed, and to per-
mit it to spring up in new flelds

Be it enacted, etc., That subsection (b) of
section 2 of the act entitled “An act to sup-
plement existing laws against unlawful re-
straints and monopolies, and for other pur-
poses,” approved October 15, 1914, as
amended (15 U. S. C. 13 (b)), is hereby
amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 2. (b) Upon proof being made, at
any hearing on a complaint under this sec-
tion, that there has been discrimination in
price or services or facilities furnished, the
burden of rebutting the prima facle case
thus made by showing justification shall be
upon the person charged with a violation of
this section, and unless justification shall
be affirmatively shown, the Commission is
authorized to issue an order terminating the
discrimination: Provided, however, That un-
less the effect of the discrimination may be
substantially to lessen competition or tend
to create a monopoly in any line of com-
merce it shall be a complete defense for a
seller to show that his lower price or the
furnishing of services or facilities to any
purchaser or purchasers was made in good
faith to meet an equally low price of a com-
petitor, or the services or facilitles furnished
by a competitor.”

Proposed Changes in Excise Tax
Administrative Structure

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. JERE COOPER

OF TENNESSEE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, May 15, 1956

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, on Mon-
day, May 14, 1956, the Committee on
Ways and Means conducted another ex-
ecutive session with respect to the rec-
ommendations contained in the report of
the Subcommittee on Excise Tax Tech-
nical and Administrative Problems. In
the CoNGRESSIONAL REcorp for May 10,
1556, on pages 8011 and 8012, there ap-
pears a résumé of committee decisions
with respect to this subcommittee report
as of that date.

Today, Mr. Speaker, I would like to in-
clude in the Recorp for the information
of the Members of Congress and the in-
terested public a press release that I have
issued as chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means announcing the deci-
sions of the committee subsequent to the
issuance of that previous release.

The committee is scheduled to meet
again at 10 a. m. in executive session on
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May 16, 1956, to resume consideration of
the subcommittee report.
The press release follows:

CHAIRMAN JERE COOPER OF THE COMMITTEE
oN WAYS AND MEANS ANNOUNCES TENTATIVE
DECISIONS OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE
oN ExcisE Tax TECHNICAL AND ADMINISTRA=
TIVE PROBLEMS
The Honorable Jere CooPEr, Democrat,

Tennessee, chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means, today announces the tent-
ative decisions reached by the committee
with respect to the recommendations con-
tained in the report of the Subcommittee
on Excise Tax Technical and Administra-
tive Problems. On March 10, 19568, Chair-
man CoorPeEr announced the decision of the
committee with respect to section I re-
lating to manufacturers excise taxes and
section II relating to retailers excise taxes.
In announcing today's committee action,
Chairman Coorer indicated that the com-
mittee would resume its consideration of
the subcommittee’s report in executive ses-
slon at 10 a. m., May 16, 1966. The decisions
reached by the committee today are as
follows:

III. TAXES ON ADMISSIONS AND CLUB DUES

1. The admissions tax should apply only
to events which take place in the United
States, but should apply whether or not
the payment is made within the United
States.

2. Admissions to privately operated
swimming pools, skating rinks, and other
places offering participation sports should
be exempt from tax, in the same manner as
in the case of admissions to such places op=-
erated by State or local governmental units.

3. The Internal Revenue Service should
issue new rulings under the cabaret tax to
provide that where a private organization
conduct an affair in a room customarily and
regularly used as a cabaret and negotiates
with the proprietor to provide the dinner
and any other services desired, but not for
the entertainment, the cabaret tax will not
apply if the private organization by inde-
pendent negotiations provides its own en-
tertainment and the entertainers are not
regularly employed by the proprietor either
prior to or after the affalrs in question. In
tentatively approving this recommendation,
the committee adopted a clarifying amend-
ment to make it clear that the limitation
on employment of the entertainers by the
proprietor would not preclude employment
on a subsequent date.

4. The proprietor, owner, or lessee of a
cabaret should be required to collect the
cabaret tax due from concessionaires and
include such amounts when making his
other payments for admissions, refresh-
ments, service, or merchandise.

5. The cabaret tax should be made in-
applicable to what are sometimes called milk
bars. More specifically the cabaret tax
should be made inapplicable where the fol-
lowing conditions are met:

(a) No alcoholic beverages or setups are
served;

(b) Only light refreshments are served;

(c) Space may be provided for dancing
but without any charge for dancing; and

(d) Music may be obtained from phono-
graphs or jukeboxes or from instrumental
music (in the latter case only if supplied
without charge to the milk bar operator.)

6. Under present law life members are
required to pay annually a tax equal to the
amount pald by active resident annual mem-
bers for dues or membership fees. Life mem-
bers instead should, as a general rule, pay
an annual tax equivalent to the tax on an-
nual memberships providing privileges most
nearly like that of the life members (but
note No. T below).
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7. As an alternative to the computation of
tax in the manner provided in No. 6 above,
life members should be permitted to base
their tax on the actual amount pald, if they
are willing to pay the tax at the same time
they pay for the life membership. This
principle, that the tax should be based
upon the actual amount pald, should also
be extended to other types of club member=
ship fees.

8. Dues for the purposes of the present
club dues tax are defined as including “any
assessment, irrespective of the purpose for
which made."” An exception should be made
to this phrase to exclude from tax, assess-
ments for a bullding fund to replace a build-
ing destroyed where it was destroyed by a
hurricane or other event which would qualify
as a casualty in the case of property belong-
ing to an individual. 8uch a fund could
be built up free of the club dues tax, how-
ever, only to the extent that the building
destroyed was not covered by insurance and
only to the extent of the replacement cost
of the destroyed building,

IV. TRANSPORTATION TAXES

1. Ferryboat service should be exempt from
the application of the 3-percent tax on the
transportation of property.

2. This recommendation was passed over
to permit further staff study. The recom-
mendation of the subcommittee would pro-
vide that “any movement through lines of
pipe within the premises,” in addition, to
including any movements interpreted by the
Secretary or his delegate as being within
the premises under existing law, should also
include any movement which constitutes an
integral part of the operation of a refinery,
a bulk plant, a terminal, or a gasoline plant.
Present law imposes a tax equal to 415 per-
cent of the fare charged for the transporta-
tion of oil by pipeline, with an exemption
for any movement through plpelines between
the premises of a refinery, bulk plant, ter-
minal, or a gasoline plant if the movement
is not a continuation of taxable transpor-
tation.

3. “Air taxis” (l. e., airplanes under 12,500
pounds gross takeoff weight) where the air-
craft has a seating capacity of less than 10
adult passengers, including the pilot, and
where the aircraft is not operated on an es-
tablished line should be exempt from the tax
on the transportation of persons in the same
manner as is presently true in the case of
automobile taxis,

V. COMMUNICATIONS TAXES

1. An exemption for installation charges
is provided under present law in the case of
local telephone service and in effect appllies
to long distance telephone service and tele-
graph service. This exemption should be
extended to the other communication taxes.

2. "Local telephone service” should be re-
defined so as to exclude all toll telephone
massages, rather than only those for which
a charge of over 24 cents is made and so as
to exclude private leased wires in a local
exchange area. (See Nos. 3 and 5 below for
the- extent to which these toll telephone
messages and private leased wires should be
taxed.)

3. The term “toll telephone messages"
should be substituted for “long-distance
telephone messages” and all toll messages,
whether or not under 25 cents, included in
this category. Shifting toll messages of un-
der 25 cents to thils category will extend
slightly the exemption presently provided for
the public press in the case of long-distance
telephone messages.

4, Teletypewriter services are presently in-
cluded in the 10-percent tax on leased wires,
teletypewriters, and talking circuits special
services. Teletypewriter exchange service
should be defined as a service whereby tele-
typewriter subscribers are connected to cen-
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tral offices through which communications
may be established with other teletypewriter
subscribers similarly connected. In the case
of this service, terminal facilities would con-
tinue to be included in the tax base as they
are at present.. However, the exemption for
common carriers (such as rallroads), tele-
phone, telegraph companies, and radio sta-
tions, presently provided in the case of the
tax on leased wires, teletypewrlters, and talk-
ing circuit special services should be made
inapplicable in the case of the new teletype-
writer exchange service tax except where the
service is purchased to render communica-
tion services.

5. In lieu of the present tax on leased
wires, teletypewriter and talking cireuit spe-
clal services, a new tax should be imposed
on wire mileage. The base of.this tax would
be the same as the present tax on leased
wires, teletypewriters, on talking circuit spe-
cial services, except for the separate treat-
ment for teletypewriter exchange services,
and except “or the following revisions:

(a) Leased wire services within a local ex-
change area and involving oral transmission
(presently taxed as local telephone service)
would be added to the base of this tax.

(b) The base of this tax would be limited
to charges for leased wires, etc., which may
be obtained only from communications com-
mon carriers or in effect will exclude what
might be called interlor communications
systems.

(c) The base of the recommended tax
would exclude terminal facilities. It is the
exclusion of these terminal facilities that
accounts for the selection of the new name
“wire mileage tax.”

6. The base of the present 8-percent tax
on wire and equipment service should be
revised to exclude interlor communication
services, that is, those not making use of the
franchises of communiecation common car-
riers for carrying wires along or over public
rights-of-way. This would remove from tax
fire-alarm and burglar-alarm systems, which
are wired to give an alarm only on the sub-
scriber’s premises, as well as other types of
purely interior communications systems.

7. The method of computing the commu-
nications excise taxes now appears to require
a single tax computation for all items in-
cluded in a single bill. A collecting agency
should be permitted to base the tax com-
putation on totals by groups of items or on
specific items normally associated together
for billing purposes,

VI. DOCUMENTARY STAMP TAXES

1. The so-called entity rule should be
adopted for transfers of partnership interests
in the case of the documentary stamp taxes.
This would mean that the stock and bond
transfer taxes and real-estate conveyance
taxes would not be imposed with respect to—

(a) An adjustment of the interests of the
partners;

(b) The sale or other disposition by a
partner of his interest;

(e) The death or retirement of a partner;

(d) The admission of a new partner; or

(e) The liquidation of a partner's interest.

However, if in any of the above cases,
stocks, bonds, or real estate are distributed
by the partnership to a partner in either a
current or liquidating distribution, or sold
to a partner, a transfer tax would be im-
posed. Similarly, a transfer or conveyance
tax would be imposed where a partnership is
considered as being terminated under sec-
tion 708 (b) of the 1954 code, and where the
partnership sells or otherwise transfers prop-
erty subject to the transfer or conveyance
tax.

2. The purchase of stamps by clearing-
houses of national security exchanges should
no longer be required; instead such clearing-
houses should be required to make dally pay-
ment by check to an authorized Government
depository of the total amount of taxes
shown on the broker-members’ reports.
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3. The present law provides no exemptions
may be granted from the documentary stamp
taxes in certain cases unless the delivery or
transfer of the document qualifying for ex-
emption is accompanied by a certificate set-
ting forth such facts as regulations may
prescribe, This statutory requirement for
exemption certificates under the documen=
tary stamp taxes should be liberalized by
giving the Treasury the right to walve the
requirement for certificates where they ap=
pear unnecessary.

4, The transfer tax should not apply to the
return of stock or certificates of indebted-
ness deposited as collateral security.

5. Transfers made by an executor or ad-
ministrator of certificates of indebtedness
to a legatee, heir, or distributee should be
exempt from the tax if the value of the cer-
tificates is not greater than the amount of
the tax involved. This would extend the
present rule for stocks to certificates of in-
debtedness.

6. The stock transfer and issuance taxes
should be revised as follows:

(a) In the case of the stock issuance tax,
the tax rate should be 10 cents on each $100
or major fraction thereof of the actual value
of the total stock involved in a transaction.
The minimum tax in any transaction should
be 10 cents.

(b) In the case of the stock transfer tax
where there is a sale or exchanges for value
the tax rate should be 5 cents on each $100
or major fraction thereof of the actual value
of the total stock involved in a transaction.
The minimum tax with respect to such
transactions would be 5 cents.

(c) The committee will resume considera-
tion of this recommendation when it next
meets at 10 a. m, on Wednesday, May 16,
1956.

President Appoints New Commission on
Small Business—Again a Commission

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
OF

HON. EMANUEL CELLER

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 15, 1956

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, on Thurs-
day last, President Eisenhower appointed
a Commission in Aid of Small Business,
Why the solicitude for small business
now? Can it be that election is only a
few months hence?

This Big-Business Government has
given small business the absent treat-
ment for 32 years of its existence.
Small business failures are up 15 percent
over last year’'s. Up to May of this year,
almost 5,500 small firms went out of
existence. The Commissicn is too late
for them.

This new commission will go the way of
all commissions. There are scores of
them floating around in space in Wash-
ington. We have them on floods, taxes,
natural resources, parks, science, labor,
schools, health, and what have you.

They are usually set up with fanfare
but like fireworks in the night they peter
out in the darkness.

Who is the administration fooling?

Someone wisely stated:

A commission 1s a group of uninformed,
appointed by the unwilling, to do the un-
necessary.
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When Is a Shortage Not a Shortage?
EXTENSION OF REMARKS
oF

HON. ABRAHAM J. MULTER

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 15, 1956

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, the fol-
lowing is an address I made before the
National Federation of Independent
Secrap Yard Dealers, Inc., at the Hotel
Roosevelt, New York City, on May 12,
19586:

Mr. Chairman, distinguished guests, ladies,
and gentlemen, although I am very happy
to have the opportunity to speak to you to-
night, I am not quite so certain that all of
you will be very happy with some of the
things I have to say, but if all of you like
some of the things I say and some of you
like all of them, I will be content. If nothing
else, I will get you to thinking about the im-
portant controversial matters that should
concern citizens and taxpayers all of the
time, but to which too frequently they pay
too little attention except in election year.

It has been my happy privilege to serve
for many years on two very important com-
mittees of the House of Representatives.
One of them is the House Small Business
Committee which, as you probably know, is
a special committee authorized merely to
investigate, study, and report to the Con-
gress on problems affecting small business.
The other committee is the Banking and
Currency Committee which, despite its name,
deals with many important matters other
than banking and currency. Some of your
members know from experience that we have
jurisdiction over all control legislation, and
more particularly the Export Control Act,
which can and does touch your business
rather closely, That is a standing commit-
tee which has jurlsdiction not only to inves-
tigate and study, but also to report bills
to the House for enactment into law.

The House Small Business Committee is
one of the few committees of Congress which
has been truly nonpartisan. I cannot recall
a single recommendation from that com-
mittee which did not have bipartisan sup-
port. The welfare and progress of small
business is of the foremost concern to the
Nation's econemy. Small business has a
recognized place in the economic fabric of
the United States and is the backbone of
the American free enterprise system. How-
ever, small business cannot continue to ex-
ist nor can it compete with big business in
this great age of economic advancement un-
less small business is glven a fair chance
and at least an equal opportunity to com-
pete with big business.

The criticlems which have come from the
House Select Committee on Small Business
were always made constructively, never de-
structively, and always made without re-
gard to the political afiliations of the ap-
pointee against whom directed. Therefore
you should bear in mind that if I say some-
thing critical it is deliberately intended to
be critical but is just as deliberately in-
tended not to be political.

I sincerely believe that my Republican
colleagues on the Small Business Committee
will endorse what I say. My Republican col-
leagues on the Banking and Currency Com-
mittee may differ with my conclusions or
opinions, but none of them can challenge
any of the facts that I will present to you.

As the year rolls on you will hear mare
and more that small business is the backbone
of the free enterprise system in our economy
and that big business, aided by big business
in Government, is more and more throttling
small business.
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While none of you are “small” in the col-
loquial sense, all of you are small business in
accordance with our legal definition. Each
of you represents a business which is inde-
pendently-owned and not dominant in your
industry. The Defense Department had an
arbitrary legal definition that any firm with
500 employees or more was not small busi-
nees, and any firm with less than 500 em-
ployees was small. The reason for the
change of the definition is important. The
Congress found that small business must
be protected against the depredations of
big business and of big Government, and
accordingly enacted Iinto law many aids,
safeguards, and even preferences to and for
small business. These laws were enacted
because the facts as developed In many of
our hearings sustalned by volumes of testi-
mony and documentary evidence demanded
them.

Almost a year ago we enacted a law re-
pealing this arbitrary Defense Department
definition and making it mandatory that the
definition as cited in the Small Business Act,
which I have enunciated before, be uni-
formly applied in all Government agencies.

Now I do not care whether that policy
has not been implemented and enforczd by
the Defense Department because the Sscre-
tary of the Department of Defense, Charlie
Wilson, is big business or favors big business
or because his subordinates unbeknown to
him have failed to do so for fear of antago=
nizing the boss. You and I are not .con-
cerned with the motives, good or bad. We
are concerned however that the Congres-
sional committees that urged that policy
upon him before enacting the law were told
that the policy was a good one and should
be the rule. We are more concerned with
the simple incontrovertible fact that a <on-
cededly good doctrine was not voluntarily
effectuated and the Congress was compelled
to and did mandate it. The same agency
(the Department of Defense) continues to
ignore and flout the law. That is typical of
how small business is being mistreated by
the executive branch of the Government,

We get fine speeches from the top echelon
about broadening the base, integrating small
business into Government procurement, both
military and civilian, and about requiring
the big prime contractors to subcontract a
fair portion of their contracts to small
business.

I was amazed, literally astounded, to find
that these high-sounding, well-worded direc-
tives of the top echelon of the Department
of Defense took 6 to 9 months to reach the
personnel in the field and then too fre-
quently they were promptly ignored by the
people charged with enforcing them.

I am amused and at the same time terri-
fied by the Government economists who prate
about our prosperity and stability. Our
national gross income is stable, they tell us.
Of course it is when you add big-business
incomes to farmers’ income to small-business
income. The total of this gross is about
the same for 1955 as for 1954. But they do
not tell us that the gross income of big
business is up over $1,200,000,000 and the
gross income of the rest of our economy is
down by a billion dollars. They tell us that
bankruptcies for the whole country are no
more than in the previous year. Of course.

But big-business failures have practically
disappeared and those of the rest of our
economy have nearly doubled.

They tell us that the number of business
firms has remained stable in the last few
years. That is, there has been no change.

They do not tell you that in the prior 3
years our economy grew to the extent of
50,000 new firms a year.

The distressed condition of the small-busi-
ness community is ample proof of the ineffec-
tiveness of the present administration in
deailng with small-business problems.
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In the first 6 months of 1952 firms with
$250,000 in assets netted profits, after taxes,
of close to §1756 million. Last year for the
same period they netted only $60,000,000.
From 1852 to 1955 these small-business firms
had 40 percent less funds available for rein-
vestment and expansion. Nineteen hundred
and fifty-five saw an increase of $4 billion in
profits after taxes for big business,

A recent survey has shown that 10,000
small companies will need $100 million this
year to fulfill their contracts.

Big business can borrow long-term money
at low rates from the insurance companies;
they can sell bonds to the banks and invest-
ment houses or sell stock to underwriters
and the public. Small business does not have
these opportunities,

If your bankers have not told you yet,
they will. They will say: “The Secretary of
the Treasury and the Federal Reserve Board
are afrald of inflation. They are tightening
up on credit. They are raising reserve re-
quirements so we will have less to lend.
They are making us buy more Government
bonds for the same reasons. They are raising
the discount rates so we must charge you
more interest so you cannot afford to bor-
row."”

‘When new bulldings are being constructed
there is an increased demand for steel,
When there is an increased demand for steel
there is an increased demand for your prod-
uct. Stop the new building and you reverse
the trend. That is precisely what this ad-
ministration has done. Without mortgzage
money there can be no building. Therefore
less steel and less scrap is needed. Last year
it was anticipated that there would be new
bullding starts in 1956 of anywhere from
1,200,000 to 1,300,000. At the beginning of
this year the estimate was reviced down-
wards to 1 million starts. The April sta-
tistics indicate there will be a drop of 60
percent in many high-production areas.
The reason—no mortgage money. The reason
for no mortgage money can be laid directly at
the door of this administration.

Congress set up a Small Business Ad-
ministration, which should be able to help
you, but don't be too optimistic about that.
The Secretary of the Treasury and the Sec-
retary of Commerce, both big-business men,
control the Loan Policy Board of that Ad-
ministration. Believe me, the Congress wants
the Small Business Administration to suc-
ceed in serving you.

If it does not serve you, it is not for want
of a good law. The authority is there, and
the money is there. We cannot compel the
administration to do a good job. Under our
system of government the Congress enacts
the laws, the President and his appointees
execute and administer them.

It 1s safe to say that in the field of indus-
try there are certain jobs which are so tough
that only the small-business man can be
persuaded to take them over, Your business
is a typleal illustration. The scrap dealers
of America perform a vital, but I am afraid
at times, a thankless job for the American
economy. Scrap, whether it 1s steel, eopper,
aluminum, or the other metals, must be
gathered and put back into our productive
economy, if our economy is to survive.

This is especially true today when we are
undergoing a period of great demand and
great expansion for primary metals, which,
in turn, has resulted in an acute shortage of
these metals. We became aware of the im-
portance of scrap during the war; we are now
learning that it is just as important to our
civilian economy, as it was to our wartime
economy.

I regret to say that there appear to be
many in responsible positions in the present
administration who regard the small-busi-
ness men who are engaged in the scrap in-
dustry as country cousins of the large inte-
grated producers. They are to be tolerated
but not actively supported or helped.
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In the main, stockpile policy, export policy,
and Government aids to production appear
all to be weighted in the favor of large inte-
grated producers; but if the American econ=-
omy and our ability to successfully defend
ourselves in times of war requires policies de-
signed to encourage and protect large inte«
grated producers, it also requires the same
policies to encourage and protect the other
equally important segments of the indus-
try—small-business men who reclaim scrap
and the small-business men who are depend-
ent upon such scrap for their sources of
supply.

Unfortunately, the Government not only
fails to take positive steps to ald such small-
business people but also does not even try
to understand their problems. It has not
gathered adequate facts or information upon
which to make any determination about ac-
tion to aid them. An example well known
by all of you is the fact that there has not
yet been completed by any Government
agency an adeguate survey of steel scrap
available in the United States and the statis-
tical position of steel-scrzp dealers in our
economy.

The House Small Business Committee has
received numerous complaints from both the
small-business men in the steel industry who
are the nonintegrated producer and the
small-business men who are the scrap deal-
ers. The interests of these two groups would
appear to be in confiict; but no real answer
can be given because Government agencies
have not bothered to gather the facts.

It is impossible to get any factual basis
for departmental decisions. I am safe in
charging that at least as to scrap metals,
they appear to be operating in a vacuum.

©Of course there is another problem of scrap
dealers which I am afraid does not get too
much sympathetic understanding—espe-
clally from the producers. That is the fact
that you are an intensely competitive indus=-
try, and very sensitive to the laws of supply
and demand. Nobody, of course, complains
when the laws of supply and demand force
your prices down to low and almost ruinous
levels. However, if the same laws force the
price of scrap up, the hue and cry is raised
that prices are too high. If you must bear
the risk of a low price, you are certainly
entitled to the benefits of a high price where
it is the result of competitive adjustment
to the laws of supply and demand.

There is here Involved, however, another
extremely important point which your mem-
bers of this industry know full well, but
which the executive departments of our Gov-
ernment completely ignore. They certainly
give no evidence of paying any attention to
it. I now am talking about our national
security.

If you think I am playing politics with
anything so vital, let me assure you that I
place our Nation's interest first. That party
politics is always placed in a secondary po-
sition by me under such circumstances is
best evidenced by the record I made as an
active member of my committees, when I tore
into Democrats and Democratic appointees
under similar circumstances.

I will content myself now with placing
before you the simple facts as they are docu-~
mented before the Congress and you draw
the conclusions.

Four times in a comparatively short time
scrap was in such short supply as to require
embargoes against its export.

Now, don't misunderstand. I am not now
urging an embargo. The responsibility of
that decision is not mine. But if it were, I
could not make it, because of lack of infor-
mation.

What is worse is that the executive depart-
ments charged with getting the informa-
tion and making the decision do not have
the facts and have not sought to obtain
them.
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Please send for the hearings before the
House and Senate Banking and Currency
Committees of this year and read them.

We have on the statute books of our coun-
try two laws which are about to expire and
which are about to be extended by the Con-
gress. Both deal with scrap metals. Neither
law should be extended unless there is a
shortage or a potential shortage. The fact
gathering for the basis of congressional ac-
tion as well as Presidential executive de-
partmental action is vested in the Depart-
ment of Commerce, headed by blg business-
man Secretary Weeks.

Now let's observe how he performs his
function.

When our Small Business Committee was
flooded with complaints about scrap metals
we went to the Government sources for our
answers. We got a lot of gobbledegook by
way of reply.

Secretary Weeks last December said, and T
quote: “The steel scrap export situation has
been under close surveillance and virtually
continuous review for more than a year and
a halr."

Excellent. Certainly here come the facts.
Listen to the next sentence from the same
letter. Again I quote:

“Within the last 2 weeks, I have Instructed
the Business and Defense Service Adminis-
tration in conjunction with the representa-
tives of large and small members of the iron
and steel industry to make an immediate
and exhaustive review of all the current
aspects of the domestic scrap situation, in-
cluding supply, consumption, and future re-
quirements.”

Fine. After all, let us be falr. I concede
that a year and a half of close surveillance
iz not immediate. But tell me, What was
it if it wasn't an exhaustive review?

Surely, it was not boondoggling.

But didn't the Secretary also say it has
been under virtually continuous review?
Then why another review?

You would go broke, if you operated that
way. But you are only small business and
this is the way big business operates your
Government.

I am going to be charitable. Christmas
was only 2 weeks away when he ordered the
survey. Christmas came and went and so
did Easter, and still no answer.

In the meantime, the first of the laws
I mentioned before is called up before the
House Banking and Currency Committee for
extension. Secretary Weeks sends up his
Assistant Secretary to tell us the law should
be extended for 8 years, that is the law
under which you get your scrap export li-
censes and under which the Secretary can
say how much, if any, scrap may be exported.

He tells us it is a good law, a workable law,
it gives him all the authority he needs, just
extend it for 3 years. You need not be a
legislator to know that a man really must be
a prophet to look ahead that far and say he
needs an emergency measure for that many
years.

Not pretending to have any prophetic
powers, I say to the Department representa-
tive: Please give us the facts for this rec-
ord. If they are classified or secret, say so,
and we will take them in executive session.
Oh, no, they say, they are not in that cate-
gory, you can have them.

Fine. Come on. Give out. We are all
ears,

Oh, wait a minute., Mr, Congressman, we
don’t have the facts.

I quote from Secretary McClellan speaking
for his boss, Secretary Weeks:

“Secretary McCLELLAN. * * * What that
major inventory is nobody knows. It has
never been taken in this country, and to my
knowledge in any other. I think it would
be helpful if we could get it, but that is the
inventory which we do not have.



8208

*Mr, MurTER. Isn't your Department in a
position to get that information?

#Secretary McCLELLAN, No, sir; not yet.

*Mr. MuLTER. Why not?

“Secretary McCLELLAN. We don't have the
information. (Appropriation.)

“Mr. MuLTER, Has your Department asked
for the appropriation to get it?

“Secretary MCCLELLAN, I don't believe so
specifically.

“Mr. MuLTER. Then I don’t think it is fair
for you to tell us you can® get it, because
you don't have the money and your Depart-
ment has not asked for the money for that.
This is an item of information you should
get and you can't get it unless you get money.
1 think you should go before the Appropria-
tions Committee to get the money.

“Secretary MCCLELLAN, That may be forth-
coming.

“Mr. MUuLTER. Have you any idea when?

“Secretary MCCLELLAN. No, sir. I am not
even certain that it will, but I think that it
is one of the elements in this particular
thing which has to be taken into account.
It is the one unknown factor, which up to
this time has only been estimated and never
really evaluated specifically.

“Mr. MULTER. Can you tell us for how long
your Department has felt that that was in-
formation you should have?

“Secretary MCCLELLAN, I know ever since
we have been concerned with the steel-scrap
situation, we have tried to evaluate what
that market is, but without inventory.

“Mr. MULTER., How long is that period of
time?

“Secretary MCCLELLAN. To the best of my
knowledge, it has gone back for at least a
year or year and a half that we have been
worrying about that. We have sought the
cooperation of the people in the industry,
to help us evaluate that inventory.”

But let us not overlook that he neverthe-
less insisted throughout his testimony that
there was no shortage of steel scrap. I
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begged, T pleaded, I hammered.
to his guns.

That was his testimony on February 23,
1956. He had the last word as follows, and I
quote again: “That is an unknown factor,
but one we are convinced in the light of the
record is adequate at this time.” Remember
he was talking about steel scrap.

That is certainly a positive enough state-
ment even though the factual vacuum is still
present.

In April 1956, we move over to the House
Ways and Means Committee. It is consider-
ing the second of the two bills I mentioned.

This bill (H. R. 8636) is to extend for 1
year—note how much more realistic the Ex-
ecutive has become—not 3 years, but 1 year,
the lifting or exempting of payment of cus-
tom duties and import taxes on scrap metals
being brought into this country. The only
reason for that being done is because there
is a shortage.

Accordingly, Secretary Weeks writes to the
Ways and Means Committee. On April 17,
1956, he answers the committee’s inquiry
of January 26, 1856, and says, quote:

“The Department of Commerce favors
enactment of H. R. 8636 because the types of
metal scrap (e. g., iron, steel, aluminum,
magnesium, molybdenum, and nickel) cov-
ered by the bill are in short supply. The
continued suspension of the duties and taxes
should encourage imports and increase the
amounts of these raw materials to domestic
industries. * * *"

He also tells us that the Bureau of the
Budget (that means the President) approves
his report just quoted from.

You may indulge the assumption that it
took 3 months to answer an inquiry about
what has been continuously examined, re-
viewed, and surveyed while the Department
made an inspection. I use that word for
lack of a better one to give the Department
credit for dolng something additional about
the matter.

He stuck
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They are on the ball now. So I walk across
the Capitol to the Senate Banking and Cur-
rency Committee which, on April 19, 1956, is
hearing witnesses on H. R. 9052. Remember
that is the one in which the House Banking
and Currency Committee was told by Secre-
tary Weeks' Commerce Department there is
no shortage of steel scrap.

Finally and at last. Now we will get the
facts. Listen. Secretary Weeks' Commerce
Department speaking, quote:

“As regards the depletion of our national
inventory, we find ourselves in a position of
not having sufficient information either in
Government or in industry to arrive at a
sound judgment.”

Twice during our lifetime, scrap has gone
abroad only to be converted into bullets,
bombs, and armaments with which to kill
and maim our boys.

I know of no group of men and women that
is more patriotic than you, or who would not
sacrifice their business when the safety and
security of our country require it. You have
done that before and you are ready to do it
again, if necessary. But for God's sake, for
the sake of our great country, let us at least
get at the facts.

I am sure you are as terrified and as horri-
fied as I am at this disclosure.

Congress can only make the laws. It can-
not enforce or administer them. At the risk
of being accused of partisanship, I say the
only remedy available to us is to elect to the
presidency of our great country a man who
will make appointments to high Government
positions of only such men who understand
the needs of our country and of all of its
people, big and small alike, and who will de=
vote themselvse to executing our laws in the
spirit in which they were intended to operate,
doing the greatest good for the greatest
numpber,

I apologize for having introduced such a
somber note into what was intended to be a

festive evening. Thank you for listening to
me.

SENATE

WEDNESDAY, MaY 16, 1956

(Legislative day of Monday, May 7,
1956)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

Rev. Joseph Joshua Mundell, assistant
pastor, Sacred Heart Shrine, Washing-
ton, D. C., offered the following prayer:

Almighty and merciful God, the true
fountain of light and only author of all
knowledge, vouchsafe, we beseech Thee,
to enlighten our understandings and to
remove from us all darkness of igno-
rance.

Thou who makest eloquent the
tongues of those that want utterance,
direct our tongues and pour on our lips
the grace of Thy blessing. Give us a
diligent and obedient spirit, quickness of
apprehension, capacity of retaining, and
the powerful assistance of Thy holy
grace, that what we hear or learn we
may apply to Thy honor and the eternal
salvation of our souls. And may the
blessings of Almighty God, the Father,
the Son, and the Holy Spirit, come down
upon us now and forever. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. Joanson of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the reading
of the Journal of the proceedings of

Tuesday, May 15, 1956, was dispensed
with.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting
nominations was communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre-
taries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate a message from the Pres-
ident of the United States submitting
sundry nominations, which was referred
to the Committee on Armed Services.

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

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. JouNson of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the Armed
Services Subcommittee investigating the
Air Force, the Juvenile Delinquency
Subcommittee and Internal Security
Subcommittee of the Committee on the
Judiciary were authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate today.

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE BUSINESS
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that there

may be the usual morning hour for the
presentation of petitions and memorials,
the introduction of bills, and the trans-
action of other routine business, subject
to a 2-minute limitation on statements.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
clerk will call the roll.

g‘he Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Without objection, it is so ordered.

The

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate the following letters,
which were referred as indicated:

REPORT ON LIQUIDATION OF RECONSTRUCTION
FINANCE CORPORATION

A letter from the Secretary of the Treas-

ury, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report

on the liquidation of the Reconstruction

Finance Corporation, for the quarter ended

March 31, 1956 (with an accompanying re-

port); to the Committee on Banking and

Currency.

RerorT oF BoarD oF TRUSTEES OF FEDERAL
OLD-AGE AND SURVIVORS INSURANCE TRUST
Funp
A letter from the Managing Trustee and

members of the Board of Trustees of the

Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance
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