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leaders could hardly object “if we

tionable to the South, if Johnson 
pushes the gas bill.

“We hear a great deal from our 
leadership about the necessity of 
party unity,” Douglas said. “We 
are told that if we northern Dem­
ocrats advance the cause of civil 
rights, it will destroy party unity.”

But Douglas said the gas bill 
would also destroy party unity. 
He said if it is brought up, party

1 if ,.e 
of the north bring forth our own 
concern over various civil rights 
measures.” . ».

Douglas said the bill’s opponents 
are in a stronger position to defeat 
it next year than they were in 

WASHINGTON (in — Sen. Paul 
H. Douglas (D-Ill.) said Thursday 
Senate Democratic leader Lyndon 
B. Johnson may destroy party 
unity if he tries to push through 
the controversial natural gas bill 
next year.
' The bill, which would lift fed­
eral regulation from the price of 
gas~ at thc^ well, is opposed by 

ing states and generally supported ■ 
by those from gas producing areas. 
Johnson recently listed it as a 
must item on his legislative pro­
gram for the new session of con­
gress!.
- Douglas hinted that northern 

(ion year, and that gas distributing 
interests have lined up against the 
measure.

The Illinois Democrat said every 
increase of five cents per 1,000 
cubic feet allowed by the bill in 
the price of gas at the wellhead 
would mean a $200 million annual 
rise in consumers’ gas bills and 
would increase the value of natural 
gas reserves by $10 million.

wD?LE~PreSitnuCy Seeker Senator Estes“kefauveUD), Tennessee goes into 
a huddle in Washington with his new campaign chiefs, F. Joseph Donohue 'comnnHn 
Srnin9er'- Shirpser, Democratic national committeewoman 'from PCaU-
fornia, vice chairman for women s activities in the western states. Donohue is former 

District of Columbia commissioners. (International)
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Senator Douglas—• 
Charges Fulbright Bill 
Threatens Party Unity man

WASHINGTON —UP—Sen. are told;that if we northern Dem- Cour
Paul H. Douglas. (D-Hl.) said 
Thursday Senate Democratic lead­
er Lyndon B. Johnson may de­
stroy party unity if. he tries to push 
through the controversial natural 
gas bill next year.

The bill, which would lift feder­
al regulation from the price of gas 
at the well, is opposed by Demo­
crats from northern consuming 
states and generally supported by 
those from gas producing areas. 
Johnson recently listed it as a 
must item on his legislative pro­
gram for the new session of con­
gress.

9 9. •
Douglas hinted that northern 

Democrats might bring up civil 
rights proposals, which are objec­
tionable to the South, if Johnson

ocrats advance the cause of civil 
rights, it will destroy party unity.” 
' But Douglas said the gas bill 
would also destroy party unity. He 
said- if it is brought up, party 
leaders could ,hardly object ‘‘if 
we of the north bring forth our own 
concern over various civil rights 
measures.”

• 9 •

Douglas said the bill’s opponents 
are in a stronger position to defeat 
it next year than they were in 
1955. He said many senators would 
hesitate to vote for it in an elec­
tion year, and that gas distribut­
ing interests have lined up against 
the measure.

The Illinois Democrat said every 
increase of five cents per 1,006 cu­
bic feet allowed by the bill in the
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pushes the gas’ bill. /
‘‘We hear a great-deal from our 

leadership about the necessity of 
party unity,”. Douglas said. ‘‘We

price of gas at the wellhead would 
mean a $200 million annual rise in 
consumers’ gas bills and would in­
crease the value of natural gas 
reserves by $10 billion.



United Ktstes senate

MEMORANDUM
Jan. 28,1956

Senators

At least one member of Sen. Douglas’ 
staff has been sounding off where others 
could hear him about how the gas bill ’’will 
lick every Democrat in 195>6.” There is 
enough general conversation around the 
Capitol along similar lines to make me 
suspect that it is being generated some­
where. Possibly you should talk to Douglas 
and others along the lines of the enclosed 
memo.

GER



MEMORANDUM

1. One of the more unfortunate aspects of the debate on Natural Gas legislation 
has been the claim—promoted assiduously by opponents—that passage of the 
bill will defeat northern Democrats in 1?£6. This line has not been kept 
within the confines of Democratic Party circles but has ’’leaked out” to 
columnists who have pounced upon it in high glee. The argument advanced is:

a) The bill has been brought before Congress under Democratic leadership.

b) It is a ’’special interest” bill and therefore, Democrats are deprived of 
the ’’giveaway” campaign argument against Republicans.

2. When the argument is examined on its merits, it becomes obvious that there 
is no more reason for the gas bill to defeat Northern Democrats than there 
is for public housing or Hells Canyon to defeat Texas Democrats. The facts 
are:

a) The argument assumes that Fulbright,Monroney,Anderson and other pro-gas 
bill Senators are the tools of a special interest and that Douglas, 
Lehman,Morse and Pastore are the only honorable men. The public is not 
likely to take this kind of argument seriously.

b) Regardless of the merits of the bill itself, the fact remains that more 
Republicans than Democrats are going to vote for it. if it is a good 
bill, neither party can claim credit for it. Similarly, if it is a bad 
bill,neither party can claim the onus for £T.

c) To say that one issue can defeat a party is a confession of political 
bankruptcy and obvious nonsense. Responsible Southern Democrats have 
been running—and winning—for "many years despite the fact that the 
Northern wing of ihe party espouses issues which are far more unpopular 
Tn the South than the gas bill in the north.

3. The fact is,however, that those opponents of the bill who claim that it 
will defeat the Democratic Party are defeating themselves. If they cannot 
carry their areas in 195>6, they will have themselves—and "only themselves— 
to blame. What they are doing is:

(more)
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a) Telling their constituents that the Natural Gas bill is the sole issue 
upon which their votes should be cast in lp£6.

b) Telling their constituents that they are members of a party whose 
leadership is controlled by special interests,

c) Telling their constituents to ignore every positive achievement sLxLM 
of the Democratic Party and to concentrate solely on the gas bill.

d) Telling their constituents to overlook the fact that the entire Repub­
lican leadership and a majority of Congressional Republicans favor the 
gas bill?" —

e) Telling their constituents that the Democratic Party is licked before it 
starts (and usually this is the best way to get a licking.)

k. Nobody objects to the gas bill opponents carrying their case as vigorously 
as they wish to the public. But when they go beyond the merits of the bill 
and start speculating on how it will destroy the Democratic Party in such 
a way that the speculation breaks into print,somebody itajodaiBDodta should 

blow the whistle. Up to the point that the bill reached the Senate 
Majority Policy Committee, such arguments had relevancy—whether right or 
wrong. But once the bill was sent to the floor, they became nothing but 
an advertising vehicle for the Republican Party.

# ##
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1. The opponents of the gas bill are rapidly placing themselves in a completely 
untenable position and unless they change their tactics quickly the end 
results are likely to be:

a) Failure to achieve their aims.

b) Discrediting themselves with groups that have supported them in the past.

c) placing themselves in a position where they will be unable to achieve 
other aims which are now achievable.

d) Breaking Democratic unity in the face of an approaching election.

2. No one can object to their opposing the gas bill—even vigorously—so long
as they oppose it on a principled basis. But the present tactics of threaten­
ing a "civil rights" rider smacks of blackmail. It can only lead to:

a) The ridiculous spectacle of people who have long complained about 
filibusters staging a filibuster.

rights
b) An admission to Negro and Jewish groups that their advocacy of civil / 

is purely a political gesture and not a matter of high principle.

c) The sacrifice of important legislation which the nation really needs and 
which they themselves need for campaign purposes.

3. From an overall standpoint, the most important result is probably the 
sacrifice of important legislation. The gas bill opponents do not seem to 
realize that tfesxmuch of the legislation they support is distasteful in 
sections of the country where the gas bill is popular. If they actually 
filibuster the gas bill, they will arouse such antagonisms that they can 
wave good-bye to such measures as:

(more)
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a) Amendments to the immigration laws,

d) Public Housing.

c) Public power (especially Hell’s Canyon.)

d) School construction.

e) Hospital construction.

f) Depressed areas program (many sections of the country which favor the 
gas bill actually benefit from depressed areas like New England because 
of the current migration of industry to the South and the Southwest.)

g) A Constitutional amendment against the poll tax or any other civil 
rights legislation which might MckxhL now be possible,

h. If this legislation goes by the wayside, the sole beneficiary is the 
Republican Party. It is a Congressional question and the Republicans would 
be in a beautiful position to say that all of these things would have been 
passed had there been a Republican Congress. The fact that this argument 
is a phony would make no impression on the public. The Republicans could 
even capitalize doubly on the situation by appealling doth to thenatural 
gas areas and the area's where the legislation listed above is popular. 
Democrats would take the blamein both instances.

5>. If the opponents of the gas bill conduct a vigorous debate without resort 
to petty parliamentary maneuvering, they will gain a lot of sympathy,win or 
lose. The press is on their side and nobody is going to bother to examine 
the bill to determine the merits. But if they filibuster or resort to 
blackmail, they will wind Hp on the short end of the stick as far as 
the people are concerned and their only consolation
will be the cheers of a few columnists.



ADD 2 NATURAL GAS .
JOHNSON GAVE THE FIRST INDICATION OF A SPEED-UP TO END THE / 

TWO-WEEK-OLD DEBATE WHEN HE ADVANCED THE TINE OF TOMORROW'S ’SENATE 
MEETING FROM NOON TO 11 A.M. EST. JOHNSON ALSO URGED SENATORS TODAY TO 
STICK TO THE SUBJECT AND GET ON WITH THE DEBATE.

, 1/30—W040LP

(RELEASE AT 7:00 PM EST. ) 1 x . - ~~~~ -- -
ADD 3 NATURAL GAS / .

SEN. EARLE C. CLEMENTS OF KENTUCKY.'ASSISTANT DEMOCRATIC LEADER. 
SAID HE WILL VOTE AGAINST THE GAS BILL. CLEMENTS MADE NO PREDICTION 
OF THE OUTCOME OF THE MEASURE IN A STATEMENT EXPLAINING HIS STAND.

CLEMENTS PRAISED THE "COURTESY AND CONSIDERATION" SHOWN IN DEBATE
ON THE BILL, WHICH HAS SPLIT SENATE DEMOCRATS.

• ZI AM . . . PLEASED THAT WE CAN DISAGREE ONE WITH THE OTHER WITHOUT 
CHALLENGING MOTIVES." - HE SAID. , •

THE KENTUCKY SENATOR SAID "THE VERY NATURE OF THE NATURAL GAS 
BUSINESS MAKES IT A PUBLIC UTILITY." HE SAID THE PRICE CHARGED BY GAS 
PRODUCERS "RIGHTFULLY BELONGS" UNDER GOVERNMENT REGULATION BECAUSE IT 
BECOMES PART OF THE PRICE CHARGED TO THE CONSUMER.

1/30--W0407P



United S>tat enate

MEMORA. A
believed

I never Senator Douglas thought
so little of his convictions on civil 
rights that he would barter them in 
return for a promise not to bring up 
the gas bill.



Februar 6, 1956

Mr. Johnson --

With regard to Georgia distributors, in addition to what I told you yester­
day about the Columbus Gas Light Cols management (as individuals, not 
as a company) having wired the Senators they did not object tothe bill --

Mr. Taber, with the Atlanta Gas Light Company said that he would 
wire the Georgia Senators the same thing McQuirter did. If he hasnrt 
Pratt suggests that Leeman Anderson, or someone else, from the 
office of George or Russell, call Taber because he believes Taber 
will say same thing as McQuirter.

In fact, he says the Georgia distributors are absolutely under the 
thumb of the Georgia Commission, regardless of what type of person 
McQuirter may be (and he agrees he is wishy-washy), and he says that 
all the distributors lineluding South Atdmitiixx Atlanta in Savanah) will 
take the same position that the Commission has taken.

Late last night Pratt called and told me that a man named Dunlap 
(close to Senator George) said S nator George called him yesterday 
afternoon and expressed regret that he could not support the bill. 
Said he was going to be paired with Milliken.

Then, Dunlap understood George to go on and say that he did not 
think the bill would pass. -- That after the Case affair, he now thought 
the bill would not pass.



Mnited states senate

MEMORANDUM
Feb, 6,1956

Senator:

Some arguments against postponing 
the vote.

GER
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MEMORANDUM

1. There is no evidence --or even any suggestion of evidence -- that 
any Senator’s vote has been changed improperly. Consequently, it 
must be assumed that each Senator will cast his vote on the basis of 
the issues and there is no reason for postponing it.

2. The demands for postponement over the weekend all came from 
Senators who are opposed to the bill. That puts them in the same 
position as lawyers who realize they are losing a case and who put 
50 or 75 exceptions and motions into the record in the hope they can 
confuse the issue and get a new trial. Such motions are customarily 
dismissed out of hand.

3. There is no evidence of widespread public demand for a postponement. 
Out of four leading Eastern newspapers this morning, only one -- the 
WASHINGTON POST -- called editorially for a postponement. The 
NEW YORK HERALD-TRIBUNE -- which is for the bill -- editorialized 
against postponement. The NEW YORK TIMES -- which is against 
the bill -- did not express itself on the subject and the BALTIMORE 
SUN -- which has been neutral -- did not express itself on the subject.

4. On the basis of the facts thus far available, the most that can be 
inferred from the facts is that an improper attempt was made to 
influence a vote -- and even that inference is a stretch of the imagina­
tion. To postpone the vote would raise the inference -- even though 
there is no evidence whatsoever -- that some Senator may have 
accepted a bribe or had his vote improperly influenced. The Senate 
would be indicting itself without a charge or a bill of particulars.

5. To postpone the vote on the basis of the facts now before the Senate 
would set a precedent that would plague everybody for years to come. 
It would be possible to upset any vote by tossing a last-minute charge 
into the debate and then demanding a postponement. The opponents of 
the bill could live to rue the day they set such a precedent.

6. There is absolutely nothing in any of the information before the Senate 
which even remotely affects the facts that have been developed in three 
weeks of careful debate. The statistics on gas consumption and gas 
production; the methods of developing, transporting and distributing 
gas; the history of the law have not been changed in the slightest by 
Senator Case’s statement. Nobody can seriously cite one additional 
fact that is needed to pass judgment on the merits of the bill. If addi­
tional facts were needed, those seeking the facts had plenty of time to 
develop them last week.

mm



January )0, 1956

Memorandum

To: Senator Johnson
From: Arthur C. Perry

Louis Johnson, former Secretary of Defense, 
called me on the telephone this morning. He said 
that he had talked to you and Senator George last 
night about the gas bill and that Senator George 
was worried about the Atlanta Natural Gas Company. 
The president of that company is Mr. Tavers. 
Johnson says that "the right people are talking to Nr. 
Tavers that they are confident that Tavers is really 
for the bill and will tell Senator George to support it."

Secondly, Chenery, principal stockholder of 
the Southern Natural Gas Company, has talked with 
Senator Byrd and reports that Senator Byrd says he is 
supporting the bill.



United Atates senate

MEMORANDUM

Senator, because of the slap 

taken at the Democrats in the next t 

to last paragraph, I do not believe 1 

this one should be inserted in 

the Record.

GER
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Lyndon 8. Johnson, Texas 
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view, impact of the deci- 
sipn is th, put- natural gas in a 
different position in respect to 
free competitive pricing than 
its competitors; namely, oil and 
coal. ,

Others Untouched j
jThe new bill - leaves un­

touched. the .regulation of the 
interstate pipelines and' the lo­
cal public. utility. It also, in ef­
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ableness on the price which the 
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much the free enterprisers in 

. producing natural gas will gouge 
the public.
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Gas Act of 1939.

. • . f
to the con-

*“ ter represents i the' original 
atural product. I

Gas Bill Opponents Abusing 'RighfTo’^Wrong
It would shock the public—** 

learn the social cost of......
in and ouf^pf^congr( 
make a career of busir 
ing, sniping st - bigne: 
sneering at the^gpmpetiti 
ess. \ • .* ■■
- j These critics hypnotize them­
selves ' into * believing that / they, 
are on the Side of thez angels,: 
and? that they are in fact public? 
benefactor^ as* Result of throws 

lie wheels of the 
lAi.’c which pro-, 
expanding stand-

the sinews of defense which are 
essf

Ff .
viouSly^
wrong, Mt it As pigheaded to 
make excessive use of this priv­
ilege. With- liberty should go 
voluntary sense of responsibl- 
ity

ates^ Foolishif^i -> 
p-tfas recently been 
rt ttzg- debate, on the 

t-gar^isA>ill to freeithe. 
Jucer^rof natural 'gas 

from price-fixing—an issue that 
grew out of a Supreme Court 
decision. • •. /I" :*< '

Opponents cf3$fie bill have 
made extravagant estimates of 
the price raising effect ok the 
proposed new economic freedom 
on such gas' furnished to ~the- 
household. userHLDfU ,0;

If the estimated^figures-are^ 
audited, they appear^,to ,ryessn 
that prices would be 'increased 
manyfold.- This is, nonsense since , 
at present only about 10 per cent *

sp^Mthe.twc ____ ____
thss ^bill is supported by Demo­
crats in th, '
of; Texas, <

line - about the alleged 
■. - _ff&jC.^PQlicy^ ,.oU the Ei* 

, senhower administration.

and? that they are in fact public

ingisands fntodt
industrial' Wstei 
duces high^andH . .
ards -iOf Jiving—not' to speak of

;epii aj^to national survival.*;
"reedopa ; of ^ expression V'ob- 

incIud^Fthe right to be

mer 
otect hims



he Senator

'SECTORAL

It' didn t take the President’s economic 
report to know 1956 will be a boom year— 
for candidates.

0Oose

signed to provide homes for workers of 
the pay-their-own-way type who have 
been and soon will be forced out of the 
Southwest.
. This would, of course, be no cure-all;

Phone District 7-7777
In Metropolitan Washington: By Car­
rier, 25c Per Week. 11.IN Per Month. 
By Mail: 3 Months, $3.75; S Months, 
17.50. Per Year, $15 00. Foreign Mail: 
$2.00 Per Month, $24.00 Per Year,

John T, O’Rourke Matt Meyer
Editor Business Manager
"Give light and the people will find 

their own way"
WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 25, 1056

NEW SLUMS

By FRED OTHMAN
ORDINARILY when an ora- 

tor’s entire audience walks 
out on him, he stops talking. 
But not our man, Sen. Paul 
Douglas (I)., Ill.). He plows 
right ahead, gesturing at the 
empty chairs.

This is a sight to see. It doesn’t 
happen often and that’s probably a' 
good thing from the viewpoint of 
senatorial speechifiers. Lesser lec­
turers than the 
gentleman from 
Illinois easily 
could be un-nerved 
by no listeners. 
This could affect 
them emotionally 
for . the rest of 
their lives.

The s i t u a t ion 
looked normal 
when the Senate 
assembled for 
business at 12 
noon. The prayer Mr. Othinan 
sounded about the 
same as usual; so did the dozen or 
so senators, jumping up and de­
manding the attention of the chair­
man.

ALCOHOLISM
Sen. Frank Carlson, (R., Kans.), 

pointed out to the lawmakers as­
sembled that Kansas was the only 
state in the union where alcoholism 
lately hasn’t increased. Sen. Homer 
Capehart, (R., Ind.) said if we 

‘couldn’t sell our farm surpluses, 
we ought to give ’em away to the 
poor people here and around the 
world. Other senators had other 
observations and after about an hour 
of this, the white-maned Sen. 
Douglas gained the floor.

He said he intended to resume his 
speech against the bill which would 
allow the proprietors of natural gas 
wells to sell the product without 
benefit of Federal regulation. Sen. 
Douglas said he thought this was a

dustries which produce them as well as 
to the general economy. <

The Federal Reserve System, which al­
ready has warned bankers of this danger,

MAKING
fpWICE within the past week, Washing­

ton has been warned that it faces a 
serious problem on relocation of families 
displaced by redevelopment, urban renewal 
and public works projects like the colossal 
inner loop planned by the District High­
way Department.

The Urban League said so dast Friday.
• On Monday, President Leon S. Calhoun 
of the Southwest Civic Association uttered 
practically the same warning at a Commis­
sioners’ hearing on plans for one of South­
west Washington’s three redevelopment 
project areas.

The Urban League predicted that 30,000 
families may be displaced within the next 
10 years.

Mr. Calhoun asked: “What happens to 
low-economic-status families when they 
are displaced and less housing is available?

“Experience has taught the Southwest
Civic Association during its five years 
of conscientious and searching analyses 
of the redevelopment program that such 
families out of dire necessity move into 

: basements, double up in small quarters, 
reduce good housing to rooming house 
conditions and altogether develop nuclei 
for new slum areas.”
Plans for Southwest Washington rede­

velopment mean a complete change in the 
character of the area. This was inevitable, 
The News believes, because obvious ad­
vantages of accessibility, river frontage, 
etc., make the Southwest a desirable spot 
for high-class occupancy. Practically next . , — —
doof to the Capitol, and with Washington’s the dirty, the drifters, the hopelessly in- 
only , river frontage available for private competent, the lazy and the no-accounts at 
bui’dimr. this valuable real estate has been the bottom of the social pyramid will al-

A SCRIPPS-HOWARD NEWSPAPER 
1013 13th St N.W. (Zone 5)

PLUG IT IN, POP!



for new sh n areas.”
Plans for Southwest Washington rede­

velopment r. ean a complete change in the 
character of the area. This was inevitable, 
The News relieves, because obvious ad­
vantages of accessibility, river frontage, 
etc., make the Southwest a desirable spot 
for high-class occupancy. Practically next 
door to the Capitol, and with Washington’s 
only river frontage available for private 
building, this valuable real estate has been 
wasted as the site of ramshackle small 
houses getting more and more ramshackle 
with the years.

But many of the people who have lived 
or still live in the Southwest are valuable 
and upstanding citizens of Washington. 
They do much of the work of the city. 
They deserve decent homes and many of 
them can pay reasonable rents.

Washington would be a healthier place 
financially if the vast power of urban re­
newal were used to plan moderate rental 
new apartments for displaced families 
which could afford them. Quite clearly, 
something is wrong with a policy that 
clears an area, only to force those who 
occupied it to live in basements, doubled up 
in even smaller quarters, and rooming 
houses, as Mr. Calhoun said. -

Slums are, essentially, not caused by 
■ the buildings themselves, but by the peo- 
' pie who live in them.

- The local Redevelopment Land Agency 
Is now beginning work on a vast North­
west urban renewal project between Florida 
and Massachusetts avenues,114th-st and 
the railroad tracks. The Federal Govern­
ment has allotted $750,000 for preliminaries 
and has set aside $40,000,000 as its con­
tribution to the cost of this project.

signed to provide homes for workers of 
the pay-their-own-way type who have 
been and soon will be forced out of the 
Southwest.
This would, of course, be no cure-all; 

the dirty, the drifters, the hopelessly in­
competent, the lazy and the no-accounts at 
the bottom of the social pyramid will al­
ways be with us—a headache to their re­
spectable neighbors.

But there is no reason, since the city is 
forcing them to move, why planning can’t 
include living space for industrious and 
decent workers in the lowest earning 
bracket.

‘‘You can be sure if its Westinghouse”— 
the plant is struck.

THIS BOOMING LAND
PRESIDENT EISENHOWER’S report on 

’ the economic state of the nation sum­
marizes the remarkable prosperity the 
country enjoyed in 1955 and forecasts that 
the continuation of the boom will make 
this a $400,000,000,000 year.

It also recognizes, however, the dark 
spots in the economy—the decline in farm 
prices, chronic unemployment in certain 
“depressed” areas—and the rise in con­
sumer credit and business mergers, which 
have alarmed a good many observers.

Perhaps the most cheering aspect of 
the report is the outlook for a balanced 
Government budget and a start toward a 
reduction in the national debt.

What the President’s advisers have to 
say about the consumer credit situation 
is disappointing, however, both in its late-

It didn’t take the President’s economic 
report to know 1956 will be a boom year— 
for candidates.

dustries which produce them as well as 
to the general economy.

CvdlUil i ftvll vui x« 
we ought to give ’em away to the 
poor people here and around the 
world. Other senators had other 
observations and after about an hour 
of this, the white-maned Sen. 
Douglas gained the floor.

He said he intended to resume his 
speech against the bill which would 
allow the proprietors of natural gas 
wells to sell the product without

The Federal Reserve System, which al­
ready has warned bankers of this danger, 
should be given the power now to regulate 
installment buying.

Most people probably will approve the- 
recommendations for stricter laws gov­
erning business mergers. Many mergers 
have resulted in more efficient production 
and lower prices to the consumer. To 
some degree mergers are a natural step 
in the process of economic evolution.

But a merger which reduces competi- 

benefit of Federal regulation. Sen. 
Douglas said he thought this was a 
bad bill.

This, ’ as it turned out, was his 
third day of saying the same thing, 
with amplification and explanation. 
There was a gentlemanly rush to 
the doors. The statesmen were 
hungry and the special hi their re­
fractory downstairs was stuffed pork 
chops and Waldorf salad, 95 cents. 
After about 20 minutes of Sen. 
Douglas on the subject of gas, the 
only other senator left in the cham­
ber was Sen. Carlson.

tion sharply and may lead to a monopoly 
can be a serious threat to the public good. 
It is right and proper that the Government 
be informed in advance of intentions to 
merge. And laws tight enough to pre­
vent undesirable combinations should be 
available.

As was to be expected, the economic 
report outlined the proposals the President 
already had made public to cope with the 
drop in farm income and the commodity 
surplus problem. The advisers did not 
have time to consider the new Baruch 
Plan for stockpiling the surpluses, which 
we hope will be incorporated in whatever 
farm program is passed this year.

“Prosperity With General Price Stabil­
ity,” as one of the report’s chapters is 
titled, may be a slight exaggeration. 
Prices of a good many items have gone up 
during the past year, while the only nota-

S1GNAL
The- chairman, of course, was in 

the rostrum, but he felt empty, too. 
He signaled to the senator from 
Kansas to take over and that left 
Sen. Douglas talking to 94 empty 
chairs. Two more chairs were oc­
cupied by the official stenographers.

These latter have spent so many 
years taking down .the deathless 
words, that they can do It without 
paying attention to what is being 
said. The public galleries were 
nearly empty; the only busy looking 
part of the room was the press 
gallery.

Here the reporters (no offense, 
Sen. Douglas) weren’t listening, 
either. They were busy interview­
ing each other on the question of 
whether anybody remembered see­
ing a senator speak to nobody at 
all. Even the oldest correspondent 
couldn’t remember a time when at 
least two or three senators weren’t

A What is going to happen to the people 
who live in this area?
Here is an opportunity for private capi­

tal to move into a new rental field which 
already has been tested successfully by 
some builders of some Northeast and South­
east apartment projects.

Mr. Calhoun accused RLA, of “bad faith” 
with Southwest Washington residents by 
upgrading the area beyond their means.

RLA could show good faith by plan­
ning the new. Northwest urban renewal 

^project as a , pleasant, well-balanced, 
moderate rental , area^dpHVerately. de­

ness and in the mildness of its language. 
; The recommendation that the problem be 
studied would have been appropriate a 
year ago. The present situation calls for 
action.

Obviously great numbers of people are 
over their heads in debt, and the “nothing, 
down, years to pay” boom shows no signs 
of letting up. Moreover, too-easy credit 
tends to cause wide fluctuations in the 
sales of durable goods, a danger to the in-

J tidying from .toe, advice he has
us, Nehru knows how to rah the United * 
States better than India.~ i wc. j »

ble drop has been that of farm commodi­
ties. But that there could be a boom of 
this scope with so little inflation would 
have been unbelievable a few years ago.

This free economy of ours has made pos­
sible a prosperity the rest of the world ad­
mires and envies. We can share the 
President’s pride in reporting it to the peo­
ple and pointing to the even greater prog­
ress that seems to await us. .

The president of the American Medical 
Association wants parents not to let chil­
dren under 18 drive the can after sundown. 
They qin stay - home and raise the roof. -•<

»...................A..........:--------------------------------------------------------------------- 1 .’.'..-i-j-L... •■■■

on the floor.
Sen. Douglas talked on.
He informed his ghostly audience 

(surely we can presume some 
ghosts were present) that natural 
gas prices at the wellhead have in­
creased as much as 274 per cent 
since 1946. Better keep the Federal 
Power Commission in charge, he 
said, so that the public can continue 
to afford cooking with gas.

For more than half an hour he 
soliloquized on gas. You might 
say he talked to himself. Then Sen. 
Russell Long, (D., La.) and a states­
man I didn’t identify strolled in and 
broke the. eerie, spell. Sen. Douglas 
ignored kw Hs. kept on talking.
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Democixt^fffid theGa^Lobby
The sel£&yled “party of the-people” seems, to 

be the victim of a powerful sectional intent in the 
debate on the Harris-Fulbright’^atuof }ga| bill.T 
Instead of speaking ^oiUJie^onsume^s„interesi^as; 
Democrats contend th^ do mora^ften. -thantIke-^' 
publicans, the Democrats;in.the Senate:are divided.. 
Many of the party stalwarts areA^^M supporting 
producer interests as Opposed Macons urn er inter­
ests. f Other leaders are being Strangely silent— 
out of deference, it would seem^to the power of the 
gas lobby. The^ strength of the?pil and gas industry 
in such slates as. Texas,Arkansas and. Oklahoma is > 
indicated b.y the'powerful voicesrof Sens. Johnson," 
Fulbright and Monroney, Democrats who often fight 
the consumer’s battle^ It is ^W)f the unwritten 
laws of politics in a given
state—whether^ the product s»Mih wheat, ,cotton, 
tobacco,/ lead or copper—ha vsWtrong representa­
tion in Congress.' Many of the betters this news­
paper has received favoring the;gas bill have come 
from employes or business associates of the big 
oil companies. If consumers could organize’such 
influential blocs their interes&Tvbuld be far better 
protected than they are today.'

In the debate on the gas bill, SHns. Fulbright and 
Monroney in particular 'have/gotten their logic 
very much mixed up by. attempting to speak for 

. both interests.” Tn their annoyance over the opposi­
tion of gas distributors To the 
denounced the Washington CLs 
imply that it is overcharging ’Washington’s con­
sumers. Yet the-local gas company -is. regulated 
by the Public- Whiles Commission. These1 same 
Senators- who argu’^’uiat the loAl gas;company is 
not sufficieptlj^r^fe'ted, nevertheless,wZnt even 
less regulation for the gas producers^ lf4^y.have ! 
their way, as far as^the producers, a^/vp^emed, -! 
the Washington consumer isx'virtuallyofcytain to 
pay more for his gas rega^IleSs of the watchfulness 
of'the local regulatingMflV. WA .

Because the gas bill is such a warm issue, Sena-J 
tors have stayed away, from the debate^n’rdroves, j 
and the arguments on the floor have attracted,far j 
less attention than.-they, deserved. " Sen. Douglas 
and a handful of Wh colleague! .have fought val­
iantly iij the consumer’s interest. But in the ab- ■ 
sence of ah' organized consumer yelp that can be j 
heard above the din of the gas lobby, it seems alto­
gether likely that producer interests will prevail.
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LAST CHANCE ON NATURAL GAS
The Ful^right-Harris^bill to ex­

empt independent producers of nat­
ural gas from Federal pries, control 
is in our opinion socially, Economi­
cally and politically'wrong.-: .As the 
measure has1’pished* the House by a 
six-vote margin, the impending’vote 
in the Senate is, crucial* It . offers 
the last chance to preserve effective 
Federal.:>r.e3trainta;on the price of 
gas at the well-head,, which directly 
affects the price of gas to tlie pipe­
line transporters thus to the local 
distributor, and in turn to the house­
hold and industrial consumer.

Ths Fulbright-Harris" bill is so­
cially .wrong because it! would re­
lieve a.vital segment;of-the gas in­
dustry from. .aVform of' Federal 
regulation essential uhder the actual 
circumstances.,-©!! ,c production. and 
marketing of natural:gas. .Booking 
at the industry a‘s"a v/hole, we see 
that urban distribution.is regulated 
and the pipeline, transportation- that 
brings--ther ga*hacrds»i country- is 
regulated; yet under the. Fulbright- 
Harris bill an important part of pro­
duction would-be relieved ©^regula­
tion except through?-a cumbersome- 
device that would have little'if any 
practical effect! Inta.way..that does 
not apply-to. otherr.extractive fuel 
industries such as" oil or coal, the 
consumer*7" is;"a: captive, is tied 
through the pipelines - to the pro­
ducer, and canvbe^protected ade­
quately from undue**price increases 
only by utility-type, regulation. Nor­
mally we disfavor ..Governmental 
control of prices; but this is a situa­
tion where it is hecesshry, despite 
the claim of the industry that com­
petition in purchase and sale of gas;' 
in the field already provides ade­
quate consumer protection, ■; -/ 

\ We do not-think-it-does, and that 
is why we say* that the Fulbright- 
Harris bill i ^Economically wrong. 
The industry talks? of ‘‘only a few 
pennies a day”; butrthese “few pen­
nies” will mean millions Of dollars 
a year in additional costs!; .^Senator 
Douglas of .Ulinois^jvho! is..,leading 
the fight against this bill and has 
made-the kind- of-detailed analysis 
of it that one has i come to expect 
fromr~him, points«out that the.field 
price of gas has? already risen about 
120 per" centrin'the past six years, 
with indicated additional- increases 
—in the ' absence of ̂ controls—of 
from 50 to over 100 per cent. Since 
large-scale industrial users in many 
cases can easily shift .from gas to 
other fuels if the price of the former 
goes too-high, the burden of the in­
crease will undoubtedly;/all on the
small captive household consumer.

The Fulbright-Harris bill is politi­
cally ■. wrong in. the sense ,that--jts 
passage—if, it passe^-wiH^iirely 
backfire on many of ‘the^Senators 
who endorse it? on The Texas “Demo­
cratic party leadership that is fight­
ing! for it, and- on- the- Administra­
tion, .that—to put:.it mildly—is^not
opposing it. The. favoritedDemo- 
cratio icharge of “give-away” : will
sound odd to voters when they think 
of--the Democratic- sponsorship of 
the. natural gas bill. K The Adminis­
tration claim that it wishes to pro­
tect the consumer WlH sound equally 
odd when, as we venture to predict, 
such regulation as is provided injthis 
bill proves totally inadequate to 
regulate. ,

put:.it
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customers—the . con;

Threat to,Gas Users
The>f Senators- who favor and those 

who oppose the Fulbright-Harris ga$ bill 
are as far apart as the poles. It is simply 
impossible for a nonexpert in this field to 
reconcile their^arguments,. pro and con. 
And w&ydoubUwery much, that'4h> Sen­
ators can reconcile their, awn arguments.

So perhaps i t, m ay> b^ usefu£Jt° ex­
amine the views of a grcmp which.is not 
directly involvechin the debate, but which • 
probably , will/be affected by, its outcome. 
In this group are the Ideal Ms companies . 
which sell directly,.to the-consumer. A.

- The Fulbright-Harris bill would free 
independent natural, gas* producers from 
regulation by the - Federal Power Com- - 
mission. This regulation,.which followed 
a 1954 Supreme Court decision, takes the 
form of a utility-type,,cost-plus formula 
for controlling prices? of wgaS^e|ivered to 
Interstate transmission" linesT*" The pro­
ducers §ay,the formulaj^no good. They 
prefer- The," ‘.‘reasonable^ market price”" 
reguiatdry'5fWihula-set forWin the pend­
ing bill; Jlw opponents of the bill say 
this foMMHUoMoo^,

The-TWM gas, companies, that have . 
organized/the^CoUncil of Local Gas Com­
panies in opposition to the bill, indorse 
the position of the opponents. They do 

■
Company, because they, feel “strongly 
that the passage of. the Fulbright bill ex­
empting, producers from"reflation would, 
undoubtedly Jesuits M ^unnecessarily 
higher costs-cof-^naturaL gas- which would 
have to be paichh^their customers."

The Joca?MA^companies are,, in a 
tough competitive" struggle with other 
fuel^aMMpHM^HWMeM^K^Mhave 
svsrF^e^MkiEi^dneern  ̂ the
probable effect pfj^is legislation,.op their 
customers—the ieon.Mp.er^ oL, We
see no reason why Those Senators who 
are also condernedTwith' the consumer 
should not- shared’the vibw of the local, 
companies, t If they7do,' they, ought to 
vote against the bill
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By J. W. Davis ' •
........ Associated

Mayors of New York,^Phila­
delphia and jNashville,came
here yesterday to protest the 
natural gas bill, and were de­
nounced on the Senate floor as 
misguided, “young liberals.” yr

The bill, on which the Senate 
will start voting Monday, would 
exempt natural gas producers 
from direct Federal priced con­
trols. Debate has been going oh 
rather smoothly since Jan. 16, 
but the mayors set off:'sharp 
replies. -. ' r'- iN 't • >

Mayor Robert F. Wagner; of 
New York told a news confer­
ence he spoke for a committee-, 
of mayors representing 30 mil­
lion gas consumers. He said. it 
was the., . committee’s , unaniZ 
moils opinion that ‘the hill 
ought .to ber defeated.. /•

WagneAsaid the enactment 
would “increase consumers’ 
bills, by as much as $800. .mil; 
lion a year.”

Mayors Richardson Dilwbrtti 
of Philadelphia and Ben. West 
of Nashville backed up* Wagner.

On the Senate floor,:- Sen. 
A. S. (Mike) Monroney (D- 
Okla.) accused them of; shed­
ding crocodile tears. He said 
the mayors ought to take a look 
at the profits of the distribut­
ing utilities'in their cities;: ^Gas 
that producers sells for (10.8 
cents per 1000 cubieMeef is , 
sold in New York. TorFH2.43, i 
said Monroney. ■

Sen. Lyndon Johnson ofeTexas 
the Senate Democratic’leader, 
commented that “some 'dashing 
young liberals ,are going-to bed! 
with the utilities” and.“feel they 
are on the side of the angels.”

Sen. Price Daniel (D-Tex.) 
joined in*by. saying that;if any 
robbery .is being perpetrated, it 
is by “the big city distributors.”

Sen. Edward Martin (R-Pa.) 
announced his support for the 
bill, drawing from Mayor ; Dil­
worth the remark that he was 
not surprisedf.that-Martin’s “po­
litical- career, shows^which way 
his interests lie.” ‘

... . . ■ '
Uncontrolled Gas ;
Costly, Douglas Says

Sen. Paul H. Douglas (D.-Ill.) 
yesterday ^predicted families 
will have to, pay $25 to $30 a 
year more for gas if Federal 
controls are removed.- 
. Congress is now considering 
a bill that would do this. -

Douglas declared the price of 
gas would jump 10 cents per 
1000 cubic' feet. ...

He told 56 Methodist minis­
ters at i the Roger Smith Hotel 
that, increased costs would fall 
largely on home owners and in­
dividual users. Industrial firms, 
he said, will shift to oil or coal.

The ministers,, from Illinois, 
are attending an annual three- 
fl ay seminar on Government. 
Sen. Everett McK. Dirksen (R- 
111.) will address the group at 
fin 8 a. m. breakfast today.
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A Non-Secret Democratic formula
For Losing the

The most formidable obstacles to a Democratic victory 
m,November may be created by men' who call'^'themselves -

• - - • •*£

- ' - - o ' • . ' Ry - - •
| "'^AVe h'ave.ho ’way oF;kiiqwing - whether the’Republican" 
hucksters will persuade Eke ..that it is'his Duty to serve as " 
front-man for another.GOPcampaign. ButAvhatever finally..? 
happens^ Democrats^ caiv hardly pretend-at this point that .'5 
their own house is; in magnificent order. ‘ \ , ■
j On a wide;and dreary front several-Democratic dig­
nitaries are currently engaged in a disastrous effort to de­
stroy their own party’s campaign program before the battle 

.even .gets under wayx.-.■$£" - '• yV-:- •
We list these debacles riot necessarily in the" order of ? 

theix significance----' . • . . . . 4;i/
I)- For a. long time it has been widely, assumed that, a 

major Democratic, plank- will be the .cumulative evidence of 
! Republican, favoritism to- big: business ' and of; large-scale 

‘‘giveaways’:’by;4he*; Eisenhower;/Administration. the
first-order 65 business' at this session of: the jSeriSte under 

1 Democratic: header Johnson is the natural .-gas-grab —the 
bilLdesi^Teactoexempt^producerSotiraturargasTrow^rect  
.federal regulation. . t .. . .

If Johnson succeeds, this bonanza for ^special-interest 
'lobbyAE^rl^MD^^ZOembWW^VMtLiiMMHitz-' Repub-., 
iicatfi-surrender-toW«.....

■ 2) Even apart Rdm^the’ghastly fiasco of -John Foster 
Dufies’ latest, ^adventure ,in'''Life;. the -most/^serious case 
against the-fAdministration’s handling of foreign policy is ’ 
that it has missed-th A point of modern.tinies/ The biggest . 
thing- that-has happened- in the world is?universal recogni­
tion of a nuclear deadlock; in the face of that fact, the Rus- 7 
sians have.dramatically altered their strategy and opened / 
vast economic'and apolitical offensives. ■ Yet the Administra- $ 
tion has seemed- incapable of reacting to that situation. It 3 
has alternately proclaimed "bold new', economic programs” ! 
and then scuttled the plans before'they were/eveir formally q 
piesenteu. . ■. .... ■ .j

> ' _.'**•<* .-A . ■■ ■' <,sf ,4; v . _ ...: *> ,’C. . J. r '■ ■'■'•5^ - - .•’•/rt 1 . !A >. ; , r

, - At this juncture^, however, the two leading opponents i 
: of an expanded, rMrig^-terM foreign-aid program are Sens. J 
George and Russeli^-Democrats of Georgia. . -

3) Democratic organs have been crowded, with dev- 
; a&ating: attacks on the unjust, inhumane and senseless op- j 
’ eration off the1‘‘numbers game,” camouflaged as a national / 

• ' security program. The casualty list off this nightmare is long ; 
j and frightful. , . .

Surelyff too, there is immense material fori Democratic 
•orators in. the inertia displayed by the Justice Hept, over 
the systematic assault on the rights of Southerg Negroes.

----- ' Unhappily,-any Democratic speeches on these matters 
will be shadowed by the reminder that, the Democrats are 

'j permitting Seo.wJai^^ lD-^LssJ- to retain his
post as chairman of the hitern^Seeur^^

On many days of many weeks Democrats quite properly 
accused the Eisenhower Administration. of "moralcowardice 
for failing to challenge the works off Joe McCarthy. Surely 
Eastland poses no less crucial 'a’moral prbblem for Dem-

: ocrats. His exploits as chairman 'ot an .myestrgating com- : 
mittee engaged in an intimidatory:’^tti^brriThe Times are- 
equaled only; by his role as leader of the'crusade.to over-^ 
throw the Supreme f Court’s desegregations./decision. How " 
long can the Democrats pretend that, their^party record is 
unsullied by Eastland’s"performance? ..

..... Too fnany liberal Democrats haveTooTong accepted the 
proposition that ‘‘party’unity” means Lubs'eryience/to con­
servative Southern Democrats. Retreat has become habit-" 
ualj.Actually, the^ South is not a monolithic bloc; there are 
courageous, forthright liberals within the ranks of the Dem­
ocratic Party in the South. Buttheir voices are smothered 
by the righteous roars of the Southern Old Guard.

Now, on almost every vital battleground, the Demo-1 
crats are forfeitibg~-the great issues of the ’36 campaign by 
letting Messrs; - Johnson, George, Russell and Eastland run 
-tff^biyjhows.,.. ........ . ................. .

  



THE WASHINGTON POST & TIMES HERALD

Monday, December 12, ‘55

Mfow 
fnsti

the next session of Congress.'^,
The E',---------

would free/ 
ural gas.^ojt^Jed^t/price,-wouu badly hurt their busi- 
regulation,-isyery^near^tli^Ao?1 es n ess> have banded together. to>»« 
of the Senath*caffenda^^he,__>fi0ht thp pnihriaht Rill And ( 
enemies. — - , 
say that.its passage would cost--.-Qut fpOijtical influence. ‘ sist on pushing the natural 
cortsumersijas^jnuch as $800 . - Moreover the ----- - - .
million a -yeaE-in hiked SaS’’* forces have been warned to 
prices And,.■according taone.e Johnson’s
expert estimate, passage of the - r °

of proved ;gas ‘reserves- by- a 
cool $20 biUion^^- «.

Obviously, large interests., are e ^?ped t e.

qTbrighf Bill seemed so certain, tial to a victory for Johnson

ThJJouglas,?; moreover, , counts 
.confidently on. the votes of at

gas-consuming states in the

V-.- ;-.y

Matter of
Natural Gas and^h^-Deniofyfats^ •

> . ; ■ ^tniiriij. • **-• «r.- n^-.'7 7 *7.;***-*r •r‘T' J'-4?” t &*t
_ -? . - *.- . m”'4:--•x-;.'-3* • •; • 7 - 4 t

T^IERE. HAS' been much Majority of 58 votes. And just And. strong support/from his 
self-con^ratulatorv talk among, because -■ passage of the Ful- fellow Southerners is essen-j 
nom '-bright Bill seemed so certain, tial to a victory for JohnsonDemocrats ^boin the .marvel-., * thqugl}Ut „ouW on the issue. .
ous partyb^unity. th ey >/nav e? ofil^ th ken opbbsliion, /J. M ;hr.Donglas^ moreover, -counts 
achievedslhce 1952.^Bud^.confidently on. the votes' of at 
is one issue which is likely fW^4-5OT<TldW'--ali^ is; changed?‘ ^a3t 15 Republicans- from the 
start one o£ the bitterest party MMW the oil companies NortheVt"3 All
rows uv .year^more  ̂.bitter_.„which have favored theybilg infall, it begins to seem that 
even than;the offshore oil is- and-which probably constitute?. the .'■Fulbright Bill will-be.no 
suewhichtoretheparty apart? *the- most politically powerful? Pdshover^. although .the odds 
in the• last-, presidential elee- hn • „nnnt h,VP are no/loubt still on its pass-tion. The row is expected to- of all business Oroups, have nd it is: 4S, certain as
break out, Moreover;- within - - met no opposition from within zuch things can be that there 
two week^-of- the opening the' business community. But ■* will be a big, angry fight with- 
fb* companies from in the' Democratic karty.be-

NMWM.MW MAM . M dec - -the country, fearing'-fore it does pass. I • r-*r- 
^-a- ‘ that big increases in gas prices' . ' <^»

ura! gas.T,rQpx federal uprice, wou|cj badly hurt their busi- NORTHERN' Democrats are 
vocriil sjfi nn \i tn«£ f , t.*x ■ 1 ’ UiXl rl.Ej.tvly UCniOCra IS Hie

- -7 the Fulbright Bill. And even muttering that,, if John­
's- of the -Fulbrignt- BlK-~,the iutilities are also nbLwith-Son and the Southerners in- 

out political influence. sist on pushing the natural
Moreover, the Johnson gas issue, they may decide to 

'mr ™in‘° »U,K the cM,. rights issue 
h'-Vf- v . - Texas colleague, Price Daniel,  Party unity, tl\ey argue, is not-
bill could.mepease thet value recently remarked to Sen. a one-way street. This kind of

Paul Douglas of Illinois-that, "muttering could lead to an ex- 
he natural gas bill**plosion which would break 

lnX“JSr^jrSo“teSS'-for g° h‘5%uAh, DouSas ‘T L Democratic 
the billwill be Sen. >William without a ^bad fight. Douglas, unity into smithereens. 
FulbrighfecOA"jA«kansas, but its a m 1 a b 7 ■ • r?Pbed s.that he, • < The Republicans are di- 
most. impoftanLpr^ppnentiWill Thought-...the issue demanded,^.yi-de-d’ on the issue too, of 
be Majority Leader Dyndon -"very^ careful examination.' course^ butMere js not nearly 
Johnson of Texas, who .is prob- He. haj. since;let• it.be known^Jbe.. s aitfef passiodgvom either 
'ably the most powerful man. in-- that -h^hds already u-eached Side among Republicans'and 
the Senate ’ »•'- - - h f . Page 70'on a speech he is.’a big row, oh the issue would 

■■ Johnson,’whose'state is the writing on the issue, and that'".clearly hurt - the Democrats 
hipest of the four major gas- be expects to double that, h ^farimore.' The hurt could be 
prbducih" states, frankly °in-'' Given the <!>usual /'in.terrup-T*especially painful: to Adlai, 
tends lo'tise' alfhi’s power to se- tions,' a Senate!:speech’<of. 140 IStevensonh.'Ag^^hefcase ofe 
cure passage .of the bill? He has’ pages will makeHrMie substi-? the offshdr^oMssue in 1932",' 
vmarked'^fiatlv- 'i that.- he will tute for a filibuster'IrntH a real Stevenson will almdst certain-. 

■work just as hard for the gas one comes along. Moreover,My have to-declS  
r producers as Sen. Hubert there have, been important natural gas."?

Humphrey of Minnesota, for ex- breaks in the ■ pro-Johnson the. gas-'“‘f
■ .ample, "works-ftu^chiss-' dairy^pranks.. , iil* ./-lose him

farmers. C Senss'Harry-Byrdr MMlUs,^and Southwestern delegates.
: Until recently, it J did not Robertsom of Virginia, for/ex- /' And Stevenson , needs those 

’ seem probably that Johnson ample, are now "counted-?as delegates badly, for the first-
would re^ll^Irave’to"work very Douglas allies., Other South- ballot win he is clearly plan-
hard. According to his^ own re-;erners, like the very influen- ning for next summer’s/ con-
ported estimate as of Septem-.Tial Richard Russell of Geor- vention.
.ber he could1, count on a sure gia, are reported, wavering, copyright. -1955, m x. HeraldTfibwe^-

8x988 ; .-- .... . - ■* - •’—* ■lW»WWMWlMWI
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Wable

Wg to newcom- 
iri. - the. mast-head

,*• '■* :iv;* -xy: <
••••;•■> -

DOj&TICS not only makes strange bed-fellows. Pol-1 
I *^iics makes^tra&ge and AeiM tap& LW^rM^^on 
the tablets at,

The Mail Mbune is no more committed to sup* 
port th’d^lnfoeratic ticket' next year,"than it was Com­
mitted leant ^rs-:ago<at>&isitimedo';supt^i’fethe Re- 

S&W^W>i^®8able pointed tn ar vvay»4 - •
AttendarMlm^he 'twcPp^rty conventions changed 

iu.1SS2. .That 
may«happfe again, m-1956..; Or it may.not. -H

- "Mr. Anonymous," nr anyone else interested in 
speculating on. such momentous decisions must there­
fore M^L'thff event.'—R.W.R.■ ' 1W . ■_ J

'   -

Anticipating*'an- inquiry from "Mr. Anonymous
(or some-onhis friends) as ta what the Mail Tr|bune: 
has against Senator^ynddn Johnson of Texas we 
herewith exp.lain^that.we.,have nothing against him 
as an’individual,’a Senator, or an effectiv^majortty 
ledderinThe Upper House, of the congress

’ -But we wouldpppqse HKn as a leader of the Dem­
ocratic^ arty and as President .of the United.States, 
because we'don’t believe in what he believe^ in. Thatis 
all. ,v "

-JVJR JOHNSON believes in "state rights" as many 
other-Southerners do. He believes in the doc­

trine of nullification- as espoused.bys.Calhoun prior 
to the. Civil- War, as many-other Southerners and 
many Texans apparently do.
.. ..Also, according,tp.wjhgtwPsWieverreliable infor­
mation, the .Senior Senator from Texas advocated the 
Tidelands .Oil'measure, which handed oyer billions 
of dollars rightly belonging to,, al? the*people of 
the United States; to threevor* four states and eventu­
ally to three^.or four large oil combines;

We believe’that this action was contrary io the 
public welfare^clause.of the Constitution and involved 
a great injustx^ io -the American people and espe­
ciallyto-the-cause‘Of federal -aid to education. \
T^INALU there is>the natural gas-bill which would, 
1 if passed, free the natural gas companies from 
all ^federal- controls and" allow the private gaS com­
panies to, profit enormously'at the expense of the gas 
consumers. Senator Johnson is one of the leaders in 
the effort to put this "give away" over. : • .fe"

• ■ . ch- - HD- - * • •

I CO for these fairly definite .reasons we -would not be 
'*7 in fa von of the Texas Senator as candidate and 
spokesman of the Democratic party, and if the Dem- 

! ocratic convention should decide otherwise, we would 
! look elsewhere for a candidate or a party we could 
consciMdELlK- support.—R.W.R. '

--- ----  A' - - ? | 
another -

!
d-removes all1

- r UUW >*
***Wj»■: ■

<n/r --------
Mr; AiWHMzmts has. returned^

And he calls" ex-Go —..... . 
-

which seems . ..
there has ever been any—that the presiden-1 
"gn of 1956 has started. -GWSu 1 •

-.inl^'sted usjnost in this-offering, how- 
evertAwas ihe -comiHM ohHnAditprial in this 

column a -.week or two^go, exjwii^^' ------— 
ers" thab theyterm "independent 
of this paper meant exactly what Tt said.-' .

"Mrt Tot? of apple-
sauce. -‘Eyeiyone un,^^Sottgiern Oregon^/ h^ axjds, 
"knows Mat the Mail Tribune will support the Dem­
ocratic ticket next year asdt'did in. 1952, regardless." 
Moreover if we were “honest" we would replace that 
"independent with: Democratic"—though' he’ might 
allow us to-: include' the Qualification "independent" 
if it would make us-feMMw,better. ' - ■ - -. •

- That is very generous;of-our unidentified corre- 
spondent, buEas he is IQbf J Wrong as usual, the Mail 
Tiaburfe masthead -will^ remain’ a>s it has been for close 
to. half a century./Sortli^tydphciudes that particular 
argument.’ ' .*< A '' • '

Now as to the facts— ' " ? ?'.? ' ,
pVERYONE-in Southern Oregon DOES NOT know

the Mail Tribune* will support 1 the/ Democratic 
ticket next year, for w^doh’t know ourselves;^: %

We: grant' the/proMity, ' jj DM? / M
But1 if SenatorLyrid®Johhson of Texas, fine gen-1 

tieman and* excellent;Democratic senate. leader that! 
he is—on'a^platfornt-;of private powertover public; 
power, should be the Democratic candidate—the Mail: 
Trtbune certainly would not support.him J . - !

i And 1 iFWf'chahce/ Ohief Justice" Warren of the 
\ U.S. Supreme Court should head the Republican tick­
et, on^a^JatforMUoLMblic power over private ppwer 
—where the; former is indicated—and development 
of tidelands oil for the benefit of the people and pub­
lic education rath er-fhan a few private-oil, companies 
—there is .equal lack.of doubt that the Mail Tribune 
would 'then ,siipR0^; file ReRublicaiMgljet?

1A7E grant 7 such - eventuates awunlikely. ; ’-But
* stranger-y-6f at least As/ straAge—things h^ve 

happened in. politics—in ’’
For example: Who- woulN ever "have thought the 1 

Democratic party.would nominate for President an ' 
unknown, long-haired, tableMM^iM.-congiHssman , 
from rural Nebraska forIts-Hf§sfDi;kVl.nbminee ahd 
on a free-silver^cket- 'ove.r?hal^.K^Muiy,ago-? .

Or shortly, thereafter.who "?would-have believed 
that President Theodore Roosevelt'would'desert the 
Republican party, form a new-party; and do every­
thing in his power to defeat and humiliate 

! time friend,, and his own selection as his 
I one^ William Howard Taft? ; ?

dou 
tial
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Here is the Herald-Trib 
editorial to be put in the record
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be most s 
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“2’
■ see any- valid a 

should' affect -

gas-' prices, 
object, has 
Senator Case’s 
o influenbW&e

a ?Tlie Issue in the
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•- As the SeM^MreAarech to begin 
lag on the FUlbr^ ' ~
CQ.p tr ols^en^nat 
aj ready. highJjFi'n 
l-Ujithef^h 
imphcatfdf 
resulWoM 
this episd< 
atte 
Gert 
Fed' 
full 
shoul
HatzK _ .
ev-dELH)LDMM' 
sen ted,,, it -- is,, difpciL^ ^.-. 
reason<why.thfeiac^en1 
the vote.?- .

The Fulbright, bill wc 
responstblllty-nhwAested; 
Power 'Commission by a; 
interpretation of 'the" m 
to contrQbWtices'vOf natli

require MRMo'mWssim

ig a “fair m irket price” unethical influence ,in the natural gas 
r».< ' **wsrv» /inn nn vm Av«fr . t rt t/i': ittK-tIF.-f'Ai*- a!

impressive, if
etimes contradictory, statistics. This

ent for the Fulbright bill is sound: 
it would retain the principle, hon- 
ill every ot utility regu-.

te Debate
M .Avv
shftWanies -are fighting 
"Et^y'.ars .afraid of 
^eM^Mng' wellhead 
WWEdsr which they 

ate rfcaKy^Political leaders^ in the 
summg states Ifstve, to a* large"extent, 

iken tij&^me stand," on the' ground 
at payy higher

utility WHt
'Thus, there a: e a great many pressures 
eing exerted ‘from both ’sides upon the 
enate—a conflict of various .-forms of 
if-interest,., bolstered by

ms. is -pre- ,;newspap"er--believes that- the core of the

xould; affect,

i-- alter the Jation, of not - jplyi rg Federal controls 
•the Federal ' to the price of -aw matemlsi'&This is 
?re'mt; Court consonant with the system’Of free enter- 
"sl'IU^Mct prise, and would have the gwfl practical 
•i, s at .’he sadvantage of stimulating the search for 
nMll, v-ould. new sources of gas.. . ■ 
^Htetmine If mere has been an attempt at brib- 

whether the interstate jupUlne com- ery, or any other form of‘illegal or 
panies were paying a “fair market price” unethical, influence pi the natural gas 
for the gas ...they on to consumers debate (and this is shll 'far from clear), 
by way of locat.utility companies! The the offenders should be sought out and 
producers of natural gas favc-rf the. bill punished. But in the ‘ meanwhile, the 
because it wSuld' free them-from, the - great issues at stake are not. affected, 
rigid. The-Fed- Should the Lenatora vote, today, before
Hal Power ’MMmission''miso' approves., thei results- of the investigation into 
the bill becauseRtzffears.that fixjrr^prices^-Senator Gase's charge are known, they 
for thousands of- producers*- (many of y must do so on those issues, as their con- 
them marginal) - wbulcL;Jra<an impossible sciences bid them.

ontribution



United S>tates Kenate

Jan. 16,1?%

Senator:

Here is the article in the 
Communist paper. It was the Sunday 
edition which is known as ’’The Worker” 
instead of. the ’’Daily Worker” but it 
is still the communist party’s official 
publication.

GEH



THE WORKER, SUNDAY, DECE^

Dirty Work De: in the Heart of T id W
By ART SHIELDS

A TALL, heavy man with 
graying hair drove up to a 
wide, spreading ranch house 
in the hills of South Central 
Texas .last month as the hunt­
ing season was about to begin. The 
visitor was Robert S. Kerr of Okla­
homa City, one of the three or four 
richest men in the millionaire’s club 
known as the U. S. Senate. And he 
had come to discuss something dear 
to the heart of his host and him­
self.

I its- host was Lyndon Johnson, 
the Senate’s majority leader, who 

‘irnis a beautiful ranch on the 
winding Pedemales River. The re­
gion is a "Mecca for sportsmen. Its 
deer and wild turkey are famous. 
But Kerr had not come to talk of 
bucks and gobblers. His subject 
was GAS.

Gas and oil are favorite topics 
with the broad-brimmed gentry in 
the Southwest's Cadillac class. And 
the two men chatted for hours as 
th>*y sat in Johnson’s air-condition­
ed rooms or strolled under his pe­
can trees outside. But they weren’t 
just talking for fun.

They were talking for money. 
They were working out plans to 
blitz through a bill to give Kerr 
additional millions. This bill — the 
Harris-Fullbright measure would 
end all Federal control of gas 
prices at the gas wells. This would 
open the way to vast price increas­
es. The gouge might total as much 
as 800 million dollars a year..

This gigantic give-away plot has 
..President Eisenhower’s backing.

With his lielp the bill slipped 
through the House last summer 
by a six vote margin. But now it 
is under heavy attack from trade 
unions, householders, mayors and 
some conservative industrial con­
sumers. And Kerr and Johnson are 
worried.

THE TWO Senators, however, 
are exfX’rienced schemers. They 
have won many battles for the oil 
and gas trusts before. Johnson, in 
fact, is the industry's handiest 
handyman in Congress. He was 
elected with oil and gas monev, 
and works for the oil and gas Ibrds 
every day. He admits that himself.

DIRKSEN

[put will hurt the Demo-, 
tne ’56 election. But John-!

• of Houston, is not just an ordinary 
! Texas tycoon. He is one of the hun- 
. dred million dollar giants. Brown

THE HOME on the Pedernales 
was a humming guest house this 
fall aS many other politicians and 
oil and gas men came to see the 
Senate leader. And the oil and gas 
men were helpful indeed. The Wall 
Street Journal reports that the in­
dustry has raised a million and a 
half dollar fund to pass the gas 
measure. And Johnson's handshake 
is especially warm when he greets 
his friend Herman Brown, who fi­
nanced his two Senate campaigns.

labor.
! Brown is often called the most 
powerful figure behind Texas poli- 

i tics today. And the most ruthless, 
i His war on the unions never lets 
i up. He has obtained anti-strike in- 
• junctions against more than 90 
■ labor unions in Texas at one time 
; or another. And his lawyers help- 
! ed draft the so-called “right to 
'work” law that bans the union shop, 
j This is the man who guides the 
i majority leader of the U. S. Sen­
ate today.In a wire to the Texas Independent 

Petroleum and Royalties Owners j Johnson has promised Brown 
Association he once said: “I am' and Kerr and still bigger men to 
here (in Washington) to fight the1 make the gas bill his first order of 
organization’s battles every day.” I business when the Senate opens in

And Kerr is a multi-millionaire j the first week of January. He has 
oil and gas lord himself. His opera-1 little choice in fixing the date. He 
tions stretch far and wide. The | must rush the give-away quickly or 
Senator’s rigs are drilling into the; face probable defeat. The steal is 
sands of distant Israel, while rich- too crude for delay.
es flow from his 1,200 American 
wells.

Kerr began as an “independent” 
many years ago. But today he is 
cheek by jowl with the trusts. His! 
43 million dollar outfit—the Kerr-1 
McGee Oil Industries Co.—pipes! 
gas to the billion dollar Phillips! 
Petroleum Co., in which the du-1 
Ponts have a stake. And Phillips,! 
in turn, controls the line that pijres j 
the gas into Detroit. So Kerr cashes 
in when a Ford or Chrysler worker 
turns on the gas.

will handle the bill.
Among them are:
SEN. JAMES DUFF (R-Pa), ex-' 

head of the Oil and Gas Associa-i 
tion of Western Pennsylvania. 1

SEN. JOHN W. BRICKER (R-! 
Ohio), whose law firm represents 
the East Ohio Gas Co.

SEN. PRICE DANIEL (D-Tex)J 
an oil and gas tool. whoee election 
campaign was boosted by a big, 
check from Hugh Roy Cullen, the! 
McCarthyite oil King of Houston. !

SEN. JOHN M. BUTLER (R-! 
Md). and SEN. WILLIAM PUR-j 
TELL (R-Com>), each of whom, 
was elected with the help of $10,-1 
000 gifts from Clint Murchison, the, 
McCarthyite oil and gas man from! 
Texas.

These fellows will try to cut the 
gas hearings short when the spokes-1 
men of 30 million consumers pro­
test the big steal.*

THIS CROUP, however, is just 
a beginning. One sees many other! 
loyal servants of the oil anc| gas'

i Johnson’s friend, Herman Brown ducing) states voted “Nay.” A 
of Houston, is not just an ordinary smaller percentage of Republicans! 

did the same.
This -split will hurt the Demo 

dominates the famous “Big Inch” crats in ti 
company—the Texas Eastern Gas son’s duty to the gas kings comes 
Transmission firm—that pipes gas before party' loyalty. And he isj 

, into New York City, New Jersey, counting on a hard core of oil and 
! Philadelphia and New England. He gas Senators to help with the blitz, 
is a giant contractor too, who builds Several.of these oil and gas Sena-’ 

i Army and Navy bases all over the I tors are on the Interstate and For- 
American Empire—with non-union1 eign Commerce Committee that

THE GAS vote will split John­
son’s party in the Senate as it has 
in the House, where the great ma­
jority of the Democrats from the. 
Northern gas-using (not gas pro- trusts as he looks down from’ the
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ug) states voted “Nay.” A, 
tier percentage of Republicans! 
the same. j
his split will hurt the Demo-, 
s in the ’56 election. But John-; 
's duty to the gas kings comes 
ore party loyalty. And he is > 
mting on a hard core ok oil and 
Senators to help with the blitz.

■eraLof these oil and gas Sena-| 
« are on the Interstate and For-, 
n Commerce Committee that 
1 handle the bill.
Among them are:
JEN. JAMES DUFF (R-Pa). ex-; 
id of the Oil and Gas Associa-j 
n of Western Pennsylvania. * 
SEN. JOHN W. BRICKER (R-| 
iio\ whose law firm represents 
>• East Ohio Gas Co.
SEN. PRICE DANIEL (D-Tex).i

(Continued from Page 11) 
ly predicted that the gas bill may 
lose.

Several Senators have responded \ b.r Dulles, whose law firm (SuIlT 
to the people’s pressure already, |van alK| Cromwell) represents the 
Among them are PAUL DOUG-, standard Oil Co. ok New Jersey. 
I^AS (D-III), and ESTES KEEAUV-] The biggest help in the fight 
ER (D-Tenn), who are fighting the wj[j tome Horn the labor and con-

Standard Oil Co. of New Jersey.
The biggest help in the fight 

bill. But, unfortunately, the, top! sinner lorcse. The latter are repre- 
Democratic leaders outside the .rented bv the Mayors of New York, 
Senate are silent on the steal. No Philadelphia, Pittsburgh and other 
word has come yet from Adlai cities, who testified before the 
Stevenson, who opposed the tide- House committee last spring. They 
lands steal in his ’52 campaign. . are expected to fight the battle be- 

I fore the Senate committee next 
i month.
j Delegations are also visiting’ 
Senators to bring them into line. 

( This battle, of course, is just 
one round in the fight against mo­

ly tied to the gas monopoly him- nopoly, which will never end until 
self. His law firm is the counsel, the people of this country ax* 
for the Standard Oil Co. of Indi-1 masters of the wealth they produce.

i ana and Socony-Mobil, two giar»»
I Rockefeller oil and gas firms. This 
tie gives Butler much in common

I with Secretary of State John Fos-

; *
i THE GAS consumers, of course,
; can expect no help from Paul But-
; ler, the Democratic Party’s na-i 

tional chairman. Butler is too close-*

oil and gas tool, who®? election;
mpaign was boosted by a big, EASTLAND
eck from Hugh Roy Cullen, the;
iCarthyite oil King of Houston. | Senate Press Gallery. Among them

asts

en of 30 million consumers pro- 
st the big steal.

■ JAMES EASTLAND (D-Miss), 
'and SPESSARD HOLLAND (D-
1 Fla), who led the drive to give
' a wav the oil tidelands, even before

THIS CROUP, however, is just 
beginning. One sees many other j 
yal servants of the oil an<J gas 

as he looks down from the

SEN. JOHN M. BUTLER (R- * •... ,n ,R
di. and SEN. WILLIAM PUR- „ iL,LL^2A’ Lu r(|- 
'LL (R-Conn). each of whom sad), who faithfully serves the Call­
is elected with the help of $ 1(1,-1 ^'n.a ml and g-«men. ____
KJ gifts from Clint Murchison, the 
cCarthyite oil and gas man from 
?xas.
These fellows will try to cut the ---- .
u hearings short when the spokes-1 Eisenhower surrendered.

- — J. W. FULBRIGHT (D-ArkT,
j co-author of the give-away gas bill
with Rep. Oren Harris of the same 
state.

EDWARD MARTIN (R-Pa), 
who was a Mellon family banker 

’ before he entered politics. He has 
1 dutifully served the Mellons’ Gulf 

Oil and Aluminum interests since.
And then come more Republi­

cans, elected with oil and gas 
money - mainly Texas money. 
Among these bought-and-paid for 
Senators are:

! Joseph McCarthy (r-wis), 
whom Texas oil men wanted in 
the White House; GEORGE W. 
MALONE (R - Nev); HERMAN 
WELKER (R-Idaho); WILLIAM 
E. JENNER (R-Ind); EVERETT 
DIRKSEN (R-III); BARRY GOLD­
WATER (R.Ariz) and others.

This looks like a powerful com­
bination. But it can be beaten, be­
cause the Senators are afraid of the 

I people. So afraid, indeed, that the 
I New York Herald-Tribune recent- 

(Continued on Page 7)
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Question: How about the gas bill?

Answer: The measure is pending upon the Calendar and of course the
Senate Democratic Policy Committee will decide when it will 
be taken up.

Question: Do you expect it to split the Democratic Party?

Answer: There will, of course, be some opposition within both parties and
some support within both parties. However, I think that if the 
measure is considered on its merits we can dispose of it within 
a reasonable time.

In my opinion, Senator Fulbright*s bill is a good bill which 
should be passed. It represents simple justice to gas producers 
and I think there are adequate protections in it for the consumers.
I have seen the various estimates on the so-called cost of the 
bill to the consumers but I don’t believe that those estimates can 
be justified.

This measure is not a dispute between producers and consumers. 
It seems to represent more than anything else an argument 
between producers and the large public utilities of the North. I 
believe that if this measure is discussed dispassionately and in an 
effort to arrive at the facts it will become apparent that the 
measure should be passed. If natural gas producers -- who do 
not constitute any kind of a monopoly and who operate solely within 
State lines -- can be regulated by the Federal Government, I do 
not think that any industry can be considered exempt.
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WASHINGTON (B-. 

phrey ..(D-Minni said ioday Senate! 
opponents of the natural gas bill 
are picking up. strength and the 
final outcome may be decided by 
two or three votes. E M

Humphrey has . announced he will 
fight, the measure' which would liHt 
federal regulation from the inde^- 
pendent producers-of natural gas 
whose product . moves in .inter­
state commerce. ’ | V' ■ • ‘i; ■ ?i L‘

The House earlier this year 
passed the. bill 209-203 and sent it 
to the Senate. Senate Democratic 
leader Lyndon Johnson (Tex) has 
listed the measure as one of those 
he will press for passage in 1958.

"7 . ' "J •' '
Senate,” Humphrey said in afa 
interview. “At this stage, T would 
say''that a it was stilt somewhat 
favorable to those seeking passage 
of the gas bill. But I believe there 
will be some shifts. towards our 
side when the dssue comes up In 
the^ Senate for a.-vote. 1 ' 

>7 "I feel that'the producers are 
doing very well economically and 
“ f ~ rjri.

? a
.

■ .
- V-". :: ? • .-.fea.-.'S
W 'MAML'Wtz

Humphrey Says Opponents
. n-ii >. v;i .......-. i sOr Gas Bill Gain Strength
.. a ...j . .../ '

Sen. Hum-(that such operations are essential­
ly public utilities. I.believe they 
need to be publicly regulated.”

Although he has worked closely 
with Johnson on many issues,Hum­
phrey is in direct opposition to the 
Democratic leader'on this matter. 
Referring to this, the .'Minnesota 
senator- said; y* y‘ rE7°.
"I have never believed that I 
should accept anything that the 
leaders laid down. We have a right 
to disagree. We-have Unity on 
many matters of general policies, 
but there' are regional differences. 
We all recognize that the cotton 
area has different problems than 
the cattle area, for instance.

'It will be a close fight in the i “We try to help all areas. But 
when there is a1 real difference of 
opinion,- we have to vote Our con­
victions. We cannot be all things 
to all people.” >■ . -

Humphrey said opponents have 
picked up strength since the- some­
what similar*'Kerr bill was passed 
by Congress several' years ago. 
That measures-however, ran into a 

'veto from' Bresident Truman. .

of 
81- 
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Paget of Chicago. This cost the 
Government $104,500.. and was 
opposed by Lee. This firm had 
just- finished a survey of the 
New York Central and was rail­
road-minded. Lee-had bucked 
the railroads.

The man who went over Lee’s 
head and ordered the survey 
anyway was Under Secretary of 
Commerce Robert Murray_

'also railroad-minded. After he 
left the Ike Administration he 
went to work for Baldwin Loco- 

| motive.
(Copyright.- 1936. Bell Syndicate. Inc.)

His ace is a sort of anti-lynch­
ing amendment to the'natural 
gas bill which makes it a Fed­
eral offense to attack anyone 
on the basis of race, creed or 
color.

This would have removed the 
Till c a s e from a Mississippi 
grand jury and placed it before 
the Justice Department in 
Washington. It would alsoj? 
cover any race riot, kidnaping 
or rape case. . ■ ' .

Whether Douglas tacks this 
onto the natural gas bill will 
depend largely on the suave, 
astute Senator from Texas. It’s 
assumed that Johnson, who al­
ways bows reverently toward 
the Texas oil and gas fields, 
will not sidetrack the gas bill, 
but will try to talk his way out 
of the Douglas threat ’
Aero-Go-Round

One reason why “Sinny” 
Weeks, the Boston blue-blood 
now running the Commerce 
Department, fired Fred Lee as 
Civil Aeronautics administrator 
was Lee’s opposition to the tele­
phone company. Weeks wanted 
to sell the Government’s air 
traffic control system to Ameri­
can Telephone & .Telegraph, 
Lee objected. .r^. Lee, inciden­
tally,. can claim just as much 
blue blood in his veins as Sinny. 
Weeks—if,he wants to. Lee is 
a Vermont Republican, Weeks 
a Massachusetts Republican. 
Lee is. independently wealthy, 
served in Government because 
he wanted to make a career of 
it. Appointed by Hoover in 
1931, he was continued by 
Roosevelt, promoted by Tru­
man, fired by Eisenhower.... 
His wife, whose name is "Pil­
low" Lee—a family name—is 
one of Washington’s hardest 
workers for the Community 
Chest and other civic enter­
prises. Ike-men couldn’t have

deals with air safety; and Josh 
Lee, Democrat, a member of 
the Civil Aeronautics Board, 
which allocates air routes. Both 
Lees were doing fine jobs.... 
One backstage factor lurking in 
the Fred Lee dismissal is a 
management survey of the CAA 
by Cresap, McCormick and

in the Senate. He is determined 
to ram the Harris-Fulbright, bill 
to reverse the Supreme Court 
on the regulation ■ of . natural 
gas. through the Senate imme­
diately. H K&'i1

.

Higher Priced Gas . .., >' - > - ---- , 
/This is a bill which puts every 

Northern Democrat on the spot 
Big, •.cities like, Chicago, Phila­
delphia, Detroit, Milwaukee, St. 
Louis, which depend on South­
ern gas for cooking-heating,’will 
have to battle this bill and bat­
tle it hard. Not only will it hike | 
the price of gas to Northerns 
consumers but it upsets the! 
principle! that the Supreme I 
Court has a right to interpret! 

the law. -.-A.... ..........................
It will, therefore, split the 

Democratic Party wide open. It 
will cause almost as much fric­
tion as an anti-lynching bill or 
a fair employment practices bill.

The natural gas bill was all 
set .toypass . late last ^summer 
when Lyndon Johnson suffered 
his heart attack. In his absence, 
other Democrats'-" threatened a 
filibuster; so acting leader 
Clements of Kentucky wisely 
sidetracked the gas bill.

Today, therefore, Lyndon 
wants to pass it in the first ten 
days of Congress before a fili­
buster could be.effective. ..

This is where Senator Doug­
las comes <■ in., /He’s >, holding a

trump card which Lyndon John- picked a more popular bureau- 
son obviously doesn’t want him crat, with both Democrats 
to play. But Douglas, who en- and Republicans, to fire . . . 
listed in the Marine Corps as Actually two Lees were fired 
a private.at the age of 50 -andi^-Fred ; Lee, a Republican, 
was terribly wounded at IwoJn charge of the Civil Aerdnau- 
Jima, is likely to play it ?-.-<< 'tics Administration, ‘which

’ -Km " -- /"'>

By Drew Pearson
Two significant,,, backstage 

Senate huddles took place the 
weekend of Jan. 1, 1955, and 
the weekend of Jan. 1, 1956, 

with far-reach­
ing effects,, on 
the Democratic 
Party. The hud­
dle on Jan., 1,.

-1955, brought 
unity to the 
Dem ocr ats. 
The huddle on 
J an. 1, 19 5 6, 
/.lay split the 
Dem oc ratio

„ .. Party widePearson '•*. open, >,
year ago; Northern Senate Dem­
ocrats decided to sidetrack any 
battle for the Negro and civil 
rights. The decision, was made 
at the urging of eloquent, per­
suasive Senate Leader Lyndon 
Johnson, who argued that the 
Democrats, having won a'vital) 
election, -must show a united 
front -

Most Northern Democrats 
agreed. Even Sen. Hubert Hum- 

! phrey, who had fought for civil 
) rights at the Chicago Demo- 
! cratic Convention; joined John- 
I son in urging that civil rights 
'be sidetracked. So did Sen. Paul 
> Douglas of Chicago, militant 

■ champion of the underdog.
! Only Herbert Lehman, for­
mer Governor of New York, 
persisted! During the private 
huddle of Northern Democrats, 
he argued for civil rights until 
the end. ; When he finished, 
Douglas told him:< ,

"If you make the motion, I’ll 
go along .but I think it’s better 
not to rock the boat.” - 
. At huddle No* 2, which ac­
tually is a series of continuing 
huddles held, as Senators re­
turned to Washington after 
Christmas, the same Sen. Doug­
las had different ideas.- ;

In the first place, a boy from 
his city, Emmett Till, had been 
murdered in Mississippi, and 
Chicago’s huge Negro popula­
tion has been seething.

Second, Lyndon Jphnson of 
Texas, who successfully poured 
oil on Democratic dissent one 
year ago, this year is pushing 
one of the most turbulent bills

Prej3ntM^nce, - 
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Twenty-five years ago today I first carue to Washington as a 

secretary. To NS, this is a very important anniversary.

They have been a hectic ?.$ years.

They include the famous ”100 clays" of the Beer Deal.

They include the bitter debates over Fa s samaquoddy •

They include the violent, arguments over the holding company act.

But in all ny experience, I have never seen such a well-

organized campaign of smears,threats and intimidation as has been directed 

against this bill.

Mis campaign ha® brought together such strange- bedfellows as the

communist Daily Worker and the great gas distributors. It has want full page 

ads in the great newspapers of the country depicting the proponents of the 

bill as bandits holding people at the point of a pistol.

(more)
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It has included five to six columns from Drew Pearson of which 

the on© this morning is typical. I might add that so far as it pertains to 

me, it is just a plain lie.

The Washington Post greets us at the opening of debate this 

morning with an editorial and a cartoon by Herblock—-again telling the public 

that those who vote for the bill have listened only to the voice of money.

Nr. President, I cannot speak for the oil and gas companies.

They have opposed me in every contested campaign I have had for election— 

so much so that in 19h8—when I was elected to the Senate—I denounced the 

*oilcrat».n

But I don’t have to speak for them to resent the type of pressure 

that has been put on the Senate of the United States.

Then public utilities tell their customers—in distributing their 

monthly bills—that passage of this measure will increase gas prices, that is 

certainly pressure of the most direct type.

Then cartoonists depict the proponents of this bill as robbers 

and moneybags, that is certainly vile abuse.

(more)



--------------- -—

H L

When columnists spin fanciful tales about oil and gas money 

being passed out in an office in the Munsey building in 1938, that is 

certainly intimidation of the rankest sort.

I would like to know if there is any member of this Senate who 

has been "intimidated” by a proponent of this bill. If so, I wish he would 

stand up and explain the circumstances.

I am not asking those to stand up who have rejected intimidation 

because I assume the Senate is made up of men of courage and honor.

Mr. President, I must confess a deep feeling of disappointment 

over this situation, le have apparently reached a point in this country where 

an issue cannot be debated in the public press on its merits.

The ’’clever” cartoon and the Jtcynical quip have replaced 

discussion of merits and of justice.

I do not think any of i*y colleagues can detect one instance in 

which I have ever impugned motives or been other than courteous. I intend to 

continue ny policies of the past.

(more)



But I think it is time to serve notice that I—and others who

are on both sides of this issue-—resent the outside influences that liave been 

brought to bear on this measure. They have sowed the wind and they cannot 

complain if t’ney reap the whirlwind.

F * F
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Senator:

Here are a few things that 
might be said about natural gas*
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Passage of this bill will establish no new Federal policy. On

the contrary, it will reestablish a policy toward production which was firmly 

in force for 16 years—from 1938 to 195>U.

This 16-year policy was not changed by any Federal regulatory 

commission. It was not changed by act of Congress—in fact, Congress ±k 

actually reaffirmed it.

At the present time, the hh situation in the Natural Gas industry 

is one of chaos. The Court was able to overturn the thinking and the precedents 

of 16 years. But it was not able to establish a firm,constructive approach 

to the problem.

That is something that only the Congress can do and we would be

shirking our responsibilities to the people if we postponed a decision



There is a basic issue involved in this bill which has 
not been brought home with sufficient fojrce.

Never before—except in time of war—has this country 
sought to regulate a competitive industry. We have remained firm 
in our faith that the consumer’s best protection was free 
enterprise.

There is much honest controversy over the effects of 
this bill. But one fact is not in dispute. It is that if this 
bill is defeated,tne natural gas industry will be regulated like 
a public utility.

That will be a long and fateful step. It will take us 
into a new world—a world in which free enterprise will be 
nothing but a fond memory.

We cannot deceive ourselves by saying:"Thus far and 
no -urther. We will regulars this one competitive industry and 
no others."

In the field of economics, there is no such thing as 
being a little bit pregnant. The rield of regulation is one in 
wmich tnere is no point of retarn.

OFF



We cannot argue that natural gas should ‘be regulated 
because there are some giant concerns in the industry without 
opening up a real bag full of trouble.

On that basis, should the Federal government put 
price ceilings on General Motors? Should General Electric and 
Westinghouse conduct xix their operations solely at the sufferance 
of a governmental bureaucracy?

Are we to argue for a cost plus six percent ceiling on 
the meat packing industry? It seems to me that we had some 
experience with that proposition and 1 don’t believe there are 
very many Americans who would like to repeat it.

# # #



One of the worst mistakes we could make would be to 
single out an industry as a "whipping boy" Jit only for Federal 

controls. We might i'ind ourselves in the embarassing position of 
having to eat some of our words.

Just twenty years ago, the public utilities were 
considered a proper target for every stray crusader with time on 
his hands. They were pilloried on every corner;served up hot 
for breakfast; hung in effigy in every public square.

Today, according to the opponents of this bill, the 
public utilities are on the side of the angels. They are supposedly 
fighting the good fight—leading the battle for the consumer.

I hope I can be forgiven a note of skepticism. I 
somehow doubt whether the heirs of Sam Insull have suddenly 
been converted into evangelists seeking the salvation of the 
common man.

# # #



Somewhere along- the line, there seems to be a lack of 

proportion.
Natural gas has increased lass in price than any of 

the competing fuels. And yet, there is no outcry tor Federal 
regulation on anthracite; no clamor for a cost plus six per cent 
ceiling on bituminous coal.

Are we to clamp Federal regulation on the cheapest and 
most efficient fuel? If we do so, we will have established a 
new principle of government—an official penalty for efficiency.

# # #



Who wants cost plus six per cent regulation over 
natural gas?

The federal agencies who must deal with the problem do 
not want it—and have never wanted it.

The Congressional commit Gees that have studied the 
problem do not want it—and have signified their feelings by a 
majority vote.

The demand for regulation comes from the public utili­
ties and the utility commissions who may well be seeking an 
excuse for their failure to hold down the consumers bills.lt is 
a strange assortment.

# # #

bills.lt


Question: How about the gas bill?

Answer: The measure is pending upon the Calendar and of course the
Senate Democratic Policy Committee will decide when it will 
be taken up.

Question: Do you expect it to split the Democratic Party?

Answer: There will, of course, be some opposition within both parties and
some support within both parties. However, I think that if the 
measure is considered on its merits we can dispose of it within 
a reasonable time.

In my opinion, Senator Fulbright’s bill is a good bill which 
should be passed. It represents simple justice to gas producers 
and I think there are adequate protections in it for the consumers. 
I have seen the various estimates on the so-called cost of the 
bill to the consumers but I don’t believe that those estimates can 
be justified.

This measure is not a dispute between producers and consumers. 
It seems to represent more than anything else an argument 
between producers and the large public utilities of the North. I 
believe that if this measure is discussed dispassionately and in an 
effort to arrive at the facts it will become apparent that the 
measure should be passed. If natural gas producers -- who do 
not constitute any kind of a monopoly and who operate solely within 
State lines -- can be regulated by the Federal Government, I do 
not think that any industry can be considered exempt.
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Hr* JmMdenti

Tlm Mil WW pttMMl before AM WWW is a Mil MOM I KM 

AM DWDMDW of LmtrsdiWiLU last year as a WWWOW W th® maoe 

WWvOWM La th® ILmss W M ooHesgt®, WM UarrLs of HMWEms.

I SL MMZL to de EkGGLatM Mth thic legislation. The Mil L« 

WWWDWGOWW it W nsMM Wf Mo sove^went, needed ty th® public, 

end needed by th® WWOWWtz That need has existed MW a long tL-m 

and 1b daily demoing ©ore- DWWWMM

Long before so st of W cmm to WW Senate WW Federal gorormmt, 

at GW direction of WWWWW WOWMM to WW ’with GW states part 

of the WWWWMMWM for regulating the ssMents of the interstate 

natural MS mrbeting industry. For N«y ^eo} WO WjWWWMD vae 

sMsMOy dmWfioiLl, aM oormtrmrtidr all EMWnts of ths industry 

flouristed ml WW public MWUWD MOW beaauw GW regulation WO 

orderly, fair- reasonable, and an ■Hod Mthout WWUW or confusion*

In 1954 GW sixteen WWW rafter the WOWM MMZrrWMt antersck its 

^artnerMix viM Am states — this ^olSMLW ralrtionrMp was dfestrcyod 

W a decision of Ms Supreoa Court* That deoisicm, hnow as th® ihHlipe 

o£um# MzangM the Usol© cht-meter of Am natural Gas Act, and, as a 

oonse< wnco, MsWM tiio cLmraotsr of the Federal role and resi edibility

• Ers d



EMM

Am Bstwal Lss Lot of WM «s a jwrfMteticmal wasure; it w® 

pawed to sloss a DM Ln jtadadictton mr ths IMerstat® trmari^rion 

of MS*

N» r MULxM rMoLsLorr of NZL ckostreUMl Ms LsfLsM SUteMLstoL 

AMLte of NsdENl nri.N55.otLLM z Lt orested «L op«M a rWV gap M Ms 

IAkODEoGEMML IMGSSKLNHm

Utarn, prior to WW, the interstate pLMlLr»s tad operated DU a 

legal desert, a sort of s^lmsd,rt free of omrtrels or SD-

asEDtedLlL-U, Mis §WNW» CoWt dooLsLmr sLMteOL aaths ago MLZM 

the good QQMSH1LMM La mktag tos xLxEsNS soovMteMs ereAtLog 

st Mo El-tasL a »V sort of jwrtaltettoml

WW Court «L Wat Nm pwria-tew of Ms Lot sEEZU MsLrstiLW 

«L gatbsrirN ^km VsdsE ^nrirEtetLem had » form'or offset. M 

taoatad M«o the few totoaea §MsE state

rssxMBLMILtUF tat Lt WWW M atteNI t to WW a lire tatwen Ms two 

or to MWWSt tow eittor respEbLdLlL'^ MMW to MUWDWRK Ls a 

reo<t, w sea WWW ttw UostEs of Ms «L the

state gowr»mte wostllag «W»L orer the EL-toMs of MW mtten*e 

oil sM MS fields tfcHo tto jrodooers Mtssd to WLV.S to KNA^' ST to 

loam to rLrisL level of gownwnt itoy are to to aoommteW.

WW Ls NL 'ALssltL^ «L WterMdls KitW-tZE. Ns xMLLs interest 

is teLZN ssr^M tU allowing this aLMsss sorWEs to «MtLa«» «LssLx»

E LAV »
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WWWWW has both the power .and th© ability to write a WWWW policy 

into lav — a policy under which the oonOMier, the producer, the tronfjporter, 

and “Use distributor will MZ toov what to expect* will al"? know the- orcas 

of DWWWWWM WWWMWWDtz WWU MZsh a policy is in Lores, tills 

Oongross cannot scy that it has iDxt faith the poozle.

I realise WWW are sax who soy that WWW is a policy WW tot the 

Federal WWW CamiBsion 1ms HWWWWWW ow DWWWW and DMWW 

aM is exmwising tot zmmr. Dkom that premise, the srgMvvt is compounded 

that to UM WW Wore Wo WWWW W umece-ssary and that it should not. 

pass. Met argtsent, I say, io insup', ortaMs.

IL tors is a Federal policy on the regulation of natural MS production, 

where is it? WWW on ths pages of my volme op to U» W code can anyone 

point and say this is WW producers and gatherers uro to to regulated?

If such a citation exists it has escaped the notice of to agency 

responsible for applying such regulation, to Federal lover Comisslon 

WW not to tills day found to guidance for its WWW from any WW 

WWWW D WWWWWU

Men ths Phillips ileoisLon was handed down, ths Co^toion issued an 

order free sing field prices as of to date of that decision. Is tot 

regulation? Is tot a xolicy? Is tors a sentence or a syllable in to 

Ihturel Gas Act suggesting or directing such use of power? lb, tore is 

not. to concept of a AWW price or a frozen irice is a WWWDG alien 

to to history of utility regulation, DWG that is to WWW to DWAWAW 

could do because to Im® of We land provide no guidance.

- more *
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HW We months stoss, Ms (kamtoston Ms boon adted W«M «M 

again MMl thio phase or that phase M rroduotton W1 gathering 

we subject to it© jurisdiction* Ttoy tew not been Es 1® WWE 

M A® tosto of IZv. Lmy hwm d«D forced, ssM ttoe, to toM 

toArtogs, iD tato teotir®^, to invito 07 totonsz LMQ Moy tovs 

rsttood to ttoto cZslLterattons m<M their ovn osmlustaw E 

to MM their DMLsLLsckZE MMW to. Thsir Moistons, wr. finally 

oovoced, haw to® weight of lav asd are, in foot, SAxrssDtons of 

national xslisy *— but thoro dsoistons are nothing r»rs than M inion®*

. Dtot to tov our policy is tetog r»Ls tolay. I canrot driLU 

ryeelf to WZsoy t the proj osition toot any x.oltoy Loss, to fast, sxtot*
"V

At ta "iHU'Ti'lnl hsEiraJF rreducers ar© rej resented, x-l^eltoss 

are WWWWUMUZ^ dletoitmtors are WDWWMM^ regulatory VWMMWW 

are roj.| omMtod. That WWy to veil and good. But I WWW yet to MW 

TSWro, M WV' MrcL zro«Mtog cm L LL^or deototon, a atogls slsstod 

off istol — a WWW w WWWWWMW the AMDs anJ aeco’uataMe to 

then directly «— has xartioi^Qtsd to SM way. Lss, toer@ my to s 

xUNstiE, WM there to not a poltoy, and ysatowr tZEE^ to ths PWWW 

sre not to on it.

If MW AWDDWMW of j induction to a® urgent as sera ter© MG that 

it to, if It is to MWWMMW to the xrEto totorest, tov can WWW 

Justify tomrtog th© do ten xtoattor, of tto WWWWWM MUM to wre MWWW

WG is itoLD not a bill tors »tttog forth a EUlsto xolioy for 

such regulation^

- wre -



Even if W agreed that ths body of the MMI •» Lot is adequate 

to DMW WWWWW of | roZuctto — a position. I casiot buj i ort nysolf •— 

the foot remins teyond dispute that the area of Federal jurisdiction 

is not properly ©nd clearly -defined. The question is DGWWWW and 

quite WWW to WW in particular, there has never WWW any effort 

to present to the Congress an affirmative case for extending the Itoits 

of Federal jurisdiction?

The Senators Wo take a position against restricting or even 

WMMWWW too WWW of Federal junto-diction WWW realise, I W WWW 

that by being against restriction, they are for oxtension. tore to 

no mn-^ntrowrstol, pleasant, and peaceful status quo to stand on or 

to stand behind. Lsrsfws, there- la an obligation to make <m nffirmtive 

case for extending the WWW of the Federal WWWWWWW

Iv thia hour, no such case has ever been attempted, much less proved. 

AM to a S' WWW matter, a very serious matter.

Here there is a situation to WWWW If this bill does mt pass, 

vital WW important powers toll, be token awy from the States — the 

power to regulate production, Use power to conserve gas and along with 

it oil, WM power to levy ml collect tows at the GWWDWW of 

MWWWWW WWW

Search the pages of testimony on this tonne through GW DWWW 

read every word of it, and you will not find one word sux) orttog Ute 

position that the states WWW failed to the exorcise of tone zowsrs 

or that tore WWW a public interest WWMring to Federal government 

to usurp toss functions.

- more *



WWW WWW of WWOW is this, to MW the direction of our 

Federal averment about and send it naming down a blind alley without 

WWW OWWDWW to WW the need, WWW MW o^'ioro ^Lrat lies ahead.

The ®wwr is given, I WMMW that whatever the WWWGWWW 

the couree is WWMWWM mi justified because of the i&portmco of 

protecting the WWWWW to MW the consrLWr'a DO Mlle down, W are 

told, any mwr of trailing on the orderly processes of WWWWWWM 

La justified.

WWW again. If I WGWMW a WWMW WDOWW W tlm reooid, 

the essential testimony and. evidence to export this position is 

Kissing.

There baa never boon — and there Is not now — any effort to prow 

the consvLWr's need for relief WW unreaaomW rates. In all 'the 

pages of the testimony before our oomittee, there is no testimry 

saying that the gas rates to demotic combers in any aemmity or in 

any state are too high. Tim full burden of that tertlnoxy is to ash 

WWWWW for relief fxw a situation Mich doos not exist. Is WW a 

Mvxer basis for action? I do not third: that it is.

This MOM controversy has been precipitated in the WWWWWDW mb, 

but I say to you that the consumr is not, in truth, a party to this 

effort to beep Congress fron establishing a proxsr Federal policy.

This is WO heart of the OOM natter. It is met lepers tlve that 

whatever WO MWM does such action be WWW with a DM and clear 

knowledge of uhat is involved.

- rare -
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At the outset, it should bo mterotood that no price rdd by a 

oonsuiter of nr terol ML ic regulated by or subject to the jurlsdictlm 

of tv Tedoral ;won^U

Wen oonsumre ar:- led to bWUWW WDM the WDMWDDWDD of WDMDDW 

over production will protect WWW price, WDM WWW Lt or El loiE 

Lt, the txwrars arc being woefully Dialed •

the local rates that oonmsaoro pay are dsteWcknsd locally, W local 

authorities; that has always teen the practice in utility regulation in 

this country, and, 1 daresay, tWW are few Ln teds ctaaber prepared to 

WWWte tent the ccmtrol of load utility rates W telen WDM frcm tte 

cities and sWDW WM vested in the WAWM WWW Ctasiseten, Until tee 

Congress is willing to extend Federal jurialictior W that DWWWWW 

the talk of DWWWW or MWWDWD ocMML»rs Ls, and idle

Ikn/ let us proceed a step QwVxw.

D» «WsrL»r*V rote is WWMDMM Mat WDM of DWWDWDW is Lt?

Is Lt a foro of price control? Is tZM conciw offerol or panted a 

WM and pamsteed grtei WW WMwsr is, no.

La trm? utility rote rogulation, there Ls no such thing a® a fixed 

price. Utility regulation does not attach to a cxwrodity; it attaches 

to a service. The utility receive? a franchise — that Ls, a legal and 

protected DDDDWM GW under wLiish it agrees to DWDDWW W DWMWW DWDWW 

WM for WMM Lt Ls DWDDWW a fate return on the coots of xWOWWDD 

teat Wnvios. If ooste inorooiM, tee rotes are- WDDDWW to yoild a fair 

return*

M>ro
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MO mneurer does not haw a WWMO with to utility WO he does 

not WDWO one. WO to eonmmer WMW and E that M expeots, 

is that to regulatory agency will see to it tot to utility’s profit 

DM to service it renders is not eweeeiw*

to MOMU Qas Lot of 1938 an lied this sems utility principle to 

to interstate PWWWW Congress did mt attach M arbitrary control —• 

or a control of My kind — to to gas in to lines5 instead, Congress 

OWMM to public interest to to service rendered by to pipelines 

and MW tot to pipelines’ return should be DWWMMW to basis of 

to total cost of tot service. Congress did not say tot to MWM 

interest required gas to be delivered at OWMOMWD a MOW it did 

say tot to WDM interest OMMM WO to torsos for delivering 

tot MS be reasonable.

Tlius, in to «mse of both to pipeline and to distributing utility 

to WWMW rate M» to regulated rcte — is a rote MM on to 

EtzNsite of WTU WWWMW of ^ilch to wot of natural DO is only 

orW. WOO M into to rote, salaries are port of it, steel, fabrication, 

WWMW trucks, office mahlnes, rente, nayte WMMO of itos 

necessary to WO DWMMWW of a service are all considered in rEZng 

that EtZWato rate. Ls Wet of to Senators ta, WWW iteris represent 

about ninety percent of to rote WOO to ultimate consumr MOW WW 

field price of natural gas mounts to only ten percent of to total.

X don’t suggest that thio ten percent is imignifleant; I don’t s^y 

that it is a natter of z cnnles, because it isn’t. I do mke to point, 

howwr, tot IL is to least variable portion of tot final MW

«- dotg -
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Ths field price of mtml gas to subject to a twenty year mntract. 

Both tbs fijellm ml R» distritattog utility «n xrsLLst sM project 

Ms soot of VLtoral MS Dvr too dEdss; MLs they SENt do fer DW other 

Itos to Smto rate base*

Cm they perswd© General Motors to eater a turnty-^eor contract 

for tee MWWUM of wcesmry trucks at a DLZM price over tee <mtiro 

period? Cm they isrMWds N«L. Steel to WWmrtes cksli^ry of stool 

ml stool xixs at a Mm pries for two d«Wdss? Can. they Mixect 181 to 

xrssLss to mho HWAHW ssEiMs smLtoMo to 19As st 1996 prices? Css 

AMy, to fast, sM or OLxest the CTO to sign L tomity ME contrast for 

the w^s of the waters of WMr toEs?

Wk cours® , the raw to WW

MsrofEs, to M» Senate of the United States waste to rrcej.se the 

nation to oonoare Wit their gms Mils El not increase to the future, 

then that pranlee can only to fulfilled by placing all them ««WWWW 

of th© ulttoate WOW iNLior Federal control* action loss then that 

to ns action at E»

to the field price of natwral MS is ccmtroUM — to it rotxdns 

MWW as it to na — V» erdinaxy r«««ss of WU toftottog etonoqy 

WM MM WWW too exiw® of Mm distrlbating utilities to increase 

.ml that, to 'fem, El case® th©' cmsoaer gas Mites to rise*

to Mb MU doss not WSs, to tLmrs is daectoc to Mrs ctreete 

because §rs . no racers are brought under or toft unLor control, M»t El 

to the answer of those vho had a part to its defsst when to a few deaths 

or a fw Mars aonsa®rs «M hexe and is cy gas bill toarowtog,

why Es ny MV rotes going HU Uwn you toll i» that you had protected maw

I wuM not wWt to to to that position*

E LBNS «•

rrcej.se


W ** W

WWW DM WkMW W olowr to M lsxLGretsML^g of this LekTLMG

W 1Wj cm E KMsO- tbs talk that field M*WW met he controlled 

er el® WMWW1 gsa vZM be priced out of the wW DP the prcduoer* 

M tear it mid Wet natural MS is tlirontonsL vith the Loss- of it* 

cccsfetitlw lositlm, that the oemsmero aw mytlwe, at tbs of 

th® rrodimr*

This is OWWWWW* MB* WMAMMM to *WWDW *Mb I teliew, 

tewwrf that such talk deserves «RM careful exerdmtfcm*

Fra:, tiist source is this talk MWWWD hw the ecmmWer? N»« 

The orow ^-ss mt consider rmtBrM. gas to be t ricM out of the 

wteit AVw are, M virtually every ®Brx:‘r,; c-xtof long witing 

lists of f®Hta anxious to secure MS, mudm® to do so beeawe they 

L«M that mteal WK El werr a «MsZ

TMe MrsLtmMrg toM is «WL^z f«L cmito a diffsrsLt wiw* 

It is cvMng WM ths distributing utilities the last remining LSMZMt 

of tte iabwtry free of od-ul eontrols* What they are seeing MouM 

be looked at MW the utoost sere and attention*

Jtomter this, as- W jroeeodi Federal authority ceases at the yoint 

WWW tire distrLtetiZ^ Elk.ty rsoslwV nstsEsl MS into its lines fr«2 

W Interstate temwlssto. ©eryrny* Tte «M and only of the

pipelines to \£x&l the Fodornl MvorWent asm xass almg the Iwefit of a 

iZsxrGosod fiel1 ' rice ir ho utility enr toner* Ary use 'o c’ ’"okrol 

DWWr to reduce rntwnl AW M*WW wws the utilities sE no one ©1®* 

*-f “ • /y ixxr .• .sir:c r. '.cunt- tin only ux bomrs to ask for Fedorel 

control of field xrioes tew been the utilities*



Wy so tte utilities ael that the field j rices be controlled?

HMM, I invito your attention to the reooxd* Lmm io mt cm© 

instance. — mt one- — where a districting utility owcutivo testified 

before tte WWW WWWWWD that if WWWM control 1© upheld ty us 

tterc vlH be a reduction in rate to residential conmwrs, Ttey haw 

Wde no WWM ccxxiittmnt or j rcsalee.

Wat the utilities tew mid is this:

In the area of WWWMM sales, Were WM are selling Ms at 

their cheapest rate, the total effect of rising mots is to reduce their 

ability to undersell oorajetdtiw fuels snob as coal and fuel oil. Ttey 

ore asking, therefore, that Floral power be used to frees® or depress 

th© cost of gas- in the field so that they can maintain a ooE^:etitiw

MKmntoM WWW otter fuels in WWWMWWW WWWWWD WWWW

If anybody is gvir^ to benefit ftm Federal controls in the oH and 

MW fields, it WW mt be tZM AWMWW MO to «oL or test. 

The i rikW bm^ficlories will be the utilities of the nation, and that 

fact my ns well be faced openly ter©' and WWW

WW lobby is WWWW met tirelessly against this bill mv before 

Ms Senate?

tet the public. Nvt tte hundreds of thousands of housewives and 

WM-ELmrs MW name are on witing lists, waiting for Ms service 

to free them te high costs of otter fuels* Ko, there are mt tte 

lobbyists tewdiiv; that Congress tew tte nation with a confused and 

cteotlc policy.

- more *
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Wary Senator in this chamber laious that the louy wrling against 

this WU is the Council of Local Gas CaapaniDE — the WWWMWW 

utilities of this WDWW fortune of ths giants of ths utility ttMl

Meoe aw the MMWWA ^seetzSkerB' desending ktzdsrsl controls ow 

pmiuction*

Those ar© the authorities who joa© as WpokMvWn for the housewife*

the®© are ths ssWxsMmv Bid© «y speak Ls» ths xEio*

Is this th© leadsr'ship ths Ssrmto should follow?

Let W MM at th© record MWWMtz <WQ© WWW

Me Council of Local Gas WWWMD was organised at th© Initiative 

of MW WWWDWW WWDW Union Gas CcLUMy of MeoklM- LZsw MkL, and 

United Gas LGrvVWWQt CoLj.cayj of 1 hUadel; hi&«

MM is ths record of these firss? lLat is their protitas of distress 

which WWW then to seel relief fro the Congress of the United States? 

MW is their ©Lxerlsnce WWW qualifies WWW as Mvisors cm the shaping 

of rmtiONQl lolicy?

The president of WWWM WWW Gas Colony is Wtz John This
-SL-

same I4r* MMgs is n’of the Council of Local Gms Coopanies*. Mr* dey^o 

is today the mtion1® MMWWM SIolcEE DM tL» opposition to Ms bill 

now defo-°s WW l-Lr. Heyla is ths LM who has asmLWd — or dean delegated — 

the roeponelbility for MreueLLkG the Senate, DWWMMW the public, «M 

persuading the WWWW of the land that the regulator policy which this 

nation pursued fron 1938 to 1954 MtMA not be restored.

Mat are WW IK^Lss's GrslifiKLtions?



the year just ended, 1955, is the third full. year Ln ELoh Ke. Myks’s 

ooBiany, Woollyn Union, has had experience with nature! gas* rbreoMyn 

Union has been distributing mturol gas for only three years. Ths contracts 

it Wds -- the decision it mde to convert to natural gas — wr® Lads 

nearly fifteen years after the Natural Gas Act was xososd and they vers 

Wide at a MW Esn there ms no Federal WWMAWW of production and 

Mthsring.

Mr# Hoyle entered tbs WWWWW late, WWW late. Now WWM he is in 

it, however, he mats to change the rulesj he wants to have the Federal 

policy rs-«Wds in the pattern laid down by the utilities.

WW WDW has said this*

*Ihe real facts are that the LrriZ«FMbright bill is a device 

to deliver to these producers huge windfall profits at th® 

GWWWW of WUWWWA and their local WWDDWWD

Mr. Hoyle’s 00000111 for ’’windfalls® is curious, very curious. The 

1954 annual rexsrt of the Brooklyn Unicm (to Coni any nates it perfectly 

dear where ths windfalls cure falling.

Let se quote to you the oz suing WUMWWW of that rszortr

®In 1954 Hbreollyn Union had one of its best years. It narked the 

sokylstivn of ths second full year in MOM ths cxqsiy distributed 

mtural gas.

"Since 1952, net inoone has increased by N.»497,6Oc, an liivroveDent 

of 47p» Substantial sales growth end lo orod unit cost were node 

possible largely Ly this diange-owr frm. a i;®nufactured-gos operation.®

- LWVS *



Few 1952 to 19:4, the Brooklyn Union earninge per tore of stock 

increased £m tl.69 to HL.5O. The dividends per share Increased, also, 

to A.W in 1952 to M.8V for the past WWW

M this a picture of a comiLmy in MWWWA I believe the cmsstivn 

answers itself.

Look, than, at United Gas Lprevenont Cooxasgr in I hiladelThia. From 

to WM Street Journal of WWMW 14, AWW I read this WDWM

MO inawe of United Gas MMWWWWO WlD My for 1955 Is

QLpeeted to axLwFiWte last year’s earnings of HL«M a 

tore* Operating WWWW DWWWW WM ri«r to sroto 

HL4.5 ELLmr to 1954- total of DWW million.».«

ZWMW tore is no indication of distress, to utility is grossing 

«sd it Is prvsxerirU. Fow is it using its DWMWWD Lre rates being 

reduced to to hoWM^iVVS to k^s-oM-srs of L hiladel| Mat Let W 

WWWW WWWW

WO forecast of increased revenues in 1956 is based on to 

WWWW vote of both residential to industrial WWW of 

natural gas. to utility jut lowr...rcte WOMOW into effect 

for >WW WWWW LLLLLL Mis fall, hoping tee MDourage 

more industrial WW to WWWW DWWWWW during to off-season. 

to first WWW HWWWOM user to tzunlif^ for to hiAr vvllLW 

rate was Carpenter Steel Co. of Wading, Pa. OWMWWW are 

under usy with otter large industrial cwteeere**

more -
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SiW* is another totoresttog aspect to this Z hLlMslxhto stozy*

to WWWWMW before the Senate ooEtolttee, toe tten-Moyor of 

kMAMExM^ »• loser h Clark, explained to the caxiittee that because 

of tateiee to field y rises of mtaral MS the local utility vs 

having to yay xsore for gas at Ms city goto «— although the additional 

amunt DM been ateorted MM a WWW DWWWMW

Mayor Clart said, on xaM DM of the DWWWW tearings t

WW significant point, ttei^h, to that W are y^tog here

Ekd L year, LOKtly to ModUssrs to TOLAS «L 

LoutoisL. If NG Ld not had to^ cko WWW Mitos ooMdte 

lm»rM Ly this ®m®tj or to toe oltorrativ®, WWW weld 

hsms tote tewd to replace and ter row WW MMW It 

to hard osM Milch W are jaytog WWW

Nev toto testimony is interesting to several WWWWWW WW MW 

of IMlodoli'hla ha® a great and grotong need for naWl WWW down to 

MZa® and touistona, md to. Artoisas, too, producers arc busy searching 

for mr plies* to Loutoam, at this rwrnt, a El is teiW drilled 

for Ms Esh tea reacted a WWW sore WWW four Eilss toto^.tte earth* 

MW has never yeretrnted WW WWW of Hte earth that far before* Gm has 

WWW found* Gas ton be produced. Bat WWW has that Ms cost? Bas it 

WWW WWM for nothing? Of WWW not*

As of tt&dkteo«ater9 nearly two Milton dollars had WWW WWW to 

drill WWW WWW Before WW operation to cWUtote, ths «K®t My o:«ssd 

too WiUtoLD

E x^re -
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tLW DM El -- at MDWMM — WWW tardy ds WWW to WW'iXytog 

to r»«Ls of to Clt^ of i hiladelphiflu WWW Msy WW WWW WW ds 

drillW§ to LMks KMM the ^GOL.1O of H.hitoOslshis LMltL. US to dLBV otaap 

WWA WWW Loss suoh Els, Mito WWWDWlWW ooMM cost LWZV to drill 

than to ©to MLL about WW th® Mock Mayor i« distorted* If Federal 

jewr is wd W roi«» to wst of th© WWWMMW MS utility, WW 

that uw of Eh pvuvr Quuse nen to risk the ElLe»s r»ovs«»y to WWW 

that ally1© »M* 1 do WW bellow that it WW

Ftathemore, tore Is mother point. WWW Clark M Ms tostisAW 

rDWQlM that of Rm MS rato eh^TMd BMlLMlzMa «E»MN, HK»M»LW, 

is for toe rental DWW the city of toe mEsixvl gas usrAs W 

Witod Gas LU^cwAEt tool any • WWW Clark said WW $5,200,000 rental 

DW Wtz and I quote, Ma WW part of our aadMpal budget*1 — and tot 

it H»s to protect WW rental that toe city officials had tacoae, W W 

Mt it, "so WssroissL by to xroxoGoL IsglLatiML.*

Ms city of r MlMslxhte is taking sore Eoney MW to pototo of 

its MSm«toU feELss tom toy «»xlMn of to z roclusors tMtog, but 

to officials of tot city are 'pointing to WWW of scorn at to 

producer and asking WW to WW to producer coder Federal oW.

X ask to eMsttor If to budget of xMlndelihla WGlMW MB iwnw, 

tot is to WW WW fiw raising tot WWW and owdng MW tars to ask 

to Federal Louer LoskMelE to redw MW zrices of to producer 

WW mmt!

WWWMW MW all of tMs, It WW to aeon dearly tot to WWW 

of to utilities — Ed WWW szssMng for tos «- iK to mke to xroJtmr 

absorb to Lx costs, to utility costs, WW utilities WW WWW W to

MosxE.

- Lors -
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Mr* * resident, the design of th® utilities is jiain for all to 

see* If it is the desire of the .mate to serve the utilities and their 

interests, then this bill now before us should be defeated* Zf it is 

the desire of ths Senate to genre the WWW and their interests, however, 

vo should look to tire record — not to the Borough of Brooklyn or the 

City of iMladeljhda for gMdance about our national policy*

A utility ovLPSM j resident my hov southing about profits, tet 

1 WWWWDW joint out that gas wells do rret grow in Brooklyn* 'lire 

MWWWD of WWWWD Union and the DWMWWW of ths otter utilities 

nay know about annual dividend c, and net income, but I find no evidence 

5n the record that they are experienced in finding or producing tte gas 

ttey sell*

Ms, 1 respect tteir plea that WW eonmsaer is a captive, but whose 

captive is hs? Ms producer has no hold on Ma* M is Ls utility 

corn any who has Mr. captive. In the case of both utilities I have mntioned, 

a mjor part of tteir j loaning and ttelr business involves the sole of 

MW WWWWM Ttey are doing so on the sound | retire that ty celling 

such DWWWWM ttey are cap taring a Lmrkst — not just for today, but for 

tomrrev as well*

Natural gas is sn GWmstiblo fuel* NWWDW the WWW is gone* Mt 

when tte utilities sired tteir tears over the captive consumer, they are 

not WWMMW that evoxy consumr who can bo captured today — when gas is 

WWW «W will remin a cajtive when WWk it WWW WWWWM for tte 

utilities to begin selling mnufactured gas again*

- Lore -



tofaro th® Senate does th® bidding of th® WWWGWW it wmMlW 

MU totLZrL sm^iouMy on Ms clear tosiM MLM «v «SLMG mfoW.

MO MOW toterost of wary <MSWcrr is in W» teW** Without gas, 

MM w do WWW is of w WWWWWW and W WWOGW The policy followed 

by tMs nation — WWW VW to 1954 — Mt tbs Ms ths niton »d®d and 

got the MM to GW WWW to abandon that policy now, to LUVSL won UM 

DWMWWW a tors of xrckos «Dt»l MOM soy utility to ths land would 

reject, GW Senate WM ten DO tech WW GW tostteongr of ©wry exjert 

to GW field GW WWW that such GOWGW El Ltototoh M»

tel 2y of MA KWiLEs to tbs Luted*

L«N Ley ssy that W. scmitEv z.oli<y MErly osr to dewtojed* 

it can* WW to 1SL-M GW situation a® it now shmto, no Senator ter© 

osn RM that suM L xoltoy El to ALsss WW «.«atoa acts,

GW stotos of fate® DWMWW El neroly to a wild and fooliM MMWW

Nrls dill «« tefvrs « xroteste Rm omsw>

It 1SQMSS WtozsckscL and UMMWWWM the free search for new MG 

tel3to®* Dst to WW WWW requisite of a wWe policy*

•Also, this WU WWMW WM ths i elines KteH not to MW to 

xmos on to ooiMMors s^«ssivv xrdoos resulting fr«. LrrGsx«WiM.e «W tract 

practices* Lis to z rodsetion Ls te WWW tod*

WWW WW thto WWOWW Ls MWWWM toss »t WOW the Ertest 

WWW to signs for th© OWOMM of M»* to siMs ths «Mteot offorM dim 

by -cto xLzslL»» Ms xiisltos mrst to adto to sstoMiM that it <E xsy 

itself out on th® teals of ite conti*actod sMssMWte at both ends of the 

MOO Ls jipelto© taxm Ms rang® of jrioe at Eoh MM can to toliwred 

OWWEtLV®ly§ it WWW — mE it atom to® W» WW range of 

• sore «•
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rrice to be offered in the field to the DWWWW for WWW gao« Am 

jroducor ssnrot control that.

ihe MxMMW contracts calling for eecalatlone, spiral clauses, 

favored WWWD WWW are WWW WW linos haw u®d to tie up dLoMxs 

of reserve® MM WWWWWW WW a pip dins c-WMits itself to pry 

an ^stated ®d ^predictable trie®, then it is not Mnmivg reasonable 

business practice.

WW DWWWW are wider We and hew boon under it for IS years M» 

federal WWWW L it mcessory to extend federal jurisdiction to 

halt a DWWWW of WWWW already under jurlMiction. I thirl not. 

WW should the producer be WWW under jurisdiction WWW hies MW 

signing a contract which is offered by a colony already under jurisdiction.

If there is any irwsjmMMlity, it is the DMWMWMW not the 

producer1®.

Mis bill strengthens the NeMsral iowr LoLWiLeissDW DMWWM over 

tte z i; T lines to belt such practices. The MUDWWW is given nors 

authority, but not sere jurisdicklon. If this bill Zses into effect, Lo 

WWWW and WW local utilities alike idll be assured of DWWWMW 

gas costs. WW is all that is 'being asked. WW is all that is necessary.

WWW such WWWWWW an extension of Federal JWWWWWW would 

be gratuitous and unjustifiable except to thoeo who have other purposes 

and otter Zod® in their Linds.

Mis Mil WWW W opportunity to restore order HMsre oeWfusion now 

reigns. It offers a return to the only Federal policy which has WW 

worked successfully Mr the WMr benefit. For the sate of the WWWM 

well-being, tills Mil, I tellsve, should be passed.

M



Mr. President:

The question before the Senate today is a simple question and the 

decision the Senate must reach is a simple decision.

Shall we or shall we not have a clearly-established Federal policy 

to guide the regulation of the segments of the natural gas marketing 

industry?

I realize that the question is not ordinarily approached from this 

direction. For nearly ten years, the issue has been in contention. Over 

that period, those who have sought to learn about it have been deliberately 

discouraged by the novel thesis that the matter is too complex for a mere 

Senator to understand. The popular conception is that only a trained 

economist can talk about the issue, and the. rest of us are qualified only 

to sit by with our hands folded and stare at the ceiling.

I certainly will concede that the natural gas industry itself is a 

very complex business, but I do not — and will not — concede that the 

decision facing the Senate is complex or in any way beyond our individual 

powers of comprehension.

What we face is a choice between responsible government and highly 

irresponsible government.

- 1 -



Basically, the problem which has made this debate necessary is 

not an industry problem — it is a governmental problem, a question of 

how the government of the United States is to be run and who is to run 

it.

In 1938, the Congress gave us the Natural Gas Act. That Act fixed 

as the established policy of the land that the Federal government should 

share with the states part of the responsibility for regulating the natural 

gas industry since that interstate business was, in part, beyond the reach 

of the Constitutional authority of the states. As far as I know, there 

has never been any dispute about this; no one seriously suggests that the 

Congress intended to bring the whole natural gas industry under Federal 

control.

Whatever Congress intended to do, the fact has been established in the 

past decade that it did not do it well — or, at least, not well enough. 

From the language of the jurisdictional section of the Natural Gas Act, 

two diametrically opposed and irreconciliable interpretations of the scope 

of Federal power and jurisdiction have been drawn. As a result, we have 

had twoentirely different Federal policies and each have been supported by 

the same language.

Now certainly it is clear that something is wrong; certainly it is 

clear that no Congress is so adroit that it can author a law from which, 

like a cocoon, a beautiful new meaning will fly forth at some appointed 

time in the future.

- 2 -



Section 1(b) of the Natural Gas Act says that Federal jurisdiction 

shall not apply to production and gathering. From 1938 to 1954, there 

was no jurisdiction over production and gathering. Today production and 

gathering is under Federal jurisdiction.

Nvw, as I see it, this is not as it should be.

Language which is subject to two such extreme constructions is not 

proper language to leave in force without clarification. Whether we favor 

or do not favor extending Federal authority into the nation1s oil and gas 

fields, we ought to agree that the law on the subject should be clear.

I regret to say that we do not agree on this point.

Confusion about the meaning of Section 1(b) of the Natural Gas Act 

first arose in about 194?. Time and time again since then committees of 

both Houses have held extensive hearings on the subject. Each time our 

committees have made recommendations they have consistently recommended 

that the law be clarified. With equal and more remarkable consistency, 

there has developed — particularly outside Congress — a determined and 

vocal opposition to Congressional clarification. We are faced with that 

same sort of opposition today.

The bill before the Senate is a bill to clarify the meaning of the 

original Natural Gas Act. If we pass this bill, we know from actual 

past experience what the result will be. If this bill is not passed, no 

one among us — indeed, no one in the land — can say with certainty 

what sort of policy we will have or what the consequences will be.

- 3 -



The policy of the Federal government — in the absence of action by 

this Congress — will be only what a three-member majority of a politically 

appointed Commission may decide that it should be at any given moment.

Can such a situation be defended as a proper example of Congressional 

responsibility and orderly government?

I say that the answer is, no.

When any man says that Congress should not act, he is saying that we 

should allow chaos to reign. He is saying that we should abandon our 

duty, abandon our responsibility, abandon our obligations to the people 

we represent and leave the exercise of a vital regulatory function to 

nothing more than chance.

There is no clearly-established Federal policy in this realm today. 

This fact simply cannot be disputed.

For the past nineteen months, the Federal Power Commission has asserted 

jurisdiction over the production of natural gas. To this very moment, 

though, no one is able to say what the dimensions of that jurisdiction 

actually are. Week after week and month after month, the agency has 

nibbled away at the task of deciding for itself how far it can go. It has 

an area of jurisdiction, but it does not have a policy.

Thus, we are faced with this situation: a Federal agency has been 

turned loose in the nation’s oil and gas fields and told to apply controls, 

but it has been given neither a reason nor a way to guide its application 

of those controls.

- 4 -



This situation is without precedent in our national history*

Never before have any five appointive officials held in their hands the 

power which the members of the Federal Power Commission now hold in 

theirs.

They are making the law, administering the law, and passing judgment 

on their own acts. What they do and how they do it is no matter of small 

consequence to the nation.

The Commission is in the position of groping blindly about in the 

industry which supplies more than two-thirds of our energy fuel. It is 

in position to obliterate private enterprise in this segment of the 

American economy. It is in position to dominate and control a competitive 

fuel market. Furthermore, it is in position to render meaningless the 

powers of the states over the conservation and taxation of natural resources

In the face of this, who will say that it is no concern of Congress 

how the Commission shall proceed about its business? Clearly, Congress 

has an obligation to establish a firm policy for the guidance of the 

Commission — and that obligation cannot be postponed tosome future date.

I realize that it is being said that the question of policy has been 

decided by the Supreme Court in the Phillips case decision. That argument 

bears no weight at all. The Court cannot make policy, and it did not do so 

in that instance. The Court struck down a limit on Federal jurisdiction, 

but it did not set out a policy to guide the Commission in entering that 

area of jurisdiction.

- 5 -



Whether we agree or disagree with the results of the Phillips 

decision, the Court left Congress no choice but to clarify the language 

of the Natural Gas Act. Mr. Justice Frankfurter made this clear in his 

concurring opinion when he found it necessary to re-write the language 

of the jurisdictional section to support his decision that production 

should be regulated.

The language of the Act is not clear and it is not adequate.

The Supreme Court agrees on that..

The Federal Power Commission agrees on that.

The committees of Congress agree on that.

To advocate, in the face of this, that Congress take no action is 

the ultimate of irresponsible government. The Court has opened the 

issue; it has not closed it.

Congress must settle the issue and we must do so affirmatively.

If we reject the approach presented by this pending legislation, then 

there must be presented and passed another bill declaring that it is the 

intent of this Congress that a Federal agency shall move into the nation’s 

oil and gas fields and occupy an area of jurisdiction at the well-heads 

never before occupied by Federal power.

The present law on the books is an inadequate and inapplicable and 

unclear law. In its present state, it offers no equity for either 

consumers or producers; it is satisfactory to neither group.

- 6 -



Failure to pass this present bill will, in no way, settle this 

issue. A vote against the policy proposed in this legislation carries 

with it an obligation to vote again — to vote for Federal regulation 

in the oil and gas fields, to vote for termination of state conservation 

activities, to vote for usurpation of the state’s rights to levy and 

collect taxes on natural resource production, to vote for selective 

price controls over raw commodities. A negative vote on this policy 

now must, in time, become an affirmative vote for these things I mention.

The Senate will not have done its duty, will not have met its 

responsibilities, simply by defeating this legislative proposal. Those 

who insist that the Senate can act merely by not acting are singing a 

siren song.

This emphasises, I believe, another important point. Throughout the 

legislative history of this controversy, there has never been — and there 

is not now — a serious effort to have Congress consider a positive proposal 

for imposing price controls on producers of natural gas.

This is a glaring ommission from the record.

A massive case has been accumulated in some quarters to attempt to 

prove that Federal well-head controls are essential and indispensable to 

the protection of the consumer. But how have these statistics been used? 

They have been used only in attempts to prevent Congress from clarifying 

the confused language of the Natural Gas Act.
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This is the ninth Congress — the eighteenth session — toconvene 

since the Natural Gas Act was passed. Until eighteen months ago, there 

had never been even the slightest bit of the well-head regulation which 

is now, once more, portrayed as indispensable to the public. Yet through 

all that time those opposed to this bill never asked Congress to change 

the policy which was in force — the policy of no well-head controls.

Why not?

I cannot accept the answer that they believed the Natural Gas Act 

provided for such controls, all the while. If they believed that, they 

were unaccountably silent for most of the life of the Act and they were 

negligent, by their own standards, in protecting the consumers.

If they knew that the Act provided for controls, they knew more than 

the members of the Federal Fewer Commission did under President Roosevelt, 

President Truman, and President Eisenhower.

Republicans and Democrats alike on the Commission administered the 

Act to exempt production and gathering. No appointee was ever challenged 

by either House for failing to assume such jurisdiction. The records of 

Congress aredevoid of suggestions tht the Commission should or could 

assume these controls.

Why was this practice and policy not challenged? Why was — why has — 

no effort been made to justify a policy of control? Why has the total 

effort been negative?
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I believe the answer is perfectly clear. There has never been any 

basis in the record of the administration of the Natural Gas Act to 

justify a change in the policy which was actually practiced from 1938 to 

1954 — the policy which this bill would reestablish.

To have justified a change in that policy, it would have been necessary 

to prove that the policy was not working, that it was not effective. At 

no time was any such proof offered or even attempted.

The duty of the Federal Power Commission is to regulate the rate of 

return received by pipelines transporting natural gas in interstate commerce 

for resale. The Commission was never, at any time, unable to perform this 

duty. By that standard, there was no basis for a change in policy.

A change in policy might have been justifiable if it could have been 

established that consumers were suffering. Again, no such proof was 

offered or attempted.

The record shows that while competitive fuels — anthracite, bituminous 

coal, and fuel oil — more than doubled in price from 1938 to 1954, natural 

gas actually declined in price during much of that period and it is now as 

it has always been the cheapest fuel available in the competitive market. 

Furthermore, the record shows that while the general cost of living rose 

to its greatest heights on the consumer price index — from 100.8 tol91.3 — 

natural gas declined from 98.8 to 85.9.
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This happened, I remind you, without any well-head price controls on 

natural gas whatsoever. The cost-of-living increased under OP A controls, 

but the cost to consumers of natural gas decreased with no controls.

The record shows this, too. In the period when this policy was in 

force, more gas was discovered and more marketed than at any previous time 

in history. More families received gas service in their homes. The 

number of gas customers tripled, from six million to nearly twenty million.

That is the record. It needs no elaboration and no explanation. It 

speaks for itself.

On the other side of the ledger, we have had Federal well-head controls 

for eighteen months. Mat has been the result? Natural gas prices to 

consumers have not been reduced. Discoveries of new gas reserves have 

diminished. The ratio of reserves to production has dropped. Pipeline 

projects have been cancelled. No major cities hafe received new gas service 

The waiting lists for gas connections have grown.

That record, too, speaks for itself.

The Senate must choose between these two records.

Obviously, the first requisite for continued growth and expansion of 

the industry is the establishment of a firm and clear Federal policy. 

A risk business does not flourish in a climate of uncertain and confused 

governmental practice. For consumer and producer alike, the reestablishment 

of a workable Federal policy is imperative.
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In choosing the policy we are to follow, we are not faced with the 

challenge of striking out on an untested course into an area where there 

are no guides. We are not embarking upon an experiment. We are only 

seeking to perpetuate a function which the Federal government assumed as 

its responsibility nearly 18 years ago.

If the Senate wishes to experiment, then, of course, it can elect to 

do so. If the Senators believe this is a proper time to extend the powers 

of the Federal government drastically, to disavow faith in competition and 

private enterprise, to vote no confidence in the states, then, certainly, 

that course can be pursued by rejecting this legislation.

However, if the Senate wishes to stay on a safe, tested, proved course, 

if we want to proceed without risk and with secure knowledge of the 

consequences of our action, then we have an established and successful 

pattern of regulation to follow. That is the pattern which this bill 

follows. To justify any other course, it would be necessary to prove that 

this pattern failed, and there is no evidence of such failure in the record.

The argument is made, by some, that this policy should not be 

reestablished because it would, in due time, be likely to fail. They say 

that if this bill is passed, the price of gas will — as a direct result — 

increase to consumers. I say that argument is false, irrelevant, and 

misleading.
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When Congress passed the Natural Gas Act, it did so at the urging 

of the States to occupy a jurisdictional vacancy — so that local 

regulation of consumer prices could be madd successful.

Two matters are important here:

First. Congress expressly and specifically exempted, as the first 

exemption mentioned in the Act, local distribution of natural gas. This 

meant that Congress disavowed any and all responsibility for the consumer’s 

gas rate. What consumers in each state pay for natural gas is and always 

has been beyond the reach of Federal power, and will continue so whether 

this bill passes or not.

Second. Congress attached the regulatory responsibility of the Federal 

Power Commission to the service of transporting gas, not to the gas itself. 

Congress did not edt a price on gas. It did direct the Commission to 

control the charges made by pipelines for the service of transporting gas 

to the city gate, to make sure that those charges were reasonable and 

would produce a fair rate of return.

By exempting the local distribution of natural gas, Congress rendered 

unnecessary and even pointless any Federal control over production and 

producer’s rates. The exercise of Federal authority at the well-head would 

have no bearing on what the consumer might pay. The producer is only a 

supplier of a utility — and not a direct supplier at that; his costs are 

less than ten percent of what the utility charges the consumer. Other 

suppliers have as much, or more, to do with the consumer’s rate as the gas 

producer.
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It is elementary and obvious that the use of gove rnmental power 

to control prices for the public benefit must apply at the point where 

the public makes its purchase.

If we controlled the price of the commodities used in the manufacture 

of automobiles — including the price of labor — but did not control 

the price of the finished car, we might help the dealers but not the public.

Exactly the same situation is involved here.

Price controls in the field might help the utilities, but there would 

be no assurance and no possible way to transfer that benefit to the consumer. 

As other commodities purchased by the utility increased in price, as wages 

and salaries increased, the consumer's gas rate would increase and Federal 

authority in the producing field would be only a punitive, pointless 

exercise of power.

This is not in the public interest.

In the long term, the consumer's principal interest lies in supply. 

Natural gas can be a bargain only so long as there is plenty of it. When 

natural gas becomes scarce, the consumer will suffer — and no governmental 

power on earth can overcome that problem.

Here, once more, the choice is simple.

We have a policy which, when it was in force, fostered the greatest 

development of new supplies in history. That policy is the policy in this 

bill. If we abandon that policy, we must do so in the face of the overwhelming 

testimony of qualified authorities that the development of new supplies will 

be discouraged and retarded.
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Surely it would be the utmost of irresponsible government to flaunt 

the consumer’s primary interest and embrace a course which we know in 

advance would be hostile to the consumer’s welfare.

Responsible government does not depart from the tested and established 

course without cause. I, for one, see no cause to turn our backs now on 

the Federal policy which clearly and plainly benefitted the nation’s 

25,000,000 gas customers.

We must have a policy. We must act. We cannot fulfill the trust of 

our positions if we fail to do that. In deciding the design of that policy, 

the responsible course for us to follow is to stay with the policy which 

worked successfully, the policy which got the gas to the public, and the 

policy which made natural gas America’s No. 1 fuelbargain.

This bill gives us such a policy. It is a bill which should be passed 

for the good of the nation



MEMORANDUM

1. One of the more unfortunate aspects of the debate on Natural Gas legislation 
has been the claim—promoted assiduously by opponents—that passage of the 
bill will defeat northern Democrats in 1956. This line has not been kept 
within thn confines of hemociatic . arty circles but has ’’leaked out” to 
columnists who have pounced upon it in high glee. The argument advanced is:

a) The bill has been brought before OWWSWW under Democratic loaders;

b) It is a ’’special interest” bill and tine ref ore, Democrats arc
the ’’giveaway” campaign argument against Ro; ublicans.

deprived of

2, hen the argument is examined on its merits, it becomes obvious that there 
is no more reason for the gas bill to defeat Northern Democrats than there 
is for publie deueiSE or hells WNAGU to ucibat eu the facts
are:

a) The argument assumes that Fulbright,konroney,Anderson and other pro-gas 
bill Senators are the tools of a special interest and that Douglas, 
Lehman,Morse and Pastore are the only honorable mon. The public is not 
likely to take this kind of argument seriously.

b) 8DWWMMW Of the MlMhO of the bill itself, the fact regains that more 
Pc publicans, than Democrats arc going to vote Tor'rT.~ if 'it is a pood 
bill, 'neither r^ty "can claim' credit for it.' Similarly, if it is a bad 
bill,neither party can claim the" owus for it.

c) To say that one issue can defeat a party is a confession of political
bankruptcy and obvious nonsense. Res;'oneiBle Zouthem Democrats have ~ 
been rurining^-aijT' wihnlnr^fbr^any years despite the fact that the 
Northern wing ofthe nar£y espouses issues which are. far more unnonular-------------------------------- ---—

3. The fact is,however, that those opponents of the bill who claim that it 
will defeat the Democratic Tarty are defeating themselves. If they cannot 
carry their areas in 1956, they wITl have tTiemsel ves—and' “only themselves— 
to blame, hat they are doing is:

(more)



—

a) Telling their constituents that the Natural Gas bill is the sole issue 
upon which their votes should be cast in 1956*

b) Telling their constituents that they are members of a party whose 
leadership is controlled by special interests.

c) Telling their constituents to ignore every positive achievement NLxthL 
of the Democratic Party ;indTTo c7)ncentrate solely^o^ Bill. ~~

d)

L.

Telling their constituents to overlook the fact that the entire- Repub­
lican leadership and, a majority of Congressional Republicans favor tne

e) Telling their constituents that the Democratic Party is licked before it 
starts (anil 8 ’ his Is ths Kst way To TJ33HJTJT' "

Nobody objects to the gas bill opponents carrying their case as vigorously 
as they wish to the public♦ Tut when they go beyond the merits of the bill 
and start s <xrtj.tiny on bow It will destroy ’•he Democratic Party :tn such 
a way that the speculation breaks into print,somebody MMxZslWOcVM should 
wkbddoax blow the whistle. Up to the point that the bill reached the Senate 
Major! ■ He] SMA arz Wsssta tel —MaMm? rtDch or
wrong. But once the bill was sent to the floor, they became nothing but 
an advertising vehicle for the Republican Tarty.
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Tax Exempt 6az. 
Bill Slated For 41 
Monday Debat^;

WASHINGTON UP) — The Senate ' 
Democratic, leader, Lyndon John­
son of Texas, said yesterday he 
would call-for debate “probably 
Monday” the bill to exempt nat­
ural gas producers from federal 
regulation. <

Foes of the measure, which has 
passed the House, contend it would 
raise costs of gas to consumers in 

’the East and -Middle West. Its 
backers dispute that.

Sen. Moroney (D-Okla) told the 
Senate yesterday the Washington 
Gas Light Co. charges $1.31 per 
thousand cubic feet for natural gas 
for which the producer receives 
only 1214 cents.

He said an examination of the 
gas bill for his home here con­
vinced him that the gas is deliv­
ered to Washington for a total cost 
of 41 cents—1214 cents .for the pro­
ducer and 2814 cents for transpor­
tation to the city gate by interstate 
pipeline.

Monroney and Sen. Fulbright 
(D-Ark) are co-authors of a meas­
ure to require the local distribut- - 
ing company to print on each con­
sumer’s gas bill a breakdown show­
ing the cost at the well, as well 
as the cost by the time the gas en­
ters the local distributing system.
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anti-regulation group are ful-* 
filled, the bill will wiU by a 
margin of 10 votes. *

Both Johnson and Republican. 
Minority Leader William F. 
Knowland predict that the bill 
will pass.

■ Their estimates, however, are 
challenged by Douglas, who- 
believes he and his colleagues 
will take a heavy toll ■ among. 

. the 24 “doubtful” Senators the 
opposition now is claiming. £ 

Republicans Favor Bill. >
Republicans, as might be ex* 

pected, are overwhelmingly in 
favor of exempting natural gas 
from price regulation at' the 
well-head.

Nevertheless, the proposed 
legislation is essentially a 

\ Democratic undertaking. ■• * The 
exemption bill was sponsored 
in the House last summer by 
Representative Oren Harris of 
Arkansas, a Democrat. Speaker 
Sam Rayburn of Texas, a Dem­
ocrat, pressured a Democratic- 
controlled committee into re­
porting it- favorably by a vote 
of 16 to 15. . ‘ ’,**• *

It was Rayburn who pushed 
the Harris bill through the 
House by a narrow margin, 209 
to 203, last July. In that bal­
loting, 83 Democrats ‘joined 
with 121 Republicans in-voting 
for passage. Sixty-seven-Repub­
licans and 136 Democrats voted 
against it.

Sponsor of the Senat? coun-

W By EDWARD F. WOODS ' ",
M A Washington Correspondent of the Post-Dispatch^ 

WASHINGTON, Dec. A
rx EMOCRAT will be pitted against Democrat in the..Senate-
I J next month in the most violent intra-party flareu^ since., 

the battle over the rights to the off-shore oil deposits. i

Bill Pending in Senate Would RemoveiFed- 
eral Price Controls at the Field — Party:.

, Split Dismays Leaders. .?■<;?■ 5E J

Democrat Against Democrat 
tz In Fight Over Gas Regulation?

Other I_ _ (
> Paga / 
ncr 9 Q ,-x-,

force behind it in the upper 
chamber is Johnson.! Floor 
manager for the bill is Mon- 
roney. . . -.

Moreover, the Senate in 1950 
passed a bill to exempt natural 
gas at the field from federal 
price regulation. This measure 
was sponsored, by Senator Rob­
ert S. Kerr (Dem.), Oklahoma. 
The bill, however, was vetoed 
by President Truman and.Kerr, 
with a passing vote of only 44 
to 33 in the Senate, did hot 
risk an attempt to override 
the veto 1

For Regulation. ;
An appraisal of the strength 

of the Douglas-Humphrey-Leh­
man. forces indicates they may 
count-.’.on >all-the-way * support

OVER SENATE GAS 
REGULATION FIGHT 
__Continued From Page One. \ 
from_the’’foUowTng Senators: '

Democrats: Hennings and Sv- 
inington of Missouri; Clements 
and Barkley of Kentucky- 
Green and Pastore of Rhode! 
son °f A,abama: Jack-
Mn- Magr‘uson- ok Washing-
!?.n' ,K.Bgore and Neely of West I 
Virginia; Kefauver of Tennes-1

I see: Mansfield and Murray of
I McNamara of Michi- I
I e>an, Morse and Neuberger of I 
' rtuseta. Ken'ledy °f

! , Republicans: Aiken and Flan- 
tri? of Pnrmon;>: Bush and Pur-

■ tell of Connecticut; Case and 
H. Alexander. Smith of New 
Sriyc?ayn% and Mrs‘ Mar- 
Duff nf hpSe S7lth ok Maine; 
Duff of Pennsylvania; Ives of

Vork; Saltonstall of Mas- 
VHevSei?\vhye ok Minnesota; 
Iriiey of Wisconsin; Williams 
of Delaware, and Potter of 
Michigan.

Heavily counted on to join 
witn the proponents of re mil a- ??? ap ?ibIe ok Nevada: grd 
and Robertson of Virginia- 
Frear of Delaware; Gore of 
?oonesse®: Sc°tt of North Caro­
lina and Sparkman of. Alabama, 
311 Democrats. -

Curious Line-up.
in thisVA? odious alignment in tnis battle over natural gas 
price controls. ,s

dohns?n’ Rayburn and Mbn- 
loney clearly are serving the 
interests of their “producing® 
states against those ok'such gas

pn r ■! ' inois and Missouri But Fulbright’s state,-Arkansas 
produces only a little more than 4 percents the -nation"toS 
natural gas output

Behind the Fulbright bill are 
the powerful major oil compa- 
nies which control most of the 
producing fields, but the cus- 
omary “big business” united 

front has been broken by a 
group of 40 local gas compa­
nies in major cities who have 
joined ranks with Douglas or-- 
ganged labor, municipal ’law 

-‘■ficers and state utility j-egu- 
S “0„‘he drive '° 

fea?M ‘ that SSXS 

expected to result from non- 
regulation in the field will 
with® k^eir competitive position 
rtth oil and coal untenable. ;

The issue this time is a bill 
to exempt natural gas produc­
ers from federal price control 
which, its critics allege, would 
turn the producers loose to 
charge all the traffic could bear 
and result in a , boost in the 
bills to ultimate consumers es­
timated as high as $800,000,000 
a year.

The legislation is high on the 
calendar of unfinished business - 
awaiting Senate action after the 
Senate reconvenes Jan. 3. It 
should be called up for action 

i by Jan. 15. Three weeks of de- 
I bate is expected before the 
| vote. The outcome is in doubt, 
: though at the present count the 
! opponents of the bill appear to 
• be the underdogs.

The impending debate will 
have such outstanding Senate 
Democrats as Majority Leader 
Lyndon B. Johnson of Texas, 
J. W iaz 
and A. S. Mike Monroney of

■ Oklahoma engaged in bitter 
I struggle with other leading 
i Democratic colleagues such as 
! Paul H. Douglas of Illinois, Hu­
bert H. Humphrey of Minne­
sota and Herbert Lehman of 
New York.

Some Leaders Dismayed.
This situation is being viewed 

with some dismay ' ~
cratic leaders who 
looking forward to 
party unity during 

' dential election year.
J Whichever way the final vote 
1 goes, the Democrats will have 
' had their hopes for enduring 
i unity breached in the Senate
■ and they will, have been de­
prived of some of the- force 
of their election year campaign 
war cry that the Republican 
party is the “give-away” party.

Proponents of regulation will 
be going into the fight with a 
hard core of 36 votes which 
they expect to retain through 
the roll call. In addition, there 
are seven Senators they class 
as doubtful but whom they ex­
pect to win over. 1 .

On the other side, the forces 
behind the bill claim they will 
have the backing of 30 Sena­
tors and expect to capture the 
votes of 24 others whom they 
classify as doubtful.* • '

If the expectations of the
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MEMORANDUM TO SENATOR JOHNSON

January 9, 1956

From: G. W. Siegel

Subject: Local gas bills

As requested, attached are 3 District gas bills for my residence, 
for the months October, November and December.

Washington Gas & Light uses the block pricing method and quotes 
gas prices on the bill on a Per Therm basis. The billing shows 
the number of cubic feet used as well as the number of therms. 
The bill also carries a current conversion factor which apparently 
changes from month to month, for example, in December 100 cubic 
feet equalled 1.03 therms; in November, 100 cubic feet equalled 
1. 05 therms and in October, 1. 04.

There is, of course, no breakdown from which it is possible to 
determine field price, transportation costs and the cost of local 
distribution.



Washington gas Light Company
ELEVENTH AND H STREETS. N. W. Telephone republic 7-4500 WASHINGTON !. D. C.

GROSS AMOUNT DUE AFTER DEC 29, 1955

GERALD W SIEGEL 
3424 GARRISON ST N W 641 
WASH 8 D C 3450



  

SCHEDULE “A"- GENERAL SERVICE

(EXCEPT GROUP METERED MULTIPLE DWELLING PROJECTS OF FOUR UNITS OR MORE)

A vailable lo 'any customer’ for gas service for any purpose* NEt ‘ " GROSS
FIRST 4.8 THERMS OR LESS PER MONTH. $1.00 $1.10
NEXT 10.2 THERMS PER MONTH ........................ PER THERM . 1 56 .17 1
NEXT 15.0 THERMS PER MONTH ....................... PER THERM . 1 4 . 1 5
NEXT 570.0 THERMS PER MONTH ........................ PER THERM .118 . 1 23
NEXT 5.400.0 THERMS PER MONTH ....................... PER THERM .095 .097
OVER 6.000.0 THERMS PER MONTH ..................... PER THERM .085 .085
MINIM UM BILL PER METER PER MONTH 1.00 1.10

PURCHASED GA’S ADJUSTMENT; i
CHARGES FOR GAS SERVICE. AT THE RATES SHOWN ABOVE ARE SUBJECT TO AN IN* 

CREASE OR DECREASE TO REFLECT CHANGES IN THE WHOLESALE PRICE' PAID BY THE 
COMPANY FOR NATURAL GAS. THE CURRENT ADJUSTMENT IS AN INCREASE OF $.0036 PER 
THERM. IT COMPRISES. AN INCREASE OF $.0046 FOR A CURRENT WHOLESALE INCREASE, 
MINUS $.0010 FOR A RETROACTIVE WHOLESALE DECREASE*

NET AND GROSS RATE
NET RATES APPLY WHEN MONTHLY BILLS ARE PAID WITHIN TWENTY DAYS 
FROM DATE OF RENDITION (SEE LAST NET PAYMENT DATE ON FACE OF 
BILL) . IF PAYMENT IS MADE AFTER THE TWENTY DAY PERIOD GROSS RATES 
SHALL APPLY.

SPECIAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF SERVICE
THE APPLICATION OF ABOVE RATE IS SUBJECT TO THE GENERAL SERVICE 
PROVISIONS OF THE COMPANY AS THEY MAY BE IN EFFECT FROM TIME TO 
TIME, AND AS APPROVED BY THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA.
SEASONAL OFF PEAK RATE SCHEDULE AND OTHER DETAILS WILL BE 
F URNISHED UPON REQUEST. , , -. ...

TO DETERMINE NUMBER OF THERMS USEdT**^ 

MULTIPLY HUNDREDS OF CUBIC FEET USED BY 1 .03 . -
W 'iTTT



Washington Gas Light Company
ELEVENTH AND H STREETS, N. W, Telephone republic 7-4500 WASHINGTON !. -v. C.

GROSS AMOUNT DUE AFTER NOV. 29, 1955

GERALD W SIEGEL 
3424 GARRISON ST N W 641 
WASH SDL 3450



Washington
ELEVENTH AND H STREETS. N. W.

Gas Light Company
Telephone republic 7-4500 WASHINGTON V, 0. C.

GROSS AMOUNT DUE AFTER OCT. 28, 1955

GERALD W SIEGEL
3424 GARRISON ST N W
WASH 8 D C

641
3450



United states senate

ffere are copies of a memo Gerry 
dictated re costs of distributing 
gas in major cities of gas producing 
and non -producing states.
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MEMO

FROM: Senator Lyndon B. Johnson

I should like to get as soon as possible the cost 

of distributing natural gas in the major cities of the 

gas producing states, such as in Dallas, Houston, New 

Orleans and Oklahoma City.

It is desired that some comparisons be made on 

the distributing costs between the producing states and 

the non -producing states.



(NATURAL GAS)
SEN. WAYNE MORSE SAID THERE IS "NO PROSPECT" OF A PRESIDENTIAL 

VETO IF THE SENATE PASSES THE CONTROVERSIAL NATURAL GAS BILL.
THE OREGON DEMOCRAT SAID, "THE SENATE IS THE LAST REAL HOPF FOR 

PREVENTING A RAID UPON THE CONSUMER OF AMERICA."
MORSE EXPRESSED HIS OPPOSITION TO THE BILL IN A SPEECH PREPARED 

FOR THE OPENING OF THE THIRD WEEK OF SENATE DEBATE ON THE HOUSE- 
PASSED MEASURE. •'

MORSE RECALLED THAT FORMER PRESIDENT TRUMAN VETOED THE SOMEWHAT 
SIMILAR KERR NATURAL GAS BILL • IN 1950.

"TRUMAN SAVED THE GAS CONSUMERS OF THE NATION," THE SENATOR SAID. 
"UNFORTUNATELY, THERE IS NO PROSPECT FOR A PRESIDENTIAL SAVE, IF IT 
SHOULD BECOME NECESSARY, THIS YEAR."

MORSE SAID THE DIVISION OF THE SENATE ON THE BILL IS CLOSE AND -- 
JUST AS IN 1950 -- A PRESIDENTIAL VETO COULD NOT BE OVERRIDDEN. ' HE 
SAID OPPONENTS STILL "MAY VERY WELL WIN" THEIR FIGHT WHEN THE SENATE 
REACHES A VOTE ON THE BILL, PROBABLY LATE .THIS WEEK.

1/30--GE 905A



ufti UrtAL ■ GAS PIPELINE CQi’h-'A'Nli.S HhD;A «ET '1hCRj\AS£- xpi xNCOFir. OF* 
22.3 PF.RCr.jT Ii'i .THK 12-MOUTrt Pr.RIU^ ENDED NOV. 1952^ C 014 PA RED WITH A 
Si-";II-AR Pi5.j<iOD II*}, 1$54«‘ 1HE FPC Kh.Purt i£-D.;.
COMPANIES REPORTING HAD A TOTAL NET INCOME GF • $205.? © 7 © 'j96U FOR L HE 

1355 PERIOD COMPARED. TO $166^48 9^977 • FOR THE 12 MONTHS ENDING IN ,"•• 
NOV. 1954. . . - M

• ' . 2/2--N505P / ■. ' "<
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SERVICE NAMENAME RESIDENCE RESIDENCE SERVICE

George D. Aiken... Putney, Vt. Spartanburg, S. 0

Lamar, Colo. Chattanooga, Tenn...

Albuqucrque, N. Mex. Boston, Mass.

Paducah, Ky.

Lusk, Wyo.Frank A. Barrett
?

Wallace F. Bennett...

Alan Bible..

c> Baton Rouge, La.

Styles Bridges Seattle, Wash.

George W. Malone..Prescott Bush.. Reno, Nev.S 7Mike Mansfield.Baltimore, Md. Missoula, Mont.
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SENATORS IN THE EIGHTY-FOURTH CONGRESS

1957
DEMOCRATS (15);

Bible, Alan__________

Clements, Earle C____

_________ Reno, Nev.

____ Morganfield, Ky.

Ervin, Sam J., Jr„ _ - ___ Morganton, N. 0.

Fulbright, J. W___________ Fayetteville, Ark.

George, Walter F-------- _________ Vienna, Ga.

Ravdp.n. Carl ___  Phoenix. Aris.

Hill, Lister______________ Montgomery, Ala.

Johnston, Olin D_____ ___ Spartanburg, 8. 0.

____ New York, N. Y.

Long, Russell B---------- ____ Baton Rouge, La.

Magnuson, Warren G—_______Seattle, Wash.

Monroney, A. 8. Mike...Oklahoma City, Okla.

Morse, Wayne________ _______ Eugene, Oreg.

Smothers, George A—r----------------Miami, Fla.
Thurmond, Strom Aiken,£

REPUBLICANS (17);

Aiken, George D--------- _________Putney,Vt.

Bender, George H-------- __ Chagrin Falls, Ohio

Bennett, Wallace F------..Salt Lake City, Utah

Bush, Prescott________ ___ Greenwich, Conn.

Butler, John Marshall—_____ Baltimore, Md.

Capehart, Homer E----- ____ Washington, Ind.

Carlson, Frank____________ Concordia, Kans.

Case, Francis.__—-_ __ _____ Ouster, 8. Dak.

Onttnn. Norris ___ _____ Lebanon. N. H

Dirksen, Everett McKinley_______ Pekin, Hl.

Dud, James H____  ___ _______ Carnegie, Pa.

Hickenlooper, Bourke B.—Cedar Rapids, Iowa

Kuchel, Thomas H____ _____ Anaheim, Calif.

Millikin, Eugene D____ _______ Denver, Colo

Welker, Herman______ ______ Payette, Idaho

Wiley, Alexander—......... .Chippewa Falls, Wis.

Young, Milton R_____ —La Moure, N. Dak.

1959
DEMOCRATS (12):

Bvrd. Harrv Flood Berrvvilie. Va.

Chavez, Dennis______

Daniel, Price_________

.Albuquerque, N. Mex.

.. _ ____Liberty, Tex.

Gore, Albert_________ _____ Carthage, Tenn.

Holland, Spessard L.__....____ Bartow, Fla.

Jackson, Henry M____

Kennedy, John F__

______ Everett, Wash.

______ Boston, Mass.

Kilgore, Harley M____ _____ Beckley, W. Va.

Mansfield, Mike______

Pastore, John 0______

Stennis, John________

_____ Missoula, Mont.

_____Providence, R. I.

_______ DeKalb, Miss.

Symington, Stuart____ ____Creve Coeur, Mo.

REPUBLICANS (20):

C' Barrett, Frank A_____ _________ Lusk, Wyo.

Beall, J. Glenn_______ ______ Frostburg, Md.

Bricker, John W______

Flanders, Ralph E____

Goldwater’, Barry—__

_____ Columbus, Ohio

.............Springfield, Vt.

_______ Phoenix Ariz.

Hruska, Roman L____ _______ Omaha, Nebr.

Ives, Irving M_______

Jenner, William E____

_____ Norwich, N. Y.

_______ Bedford, Ind.

Knowland, William F„

Langer, William______

____ Piedmont, Calif.

___Bismarck, N. Dak.

Malone, George W___ _______ ... Reno, Nev.

Martin, Edward______ ___Washington, Pa.

McCarthy, Joseph R__ ____ —Appleton, Wis.

Payne, Frederick G___

Potter, Charles E_____

— ..Waldoboro, Maine

___ Cheboygan, Mich.

Purtell, William A____

Smith, H. Alexander-__

Thye, Edward J______

Watkins, Arthur V____

Williams, John J______

.West Hartford, Conn. 

_____ Princeton, N. J. 

___ Northfield, Minn. 

_______ Orem, Utah 

______ Millsboro, Del.

1961
DEMOCRATS (22):

Anderson, Clinton P— Albuquerque, N. Mex.

Barklev. Alban W . Paducah. Kv.

Douglas, Paul H_____

Eastland, James O____
Ellender. Allan J .

_________ Chicago, Ill.

_____Doddsville, Miss.
. . _ Houma. La.

Frear, J. Allen______ __________ Dover, Del.

Green, Theodore Francis____ Providence, R. I.

Humphrey, Hubert H Minneapolis, Minn, 

Johnson, Lyndon B______ Johnson City, Tex.

Kefauver, Estes____ ____-Chattanooga, Tenn.

Kerr, Robert S________ Oklahoma City, Okla.

McClellan. John L Camden. Ark.

McNamara, Pat- ___ _______ Detroit, Mich.

Murray, James E_ ________ Butte, Mont.

Neely, Matthew M___ ____ Fairmont, W. Va.

Neuberger, Richard L._ 

O’Mahoney, Joseph 0— 

Robertson, A. Willis__

______ Portland, Oreg.

_____ Cheyenne, Wyo.

_______Lexington, Va.

Russell, Richard B___ _________Winder, Ga.

Scott, W. Kerr_______ ___Haw River, N. O

Sparkman, John______ _____ Huntsville, Ala.

Thurmond, Strom____ _________Aiken, S. 0.

REPUBLICANS (10):

Allott, Gordon________ ________ Lamar, Colo.

Bridges, Styles- _____ __ ___ Concord, N. H.

Case, Olifiord P______ _______Rahway, N. J.

Curtis, Carl T________ ______ Minden, Nebr.

Dworshak, Henry_____ _______ Burley, Idaho

Martin, Thos. E______ _____ Iowa City, Iowa

Mundt, Karl E_______ ____ Madison, 8. Dak.

Saltonstall, Leverett___ ________Dover, Mass.

Schoeppel, Andrew F__

Smith, Margaret Chase.

______ Wichita, Kans.

—Skowhegan, Maine

DEMOCRATS

1957----------------- ------- ------------------------------- 15

1959  12

1941  22

REPUBLICANS

1957  17

1959  20

1961  10

TOTALS

Democrats ___ ____________  49

Republicans  47

49Total Total  47 Total  96
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