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the matter within the administration find that a suggestion which
~would present very real operatin%“d:ifﬁculties, and they would be in-
~ clined to question whether it could be worked out at all easily. .

But I don’t count that a definitive answer, as far as I am concerned.
I really don’t know. e R B e B el
~ Entirely respectfully, 1 would suggest that the carriers and the
unions would know better the possibility of that than I do.
Mr. Vax Degrun. Almost two-thirds of the military shipments, of
course, go by railroad. Do you have an estimate of what percentage
of the total railroad freight business this represents? ' S
Secretary Wirtz. No, sir; Tdon’t. o

~ Mr. Vax DEERLIN. The point was made af momejnt\ ago thatthe \f
President would have no powers other than what he had by the Jast

~ congressional action after this 45-day ‘extension expires in June.
- Secretary WIRTZ. Junel9. = el . L
Mr. Van Dreruin. Has there been an opinion from the Attorney

General as to whether he might still have the same power that Presi-

dent Truman exercised in August 1950 under wartime powers of the o

“act of 1916¢ L : g0 L
- Secretary Wirrz. There has been such an opinion. It is that there
- would be no authority. el m
‘Mr. VAN DEERLIN. That the authority that,President‘Trumﬁn'eXer}
; cised no longer exists? . B e T
~ Secretary WIRTZ. T don’t know that the opinion is in that form. The
~opinion is that there is today pg‘)“fauthority,; K

My 0wn;per30na1'imp‘1"e531on is that the ‘authbritjri ﬁﬁ&ér which he L

~ acted in 1950 terminated in 1952. But T would have to check the details

of that. T mean to e categorical about the absence of any authority

today. My only reservation is in terms,ofyour;qﬁestion that I don’t
~ know what happened to that authority. My recollection is that it termi-
B Eadin 1088, i e TR RO
~ Mr. Moss. Would thegentlémanyield?w ST T e
~ Ten’t that the instance where the courts ruled that the President had
no inherent authority to operate, i
~ Judge Famy. That is correct. UM
~ Mr. Moss (presiding) . 1 thank the gentleman forylelding.
Mr. Harvey? Lol B b e A

- Mr. Harvey. Thankyou. = i Gnh
- T am sure you considered the other alternatives to 559. 1 am sure one
of the alternatives was seizure. Why do you object tothat? s

Seoretary Wirrz. 1 have a little difficulty in answexjn}gyabdiitg seiz-

S the Foungstoun Shectcasel

ure, in broad terms. I will preface my answer by recognizing that there L
~ would be different forms of it. But T don’t think that;the:cir'ﬁci}”ms,tancesg o

of this case warrant the taking over of a property. '

As the chairman indicated, there are an inﬁnite;numbéxfo‘f,prdblérhs, e

~ one being whether the conditions should be frozen as they are or
whether there would be the power to change them.jThere.WOuld be the

introduction of all the tcomplexit‘i,es of the transfer of ownership or

operation. N e
~ There were about 125 or 135 seizures during the
ended up in litigation. So there are all those complexities.

warMost of them Lo

1 also think it is a matter of common fairness involved here, equities .

of the situation. I don’t think the circumstances here warrant the :
~ taking over of propertiesbythe,Govemmentt; e L




