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8714. Also, petition of the Athenia Steel Co., New York
City, opposing the passage of the Fletcher-Rayburn bill; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

3715. Also, petition of Chester G. Breining, 17 Battery
Place, New York City, opposing the passage of the Fletcher-
Rayburn bill; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

3716. Also, petition of the National Retail Lumber Dealers’
Association, favoring legislation to rehabilitate the home-
building industry through the aid of Federal financing for a
temporary period; to the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency.

3717. Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of the
State of New York, favoring the passage of Senate bill 2841,
for Federal authority over crimes against banks; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

3718. Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of the
State of New York, favoring recommendation on Federal Se-
curities Act; to the Commitiee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

3719. Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of the
State of New York, opposing the foreign trade zone in the
Port of New York; fo the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

3720. Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of the
State of New York, advocating modern Government cost
accounting as contained in House bill 6038; to the Com-
mittee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments.

3721, Also, petition of the Standard Statistics Chapel,
opposing the passage of the Fletcher-Rayburn bill; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

3722. Also, petition of the New York State Association of
Highway Engineers, favoring the passage of the Whitting-
ton bill appropriating additional moneys for the Public
Works Administration; to the Committee on Roads.

3723. Also, petition of the Brooklyn Chamber of Com-
merce, Brooklyn, N.Y., opposing the passage of the Wagner-
Connery bills (8. 2926 and H.R. 8423) ; to the Committee on
Labor.

3724. Also, petition of the Aerovox Corporation, Brooklyn,
N.Y., opposing the passage of the Wagner bill; to the Com-~
mittee on Labor,

3725. Also, petition of the Associated Highway Fence
Builders of New York State, Buffalo, N.Y., favoring the
passage of the Whittington bill; to the Committee on Roads.

3726. Also, petition of the American Agricultural Chem-
ical Co., New York City, opposing the passage of the Wagner-
Connery bills; to the Committee on Labor.

3727, Also, petition of the Port Jefferson Chamber of
Commerce, Inc., Port Jefferson, Long Island, N.Y., favoring
the necessary appropriation for the building of additional
new ice breakers to be assigned to Long Island Sound; to
the Committee on Appropriations.

3728. By Mr. STRONG of Pennsylvania: Petition of citi-
gzens of Shelocta, Pa., and vicinity, opposing any legisla-
tion placing a tax on natural gas; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

3729, By the SPEAKER: Petition of J. H. Cyclone Davis
and others; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

3730. Also, petition of W. P. Deppe; to the Committee on
Patents.

3731. Also, petition of the Medical Round Table of Chi-
cago, Ill.; to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

3732. Also, petition of the citizens of Scotland, La.; to
the Committee on Ways and Means,

3733. Also, petition of the municipal government of Looec,
Romblon, PI1.; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

3734. Also, petition of C. T. Salisbury and others; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

3735. Also, petition of the employees of the Chicago &
Great Northern Railway Co. in the State of Illinois; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

3736. Also, petition of the National Live Stock Commis-
sion Co., Chicago, Ill.; to the Committee on Agriculture.
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SENATE

TUESDAY, APRIL 10, 1934
(Legislative day of Wednesday, Mar. 28, 1934)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock m., on the expiration of the
recess.
THE JOURNAL

On motion of Mr. Rosinson of Arkansas, and by unani-
mous consent, the reading of the Journal for the calendar
days of Thursday, April 5, Friday, April 6, and Monday,
April 9, was dispensed with, and the Journal was approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr.
Chaffee, one of its clerks, announced that the House had
passed without amendment the following bills of the
Senate:

S.2006. An act for the relief of Della D. Ledendecker; and

S.2857. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to in-
corporate the Mutual Fire Insurance Co. of the District of
Columbia ", as amended.

The message also announced that the House had passed
the bill (S. 828) to prevent professional prize fighting and
to authorize amateur boxing in the District of Columbia,
and for other purposes, with amendments, in which it re-
quested the concurrence of the Senate.

The message further announced that the House had
passed the following bills, in which it requested the con-
currence of the Senate: s

H.R. 7906. An act to license race tracks in the District of
Columbia and provide for their regulation;

H.R. 8281. An act to amend the act entitled “An act pro-
viding for the removal of snow and ice from the paved side-
walks of the District of Columbia ”;

H.R. 8519. An act to amend sections 5, 9, and 12 and re-
peal section 36 of the District of Columbia Alcoholic Bey-
erage Control Act;

H.R.8525. An act to amend the District of Columbia Al-
coholic Beverage Confrol Act to permit the issuance of re-
tailers’ licenses of classes A and B in residential districts;
and

H.R.8854. An act to amend the District of Columbia Al-
coholic Beverage Control Act by amending sections 11, 22,
23, and 24.

AMATEUR BOXING IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMEIA

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the
amendments of the House of Representatives to the bill
(S. 828) to prevent professional prize fighting and to au-
thorize amateur boxing in the District of Columbia, and for
other purposes, which were to strike out all after the enact-
ing clause and to insert:

That (a) there is hereby created for the District of Columbia
& boxing commlission, to be composed of three members appointed
by the Commissioners of the Distriet of Columbia, one of whom
shall be a member of the police department of the District of
Columbia. No person shall be eligible for appointment to mem-
bership on the commission unless such person at the time of
appointment 1s, and for at least 3 years prior thereto has been,
a resident of the District of Columbia. The terms of office of
the members of the commission first taking office after the ap-
proval of this act shall expire at the end of 2 years from the
date of the approval of this act. A successor to a member of
the commission shall be appointed in the same manner as the
original members and shall have a term of office expiring 2 years
from the date of the expiration of the term for which his prede-
cessor was appointed, except that any person appointed to fill a
vacancy occurring prior to the expiration of the term for which
his predecessor was appointed shall be appointed for the re-
mainder of such term. The members of the commission shall
receive no compensation for their services. The Commissioners
of the District of Columbia shall furnish to the boxing commis-
sion such office space and clerical and other asslstance as may be
necessary.

(b) Subject to the approval of the Commissioners of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, the commission shall have power (1) to coop-
erate with organizations engaged in the promotion and control
of amateur boxing; (2) to supervise and regulate boxing within
the District of Columbia; and (3) to make such orders, rules, and
regulations as the commission deems necessary for carrying out
the powers herein conferred upon ii.
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(¢) No person shall hold a boxing exhibition in the District
of Columbia without a permit from the commission. Each such
permit shall be limited to a perlod of 1 day, except that in case
of any interscholastic boxing meet or similar contest a permit
may be issued for the duration of such meet or contest. No such
permit shall be issued to any person unless such person agrees
to accord to the commission the right to examine the books of
accounts and other records of such relating. to the boxing
exhibition for which such permit is issued, and such permit shall
s0 state on its face. A permit may be revoked at any time In
the discretion of the commission.

(d) No individual shall engage in any boxing exhibition in the
District of Columbia without & license from the commission.
Such license shall entitle the licensee to engage in amateur box-
ing exhibitions in the District of Columbia for the period specified
therein, and the commission may revoke any such license at any
time for violation by the licensee of any order, rule, or regulation
of the commission, or for other cause.

(e) Any permit or license issued by the board shall not be
valid for the of holding or engaging in, respectively, any
boxing exhibition which does not conform to the following condi-
tions: (1) Such exhibition may consist of one or more bouts;
(2) no round shall exceed 3 minutes; (3) there shall be an interval
of 1 minute between each round and the succeeding round; and
(4) each contestant shall use gloves of not less than 8 ounces
each in weight.

(f) The commissiocn may charge for permits and for licenses
such fees as will, in its opinion, defray the cost of issuance thereof
and other necessary expenses of the commission.

(g) Any person who (1) holds any boxing exhibition in the
District of Columbia without a permit valid and effective at the
time, or (2) engages in any boxing exhibition in the District of
Columbia without a license wvalid and effectve at the time, or
(3) violates any lawful order, rule, or regulation of the commission
shall, upon conviction thereof, be fined not more than $1,000 or
imprisoned not more than 1 year, or both.

(h) The term *“person”, as used in this act, includes indi-
viduals, partnerships, corporations, and associations,

And to amend the title so as to read: “A hill to authorize
boxing in the District of Columbia, and for other purposes.”

Mr, KING. I move that the Senate disagree to the
amendments of the House of Representatives, ask a con-
ference with the House on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon, and that the Chair appoint the conferees
on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the Vice President ap-
pointed Mr. Kme, Mr. CopeLAaND, and Mr. CaPPER conferees
on the part of the Senate.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.

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

Adams Costigan Kean Pope

Ashurst Cougens Keyes Reed

Austin Davis King Reynolds
Bachman Dickinson La Follette Robinson, Ark.
Balley Dill Lewis Robinson, Ind.
Bankhead Duffy Logan Russell
Barbour Erickson Lonergan Schall

Barkley Fess Long Sheppard
Black Fletcher McAdoo Shipstead
Bone Prazier McCarran Smith

Borah George McGill Steiwer
Brown Gibson McKellar Stephens
Bulkley Glass McNary Thomas, Okla.
Bulow Goldshorough Metcalfl Thomas, Utah
Byrd Gore Murphy Thompson
Byrnes Hale Neely Townsend
Capper Harrison Norbeck Tydings
Caraway Hastings Norris Vandenberg
Carey Hatch Nye Van Nuys
Clark Hatfield O'Mahoney Wagner
Connally Hayden Overton Walsh
Coolidge Hebert Patterson Wealcott
Copeland Johnson Pittman White

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I desire to announce that
the Senator from Montana [Mr. WaeELER] is detained from
the Senate on account of a severe cold, and that the Senator
from Florida [Mr. TrammeLL] and the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. DieTERICH] are necessarily detained from the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Ninety-two Senators have an-
swered to their names. A quorum is present.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Mr. ASHURST presented a petition of sundry citizens of
Donora, Pa., praying for the passage of the so-called “ Costi-
gan-Wagner antilynching bill ”, which was referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary, and the body of the petition
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was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, without the
signatures, as follows:
Donora, Pa., March 15, 1934.
Senator AsHURST,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

Hownorasre Sm: We, the undersigned, as citizens and voters of
Donora, Pa., petition your honor to report favorably on the bill
now in the hands of your committee, known as the * Costigan-
Wagner antilynching bill.” We also ask that you use your In-
fluence to have it acted on as promptly as possible.

We thank you in advance for whatever you can do for us,

Yours respectfully,

Mr. FESS presented petitions and papers in the nature of
petitions of sundry citizens of the State of Ohio, praying for
the passage of legislation granting Federal aid to public
education, which were referred to the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor.

Mr. COPELAND presented the petition of Gilbert A. Chase
and other citizens of Brooklyn, and of members of Columbus
Council, No. 126, and the Columbus Women's Club, Knights
of Columbus, all of Brooklyn, N.Y., praying for amendment,
of Senate bill 2910, the communications commission bill, so
as to secure radio facilities for responsible religious, educa-
tional, cultural, etc., agencies, which were referred to the
Committee on Interstate Commerce.

Mr. CAPPER presented a petition of sundry citizens of
Gueda Springs, Kans., praying for the passage of legislation
providing old-age pensions, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor,

He also presented petitions, numerously signed, of sundry
citizens of Oswego and Larned, in the State of Kansas, pray-
ing for the passage of the bill (8. 2926) to equalize the bar-
gaining power of employers and employees, to encourage the
amicable settlement of disputes between employers and em=
ployees, to create a National Labor Board, and for other pur-
poses, which were referred to the Committee on Education
and Labor,

He also presented a petition, numerously signed, of sundry
citizens of Atchison, Kans., praying for the prompt passage
of legislation providing payment of the so-called “ soldiers’
bonus ”, which was referred to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. TYDINGS presented a resolution adopted by the West
Baltimore (Md.) Business Men's Association, favoring the
passage of legislation providing for the granting of Federal
commercial and industrial loans to small industries, which
was referred to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

He also presented a memorial of members of the Book
Binders Association of Baltimore, Md., protesting against the
passage of the bill (S. 2926) to equalize the bargaining
power of employers and employees, to encourage the ami-
cable settlement of disputes between employers and em-
ployees, to create a National Labor Board, and for other
purposes, which was referred to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

He also presented memorials of sundry citizens and asso~
ciations of the State of Maryland, remonstrating against the
passage of the so-called “ Fletcher-Rayburn bill ” providing
regulation of stock exchanges, which were referred to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

LOANS TO INDUSTRY BY RECONSTRUCTION FINANCE CORFORATION

Mr, WALSH. Mr, President, I present and ask to have
printed in full in the Recorp resolutions of the Massachusetts
General Court memorializing Congress in favor of direct
loans to industry by the Reconstruction Finance Corporation.

The resolutions were referred to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency and ordered to be printed in the REcorp,

as follows:
TEE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, Boston.
Resolutions memor! Congress in favor of direct loans to
industry by the Reconstruction Finance Corporation
Whereas it is of vital importance that industry be enabled to
secure without unnecessary delay the financial benefits provided
by the National Industrial Recovery Act; and
Whereas the direct and principal cause of the delay in enabling
industry to secure sald benefits appears to be the unnecessary
requirement that loans to industry by the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation be obtained through the agency of mortgage loan

companies: Therefore be it
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Resolved, That the General Court of Massachusetts hereby
records itself in favor of the making of loans by the Reconstruc-
tion Finance Corporation directly to industry instead of through
the agency of mortgage loan companies; and be it further

Resolved, That the secretary of the Commonwealth forthwith
forward coples of these resolutions to the President of the United
States, to the Presiding Officers of both branches of Congress, and
to the Members thereof from this Commonwealth.

In house of representatives, adopted March 20, 1934,

In senate, adopted, in concurrence, April 4, 1934.

A true copy.

Attest:

[sEAL] F. W. Coox,
Secretary of the Commonuwealth.
THE WORLD COURT
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I present and ask that

there be printed in full in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD reso-
lutions adopted by the New Hampshire Bar Association call-
ing upon the Senate to complete the adherence of this
country to the World Court.

There being no objection, the resolutions were referred to
the Committee on Foreign Relations and ordered to be
printed in the Rzcorp, as follows:

Whereas the Senate of the United States voted in January 1926
by a vote of 76 to 17 for the adherence of the United States to
the World Court if five conditions were met; and

Whereas these conditions are now fully met, in the judgment of
the Department of State and of such competent bodies as the
American Bar Asscciation and many State and local bar associa-
tions, by the three protocols now awaiting the Senate's consent to
ratification; and

Whereas both the Democratic and Republican national platforms
endorsed the completion of our adherence to the Court; and

Whereas the United States might notably aild in world-wide eco-
nomic recovery by completing its adherence to the Court at an
early date, and thus by formally recording its support of the
principle of using judicial methods for settling those international
disputes to which judicial methods are applicable, increase the
sense of international confidence in the possibility of avoiding
war: Therefore be it

Resoived, That the New Hampshire Bar Assoclation calls upon
the Senate of the United States to complete the adherence of this
country to the World Court at the earliest practicable time,
through ratification of the pending protocols, without additional
conditions or reservations of any kind; and be it further

Resolved, That this resolution be forwarded to Senator Henry W.
Eeves and to Senator Frep H. BeowN with a respectful request
that they hasten by their interest and support favorable action on
the three World Court treaties; and be it further

Resolved, That Senator BRowN be requested to have this reso-
lution spread on the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

CHARGES OF DR. WIRT

Mr., ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, I have just
received from the Gary W.C.T.U. a copy of resolutions urging
support in securing for Dr. William A. Wirt a full, complete,
and impartial public hearing at the investigation now taking
place. I ask that the resolutions may be printed in the
REecorp and lie on the table.

There being no objection, the resolutions were ordered to
lie on the table and to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Resolutions

Whereas the widely published statements recently made by Dr.
William A, Wirt, superintendent of Gary public schools,
certain unnamed Government officlals with engaging in activities
tending to overthrow our constitutional Government, the same to
be replaced with a alist or Communist form of government,
have created Nation-wide interest; and

Whereas Dr. Wirt for many years has been well known to the
Woman's Christian Temperance Union of Gary as a man of high
honor and a serious student who would not lightly make such
serious charges: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the Gary W.C.T.U. beg your support in securing
for Dr. Wirt a full, complete, and impartial public hearing at the
coming congressional investigation; be it further
Resolved, That coples of these resolutions be sent to Senators
ARTHUR R. RopinsoN and Freperick VAN Nuys and to Congress-
man Wiriiam T. ScHULTE and Chairman ALFRED BULWINKLE.

Mrs. Caas. M. SwiSHER, President,
637 Jefferson Street, Gary, Ind.

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, I send to the desk and ask
to have inserted in the Recorp an editorial appearing in the
Washington News of yesterday entitled “Page Dr. Wirt.”

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

[From the Washington Dally News, Monday, Apr. 9, 1934]
PAGE DR, WIET

For fear Dr. Wirt and the Bulwinkle committee tomorrow will
overlook some of the really dangercus influences in Washington,
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we propose a thoroughgoing prcbe into the “ brain trusters” not
only of this but of past new-deal administrations.

The patrioteers will find less to shock them in the modest re-
formers of the Roosevelt regime than in the subversive utterances
of American revolutionists that have slipped into history books
and even now are being read by our youth in schools and
libraries. For instance:

“Labor is superior to capital and deserves much higher con-
sideration."—Lincoln.

“None shall rule but the humble, and none but toil shall
have,”"—Emerson

“Thunder on! Strike with vengeful
stroke."—Whitman.

“Labor in this country is Independent and proud. It has not
to ask the patronage of capital.”—Webster.

“Is life so dear or peace so sweet as to be purchased at the
price of chains and slavery? Forbid it, Almighty God! "—Patrick
Henry.

“They are slaves who fear to speak for the fallen and the
weak."—Lowell.

“A little rebellion now and then is a good thing. It is a medi-
cine necessary for the sound health of government.”—Jefferson.

REPORTS OF CCMMITTEES

Mr. SHEPPARD, from the Committee on Commerce, to
which was referred the bill (H.R. 8834) authorizing the own-
ers of Cut-Off Island, Posey County, Ind., to construect,
maintain, and operate a free highway bridge or causeway
across the old channel of the Wabash River, reported it
without amendment and submitted a report (No. 694)
thereon.

Mr. GEORGE, from the Committee on Foreign Relations,
to which was referred the bill (S. 3026) for the relief of
Lucy Cobb Stewart, reported it without amendment and
submitted a report (No. 695) thereon.

Mr. NORRIS, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to
which was referred the bill (S. 3303) to provide for the
expeditious condemnation and taking of possession of land
by officers, agencies, or corporations of the United States
authorized to acquire real estate by condemnation in the
name of or for the use of the United States for the con-
struction of public works now or hereafter authorized by
Congress, reported it without amendment and submitted a
report (No. 696) thereon.

Mr. CAREY, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to
which was referred the bill (S. 2130) to authorize an ap-
propriation for the purchase of land in Wyoming for use as
rifle ranges for the Army of the United States, reported it
with amendments and submitted a report (No. 698) thereon.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma, from the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry, to which was referred the bill (H.R.
7581) to authorize a board composed of the President, the
Secretary of the Treasury, the Secretary of Commerce, and
the Secretary of Agriculture to negotiate with foreign buy-
ers with the view of selling American agricultural surplus
products at the world market price and to accept in pay-
ment therefor silver coin or bullion at such value as may
be agreed upon which shall not exceed 25 percent above
the world market price of silver, and to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to issue silver certificates based upon
the agreed value of such silver bullion or coin in payment
for the products sold, and for other purposes, reported it
with amendments and submitted a report (No. 697) thereon.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. AUSTIN:

A bill (S. 3330) granting a pension to Ella W. Cleveland;
to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. WHITE:

A bill (8. 3331) fo provide for the creation of the St. Croix
Island National Monument, located near the mouth of the
8t. Croix River, in the State of Maine, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys.

By Mr. KING:

A bill (S. 3332) to amend an act entitled “An act to pro-
vide full and fair disclosure of the character of securities
sold in interstate and foreign commerce and through the
mails, and to prevent frauds in the sale thereof, and for

Stride on democracy!
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other purposes ”, approved May 27, 1933; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. FRAZIER:

A bill (S. 3333) to provide for the purchase and sale of
farm products; to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry; and

A bill (S. 3334) to amend an act entitled “An act to estab-
lish a uniform system of bankruptcy throughout the United
States ”, approved July 1, 1898, and acts amendatory thereof
and supplementary thereto; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. WALSH:

A bill (S. 3335) for the relief of Joanna A. Sheehan; to
the Committee on Claims; and

A bill (S. 3336) to authorize the presentation of the Con-
gressional Medal of Honor to Timothy Sullivan; to the Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. NORBECK:

A bill (S, 3337) for the relief of R. G. Andis (with accom-
panying papers) ; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. BYRD:

A bill (8. 3338) authorizing the President to appoint Henry
Beckwith Taliaferro, formerly an ensign, United States Navy,
to his former rank as ensign, United States Navy; to the
Committee on Naval Affairs,

By Mr. LEWIS:

A bill (S. 3339) to provide for the payment of compensa-
tion to George E. Q. Johnson; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. CAPPER:

A joint resolution (S.J.Res. 102) authorizing and directing
the Comptroller General of the United States to certify for
payment certain claims of grain elevators and grain firms
to cover insurance and interest on wheat during the years
1919 and 1920 as per a certain contract authorized by the
President; to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.
ANALYTICAL REGISTER OF REGULAR ARMY OFFICERS AND SECURITY

STATISTICS

Mr. NYE. Mr. President, I infroduce a joint resolution
for reference to the Committee on Military Affairs. Ac-
companying the resolution is a brief prepared by Mr. John
J. Lenney, which I ask to have referred to the same com-
mittee, with the request that if that committee deems it
worthy it may be printed later in the REecorp.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The joint resolution and brief
will be referred as requested.

The joint resolution (S.J.Res. 101) authorizing the publi-
cation as a public document of America Secure—Analytical
Register of Regular Army Officers and Security Statistics
with graphs, 1775-1934, was read twice by its title, and,
with the accompanying paper, referred to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were severally read twice by their
titles and referred to the Committee on the District of
Columbia:

H.R.T7906. An act to license race tracks in the District of
Columbia and provide for their regulation;

H.R.8281. An act to amend the act entitled “An act pro-
viding for the removal of snow and ice from the paved side-
walks of the District of Columbia;

H.R.8519. An act to amend sections 5, 9, and 12 and
repeal section 36 of the District of Columbia Alcoholic Bey-
erage Control Act;

H.R.8525. An act to amend the District of Columbia Alco-
holic Beverage Control Act to permit the issuance of re-
tailers’ licenses of classes A and B in residential districts;
and

H.R.8854. An act to amend the District of Columbia Al-
coholic Beverage Control Act by amending sections 11, 22,
23, and 24.

INTERENAL REVENUE TAXATION—AMENDMENT RELATIVE TO JEWELRY
TAX, ETC.

Mr. BARKLEY submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to House bill 7835, the revenue bill,
which was ordered fo lie on the table and to be printed.
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CANCELATION OF CONTRACT WITH BOSTON IRON & METAL CO.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I submit a short resolution
requesting the Secretary of Commerce to furnish some in-
formation with reference to the cancelation of a contract.
I ask unanimous consent for immediate consideration of
the resolution.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolution will be read.

; The Chief Clerk read the resolution (S.Res. 221), as fol-
OWS:

Resolved, That the Secretary of Commerce is requested to fur-
nish to the SBenate the reasons for the abrogation of a contract
dated November 25, 1932, between the Government of the United
States and the Boston Iron & Metal Co., Baltimore, Md., for the sale
and scrapping of 124 vessels belonging to the United States
Shipping Board, declared by the Shippping Board as obsolete and
surplus, of the terms of which contract there appears to be no
violation by the Boston Iron & Metal Co.; and to advise the
S8enate why the rights under this contract should not be im-
mediately restored in accordance with the obligations of the Gov-
ernment of the United States.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate proceeded to con-
sider the resolution.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I ask to have inserted in
the Recorp at this point a short statement explaining the
reasons for the adoption of the resolution.

There being no objection, the statement was ordered to
be printed in the REecorp, as follows:

THE MATTER OF THE CONTRACT PETWEEN THE BOSTON IRON & METAL
CO. AND THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

1. Contract signed November 5, 1832, for the sale of 124 vessels,
Price, §1.51 per ton for metal derived. Contract to be performed
by purchaser within 3 years; 39 vessels received; 87 vessels un-
delivered (2 extra vessels having been purchased under a supple-
mental agreement, after Nov. 5, 1832).

September 8, 1933, check for four vessels sent to Shipping Board.
These vessels undelivered.

October 13, 1833, Secretary Roper sent notice that all vessels
remaining undelivered were withdrawn from the contract.

2. These vessels had been declared by the Shipping Board, after
a survey of them sometime in the early part of 1932, as obsolete
and surplus vessels. Vessels needed by the Army and Navy had
been allocated by the Shipping Board and the vessels sold to
purchaser were surplus. Bids were invited by the Shipping Board
and all people in the country who could possibly bid on these
vessels were notified of the contemplated sale. Four or five bids
were received, the Boston's bid being the highest. The next
highest was the Union Shipbulilding Co. (a Mellon company), who
bid $1.06 per ton, to which might be added mothering of the
ships, which was considered to be 15 cents per ton additional,
would bring their bid to $1.21. Our bid, therefore, 30 cents higher,
Our bid accepted.

3. These vessels were constructed for war purposes under the
stress of war, and have outlived their usefulness. They were
constructed in 1917 and 1918. Some of them have never been
used and, as a matter of fact, some never completed. Life of
ordinary ship approximately 20 years. These ships are now 16
and 17 years old.

4, When war over, United States had on hand considerable
shipping materlals of all kinds, Including docks, yards, buildings,
houses, etc., and about 1,250 steel cargo vessels, in addition to
vessels of other variely such as wooden, tankers, and foreign
vessels, which probably brought the total fleet up to 2,500 units.

In 1923 the Shipping Board found that of the 1,250 steel cargo
vessels on hand, 366 were operated, and 885 were laid up. They
determined that the laid-up fleet cost the Government $2,588,000
annually to care for the same, besides what additional work
might be necessary to keep them. They determined that of the
laid-up fleet there were approximately 400 vessels which were not
required in the promotion and maintenance of the
merchant marine. They determined further that they were spend-
ing a lot of money on ships that they would never use. That
these vessels were actually a menace by their mere existence, in
fictitiously accrediting the market with 400 additional ships and
thereby affecting the sale of the balance.

Shipping Board then appointed a committee, and this committee
determined on the policy of scrapping surplus and obsolete vessels.
From that time on the Bhipping Board has continuously sold
vessels and compelled the purchaser to scrap the same.

In 1926 the Shipping Board entered into a contract with the
Ford Motor Co., wherein they sold that company 200 cargo vessels
known as “lakers.” (They were called this because they were
built on the Great Lakes.) The matter was referred to the Attor-
ney General’s Office for the purpose of Investigating the legality of
the contract and to determine the right of the Bhipping Board to
sell ships for scrapping, and the Honorable John G. SBargeant, who
was the Attorney General at that time, after reviewing the entire
matter, upheld the Shipping Board in its legal right to make the
sale and scrap the vessels.
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The Senate of the United States was asked to investigate this
matter, and in 1926 passed & resolution referring the matter to
the Senate Commiitee on Commerce, and the committee held a
hearing on February 11, 1926, and issued a pamphlet. This hap-
pened in the Sixty-ninth Congress, first session, Senate Resclu-
tion 135. .

Ford bought practically the same kind of vessels which we
bought, and the sale sustained by the Attorney General.

Sometime last December, for the purpose of determining the
value of these vessels, the Department of Commerce advertised a
ship, Eastern Craig, for sale without any restrictions, and receivegd
four bids, the highest of which, the informs us, was
$7,700. Our price per vessel is approximately $4,500.

On November 5, 1932, the steel market, in accordance with the
magazine known as the Iron Age, was arcund $7 per ton.

We entered into a contract with the Sun Shipbuilding Co. of
Chester, Pa., to break v%p some of these vessels for us, at 85 per
metal-ton recovered. e were unable to do it as cheap in our
plant. For the sake of the discussion, we will add $1.51 (cost of
metal to the Boston Iron), and 5 per ton break-up, makes $6.51,
before other expenses can be added. In order to obtain a quan-
tity price, the metal had to be sold less than market price, and
contracts, as of the date of the sale—that is, November 5, 1932—
were entered into at $6.60 per ton. This covers the nonferrous
metals, which are iron and steel, etc. Now, we have figures to
prove that three fourths of 1 percent, on the average, of a vessel
is ferrous metals, such as copper, brass, etc. The average recov-
erable metal of a ship is 3,000 tons. Of this approximately 20
tons are nonferrous metals, which, at time of contract, were worth
about $60 to $75 per ton. About 400 men were employed on this
job in Chester and about the same amount at Baltimore, and,
through the action of the Government, these men have become
disemployed by us.

Shipping Board removed these vessels from the World's Ship-
ping Registry, and they were no longer ships when we bought
them but were just so much scrap. They cannot now be used
from a practical standpoint because it would cost too much to
repair them, and from the standpoint of their possible future life
this would not be & reasonable thing to do, and, furthermore,
these ships are, for the most part, 10-knot ships; thelir engines are
obsolete in design and from every standpoint they have no place
in the shipping world. Particularly is this true when the Depart-
ment of Commerce has determined to encourage the bullding of
new vessels and modernize the fleet.

5. United States had the right to withdraw the vessels whenever
it desired these ships for operation, or for sale for operation, or
in the event of a national emergency, declared by the Secretary
of War, This did not mean that they could withdraw these
vessels at any time that a whim or a wish moved them but that
they must have had, at such notice of withdrawal, a sale for
operation of the vessels, or, at least, had a plan for the operation
of the same.

Six months have expired since notice of withdrawal received.
They do not have-any sale for operation of these vessels, and
absolutely have no definite plan of what to do with them. Of
course, as you know, no national emergency, which has been so
declared by the Secretary of War, exists,

6. After notice of withdrawal received, we immediately dis-
patched a letter of Secretary Roper, requesting him to tell us
under what portion of article 3 of our contract the vessels were
being withdrawn. To this he has never replied, but simply stated
that the matter was being reviewed. We have continuously con-
tacted the Department of Commerce and the Shipping Board, but
up to now, as you know, we have never received any word from
anybody as to just exactly why these ships were withdrawn from
us, which action actually nullified and abrogated our contract.

The matter was placed in the hands of South Trimble, Jr., Esq.,
Solicitor for the Department of Commerce, and he passed upon
the question of whether the Shipping Board had & right to sell
the vessels and scrap the same; whether they recelved an adequate
consideration for the sale; what rights the Government had under
the contract to withdraw the same, and if they did not have such
right, what damages must they respond to. We have requested to
be shown this opinion, but, of course, we have never seen it.
We, accordingly, filed briefs with the Solicitor for the Commerce
Department on the first question; that is, the right of the Ship-

ing Board to sell these vessels and scrap them, and when the
matter got into the hands of the Attorney General's Office, we

submitted briefs on the other questions, except the question of

damages which we did not address ourselves to. The Department
of Justice never rendered an opinion. They have told the Secre-
tary of Commerce repeatedly that they would not render an
opinion, that he had taken his action without first consulting
them and they would not now intervene. They are, however,
investigating the matter for the purpose of being in a position to
defend any action which we take.

The Army and the Navy have repeatedly been asked if they
needed these vessels, and I understand that a committee was
appointed, consisting of a representative of the Shipping Board
and the Army and Navy, and it was decided that neither of these
branches needed the vessels in question.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
the resolution.
The resolution was agreed to.
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CARRIAGE OF THE AIR MAIL—ADDRESS BY SENATOR AUSTIN

Mr. BARBOUR. Mr. President, I hold in my hand a radio
address entitled “ The Current Chapter of the Air-Mail
Tragedy ", delivered last night over the National Broadcast-
ing Co. network by the senior Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Avustin]l. I ask unanimous consent that the address may
be printed in full in the Recorb.

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

The present status of the defense by the Postmaster General
for cancelation of the air-mail contracts, and placing the risk,
burden, and tragic penalty of transportation upon Army pilots,
can be understood best if the principal facts leading to this new
deal are reviewed. Graphically stated, they are as follows:

The Government engaged in flying its own mail until 1925, when
this practice was abandoned.

Preceding the adoption of the McNary-Watres Act two substan-
tlal through routes were created; but generally over the country
there sprang up an illogical, sporadic mushroom-like growth of
numerous short, weak, inefficient, disconnected mail and passenger
routes. The outstanding exception to the general situation,
namely: United Air Lines, which was a through transcontinental
route from the Atlantic to the Pacific, had been established. The
beneficial operation of this route emphasized the wisdom and
economic need for extensions and consolidations of short lines
into other independent competitive transcontinental routes for
the good of the Air Mall Service, for the encouragement of de-
velopment of aeronautics, for the invention and use of multi-
motored planes, for increased number of seats for passengers, for
safety devices in flying by night and In storms, and for the pro-
motion of the national defense.

On April 29, 1930, Congress passed the McNary-Watres Act for
the purpose of creating a logical air-mail map with great systems
of tt;ansportation to supplant the scattered and disconnected
routes.

In May 1930, Postmaster General Brown exercised the powers
vested In him by the McNary-Watres Act. Two different methods
for creation of air-malil systems were contained in the act. One
was by extensions and consolidations, and the other was by com-
petitive bidding.

The first-mentioned method was tried out and failed, That
method involved increasing or existing routes, taking
from one contractor part of a route and transferring it to another,
elongating or coupling up disconnected routes, adding feeders
thereto, and consolidating the whole into transcontinental trunk
lines, from East to West, with suitable North and South laterals.
Procedure under this power necessitated meeting with the con-

‘tractors to obtain the necessary modifications of their contracts

for this purpose. The logical scheme of air-mail routes intended
by Congress required agreement upon the pioneering equities and
rights of operators. These meetings were not clandestine, but
were published through releases by the Post Office Department to
the newspapers of the country. They were contemplated by law.
Similar meetings had been held before then, and similar meetings
have been held since by the Democratie administration.

Mr. Crowley, the present Solicitor of the Post Office Department,
testifying before the special Senate committee, admitted that a
Postmaster General needs the knowledge of operators to determine
questions regarding transportation of air mail.

The meetings held by Postmaster General Brown resulted in
agreement upon the least controversial routes, but there was a
total eement regarding routes where several operators
claimed the pioneering equities on the same lines.

A law question was raised regarding the authority of the Post-
master General to create these lines by this method of extension
and consolidation. The question was submitted to the Comp-
troller General, and his opinion, rendered July 24, 1930 (as well as
the disagreement of operators to which I have referred), termi-
nated the effort to establish these equities in that manner.

Thereupon the second method was adopted, namely: Competi-
tive bidding. Bids were publicly called for, and those qualified
by the law were competent to bid. The law limited the class who
could bid to those who had a certaln specified experience and who
were found by the Postmaster General to be responsible bidders.
The words of the law made bidding rather futile, The policy of
the Government to have these lines Independent of each other
and evenly competitive excluded bona fide qualified bidders for
one line from competing with bona fide bidders for ancther line.
No collusion or agreement or conspiracy could exist under these
conditions, because the interest of each bldder impelled him to
devote all his energy to obtaining the line he sought. The result
of operating under this method was the creation of the midtrans-
continental route and the southern transcontinental route.

The fact that there was a joint bid for each of these routes which
was not opposed by any other qualified bidder was the result of
the disqualification and economic incapacity of any other person
to bid thereon.

As a result of the vigorous insistence by Postmaster General
Brown that all and every entangling alliance between these three
great trunk lines should be discontinued, and of his insistence
upon economlic responsibility and skilled personnel in operation
for each route, there was created in a remarkably short time the
most efficient, safe, and progressive system of transportation of
mail and passengers in the world.
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To illustrate the acceleration thereby of the speed of business
transactions, two letters might be dropped in the mail chute of
a New York skyscraper at the close of a business day, one ad-
dressed to a person in that same building, the other air maliled
to Omaha. Both letters would be delivered at the same time.

Immediately after the election in November 1832, those who did
not have air-mail contracts formed a soclety for the purpose of
securing cancelations of the contracts and the opening of them to
competitive bidding for the purpose of taking away from those
who had contracts and letting to those who did mnot have
contracts. :

Propaganda and lobbylng by the members of this organization
and their attorney resulted in the appointing of a special Senate
investigating committee and in the enactment of a resolution au-
thorizing the President to cancel contracts upon 60 days' notice,
public hearing, and the awarding and payment of damages there-
for. It should be noted that these cancelations were not made
under this law.

Then began hearings by the special committee. Members
of that soclety participated in the hearings. The meetings of
May 1930 were characterized publicly as “spolls conferences”
on the theory, of course, that approbrious epithets have an
effect of proof with those who are uninformed. They also tend
to give bad repute to the subject to which they are applied. A
camoufiage of the operations of this soclety consisted in the pre-
tense that their objective was to fly the mail for less money
than the Government was paying. This sham is exposed by
pointing out that the Postmaster General had arbitrary power
given him in the law to fix the price from time to time as he
saw fit. The insincerity of it as a defense by the Postmaster
General is exposed by the fact that he had used this power.
Moreover, he had asked for an appropriation increased
by $1,000,000, Not a word of evidence of fraud was introduced.
Indeed, there appeared such a lack of agreement, such an utter
absence of collusion that the Bolicitor of the Post Office Depart-
ment finally charged that the Postmaster General had black-
mailed the contractors into obedience and conformity with the
“vision splendid” that he had of a great alr transportation
system. It is my opinion that the charge of fraud was trumped
up as a smoke barrage to conceal operations under the plot
of the society referred to and certain members of the Post Office

nt to cancel these contracts for the benefit of the
members of that society, The character played in this tragedy
by politics will undoubtedly later enter upon the stage.

January 80, 1934, Postmaster General Farley admitied on oath
before the special Senate committee that he had not discovered
anything fundamentally wrong about these contracts, and that
his conduct concerning them might be considered as an approval
up to that date.

Yet 7 days later—on February 6, 1934—the project to cancel
all ‘of the contracts was submitted to the President and the At-
torney General by the Postmaster General. In this short time a
determination by the Postmaster General had been made to cancel
the contracts.

It should be remembered that the transcontinental line of the
United Alrways and the National Parks Airways were established
before the McNary-Watres Act was adopted, and they obtained
nothing from the conference. Nevertheless, their contracts were
canceled. The significance of this submission of the case to the
President and the Attorney Gereral for cancelation before termi-
nation of the investigation by the committee Is that those who
sought cancelation could not afford to wait for the fact to come
out, because the facts in fon of the President and of the
public would then block the cancelation.

On February 9, 1934, all of the contracts were canceled effective
as of February 19.

Then followed the ill-considered use of the Army to fily the mall
with its ghastly loss of human life.

Next came retreat from that blunder.

Shortly after, service by the Army on a curtailed basis was
resumed, which resulted in further loss of human life.

Thereupon, Congress adopted a temporary air mail bill au-
therizing the Army to fly mail subject to conditions relating to
safety.

'I"g President was misled by representations in writing made
by the Solicitor of the Post Office Department and an attorney
of the Department of Justice, It is safe to assume that the oral
representations made to the President were of like character to
the written ones. These written representations give the false
impression that certain contracts were extended in time for 6
months without authority of law and without readvertising for
bids, whereas the basic law granted authority to do this. They
allege that the route certificates were granted without authority
of law, whereas the McNary-Watres Act expressly provided for
an exchange which was made to the great benefit of the Govern-
ment in securing complete control by the Government over routes,
compensation, and conditions for safety and efficlency which did
not exist under the old eontracts for which they were exchanged.
These lawiul and beneficial acts were represented to the Presi-
dent to have been dome in conspiracy. If this were true then
Congress was a conspirator. A flagrant misrepresentation was
made that * the entire system of the United Alr Ways was built
up by the certificate or extension method.” On the contrary,
the fact is that it was built up by the competitive bid method.
Only two extensions were ever made and they were obvious and
logical ones which came too long after the meetings to have
been related to them.
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These written representations did not inform the President that
the transactions at the meetings held were done under provisions
of the act and a declared policy of the Government which re-
quired such meetings. Ascertaining equities, laying out routes,
creating an air-mail map, and such vital matters relating to the
terrain of an alrway could not be intelligently handled by an
official behind a desk, but necessitated conferences with operators
whose actual experience was indispensable. The representations
gave the false impression that all extensions made were agreed
upon at these meetings, whereas some of them were not even
mentioned.

The statement was made that the National Parks Airways, Inc.,
route “ was the result of a certificate issued after the ‘ spoils con~-
ference ' on July 29, 1930 ¥, which carried the innuendo that this
was done as a result of a collusive agreement at the meeting,
whereas there was no party interested in that route other than
National Parks Afrways, Inc. The President was not told that
this route was established by a contract let by bidding. The
presentation of the situation with respect to Eastern Air Trans-
m and American Airways was not frankly stated, but the

dent was shown only that certificates to these companies were
granted after the * spoils conference.” A representation was made
that carried the implication that every holder of an air-mail con-
tract obtained his contract by virtue of the conference in May.
Moreover, this written representation characterized extensions as
& “subterfuge”, whereas they were the declared policy of the
Congress.
These writings also gave the impression that cost to the Gov-
ernment required cancelation of the contracts and letting of new
ones by bids, whereas the fact is that the cost not only could be,
but must be, fixed arbitrarily by the Postmaster General. Cer-
tainly this representation must rebound with great force upon
Postmaster General Farley, who not only justified the cost before
the Appropriations Committee of the House, but asked for addi-
tional funds. The effect of these representations was to condemn
the performance, separately and jointly, of every function of
Postmaster General Brown under the law, although all of them
had been sustalned by the Comptroller General in making pay-
ments under the contract, all had been carefully considered from
time to time by committees of Congress, and had been ratified
K{ Postmaster General Farley up to January 30, 1934, 6 days

ore.

On March 8, 1934, the President sent a letter to the Chairman
of the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads recommending
a law which would reverse every feature of the McNary-Watres
Act and make permanent, not only the cancelation of contracts,
but the disqualification of the contractors.

Bad falth and conflict with public policy were doubtless predi-
cated on the representations. No provision for testing such ques-
tions in a judicial manner and ascertaining qualifications of
bidders before the bidding was suggested. If enacted into law
this policy would set back the aeronsutical industry many years
and confirm the fear of the people of these United States thav
thelr Government has become arbitrary and unjust.

This was followed on March 9, 1934, by the McEellar-Black bill
to revise air malils, which carried out every feature of the recom-
mendation and included the following language:

“® & * and no person shall be eligible to bid for or hold
an air-malil contract if it or its predecessor is asserting or has any
clalm against the United Btates because of a prior annulment of
any contract by the Postmaster General. * * +**

The protests of the people of this country against this ruthless
destruction of property, and against this impetuous condemna-
tion, without trial, and attempt at attainder by legislation, as
well as the withering criticism of every expert called before the
Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads, excited the reporting
of a substifute bill phrased to give the impression that the
destructive elements of the first bill were eliminated.

But the proponent of the bill stated in the Senate that the
inhibitions of the measure were substantially the same as those
of the Postmaster General's advertisements for bids, which I
now speak of,

On March 28, 1934, the Postmaster General announced that
temporary contracts with commercial aviation companies for trans-
porting air mail would be made within the next 3 weeks, and
advertised for bids containing the following inhibition:

“No bids shall be considered or received from any company
which previously had & confract for the carriage of air mail and
whose .coritts::t was annulled under Revised Statutes, section
3850, 5

All of the cancelations were expressly clalmed to have been
made under that section.

Other bills have been introduced relating to the subject. The
current chapter in the air-malil tragedy to which I invite atten-
tlon now follows:

Today there was ordered printed a bill, proposed by Senators
AvusTin, of Vermont, Davis, of Pennsylvania, and BarBoUr, of New
Jersey, as an amendment in the nature of a substitute for the
McKellar and Black bill. This measure is designed to preserve
the remarkable development of the art of aeronautics to compel
the Postmaster General to issue a route warrant to any carrier
who held a route certificate which was canceled unless upon fair
trial, by a three-judge court, the applicant has been found to be
disqualified under section 3950 of the Revised Statutes, This bill
prohibits the attainder of any person by refusing him a route
warrant on the ground that he has a clalm against the United
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States because of a prior annulment of contract. This bill pro-
hibits the Postmaster General from presuming disqualification and
requires him to raise that question by complaint presented to a
district judge of the United States In the district wherein is the
residence of such person sought to be disqualified.

This bill makes the Postmaster General the agent of Congress
to carry out provisions for extending, consolidating, or creating
new air-mail routes, upon such a basis that monopoly will be
prevented and balanced competition will be maintained.

This bill does away with the fallacious doctrine of competitive
bidding which was exposed in the language of Captain Ricken-
backer as follows:

“Asking one of these companies to bid on another route Is
as impracticable as asking the New York Central Railroad to bid
to carry mail over a route such as the Santa Fe system.”

On the other hand, it suthorized the Postmaster General to
place mail for air transportation on any route operating aireraft
on a fixed daily schedule under the authority of the Department
of Commerce. The bill fixes compensation on a basis where
bidding is inapplicable, namely; at the fized rate of 2 mills per
pound mile, except that the average compensation pald to any
carrier for transportation over any route shall not exceed 50 cents
per alrplane mile.

The great underlying stimulus which the McNary-Watres Act
furnished for the amazing development of the passenger service
is continued in this bill, namely: A frank subsidy determined by
the Postmaster General upon a formula standardized for all
operators and calculated to create a financial inducement and
incentive to competitively develop the aeronautical industry, to
improve its efficiency to the end of making it self-supporting, to
encourage the development of safety, speed, additional space for
gge}'rlage of passengers and express, and to promote the national

ense.

The effect of such a formula has already been tested, and there
18 no room for doubt that it tends to keen competition and to the
exercise of the highest character of service.

Such a formula as was effective from November 1, 1832, to June
30, 1933, offered additional pay for carrying two-way radio, an
Increased number of passenger seats, employment of a copilot, and
other variables which helped toward the creation of an aeronauti-
cal industry that could support itself. Obviously, this is superior
to a law requiring competitive bidding without subsidy which
would reverse the interest of the operator, because he would be
tempted to get his cost back, plus a profit, regardless of efficiency
and without encouragement to promotion of the service. Under
the formula operators inclined to lag behind in economy and
eificiency of operation could only make money by raising their
standards to meet competition because all would be established
on the same basis.

The proposed act requires the Postmaster General to promulgate
and execute rules, regulations, and orders establishing standards
of qualification of pilots, involving experience and skill in blind
flying and other aspects of navigation, providing for working con-
ditlons of all employees, with due regard for safety and efliciency,
holding up the standard of compensation to that of 1933 unless
changed from time to time through the medium of collective or
other bargaining, and maintaining the quality of landing fields,
lighthouses, radio stations, and other means of communication
and aids to navigation, as well as standards of planes and their
equipment.

This bill, if enacted into law, would restore a great institution.
It would lend encouragement to industry generally by assuring
industry that a contract still has value and binding force in this
country; that the old-fashioned American idea of trial by due
process of law is a certain bulwark of our safety from sudden
impetuosity of our Government; that we really have rights as citi-
zens, whether as contractors with the Government or as bene-
ficiaries of contracts with the Government.

The passage of this bill would benefit business generally be-
cause it would prevent the chaos in transacting its affairs which
necessarily must follow the setting back of the air-mail trans-
portation business and the passenger-transport enterprise 5§ or 6

years.

The passage of this bill would save the alr-transport industry,
because there is an opportunity for 10-year contracts which would
permlit planning and financing upon a stable basis. This measure
would permit warrants for a period not exceeding 10 years from
date by contrast with the McEellar-Black bill, which is limited to
periods of not exceeding 3 years.

It is apparent that the hampering uncertainty of operators
would be alleviated by thls measure. The policy of Congress to
adhere to the American right of notice, trial, and judgment in
case of an intended cancelation was expressed in the McNary-
Watres Act, which required 45 days’ notice and an opportunity to
show cause why the certificate should not be canceled (sec. 6);
and in the act of June 16, 1933 (Public, No. 78), which required
60 days’' notice to the parties to any contract with the United
States which the President might intend to cancel and an oppor-
tunity for public hearing.

These great powers were granted by law. The law for cancela-
tion was plain and simple, but was utterly ignored; on the con-
trary, the parties and the country were startled by a sudden
exercise of the might of official position to ruin this great servant
of the people—the air-mail transportation system.

By this bill we try to salvage from the wreckage the great alr-
ways, the competitive systems, the principle of incentive to indi-
vidual effort and progress, the financlal encouragement for de-
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velopment of safety and efficiency, and better conditions of work,
as well as justice in pay for labor, both skilled and unskilled.

The proposed bill offers to the people of the United States the
assurance that their Government is honest and honorable as a
contractor with them. Our cause is an institution for which
intrepid pilots have given their lives and a principle of civiliza-
tion for which humanity has battled since the birth of Christ.
Let not polities interfere with the progress of this cause.

Let this chapter of the air-malil tragedy strike down government
by men and uphold government by laws.

COMMENT ON UPTURN OF CONDITIONS

Mr., THOMAS of Utah. Mr, President, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the REcorp a cross-section of
comment on the upturn of conditions, the reports having
been taken by careful newspapermen in interviews with some
of the leading citizens of various parts of the West, gathered
for a conference in Salt Lake City, Utah, and taken from the
Deseret News of April 6. The reports come from men who
are leaders in the intermountain country. All are presidents
of stakes of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints,
and all were present at Salt Lake City for the annual con-
ference of that church.

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

[From the Deseret News of April 6, 1934]

PRESIDENTS OF STAKES REPORT BETTER TIMES—CONDITIONS IMPROVE
1N DisTrICTS OF CHURCH

A very definite note of optimism regarding improved business
and financial conditions and outlook for future improvement in
farming, grazing, and mining, is expressed in Salt Lake today by a
number of presidents of stakes here attending the one hundred
and fourth annual general conference.

Without exception these stake presidents report improvement
both in actual conditions and in the attitudes of the people. All
report a generally more hopeful feeling prevailing, and many gave
definite indications of conditions being much improved.

The stake presidents interviewed are representative of the entire
Rocky Mountain reglon, ranging from Arizona to Colorado, and
including Canada and Mexico.

RANGES IMPROVE IN GARFIELD COUNTY

Range conditions in Garfield County are the best they have been
for some time, President Thomas A. King, of the Garfield stake,
reports. The people are much happier and more settled in mind
over the prospects for this year than they have been for a long

time. Water conditions are good, and barring a siege of grass-
hoppers, farming should be much improved this year, he
explained.

LYMAN DISTRICT EMPLOYMENT GAINS

President H. Melvin Rollins, of the Lyman stake in Wyoming,
can see very definite improvement in several ways. With the.
water outlook only a very little below normal and grazing con-
ditions of the past winter ideal, the outlock for the farming and
cattle-raising industries of Wyoming is excellent.

General conditions, too, are much better, he asserts. In Evans-
ton, he said, there are as many men now employed In the railroad
shops as there ever have been; and conditions in the mining towns
are also much improved with the providing of more work.

HURRICANE FRUIT ESCAPES FROST

President Claudius Hirschi, of the Zion Park stake, whose home
is In Hurricane, sald that with the recent danger of frost past
without damage, farming prospects, particularly with fruit, are
excellent in the southern part of the State. Grazing conditions
for the spring are good, although much depends in this industry
on later summer rains. Movement of wool in that section is good
at a good price, and livestock men are now placing their cattle on
the market for fair returns, he sald.

President Hirschi stated that the C.W.A. projects greatly aided
that section and especlally affected the merchants. While things
are more or less at a standstill, another boom is expected this year
during the fruit season.

UINTAH SELLS WOOL BEFORE FRICES DROP

President Hyrum B. Calder, of the Ulntah stake, at Vernal, sald
business conditions were much better. While the wool prices are
now slipping, most of the clips in that sectlon have already been
sold at a good price, he said.

The recent storm, he explained, has abated a gloom that was
apparent as a result of expected water shortage. It helps condi-
tions. There is plenty of moisture, and although business is quilet,
the general outlook 15 much better, he said.

ARIZONIANS HOPEFUL OF BETTER TIMES

Presidents Harry L. Payne, of the St. Joseph stake, and Levl 8.
Udall, of the 8t. Johns stake, can see a definlie improvement in
Arizona. The State recelved a great impetus from the C.W.A.
and the people are hopeful, they said. President Payne stated
the people were more optimistic and improvement was apparent
on all hands. He explained that the ideal winter through which
they have passed was a great ald to grazing and livestock con-
ditions,
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IMPROVED POTATO PRICE AIDS DRIGGS

A falr price for potatoes and considerable road work has been a
great factor in improving conditions within the Teton district
around Driggs, Idaho, President Albert Choules, of the Teton stake,
reports. He said conditions were much better than they have been,
and high hopes are held out for the future.

SOUTH SANPETE NEEDS MORE WATER
. While financial conditions are somewhat better, crop conditions,
owing to a shortage of water, are not as favorable, President Lewis
R. Anderson, of the South Sanpete stake, reports. The people
there, however, are hopeful and more optimistic than they have
been, he said.
GUNNISON HOPEFUL DESPITE REVERSES

Although the water in the Gunnison Reservoir is 3 feet short
and p on the west side of the valley are rather disappoint-
ing, residents of Gunnison are quite optimistic this year, according
to Charles 8. Hansen, president of the Gunnison stake. Tithing,
he said, had increased up to date over last year.

Merchants did better during January and February this year
than last, but things were rather quiet in March, President Hansen
sald. Farmers have been rather worried about beet prospects, but
are now preparing to sign up. Wheat acreage will be about the
game, he declared, despite the United States reduction, gince many
of the largest growers did not sign Government contracts.

REDMOND FARMERS TO PLANT MORE BEETS

Farmers of Redmond are preparing to plant more beets this
year than for several years past, if present indications prove relia-
ble, Martin Jensen, first counselor in the North Sevier stake presi-
dency, said Friday. Business has picked up a little, so that more
tlth!ngtsbein.gpaidlnmemlofthewards,andthepeopleof
Redmond are generally optimistic over the future.

BUSINESS IMPROVES IN SEVIER DISTRICT

The dental profession is much better this year than last, says
W. Eugene Poulson, president of Sevier stake. He feels that in
general this may be taken as an indication of other business in
Bevier County.

Cattlemen are happy over the open winter season on the ranges,
and prospects for the sale of marketable livestock seem to be bet-
ter. Sheepmen are rejoicing over the rise in the price of wool.
Those who fed sheep during the past winter were able to make
some profit, although not so many fried this form of winter work
this year,

: CENTRAL COLORADO HAS LITTLE CHANGE

Business in central Colorado is practically the same this year as
last, John W. Smith, second counselor of the Colorado Bprings
branch, Western States mission, said Friday morning. *“ While
there is a slight improvement in the music business—my line of
work—1t is so slight that we can't continue on this way for
very long. Business must improve, or we will have to quit.”

CONDITIONS IMPROVE IN EKANAE DISTRICT

Things have never been better in and around Kanab, President
Charles C. Heaton, of the Kanab stake sald. The people are
happy, and everyone who wants to work is working.

An unusual amount of road work and forest work, together with
improved conditions in livestock, particularly sheep business, are
responsible for this healthy condition.

SHELLEY MENACED BY WATER LACK

President Berkley Larson, of the Shelley stake, expressed a fear
that a shortage of water might result for the maturing crops, but
the people are optimistic through knowledge that crops have
frequently been better in dry years than in years of plenty of
moisture. The pecple are more hopeful and conditions are gen-
erally much better than for several years.

INCREASES OF VETERANS' COMPENSATION

Mr. COPELAND. Mr, President, in this morning’s New
York Herald Tribune is a defense of the veterans’ increases.
Tt is from the pen of Mr. Anson T. McCook, of Hartford,
Conn.

I wish every citizen who is not fully informed on the sub-
ject could read this concise, and, I believe, entirely accurate
statement. Many who are now unhappy over the veto will
have a better understanding of the facts.

Reading the article may not change a conviction, but
at least it will make understandable the attitude of those
who in all good conscience voted in the majority. I ask that
it be printed in the RECORrD.

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

. DEFENDING THE VETERANS' INCREASES
To the New York Herald Tribune:

Accusations have raged around the veto of the independent
offices bill. There has been a wide misunderstanding of vital facts.
Having made a special study of disabled veterans’ relief for several
years, perhaps I can help clear the air.

First of all, the bonus has no connection with this matter what-
soever. The bonus was not even mentioned in the bill which was

vetoed. And the Legion at Chicago voted down all resolutions
which would have called for its present payment.
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Next, this bill did not restore any of those numerous disabilit
classified as not connected with the service, which were cut oﬂ’la.;
the Economy Act last year; nor did the Leglon ask to have them
:gz%red. Therefore, that large saving remains exactly where It

As to ralding the Treasury or unbalancing the Budget, the
bill provides less than §50,000,000 in payments to cisabled
World War veterans, and most of this the President himself had
already approved. David Lawrence, an impartial observer, puts
the difference between Congress and the President as to World War
veterans at only $20,000,000. It is probably less than that. The
largest part of the appropriation was to restore pay cuts to Fed-
g;atél aﬂglgeyees %:ér: for Spanish Wardvglt;erm. but even there the

erence ween an -
theely Congress e President was compara.

Just what did the bill provide for World War veterans? First,
it restored to concededly service-connected cases the cuts which
had been made in their compensation as a tem measure of
economy last year. The President himself had favored their re-
storation as soon as practicable. Therefore, the difference was not
one of principle, nor of amount, but simply of time. With wages
and costs increasing, Congress thought the time had arrived.

Discussion has chiefly centered about the second class, namely,
that especially pathetic group known as “ presumptives.,” There
are but 29,000 of them and the number is shrinking by death.
It is vitally important to note three things about them. First,
they must have broken down before 1925. Next, the break-down
must have been a very grave one, such as in mind, lungs, or heart.
Finally, up to 1933, they were rated as actually service connected,
albeit by presumption, and most had held that honorable status
for 10 years. Then, when their lives had become adjusted on that
basis, they were deprived of it by a stroke of the pen. In my
opinion that was most unjust. If I am right, they had an abso-
lute claim to be restered as a matter of national obligation.

My reasons are these: First, my personal observation, confirmed
by no less a medical authority than Gen. Sanford H. Wadhams,
deputy chief surgeon of the AEF., and many other reliable
observers, convinces me that the vast majority of these presump- *
tive break-downs were asctually service connected In point of
fact. And I am more interested in the fact than in any rating
on paper. Next, I would ask this question: How could an insane )
man after the lapse of 15 years produce evidence to prove that
the war caused his insanity even though there was no doubt.
about it? And yet that is exactly what the 1833 law required. !
And how is a man flat on his back with tuberculcsis to get
affidavits from doctors who are now dead and buddies who have
disappeared? None of this evidence was required when they'
broke down befare 1925. That is why the review boards' deci-'
sions were so necessarily restricted. A perfectly mormal person
would find it hard to prove an automobile case after 10 years
during which he had been lulled into a false sense of security.

To bar 3 out of every 4 because 1 out of 4 might not be
service connected seems comparable to convicting 3 out of 4
innocent persons in order to catch the l-out-of-4 malefactor.,
The Legion's opinion is that the full burden of proof should rest "
upon the Government rather than upon the veteran who, after all’
these years, has lost his ability to prove his case. This is what
the new law provides at the same time that it excludes any
whose cases were established by fraud or misrepresentation.

Three hundred and seventy-three out of four hundred and
seventy-two Benators and Representatives, a majority of each

in each House, believed that to restore these men and women
to their honorable status and support was an act of simple justice.
Believing this, had no recoursé in good consclence except to
override the President's veto.
Anson T, McCoox.

Hartrorp, CoNN., April 9, 1934,
TARIFF ON LACES

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent |
to have printed in the Recorp a very interesting letter writ-'
ten by Lilian F. Thompson, of Woodville, R.I, relating to
the tariff on laces. '

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

WoonvitLE, R.I., April 8, 1934,
The Honorable Jessg H. METCALF,
Senator from the State of Rhode Island, Washington, D.C.

DEsR SenaTor METcALF: I am a lace worker, employed by the)
Richmond Lace Works at Alton, R.I, and I am taking your words,
that workers and investors in the lace industry should “cry out'
against this teriff bill”, literally; and if this letter of mine to you.
could do any good, I wish that every word of it could be blazoned '
across the heavens of this country in letters a mile high so that,
every lace worker might see and read and be made to realize what
will happen when Secretary Wallace eliminates what he terms the
“ ineficient group of industries” in New England.

I wonder if Secretary Wallace and the other men who advocate
the passage of this tariff bill have ever given a thought as to
what will become of this vast army of lace workers when they
are deprived of a means of livelihood. Evidently they haven't,
and it is guite probable that they do not care. I know lots of
little children, and grown-ups, too, who, during the past winter,
would have often gone cold and hungry if it hadn't been for the
work given to the wives and mothers by the lace mills.
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It is too bad that Secretary Wallace and the men who think
the same as he does and who are doing everything they can to
crush out American products and American producers, couldn't
visit some of the lace mills in Rhode Island and see the lovely
laces made from shimmering silks, gleaming rayons, and fine cot-
tons in patterns as delicate and lovely as those created by nature
on our window panes on frosty mornings. It would be an edu-
cation to them to see a lace loom and watch it in action. When
Secretary Wallace brands the finer textiles made in this country
as inferior to those made in France and China, he does not know
what he is talking about. Some years ago I watched a Belgian
peasant woman making lace by hand; and as the roses grew
under her skillful fingers, it seemed to me wonderful. Today,
except for the value that hand-made goods always command,
there is all-over and band lace made &t the Richmond Lace Works
that is just as beautiful in every way as that made by the Belgian
woman. I have an idea that even Secretary Wallace couldn't tell
the difference between the hand and machine made. His remark
that it is desirable to import laces and finer textiles from France
and China to delight our womenfolk is a strange one for an
American and a Cabinet officer to make, and is a mighty poor
argument in favor of foreign goods. Furthermore, I happen to
know that the womenfolk from the world of fashion, where
Secretary Wallace moves, take much pleasure in purchasing yards
and yards of these American-made finer textiles, and I haven't
the least doubt that Secretary Wallace and his colleagues have
footed the bills for a good many lace gowns and frills now that
they are again in style.

What would any man worthy of the name think of a banker
or a group of bankers who would take the savings of their de-
positors and throw them into the nearest mud pond and then
remark that they did it to delight our womenfolk? Secretary
Wallace goes even further: He aims to throw away millions of
dollars invested in buildings and machinery and to take the bread
Irom the mouths of men, women, and children. Crushing out
Industry and the workers in industry in New England, or any other
part of the country, isn't going to help the farmers in Minnesota
or any other place, not in a thousand years despite all that Secre-
tary Wallace may say to the contrary, and while his statesmanship
and religion and his ideas on industry may be the extraordinary
revelations of the same mind, no one would ever know It.

Thanking you for all your splendid efforts in behalf of the
people of the State of Rhode Island, I am, dear sir, .

Very truly yours,
Littan F. THOMPSON.

SAN JUAN WATERWORKS CONTRACT, PUERTO RICO

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, I should like
to bring to the attention of the Senate a very interesting
situation which has developed in Puerto Rico.

The Reconstruction Finance Corporation authorized a
loan of $1,300,000 for the construction of improvements to
the waterworks system of San Juan, the capital of Puerto
Rico. The Government requested quotations for hydrants
under contract 14A and valves under contract 14B. The
bids received were opened on January 29, 1934, The awards
made by the administrative board of the capital of Pl‘xerto
Rico on February 24, 1934, were transmitted to the office of
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation here under date of
March 3, 1934, and received March 7, 1934.

Mr. President, it develops that in this project 17 different
concerns were bidders. Sixteen of the bids were identically
the same to the penny. Sixteen concerns furnished bids
each of $16,516.66 for the work. One concern, the Western
Gas Censtruction Co., of Fort Wayne, Ind., was the lowest
pidder, with a bid of $13,752.14. It developed that 1 of
the 16 bids was accepted, being the higher bid, and ulti-
mately approved by the Reconstruction Finance Corpora-
tion, which was furnishing the money for the work.

Naturally we were very curious to understand how it
happened that 16 concerns would all bid in exactly the same
amount for the same job of work. If there ever was an
instance that seemed to suggest collusion, a meeting of the
minds of competitors, that seemed to be such an instance.

We took up the matter with the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation. We were informed by Mr, H, E, Whitaker,
the acting chief engineer of the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation, that this was due to the N.R.A.; that under the
N.R.A. there can be no competitive bidding any longer;
that is to say, that each and every concern bidding on a
job of any kind under the codes must bid precisely the same
amount. Thereupon we inquired whether or not that was
the reason why the Western Gas Construction Co., at Fort
Wayne, Ind., had been penalized, though they were the low
bidder and were not permitted to get the job. The answers
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to our questions in that regard were very indefinite. This
is what happened:

The project is for the San Juan waterworks extension.
The Reconstruction Finance Cerporation is furnishing
$1,300,000 for that work. The contracts in question were
nos. 14-A and 14-B, contract 14-A being for hydrants and
valves and contract 14-B being for valves, The bid of the
Western Gas Construction Co. under contract 14-A was
$28,372. The bids of the competitors of the Western Gas
Construction Co., 16 in number, were identical, each being
$34,724. The bid of the Western Gas Construction Co.
under contract 14-B was $13,752.14. The bids of the com-
petitors, 16 in number, were identical, each being $16,516.66.

The total bid of the Western Gas Construction Co. was
$42,124.14. The total bids of the competitors, 16 in num-
ber, each being identical with the others, was $51,240.66.
The Western Gas Construction Co.’s total bid was $9,116.52
under the bids of the 16 who had all bid in exactly the
same sum.

Naturally, Mr. President, if the NR.A. fosters this sort of
procedure, there can be no competitive bidding any more
on Government work under any of the codes of the N.R.A.
This is just one instance, showing the utter extravagance in
the expenditure of public funds throughout the United
States under the system at present in vogue. It shows, too,
that the smaller business concerns are being practically
driven out of business by the administration of the N.R.A.
in this country.

In order that it may all appear in the Recorp, I ask to
have printed the entire memorandum report covering this
strange procedure as furnished to me by Mr. Whitaker, the
acting engineer of the Reconstruction Finance Corpora-
tion, together with his letter to me.

There being no objection, the letter and memorandum
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

RECONSTRUCTION FINANCE CORPORATION,
Washington, March 28, 1934.
San Juan waterworks, loan docket no. 328,
Hon. ArTEUR R. ROBINSON,
United States Senate, Washington, D.C.

DeAr SEnATOR RoBinsoN: With further reference to my letter
of March 15, there is attached hereto a copy of the memorandum
setting forth the facts concerning the award of the hydrant and
valve contracts, nos. 14-A and 14-B, by the capital of Puerto Rico
and the subsequent approval by this Corporation.

If there is any further information you may desire in connec-
tion with this matter, we shall be pleased to furnish it promptly.

Yours very truly, H. E. WHITAKER,

Acting Chief Engineer.
MEMORANDUM REPORT COVERING APPROVAL OF AWARDS MADE BY THE
ADMINISTRATIVE BOARD OF THE CarPITAL OF PUERTO RICO FOR
HYDRANTS

CONTRACT 14—A AND VALVES CONTRACT 14-B

The R.F.C. has authorized a loan of $1,300,000 for the construc-
tion of improvements to the waterworks gystem of the capital
of Puerto Rico at San Juan. The Government of Puerto Rico
requested quotations for hydrants under contract 14-A and valves
under confracts 14-B. The bids received being opened on Jan-
uary 29, 1934, and the awards made by the administrative board
of the capital of Puerto Rico on February 24, 1934, being trans-
mitted to this office under date of March 3, 1934 and received
here March 7, 1934.

CONTRACT 14-B

There were 16 quotations received for $16,516.66, and one
low bid of $13,752.14 for the valves under contract 14-B.

The administrative board considered at great length the bids
and finally awarded contracts 14-A and 14-B to Sucs de Abarca,
representing the Ludlow Valve Co,

On March 9 representatives of the Western Gas Construction
Co., ;he low bidder, made informal complaint relative to the
award.

On March 12 the Western Gas Construction Co. made formal
complaint as the low bidder and also verbally ralsed a question
as to the legality of the award to Sucs de Abarca.

On March 13 the RF.C. transmitted the formal complaint to
the capital of Pureto Rico requesting consideration of the Infor-
mation supplied in the complaint by the consulting engineer, the
director of public works, and the administrative board.

On March 19 the chairman of the administrative board sent the
RF.C. the following cable: “ Reconsideration contract 14 hydrants
and valves not appropriate after submission matter RF.C. To
again consider matter in oplnion officials city it is necessary that
awards be disapproved. Recommend this procedure as serving
best interests of city., Advise definite action by cable.”
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In view of the above cable stating that the administrative board
could not reconsider and also recommending that we disapprove
the award, this office immediately got in contact with members of
the Bureau of Insular Affairs here in Washington and at our sug-
gestion a cable was sent to Governor Winship of Puerto Rico and
the attorney general of Puerto Rico requesting a legal opinion
in the case of the award to Sucs de Abarca. The legal questien
was raised because a salaried employee of Sucs de Abarea is also
a commissioner of the capital, but having nothing to do with the
administrative board which made the award, and it was desired
to learn from the highest legal authority on the island whether
or not this, in any way, affected the legality of the award made
to Bucs de Abarca.

On March 26 the following cablegram was received from Gov-
ernor Winship by the Bureau of Insular Affairs:

“ Reference your no. 86, March 24. By formal opinion rendered
March 24, copy being transmitted by air mall, Attorney General of
Puerto Rico holds contract valld, notwithstanding Pesquera’s rela-
tions to successful bidder. Municipal commission had nothing to
do with granting the award or contract, as this power resides in the
administrative board, of which Pesquera is not a member. Pur-
thermore, Pesquera is not a member or official of the contracting
firm, but is only an employee thereof, and as such has no such in-
terest in the contract as would render it vold, even if he had par-
ticipated as a municipal official in the awarding of the contract.
See case of Mumma v. Town of Brewster, decided August 1933 by
supreme court, State of Washington (24 Pac. (2d) 438).”

WiINsHIP.

Upon receipt of the above cable Mr. Whitaker appeared before
the executive committee of the Board of Directors of the Recon-
struction Finance Corporation and lald the facts before them.
He recommended that in order that there might not be any
further delay the awards made by the honorable administrative
board of the capital of Puerto Rico be approved. First, for
contract 14-A, as the hydrants of the low bidder, the Western Gas
Construction Co., are a new product and do not have a service
record; second, for contract 14-B, because the disapproval of the
award by the administrative board would cause delays at least of
six weeks and possibly more, which would, in his opinion, more
than neutralize any difference in price, and also that the delay
is important when considered in connection with the program
for rellef in S8an Juan.

The executive committee of the Board of Directors of the Re-
construction Finance Corporation accepted the recommendation
of Mr. Whitaker and instructed him to approve the awards made
by the administrative board of the capital of Puerto Rico under
contracts 14-A and 14-B to SBucs de Abarca.

Thereupon the following cable was dispatched to San Juan
under date of March 26, 1934: “ To avold further delay, you are
advised that this Corporation has no objection to the awards
made by the honorable administrative board on contracts nos.
14-A and 14-B to Sucs de Abarca at an estimated cost of $51,241,
in view of opinion of Attorney General received today.”

On March 27 the following cable was received from the city
manager of Puertc Rico: “Cable March 26, regarding contracts
14-A and 14-B, just recelved at moment administrative board
was to meet for reconsideration matter awards according your
letter March 12. Please advise if we should continue reconsider-
ation proceedings or accept your cable as final.”

On March 27 the following cable was sent to the city manager
of the capital of Puerfo Rico: “To avold further delay you are
advised that awards by honorable administrative board, contracts
14-A and 14-B, to SBucs de Abarca, at estimated cost $51,241, is
satisfactory to this Corporation. Believe it inadvisable to recon-
sider in view legal complications which would undoubtedly ensue
unless all bids were rejected, necessitating readvertisement, with
consequent expensive delay.”

On March 27 the following cable was recelved from the city
manager of the capital of Puerto Rico: “In accordance with your
cable, I called immediately Sucres de Abarca to sign contracts
14-A and 14-B.”

The above is a history of this matter up to the present time.

H. E. WHITARER,
Acting Chief Engineer, Reconstruction Finance Corporation.

INTERNAL-REVENUE TAXATION

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H.R.
7835) to provide revenue, equalize taxation, and for other
purposes.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, before the Senate took a recess
yesterday I offered an amendment to the pending bill, which
was read and appears in the proceedings of yesterday.

I am advised that one part of the amendment could be
offered only upon a reconsideration of the former action of
the Senate under which the House rates upon income taxes
and suitaxes, with some modifications, were approved, I ask
unanimous consent that I may offer the amendment which
I submitted yesterday.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I do not anticipate that
there will be any lengthy discussion of the matter, and, of
course, I shall not object to the Senator’s request.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BacEmaN in the chair),
Is there objection? The Chair hears none.

Mr. EING. Mr. President, yesterday I offered an amend-
ment to sublitle (B) of the pending bill which deals with
normal tax and surtax on individuals. Section 11 of the bill
levies a normal tax of 4 percent on the net income in
excess of certain deductions and credits. Section 12 of
the pending bill deals with surtaxes on individuals. The
rates levied begin with 4 percent upon net incomes and
excess of $4,000 and not in excess of $8,000. Progressively
the rates increase throughout the various brackets until in
the last bracket there is imposed a surtax of $532,740 upon
net incomes of $1,000,000, and a 59 percent surtax in
addition upon incomes in excess of the amount stated.

I think 1t must be admitted that the taxes imposed in the
title referred to are high, but it must be remembered that
the present condition of the Treasury and of the country
requires the collection of very large revenues. The expendi-
tures of the Federal Government have greatly increased
during the past 15 or 20 years. My recollection is that in
1916 the entire expenses of the Federal Government were
approximately $1,000,000,000.

During the World War, of course, the demands for reve-
nue were increasingly great, and following the war it was
impossible to return to the pre-war revenue status. During
the closing years of Mr. Hoover's administration, notwith-
standing the revenues derived from taxation were very large,
there were increasingly large deficits. If seems almost in-
credible, in view of the heavy burden of taxation, that in
the closing year of Mr, Hoover’s administration a deficit of
nearly $3,000,000,000 was created. During this period of
depression revenues have diminished and the expenditures
of the Government have increased. I think the same is
true with respect to the States and their political subdivi-
sions. The demands for relief for the unemployed have
been colossal, and both the Federal and State Governments
have been compelled to borrow in order to meet current
demands.

The States and their municipalities experience difficulty
in finding sources of revenue, and it should be the policy
of the Federal Government, so far as possible, to leave to
the States and their political subdivisions as many fields
from which revenue may be derived as conditions will per-
mif. Unfortunately the Federal Government has been com-
pelled to invade fields which ought to have been left ex-
clusively to the States. It is obvious that the Federal Gov=-
ernment must rely upon individual and corporate income
taxes for the greater part of its revenues.

Aside from income taxes the Federal Government's re-
ceipts are derived for the most part from customs duties
and taxes upon tobacco, liquor, and a rather limited num-
ber of commodities. The present condition of the Treasury
and the demands made upon the Federal Government con-
clusively prove that the revenues of the Federal Govern-
ment must be increased if the Budget is to be balanced
and the credit of the Government is to be unimpaired. No
mere jugeling of figures will meet the situation and no
imagination will supply facts to meet realities. The Federal
Government needs money, and more money, in order to meet
the enormous appropriations which are being made. Bil-
lions of dollars have been appropriated to the Reconstruc-
tion Finance Corporation, the Public Works Administration,
and for relief purposes; and hundreds of millions of dollars
have also been appropriated to meet other expenses of the
Government, including the demands made for the mainte-
nance of the Army and the Navy. The Government has
been compelled to borrow enormous sums in order to meef
appropriations made by Congress, and our Government
cannot go on indefinitely borrowing and issuing bonds. The
credit of the strongest government may be impaired, and
it is obvious that disastrous consequences would result to
the entire economic structure if our Budget was not balanced
and increased deficits resulted. Many governments have
met with disaster because they have destroyed their credif
by profligate expenditures.
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I call attention to these matters merely for the purpose
of justifying the heavy burdens of taxation which are being
laid upon the people. It would not be the part of wisdom
or statesmanship for Congress to refuse fo balance the
Budget, or to decline to impose taxes adequate to meet all
legitimate demands. A humorist has said that a statesman
is one who votes against all tax measures and in favor of all

appropriation bills. Undoubtedly persons in public life have,

been defeated for positions because they voted to maintain
the credit of their country and opposed measures calling for
increased appropriations.

The bill before us will add to the tax burdens of the
people, but it is but a fraction of the aggregate appropria-
tions this Congress has already made; and the additional

revenue that the Government will derive from the provisions

of this bill, plus all other revenue from various sources, will,
in my opinion, still be inadequate to balance the Budget.
Indeed, additional sums will be required to meet the expenses
of the Government, and they can only be met by the issue
of Government securities.

I appreciate the fact that heavy taxes imposed af this time
may retard industrial rehabilitation. There are evidences
of a revival of business. Many factories and mills and
plants that were silent for a number of years are now in
operation, and millions of persons who a year ago were
without employment now find positions in the industries
and activities of our country. It is important that all legiti-
mate measures be adopted to promote industrial revival;
and it would be unfortunate if the exactions of the Govern-
ment made necessary to meet the imperative demands upon
the Treasury should constitute impediments to business de-
velopment. I believe that the representatives of business,
and indeed the people generally, will respond to the needs
of the Government; and while the burdens of taxation will
be grievous and perhaps hard to be borne, there will be a
patriotic response to the request for increased Federal
revenues.

I think it is conceded that the income tax is the fairest
tax that may be placed upon the people. Ability to pay is
recognized as a sound and just basis upon which to rest a
revenue system. Reactionary forces opposed the income-
tax system; and it was a long and hard struggle to secure
an amendment to the Constitution authorizing the collec-
tion of income taxes from the people. I think opposition to
this system of taxation has vanished, and the majorify of
the people would be unwilling to deny the Government the
right to obtain a considerable part of its revenues from the
incomes received by individuals and corporations,

Mr, President, the able Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
La ForLrLETTE] delivered a most excellent address a day or
two ago in support of his amendment which called for an
increase in the income-tax rates, His amendment dealt
with surtaxes and materially increased the rates in the
higher brackets. If his amendment had prevailed, then my
amendment would not have been submitted.

Mr, President, the amendment which I have offered in-
cludes a normal tax of 5 percent, an earned-income credit
of 10 percent against net income subject to normal tax, and
surtax rates graduated from 3 percent on surtax net income
in excess of $4,000 to 65 percent on surtax net income in
excess of $500,000. This amendment, if adopted, would yield
between forty and fifty million dollars more revenue than
H.R. 7835, as reported by the Committee on Finance. The
greater part of the additional revenue would come from net
incomes of $20,000 and over. A small part would come from
net incomes under $20,000, in part due to the fact that
taxes on these incomes would be reduced less to meet present
taxes (1932 act) than under H.R. 7835, as reported by the
Committee on Finance.

Under the proposal which I have submitted, surtax rates
would be revised so that there would be a gradual increase
in the surtax rates over the present law and also over the
pending bill. These increases are from 1 percent to more
than 6 percent. The amendment submitted would have ad-
vantages over the pending bill in that it would raise more
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revenue and would rest taxes on a broad group of the larger
incomes, i. e, net incomes above $25,000, and, of course,
would be higher than under the pending bill.

It is obvious that with the proposed increase in the normal
tax from 4 to 5 percent there would be a considerable in-
crease over the pending bill.

Under the existing law the normal tax is 4 percent up
to $8,000 and 8 percent upon all incomes in excess of that
amount. The House did not continue the 8-percent normal
tax, and the Commitiee on Finance of the Senate accepted
the view of the House bill upon this matter. I believed that
the situation called for an increase of the 4-percent normal
tax, and accordingly have incorporated in my amendment
a provision calling for 5 percent.

I shall not take the time of the Senate to institute a com-
parison of the rates in the pending bill and those in the
amendments which I have offered. I shall, however, call
attention to a few of the brackets and the difference in the
rates and in the taxes which would result therefrom. I
might add that in this morning’s Recorp will be found a
table showing the surtax rates in the pending bill and the
surtax rates in the amendment which I have offered. For
instance, in the pending bill the surtax rates upon net in-
comes of $32,000 to $38,000 are 21 percent, while in my pro-
posal they are 22 percent. In the next bracket—$33,000 to
$44,000—the pending bill levies a surtax of 24 percent, and
in my amendment the surtax is 25 percent. In the bill before
us the surtax rates increase 1 percent in each bracket until
the maximum surtax rate of 59 percent is reached upon all
net incomes of over $1,000,000. In my amendment the sur-
taxes are higher in the upper brackets, the highest surtax
being 65 percent upon net incomes. Upon all incomes of
$1,000,000 and over my amendment levies a surtax of 65
percent. With the surtax and the normal tax there would
be imposed a T0-percent tax upon net incomes from
$1,000,000 upwards.

Mr. President, I shall submit a few figures showing the
difference in taxes paid under the Act of 1932 and the taxes
which will be required under the amendment that I have
submitted. These taxes are those that would be paid by a
married man having no dependents. Under the 1932 act
the total tax upon an income of $25,000 would amount to
$2,520, whereas under my amendment the total tax would be
$2,670. Upon a $50,000 income the tax under the act of 1932
would be $8,600, and under my amendment it would amount -
to $9,455. A tax of $30,100 is imposed under the act of 1932
upon an income of $100,000; and upon the same income
under my amendment the ftax would be $33,440. Upon
incomes of $500,000 the 1932 tax would be $263,600, buf under
my proposal it would be $293,315. The tax upon incomes of
$1,000,000, or over, under the 1932 act is $571,100, and under
my amendment they would total $643,190.

Mr. President, I concede that these rates are high, but as
I have briefly and imperfectly stated, the situation warrants
the application of these rates. Surtaxes falling within the
lower brackets cannot be regarded as severe, and those pro-
vided in the higher brackets are justified under existing con-
ditions. The taxes are graduated as income taxes should be.
Under my amendment they are not capriciously laid.

The graduation, I repeat, is uniform and measures up to
the standards established by the most scientific method
applied in the imposition of income taxes. The Senator
from Michigan [Mr. Couzensl, as I am advised, has an
amendment pending which imposes a flat 10 percent tax
upon all individual taxes paid. If his amendment should
be adopted, it would produce an additional fifty or fifty-five
million dollars. I submit that the amendment which I have
offered is more in harmony with the theory of income taxes;
and, as I have stated, follows a fair and scientific graduated
system such as is applied in surtax schedules. If my
amendment is adopted, I do not believe the amendment
offered by the Senator from Michigan would be necessary
and probably would not be pressed. If my amendment is
rejected, then the Senate undoubtedly will be called upon
to vote upon the Senator’s amendment,
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I appeal to the Senate to give their support to the amend-
ment which I have offered. The needs of the Government
for revenue justify increasing the rates submitted in the
pending bill, and Congress should respond to this just and
necessary demand.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I do not desire to fake
up the time of the Senate in discussing the amendment.
The committee has made its recommendations as to rates,
has passed on that question; it was fully discussed a few
days ago, and I hope the pending amendment will be
defeated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Durry in the chair).
The question is on agreeing to the amendment proposed by
the Senator from Utah [Mr. Kivcl.

Mr. KING. I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

Mr. KING. I ask for a division.

On a division, the amendment was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question now is on
agreeing to the amendment which was reconsidered this
morning.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I should like now to have
the Senate take up one of the most controversial proposi-
tions in the bill, because, in my opinion, when we get that
out of the way we can see the way to final action on the bill
shortly. I refer to the oil provision.

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

Mr. HARRISON. I yield.

Mr. COUZENS. Does not the Senator think that before
we consider that provision we had better finish with the
income-tax question?

Mr. HARRISON. If the Senator desires to offer his
amendment now in regard to that feature of the bill, I shall
raise no objection.

Mr. COUZENS. I think now is the proper time to offer
it, inasmuch as we have been discussing the income-tax
rates. .

Mr. HARRISON. If the Senator wishes to offer the
amendment at this time, very well.

Mr. COUZENS. I thank the Senator.

Mr. HARRISON. I should like to have the Senate take
up the oil matter next.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, at the appropriate time
I shall ask for consideration of my amendment, which pro-
poses a tariff of 10 cents a pound on all copper imported into
the United States. I should like to have the Chairman of
the Committee on Finance advise me when the appropriate
time arrives.

Mr. HARRISON. I wish to have some of the committee
amendments cleared up first.

Mr. ASHURST. This would not be an appropriate time?

Mr. HARRISON. I certainly trust the Senator will not
offer his amendment now.

Mr. ASHURST. I yield to the Senator from Mississippi
in the matter of procedure.

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, yesterday I offered a pro-
posed amendment, but I find that it has not been printed;
at least, it is not on the desks of Senators. Therefore, I
refer Senators fo page 6198 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
of yesterday, and I now offer the amendment.

On page 13, after line 24, I propose to insert a new sec-
tion, to read as follows:

Sec. 14. Increase of tax for 1934: In the case of an individual
the amount of tax payable for any taxable year beginning affer
December 31, 1933, and prior fo January 1, 1935, shall be 10 percent
greater than the amount of tax which would be payable {f com-
puted without regard to this section, but after the application of

the credit for forelgn taxes provided in section 131, and the credit
for taxes withheld at the source provided in section 32.

Mr. President, it is estimated by the experts that this
amendment would result in raising an additional $55,000,000
of revenue, and the provision would last for only 1 year.
It would automatically expire on January 1, 1935.

I desire to make a few comments with respect to the state-
ment made by the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. HARRISON]
when he spoke in opposition to the surtax rates offered by
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the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La Forrertel. On April
5, as appears from page 6083 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
the Senator from Mississippi himself spoke of the fact that
the Congress had overridden the President’s veto and re-
ferred to the need of additional revenue.

I desire to point out that when the President sent his
Budget message to the Congress, and when he made his
recommendation for taxes, the Senate had not overridden
his veto with respect to additional compensation to Federal
employees and increased compensation to veterans. The
Senator from Mississippi stated on April 5:

The other day Congress overrode the President's veto. I have
no quarrel with any Senator who voted to override the President’s
veto, and I would be the last one in the Senate to try to criticize
Senators for their votes on that occasion. I belleve that those who
s0 voted voted conscientiously. I voted to sustain the President’s
veto. But, Mr. President, let us see what excuse there is now,
simply because Senators overrode the President's veto, for piling
up higher taxes. The facts are, with reference to what was done
by the Senate in overriding the veto, that the cost of government
has increased. Here are the facts: It will cost $27,000,000 more
for the remainder of this fiscal year to pay what we gave to the
employees of the Federal Government. It will cost between $62,-
000,000 and $70,000,000 more during the next flscal year to take
care of the provisions of that law with respect to Increased wages
to the Government employees. There is an increase by virtue of
the change in the Veterans’ Administration to $82,000,000.

Mr. President, this proposal is presented after the Presi-
dent has sent his Budget message to the Congress, and after
both the Ways and Means Committee of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Finance Committee of the Senate have
go;l;lsidered the tax bill and presented it to the respective

ies.

The press has in many cases misunderstood what this pro-
posal means, and there is argument in the press that it
would result in an unreasonable burden on income-tax
payers.

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

Mr. COUZENS. I yield.

Mr. BORAH. As I understand the Senator’s proposal, it
is to increase all income taxes by 10 percent.

Mr, COUZENS. A flat increase.

Mr. BORAH. It would apply to the small-income-tax
payer the same as to the large one?

Mr. COUZENS. Yes.

Mr. BORAH. Would not that result in raising the larger
portion of the taxes from the small-income-tax payer?

Mr. COUZENS. It depends on what definition the Sen-
ator would give to the ferm “small income-tax payer.” I
shall go into that, if the Senator will wait a moment.

Mr. BORAH. Very well.

Mr, COUZENS. I refer Senators to page 6199 of the
ConGrESSIONAL Recorp of yesterday, and to the first table,
which applies to & married man with no dependents.

I desire to emphasize that the action of both the House
and the Finance Committee of the Senate, and of the Sen-
ate, so far today, despite these strenuous times, actually
would reduce taxes. In other words, the tax on a man with
a net income of $3,000 a year under the present law is $20.
The House reduced that to $8. The Senate, under the Har-
rison amendment left it at $8. Under my proposal it would
be raised to $8.80. In other words, & man with an income
of $3,000 would pay additional taxes of 80 cents under my
proposal.

It is not necessary for me to go down the whole list, but
I do desire to have the Senator from Idaho cobserve that
under the existing law the man who has a net income of
$5,000 pays $100 in taxes. Under the bill as it passed the
House, that was reduced to $80. In these trying times, I
can see no justification for that. The Senate, under the
Harrison amendment, left it at $30. My proposal would
raise it by $8, so that a man drawing an income of $5,000 &
year would pay $88 in taxes.

Let us consider the taxpayer with an income of $7,000
a year. Under the present law his taxes amount to $210.
The House reduced that to $172. The Senate, under the
Harrison amendment, raised it to $177. Under my proposal
it would go to $194.70, still some 15 or 16 dollars less than
the tax provided for in existing law.
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I assume the Senator from Idaho would concede that we
had eliminated all those brackets when we had gotten below
$7,000. When we come to the man who gets $10,000 a year,
the tax under the present law is $480. The House reduced
it to $408. Under the Harrison amendment it went up to
$465—still some dollars less than under the present law.
My proposal raises it to $511.50, which is $31 more than the
tax under the existing law on a man who receives $10,000
net income.

Take the man whose net income is $100,000. Under the
present law he pays $30,100. The Houses raised his tax to
$30,358, or an increase of only $258 per year. Under the
Harrison amendment it was raised to $30,810. Under my
proposal it is raised to $33,891, an increase of about $3,000
to the man who receives an income of $100,000 per year.

‘When we reach the million-dollar income, the tax under
the present law is $571,100. Under the House bill it is
$571,158, an increase of $58. Under the Harrison amend-
ment it is $571,610. In my proposal it is $628,771, or an
increase for the million-dollar man of $57,671.

Mr., ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Michigan yleld?

Mr. COUZENS. I yield.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. At what point does the
amendment proposed by the Senator effect an increase over
present law and over the committee amendment?

Mr. COUZENS. The first increase occurs when the in-
come is $9,000 per year. That is the first jump. In other
words, at $9,000 per year the tax is now $390. Under my
proposal it is $394.90, a jump of $4.90 a year. From then
on, of course, there is an increase over the present law and
also an increase over the Harrison amendment and over
the House bill,

This is, in my judement, an emergency time and an
emergency measure., Under my proposal it is not intended
in any sense to disturb the schedules. This is not a new
idea. It has been suggested from time to time, but it is
unorthodox so far as a graduated scale for increases is con-
cerned. In other words, it is a 10-percent increase all the
way up the line, instead of a graduated increase, which is the
orthodox way of fixing surtaxes.

The anticipated revenue, as I said, is estimated at $55,000,-
000, and it does not even provide sufficient revenue to take
care of the increased wages to be paid to the Federal em-
ployees alone, which have been approved by the Congress, let
alone the increases which have been granted to the veterans.

Mr. BORAH. Mr, President, may I ask the Senator an-
other question?

Mr, COUZENS. I yield.

Mr. BORAH. Has the Senator figures showing what pro-
portion of the $55,000,000 would be raised from income-tax
payers whose net income is'under $10,000?

Mr. COUZENS. No; I do not think we have those figures.
Of course, the proportion is larger in the group of smaller
taxpayers, because the number of people is greater than in
the group of those in the higher brackets; but we must look
at the matter from the individual standpoint, and see what
the individual has to pay, and not what the group has to
pay, because it is the individual who is affected by the tax.

There has been a great deal of discussion of the effect of
low rates of taxation, and I think the Senator from Okla-
homa introduced a table several days ago showing that we
took in more money with lower rates of taxation than we
did with high rates; but the Senator failed to take into
consideration the difference in the volume of business. For
example, the Bureau of Economic Research shows that our
national income in 1918 was $60,408,000,000, while in 1928
it was $89,419,000,000; so with lower rates in 1928 than ex-
isted in 1018, obviously we would have more income. We
wnttid have had more income under almost any schedule of
ra .

Senators will observe that there was nearly a 50-percent
increase in the national income from 1918 to 1928. In other
words, it seems to me that it is a smoke screen to argue that
we take in more money from low rates than we do from high
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rates without taking into consideration the economic condi-
tions that exist at the particular time.

There is another very interesting fact here.

Mr. BORAH. Mr, President, will the Senator yield fur-
ther?

Mr, COUZENS. 1 yield.

Mr. BORAH. Since submitting the question to the Sen-
ator from Michigan a moment ago, the expert tells me that
about one fourth of the $55,000,000 will be raised from in-
come-tax payers whose incomes are under $10,000.

Mr. COUZENS. I have no figures to go by covering that
subject. I assume the figure given by the Senator is correct.

The Department of Commerce shows that in 140 cities in
1919 there were bank debits amounting to $455,294,000,000,
but in 1928 those bank debits had increased to $806,408,-
000,000. In other words, there was an increase of almost
100 percent. That in itself is an indication of the increase
of commerce when we take into consideration the influence
that bank debits have upon commerce, or, vice versa, the
influence that commerce has upon bank debits. There was
an increase in volume of practically 100 percent. So I want
to point out the fallaciousness of saying that lower rates
necessarily bring in higher revenue, unless we take into con=-
sideration the other economic factors to which I have just
drawn the Senate’s attention.

The fact that my amendment expires by limitation on
January 1, 1935, it seems to me will attract public atten-
tion to the emergency, and what the public is having to pay
toward settling the Government’s debts.

I wish to speak about another thing. I desire fo point
out to Senators the difference between making appropria-
tions and collecting taxes to raise the money we appro-
priate. The other day we passed in 7 hours a bill to appro-
priate $550,000,000 for C.W.A. and relief work. We have
now spent over 7 days in trying to raise just half that
amount by taxation. Mr. President, it seems to me utter
cowardice to pass an appropriation bill carrying $950,000,000
without a dissenting vote, and quarrel for days and days
about raising in taxation approximately $450,000,000. Just
what kind of statesmanship is it to expend in a few hours
$950,000,000, and spend weeks and weeks in trying to raise
half that much by taxation?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I much prefer in
theory and in practice the graduated method of increasing
revenue from the income-tax schedule; but the fate of the
amendment which I offered and of that offered by the able
Senator from Utah [Mr. Kmnc] indicates that it is not pos-
sible to secure the approval of a majority of the Members
of the Senate for a graduated increase in the income-tax
rates carried in this bill.

I do not wish to go over the ground that I attemptled to
cover when I spoke in support of the amendment I offered to
the income-tax rates. I do wish to say, however, Mr. Presi-
dent, that it seems to me in this critical situation in which
the country finds itself at this hour we should not pass this
bill without calling upon income-tax payers to meet a part
of the burden necessitated by the extraordinary expendi-
tures the Government has had to make in this emergency.

While at first blush it may seem that a flat 10-percent
increase in the income tax is inequitable, so far as the prin-
ciple of graduated taxation is concerned, nevertheless, the
effect of the amendment offered by the Senator from Michi=
gan is to distribute the burden, because it requires the pay-
ment of 10 percent additional of tax figured upon the rates
in the pending bill.

As has been pointed out by the Senator from Michigan in
support of his amendment, the additional tax which would
be paid by those who are referred to as being in the lower
income-tax brackets would be practically negligible so far
as the individual taxpayer is concerned.

It seems to me, Mr. President, that this is a very reason-
able demand to make upon those who are in the fortunate
position in these times of distress of securing net taxable
incomes. Our income tax contains very liberal exemptions,
much more generous than those which are found in the laws
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of other countries using graduated taxation as a means of
raising revenue. It is perfectly absurd to contend that a
man who enjoys a net taxable income, after all exemptions,
of $1,000,000 would have any reasonable ground to complain
if the Government should ask him in this emergency to pay
only $57,671 additional tax as is provided in the amendment
offered by the Senator from Michigan. How can any Sena-
tor, how can any taxpayer c_:ontend that in the case of an
individual who has $500,000 net taxable income it would be
an unjustifiable hardship to require him to come forward
in this emergency and contribute for the period of 1 year
$26,976 additional in an effort to raise the much-needed
revenue with which the Treasury must be provided?

A taxpayer with a net taxable income of $50,000, under
the amendment offered by the Senator from Michigan,
would be called upon to pay for 1 year only $1,393.50 addi-
tional over what he would pay under the existing law.
Whatever may be said about the theory of this amendment,
the actual additional burden in the form of tax which, if
adopted, it will impose upon the income-tax payer will not,
in my opinion, be so onerous that it may be termed unrea-
sonable in times such as these.

Even under the amendment as offered by the Senator
from Michigan the net effect will be to reduce the tax col-
lected in the last taxable year under the 1932 law upon those
with net taxable incomes of $3,000, $3,500, $4,000, $4,500,
$5,000, $6,000, $7,000, and $8,000. Those taxpayers, even if
the amendment offered by the Senator from Michigan shall
prevail, will find that their taxes have been reduced in com-
parison with those paid under the rates provided in existing
law; they will get reductions under the amendment ranging
all the way from $10.70 to $11.20. So how can any Senator
be concerned about the effect of this amendment upon the
taxpayers in the so-called “ lower brackets ”? After all, an
individual in this crisis who enjoys a net taxable income,
after all exemptions, of $9,000, is, in my opinion, not a
taxpayer over whom we should shed any crocodile tears.

If I had my way about it, as the Senate well knows, we
would call upon all individuals with net taxable incomes to
contribute a proportionate share of increase in order to meet
the burdens of this emergency.

So we may say, Mr. President, so far as the amendment
offered by the Senator from Michigan is concerned, that all
taxpayers up to and including those with net taxable incomes
of $9,000 will have a reduction in their taxes as compared to
those paid under existing law. It is only after taxpayers
with net taxable income of $10,000 that the amendment
offered by the Senator from Michigan will begin gradually
to increase taxes over those payable under the existing law;
and the individual with $10,000 net taxable income will only
be asked, under the amendment, to pay $4.90 additional tax
over that now levied by the existing law.

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wis-
consin yield to the Senator from Louisiana?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield.

Mr. OVERTON. I know that the Senator from Wisconsin
has given this subject a great deal of theught, and I want to
ask him a question: If the amendment of the Senator from
Michigan should be adopted, would it have the effect of in-
creasing the income taxes paid by those in the higher
brackets as against the income taxes paid by those in the
lower brackets in the same proportion as the bill itself
provides?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. No; not in the same proportion.
The income-tax payer in the higher brackefs would be
called upon to pay a 10-percent additional tax over the tax
now provided by the bill, just as an income-tax payer in the
lower brackets will be called upon to pay a 10-percent addi-
tional tax over the tax now levied by the pending bill.

Mr. OVERTON. Perhaps I do not make myself clear.
The information I am trying to get is whether the percent-
age of increase will remain the same? For instance, we will
say for purposes of illustration, an income-tax payer is pay-
ing 4-percent normal tax; under the amendment now pend-
ing he would pay an increase of four tenths, then, of that
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4 percent? If he is paying the 50-percent rate, the increase
is 10 percent on the 50 percent, which would make, then,
10 times as much additional tax as is being paid by the small
taxpayer?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Correct.

Mr. OVERTON. Is that percentage uniform? Is the in-
crease the same?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The increase is the same. To an-
swer the Senator’s question in another way, the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Michigan does not at-
tempt to change the rate schedule. All that it attempts to
do, and all that it would do, if adopted, would be to levy an
additional tax of 10 percent upon the individual over and
above what he would pay under the rates contained in the
bill as reported by the committee. In other words, the tax
is computed under the rates provided in the pending bill,
and then 10 percent of that amount of tax is levied as an
additional tax by the amendment offered by the Senator
from Michigan.

Mr. OVERTON. Does it follow that the percentage of
increase will be the same as we go from the lower to the
higher brackets, as in the pending bill?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The statement made by the Senator
is correct. The Senator will find, if he will recur to page
6199 of the Recorp of yesterday, that, for instance, a tax-
payer who received, let us say, $3,000 net taxable income,
assuming a married man with no dependents, and all earned
income, under the present law would pay $20; under the
House bill he would pay $8; under the Senate bill, as
amended by the amendment offered by the chairman of the
committee, he would pay $8, and under the amendment
offered by the Senator from Michigan, if it were adopted,
he would pay $8.80; whereas an income-tax payer similarly
situated who had a net taxable income of $1,000,000 would
pay $571,100 under the present law, $571,158 under the
House bill, $571,610 under the pending bill, and $628,771
under the amendment offered by the Senator from Michigan.

Mr, LOGAN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wis-
consin yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield.

Mr. LOGAN. 1 should like to ask the Senator what he
thinks about the theory of making a tax bill and then
adding 10 percent to the amount of the taxes? In other
words, we tax the income, and this amendment proposes
to tax the tax on the income. Is that a good theory of
taxation?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, as I said at the out-
set, I much prefer, and would have desired if it had been
possible to secure the votes in this Chamber, to levy the in-
creased taxes which I think we are compelled by the neces-
sities of the situation to levy by a graduated increase in
the rates of taxation; but such an amendment was defeated,
and another amendment which provided a less increase than
the one which I proposed was just defeated this morning.
I refer to the amendment offered by the Senator from Utah.

The Senate rejected those two amendments and in a final
effort to raise additional revenue which I am convinced is
desperately needed by the Government in this critical emer-
gency, I am supporting the amendment offered by the Sena-
tor from Michigan. I was attempting to point out that
regardless of its apparent violation of the theory upon which
graduated income taxes are levied, yet in its effect in the
additional burden which it lays upon the individual tax-
payer it does as a matter of practical effect levy a heavier
burden upon those in the higher brackets as distinguished
from the burden which it levies upon those in the lower
brackets.

Mr. LOGAN. May I ask the Senator if it is not true that
the effect of the amendment is simply to increase the rate
of taxation? Instead of simply providing for a 10-percent
penalty on the tax, why should not the amendment provide
that the tax rate itself shall be increased 10 percent?
Would not that bring about exactly the same result? If
the tax rate is 4 percent, why not make it 4.4 percent; or
if it is 20 percent, why not make it 22 percent? Would it
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not bring about exactly the same result that is sought to be
obtained in this awkward way?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The same result could be obtained
if the necessary increases were made in the rate schedule.
But there is one other consideration which may perhaps
lead Senators to support the amendment who would not vote
for any increase in the schedule rates; that is, the amend-
ment provides that it shall remain in existence for only 1
year, Senators who are convinced that we are coming out
of this economic crisis overnight, those who believe we can
postpone the day when it will be necessary to increase taxes
permanently, can support the amendment without changing
the rate and at the same time provide for additional reve-
nue for the peried of 1 year.

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wis-
consin yield to the Senator from Louisiana?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield.

Mr. OVERTON. The objection is made, as I understand
the statements made by the Senator from Wisconsin, that the
amendment offered by the Senator from Michigan is not on
a graduated-scale basis. That is what I want to get clear
in my mind. Of course, I readily understand that it im-
poses an additional tax of 10 percent of the tax which the
taxpayer will pay; but it occurs to me that it is graduated
to the same extent that the income-tax levies in the bill
itself are graduated.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Precisely.

Mr. OVERTON. When we increase them all along the
line we graduate the increase just as the rates are graduated
in the bill itself.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The Senator has stated it correct.ly

Mr. OVERTON. If I am wrong about that I shall vote
against the amendment, but if I am right about it I am
going to vote for the amendment.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The Senator has stated the propo-
sition absolutely correctly.

Mr. OVERTON. So there is a graduation?

Mr, LA FOLLETTE. Yes, in the effect upon the taxpayer.

Mr. COUZENS. Mr, President——

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield to the Senator from
Michigan.

Mr. COUZENS. I should like to point out to the Senator
from Louisiana and other Senators that this is no novel
proposal; that Congress on other occasions reduced taxes
on a percentage basis. I forget the year, but in one year we
reduced the taxes 25 percent without changing the schedule
of rates.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The Senafor’s statement is true. If
I remember correctly, it was a reduction sponsored in De-
cember 1930 by leaders on both sides of the Chamber, who
alleged that a return of about $160,000,000 to income-tax
payers would be all that was necessary to stem the tide of
the depression and stimulate economic recovery.

Mr, BORAH. But about 90 percent of it gol into the
hands of the very few.

Mr, LA FOLLETTE, Yes.

Mr, LOGAN. Mr. President——

Mr, LA FOLLETTE. I yield to the Senator from
Kentucky.

Mr. LOGAN. My objection to the amendment, and I
think I shall vote against it for that reason, much as I
should like to see the increase in taxes, is this: It is a tre-
mendous task to make up a revenue bill and requires much
investigation and consideration of the matters involved. If
we adopt a plan by which we can avoid all of that work
by simply passing a resolution or bill providing that we
shall increase the faxes provided in some previous measure
by 10 percent or 25 percent, it provides an easy way fo get
out of all that work. For that reason I do not believe the
amendment should be adopted.

If it were to provide an increase of the rates, then I
could see no objection to it. But as it is, then next year we
could say, “ We have to increase the taxes again and we
will do it by the passage of a little bill that will simply pro-
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vide an increase of 5 percent or 10 percent of the schedules
as they are already established in existing law.”

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I think the Senator need not fear
that this would be taken as a precedent. I think the Sen-
ator underestimates the resistance of large income-fax
payers to increases in their taxes. The Senator can be
certain that they will appear in force before any committee
which takes up the question ¢f levying any additional taxes.

I also should like to urge upon the Senator’s consideration
that the amendment, if adopted, can remain in force only
1 year. I am firmly convinced that the emergency expendi-
tures will require increases of tax rates and another tax bill
at the next session of Congress.

I sympathize sincerely with the objection of the Senator,
in theory, to the amendment. I share it. Buf, as I said a
few moments ago, I have made the best effort I knew how
to secure graduated increases in the rates. The Senator
from Utah [Mr. Kixc] has done the same with an amend-
ment which provided a smaller increase. We have failed
in that effort. Therefore, if we wish fo levy additional
taxes upon income-tax payers in this bill, this is our last
opporfunity to do so.

There is one further consideration that I hope the Senator
from Kentucky will bear in mind, and that is if the amend-
ment goes into the bill it will be in conference. It pro-
vides taxes which are higher upon incomes than those pro=-
vided in the bill as it passed the House. Therefore we would
have some hope of the proposal for increased rates being
adopted by the conference.

Mr. LOGAN. Let me say to the Senator that I had not
thought about that when I said a while ago perhaps I would
vote against the amendment., I was thinking we were con-
sidering it as an original proposition.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. No. I am hopeful that events which
may occur while the bill is in conference may lead to some
increase in taxes upon the income-tax schedules.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wis-
consin yield to the Senator from Louisiana?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield.

Mr. LONG. I have some of the same misglvings that
have been expressed by the Senator from EKenftucky [Mr.
Locan]. While this is not as good as the amendment which
was voted for the other day by those of us who hold that
view, yet this would mean that a man having to pay a
4-percent income tax would instead pay 4.4 percent, and
when he got up to 63 percent he would have to pay 69.3
percent. In that way it would seem to me to provide pretty
much the same as the amendment we had under considera-
tion the other day. The only difference I see is that it is a
little less hard on the small man. It provides a little less
for the small man to pay. It increases his mcome tax very
slightly,

Mr, LA FOLLETTE. It does not provide any increases
over existing law until the taxpayer has a net income of
over $10,000, assuming that he is a married man and it is all
earned income,

Just another word and then I shall conclude, because I
appreciate that the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. HaRrrI=
son] is anxious to get along with the bill. The Senator from
Idaho [Mr. Borar] poinfted out, in a question which he
asked the Senator from Michigan [Mr. CouzeEns] that one
fourth of the increased revenue, if the amendment should
prevail, would be derived from taxpayers in the lower brack-
ets. If we were considering a schedule providing a gradual
curve of increase in rates, that same statement could be
made with equal force because the large number of returns
in the lower brackets produce large amounts of revenue.

Mr. President, I sincerely hope that we may have a record
vote upon the amendment, and I trust that it will be adopted.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, it may be that the emergency
which confronts us justifies this kind of taxation, but in
my judgment it could not be justified upon any other the=-
ory. It undertakes to increase the income taxes by 10 per-
cent, from the lowest to the highest. It is certainly an
unsatisfactory method to levy a tax.
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The low income-tax payers are paying about all the taxes
they can afford to pay. Owing to the emergency which
confronts us, I have been quite in favor of levying heavier
taxes upon those of greater incomes, and I am now willing
to do so. I think, however, that when we increase taxes
upon the lower incomes we are discouraging investments; we
are discouraging development, and all those things which are
essential to end unemployment and to restore business ac-
tivities. There can be no justification for this kind of a
measure unless it is the sheer necessity of raising more
revenue.

There is a wiser and more just way. I call attention to
an item which it seems to me ought to be considered in
connection with the question of raising more revenue, and
raising it in a way that will do the least injury to the tax-
payer in the sense that he is being taxed at a point where
investment is discouraged.

In this tax bill, upon page 26, I find that in the matter
of deductions from gross income it is provided that there
may be deducted—

In the case of a corporation the amount received as dividends
from a domestlc corporation which is subject to taxation under
this title.

As I understand that exempts from taxation the income
derived from dividends upon all stock held in other corpo-
rations.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr, President, I think that is true, if
one corporation is connected with the other as a subsidiary.
We have tried to cure that through the holding-company
provision as well as the other provision following it, taxing
accumulated reserves, and so forth, that are not distributed.

Mr. BORAH. There is a provision in the consolidated-
returns section which levies an additional tax of 2 percent
that is, in a measure, a remedy for this defect. I admit
that. Suppose, however, instead of fixing that tax at 2 per-
cent, we should fix it at 4 percent. In my judgment, from
the advice I get from the experts, the holding companies
would still have an advantage in this consolidated-returns
provision in excess of that which would be covered by the
4 percent, and we would raise the amount which is pro-
posed to be raised here and in a manner far more equitable.

The effect of these two provisions—the section which I
have just read and section 141—is to permit the holding

~companies to escape, in a large measure, taxation upon any-
thing like the same basis that we tax other property and
other incomes. The holding companies in the United States
pay the largest salaries of any corporations in the United
States. They are now deriving the largest incomes of any
corporations in the United States. They are deriving them
from dividends on stocks which they hold in other cor-
porations; and under the provision I have just read and
the consolidated-returns provision they are in a large meas-
ure exempt from taxation.

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

Mr. BORAH. 1 yield.

Mr. DILL. Does not the Senator think that the holding
ccmpany has become almost a menace in this country in
its operations?

Mr. BORAH. I think it a serious matter for immediate
consideration.

Mr. DILL. I am seriously considering the introduction of
a bill that will prohibit the operation of holding companies
for public utilities in interstate commerce. I see no way in
which we can ever control interstate commerce in this coun-
try if those holding companies are not prohibited.

Mr. BORAH. I think holding companies present a prob-
lem, and I think they have been greatly encouraged and
given a great advantage under our taxing system since 1918.
Prior to 1918 we taxed all corporations alike; and all cor-
porations, of whatever nature, had to make reports. After
1918 we began to exempt from taxes the dividends derived
by one corporation from stock in another, and the holding
companies have increased at a very rapid rate since that
time.
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The hearings here disclose that they recognize the ad-
vantage which they have under the tax laws of the United
States. I do not understand why it is not a reasonable
and a just thing to do to impose a tax of at least 1 or 2
percent in addition to the 2 percent which is already found
in the bill.

The subcommittee which was appointed by the Ways and
Means Committee of the House to study the question of tax
avoidance has this to say with reference to the matter I am
now discussing—that is, the question of consolidated re-
turns—which is a kindred question to the one which arises
out of the section from which I quoted a few minutes ago:

Section 141 of existing law permits corporations, which are
affiliated through 95 percent stock ownership, to file consolidated
returns.
dJ_Ylmr subcommittee recommends that this permission be with-

awn.

Bear in mind that upon two different occasions, under
two different tax bills, the House has withdrawn this per-
mission. The House has declared against consolidated re-
turns; but the Senate has refused to accede to the action
of the House and has placed the section back in the law.

The subject of consolidated returns has long been in contro-
versy. The revenue bill of 1918, as passed by the House, prohibited
the consolidated return which had been previously allowed under
the regulations of the Treasury Department. The bill as passed
by the Senate and finally enacted specifically provided for the
consolidated return. The revenue bill of 1928, as passed by the
House, denied the right to file consolidated returns, but this
provision was eliminated in the Senate. During the consideration
of the revenue bill of 1932 a compromise was effected resulting
in the levying of an additional tax of three fourths of 1 percent
on the consolidated net income. This additional tax was increased
to 1 percent by the National Industrial Recovery Act.

It cannot be denied that the privilege of filing consolidated
returns is of substantial benefit to the large groups of corpora-
tions in existence in this country. This is especially true in de-
pression years, for the effect of the consolidated return is to
allow the loss of one corporation to reduce the net income and
tax of another, and during a depression more losses occur. An-
other effect of the consolidated return is to postpone tax. This
is because there is no profit recognized for tax purposes on inter-
company transactions, and profits on a product of the consoli-
dated group, passing through the hands of the different members
of the group, are not taxed until the product is disposed of
to persons outside the group.

In the past, when any corporation could carry forward a nef
loss from one year to another, the consolidated group did not
have such a great advantage over the separate corporations.
Now that this net loss carry-over has been denled, the advantage
of the consolidated return is much greater on a comparative
basis.

I have here a statement prepared by some experts which
I ask to have inserted in the Recorp without reading.

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

The statement is as follows:

The following data have been compiled from the statistics of
income prepared by the Bureau of Internal Revenue, Treasury
Department, and show the relationship in income and other per-
tinent information of consolidated groups in comparison with that
of separate corporations:

STATUTORY NET INCCME

Beparatere- | Consolidated

Year turns returns Total
1928._ $3, 722, 243,030 | $4, 493,373,870 | $8, 226, 616, 600
1920 ... 3,523,269, 233 | 5,216,487,420 | 8,739, 757, 767
1930 - 1307,107,855 | 1,858,325, 711 | 1,551, 217,856

DIVIDENDS RECEIVED BY CORPORATIONS OTHER THAN FROM SUBSIDIARIES

1928__. $727,727,130 | §1, 188, 843, 556 | $1, 910, 670, 686
1929... 886, 857, 444 | 1, 708, 104, 651 2, 503, 032, 095
1930__ 080, 785, 210 | 1, 690, 445, 551 2, 571, 230, 781
TAXES PAID

28, 750,843 $591, 382, 200 184, 142, 142
}gm.-..- %oo?‘m 631, 374, 733 i’.m 35, 832
1630. .- - 313, 419, 705 308, 284, 195 711, 708, 800
1031 182, 445, 333 216, 547, 370 8%18.993,'03

1 Net loss. :




CONSOLIDATED RETURNS
Number re- | Percent re-
Number of :
Year porting net | porting net
returns income income
1028 .. 9,300 5,870 63.12
1999, .. 8,754 5,408 61.78
1930 ... 8,051 4, 067 45. 4
1081 .- 8,485 2,698 81. 80
EEPARATE RETURNS (CORPORATIONS)
Nuomber Percent
Number
Year reporting | reporting
of returns net income | net income
1028 486, 502 262, 913 54.08
1020 . 500, 682 204, 022 52.73
3880 ool 509, 785 217, 353 42 44
1031.. 507, 809 173, 200 34.10
CONSOLIDATED RETURNS
Number of groups
Number of subsidiary eorporations per group
1929 1930 1931
' Sl 4,375 4 645 4 500
- IR i 1,318 1, 460 1,309
Sy = 687 761 722
4 _______________ - 340 385 3R5
______________________ 253 248 250
Over 5and not over 10. 499 561 572
Over 10 and not over 20.. 65 20 ne
Over 20 and not over 50.. 1290 130 148
Over 50 and not over 100. 41 49 39
Over 100 and not over 200 9 14 11
L U e S e e B e B S N g L 1 4 6
Corporations reporting no net income not listed
(estimated 3 subsidiaries each)._.___._._____ 828 433 78
.................................... 30, 112 32,200 31,307
Number of parent companies (returns)_________ 8,754 8,051 405
Number of
Number of
Numberof| C0TPOTa- | “oynor. | Percent | porcent
tions in- makin; Total
Year - | clnded in | HOBSIB- | ooneqt | meking ot
tions mak- - cluded in dated ro- separate | percent
ing returns d.ncozadmora- separate reiurns
turns returns
405, 892 32, 085 403, 807 64 0.6 100
508, 436 30,112 470,324 59 841 100
518, 736 32,200 486, 527 6.2 6.8 109
516, 404 a1, 307 485, 097 60 840 100
1923 1929 1930
Bepa- Sepa-
rate |Consoli-| rate |Consoli- rate |Consoli-
corpo- | dated oog)o— dated uo{ﬂ]o dated
ration ration ration
Percent of sales to total sales for
all corporations_ ... . _.... 60.6 29.4 57.19 | 4281 | 54.50 45.41
Percent gross profit togross sales | 21.55 | 23.67 | 2187 | 2423 | 20.62 2.13
Percent statutory net revenus to .
prossprofit, 420 6.54| 404 .37 L4 280
Percent depreciation claimed to
total for all corporations........| 55.06 | 54.04 | 53.67| 58.33 | 4L19 58 81
Percent de laﬂon claimed to
total for all eorporations.. ... 33.60 | 66.34 | 33.60 | 66.40 | 30.64 69. 36
Percent of bad de ts to total bad
debts for all corporations_ ... __ 7319 | 26.81 | 7268 | 27.32 | 70.47 20.53
Percent of statutory net income to
lot.al statutory net income for
all corporations. ... 45.30 | 54.61 | 40.32 | 59.68 |110.79 | 119.79
I Net loss.

The foregoing statistics disclose some very interesting phases of
the operations of consolidated corporations. While approximately
6 percent of all the corporations of the country are in the con-
solidated group, more than one half of the business transacted by
all the corporations of the country was done by consolidated cor-
porations. The percentage of profit made upon gross sales is also
very Interesting. It is to be noted that the percentage of gross
profit made by consolidated corporations upon their gross sales is
between 2 percent and 214 percent in excess of the gross profit
made by separate corporations. While Bureau statistics of income
do not afford sufficicnt data to permit of a computation of the net
profit from operations, it 1s a well-known fact that many indus-
tries realize a net income from operations of only 2 to 3 percent
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of their gross sales. It can thus be seen that the margin of
advantage enjoyed by the consolidated group is sufficient to put
its competitors (single corporations) out of business. The excess
percentages of gross profit realized by the consolidated group is
also reflected in a like result in their statutory net income.

For example, the percentage of gross profit of the consolidated
group for 1928 was 23.67 percent, and of separate corporations,
21.55 percent, or an advantage of 2.12 percent. While the percent-
age of statutory net income of the consolidated groups was 6.54
percent, separate corporations realized only 4.20 percent, thus giv-
ing the consolidated group an advantage of 2.25 percent. The
percentages of advantage enjoyed by the consolidated groups for
1829 and 1930 ware as follows: Gross profit (1929), 2.36 percent;
(1930), 2.51 percent; statutory net income (1929), 2.33 percent;
(1930), 8.29 percent.

The advantage enjoyed by the consolidated groups are translated
into totals by comparison of the total net profit and the total
sales of consclidated groups with similar figures for separate cor-
porations. While consolidated corporations for 1930 transacted
less than 40 percent of the business of all corporations, the statu-
tory net income of this group was 54.61 percent. For the year
1929 the total business was 42.81 percent of the business done by
all corporations, yet the statutory net income was 53.68 percent
of the total statutory net income of all corporations. For 1930
it should be noted that separate corporations sustained a total
statutory net loss of $307,107,855, whereas consolidated corpora-
tions realized a statutory net income of $1,858,325,711.

There are those who will contend that the excess margin of
profit realized by consolidated groups is due to unity of control
and management, thereby resulting in elimination of waste and
inefficiency. There are other factors, however, which enable
them to realize greater profits than separate corporations. Many
of the consolidated groups constitute practically a monopoly in
their trade territory, and are therefore able to demand much
higher prices for their products. Other groups by reason of the
larger resources at their command are liable to undersell their
competitors, thus bringing about a condition that enables them to
purchase the small competitive concerns at bankrupt prlces after
which the purchaser raises his product to normal levels

Mr. BORAH. This statement discloses the remarkable
advantage which is given to holding companies through sub-
division (p) of section 23, and through the provisions with
reference to consolidated returns found in section 141.

By a change of 2 percent in the percentage to be assessed
as now provided in the bill, by increasing it to 4 percent, we
could raise a large sum of money, and in doing that we
should not be taxing small income-tax payers. We should be
taxing those who now derive a special advantage by reason
of the exemptions, as it were, in the tax law.

If we must raise these taxes, it seems to me we ought to
raise them from sources where less injury will be done to
our recovery program. I have no doubt buf that one of the
great items retarding recovery is the taxes which it is nec-
essary to levy—the county taxes, the city taxes, the State
taxes, the National taxes. Therefore it behooves us, when
we necessarily must make the levy, to make it at a point
where it does not weigh against actual investment or the
actual recovery program.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I desire to occupy the
attention of the Senate for bhut a moment on the pending
amendment.

There has been some misapprehension with reference to
my position on this amendment. Some days ago, when it
looked as though we would pass the bill speedily, perhaps
that night, after we had debated quite at length the income-
tax section of the bill, the Senator from Michigan came to
me and said that he would offer this amendment, and he
asked me if I had any objection., I told him that I was not
authorized by the committee to accept the amendment, but
that I would permit it to go to conference.

Since that time quite a great deal of opposition has been
raised to the amendment, and, of course, I must stand by
my committee action, and the committee made no recom-
mendation of this particular amendment.

In my opinion, if the committee were going to take any
action, with reference to these increases, this would be the
least objectionable method to pursue, first, because at one
time in the past, in 1924, when there was a surplus in the
Treasury, we did permit a reduction to the taxpayer of 25
percent of his income taxes. Then, too, this provision would
last for only 1 year, and it would result in raising $55,000,000
in revenue. But as I pointed out a day or two ago in my
few feeble remarks against the so-called *“ La Follette amend-
ment ”, I do not believe the Government should raise more
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taxes than are required for the orderly administraticn of the
Government.

In view of the circumstances, this not having been recom-
mended by the committee, I hope the Senate will not agree
to the amendment.

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

Mr. HARRISON. I yield.

Mr. FESS. I was led to believe by what I read in the
press that the Senator was for this amendment, and I was
disturbed, because the Senator had stated in the debate that
we should not go beyond what we had already done, because
we did not need the revenue.

I agree with the Senator that if it is necessary fo raise
more revenue this would be the best method of raising it,
but I do not want to do it unless we have to have the money.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I was perfectly willing
to let the amendment go to conference, ii we could have
passed the bill the day the Senator from Michigan spoke to
me about it. One of the newspapers stated that I had
polled my committee. I have not polled the committee,
On the contrary, many members of the committee have
voiced their disapproval of the acceptance of this amend-
ment, and in view of those circumstances I could not
accept it.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield
to me?

Mr. HARRISON., I yield.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. It appears to me it would be reason-
able to adopt this amendment and to remove some of the
nuisance taxes, In the bill there is provided a tax on furs.
Furs are not a luxury—at least not in half of the United
States—they are a necessity. Under the bill the Govern-
ment would be taxing a necessity of life instead of an in-
come. It seems to me that if this amendment should be
adcpted we could get enough revenue to offset the loss that
would be occasioned by doing away with some of the nui-
sance taxes. After all, a man may be a very poor man, but
he may need a fur coat, and under the bill he will have to
pay a tax upon it, while a man with an income, who pays
an income tax, can afford to pay 10 percent more for 1 year
than is provided in the bill up to this time. I should like
the Senator from Mississippi to consider that.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I can understand how
the Senator’s mind is working, and no doubt what he says
is quite true—that there would be more revenue if this
emendment should be agreed to. There would be more
revenue this year to the amount of $55,000,000. Of course,
the fur tax will go out of existence on the 50th of June next
year. Isuggested in the committee that some of the nuisance
taxes be eliminated, but the committee did not accept my
recommendation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agree-
ing to the amendment offered by the senior Senator from
Michigan [Mr. Couzens].

Mr. COUZENS. I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Sen-
ators answered to their names:

Adams Costigan Eean Reed

Ashurst Couzens Keyes Reynolds
Austin Davis King Robinson. Ark.
Bachman Dickinson La Follette Robinson, Ind.
Balley Dill Lewis Russell
Bankhesd Dufty Logan Schall
Barbour Erickson Lonergan Sheppard
Barkley Fess Long Bhipstead
Black Fletcher McAdoo Smith

Bone Frazier McCarran Steiwer
Borah George McGill Stephens
Brown Gibson McKellar Thomas, Utah
Bulkley Glass McNary Thompson
Bulow Guoldsborough Metcalf Townsend
Byrd Gore Murphy Tydings
Byrnes Hale Neely Vandenberg
Capper Harrison Norbeck Van Nuys
Caraway Hastings HNorris Wagner

Carey Hatch Nye ‘Walcott

Clark Hatfield O'Mahoney Walsh
Connally Hayden Overton ‘White
Coolidge Hebert Patterson

Copeland Johnson Pope
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Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, I announce the absence of the
junior Senator from Florida [Mr. Trammers], that Senator
being detained on official business; the absence of the junior
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DieTezrcu], called in litigation
to his State of Illincis; the absence of the senior Senator
from Montana [Mr, WaezsLEr], by illness.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ninety Senators having ane
swered to their names, a quorum is present.

The question is on agreeing to the amendment offered by
the senior Senator from Michigan [Mr. Couzexns].

Mr. COUZENS. 1 ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk
proceeded to call the roil.

Mr. VANDENBERG (when his name was called). I have
a general pair with the senior Senator from Montana [Mr.
WaeeLErR]. Not knowing how he would vote, I withhold my
vote. If permitted to vote, I should vote “ yea.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I desire to announce the unavoid-
able absence of the senior Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
Curting]. He is paired with the junior Senator from Flor-
ida [Mr. TrammeLL]. If the senior Senator from New Mex-
ico were present, he would vote “ yea.”

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, I merely reannounce the
pair between the junior Senator from Florida [Mr. Tram-
MELL] and the senior Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Cur-
TING]. I am not advised as to how the Senator from Florida
would vote were he present.

I regret to announce that the Senator from Montana [Mr.
WHEELER] is defained from the Senate on account of illness.

I desire also to announce that the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. TrOoMAS], the Senator from Nevada [Mr. Prrrman], and
the Senator frcm Florida [Mr. TrammeLr] are necessarily
detained from the Senate on official business.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I am advised that my pair with the
senior Senator from Montana [Mr. WaeeLEr] does not
stand upon this particular vote. Therefore, I am at liberty
to vote.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask for a recapitulation of
the vote.

The Chief Clerk recapitulated the vote.

Mr. LEWIS. I am advised that the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. DieTErRICH] would vote “nay ” were he present. He is
necessarily absent from the Senate.

Mr. COUZENS (after having voted in the affirmative). I
change my vote from “ yea ” to “ nay ” so that I may enter a
motion to reconsider.

Mr. BARKLEY. MTr, President, a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The parliamentary inquiry
will be stated.

Mr. BARKLEY. Assuming that the vote is a tie and the
amendment is rejected, can the Senator from Michigan
change his vote after the vote is counted?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If it is a tie vote, the amend-
ment is rejected.

The result was announced—yeas 44, nays 486, as follows:

: YEAS—44
Ashurst Dl Logan Pope
Black Duffy Long Reynolds
Bone Erickson MecGill Robinson. Ind.
Borah Fletcher McNary Russell
Brown Frazier Murphy Bchall
Bulkley Gore Neely Bheppard
Bulow Hatch Norbeck Shipstead
Capper Hayden Norris Stephens
Caraway Johnson Nye Thomas, Utah
Connally King O’Mahoney Vandenberg
Costigan La Follette Overton White

NAYS—46

Adams Copeland Hatfield Robinson, Ark.
Austin Couzens Hebert Smith
Bachman Davls Kean Steiwer
Balley Dickinson Keyes Thompson
Bankhead Fess Lewis Townsend
Barbour George Lonergan Tydings
Barkley Gibson McAdoo Van Nuys
Byrd Glass McCarran Wagner
Byrnes Goldsborough McEKellar Walcott
Carey Hale Metcalfl Walsh
Clark Harrison Patterson
Coolldge Hastings Reed
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NOT VOTING—6
Cutting Pittman Trammell Wheeler
Dieterich Thomas, Okla.

So the amendment of Mr. Couzens was rejected.
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr.
Haltigan, one of its clerks, announced that the House had
disagreed to the amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H.R. 8617) making appropriations for the legislative branch
of the Government for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1935,
and for other purposes, requested a conference with the
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon,
and that Mr. Luorow, Mr. GrANFIELD, Mr. SanNpLIN, Mr.
BucHANAN, Mr. McLeop, and Mr. SiNcLAIR were appointed
managers on the part of the House at the conference.

The message also announced that the House insisted upon
its amendment to the bill (8. 326) referring the claims of
the Turtle Mountain Band or Bands of Chippewa Indians,
of North Dakota, to the Court of Claims for adjudication
and settlement, disagreed to by the Senate; agreed to the
conference requested by the Senate on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr. CARTWRIGHT, Mr.
Cuavez, and Mr. Peavey were appointed managers on the
part of the House at the conference.

The message further announced that the House insisted
upon its amendment to the bill (S. 2999) to guarantee the
bonds of the Home Owners' Loan Corporation, to amend the
Home Owners’' Loan Act of 1933, and for other purposes,
disagreed to by the Senate; agreed to the conference re-
quested by the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon, and that Mr. Steagarr, Mr. PraLn, Mr.
GoLpsBorOUGH, Mr. Luce, and Mr. BEEDY were appointed
managers on the part of the House at the conference.

LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATIONS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Durry in fhe chair)
laid before the Senate the action of the House of Repre-
sentatives disagreeing to the amendments of the Senate to
the bill (H.R. 8617) making appropriations for the legis-
lative branch of the Government for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1935, and for other purposes, and requesting a con-
ference with the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I move that the Senate in-
sist upon its amendments, agree to the conference requested
by the House on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and that the Chair appoint the conferees on the
part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the Presiding Officer ap-
pointed Mr, Typings, Mr. ByrNes, Mr. CooLIDGE, Mr. HALE,
and Mr, TownsenD conferees on the part of the Senate.

INTERNAL-REVENUE TAXATION

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H.R.
7835) to provide revenue, equalize taxation, and for other
purposes.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I hope it will be con-
venient for the Senate now to take up the coconut-oil pro-
vision of the bill. The Senate committee has an amend-
ment to the House provision, and I understand the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. Typmnes] desires to offer an amend-
ment before the Senate committee amendment shall be
considered. After the amendment of the Senator from
Maryland shall have been voted on, I may say that I desire
then, if it shall be defeated, to offer an amendment, which
I hope will be adopted. I will ask now that the amendment
I intend to offer may be printed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be
printed and lie on the table.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, before the amendment referred
to by the Senator from Mississippi shall be taken up, I wish
to offer two amendments that have been agreed on by the
Treasury Department. I send the first amendment to the
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Pennsyl-
vania offers an amendment, which will be stated.
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The Cmxer CLERE. On page 192, after line 25, it is pro-
posed to insert the following new subsection:

(d) Payment of surtax on pro rata shares: The tax Imposed by
this section shall not apply if all the shareholders of the corpora-
tion include (at the time of filing their returns) in their gross
income their entire pro rata shares, whether distributed or not,
of the “adjusted net income" of the corporation for such year,
Any amount so included in the gross income of a shareholder
shall be treated as a dividend received. Any subsequent distri-
bution made by the corporation out of earnings or profits for
such taxable year shall, if distributed to any shareholder who
has so included in his gross income his pro rata share, be exempt
from tax in the amount of the share so included.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agree-
ing to the amendment offered by the Senator from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr,. HARRISON. Mr. President, I have talked to Dr. Mc-
Gill, the Treasury expert, and he fells me that there is no
objection to the amendment except it may be that it ought
to be smoothed out somewhat.

3 Mr. REED. The amendment as presented was written
y him.

Mr. HARRISON. I understand that, but they did not
have time enough perhaps to perfect it.

Mr. REED. Of course, that may be done later.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. That can be done in con-
ference, can it not?

Mr. HARRISON. Oh, yes.

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, I want to point out that
this is one of the most extraordinary amendments that I
have ever seen offered. It is offered with the intent of per-
mitting evasion by holding companies of the safeguarding
provisions which the committee wrote into the bill. In other
words, it permiis a sfockholder of a corporation to report
falsely an income which he has not received. He may re-
port an income from a corporation that is not paying out
of its earnings as though he had if, when, in fact, he has
not received it; and by so doing, if he is subject to a sur-
tax on his income, he pays that surtax and by that method
the earnings accumulated by the corporation avoid the
penalty provided in the bill. Mr. President, it is one of
the most unusual proposals I ever heard of, to permit a man
to report an income which he has not received and to pay
on it an income or surtax if he is subject to the payment
of such a fax.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, may I ask
what would be the effect on the revenue?

Mr. COUZENS. -I have not the slightest idea. Nobody
has any idea as to that, for no one has studied this amend-
ment, and it has never been before the committee.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I think the Senator
from Pennsylvania ought to give some explanation of the
amendment, in view of what the Senator from Michigan has
said. I hope, however, he will withdraw the amendment,
a8 Dr. McGiir has been compelled to leave the Chamber,
having to go to the Treasury Department. He will be back
shortly, Therefore, if possible, I hope we may get through
with the other amendment to which I have referred.

Mr. REED. That is all right; there is no hurry about if,
and I will withdraw it in a moment,

Mr. HARRISON. Does the Senator desire to explain the
amendment in answer to the suggestion of the Senator from
Michigan?

Mr. REED. I should like to make a statement in answer
to the statement of the Senator from Michigan.

Mr. President, it is found by some people who have
interests in investment companies that if such a corpora-
tion pays out all its earnings, the combination of the Ameri-
can tax with the foreign tax which they might have to pay
because of their residence abroad brings the total tax to
more than their income. Consequently, the purpose of this
amendment is to allow such an individual to pay the full
American surtaxes on the earnings of such corporations as
if they were distributed; but as they are not declared as
dividends, they are not liable for the supertaxes that are
levied by foreign countries. It means an increase of reve-
nue to the United States. The whole purpose of the holding-
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company provision is to stop the avoidance of surtaxes.
In this case the taxpayer does not avoid the surtaxes, but
he deliberately courts them by paying these surtaxes on his
entire pro rata share of the corporation’s earnings, although
those earnings are not distributed as dividends. The Ameri-
can Treasury gains by it.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr, REED. Gladly.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Has the Senator informa-
tion as to the amount that will be gained by the incorpora-
tion of the amendment in the bill?

Mr. REED. No; I do not think anyone knows how much
it will amount to, but it will be something.

So far as the amendment not having been submitted to
the Finance Committee is concerned, I am surprised to hear
that objection come from the Senator from Michigan, who
has just been urging an amendment that was never sub-
mitted to the Finance Committee. As a matter of fact, the
amendment which I have offered has been passed by the
Finance Committee, has been adopted by the Senate, has
been adopted by the House, has been signed by the President,
and is in the present law. It was omitted, not because any-
body objected to it but because it was not thought sufficiently
important to be included.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Crarx in the chair).
Does the Senator from Pennsylvania yield to the Senator
from Iowa?

Mr. REED. I yield. _

Mr. MURPHY. As I understand the amendment, the
stockholder pays taxes on the surplus of the corporation
which is not distributed to the stockholder.

Mr. REED. Yes; it is just a book distribution, so to
speak.

Mr. MURPHY. Thereby the corporation escapes the
penalties imposed on accumulations of surplus beyond the
reasonable needs of the business?

Mr. REED., That is correct. The corporation escapes the
penalties, but the stockholders have to pay their full
surtaxes.

Mr. MURPHY. I understand they pay their taxes; but
is the fear indulged that if the corporations do not make
distribution and have accumulated surpluses beyond the rea-
sonable needs of the business that then they subject them-
selves to the penalty tax?

Mr. REED. That is the whole thing; yes.

Mr. MURPHY. Then it is merely to relieve the stock-
holder residing abroad and subject to an income tax abroad
from the payment of such income tax on income that he
does not actually receive but only constructively receives?

Mr. REED, That is correct. As I have said, nobody has
objected to it in the present law; but it was omitied by
the House, and it was through our inadvertence that atten-
tion was not previously called to it.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I hope the Senator will
withhold his amendment.

Mr. REED. If the Senator from Mississippi wishes it to
be withheld, I am glad to do that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator
Pennsylvania withdraw his amendment?

Mr. REED, Yes; I am glad to do that.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I send to the desk an
amendment, which I ask the clerk to read, after which I
should like to be recognized.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Maryland
offers an amendment, which will be stated.

The Cmrer CrErRx. In section 602, subparagraph (a), at
the end of the paragraph, line 15, page 214, after the words
“tin plate ”, it is proposed to insert:

Provided, however, That an amount of coconut ofl and coconut
oll produced from copra equal to the annual average of same
during the past 5 years brought into the United States from the

Philippine Islands and of Philippine origin shall not be subject
to this tax,

from
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Mr, TYDINGS. Mr. President, what I am attempting to
do with this amendment is to keep the status quo so far as
coconut oil and copra are concerned in relation to their
exportation from the Philippine Islands to the United States.
Only 3 weeks ago we passed the Philippine independence bill,
in which we fixed quotas for sugar, cordage, coconut oil,
and various other commodities. As regards the case of
sugar, we cut down the quota of sugar which the Filipinos
may ship into this country from about a million tons a year
to 850,000 tons. They have to shoulder that economic han-
dicap. Now we are proceeding, in spite of the limitations
which we place upon copra by the independence bill, to
tax that copra. We limit first the amount which they may
send in and then tax the copra, even though there is a
limitation upon it.

Mr, BORAH. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Maryland yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield.

Mr. BORAH. I should like to ask the Senator what is
the difference between the amendment which he proposes
and the amendment which the Senator from Mississippi
says he will propose in case the amendment of the Senator
from Maryland shall be defeated?

Mr. TYDINGS. There is very little difference except the
Senator from Mississippi in his amendment proposes to fix
a definite amount of 520,000,000 pounds. My calculations
show that the average is closer to 600,000,000 pounds. So, in
order to get away from the fact of the actual tonnage re-
ceived, I define no figure, but provide that importations
representing the average for the last 5 years shall be al-
lowed to come in untaxed, and any excess of such average
shall be taxed. The Senator from Mississippi fixes the
amount in his amendment,.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr, President, may I ask
the Senator from Maryland how the Senator from Missis-
sippi determines the amount that should be admitted duty
free?

Mr. TYDINGS. I cannot answer for the Senator from
Mississippi, who is momentarily absent from the Chamber.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I shall ask him when he
returns.

Mr, TYDINGS. Mr. President, I do not want to make an
oratorical presentation on the subject of liberty, justice,
and right, but I want to make the observation that what
we are about to do to the Philippine Islands is exactly
what England tried to do to the Thirteen Colonies prior
to the Declaration of Independence. The Filipinos have
no representation in this body. They have no vote in Con-
gress. We are taxing them without any vote. We are lim-
iting the amount of commodities which they may export to
this country. We compel them to abide by our tariff laws.
I am not going to say that they get all the worst of that,
because frequently in cases they get benefits which they
would not have if it were not for our tariff and our free
market. But the point is that simple justice dictates that
we ought not to put a tariff wall around the Philippines of
our own making and not theirs, and then deny them the
benefits of a situation which we force upon them.

Mr. BANKHEAD, Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Maryland yield to the Senator from Alabama?

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Is it not a fact that the balance of
trade between the Philippines and the United States is very
largely in favor of the Philippines?

Mr. TYDINGS. No; it is not. I have the figures and will
look them up before I yield the floor.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield,
I can give him the figures. They imported $40,000,000 and
exported $80,000,000.

Mr. TYDINGS. I have the figures here. In 1928 their
merchandise imports were $83,000,000 and their merchandise
exports $115,000,000. In 1929 their merchandise imports
were $52,000,000 and their merchandise exports $124,000,000.,
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In 1930 their merchandise imports were $78,000,000 and
their merchandise exports $105,000,000. In 1931 their
merchandise imports were $62,000,000 and their merchan-
dise exports $83,000,000. In 1932 their merchandise imports
were $51,000,000 and their merchandise exports $82,000,000.

Mr. CONNALLY. But the Senator is reading the total
of their imports and exports.

Mr. TYDINGS. No; I am reading those from the United
States. The other countries are carried in the second
column. I am reading from the statistical abstract of the
United States for the year 1933. In the first column are
those from the United States only, in the second column
from other countries, and then the total

Mr. CONNALLY. The testimony before the Finance
Committee by the Treasury experts is that we annually ex-
port to the Philippine Islands $40,000,000 and annually
import $80,000,000.

Mr. TYDINGS. If that testimony was given, it is grossly
incorrect. I will give the Senator the component parts in
cotton textiles, machinery, and everything else, to show how
the totals are arrived at, if he wants me to do so.

But the point is that only 3 weeks ago in this Chamber
we entered into an implied understanding with the
Filipino people about the means of their obtaining their
independence. In that bill we said if they would do certain
things we would give them their independence. We wrote
into their laws certain economic restrictions upon the things
they produce. Now, when the ink is hardly dry upon that
document, we come here shooting them in the back.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Maryland yield to the Senator from California?

Mr, TYDINGS. Certainly.

Mr. JOHNSON. Will the Senator turn to the particular
agreement that was made in this regard in the Philippine
independence bill? I am intensely interested in what the
Senator is saying concerning the implied or the expressed
obligation which rests upon us in regard to this particular
importation, just as I am interested in the bill which we
denominate the “ sugar bill ” in relation to Hawaii, where the
conditions are perhaps worse than those here described by
the Senator. I am not particularly familiar with the situ-
ation and therefore am listening intensely to him. It seemed
to me there was an injustice concerning Hawaii that is
utterly unjustifiable. I am not very clear as to the other,
but am endeavoring at the present time to learn something
concerning both.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I am very glad to give
the Senator the information, because I consider our cove-
nant with the Filipinos both an implied and an expressed
covenant. I base that upon what I shall read. I hold in
my hand a copy of the Philippine Independence Act, the
title of which act is as follows:

To provide for the complete independence of the Philippine
Islands, to provide for the adoption of a constitution and a form
of government for the Philippine Islands, and for other purposes.

Section 6 of that bill reads as follows, the title of the
section being “ Relations with the United States pending
complete independence ”:

After the date of the inauguration of the government of the
Commonwesalth of the Philippine Islands, trade relations between
the United States and the Philippine Islands shall be as now
provided by law, subject to the following exceptions.

Then the exceptions which I have enumerated as to sugar,
as to cordage, as to copra, are enumerated. That is the
wording of the act itself, that the frade relations between
them and us pending absolute independence “ shall be as now
provided by law.” I believe we could not make it much
plainer than that, and yet now we are attempting to go
back of that understanding and alter that law by putting
a new condition of trade relationship upon them.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President——

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield.

Mr. BORAH. Until the Philippine people accept the inde-
pendence, they are a part of he United States.
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Mr. TYDINGS. That is true, and then during the transi-
tion government they will still be a part.

Mr. BORAH. So the real question is whether it is equita-
ble and just to levy a tax upon a part of the people of the
United States on the theory that they are foreigners.

Mr. TYDINGS. That is true. I think the Senator’s
observation is a large part of my contention.

Mr. BORAH. As stated by the able Senator from Cali-
fornia, that is exactly what we are proposing fo do in the
sugar business.

Mr. JOHNSON. Exactly. May I suggest that we go even
farther? It is a question of breaking our faith, I fear,
That is the thing that is worrying me more than any-
thing else.

Mr. TYDINGS. May I say to the Senator from California
that I am thoroughly in accord with the observations he
makes? I feel that in the case of the Philippines our obli-
gation is even stronger than in the other cases, as I now
understand them, for this reason: We are about to turn
the Philippines loose as a part of the United States. As a
condition precedent to the accomplishment of that act, we
entered into certain definite arrangements based upon which
their transition should take place and ultimate Philippine
independence be obtained. We wrote that into the law
while their delegation was here. The law was approved by
the Congress and the President and accepted by the Filipino
mission that was then before Congress, and the Philippine
Legislature is now being called into special session to accept
and adopt that act, which will mean ultimate Filipino
independence.

But, lo and behold, in spite of the fact that the act says
“after the date of the inauguration of the government of
the Commonwealth of the Philippine Islands f{rade relations
between the United States and the Philippines shall now be
as provided by law”, and before the commission can get
home, we are now writing into a new law, which has nothing
to do with Philippine independence, a provision to tax their
commodities for the benefit of ourselves in viclation of that
agreement. I do not think it could be sustained in any
court of equity. We cannot expect them to be friendly fo
us unless we come into court with clean hands. We are
certainly violating the implied and, in my judgment, the
expressed covenant into which we entered and upon which
their independence is predicated.

I think it would be an act which would reflect upon our
standing throughout the entire Orient, because every Sen-
ator knows that the United States, in its foreign relations
in the Far East, is judged primarily by its treatment of the
Philippines, which are in the Far East. If we so lately have
entered into a covenant with those people, and before they
can get home, break it, we being a strong and powerful coun-
try while they are weak, how can we expect to promote trade
and good will in China and other eastern countries? Those
people know that we are breaking our word in this situation.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President——

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. May I ask the Senator when, in his
judgment, section 6 of the Independence Act comes into
effect?

Mr. TYDINGS. When will it or when does it?

Mr. OMAHONEY. When does it come into effect?

Mr, TYDINGS. Of course, section 6 came into effect the
minute the President signed the law.

Mr. OMAHONEY. Yes; of course.

Mr. TYDINGS. It is the law of the United States. It is
the law under which the Filipinos will seek their inde-
pendence.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Certainly.

Mr. TYDINGS. The actual commonwealth government
provided for in the law will not be set up until this year;
but the law is still the law, commonwealth government or no
commonwealth government.

Mr. OMAHONEY. Yes; but the Senator does not get the
point I am trying to make. Section 6 of the Independence
Act provides that after the date of the inauguration of the
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government of the Commonwealth of the Philippine Islands
trade reclations between the United States and the Philip-
pines shall be * as now provided by law, subject to the fol-
lowing exceptions.” What dces the word “now” mean
there? Does it not mean the date of the approval of this
act?

Mr. TYDINGS. I think “now” meant the time the act
was approved.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The time it was approved?

Mr. TYDINGS. Yes. May I say to the Senator that at
least that was how all parties, including the President and
the Filipino mission, viewed ii; and, to support my conten-
tion, the President of the United States has written a very
strong letter to the Chairman of the Finance Committee
pointing out this very thing, that we have “ impliedly "—I
think that is the word he uses, but I use the word “ex-
pressly "—covenanted with them that we will not change
this situation pending the transition to independence.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. But is it not true, may I ask the
Senator, that the exceptions listed in section 6 of the Inde-
pendence Act do not come into effect until after the pro-
visional government has been set up?

Mr. TYDINGS. If we should apply a strictly legal in-
terpretation to it, and read it as a contract, I think the
Senator’s interpretation might be valid; but even if that
would be good law, nevertheless I know that the under-
standing was, and I think the Filipino people accepted the
measure in that light, that nothing would be done between
now and this fall, when the new government will be set
up, which will alter that reletionship; and the Senator
further knows that this act is not going to be repealed
next fall, when the new constitution is adopted by the
Filipinos. Does the Senator concede that?

Mr. OMAHONEY. I do not know that I should; but——

Mr. TYDINGS. Wait a minute. I answered the Senator’s
question; now I want him to answer mine.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Will the Senator restate the question?

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President——

Mr. TYDINGS. Wait just a moment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. PoreE in the chair).
Does the Senator from Maryland yield, and if so to whom?

Mr., TYDINGS. I yield to the Serator from Nevada if
he desires to ask me a question; but, first of all, I should
like to have the Senator from Wyoming answer the ques-
tion which I have asked him.

. Mr. O'MAHONEY. I ask the Senator to restate his ques-
tion.

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr, President——

Mr. TYDINGS. Just a moment until I answer the Sena-
tor. The Senator from Wyoming says, in effect, that we
may tax the Filipino people pending the institution of the
commonwealth government.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I have not made any direct statement
of that sort; I am asking a question.

Mr. TYDINGS. I ask the Senator if, under this bill, the
Filipino people will not be taxed after the institution of the
commonwealth government; and I think I am entitled to an
answer from the Senator.

Mr. O'MAHONEY., That is beside the point.

Mr. TYDINGS. The Senator is evading me.
answer me.

Mr. McCARRAN. I should like fo answer that question.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Maryland yield, and, if so, to whom?

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield to the Senator from Nevada. I
will yield to the Senator from California in a moment.

Mr, McCARRAN. Mr, President, the Senator from Mary-
land propounds a question which is based primarily upon a
conjecture. In other words, the whole situation is con-
jectural on the Philippines accepting the measure which we
have presented to them providing for their independence.
A question such as the Senator has propounded to the Sen-
ator from Wyoming must be answered in a conjecture.
That is all it could be, because the Philippines have not yet
accepted the act. We gave them the very same act here-

He will not
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tofore, and they did not accept it; and we have no more
guarantee now that they will accept it than we had then.

Mr. TYDINGS. Ch, the Senator is wrong there. I have
put into the Reccrp the acceptance of this act by practically
every man who was opposed to the original act because of
certain things in the old measure which are not in the
new one,

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President——

Mr, TYDINGS. I yield to the Senator from California.

Mr. JOHNSON. May I suggest that the question may be
resolved in another fashion, too?

This bill constitutes the proposal, the terms upon which
independence will be accorded; and it presents as well what
the United States will do in case it be ultimately accepted.
So we may eliminate whether it has been now accepted or
not, because the time of its acceptance has not yet expired.
It constitutes our proposal. It is true one party to the con-
tract now has acted; and the query that is presented, if
what the Senator from Maryland says is accurate, is whether,
having made a proposal in definite terms to the Philippines,
we shall now change those terms by a taxing law. Is not
that accurate?

Mr. TYDINGS. The Senator has expressed the matter in
just the right way, as I see if, and much better than I ever
could have expressed it; and, if I may pick up his thought
where he left off, may I say fo the two Senators who have
taken part in this debate that I look upon this as a contract
made between two governments.

ﬁl:;: McCARRAN and Mr. O'MAHONEY addressed the
C. 3

Mr. TYDINGS. I have the floor, and I do not yield to
anybody.

Mr. McCARRAN. I did not think the Senator would yield
for a reply to that.

Mr. TYDINGS. I have the floor. When I finish my
statement I will yield, but I do not like to be interrupted at
the end of two phrases. I think the Senator who has the
floor is entitled to be interrupted only when he has con-
cluded his thought, and I think a little more courtesy might
be conducive to better order.

Mr. McCARRAN. I am very sorry that the Senator con-
giders it discourtesy.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I also apologize to the Senator.

Mr, TYDINGS. I do not consider it discourtesy from the

Senator from Nevada, because I know he is too affable ever -

to be discourteous to anyone.

Mr. LEWIS. And the Senator, of course, will say the same
thing of the Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. TYDINGS. Certainly. May I say, however, that we
had the sole power to make this contract. We were in the
position of a guardian and a ward. We did make the con-
tract. We made it, however, after consultation with the
party of the second part, the Filipino people. That trans-
action has every semblance of a contractual relation to
accomplish a certain definite thing. In fact, it is a cove-
nant. It is stronger than a mere assertion of relationship.
It has the sanction of our body. We have already sent it
through the mails, so to speak; and until it is accepted or
rejected or recalled by us it is an offer to the Filipino people
of how, why, and when they will get their independence.

It is just as if I had made a contract binding myself,
and had sent it to the Senator from Wyoming, who would
be the party of the second part. As long as I do not recall
that contract—and this one has not been recalled—and as
long as he does not accept or refuse it within the time limit
specified in the contract, it is my binding offer of what I
agree to do.

The Senator implies by his question that we have the right
to alter our offer before the party of the second part has
actually received it formally in writing.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Now, may I interrupt the Senator?

Mr. TYDINGS. Yes.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The Senator misinterprets my thought.
I believe that his delineation of the law is absolutely
accurate.

Mr, TYDINGS. I thank the Senator,
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Mr. O'MAHONEY. We have made an offer, and I have
no doubt that offer stands until it is accepted or rejected;
but that is not the guestion, if I may say so to the Senator.

Mr. TYDINGS. I beg the Senator’s pardon. Perhaps in
the heat of the debate I misunderstood him, and if I have
done so I am sorry.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Until the Fililipino people accept that
offer we may change, not the terms of the offer but our
laws governing trade relations, without in any way aflecting
this offer. May I ask the Senator if it is not, in his judg-
ment, a fact that we might with perfect propriety, legally
speaking, change the present provisions of law having fo do
with the trade relations pending the acceptance or rejection
by the Filipinos, with the understanding that if they do
finally accept this offer we are bound by the terms of the
offer rather than by any amendment of present law, so that
pending the acceptance of our independence offer we have
every right to change the general provisions of law so long
as we are not changing the offer?

Mr. TYDINGS. If that were to be done, Mr. President,
there is only one place where it could logically be done, and
that is in the Filipino Independence Act, by amending that
act. The Filipino people have no official knowledge of any
change in the existing law when we pass an entirely separate
measure here.

Mr. OMAHONEY. If I may take the Senator’s time for
just a moment, I will say that my first question was directed
to him for the purpose of eliciting information from the
Senator as to his interpretation of the word “now” in the
first sentence of section 6 of the Independence Act. His
interpretation was exactly as my own, namely, that we are
bound by the provisions of law that were in existence at the
date of the passage of the Independence Act. Until the
Filipinos accept or reject that act, however, any modification
of law now will not be a modification of the offer, it will be
merely a modification of the law pending the action by the
Filipinos; and I feel that we are both morally and legally
entitled to make any change we may desire.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, as I said a moment ago,
the Senator from California [Mr. Joansox] developed the
thought so concisely that any words of mine seem fo be
superfluous; but I think we have made a formal offer of
independence to the Philippine Islands. At least, they think
we have. That formal offer is now in transit to the Philip-
pine Islands. Now, before they actually receive it—they
are carrying it home with them to sign it over there, where
it must be signed under the conditions set forth in the
offer—here we are, a strong, powerful Government, simply
because we have the might, going back on our word.

Can that bring us any credit? Can it bring us any friend-
ship in the East, or in the South, for that matter? Is that
the proper course for a government to pursue? Is justice
so foreign to our thoughts that no soconer do we meet a
weaker people and deal with them, and their backs are
turned, then we go out and undo all the things we promised
them we would not undo?

Spain in its palmiest days. in spite of all the stories about
Spanish oppression, as far as I have been able to read the
history of Spain in the Philippines, never attempted any-
thing to equal what is proposed by this bill. We inter-
vened in the Philippine Islands to eliminate Spanish cruelty,
and yet we are inflicting upon these people an economic
cruelty and an economic injustice without any cause
whatever.

Mr. President, I want to make one more observation. I
cannot speak for the President of the United States, because
I do not know where he stands on this matter, but I am
afraid that if this provision is written into the bill, it may
result in the veto of the measure. That may be all right;
perhaps Senators do not care about a veto, but certainly,
if there is to be no limitation here, if we can tax the
Filipino people so shortly after we passed an independence
measure, I believe the President would be justified in vetoing
this bill.

I appeal to Senators to give a weaker nation the oppor-
tunity to secure their independence in terms of the act
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which we passed here only a month ago. If we will do
that, I believe the Filipinos will accept the measure we
passed, and Filipino independence will be on its way.

Mr. DILI.. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Maryland yield to the Senator from Washington?

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield.

Mr. DILL. Do I understand the Senator’s argument to
be that if the Filipinos accept the proposal for independence,
Congress, during all the next 10 years, will be forbidden to
change in any way the taxes upon the products which may
come from the Philippines?

Mr. TYDINGS. Legally, no.

Mr. DILL. Morally?

Mr. TYDINGS. Morally, a thousand times, yes.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, before the Senator takes
his seat, I should like to ask him whether he is familiar
with the amendment which has been offered by the Senator
from Mississippi, which deals with this subject in a dif-
ferent way, perhaps, but which I understand is more or
less acceptable. Is it acceptable?

Mr. TYDINGS. I would much rather have it, and I think
it is a step toward justice and fair play for the Filipinos,
more so than the bill itself. I feel, however, that the right
thing to do is to carry the provision as embodied in my
own amendment.

Mr. JOHNSON. The amendment which the Senator from
Mississippi presents—and I am not familiar with its terms—
would be reasonably satisfactory from the standpoint of
importations?

Mr. TYDINGS. I should not like to answer that ques-
tion. I think it is much better, and I think the Senator
from Mississippi has tried to reconcile the conflicting inter-
ests; but I could not support it.

Mr. CAREY. Mr. President, I should like to ask the
Senator from Maryland a question or two.

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield.

Mr. CAREY. The Senator is aware of the fact that,
under the Agricultural Adjustment Act, it is possible for
the Secretary of Agriculture to leyy taxes on commodities
which compete with other commodities. There are on hand
in this country & large amount of fats in storage, consisting
of butter, lard, tallow, and cottonseed oil, most of which are
subject to processing taxes. Does the Senator think it fair
to relieve the Philippine Islands from a tax such as the one
under discussion when the American farmer is subject to all
these taxes?

Mr. TYDINGS. In answer to the Senator’s question I
will say that I do not think it was fair for the United States
to take the Philippine Islands in the first place. They were
the islands of the Filipino people. We had no business with
them, We took them at the point of the bayonet, and
finally bought them from Spain. We then promised them
independence. We compelled them to live under our eco-
nomic set-up, and I cannot see anything but simple justice
in letting them go back where we said we were going to send
them, under the most favorable conditions, after we have
forced our will on them for a period of 36 years.

Mr. CAREY. I cannot see why they should be exempt
from the payment of the same tax we are putting on
ourselves.

Mr. TYDINGS. They are not the United States of Amer-
ica. They are an appendage.

Mr. CAREY. They are competing with the United States.

Mr. TYDINGS. Certainly; but did we not force them
to compete with the United States? Do we not compel
them to trade with us? Can they ship their sugar else-
where? They cannot trade with the rest of the world.
They have to trade with us because our tariff laws are
their tariff laws.

Mr. CAREY. They are shipping a great deal more to this
country than we are shipping to them.

Mr. TYDINGS. We compel them to do it. We would
not let them ship to other countries. We would not let
them trade with other countries. We compel them to trade
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with us, and now we are complaining because we got the
worst of a deal which we forced upon them.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, does the Senator from
Wyoming agree with the statement that a resident of the
Philippines cannot ship coconut oil to any other place than
the United States? Is that a fact?

Mr. CAREY. I was not aware that they could not ship
coconut oil to any other place. Is that true?

Mr. BYRNES. I understood that to be the statement of
the Senator from Maryland. I wondered whether the Sen-
ator from Wyoming agreed with it.

Mr. CAREY. I thought they could ship it to other coun-
tries.

Mr. TYDINGS. The Senator knows that the tariff laws
of the United States apply to the Philippine Islands. He
concedes that, does he not?

Mr. CAREY. I concede that; yes.

Mr. TYDINGS. Does the Senator expect them, when
they are a part of the United States, to trade with the
United States or to trade with some country which has no
tariff relations with the United States?

Mr, CAREY. They will naturally trade here, because
they have no tariff to pay.

Mr. TYDINGS. And we do not have any tariff to pay on
our exports to the Philippine Islands.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, will the Senator from Mary-
land yield?

Mr, TYDINGS. I yield.

Mr. REED. Is the Senator quite certain of his state-
ment that the American tariff law applies to imports into
the Philippine Islands?

Mr. TYDINGS. The Senator knows that Filipino acts
have to be signed in some cases by the President of the
United States, and in all cases by the Governor General
appointed by the President of the United States. The Sen-
ator also knows that since the Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act, the
Filipino Legislature, at the suggestion of the then adminis-
tration, passed a new tariff act to conform exactly with the
American tariff act. Then, when they came in more direct
contact with the countries which had depreciated curren-
cies than we ourselves came in contact with them, they
passed a tariff law, imposing rates even higher than did
ours, so as to protect the American market in the Philip-
pine Islands.

Mr. REED. That is something very different from having
the American laws extend to their imports. Furthermore,
I should like to say to the Senator that in the last month of
which we have any record, December 1933, the Philippines
were importing substantially more from Japan than from
the United States.

Mr. TYDINGS. I have not those figures, and I cannot
answer them; but I do know this, that everything we make
goes into the Philippine Islands without any tariff being
levied against it. We have a free market in the Philippine
Islands.

Mr. REED. That is quite true, and we have given them a
free market here for all their products.

Mr. TYDINGS. Yes; but we set up the economic system.
They did not set it up.

Mr. REED. Furthermore—

Mr. TYDINGS. Is not that true?

Mr. REED. Yes.

Mr. TYDINGS. The market, such as it is, if we are get-
ting the worst of it, is the market we created, not that of
the Philippine people.

Mr. REED, No—

Mr. TYDINGS. Tbhe Senator agrees with that, does he
not?

Mr. REED. I agree that we have free trade with the
Philippines.

Mr. TYDINGS. Who granted that free trade?

Mr. REED. Where would they be if they did not have it?

Mr. TYDINGS. Who made it free? Why are Senators
complaining about the result of their own actions?

Mr. REED. I am not complaining about the result of our
own actions, but I say that when we impose processing fazes
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which bear so cruelly on our farmers as does the present tax
on- hogs, for example, we are only treating the Filipinos as
we are treating our own people when we put similar taxes
on their products.

Mr, CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator from
Maryland yield to me?

Mr, TYDINGS. I yield.

Mr. CONNALLY. A little while ago the Senator from
Maryland quoted some figures, and I am sure he does not
want the Recorp to be in error.

Mr. TYDINGS. Has the Senator my book?

Mr. CONNALLY. I have the Senator’s book, and the
figures in the book do not seem to agree with those he
read. 7

Mr. TYDINGS. Very well.

Mr., CONNALLY. The statistics show that in 1932—and
that is as recent as these statistics go—the Philippines im-
ported from the United States $51,000,000 worth of merchan-
dise. They sent us $82,000,000 worth of merchandise. The
total export trade of the Philippines with the whole world
amounted to $95,000,000, and we took $82,000,000 of it. So
the United States is practically the only market the Philip-
pine Islands have had for their exports. I just wanted to
correct the Senator.

Mr. TYDINGS. If the Senator will read my remarks in
the Recorn tomorrow, he will see that he has said exactly
what I stated when I read from that book. I started with
the year 1929, and I said the merchandise imports of the
Philippines in 1929 amounted to $92,000,000.

Mr. CONNALLY. I asked the Senator to talk about the
imports from the United States.

Mr. TYDINGS. I do not know what the Senator asked
me to do, but he will find in the Recorp tomorrow morning
bt.%z;myremarkswereasaccumteastheﬂguresmm

Mr. CONNALLY. Tomorrow morning the Senator will
have the book, and his record will then be right, of course.

Mr. TYDINGS. The Senator can go into the clerk’s
office angd get the figures now, if he cares to.

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator from Texas asked the Sen-
ator from Maryland to state what the imports from the
Philippine Islands to the United States were, and what the
exports from the United States to the Philippines were.
Then the Senator quoted the total exports and imports of
the Philippines, without respect to the United States, which
was not responsive. The testimony before the Committee
on Finance was that the Filipinos export to the United
States just about twice as much each year as we export to
them.

Mr. TYDINGS. I am sorry the Senator from Texas in-
sists on misinterpreting what I said. I read from the first
column, and over the first column is this caption, * From the
United States.” I furthermore said that the exports and
imports from other countries were carried in a separate
column, and that the total was shown in the third column.

Mr., CONNALLY. I am nof concerned with what the
Senator said—

Mr, TYDINGS. Wait a moment. I did not read any fig-
ures applying to all countries. I read only figures applying
to the Philippines and the United States.

Mr. CONNALLY., The Senator from Texas is not con-
cerned with whether or not the Senator made that state-
ment. All he is concerned with is getting the facts.

Mr. TYDINGS. If I must approach this bill in absolute
frankness, it is nothing more than an attempt to tax a
helpless and unrepresented people to satisfy a few people in
the United States who have puf a little fire under Congress.
There is not an ounce of justice in it. It is cowardly for a
great Nation like this to have passed an independence bill
only a month ago and now shoot the people in the back as
they are going home with the document.

I have been approached by people from my own State
who were over here by the dozens saying they wanted this
tax imposed in order to keep Filipino products out of this
country. That is all that is behind it. There is not an
ounce of revenue in it. It is a lie on its face. It does not
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deserve the support of any man who wants to keep faith
and to be honest with the Filipino people.

Mr. LOGAN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me?

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield.

Mr. LOGAN. I am interested in the legal phase of the
question more than I am in the question of lobbyists and
matters of that kind. I believe I understand the Senator
from Maryland to say that the Philippine independence
measure was an offer to the Philippine people of independ-
ence on certain terms, as set out in that particular act.

Mr. TYDINGS. That is correct.

Mr. LOGAN. Then it is an cffer to the Philippine people
which must be kept open by the United States until the
Filipinos have a reasonable opportunity of accepting it.
I believe that is true?

Mr. TYDINGS. That is correct. The time limit is fixed
in the act.

Mr. LOGAN. The time limit is fixed in the act itself, but
it is reasonable. The United States of America then must
keep itself in position to comply absolutely with the terms
of the independence act when the time comes. I think the
Senator will agree with that.

Mr. TYDINGS. I agree with the Senator.

Mr. LOGAN. One more question. Suppose the United
States should now desire to impose some tax. Could it not
do so without interfering with that option, provided the tax
would pass out of existence upon the acceptance by the
Philippine people of the option which we have extended to
them?

Mr. TYDINGS. I think that interpretation, as a legal
matter, is very exact.

Mr. LOGAN. I thank the Senator.

Mr. TYDINGS. And I am not arguing against that
interpretation. After this fall, when the commonwealth
government is set up, that tax would have auntomatically to
stop to stay within the letter of the law.

Mr. LOGAN. I agree fully with the Senator.

Mr. TYDINGS. But if we put it in here, we all know that
Congress will not be in session next November, and there
will be no provision in the act to cancel a tax when the
new government is set up. Therefore we have no legz to
stand on if we want to keep our faith with the Philippine
people.

Mr. OMAHONEY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Dfes the Senator from
Maryland yield to the Senator from Wyoming?

Mr. TYDINGS, 1 yield.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. May I now ask the Senator a factual
question? Having read the amendment, I learn that the
Senator desires to exempt from the provisions of this tax the
importations of coconut oil in the original form and also as
derived from copra, to the average of the importations for
the past 5 years.

Mr. TYDINGS. That is right.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. That average, I take it from the fig-
ures I have here, is approximately 519,000,000 pounds or
520,000,000 pounds, as set forth in the amendment which is
about to be offered by the Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
Harrison]. The independence act, however, provides for an
exemption of only 200,000 long tons.

Mr, TYDINGS. Of oil.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Or 448,000,000 pounds.

Mr. TYDINGS. Of oil.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. This is also oil, is it not?

Mr. TYDINGS. No; that is oil and copra.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. But is it not oil derived from copra?

Mr, TYDINGS. In the Philippine Independence Act,
which I hold in my hand, the wording is, on page 4, section 6,
subsection (b):

There shall be levied, collected, and paid on all coconut oil—

The Senator’s amendment comprehends not only coconut
oil but copra from which coconut oil has not as yet been
extracted, and that accounts for the disparity between the
oil and the copra in the amendment pending.
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Mr. O'MAHONEY., My understanding is, if the Senator
will pardon me for saying so, that the average importation
of coconut oil, including the coconut oil derived from copra,
for the past 5 years, is 519,000,000 pounds.

Mr. TYDINGS. I have heard that asserted as the correct
figure. My amendment does not fix the figure; but if that
is the correct figure, that figure would be the sense of my
amendment.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Then it seems to me that the amend-
ment which the Senator presents affords the Philippines a
larger exception than they would get under the independ-
ence act.

Mr. TYDINGS. No; that is not true, because under the
independence act they would not have to distill any oil in
the islands, and they could ship unlimited copra to the
United States, because there is no limitation on copra; but
under this amendment they could not send ocil into the
United States in any form in excess of 519,000,000 pounds.
Do I make that plain?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Yes.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Maryland yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield.

Mr. BORAH. In the colloquy that took place between the
Senator from Kentucky and the Senator from Maryland I
understood the Senator from Maryland to concede that it
would be proper to levy this duty, provided it disappeared
when the Philippines acquired their independence. Is that
correct?

Mr. TYDINGS. No; I think the Senator misunderstood
the question of the Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. BORAH. I must have done so.

Mr. TYDINGS. The question the Senator from Kentucky
asked the Senator from Maryland was whether, pending the
establishment of the transitory government known as the
“ commonwealth government "—which would be the real ac-
ceptance by the Philippines of the law, not the accomplish-
ment of independence—whether in that interval we might
not expressly tax them before they had accepted independ-
ence. I said that perhaps legally it might be done, but
morally I did not think we could do it.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, it seems to me that aside
from the independence act, and aside from all other ques-
tions that arise out of it, there is this simple proposition
which is most difficult for me to solve, and that is that the
Philippines are still a part of the United States.

Mr. TYDINGS. That is right.

Mr. BORAH. And the question that is invelved in this
controversy is, Shall we treati¢hem as a foreign country
when they are now a part of the United States?

Mr. TYDINGS. That is true.

Mr. BORAH. I think that is a pretty difficult problem
for Congress to solve, It is simple enough in one way, but
quite involved in another way. But I shall not discuss it in
the Senator's time.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Maryland yield to the Senator from Mississippi?

Mr. TYDINGS. Yes; and may I say fo the Senator from
Mississippi, before he asks me whatever he has in mind,
that during his absence I so worded my amendment, with-
out naming the figure in the amendment, as to take the
average shipments for the past 5 years, so that there could
not be any controversy as to whether the figure offered in
the amendment was right or wrong.

Mr. HARRISON. That was what I was going to ask the
Senator about, because he had in mind offering his amend-
ment without any limitation as to the amount of copra or
coconut oil that might come from the Philippines; and I
notice, on reading it, that he refers to the average for the 5
years. There is not a great deal of difference between us.
However, I do not understand where the Senator gets the
high figures that he uses, because in a letter from the Secre-
tary of War, written to me, he mentions 520,000,000 pounds
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as a very fair figure; and Mr. Ryder, who is the tariff expert
for the N.R.A., and who represents the Tariff Commission,
says the B-year average is 520,000,000 pounds, or a little
under that, 519,000,000 pounds.

Mr. TYDINGS. I believe that is correct.

Mr. HARRISON. In view of the fact that the Senator
is trying to have a 5-year average exempted and that the
administration very much opposes the amendment which
we want here unless we put some exemption in it, I do not
see why, if 520,000,000 pounds is right, we cannot get to-
gether on the proposition.

Mr. TYDINGS. I am glad the Senator from Mississippi
came into the Chamber at this point. I was hoping that if
my amendment carried the same thought as his amendment,
we might avoid a controversy as to what was the average for
5 years by leaving that matter open; and then, if the figure
of 519,000,000 pounds is right, I shall be with the Senator
in this respect.

Mr. HARRISON. I am sure there are a good many Sena-
tors here who want to abide by the independence act, but, at
the same time, they desire to put a fair limitation on im-
ports. I know I share that view; and if there is no sub-
stantial difference between the two proposals, and 520,000,000
pounds can be agreed on as the 5-year average, I hope the
Senator from Maryland will offer, instead of his amendment,
the amendment that the experts have prepared, which
covers the situation quite fully. -

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I appreciate the position
of the Senator from Mississippi. I think he has tried very
hard to be fair., Personally, I do not believe we should have
any limitations on the importation of Philippine products,
other than those contained in the independence act, pending
the acceptance of the act and the accomplishment of Philip-
pine independence. I could not vote for the proposition
offered by the Senator, however, because I am not certain
that 519,000,000 pounds is the correct figure.

Mr. OMAHONEY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Maryland yield to the Senator from Wyoming?

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. If the Senator is uncertain as to what
the averages are, may I ask why he does not adopt a modifi-
cation of the language of the independence act, and abandon
all mention of averages?

Mr. TYDINGS. I should be delighted to do that. I
should like to offer that as an amendment, if the Senator
from Mississippi would take it, because that refers to coconut
oil only and would leave out copra altogether.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Maryland yield to the Senator from Minnesota?

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. If I may have the attention of the
Senator from Maryland and the Senator from Mississippi
for a moment. It is a fact, is it not, that coconut oil and
its products coming in from other countries than the Philip-
pines pay 2 cents tariff now, and they come in free from
the Philippines?

Mr. TYDINGS. I did not understand the Senator.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. There is a tariff on these products
coming into the United States——

Mr. TYDINGS. There is no tariff on these products com-
ing from the Philippines at all.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Not from the Philippines, but coming
from other countries.

Mr. TYDINGS. The Senator means from foreign coun-
tries?

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Yes; from foreign countries.

Mr. TYDINGS. Yes.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. There is a differential in favor of the
Philippines of 2 cents a pound?

Mr. TYDINGS. There is no tariff at all on the Philippine
imports.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. No. They have the advantage over
foreign countries of 2 cents a pound.
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Mr. TYDINGS. And we have the advantage in the
Philippines over all foreign countries, too.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I cannot see the difference between
putting a processing tax upon coconut oil and upon copra
and processing copra into coconut oil, and putting a proc-
essing tax on hogs or any other things manufactured in the
United States.

Mr. TYDINGS. But is not the processing tax put on
hogs for the benefit of the hog growers? Let me ask the
Senator that question. I do not say that it is, because I
did not support it, but I am asking the Senator, Is not the
processing tax put on hogs for the benefit, in thought at
least, of the hog growers?

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Yes.

Mr. TYDINGS. 1Is this tax put on for the benefit of the
copra growers? Then where is the analogy?

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. The purpose of this tax is not to dis-
criminate against the Philippines.

Mr. TYDINGS. O Mr. President, the purpose of this
tax is to destroy the Philippines.

Mr., SHIPSTEAD. Wait a moment; I have the floor. It
is not for the purpose of discriminating against the Philip-
pines, because it leaves the Philippines in the same relative
position with their competitors in which they previously
were, The purpose of this tax is to raise the price level in
the United States of domestic articles that compete with
Philippine products. The purpose is to raise the price of
butter, if you please. It is a price-raising tax.

Mr, BORAH. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a
question?

Mr, SHIPSTEAD. Certainly.

Mr. BORAH. Why cannot that all be dealt with under
the Agricultural Adjustment Act?

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I do not see why it cannot; but why
not deal with it here?

Mr. MURPHY. There is no processing tax on coconut oil.

Mr, SHIPSTEAD. Or on copra.

Mr. MURFHY. Or on copra.

Mr, BORAH. There is none, but why could there not be
one?

Mr. BARKLEY, Those products are not included in the
Agricultural Adjustment Act.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, if there is a processing tax
upon hogs, why cannot a competitive tax be levied upon
coconut oil if such oil comes in competition with our product?

Mr. BORAH. Jute bags are not a basic commodity, and
yet there is a processing tax on them because they are sup-
posed to come in competition with something in the way of
cotton bags.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, if the Senator from Minne-
sota will yield further, I think they call it a compensatory
tax. Would the Senator agree that if the Filipinos are
citizens of the United States, there could be levied upon
them a compensatory tax; and if they are not citizens of the
United States, there could be levied tariff duties upon their
exports into the United States?

Mr. BORAH. My contention is that they are part of the
United States, and that the Agricultural Adjustment Act has
the same application to them as it has to producers in the
State of Idaho.

Mr. BYRNES. They must be one or the other.

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

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Yes.

Mr. TYDINGS. May I say to the Senator from Idaho
that the Philippines buy about $16,000,000 worth of our
cotton goods every year, and, of course, assuming that the
processing tax is passed on, they are already paying the
cotton-processing tax.

Mr. BORAH. I was simply speaking of the legal right to
treat those people as citizens-of the United States.

Mr. TYDINGS. That is the big point.

Mr. BORAH. What we are asked to do, I say, is an almost
impossible thing, and that is to treat citizens of the United
States as foreigners. We have an act by which we could
treat them as citizens and deal with them the same as with
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other citizens of the United States, and that is the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act. There is no reason why these
matters should not be dealt with under that act. It may
be that it would require an amendment. I have not the act
before me.

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

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I yield.

Mr. HARRISON. I may say to the Senator from Idaho
that the Secretary of Agriculture suggested that this matter
should be dealt with under the Agricultural Adjustment
Act and that we might fix quotas, and processing taxes,
and so on.

Mr, BORAH. Did he suggest it?

Mr, HARRISON. He did suggest it.

Mr. BORAH. Did he suggest it seriously? [Laughter].

Mr. HARRISON. Yes; he suggested it very seriously;
but personally I could not see where there would be much
chance in the Senate in securing the adoption of the
proposal.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD, Mr. President, the amendment reads
as follows:

There is hereby imposed upon the first domestic processing
of coconut oil, * * * a tax of 3 cents per each pound thereof
processed, which shall be paid by the processor.

If that is not a processing tax, I do not know what it is.

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

Mr. SHIPSTEAD, Yes.

Mr. TYDINGS. I should like to show how much benefit
this will be to the steer raisers in the United States. This
tax will make a thousand-pound steer bring 5 cents more
for the man who raises it. By actual calculation it is worth
5 cents to the man who owns a thousand-pound steer.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. It is estimated that it will raise the
price of butter at least 2 cents a pound. What I cannot
understand is that there should be so much argument
against levying a processing tax upon a product imported
into this counfry and paid for by the American people.
They would pay that tax.

Mr. BORAH. The Senator speaks of “ the American peo-
ple ¥, but those are American people who are in the Philip-
pines.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Yes. I mean people who live within
continental United States.

Mr. BORAH. That is different. I wish we had never
gotten outside of continental United States.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. So do I

Mr, President, I wanted to call the attention of the Sen-
ate to the fact that this is not treating the people who live
in the Philippine Islands any differently than the people who
live within the confines of continental United States are
treated. We are having processing taxes levied upon one
thing or another right along, and I cannot see where the
argument of the Senator from Maryland holds true.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr, President, the Senator from Mary-
land [Mr. Typings] used rather aggressive and intemperate
language a while ago in denouncing those who sponsor this
tax. I do not regard that as argument; and I hope nobody
else does. In the matter of taxes, I think the people of
continental United States are entitled at least to a portion
as much of the interest of their representatives in the Sen-
ate as are the Filipinos. I have always believed in Philip-
pine independence. I voted for the bill presented here by
the Senator from Maryland and others in favor of Philip-
pine independence. I am perfectly willing for the Philip-
pines to be independent. I do not regard the levying of
this processing tax as any injustice on the people of the
Philippine Islands.

The Senator from Maryland says there is not a nickel's
worth of revenue in the provision. If he knew what hap-
pened before the Finance Committee, he would not make
that statement. American interests as there represented
testified that they have to have coconut oil whether it bears
a tax or not. If they do, it means a lot of revenue for the
Treasury, because if they have to bring it in, they have to
pay the tax.
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I ask gentlemen whose minds are so sensitive about put-
ting a tax on people, Are we not taxing the American people
by processing taxes? Does not every one of us who wears
a cotton shirt pay a processing tax to the Government for
the privilege of wearing the shirt? Are we not paying the
processing tax on the food we eat?

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

Mr, CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. TYDINGS. I think that observation of the Senator
is essentially a correct and sound one, but may I call to his
attention the fact that the Filipinos buy $16,000,000 worth
of cotton goods a year from us, and therefore pay the
processing tax on cotton.

Mr. CONNALLY. How much do they buy?

Mr. TYDINGS. They buy $16,000,000 worth.

Mr. CONNALLY, Very well.

Mr. TYDINGS. §So that they pay just as much tax upon
their cotton goods as anybody in the United States pays
upon such goods today.

Mr. CONNALLY., Why should they not?

Mr. TYDINGS. Nobody is complaining about that. -

Mr. CONNALLY. What is there about a Filipino that is
so sublimated as to make him better than an ordinary
American citizen who has to sweat down in the cotton patch
in the South or in the cornfield in Maryland to make a liv-
ing, whereas the Filipino sits under a coconut tree and fans
himself and lets the coconuts raise themselves. [Laughter,]

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

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. TYDINGS. I thought the Senator was inferentially
saying that the American people paid a tax that the Fili-
pinos did not pay. I merely arose to say that he was in
error, and that the Filipino people pay the same tax that
the American people pay.

Mr. CONNALLY. Oh, yes; the Senator from Maryland
keeps talking about the Filipinos buying some cotton. If
they wore more clothes, they would buy a great deal more
cotton than they buy now. Of course, they buy a little
cotton, and yet they sell the United States $82,000,000 worth
of products a year out of the whole $35,000,000 worth which
they sell the entire world. We afford them practically the
only market which they have. They ship us twice as much
stuff as we ship them; and yet, because we want to put a
little, measly tax on some of their coconuts, which grow
while they sleep, gentlemen get all “ het up” and wrought
up about Philippine independence; they beat their breasts
and wave the flag and talk about the poor Filipinos. We
gave the Filipinos independence last spring, and they would
not have it. If a little processing tax on a few of their
coconuts is going to keep them from accepting independence,
they have not got any business with independence. A na-
tion that would sell its aspiration for liberty and for inde-
pendence, as their proponents here on this floor talk
about the independence and freedom for the Philippines,
for a little, measly tax on a few coconuts has not much
business with independence, if that is the kind of political
aspirations and ambitions its people have.

Processing taxes! We are taxing our people on almost
all products. The Senate passed a bill here the other day
which says to the cotton farmer, “If you raise above a
certain number of bales of cotton, we are going to put you
in jail.” Yet if a Filipino sends over a few more coconuts
than we think he ought to send over, he is outraged, and
his torchbearers here on the fioor are outraged.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Texas yield to the Senator from Michigan?

Mr. CONNALLY. 1 yield.

Mr. VANDENBERG. If I understood the Senator cor-
rectly, he indicated that this tax will produce a substantial
revenue. :

Mr. CONNALLY. I said the testimony before the com-
mittee was that manufacturers in this country have to have
coconut oil in order to make soap; that such oil would have
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to come in whether we put a tax on it or not; and I said
if that were true it would bring in some revenue,

Mr. VANDENBERG. May I suggest to the Senator in
that connection that if there is anything invidious about
the amendment it could be substantially cured by a further
amendment which would remit the proceeds of the tax to
the Philippine government itself.

Mr. CONNALLY. We have given them a good deal of
money and I do not suppose giving them a little more would
hurt anything.

Mr. VANDENBERG. It would, at least, remove the argu-
ment that we are taxing them against their will and robbing
them of the proceeds.

Mr. CONNALLY. We have taxed nearly everybody against
their will; we are now taxing people against their will.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Yes; but not without a spokesman-
ship in connection with levying the tax.

Mr. CONNALLY. I would not care if we gave them the
tax back, as the Senator suggests.

Let us see what else we are doing to the American farmer.
We tell him by law how much he has to cut down his
cotton production. If he does not do it we are going to put
him in jail or otherwise punish him. Every time we cut
down our cotton production we cut down our cottonseed.
‘We do not have as much cottonseed oil to sell the next year
as we have now. In the meantime we fill up the gap which
we have created in our own product by letting the Philip-
pines send over here larger amounts of oil and more coco-
nuts. What good does it do to reduce our own production
of oil if we are going to permit the Philippines or the
Africans or the people in Borneo or Java or the other
islands of the seas simply to fill up the gap we are trying
to create, by their shipping us some more of their oil that
does not require any labor to produce? That is the situa-
tion we are facing. There is no use ignoring the facts.
Senators may look wise and put their glasses out on the
end of their noses and peer over them and talk about all
of these abstract questions, but I am stating facts.

Mr. BORAH., Mr. President——

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield te the Senator from Idaho.

Mr. BORAH. I want to ask the Senator a question which
I submitted a few moments ago. Could not all this be done
under the present Agricultural Adjustment Act?

Mr. CONNALLY. It isa long process to have the Depart-
ment of Agriculture tinkering with the Philippines. It might
be done. I have great respect for the opinions of the Sen-
ator from Idaho, but whenever I am frying to do something
and a man comes up and says, * This is fine; but why not do
it some other way? ” I always have a suspicion as to whether
he wants me to do it at all or not.

Mr. BORAH. I am thinking of the fact that the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act covers exactly this condition of affairs,
Why should we legislate in this bill in addition to what we
have already done by the Agricultural Adjustment Act?

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator’s suggestion is logical, but
we are not legislating now with reference to the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act. We have not got it up now, but we
have this other matter up, and as long as we have it up
why not do it? Why put off till tomorrow what we can do
today?

Mr. BORAH. I am contending that it has already been
done.

Mr. CONNALLY. But it has not already been done.

Mr. BORAH. Why has it not already been done? The
Secretary of Agriculture has the power under the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act to do what it is proposed here shall
be done.

Mr. CONNALLY., On coconut oil?

Mr, BORAH. Yes.

Mr. CONNALLY. I do not think coconut oil is mentioned.

Mr. BORAH. Neither are jute bags.

Mr. CONNALLY. I thank the Senator for his interrup-
tion, but I do not agree with him.

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

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

APprIL 10

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Texas yield to the Senator from Ohio?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. FESS. The Senator made a statement a moment
ago that is interesting to me.

Mr. CONNALLY. I am flattered if the Senator from Ohio
is interested. [Laughter.]

Mr. FESS. In referring to the testimony given before
the committee he made an interesting statement. I am con-
cerned in whether the statement is true that coconut oil
must come in anyway, whether there is a tariff on it or not.

Mr. CONNALLY. That is what the Senator’s Ohio con-
stituents, Procter & Gamble, testified before the committee,

Mr. FESS, What is the Senator’s opinion as a member
of the committee?

Mr. CONNALLY. As a member of the committee, I think
some of it will come in anyway. I do not think all of it
will come in, That is my opinion. I regret to take issue
with the distinguished Senator’s constituents, Procter &
Gamble, who are now more interested in the Filipinos than
they have ever been before in their lives.

Mr. FESS. Let us omit Procter & Gamble.

Mr. CONNALLY. All right; I will omit them. I hope to
omit them when the vote comes.

Mr. FESS. What I want to know is this: Do we have to
have the articles we are now importing in order to produce
soap products in the United States? Is it something we are
compelled to have, whether we put a tax on it or not? If
we do not have to have it, that is one thing. If we do have
to have it, that is another and entirely different thing,

Mr. CONNALLY. I will say to the Senator in all frank-
ness that the issue was a contested issue. There were ex-
perts before the committee who said we could get along
entirely without coconut oil. They said there is an inter-
changeability between all of the vegetable oils and fats as
well as animal oils and fats, and that we can make just as
good soap, and even better soap, without them as we could
with them,

On the other hand, there were experts who talked just
as glibly on the other side, who said they would have to
have coconut oil to make certain kinds of soap. For in-
stance, one of them said that in the matter of silk textiles,
silk stockings particularly, they need coconut-oil soap be-
cause it is better for the silk-texture goods.

But the opinion on the issue was not unanimous. The
committee had to reach its own conclusion based on its
common sense. My view is that, of course, some of the
coconut oil will continue to come in. It will still pay a tax,
but how much I do not know. I believe some of this oil
will be excluded, because the Senator knows that whenever
we put a duty on any article there is a certain deterrent
effect, and to some extent it will lessen imports,

Mr. FESS. I think the Senator from Texas may have
misinterpreted my question as representing some local in-
terests.

Mr. CONNALLY. I did not mean to infer that the Sen-
ator was doing that. If I did that, I did the Senator an
injustice. I do not mean the Senator is influenced by
Procter & Gamble. I merely meant it was their representa-
tives who testified to the point that they had to have
coconut oil.

Mr. FESS. The Senator will recall that when we were
discussing long-staple cotton I questioned the protective
element in it, although being an uncompromising protec-
tionist on the ground that, no matter what tariff is put
upon it, we would have to import it anyway. That intro-
duces an element that is quite important, and we have the
same point involved here as to coconut oil.

Mr. CONNALLY. I think the Senator is correct. We are
going to bring in some of this coconut oil even if it does
pay a processing tax. There are certain kinds of soap which
it is said require coconut oil. But as a general proposition
the chemists and experts testify that there is a very con-
siderable interchangeability among all these oils, and that
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therefore if the ofls were kept out they would use domestic
oils to take the place of the coconut oil.

* Mr, President, in the committee this tax was reduced from
b cents to 3 cents. It is not a prohibitive tax. It is a mod-
erate tax. It is simply carrying out the principle of the new
system we have adopted. If we limit our own people, if we
tax our own people,. if we put a processing tax on our own
people, why should not the Filipinos themselves bear a small
tax now and then in order to help us to carry out the pro-
gram for the rehabilitation of American industry and Amer-
ican agriculture?

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. Typmves] if he will withhold his
amendment temporarily so that I may offer an amendment
which I think will clear up the situation?

Mr. TYDINGS. Is the amendment offered on behalf of
the committee?

Mr. HARRISON. No; I am not offering it on behalf of
the committee. The Finance Committee took action on the
matter, but I am not offering the amendment on behalf
of the committee.

Mr. TYDINGS.
rarily.

Mr. HARRISON. It makes no exception at all. I think
it is due the Senate to read a letter relating to it.

Mr. TYDINGS. Will the Senator have the amendment
read before he reads the letter, so we may understand what it

I will withdraw my amendment tempo-

is all about?

Mr. HARRISON. Yes. I ask that the amendment be
read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be
read. :

The LecistaTivE CLERk. It is proposed, on page 214, to
strike out lines 3 to 15 and to insert in lieu thereof the

following:

(a) There is hereby Imposed upon the first domestic processing
of coconut oil, sesame oil, palm oil, palm kernel oil, perilla oil,
sunflower oil, whale oil, fish oil (except cod-liver ofl), or marine
animal oil, or any combination or mixture containing any such
oil if there has been with respect to such oil no previous first
domestic processing within the meaning of this subsection, a tax
of 3 cents per pound of such oil, which tax shall be paid by the
processor. Under regulations prescribed by the Commissioner,
with the approval of the Secretary, the tax provided in this sub-
section shall not apply to the processing (1) of coconut oil
brought into the confinental United States from the Philippines
on or before the date of the enactment of this act or produced
from copra brought into the continental United States from the
Philippines on or before such date, or (2) of 520,000,000 pounds of
coconut oil of Philippine origin which is brought into the con-
tinental United States from the Philippines as coconut oil, or
which is the product of copra of Philippine origin brought into
the continental United States from the Philippines, during each
period of 12 months after the date of the enactment of this act,
or (3) of the following articles if the product of American
fisheries, or if produced in the United States: Fish oll, whale oil,
and marine animal oll. For the purposes of this section, the term
“ first domestic processing” means the first use in the United
States, in the manufacture or production of an article intended
for sale or intended for further manufacture, of the article with
respect to which the tax ls imposed. For the p of the
exemption granted by this subsection, the amount of coconut oil
producible from copra shall be regarded as 63 percent by weight.

Mr. HARRISON, Mr. President, I desire to make a brief
statement.

When this matter was before the Committee on Finance I
voted against the amendment that is written in the bill
because, even though my people are very much interested in
cottonseed oil, and I had been appealed to to vote for it, I
thought it was a violation of the independence act that we
had passed for the Philippines; and I was fearful that it
might invite a Presidential veto of a very important bill if
we did not at least provide an exemption of the average
importations from the Philippines of copra and coconut oil.
So I talked to the President about this matter, and I received
from him this letter, which I desire to read:

I am advised that H.R. 7835, the revenue bill, now under con-

sideration before your committee, contains a provision imposing
an exclse tax on coconut oll.

Now that the Philippine independence bill has been approved,
and insofar as the United States is concerned represents definite
commitments to the government and the people of the Philippine
Islands, the provisions of section 6 will govern future trade rela-
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tions with the islands. Paragraph (b) of this section contemplates
that there shall be no restriction placed upon Philippine coconut
oll and copra coming into the United States until after the inau-
guration of the government of the Commonwealth of the Philip-
pine Islands. It is my view that the imposition of an excise tax
on coconut ofl would be a violation of the spirit of this section of
the independence act, and that such provision should be eliml-
nated from the revenue bill.

May I respectfully suggest that your committee be advised of
the language which I used in regard to the economlic phase of the
independence bill in my recent message to the Congress.

Mr. LONG. Mr, President, whose letter is that?

Mr. HARRISON. That is from the President of the United
States.

So I received a communication from the Secretary of
State opposing this provision that was written into the
House bill. That is true also of the Secretary of War. The
Secretary of War has sent several communications to me.
So I started out to ascertain what was the average impor-
tation from the Philippines of coconut oil and copra, it ap-
pearing to me that if we should exempt the average from
those countries the Philippine government and the Philip-
pine people would have no cause of complaint against us on
this account.

In a letfer from the War Department, the Secretary of
War says in one paragraph—although I say again that he
is opposed to any limitation; he does not want us to restrict
at all the importations from the Philippine Islands—Secre-
tary of War Dern says:

General Cox informs me that in view of the position taken by
me regarding the proposed excise tax on coconut oil he stated
that he was not authorized to agree to any proposal not in accord
with the views previously expressed by me. He pointed out,
however, that In case a quota should be established for the
Philippine Islands, it should be fixed at not less than 520,000,000
pounds of combined coconut oil and copra equivalent as the
minimum amount that would preserve the substantial interests of
the islands at the established level of the coconut industry.

Here are the figures with reference to the average for the
past 5 years:

The 5-year average from 1929 to 1933 of coconut oil and
copra transformed into coconut oil is 519,964,199 pounds—
practically 520,000,000 pounds.

Mr, WALSH. The 5-year average?

Mr. HARRISON. That is the average for the 5 years from
1929 to 1933, inclusive. -
hMr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield
there?

Mr, HARRISON. I yield.

Mr. TYDINGS. Did I understand the Senator to read
in the caption that that was oil and copra together?

Mr. HARRISON. These are the imports of copra con-
verted into oil on the basis of a yleld of 63 percent.

Mr, TYDINGS. My understanding is, as I attempted to
point out to the Senator the other day—I may be in
e;mr—tha.t that is the copra only, and does not include the
oil,

Mr. HARRISON. No; this is copra transformed into
coconut oil. The coconut oil is 63 percent of the copra.

Mr. TYDINGS. That is true; but what I am pointing
out to the Senator is that the Filipinos themselves send in
the oil already extracted from the copra, and the Senator's
figures do not comprehend the oil shipments.

Mr, HARRISON. According. to these figures, may I say
that the imports of copra converted info oil for those years,
1929 to 1933, were 195,000,000 pounds plus. The imports of
coconut oil itself were 324,045,000 pounds.

Mr, TYDINGS. Will the Senator yield further?

Mr. HARRISON. Yes.

Mr. TYDINGS. I think the Senator is reading about the
amount of copra from which oil is extracted after it gets
into the United States.

Mr. HARRISON. I am reading the total combined im-
ports of oil and copra converted into coconut oil.

Mr., TYDINGS. What are the combined figures?
Senator read the heading as copra.

Mr. HARRISON. Five hundred and nineteen million nine
hundred and sixty-four thousand pounds from 1929 to 1933,
inclusive.

The
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Mr. TYDINGS. And the Senator asserts that that is not
only the oil which comes in each year, but the average of
63 percent of the copra which comes in?

Mr. HARRISON. That is quite true.

Mr. WALSH. It seems to me that is very clearly
stated.

Mr. HARRISON. Yes; and these figures I had prepared
by Dr. Ryder. The members of the Finance Committee will
remember him as one of the experts from the Tariff Com-
mission, and he was designated by the N.R.A. as their
expert. I had him look into this matter, and these are the
figures which are presented to me in addition to what the
Secretary says. He analyzes each one:

Becond, 520,000,000, or 232,000 long tons, which is the average
annual import of coconut oil from the Philippines in the 5-year
period from 1929 to 1833, plus the oil content of the annual
average import of copra from that source in the same period.
Statistically, a quota of this size seems to be warranted, and it
will probably be demsanded by the Philippines as a matter of
justice. It comes nearer than the 3-year average of 1931-33 to
the usual annual imports in the years preceding 1929, when
business conditions were fairly -normal. Although 2 years of
large imports, 1929 to 1932, are included, this is more than offset
by the fact that imports were lower than usual in 1931, and much
lower than usual in 1932.

So it seems to me that if we exempt the 5-year average
importation of coconut oil and copra from the Philippines,
the Philippines are not hurt, and have no cause to object.
That is what this amendment does. It broadens the provi-
sion to take in perilla oil, I believe, and it excludes some
other kinds of oil.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I understand that the Sen-
ator’'s amendment permits so much coconut oil and copra
transformed into coconut oil to come in each year.

Mr. HARRISON. Free of tax.

Mr. BORAH. Free of tax. That would be satisfactory,
I suppose, to the Filipinos; but what protection would that
afford to those whom we are seeking to protect under this
bill?

Mr., HARRISON. I cannot answer that question. I feel
quite sure, though, that if we should not exempt the amount
of Philippine products that we are bound under the inde-
pendence act to permit to come in here without the imposi-
tion of this tax, it would be a very just cause for vetoing this
bill; and I am sure no Senator here wants to undergo the
risk of having the bill vetoed.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I am rather inclined to think
that we ought not to do anything to prevent the bill from
going through; but the Senator’s amendment accomplishes
nothing in the way of protection of the dairy interests of
the United States.

Mr. HARRISON. It does this: It includes all these other
oils. It is quite true that to the extent of 520,000,000 pounds
annually of this coconut oil and copra they are exempt.

Mr. BORAH. If we should reject the Senator’s amend-
ment and the Finance Commiftee’s provision also, there
would still be power in the Secretary of Agriculture to deal
with this matter the same as he deals with other matters.
I have read the Agricultural Act lately.

Mr. HARRISON. He does not think so. He thinks it
would require legislation to do that. That is his opinion.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, may I say to the Senator
from Idaho that the situation is a rather remarkable one,
because the act of Congress providing for levying the cotton
processing tax referred to by the Senator from Maryland,
provides that an exporter is entitled to a refund upon all
goods shipped to any foreign country, including the Philip-
pine Islands; so that in the case of the processing tax upon
cotton, the tax is not carried to the consumer in the
Philippines. I have just checked it up to show that I was
accurate in my recollection, and the Filipino is in the status
of one who is not a citizen of this country, though the
Senator contends that he is entitled to that status as to
this matter of faxes.

Mr. BORAH. I think he is; but, before I sit down, let
me say that I see no virtue at all in this amendment of the
Senator from Mississippi. I should much prefer not to
legislate at all on the subject than to legislate in a way that
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does not accomplish anything in the way.of protection to
the dairy industry, which we are seeking to do. The Sena-
tor’s bill permits the oil to come in to the full extent fo which
it has been coming in, and that is exactly what the people
who are supporting this tax are complaining of.

Mr. HARRISON. I can appreciate that, may I say to the
Senator. It does permit the average annual importation of
the last 5 years of coconut oil to come in; and I cannot
understand how we can keep it out, in view of what we have
already done in the independence act.

Mr. BORAH. Then the better thing to do would be to
reject any legislation at all upon the subject.

Mr. CONNALLY and Mr. WALSH addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis-
sissippi yield; and if so, to whom?

Mr. HARRISON. I yield to the Senator from Texas.

Mr. CONNALLY. I will say to the Senator from Idaho
that this amendment affects other foreign countries as well
as the Philippines, and while this amendment would largely
destroy the provision in the bill, it would affect a lot of
islands from which this oil comes, such as the South Sea
Islands, and so forth.

Mr. BORAH. Oh, yes; but that is not what we are seeking
to do by this amendment.

Mr. CONNALLY. I agree with the Senator. This amend=
ment emasculates the Senate bill.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, will the Senator from Mis-
sissippi yield?

Mr. HARRISON. I yield.

Mr. WALSH. I should like to inquire what percentage of
the total importation of oil is included in the 520,000,000
pounds referred to. J

Mr. HARRISON. For the 5-year average the annual
imports from the Philippine Islands of cepra converted into
oil, on the basis of the 63-percent yield, amounted to 195,=
919,000 pounds; the imports of oil as such amounted to
324,045,000 pounds,

Mr. WALSH. Is the Senator giving the figures of all
importations from all parts of the world?

Mr. HARRISON. I have those figures. From sources
other than the Philippine Islands——

Mr. WALSH. That is what I want.

Mr, HARRISON. Imports of copra converted into oil on
the basis of the 63-percent yield, for the 5-year average,
amounted to 149,136,000 pounds., The Senator will notice
that is a little less than half of what it was from the Philip-
pines. The total combined imports of oil and copra con-
verted into oil amounts to 149,162,000 pounds, for that
average.

Mr. WALSH. So the larger percentage of the importa-
tions of oils of this character comes from the Philippine
Islands? &

Mr. HARRISON. There are about 150,000,000 pounds
from all other countries and about 520,000,000 from the
Philippines.

Mr. WALSH. In other words, about two thirds or three
fourths of all the oils imported come from the Philippines?

Mr. HARRISON., Yes.

Mr. REED. Mr, President, just a word about some of the
other oils included in the Senator’s amendment. He puts no
qualification on the tax on palm oil. It so happens that in
the manufacture of tin plate it is impossible to use any other
oil than palm oil, and the Committee on Finance, wisely, I
think, inserted an exception to take care of palm oil used in
tin-plate manufacture.

If any domestic fat or grease or oil could be used as a
substitute, that would be all well enough; but the effect of
this could not be to reduce the importations of palm oil by
one teaspoonful, as it would be to raise the cost of all the
tin cans which are used in the United States. It seems to
me clear that the exception ought to be carried into this
amendment.

Furthermore, all of us are anxious to protect the dairy
farmers of the United States. Probably, of all varieties of
agriculture, they have received less benefit from what has
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been done by the Congress in the last 12 months than any
other group of agriculturists.

In my own State, which supplies a very large part of the
dairy products shipped to the city of New York and to the
city of Philadelphia, prices are below the cost of production.
The cost of feeds has been raised, and here we are asked to
raise them more by putting a tax on cod oil, and those people
will get absolutely no protection from this amendment if it
shall be agreed to.

Any dairy farmer who looks to the action of this Congress
for relief must know that if the amendment offered by the
Senator from Mississippi shall be agreed to he will get no
relief whatsoever.

Mr. CAREY. Mr. President, the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania has called attention to helping the dairy industry, I
might say that the tax proposed would also aid the hog
grower and the producer of beef cattle. In fact, about one
third of the coconut oil is used for oleomargarine, rather
than for soaps. That one third represents fats, which were
formerly furnished from both dairy and beef cattle. So the
producer of other livestock, as well as the dairy farmer,
would be benefited by this provision of the bill.

I do not think anyone has called attention to the fact
that there has been a large increase in the storage of fats
in this country. These represent fats which are not sold,
for the reason that there is not a market; and I want to
insert in the Recorp some figures, which I have, showing
the amount of fats in storage in the country on the 1st of
January of this year. There were in storage: Cottonseed
oil, a billion pounds; lard, 132,000,000 pounds; tallow, 256,-
000,000 pounds; butter, 111,000,000 pounds; other greases,
87,000,000 pounds.

So it is not only the dairy producer but other livestock
men who will benefit by this legislation.

Mr., MURPHY. Mr. President, what is the total of the
amount in storage of those fats?

Mr. CAREY. I have not the total here. I have given the
figures as to the various items. It is possibly a billion seven
hundred million.

Mr. MURPHY. And we are asked to let in from the
Philippines 519,000,000 pounds. Mr. President, a processing
tax is about to be imposed on cattle. There is a processing
tax on hogs and there is a processing tax on cotton. The
purpose of the processing taxes is to provide money with
which to pay benefits to the cotton grower, the hog grower,
and the beef grower in consideration for their reduction of
the supply.

We are exerting every effort, through the Agricultural
Adjustment Administration, to bring agricultural supply in
line with demand. Yet, in the face of that effort, we are
asked to permit the Philippines to send in 519,000,000
pounds of cottonseed oil and copra, which are not to be
process taxed, while taxes are imposed on cotton, on lard,
and on beef.

Mr. CAREY. And on butter.

Mr. MURPHY. And a tax may be imposed on butter.
We are asked to permit unrestrained competition in the
amount of 519,000,000 pounds, and permit that amount to
defeat our efforts to raise the prices of other fats with
which those oils are interchangeable.

There is a great deal said about our obligation to the
Filipinos. I wonder what our obligation is to our own
people. For 3 years we have had a price on hogs that has
meant bankruptcy for the hog farmer. In my State last
year there were filed 6,000 petitions in foreclosure, which
means that 6,000 Iowa farmers will leave their homes,
driven out because they cannot make enough to pay interest.

These oils’ being interchangeable with our fats is re-
sponsible, in considerable measure, for the depression of
prices, and permitting 519,000,000 pounds to come in from
the Philippine Islands and defeat our efforts to raise those
prices would be to prolong suffering on our farms and to
make more difficult the task of the Agricultural Adminis-
tration to increase prices.
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I think the amendment of the Senator from Mississippi
ought to be defeated, and I think the amendment of the
Senator from Maryland ought to be defeated.

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr, President, I want to ask the Sen-
afor from Iowa a question before he takes his seat. Is not
the impairment of the economic independence of the
American farmer a rather high price to pay for the political
independence of the Philippines?

Mr. MURPHY. I would say that, in my opinion, it is.

Mr. STEIWER. Mr. President, I had hoped to have an
opportunity, at the time the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
Carey] was stating certain figures a few moments ago, fo
make some inquiry about the amounts of fats and greases
which are produced by the packers, and the amounts pro-
duced by the renderer; that is to say, the plants which
render the contents of the refuse heaps, the butcher shops,
and the garbage cans of hotels and other institutions in the
country. I should like to ask about that, because I do not
have, and have not been able to find, the most recent figures.

For 1931, according to the Bureau of the Census, the
total tallow production in the United States was 590,000,000
pounds. Of that amount, the total produced in the packing
houses was 254,000,000 pounds and the total produced by
the various rendering plants was 336,000,000 pounds, the
latter being between 55 and 60 percent of the total. Can
the Senator advise me whether that ratio still obtains for
the more recent years?

Mr. CAREY. I am sorry I cannot answer the Senator’s
question. I can give some figures as to the amount of fat
there is in a steer, the amount produced from an animal
in the packing house.

Mr. STEIWER. I have seen those figures. It seems to
me that we are proceeding upon a false premise if we assume
that the imposition of this 3-cent tax on oils would neces-
sarily benefit the livestock producers of this country.

Evidently, from the best information we can obtain, the
greater benefit will go to the renderers who use the refuse
heaps .and the contents of the garbage cans.

It seems to me that if we are not to support the
amendment offered by the Senator from Mississippi, but
are to adhere to the amendment offered by the Senate
Finance Committee, we might very well also impose
the tax upon tallow produced by these local rendering op-
erations. It would seem also that we ought to take some
heed of the fact that we have trade treaties with foreign
countries, which impose upon us a duty not to levy internal
taxes which are discriminatory in their character.

In the Senate committee amendment, and indeed, as I
construe it, in the amendment offered by the Senator from
Mississippi, it seems to me that those trade treaties
are all violated in that we seek to place a tax upon the
foreign fish oils which we do not place upon the domestic
fish oils. These considerations ought to cause us to hesi-
tate before we accept too eagerly either of the proposals
which are before the Senate at this time.

I also want to call attention to a consideration that
disturbs me somewhat, and that is that neither of these
amendments provides any duty upon the importation of
foreign tallows. The duty in the act of 1930 is one half of
1 cent per pound. That duty has proved to be very effec-
tive. The importation of foreign tallows into America at
this time is only nominal, but it is believed by those with
whom I have advised that the addition of a 3-cent tax
upon the competitive oils and greases in this country, if
it results in an increase in price even of as much as 2 cents
per pound, will make a very fine market in America for
the foreign tallow.

I want to ask someone who is a proponent of these va-
rious proposals, what benefit will accrue to the agricultural-
ists of America; what benefit will the packers receive; what
benefit will the cattle or hog raisers receive; and, so far
as that is concerned, what benefit will the tallow renderers
receive if we agree to these amendments and do not provide
& adequate tariff to prevent the introduction of the foreign

ow?
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I have not at hand the figures, but I am tfold that in
various countries of the world there are very abundant sup-
plies; that they have on hand surpluses, just as we have
on hand surpluses of oils and fats in this couniry, and that
those foreign surpluses will immediately find their way to
our shores if we attempt, through the levying of a process-
ing tax, to raise the level of practically all the fats and
greases in this country, and do not provide the necessary
tariff protection against importations.

I shall be very glad, indeed, if the proponents of these
various measures will point out to us how and by what
means we may reasonably expect benefits to American
agriculture if we do not, by careful and comprehensive
planning, provide taxes and tariff duties all the way around,
so that we may insure a reasonable chance of a higher price
level for our domestic oils and fats. If the 3-cent tax in
any event is to be ineffective in raising the domestic price
level, it would be far better to adopt the substitute amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. HARRI-
son]l. In my opinion, it would serve as well as the com-
mittee amendment and would not subject this Nation to
the humiliating charge of having betrayed the people of the
Philippines.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I have no disposition to
discuss the case on its merits, because this whole question
of the effect of oil and fat imports on the oil and fat prices
in the United States by this time certainly ought to be
understood very well by all Members of the Congress. It is
fairly well understood by all the producers of fats and oils
throughout the country. It would be difficulf fo find any
large number of intelligent producers of oil, either animal
or vegetable, who do not thoroughly understand how their
market is manipulated and, in fact, controlled by the large
importations of foreign oils and fats.

For instance, anyone who is familiar with cottonseed,
cottonseed oil, and the products thereof knows very well
that whether or not the imported oils and fats be com-
mercially interchangeable, these large importations en-
abled the large importers to make the market for the cot-
tonseed, the cottonseed oil, and ifs products. And I am
speaking in literal language—the large importers of the
oils from the Philippines daily, directly and indirectly, fix
the market price of the cottonseed and of the oil derived
from the cottonseed in the South, and in precisely the same
way the importers fix, not in theory—they can fling a lot of
theories before the public men of the counfry and they
will wear themselves out arguing about theories—in reality
they fix the markets for these products for the American
farmer, and all farmers have enough information and enough
intelligence to know it.

Mr. President, I want to address myself now to the amend-
ment that the distinguished Senator from Mississippi has
proposed. Frankly, this amendment should be defeated or
else there should be levied no tax upon any imported oils
and fats, and why? For the very simple reason that if you
permit 519,000,000 pounds of coconut oil to be brought into
the country free of the tax, you have disturbed competitive
conditions and the competitive relationship of every other
processer in the country who does use and must use other
oils or other fats on which the processing tax is levied.

Let me illustrate, and it is but an illustration: A large
quantity of another southern product is used in soapmaking.
It is used to make a particular kind of soap, but it is used
in connection with imported whale and fish oils, If the
whale and fish oils are to be taxed 3 cents and coconut oil
is to go free, you have disturbed the relationship, you have
disturbed the whole structure of these competitive processes,
because you have made one pay a tax; that is to say, his
raw material pays it, and the other pays no tax. The same
thing is true of your palm oil as it relates to the manufacture
of tinplate. .

Mr. LONG. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Georgia yield to the Senator from Louisiana?

Mr. GEORGE. I yield.
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Mr. LONG. Without this amendment, as I read it, with
the recent laws we have passed we create further discrimina-
tion against our domestic interests producing these products
and in favor of the foreign products.

Mr. GEORGE. I think so. I was coming to that. Now
that is all I want to say on this point. I repeat, it is
obviously unfair to tax the raw material of one processor
and to leave untaxed the raw material of another processor;
and if this amendment of the Chairman of the Finance
Committee is to be adopted, I shall vote against the im-
position of a single penny of tax on any foreign oils or fats.
That is the only fair way to deal with the problem.

Now, Mr. President, what is there unfair about taxing the
Philippine products? The grower of cofton has had his
production cut 30 to 40 percent under an acreage that has
been cut during the last several years systematically and
progressively.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Georgia yield to the Senator from Maryland?

Mr. GEORGE. I yield.

Mr. TYDINGS. We contribute no money to the Philip~
pine Islands to run their government or to improve their
internal conditions whatsoever. We take nothing out of
the Federal Treasury and give it to the Philippine Islands,
They are a self-supporting country. They get none of our
taxes whatsoever,

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, well, all the State of Maryland gets
out of the Federal Treasury is placed in the Federal Treas=-
ury by the State of Maryland.

Mr. TYDINGS. Yes. ¢

Mr. GEORGE. Every average State does that. I am not
arguing it on that basis.

Mr. TYDINGS. But I want to call attention to the im«
plied assumption of the Senator from Georgia that the
Philippines were enjoying the fruits of our domestic policy,
They pay their own way 100 percent.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, that is exactly what they
will do if this amendment prevails. Your dairying interests,
the producers of seed in this country used for the purpose
of extracting oil had their production actually limited.
Why? The purpose has been, however it may result, to
raise the price of their products. And the producers of the
oil-bearing seed in the Unifed States are our own citizens,
for whom certainly we have the same degree of affection
that we have for the little brown brethren on the other
side of the Pacific.

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

Mr. GEORGE. Not now, because I am going to come fo
the Senator’s question. We have taken away from our own
producers, in the hope of helping them, 40 percent of their
production, and at the same time we propose to allow the
Philippines to send into this country the high average, the
abnormal average, of coconut oil which has been coming
in during the last 3 or 5 years. Every American producer
of competitive oil has had his production cut progressively
during the last several years. He has had it cut 40 percent
for 1934 directly by act of the Government, by act of the
Congress, and by administrative act.

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

Mr. GEORGE. I will yield in just a moment. However,
a production which has not been progressively cut in the
Philippines but which has been abnormally stimulated, under
the pressure of economic necessity, I grant you, is to be
permitted to come into this market to take the place made
by the withdrawal on the part of the American producer
of his product from the market, and entrench itself in that
market and to hold it against the American producer here=-
after. Now I yield to the Senator from Texas.

Mr. CONNALLY. Let me ask the Senator if the effect
will not be that, while we are cuitting down, our farmers
will not get any more for their small production than they
have obtained in the past, and the Filipino will have a larger
market than he has ever had?
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Mr. GEORGE. Exactly; our farmers will get less, because
their competition will be more direct, will be stronger, from
a tropical product grown on the basis of wages and condi-
tions there existing.

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

Mr. GEORGE. I yield to the Senator from Maryland.

Mr. TYDINGS. The Senator has just been discussing the
surplus of cotton and the need for cutting down cotton pro-
duction. May I call his attention to the fact that in the
year 1932 the Filipinos bought $8,438,000 worth of cotton
cloth made from cotton prcduced by the farmers of this
country?

Mr. GEORGE. I appreciate that fact, but I also appre-
ciate the fact that the nation now making the greatest
inroads in trade of the Philippine Islands is not the United
States. The statistics for recent months show that Japan
is making greater inroads into the markets of the Philippine
Islands than the United States.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield
further?

Mr. GEORGE. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. TYDINGS. The policies we are pursuing are calcu-
lated to accentuate the inroads which Japan is making on
our trade with the Philippine Islands.

Mr. GEORGE. We have not thus far adopted any very
drastic policy toward the Philippines.

Mr. TYDINGS. I should like to point ouf to the Senator
that in the independence law we limited their quota of
sugar below what they have heretofore been sending; we
limited their quota of cordage below what they have been
exporting to the United States; we limited their quota of
coconut oil below what they have been exporting to this
country; and it is only natural that they should loock fo
other places to sell the surplus which we have driven out of
the United States.

Mr. GEORGE. The independence law has not become
effective, and not a single restriction in that law has be-
come effective. I am emboldened to ask if one of the pur-
poses of the Philippine independence law is not to defeat
the just demands made by the American farmers? There
are occasions when wé grow very warm for independence
for the Philippine Islands, but the American farmer is pay-
ing the cost of the warmth of our enthusiasm.

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

Mr. GEORGE. I yield to the Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. BARKLEY. It might be nofed in that connection
that the independence of the Philippines made no headway
in Congress until it was found that there ought to be inde-
pendence in order that we might tax the Filipinos.

Mr. GEORGE. Yes, Mr. President; it was found that the
competition from the Philippines was unfair to the American
farmer; and if my friend from Eentucky wants to maintain
the contrary, he is, of course, welcome to take that side of
the issue.

Mr. BARKIEY. My point was—and I have stated it be-
fore—that independence of the Philippines as a matter of
principle made no headway in Congress; it only made head-
way when it was found we needed the taxes, and we could
not tax them without turning them loose and making them
free.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I do not want to defend the
Congress against that accusation. There may be more or
less merit in the Senator’s suggestion. I myself have been
quite willing to vote for independence of the Philippines.
I am quite willing to vote for the independence of the
Philippines immediately, or at any time, upon any reasonable
terms.

Mr, TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield at
that point?

Mr. GEORGE. Yes; I yield for a question.

Mr. TYDINGS. I think it would be a splendid thing, in
order to draw the line clearly, if we would put a tax not of
3 cents a pound on this @il but a tax of a dollar a pound,
and actually shut it out, so that the American farmer would
be sure of getting the market. What is the use of going
half-way about it? If we want to shut this oil out and
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give the American farmer the market, let us make the tax
so high that the Philippine preduct cannot get in at all.

Mr. GEORGE. O Mr, President, the Senator from Mary-
land is too good a man to indulge in any such argument
as that. The cotton producer of the South has not enly
had his production limited but he has had a processing
tax levied upon his product; and if the theory of the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act is correct, if it will work in princi-
ple, the Filipinos can pay the 3 cents processing tax and get
more dollar value out of their exports into this country than
they will get at the present ridiculously low price of their
product in this market.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President—

Mr. GEORGE. I yield to the Senator from Maryland.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I do not want to interject
extraneous issues, but one reason we have limitation on cot-
ton acreage and the processing tax is because the N.R.A.
has driven up the price of everything the farmer has to buy
until we have actually created a situation where we are
giving him fake remedies in place of repealing the law that
is causing his trouble.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr, President, I do not want now to stop
to discuss whether they are fake remedies. I voted for
the law referred to. I do not know whether or not the
Senator from Maryland voted for it.

Mr. TYDINGS. No; the Senator from Maryland did not
vote for if, thank Almighty God!

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator from Maryland did not
vote for it. I voted for it. We were trying to do some-
thing for the American farmer, and I have no apclogy for
having voted for if. Even if it turns out to be wrong, still
I voted for it, and I voted for it in good faith, But the fact
is that we nof only have limited the production of the oil
producers in the United States but we have put a processing
tax upon those same producers, and it is obviously fair to
put a processing tax upon the products of the Philippines.
If that shall be any result comparable to what we were led
to expect and believe, this market here will be worth more
in dollars to the exporters of oil in the Philippines than the
wide-open competitive market we have had, in which the
coconut oil has gone down to the lowest level in, perhaps,
the whole history of that industry,

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President——

Mr. GEORGE. I yield to the Senator from Texas.

Mr. CONNALLY. May I suggest to the Senator that while
we are demanding that our farmers here at home reduce
their acreage, many of the coconut plantations in the Philip-
pines are owned by American corporations, for whom we
will be making a contribution if we let this stuff continue
to come in?

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator from Texas is quite right on
that point.

Mr. BARKLEY, Mr, President——

Mr. GEORGE. I yield to the Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. BARKLEY. I have no desire to get into any disagree-
ment with the Senator from Georgia with reference to the
effect of the processing tax, and the comparative merits of
the American cotton grower and those of the Philippine
coconut grower, but, as a matter of fact, the effort to tax
coconut oil coming from the Philippines was inaugurated
here long before there was any processing tax and long
before the Agricultural Adjustment Administration was
created and prior to the advent of the present administra-
tion. The Senator recalls that, I presume?

Mr. GEORGE. Yes; I recall that.

Mr. BARELEY, We have had this matter up for a long
time.

Mr. GEORGE. But that is not material to what I am now
saying.

Mr. BARELEY. It is not material, except that it is now
being used as at least additional evidence why this tax
ought to be levied. -

Mr. GEORGE. It is additional evidence.

Mr. FESS. Mr, President, will the Senator yield for a
question?

Mr. GEORGE. I yield to the Senator for a question.
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Mr. FESS. I should like to have the opinion of the
Senator, because of his ability as a student of constitu-
tional law, as to whether the A.A.A., or the legislation au-
thorizing it, would apply to the Filipino product under the
relationship existing between our Government and the
Philippine Islands?

Mr. GEORGE. If I understand the Senator’s question, I
will reply that I do not think so, unless it was made appli-
cable to a product grown there as well as to a product
grown here.

Mr. FESS, It has been stated frequently that it would
apply.

Mr. GEORGE. I think it would apply if it were made
applicable to the product grown in the Philippines as well
as the product grown in the United States, that is, if such
product were declared to be a basic agricultural commodity
under the act.

Mr. FESS. Suppose we had cane sugar as one of the
basic commodities on which the A.A.A. operates; would the
law, without specific provision to that effect, apply to the
sugar produced in the Philippines?

Mr. GEORGE. I have not made such a close study of the
language of the act as would enable me to answer the
specific question raised by the Senator from Ohio. I am,
however, disposed to think it would apply, although the
phraseology of the act itself might exclude it.

Mr. FESS. I have my doubts about it.

Mr. GEORGE. Generally speaking, our tariff legislation
and legislation of a kindred kind have applied to the Philip-
pines unless there were some express exception; unless there
were some words limifing their application.

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

Mr. GEORGE. Very well.

Mr. STEIWER. I have the act in my hand. If the Sena-
tor will permit I would like to read just a sentence appear-
ing in section 10:

The provisions of this title shall be applicable to the United

States and its possessions except the Philippine Islands, Virgin
Islands—

And so forth.

Mr. GEORGE. Of course, that would seem to settle the
question.

Mr, President, the truth is that during the World War,
when the price of fats and oils went very high, some of
our good American citizens invested American money in
the Philippines in the production of the oils which are
now being brought into the United States. I am not
quarreling with the motives that induced the American in-
vestor to put his money in the Philippines or into this par-
ticular industry, but I am trying fo point out the real situa-
tion.

By legislation, and by administrative acts pursuant to
the legislation, we are restricting our producers, cutting
down the quantity of oils and fats they may produce. We
are imposing upon our producers of oils and fats a process-
ing tax. At the same time we do not, nor does this amend-
ment, propose to restrict the importations from the Philip-
pines even as we have restricted production in the United
States on the part of our own producers of other vegetable
oils. We are doing this not alone for the Philippines, but
we are doing it also for those American capitalists who put
their money into the Philippine Islands and infto the pro-
duction of coconut oil when, during and following the World
War, the price of the oil went very high. They will be in
& large measure the beneficiaries of our failure to legislate
properly for our own producers in the United States.

Not only that, Mr. President, but the Philippine Islands
now have a preferential of 2 cents on coconut oil. They will
have a preferential of 2 cents on coconut oil even if this bill
should pass, because the full tariff applies on imports of
coconut oil from every other country where it is produced
except the Philippine Islands, our Pacific possession or
territory. So the oil product of the Philippine Islands, coco-
nut oil and copra, can come into the United States. It will
have a differential of 2 cents in its favor. If can pay the
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3-cent processing tax. If the same tax is put upon all
other imported oil and fats, it will be at no disadvantage.
It will have the preferential of 2 cents under our tariff act.
That satisfies my own conscience that I am dealing fairly
with the Philippine Islands and fairly with our own pro-
ducers in the vote I am going to cast.

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

Mr. GEORGE. Not now. I do not want to argue with
the Senator. I am afraid that no amount of light would
help the Senator on this question.

Mr. TYDINGS. Inasmuch as the Senator’s remark was
personal, may I say that it looks to me as if he himself is
moving in complete darkness.

Mr. GEORGE. I did not intend my remark to be per-
sonal, if my good friend from Maryland will permit me. Mr.
President, nearly every dark cloud has a silver lining, and I
am going to say in all kindness to my friend from Maryland
that inasmuch as he is moved on account of his desire to
permit no discrimination against the Philippine people, I
can appreciate it and understand it, although I cannot fully
sympathize with it under the facts in the case.

The Philippine Islands will be permitted to send their
coconut oil into the United States with a 2-cent preferen-
tial under our tariff. If all other oils are taxed 3 cents, it
must follow that their oil will still come into this market.
If it comes in restricted quantities, and the American pro-
ducer of oils has himself restricted his production to the
point where the market is profitable, the Philippine pro-
ducer will have an equal or greater dollar return for his
coconut oil than he has under existing conditions. His oil
will come into the United States. The tax of 3 cents will
not exclude coconut oil, nor will it exclude the other oils
which are necessary—and some of them are necessary. A
part of oil importations will necessarily come info the United
States. There will be some additional tax laid on the con-
sumers of the products into which the oils go.

I think I have been as reasonably consistent in desiring
moderate and reasonable tariffs as, perhaps, any Senator.
I would be glad to see us turn our face in that direction, but
the fact is that we have not turned that way. If our highly
protected market is to be maintained and a burden placed
upon our own producers, it seems altogether reasonable and
right, when we are called upon to assume additional restric-
tions as producers in the United States, that neither the
Philippine Islands nor any other possession under the Ameri-
can flag should be allowed to come in, fill the gap in the
market which we leave as we withdraw, entrench themselves,
capture that market, and keep it.

Mr. President, if we were called upon to discriminate
against the Philippine Islands, deny them essential justice
in a matter vital to their welfare, I would do as I have
done in the past—I would vote against it. I have voted
against proposed oil tariffs. But when it is proposed to tax
all oil, when it is remembered that the proposal grows out
of the general program of increasing prices in the domestic
market for the benefit of imports of the Philippines as well
as our domestic production, and when it is remembered that
the Philippines will have, even if the amendment stands, a
preferential of 2 cents under our tariff act, I do not see how
we are abusing the Philippines by voting for it. But I am
certain that if 519,000,000 pounds of coconut oil are to be
admitted free of duty, it would be fair and just, in order not
to disturb and to handicap users of other competitive oils,
that that tax be not imposed upon any foreign oil.

Mr, FRAZIER. Mr. President, I am very much opposed
to this exemption of 520,000,000 pounds of coconut oil, If
that amount of coconut oil is exempted from this tax it will’
mean that the coconut oil will come into direct competition
with dairy products, and the tax will afford no help to the
dairy interests.

We use annually, according fo the figures I have obtained,
about 200,000,000 pounds of coconut oil in the manufacture
of oleomargarine, which, of course, comes into direct com-
petition with dairy products, into direct competition with
cottonseed oil and other ingredients that go into oleomarga-
rine manufactured here in the United States.
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It seems to me that In view of the argument which the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. Georce]l made about the 2-cent
tariff on coconut oil from other countries being effective,
and the Philippine Islands having that advantage, there
should be no objection to this 3-cent tax on coconut oil
coming from the Philippine Islands; and I hope the amend-
ment of the Senator from Mississippi will be defeated, espe-
cially the part of it which provides for the exemption from
tax of 520,000,000 pounds of coconut oil from the Philippines.

Mr, STEIWER. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. RusseLL in the chair).
The Senator will state it.

Mr. STEIWER. Is the amendment of the Senator from
Mississippi [Mr. Harrison] the pending amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is. _

Mr. STEIWER. Would an amendment to that amend-
ment be in order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would be.

Mr. STEIWER. I send to the desk an amendment to the
amendment, which I ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment to the
amendment will be stated.

The.CrierF CLERK. After the comma at the end of clause
2 it is proposed to insert:

But not more than 260,000,000 pounds thereof shall be brought
into the continental United States in the form of coconut oil

Mr. STEIWER. Mr. President, the purpose, and the only
purpose, of the proposal which I now make is to insure
that at least one half of the total amount of importations
permitted under the amendment of the Senator from Mis-
sissippi shall be in the form of copra and not in the form
of oil.

Of course, the reason for that is to insure that we shall
retain our share of the crushing industry in this country.
The amendment can have no other effect. It does not affect
the total amount of importations which shall be permitted
under the amendment proposed by the Senator from Mis-
sissippi. It does not affect the rate of tax. It h%s nothing
at all to do with the importation of this oil except to in-
sure, as I say, that 50 percent of it shall come into this
ceuntry in the form of copra, and that American labor here
in the United States may have the opportunity of crushing
the copra into the oil, which, of course, is the produect with
which we are concerned.

I hope the Senator from Mississippi may lock with favor
upon that amendment, and that it may be written into the
law as a part of the protection for American labor and
American industry, and in order that the Filipino crushers,
80 or 90 percent of whom are foreign and foreign owned,
may not take the crushing industry away from us under the
limitations of this act.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I may say to the Senator
that in one of the communications from one of the repre-
sentatives of the Philippine government it was stated that
they were afraid that action upon the part of the Congress
might deprive them of this industry in the Philippines,
namely, the industry of crushing the copra and making
coconut oil from it.

I do not know just what effect this amendment would
have. I do not know just what percent of the crushing is
done in the United States. I have read the figures as to the
amount of copra that comes into the United States, but the
Senater desires to cut down the amount one half, as I under-
stand. I do not know what the status quo is now. Does
the Senator know?

Mr. STEIWER. I do not know exactly. I believe that
there is a little more oil than copra imported—that is, not
of course more in pounds, because the copra is heavier than
the oil, but in terms of equivalent amounts of oil—at the
present time there is a little more oil than copra imported.
I think that has been true for several years last past.

Mr, HARRISON. That is why I asked the Senator the
question, because this is a very delicate matter. It is loaded
with dynamite. I do not want to see us do something here
that will impel the President to veto the revenue bill. I
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am sure that if we do not make a reasonable exemption for
the Philippines and carry out in spirit what we have already
done in the Independence Act, there will be every justifica-
tion for a veto. I know he would not want to do that, but I
know the Senator’s feelings. I know he does not want us
to put something in the bill that will bring about that
result.

Mr. STEIWER. No; of course I do not; but let me call
the Senator’s attention to the fact that in the Independence
Act, to which considerable attention has been paid during
the debate this afternoon, there is a limitation of 200,000
long tons of oil per year from the Philippines and no limi-
tation at all upon the importation of copra from the Philip-
pines; so that, in the light of the Independence Act, even
this provision would permit a considerable reduction in the
amount of copra received, and a considerable increase in
the amount of oil, as against the Independence Act.

Mr. HARRISON. That is why I asked the Senator if he
knew exacfly what the amount was. I think, if we can
hold the status quo, we shall be carrying out in spirit the
Independence Act; but, if we fix the percentage of copra
from the Philippines that must be crushed in this country
at a larger amount than is now crushed in this country,
it would seem to me that we are not holding the status quo.

Mr. STEIWER. May this amendment be permitted to
go to conference, and let us ascertain the amount. It is a
matter of figures. Let us ascertain the amount. .

Mr. HARRISON. I am inclined fo think that an amend-
ment like that, going to conference, would be in conference
in such a way that we might then arrive at the real facts
on it.

Mr. STEIWER. I should think so.

Mr. HARRISON. I desire to bring out one thought.

Of course, Senafers who are familiar with conferences—
and all of you are—realize that the House bill made no
exemption of ccionut oil from the Philippines. The Senate
Finance Committee’s recommendation makes no exemption
at all of coconut oil coming from the Philippines. If this
amendment should be voted down, and the Senate commit-
tee amendment should be adopted, there would not be in
conference between the House and the Senate any guestion
of any exemption from the Philippines. In other words,
what would be in conference, so far as coconut oil is con-
cerned, would be the difference between a 3-cent tax and a
5-cent tax on coconut oil, and the bill would have to go to
the President incorporating a tax somewhere between those
figures.

So I sincerely hope that whatever we do here we shall leave
the subjeet in conference so that we can get together upon
something that will not violate the Independence Act, and
at least try to benefit the people in this country who are
interested in the matter. So I shall not object to the Sena-
tor’s amendment if he desires to add it to my amendment.

Mr. STEIWER. I thank the Senator; and I shall be very
happy to have the matter voted upon on that basis.

Mr. HARRISON. While I am on my feet, let me say—I
do not see the senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Reep]
here, but I see the junior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Davis] here—that the Committee on Finance did make an
exception of palm oil, which goes into the manufacture of
tin plate. I shall not object to a modification of the amend-
ment to make that exception, carrying out the action of
the Senate committee, so that that matter can be in con-
ference, if the amendment shall be adopted.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I chall not re-echo what
the Senator from Mississippi has said, that this matter is
surcharged with dynamite; but to some of us it is surcharged
with difficulties and perplexities,

We are in a very singular situation with regard to this
bill at the present time.

First, there is a suggestion made by the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. Typings], to which there seems to be some
real substance, I think, that under the act granting inde-
pendence to the Filipinos we have undertaken to do certain
things, and hayve made certain promises, and that these will
be violated in spirit, probably, if we proceed in the manner
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in which the bill has been written either by the House or
by the Senate committee.

I hoped, and I labored under the delusion, that the amend-
ment presented by the Senator from Mississippi was in the
nature of a compromise which might be reasonably accept-
able to all parties to the controversy. I see, as we discuss it
here upon the floor, that it is not of that character, and
that it yields everything in the nature of a tax that might
be impaosed either by the bill of the House or by the measure
that has been presented to the Senate, and leaves the situa-
tion as it has existed without change, and accomplishes
nothing for those who are entitled to our efforts.

Every man of us here is sympathetic, of course, with the
American farmer. Most of us in the past 10 years have
stood upon this floor and voted for some very bizarre
legislation in the hope that we might aid agriculture and
those engaged in that basic industry.

All of us are sympathetic with our dairymen, and all of
us would wish, wherever it be possible, to render such assist-
ance as we can to them in any matter of consequence or any
matter of importance at all. We all, of course, equally want
to be just to any industry that exists, and we want to keep
faith in any promise that we have made to any wards of this
Nation and to any peoples who have been under our guard-
ianship or our tutelage and a part of our Nation.

So there are difficulties and there are perplexities; and
recognizing them, as we must, we can only act that the
welfare of all concerned be preserved as best we can pre-
serve it, Instead of the Harrison amendment presenting a
way out, it simply proceeds upon the theory that such oils
as have been permitted heretofore to come into this country
will be permitted in the future to come in, in like fashion.

The Senator from Georgia demonstrates that those prod-
ucts thus coming in from the Philippines have a preferential
rate of 2 percent, which will enable them to be exported
into our mainland without real injustice or real hardship to
those who send them to us.

It is probably a difficult thing for us therefore to deter-
mine what is best to be done, but as we view the whole pic-
ture today our perspective becomes clearer. The Senator
from Oregon presents an amendment to the amendment of
the Senator from Mississippi, which, it is admitted upon the
floor here, no one understands in detail, but which ulti-
mately would be determined in the conference which it is
expected will be held upon the bill.

Mr. President, when we get info the last analysis upon
this proposition, we are confronted with the bare fact of
the controversy. It is whether we are going to tax coconut
oil and copra coming into this country from the Philippines
or whether we are not. The amendments of the Senators
from Maryland and Mississippi will preclude any tax. If
we adopt the bill which has been presented to us by the
Finance Committee, and the bhill which has come from the
House, the tax will be imposed.

Phrased another way, the question comes fto us as to
whether the aid which will be accorded agriculture and our
dairymen will be accorded under this bill, or whether, under
the circumstances which exist, there is a moral obligation
upon us not to accord any aid at all because of the Philip-
pine Act.

Mr. President, I voted for the Philippine Act. I have that
delicate sense, I think, which the Senator from Maryland
expresses so very ably here, of not desiring, under any cir-
cumstances, to break a moral obligation which may rest
upon us respecting the Filipinos. If we are breaking one in
this bill, I would prefer not to participate in it. But, as I
have listened to the arguments this afternoon, as I have
listened to the Senator from Georgia in his very able pres-
entation, I am not at all clear that we are guilty of the
breach of any chligation, moral or otherwise, in passing the
bill or adopting the amendment that was presented by the
Committee on Finance.

In the final analysis, if I have to determine as to whether
I will follow a course such as has been mapped out here
today in relation to the particular method of rendering aid
to the people of the United States, or the course of giving
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them no aid whatsoever, my course is just exactly as plain
as that which was so eloquently portrayed by the Senator
from Georgia. Our farmers and our dairy interests require
our assistance. But one way have we of according it. That
way, not wholly without doubt, I take.

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. President, I send an amendment to the
desk which I ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The junior Senator from
Pennsylvania sends an amendment to the desk, which the
clerk will state.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to state the amendment,

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I have no desire to be
captious; the Senator from Mississippi, of course, can ac-
cept these amendments, but they are not in order in the
form of amendments, because they would be in the third
degree. The Senator from Mississippi, however, can accept
an amendment such as that just offered.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I will modify my amend-
ment, if I may be permitted, as follows: At the end of clause
3, before the period, to insert a comma and the following
words: “or (4) of palm oil used in the manufacture of tin
plate.” This is in accordance with the recommendation of
the Committee on Finance. :

The amendment proposed by Mr. HarrIsoN, as modified,
was ordered to be printed and to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

On page 214, strike out Hnes 3 to 15 and insert in lieu thereof
the following: i

“(a) There is hereby impased upon the first domestic processing
of coconut oil, sesame oil, palm ofl, palm-kernel oil, perilla oil,
sunflower oil, whale ofl, fish oil (except cod-liver oil), or marine-
animal oil, or any combination or mixture containing any such
oil if there has been with respect to such oil no previous first
domestic processing within the meaning of this subsection, a tax
of 3 cents per pound of such oil, which tax shall be paid by the
processor, Under regulations prescribed by the Commissioner,
with the approval of the Secretary, the tax provided in this sub-
section shall not apply to the processing (1) of coconut ofl
brought into the continental United States from the Philippines
on or before the date of the enactment of this act or produced
from copra brought into the continental United States from the
Philippines on or before such date, or (2) of 520,000,000 pounds
of coconut oil of Philippine origin which is brought into the
continental United States from the Philippines as coconut oil, or
which is the product of copra of Philippine origin brought into
the continental United States from the Philippines, during each
period of 12 months after the date of the enactment of this act,
but not more than 324,000,000 pounds thereof shall be brought
into the continental United States in the form of coconut oil, or
(3) of the following articles if the product of American fisherles
or if produced in the United States: Fish oil, whale oil, and
marine-animal ofl. For the purposes of this section, the term
‘first domestic processing' means the first use in the United
States, In the manufacture or production of an article intended
for sale or intended for further manufacture, of the article with

to which the tax is imposed. For the purposes of the
exemptlon granted by this subsection, the amount of coconut oil
producible from copra shall be regarded as 63 percent by weight,
or (4) of palm oil used in the manufacture of tin plate.”

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I should like to ask the
Senator from Mississippi not to crowd this amendment to
a vote tonight. I am just as anxious as he is to make
headway with the bill, but the discussion today has developed
the fact that a great many Senators are in grave doubt as
to how they ought to vote, not only on the amendment of
the Senator from Mississippi, but on the committee amend-
ment, as well. I am included in that number.

I had no doubt at the beginning what I was going to do
about this maftter. I believe I had a misconception of the
condition which exists, and I was in favor of the pending
amendment. I have always been in favor of doing what
the amendment suggests, without giving it any particular
attention, beyond the fact that it seemed to me that as all
the dairy interests of the country and all the farmers of
the country were asking for it, they were entitled to it.

As I go into the matter deeper, as I have listened to the
debate, I am in doubt, not as to the merits, not as to how I
would vote if I followed my inclination, but I am in doubt
as to whether the Government of the United States has any
honorable right, when we consider the relationship we have
with the Philippines, and the act purporiing to give freedom
to the Philippine Islands, to pass such a law; whether we

.are not obligated not to do what these amendments pro-
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pose. I noticed in listening to other Senafors, and in
talking with them, that there are a great many of them
who have the same doubt.

I would not want to cast a vote here which would be un-
just or which would in any way be repugnant to the hon-
orable position we ought to take in regard to the Philippine
Islands. I have always felt that we had no justification, in
honor, for levying a tax upon the products of the Philip-
pine Islands while we were holding those islands under our
Government without their consent. I am wondering
whether we are not about to do that, and whether the act
we have passed at this session of the Congress is not abso-
lutely contradictory to the step we are asked to take now.

I doubt very much whether there is anyone here who
would not like to levy the proposed tax on this oil. I
would. I concede that I would vote to do that if I were free
to vote my convictions. I have said many times that I was
going to do so, but when I am confronted now with the
condition which seems to confront me, I am wondering
whether we as a Government have a right to take these
steps.

We certainly have to keep our word to the Filipinos, even
though it may be very much against our interest to do it.

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

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.

Mr. HARRISON. I wish fo say that the Senator has
expressed my sentiments thoroughly. I should like to put a
tax on this product. However, it is a most reasonable re-
quest the Senator makes, and consequently I ask, if there be
no objection, that this matter go over until tomorrow
morning.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without ohjection, the
amendment will be passed over.

Mr. HARRISON. There are some amendments I should
like to have adopted in order to clarify the bill. One is to
correct a typographical error.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the
amendment.

The Cmier CrErRx. It is proposed, on page 167, line 24,
after the word “ under ”, to insert the article “a.”

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HARRISON. I send another amendment to the desk,
which T ask to have agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the
amendment,

The Caier CLERK. On page 212, after line 15, it is pro-
posed to insert the following new section:

Szc. —. Venue for appeals from Board of Tax Appeals: (a) Sec—
tion 1002 of the Revenue Act of 1926 is amended to read

follows:
VENUE

“8ec. 1002. (a) Except as provided in subdivision (b), such
decision may be reviewed by the circuit court of appeals for the
circuit In which is located the collectcr's office to which was made
the return of the tax in respect of which the liability arises or,
if no return was made, then by the Court of Appeals of the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

*(b) Notwithstanding the provislons of subsection (a), such
decision may be reviewed by any circuit court of appeals, or the
Court of Appeals of the District of Columbla, which may be desig-
nated by the Commissioner and the taxpayer by stipulation in
writing.

“(c) Section 1002 of the Revenue Act of 1926, as amended by
this section, shall be applicable to all decisions of the Board ren-
dered on or after the date of the enactment of this act, and such
section, as in force prior to its amendment by this section, shall
be applicable to such decisions rendered prior thereto, except that
subdivision (b) thereof may be applied to any such decision
rendered prior thereto.”

Mr, HARRISON. Mr, President, this is an amendment
that is suggested by the American Bar Association and by
the Treasury Department; and the explanation of the venue
amendment, briefly stated, is as follows:

The amendment is proposed in order to remove doubt
now existing in certain cases as to the proper court in which
to appeal from a decision of the Board of Tax Appeals.
Under existing law an individual must appeal from a deci-
sion of the Board of Tax Appeals to the circuit court of
appeals for the circuit whereof he is an inhabitant. 'This
Tule leads to uncertainty in many cases, which uncertainty
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would be eliminated by the adoption of the proposed amend-
ment,

This amendment fixes the circuit for appeal in accordance
with the collector’s office in which was filed the return which
is the basis of the appeal. The existing law is further
amended so as expressly to grant permission to the Com-
missioner and the taxpayer to reach an agreement and stip-
ulate that any circuit court of appeals will have jurisdiction,
or to stipulate that the Court of Appeals of the District of
Columbia will have jurisdiction, regardless of whether or nof
the court so stipulated would otherwise have jurisdiction to
review the decision.

Mr. REED. I have looked into this amendment, Mr.
President. I believe it will bring about a considerable im-
provement over the present situation. I hope the amend-
ment will be agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. HarrISON].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, will the Senator from Missis-
sippi permit me at this time to bring up the amendment
which I previously offered?

Mr, HARRISON. I hope the Senafor from Pennsylvania
will not bring it up at this time, because the Senator from
Michigan [Mr, Couzens], who raised the question about it,
is not now in the Chamber, and he probably would desire to
be heard on it. So I hope the Senator will wait until the
Senator from Michigan comes in.

Mr. President, I send to the desk a clarifying amendment,
which I ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The amendment will be
stated.

The Crier CLERK. On page 222, line 21, it is proposed to
strike out the words *“ benzol or naphtha (other than gaso-
line)” and to insert in lieu thereof “any of the foregoing
(other than products commonly or commercially known or
sold as gasoline).”

Mr. REED. What is the effect of that amendment, Mr.
President?

Mr. HARRISON. The amendment is suggested by the
Treasury Department. It is designed to remove an inequity
in the gasoline tax, The committee amendment heretofore
agreed to tax gasoline, benzol, benzine, naphtha, and any
other liquid of a kind used or sold for use as a motor fuel,
but exempts benzol or naphtha (other than gasoline) sold
specifically for a non-motor-fuel use. A natural gas, butane,
sold chiefly for the lighting of homes, has recently been used
as an airplane fuel, and under the bill, since it is sold com-
pressed in cylinders in a liquid form, all butane might be
held taxable because of this minor new use.

Because of this and the possibility of similar cases arising,
I propose an amendment to extend the tax-exemption on
sales for non-motor-fuel uses to all the taxable liguids ex-
cept gasgline, as has already been done in the case of benzol
and naphtha. This is only a matter of common fairness,
since this excise tax was designed primarily to reach motor
fuels,

The Treasury Department approves this change.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. This being an amendment
to a commitiee amendment which has previously been agreed
to, it will be necessary to reconsider the vote by which the
committee amendment was heretofore agreed to. Is there
objection to the reconsideration? The Chair hears none,
and the vote is reconsidered.

The question is on agreeing to the amendment offered by
the Senator from Mississippi to the amendment of the
committee,

The amendment to the amendment was agreed fo.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, what is the effect of this
amendment? Is it an exemption from the tariff duties or
the excise tax?

Mr. HARRISON. It is an exemption from the excise tax,
not from the tariff. It has nothing to do with the tariff
at all.

I offer another amendment, which I send to the desk.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be
stated.

The CHiEr CLERE. On page 224, line 5, after the word
“ gasoline ”, it is proposed to insert “ or lubricating oil.”

Mr. HARRISON. This merely clarifies an error in the
gasoline and lubricating-oil provision. The clarification is
recommended by the Treasury Department.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Mississippi
to the amendment of the committee.

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

The amendment, as amended, was agreed fo.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, there is an amendment
still remaining on page 237, in section 611, Stamp tax on
sales of produce for future delivery. I call the aftention
of the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Frazier] to this
amendment.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Mississippi yield to me?

Mr. HARRISON, I yield.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I understand that the Sen-
ator from South Carolina [Mr. Smite] wishes to be present
when this amendment is considered. He stated to me yester-
day that he had decided to make some objection to the
amendment, and asked me to have him advised when the
amendment was reached.

Mr. HARRISON. I desire to pass it over at the instance of
the Senator from North Dakota for the present anyway.

I offer an amendment, Mr. President, which was suggested
by the State Department and on which the Senate Finance
Committee acted favorably.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be
stated.

The Crier CLERK. On page 237, after line 20, it is pro-
posed to insert the following:

Sec, 612. Termination of tax on use of boats: Section 761 of the

Revenue Act of 1932, as amended, shall not apply to the use of any
boat after June 30, 1934.

Mr. HARRISON. That is a matter concerning which the
Secretary of State sent down a communication, and the
Senate committee took action. The explanation of it is
that they want to repeal the tax imposed on the use of boats.
There is already a protective tariff on boats built abroad.

Mr. REED. The committee was unanimous on it?

Mr. HARRISON. Yes; the committee was unanimous
on it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Mississippi.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, the Senator from Michigan
[Mr., Couzens] is here, and I desire to bring up again the
amendment which I offered on page 192, which is lying on
the clerk’s desk. I ask to have the amendment stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be
stated.

The Cmier CrLEr. On page 192, after line 25, it is pro-
posed to insert the following new subsection:

(d) Payment of surtax on pro rata shares: The tax imposed by
this section shall not apply if all the shareholders of the cor-
poration include (at the time of filing their returns) in their

income their entire pro rata shares, whether distributed or
not, of the adjusted net income of the corporation for such
year. Any amount so included in the gross income of a share-
holder shall be treated as a dividend received. Any subsequent
distribution made by the corporation out of earnings or profits
for such taxable year shall, if distributed to any shareholder who
has so included in his gross income his pro rata share, be exempt
from tax in the amount of the share so included.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It will be necessary, before
this amendment is considered, to reconsider the vote by
which the committee amendment was heretofore agreed to.
Is there objection to reconsidering the vote by which the
committee amendment was agreed to? The Chair hears
none, and the vote is reconsidered.

Mr, REED. Mr, President, just a word of explanation of
this amendment,
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The holding-company section has been put in to prevent
tax avoidance by means of what is called the incorporated
pocketbook. Rich men have incorporated companies and
put their securities in those companies, and have not de=-
clared in dividends a large part of the earnings which
were received; and we have put in what is called the
holding-company section to reach such cases.

The provision I am now offering will take care of the
exact opposite of those cases. It will allow the stockholders,
if for some reason they want to accumulate their surplus
in the corporation, to do so, provided they pay the full
amount of surtax which they would have to pay if all the
earnings were distributed in dividends. My amendment will
thus bring to the Government somewhat higher revenue
than if it were not adopted. The effect of the holding-
company section without this amendment is to compel the
distribution of a large part of the corporate earnings.

There may be reasons—and there are, in some cases—
why the stockholders do not want to have such dividends
declared, but are nevertheless willing to pay the same sur=
tax that they would have to pay if every cent were dis-
tributed. That sounds like a peculiar condition, but I can
instance it in one case that perhaps will do for all.

A certain citizen of Great Britain, who is subject to the
British income tax, has all her assets in a company in this
counfry. If she has dividends declared out of that company,
she will have to pay both the American surtax and the
British supersurtax; and the two together in her case
amount, under these new rates, to more than her income,
In other words, she would be better off if the corporation
did not earn anything than if the earnings were declared
in dividends.

This amendment will permit her to leave the earnings in
the company, and at the same time pay the American Treas=
ury the full amount it would get if they were all declared
and reported as dividends received by her.

The same provision is in the present law—that is, the
law which will be superseded by the pending bill. The pres-
ent law contains a provision in effect the same as that
which I am now offering. The Treasury at first thought
it would simplify things to leave out the provision, and it
is true it does not apply to a great many cases; but it seems
to me it will be a matter of simple justice, and it will net
the Treasury a little more money than it would otherwise
get—enough to compensate for the additional printing in-
volved in including this provision in the bill, no doubt.

The amendment I have sent to the desk has been pre-
pared by the legislative drafting eclerk after consultation
with representatives of the Treasury. I am not authorized
to say that the Treasury desires the inclusion of the amend-
ment, but I think I can fairly state that they do not object
to having it included in the bill,

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, it is true that this pro=-
vision is in the existing law. It first appeared in the hill
passed in the Seventy-second Congress, I find, but the lan-
guage is somewhat different. It also appears that two or
three cases have arisen in the Treasury Department under
this particular provision.

The representatives of the Treasury Department have told
me they prefer not to have it in the bill, that it is a cumber-
some provision and will be very difficult of execution. I do
not know what they have told the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania and I have no desire to contradict what he has stated;
but after the amendment had been twice offered and twice
withdrawn I took occasion to confer with the experts of the
joint tax commission and with Treasury officials, and there
is a difference of opinion among them. It is very unusual

that we should be asked to enact legislation for two or
three cases. The draftsmen tell me it is almost impossible
to write the provision in proper legislative language that will
cover the situation. I think it a perfectly absurd and objec=
tionable provision to put info a tax law, but they may be
able to work it out in conference and frame if in more
understandable language.
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I fail to understand the explanation of the Senator from
Pennsylvania when he says that it would be better if this
lady’s domestic corporation did not make any money at all,
and yet under his proposed amendment he wants to permit
her to add to her income whatever share of her earnings
there may be in the corperation, and pay a tex on it. We
do not know whether there will be any fax. We do not
know whether there will be any surtax. We do not know
whether they will exercise this option when taxes are high
or whether they will suspend operation of the privilege until
taxes are low. It is a privilege for two or three people, as I
understand, who live in Great Britain.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I am perfectly certain the
Senator from Michigan wishes to represent the Treasury
viewpoint accurately. I have just asked Dr. McGill, the as-
sistant to the Secretary who is present on the floor of the
Senate, and I believe I remember his words accurately be-
cause he spoke only a moment ago. He said that the atti-
tude of the Treasury is that this suggestion is fair; that it
would be difficult to administer if there were a great multi-
tude of cases coming under it, but there are not a great
multituds; that the cases will be few. I was impressed by
his words in saying that the purport of the amendment is
fair.

I agree with the Senator from Michigan that it may well
be that between now and the conference we will be able to
decide upon an improvement in the wording. It seems to
me it is clear, but if anybody can suggest an improvement
I will join with him in urging its adoption.

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, I do not want to get into
any controversy about what Dr. McGill said, but this very
afternoon he told me—and I do not think he is a member
of the “ brain trust "—that they preferred not to have the
amendment.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I do not want Dr. Mc-
Gill to be placed in that attitude here. It is his opinion
that the amendment would appertain to one particular
case, and he was not advocating the adoption of the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment of the Senator from Pennsylvania to the
amendment of the commitiee.

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

The amendment as amended was agreed to.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, the legislative draftsmen tell
me that in order to complete this action it is necessary to
insert the same language in another place. Accordingly I
send to the desk another amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be
stated.

The Czier CrLerk. It is proposed, on page 60, after line
14, to insert the following new subsection:

(d) Payment of surtax on pro rata shares: The tax imposed by
this section shall not apply if all the shareholders of the corpora-
tion include (at the time cof ﬂllng their returns) in their gross
income their entire pro rata shares, whether distributed or not,
of the adjusted net Income of the corporation for such year.
Any amount so included in th2 gross income of a sharcholder
shall be treated as a dividend received. Any subsequent distribu-
tion made by the corporation out of earnings or profits for such
taxable vear shall, if distributed to any shareholder who has so

included in his gross income his pro rata share, be exempt from
tax in the amount of the share so included.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I will be necessary to re-
consider the vote by which the committee amendment was
agreed to. Without objection, the vote is reconsidered, and
the question is on agreeing to the amendment of the Senator
from Pennsylvania to the committee amendment.

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

The amendment as amended was agreed to.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I hardly have sufiicient au-
dacity to offer for consideration tonight an amendment of
the sort I am now going to propose, because I think it is
in the mind of the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. RoBiNsoN]
now to take a recess. The amendment may go over for
consideration until tomorrow.
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I propose, on page 85, line 16, to strike out the sentence
reading:

Despite the provisions of section 117 (a), 100 percent of the
gain s0 recognized shall be taken into account in computing
net income.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will lie on
the table.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr, President, as bearing on the coconut-
oil tax, I ask permission to have printed in the Recorn two
short ediforials and a brief memorandum showing the pur-
pose of the proposed amendment.

There being no objection, the editorials and memorandum
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as fellows:

[From the Newark (N.J.) News, Apr. 6, 1534]

Unrar To FILIPINOS

One of the reasons for the misbegotten Philippines independ-
ence bill was to get rid of the competition of coconut oil. It is
the most important article of trade from the Philippines. One
of its main uses is in the manufacture of soap. Large guantities
are bought for that purpose. Although the ink on the independ-
ence bill is hardly dry and the Philippines Legisiature has until
next Octcber to decide whether to accept it, the general revenue
bill now before Congress proposes a tax of 3 cents a pound on
coconut and other oils. No time is being wasted in grabbing for
the benefits promoters of the bill were seeking.

How little thought of the interests of the Filipinos there has
been in the independence negotiations Is made clear by Governor
Murphy, of the Philippines, who, in a cable protesting adoption
of the tax, reports that 4,000,000 Filipinos would suffer from it
and our trade with one of our largest markets would be seriously
harmed. Five members of President Roosevelt’s Cabinet have
expressed themselves as against the tax.

Secretary Dern specifically warned against taxation of Philippine
imports prior to independence. * We still have obligations to these
people ", he said. “An excise tax is equivalent to a tariff, and
we have no right to apply the tariff to these islands until they
are free.” If we are set upon defending some of our commercial
interests from competition with these islands, which have been
our wards, we might at least be decent enough to wait until they
have their independence and have had a chance to adjust them-
selves economically to the new state of affairs.

[From the Washington (D.C.) News, Apr. 7, 1934]
Aw Unxwise Tax

There should be no compromise with the proposed coconut-
oil tax in the pending revenue bill.

It is a tax that would mulct consumers of many millions, and
yield the Government little. The difference would flow into the
pockets of the cottonseed crushers, packers, and processors of
dairy products.

It is a tax that would prostrate a basic ind in the
Philippine Islands, and thus destroy a profitable foreign market
for American farm products and manufactures.

It is a tax that would viclate the United States' 3-weeks-old
independence pledge to the Filipino people, and endanger success
of our peace policy in the Far East.

The following shows the comparative purchases of American
cotton goods from the United States by the Philippine Islands
and Japan for the years 1931, 1932, and 1933:

1931

Total amount of cotton goeds purchased by the Philippines,
£32,802,095. Of this amount, purchases from United States
amounted to P16,221,271. Purchases by the Philippine Islands
from Japan 10,106,079.

1932

Total amount of cotton goods purchased by the Philippines
P33,623,234¢. Of this amount, purchases from United States
amounted to P21,147598. Purchases by the Philippine Islands
from Japan 6,112,023,

NINE MONTHS IN THE YEAR 1023

Total amount of cotton goods purchased by the Philippines
$24,078,4687. Of this amount, purchases from Unlited States
amounted to P13,719,858. Purchases by the Philippine Islands
from Japan P6,002,731.

Of course, Japan is gainingz in her trade with the Philippine
Islands, due fundamentally to rate of exchange and cheaper lahor,
as shown by figures for the month of September 1933, when their
sales to the Philippine Islands amounted to P795,455, and Ameri-
can sales amounted to £1,363,787. There are no textile industries
in the Philippine Islands, comparatively speaking.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, in view of the fact that
the coconut-oil controversy has gone over until tomorrow, I
ask unanimous consent to insert in the Recorp several letters
which I have received from the Secretary of State, the Sec-
retary of War, and the Secretary of Agriculture relating to
the question.
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There being no objection, the letters were ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D.C., March 30, 1934.
Hon. PAT HARRISON,
United States Senate.

DEeAr SENATOR HARRISON: Secretary Wallace asked me to send you
this memorandum prepared in our Bureau of Agricultural Eco-
nomics on the fat and oil situation and proposed import quota.

Yours very truly,
Mary Huss,
Personal Secretary to Secretary Wallace.

THE FaTs AND O1Ls SITUATION AND PrOPOSED IMPORT QUOTA

The continued production of large quantities of vegetable and
animal fats and oils in the United States in the face of declining
exports and reduced consumption without corresponding reduc-
tions in imports has resulted in enormous stocks of fats and oils
in this country. Prices fell 50 percent from 1929 to 1932. The
recent advance in the prices of raw materials extended to fats and
oils, and this advance was accompanied by increased imports in
spite of the very large stocks on hand. Any further improvement
in prices and any curtailment in domestic production is likely to
bring increased imports. The proposal to establish import quotas
is offered as a measure for protecting the Agricultural Adjustment
program and making it possible for the United States to use up
some of its surplus stocks before receiving larger imports from
other sources.

The program of the Agricultural Adjustment Administration may
curtail the domestic production of fats and oils, including butter,
lard, and cottonseed oil, by as much as 900,000,000 pounds within
a year. Assuming a normal production season, the Adjustment
program may reduce butter production by about 200,000,000
pounds, lard production 400,000,000, and cottonseed-oil production
300,000,000. These estimates are, of course, only approximate,
assuming a reduction of about 10 percent in butter, 15 percent in
lard, and 25 percent in cottonseed with some allowance for a carry-
over of seed. This reduction in supply would provide an oppor-
tunity for consuming a considerable amount of the excess stocks
of fats and ofls unless it were offset by a reduction in exporis and
increased imports.

Before the depression the exports of fats and oils were declining
and imports increasing. Exports declined from 1,390,000,000 pounds
in 1923 to 1,090,000,000 pounds in 1929, whereas imports increased
from 1,467,000,000 to 2,174,000,000 pounds. Lard is the most im-
portant item exported from the United States, and recently for-
eign barriers have been increased against its sale abroad. The
exports of all fats and oils declined from an average of 1,015,000,-
000 pounds in the 5-year period 1926-30 to 800,000,000 pounds
for the period 1931-33. Exports of lard have continued in con-
siderable volume but at very low prices. Some curtailment in
exports is to be expected with a reduction in hog production. The
average of imports declined from 1,787,000,000 pounds in the pre-
depression period to 1,580,000,000 in the depression period. How-
ever, the increase of about 460,000,000 pounds from 1832 to 1933
indicates the prompiness with which importation may expand in
response to a curtailment in domestic production unless some
restraint is placed upon importation.

The consumption of fats and oils in the United States is likely
to increase with improvement in the general economic situation.
Consumption declined from nearly 8,980,000,000 pounds in 1929 to
about 8,149,000,000 in 1932. Apparently this decline was due pri-
marily to reductions in the industrial uses. The apparent dis-
appearance into consumption from all sources averaged 8,571,000,
000 pounds in the period 1926-30 and declined to an average
of 8,306,000,000 in the 3-year period 1931-33. Since the improve-
ment in economic conditions in 1933 has increased consumption to
8,238,000,000 pounds, it seems likely that a continuation of the
improvement might increase consumption to about 8,500,000,000
pounds in the 12-month period beginning with July 1934. This
increase in consumption might be offset, however, by a reduction
in exports without abscrbing any of the surplus stocks unless the
total supply is curtailed through reduced production and/or
reduced imports,

Stocks of vegetable fats and oils in the United States at the
end of 1933 were more than double what might be considered a
normal quantity of stocks on hand at the end of a calendar year.
The accumulation of excess stocks began with the large cotton
crop of 1926. The stocks at the end of 1925 amounted to
881,000,000 pounds, and the average for December of the years
1923-25 was 862,000,000 pounds. The cottonseed-oil stock has
accumulated at a rapid rate since 1925. Increased production of
animal fats in the face of some curtailment in exports and con-
sumption has contributed to surplus stocks. Increased imports
of coconut, palm, and marine oils have also coniributed largely
adding to the accumulation of surplus stocks. Increasing stocks
were a contributing factor in causing prices to decline from 1925
to 1829 and also in the depression since 1929. A large proportion
of these surplus stocks must be moved into consumption before
there can be any material improvement in the fats and oils cur-
rently produced in the United S.ates or in foreign countries.

IMPORT QUOTAS

An import quota based upon the average imports of the 3 years
1931-383 is proposed as a means of preventing importations from
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Increasing at a rapid rate, while the United States reduces the
production of domestic fats and oils, and at the same time of pre=~
serving a fairly well-balanced supply of imported fats and oils
for consumers in the United States. It is belleved that importa-
tions in the next fiscal year, the equivalent of the average of the
past 3 years—together with the stocks on hand and domestic pro-
duction—would provide an ample supply of fats and oils for all
purposes, without undue increases in prices to consumers or
without denying them supplies for essential uses. The imports
of ell fats and oils, including the raw materials, averaged about
1,580,000,000 pounds in the period 1931-33. This is 324,000,000
pounds in excess of the imports in 1932, but nearly 150,000,000
less than the imports in 1933 and 214,000,000 pounds less than
the average of the period 1826-30. It should be observed, how-
ever, that the larger imports in 1933 were accompanied by a mate-
rial increase in stocks, and that in the period 1926-30 stocks
increased at the rate of more than 100,000,000 pounds per year,
with consumption at a high level.

Although it is impossible to estimate exactly what would be
the effect of imposing such quota limitations upon imports, it
seems likely that it would tend to hold in check importations
into the United States, would result in some zurtailment in
stocks, and contribute something toward an improvement in the
economic position of domestic fats and oils. If domestic produc-
tion were reduced 900,000,000 pounds and exports 200,000,000
pounds, holding imports to 1,580,000,000 pounds would provide
for an increase of about 250,000,000 pounds in consumption over
that of 1933 and a reduction of 600,000,000 pounds in stocks.
This would be a material contribution to an Improvement in the
fats and oils situation.

TasLE 1—Production of fats and oils from domestic products,
Uniled Staies, average 1926-30. 1931-33, calendar year 1933, and
estimated production, July 1934 to June 1935

[Miltion pounds]

Average Cn;e:ité?s' Estimated
Commaat year production,
24 (&r:lim- July 1934 to

1926-30 1931-33 ¥) June 1035
e o ey 2,002 2,253 2, 2,100
Lard (including neutral). . - 2,443 2,433 2,510 2,100
Cottonseed oil, crude._ = 1, 646 1,462 1,398 1,100
Carn oil, crude. .. 123 116 128 125
Peanut oil, crude_ 15 14 14 15
Soybean oil, erude._ . T 35 26 30
Tallow oil 47 61 59 60
Oleooll. oo o 130 86 89 100
Stearin, animal, edible. ... 05 41 30 50
iy R D e 6, 563 6, 501 6, 565 5,630
Linseed oil 346 258 204 50
GRS - ol e S e e 3 M7 JH4 309
Tallow, inedible. - v mmemamns 540 611 637 600
Total, all above............ 7,832 7 7.750 6, 830
Fish and whaleoil .. _____.______ w 88 100 100
£ ) A SRR T 7,929 7,805 7,850 6,930

Division of Statistical and Historical Ressarch. Compiled from Fats and Oils,
Enn%d zgl.ates Production, Trade, and Consumption, 1912-33 (Mar. 1, 1034), tables
and 20.

TaBLE 2.—Fats and oils: Imports into the United Stales, average
1926-30, 1931-33, and 1933

[1,000 pounds]
Average
Commodity
1926-30 1931-33 1933
Vegetable:

Castor ofl, inclnding castor beans in terms

ool ey R S e 54,329 42,800 48, 783
Coconut oil, including copra in terms of oil . 620, 470 614, 752 723,309

ey T ) R S S e e IS S st B 19,169 9, 169
Linseed ofl, including flaxseed in terms of

el 371,016 226,082 266, 746
Olive oil, edible. 85,005 72,141 71,917
Olive ofl, Inedible_ - - - e 8, 583 12,238 12,910
Olive oil foots.... 486, 162 41,099 40,
Ly i | SRR R e e e ) 199, 145 251, 196 282,767
Palm kernel ofl, including palm kernels

terms of oil. 55, 481 10, 789 18,023
Peanut oil 4 4 5,122 726 1,314
Perilla oil 1. _ 5, 836 17,520 22, 776
Rapegead-oll ¥ - o coi oLl 18, 280 9,042 11, 949
Besame oil, including sesame seed in terms

ofoll s 17,039 80, 215 19, 186
Boybeanoil ... 16, 691 2,882 3, 660
Bunflowerseed ol . __.__.___ 35 26, 054 23, 549
Tung oil ; 99, 675 87, 268 114, 544
Vegetable tallow eyl R RS B

Total 1,619,521 | 1,464,588 | 1,672,375

11 year only, 1933.
? Does not include imported raw material.
11930 only.
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TasLe 2.—Fats and oils: Imports into the United Stales, average
1926-30, 1931-33, and 1933—Continued

1,000 pounds]
Average
Commodity
1926-30 1931-33 1933
Animal:

Butter 4,088 1,772 M5
vag]:i co]smpounds._ 200 171 189

ish oils:
Whale ofl_. 60,153 48, 547 5,224
Othef Bahinllss =i e 73, 607 52, 942 41, 608
Oleic acid (red oil) 117 571 304
8;20 oil__.‘.l_.. 33; 31‘5 g

epmargarine

Btearic acid.... s 3,070 5,044 5,217
Btearin, animal, edible 1,733 B0l 1]
Tellow, inedible 11, 688 804 0
Wool grease. - 10, 386 4,400 4,418
Total 167, 157 115, 585 58,200
Grand total. .. 1,786,708 | 1,580,183 1, 730, 674

Division of Statistical and Historical Research.

Tasre 3.—Stocks of oils and fats in the United States as of Dec. 31,
1925, 1929, and 1933

Btocks as of Dec. 31
Commodity
1925 1920 1933
Milltion | Million | Million
Vegetable oils: pounds | pounds | pounds
Cottonsesd 9 53 928
Coconut 55 182 187
Linseed.__ 1508 141 158
Palm___ 20 52 106
Tung (Chinese wood) 33 2 42
Corn... 15 b~ 34
Boybean... 2 15 13
Olive, edible 7 6 5
Palm-kernel ) 14 12
Peanut 2 4 3
All other. .. 2 52 49
Total 605 1,051 1, 535
Marine oils:
Whale 20 ks ) ]
Herring_ .. 8 D
Menhaden.__._.___ 24
Cod and cod-liver. [
Other.... 3
Total 59 118 157
Animal fats:
Tallow, inedible. 52 100 258
Lard, includicg neutral 45 74 101
Other & & 5
Total 102 179 362
Greases:
Yellow.__. 10 12 17
Brown & 14 17
White._._. 5 11 20
Gurbage or house. 11 18 i1
Other. 10 13 2
Total 41 66 L7
Other products:
Lard compounds and other lard substitutes. ... 23 32 rd
Hydrogenated ofl.__ 15 16 2
ed oil. 9 7 13
Oleo oil 10 8 10
Othier 17 18 17
Total 74 81 90
CGrand total 831 1,465 240

Bource: Division of Statistical and Historical Research.

Amendment proposed to the bill (HR. 7835) to provide revenue,
equalize taxation, and for other purposes, viz: On page 196, strike
out lines — to ——, irnclusive, and insert the following:

(a) Having due regard to the welfare of domestic producers and
to the protection of domestic consumers and to a just relation
between the prices received by domestic producers and the prices
pald by domestic consumers, the Secretary of Agriculture may
Torbid processors, handlers of animal and vegetable fats and oils
and/or the raw materials thereof, and others from importing fats
and oils into continental United States for consumption, or which
shall be consumed, therein, and/or from marketing, rting,
receiving, or processing fats and oils, from the Territory of Hawaii,
Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico, Philippine Islands, the Canal Zone,
American Samoa, the island of Guam, and from foreign countries,
Including Cuba, respectively, in excess of guotas based on average
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importations and receipts therefrom into continental United Btates
for consumption, or which was actually consumed, therein, during
the 3 years, 1831-33, inclusive, and may allot such quotas and
readjust any such guota or allotment, from time to time, among
processors, handlers of animal and vegetable fats and oils and/or
the raw materials thereof, and others.

(b) All provisions of the Agricultural Adjustment Act as
amended necessary to carry out the foregoing powers shall be ap-
plicable insofar as they are mot inconsistent with the foregoing
provisions.

(c) There shall be levied, assessed, and collected upon such
amount of animal or vegetable fats or oils, in excess of any such
quota or allotment, imported into, or received in, continental
United States, a tax at the rate of 5 cents per pound. Such tax
shall be paid prior to the release of such excess amount of animal
or vegetable fats or oils from customs custody or control. The
tax provided by this subsection shall be collected by the Bureau
of Internal Revenue, under the direction of the Secrefary of the
Treasury, and shall be paid into the Treasury of the United States.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, March 26, 1934.
The Honorable PAT HARRISON,
Chairman Finance Committee, United Stales Senate.

My DEear SEnaTorR Harrison: I wish to put before the committee
of which you are chairman the information that the Connally
amendment to H.R. 7886 pending before the committee has led
to serious expressions of apprehension on the part of the diplo-
matic representatives of many counfries with which we have
extensive commercial dealings.

The representatives of the Governments of Great Britain, of
Canada, of Belgium, of the Netherlands, of China, and of Norway
have all made to the Department statements to the effect that the
proposed new excise taxes would be of great concern to them and
would work serious injury to their trade with the United Siates.
As you know, the government of the Philippines has likewise
shown great concern.

I wish to put before the committee my judgment that these
proposed taxes would not carry substantial benefit to any im-
portant branches of American industry or agriculture. On the
other hand, they would be very likely to lead to such new com-
plications in various branches of domestic industry and in our
trade relations with other countries as to accentuate the dificul-
ties now faced by American agriculture. They would be likely to
interfere gravely with plans for developing new trade interchanges
between ourselves and the rest of the world.

Though I know what study has been made of the subject by
your committee, I wish to transmit a copy of a memorandum
prepared in the Department of Agriculture upon the economic
aspects of the proposed excise tax, which indicates In more detail
the grounds for the conclusions I have stated above. I would not
again take the time of your committee in connection with this
matter did I not hold the opinion that the imposition of this
tax at the present time will create new obstacles in the attempt
to work out a permanent program for American agriculture which
will at once provide a satisfactory standard of return for American
agricultural producers and also keep clear of further extension of
Government activity in this field.

Sincerely yours,
ConrpzLL HuULL.

Enclosure: * Memorandum upon the economic aspects of the ex-
cise tax imposed upon various animal and vegetable oils by the
internal revenue bill as reported to the Senate by the Senate
Finance Committee ", prepared by the Department of Agriculture.

MEMORANDUM UPON THE EcoNoMmICc AsSPECTS OoF THE Excrse Tax
14POSED UPON VARIOUS ANIMAL AND VEGETABLE OILS BY THE IN-
TERNAL REVENUE BILL AS REPORTED TO THE SENATE BY THE SENATE
FINANCE COMMITTEE

The oils upon which an excise tax of 3 cents per pound is Im-
posed by the internal revenue bill as approved by the Senate
Finance Committee are coconut oll, sesame oil, palm oil, palm-
kernel oil, sunflower oil, imported whale ofl, imported fish oils,
and imported marine-animal ofl. In this memorandum considera-
tion will be given to two major economic questions which arise
in connection with the proposed tax. These questions are:

(1) How far will the proposal result in a benefit to the domestic
industries producing oils and fats?

(2) How far will the proposal injure other domestic Interests?

Effect on domestic oil-producing industries

The oil- and fat-producing industries which it is claimed will be
advantageously affected by the proposed exclse tax are those
producing cottonseed oil, dairy products, soybean oll, fish oils, and
inedible animal oils. The probable effect in each of these indus-
tries is discussed below.

THE COTTONSEED-OIL INDUSTRY

One of the most important groups urging the imposition of the
proposed tax upon imported oils are the cottonseed oil crushing
and refining industries, Nevertheless it is difficult to see how
those industries would be materially benefited. Any increase in
the edible uses of cottonseed oll which might result from the
imposition of the proposed tax would probably be so small as to
have little effect in Increasing its price. In fact, the only edible
use in which a material increase might possibly be expected would
be in the margarine industry. Even in this industry, however, the

‘increase would probably not be quantitatively very significant
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unless, as seems unlikely, an all-cottonseed-oil margarine should
be developed. Some increase would doubtless result from the sub-
stitution of animal-ofl margarine, containing 20 to 30 percent
cottonseed oil, for vegetable-coil margarine, coniaining only a small
admixture of cottonseed oil with coconut oil.

The only important inedible use of cottonseed oll is in soap
making. At one time a large proportion of the production of
cottonseed oil went into the soap kettle, but that was in the early
days when its production was much smaller than now and before
methods of refining it for edible uses had been perfected. With
the perfecting of such methods, cottonseed oil was gradually drawn
away from the lower-price soap industry into higher-price edible
industries, particularly into the production of lard substitutes and
salad oils. In recent years, as a rule, only off-grade cottonseed
oil, not suitable for refining, and cottonseed oil foots, have gone
into soap. Cottonseed oil of edible grade would go Into that use
in large quantities only if the price of cottonseed oil should fall
to the level of soap oils or if the price of soap olls should rise
to the level of edible-oll prices. If the latter should happen, it
would, of course, result in a considerable increase in the cost of
soap to the consumer. It would, moreover, result in a radiecal
change in the character of the soaps used by the American people.
This is true because imported soap oils have peculiar characteris-
g(:i mﬁ soap making which in general are not possessed by cotton-

oil.

In conclusion, in regard to cottonseed oil, it should be stressed
that so far as the proposed tax on the various imported oils in-
cluded in the pending proposal should result in a rise in the
price of cottonseed oil, it would increase the cost of lard sub-
stitute, the principal cottonseed-oil product, and handicap it in
competition with lard. At the same time the reduction in the
competition with lard would be of little benefit to the hog indus-
try as long as the United States remains on a heavy export basis
as to lard.

THE DAIRY INDUSTEY

It is claimed that the proposed tax on coconut oil will benefit
the dalry industry by increasing the price of vegetable-oil mar-
garine, which is made principally of coconut oil, and hence result
In an increase in the price of butter. There can be no doubt that
the excise tax of 3 cents a pound on coconut oil will tend to dis-
courage the manufacture of vegetable-oil margarine in the United
Btates. But in the absence of any other restrictions on the pro-
duction of margarine, it will not necessarily greatly reduce the
total amount of margarine produced in the United States, inas-
much as there will be a tendency for animal-oil margarine to
replace vegetable-oil margarine. Any beneficent effect upon the
dairy industry, however, could come only through a reduced pro-
duction of margarine, although it has been estimated by experts
that even the total elimination of margarine would not increase
the price of butter by more than 115 to 2 cents a pound. It is
obvious, therefore, that the proposed tax upon coconut oil can
have but little effect upon butter prices.

THE SOYBEAN INDUSTRY

The pro tax will probably not materially affect the soy-
bean-oil industry except through an increase in the price of sun-
flower oil. Both soybean and sunflower oil are drying oils, either
of which may be used for mixing with perilla oil as a substitute
for linseed oil. However, any increase in the price of soybean oil,
causing an increase in its production, would cause a dispropor-
tionate increase in the output of soybean cake. The resulting
fall in the price of soybean cake would necessarily have a detri-
mental effect on the market for corn and other livestock feeds
with which soybean oil is more or less interchangeable.

So far soybean oil has been used to an almost negligible extent
for edible purposes, and, owing to difficulties of refining, it is
doubtful how quickly edible uses can be developed. In soap mak-
ing its position is about the same as cottonseed oil, except that
of the two, cottonseed oil is preferred.

THE FISH-OIL INDUSTRY

Fish oils are used mainly in paints and varnishes and in soap
making, although in the latter use they are usually hydrogenated.
By taxing all the oils covered in the bill it is probable that the
demand for and the price of fish oils might be to some extent
increased. The flsh-oil industry, however, is a small marginal-
cost industry, and any benefit which it might obtain by the pro-
posed tax would be out of all proportion to the burden and incon-
venience which it would impose on the oil-using industries and
on the ultimate consumer,

THE INEDIELE ANTMAL-OIL INDUSTRY

Since the supply of inedible oils is insufficient to meet the de-
mand for hard ofls in soap making, the proposed tax on palm oil,
which is more or less interchangeable with inedible animal oils,
will almost certainly lead to an increase in the price of those
oils. This, however, would not result in any material benefit to
the livestock industry, inasmuch as an increase in the supply of
inedible fats and greases would Involve either an Increase in the
production of livestock, thus lowering meat prices, or an increase
in the recovery of inedible fats by the packing and rendering
industries. At existing prices there is a considerable potential
supply of waste animal fats which are not now recovered, but it
is extremely improbable that a greater recovery would at all
affect livestock prices. It is also improbable, even if the tax on
imported oils should be made much higher than is proposed, that
the domestic output of inedible oils would be increased sufficiently
to replace entirely the palm and whale oils now used in domestic
soap making.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

APRIL 10

THE BURDEN OF THE FROPOSED EXCISE TAX ON DOMESTIC INTERESTS

The proposed excise tax of 3 cents a pound upon the various
oils enumerated in the internal revenue act as reported by the
Senate Finance Committee would result in a burden to various
industries of the United States and to ultimate consumers far
out of proportion to any benefits which may be conferred upon
industries which it is intended to assist. Injury would result par-
ticularly as follows:

(1) American crushers of imported materials from the oils taxed
will be severely hit by the tax. This is particularly true of the
copra-crushing industry located chiefly on the Pacific coast. This
Industry represents an investment of about $6,000,000, and the
equipment of the industry could be converted for use in the
crushing of domestic oil-bearing materials only with difficulty
and at great cost. Moreover, the plants located on the Pacific
coast are not well located so far as accessibilify to supplies of
domestic oil-bearing materials is concerned.

(2) Probably even more disastrous would be the effect upon
the coconut-cil-crushing industry of the Philippines, which has
been developed chiefly to supply the American market. In this
industry Is invested about $5,000,000 of American capital.

(3) How far the manufacture of vegetable-oil margarine, in
which there is invested from 75,000,000 to $100,000,000 by inde-
pendent companies, would be able to continue operations under
the handiecap of a 3-cent excise tax on its principal raw material,
coconut oil, cannot be foretold, but it seems likely that the
industry would be materially injured and that the tax would
greatly accelerate the recent trend toward increasing control of
margarine production by the large packers. The packers produce
largely animal-oil margarine, the production of which would
probably be increased by the tax. Between 1925 and 1931 the
share of the packers in total margarine production increased from
28 to 39 percent.

(4) In the soap Industry the proposed tax would be specially
onerous and disturbing. It would cause an increase in the price
of soap to the consumer and would probably lead to a decline
in the consumption of soap, particularly in view of the availabil-
ity of substitutes for soap in many uses. More important, how-
ever, are the readjustments which it would compel the soap in-
dustry to make. It would find if necessary to change the char-
acter of the soap produced, inasmuch as there are no satis-
factory domestic substitutes for such oils as coconut and palm
kernel, which are used practically interchangeably in soap making
to supply hardness, solubility and lathering qualities. These
oils are particularly necessary in the production of toilet soap,
white laundry soap, soap powder, and textile soap for laundering
rayon and other fabrics.

Tallow does not meet the same requirements as coconut oil
because it lathers much more slowly and is soluble only in very
hot water., Moreover, domestic ofls such as cottonseed oil and
soybean oil, because of their tendency to rancidity and for other
reasons, are not satisfactory soap oils, especially for toilet and
textile soaps. Palm and whale oils, however, are somewhat simi-
lar to tallow for soap-making purposes, although palm oil can
be used advantageously only in making colored soaps and whale
oil only in the lower grades of toilet and laundering soaps. Inso-
far as the tax should reduce the imports of these oils, the demand
for inedible tallow and other inedible ofls and fats will be
increased. It is unlikely, however, that the supply of such oils
and fats could be expanded sufficiently to replace entirely imports
of palm and whale oil. If this should occur it would entail a
serious hardship upon soap plants on the eastern seaboard making
advertised brands of soap, which obtain their distinguishing name
or characteristics from palm oil.

The situation in the soap industry is as follows: For certain
of these imported oils there is no domestic substitute. Either
they must continue to be imported over the tax with correspond-
ing pecuniary burden to consumers or else, if they are not, the
soap industry will have to discontinue the manufacture of the
soaps for which they are peculiarly adapted, with consequent
burden both to the industry and to ultimate consumers. For
certain other imported oills on which the proposed tax is to be
imposed, there are domestic substitutes, which, however, are not
available in sufficlent quantities entirely to replace the imported
oils, and which, moreover, could not be substituted without con-
siderable burden to some branches of the soap industry.

(5) The burdensome effects of the tax would also extend to
many other domestic industries In which the imported olls are
used. These include the tin-plate industry, in which considerable
palm ofl is used, and the leather and rubber industries, in which
considerable quantities of coconut ofl are used. In the tanning
of white leather, for example, coconut oil, on account of its lauric-
acid content, is regarded as virtually indispensable.

BURDEN TO EXPORTING INDUSTRIES

An important aspect of this tax proposal is the burden which it
would entail for our exporting industries, including some of the
most important branches of American agriculture. The tendency
of the tax will be not only to reduce the total imports of the
taxed olls but also to lower the prices received by the foreign
producers for such gquantities as they can continue to export to
this country in spite of the tax. The result will inevitably be a
decline in foreign purchasing power for American exports. In part
this may be reflected in a reduction of the volume of our exports
to the oil-producing areas themselves; in part it may be reflected
indirectly in reduced exports to other countries from which these
oil-producing areas import commodities.
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Precisely what will be the resultant decline in forelgn purchas-
ing power for American products there is no means of foretelling.
It is worth noting, however, that the value of our imports of the
various oils which it is now proposed to tax averaged during the
period 192832 some $57,274,000, having reached the high total of
$81,145,000 in 1929, Should the adoption of this proposal be fol-
lowed by agitation for increased import restrictions on other fats
and olls, as it may well be, it is significant also to note that the
value of our imports of animal and vegetable oils and fats of all
types during the period 1928-32 averaged $125,668,000, and in 1929
attained the high total of $193,335,000. Moreover, the tax will
tend to encourage tariff and other economic retaliation in foreign
countries, a development possibly more significant for our export
trade than the direct loss of purchasing power which would be
entailed.

Furthermore, the imposition of the tex might well serve to
encourage other industries in the United States o press for similar
severe restrictions on imports which compete with their products.
This has a special application to raw materials. A large part of
our imports consist of raw materials. For some of these, substi-
tutes can be found which, while more cosily and less satisfactory,
are at least technically within the range of possible production.
If it is to be our policy to force this sort of substitution with
respect to those particular uses for which certain of our imported
oils are admittedly best suited, it is not unlikely that we shall
be increasingly urged to do so with respect to other products. All
of this would add still further to the present low state of inter-
national trade and would be at direct variance with the program
now getting under way for the restoration of our foreign trade by
tariff negotiation and in other ways.

Especlally would it tend to burden important branches of our
agriculture. Those branches which are still dependent on foreign
markets, such as cotton, tobacco, wheat, and fruits, would face
additional dificulty. It is a fair question, for example, whether
the adverse effects on prices received for cotton might not greatly
outweigh any benefits arising to the growers from higher prices for
their cottonseed. For the hog industry additional difficulties
would arise In the export field. Our lard exports would be subject
to increased competition in foreign countries owing to enhanced
foreign production of lard substitutes brought about by reduced
world prices of the oils used in manufacturing lard substitutes
in consequence of the diversion of these oils from the American
market. In this connection it is well to remember that in some
European countries such products as butter, oleomargarine, lard,
and lard substitutes are more closely linked by intersubstitution
than in the United States. The diversion of vegetable oils to other
markets, and the consequent depression of world-market prices
of them, would not only tend to retard our lard exports but would
at the same time lower the world-price base upon which it is
sought to erect an elevated domestic price structure for those
domestic products with which the domestic oils tend to compete.

It will not be convenient here to enumerate the main items in
our export trade with all of the overseas areas which would be
directly affected by the proposed excise tax. The Philippines,
from which we import practically all of our coconut oil and about
three fourths of our copra, will suffice as an example.

In 1932 about 61 percent of our of iron and steel sheets
(galvanized) went to the Philippines; about 30 nt of our
exports of dairy products (chiefly condensed and evaporated milk);
some 27 percent of our exports of cotton manufactures; and nearly
10 percent of our exports of wheat flour. Altogether, in that low-
trade year, we exported nearly $45,000,000 worth of products to the
Philippines, including $9,881,000 worth of cotton manufactures,
$4,060,000 of petroleum products, $3,200,000 worth of vehicles,
$2,448,000 worth of tobacco products, $1,810,000 worth of dairy
products, £1,741,000 of industrial machinery, and $1,718,000 of
wheat flour. It is especially noteworthy that agricultural products
constitute an important part of our exports to the Philippines,
amounting in 1932 to nearly $7,000,000, or, in other words, to 15.4
percent of the aggregate value of our exports to all countries of
tobacco and dairy products, wheat flour, fruits, and vegetables.
Inclusion of other agricultural ucts and consideration of the
importance to our farming industry of such items as cotton manu-
factures, leather, and other commodities composed of agricultural
raw materials, still further enhances the importance of the Philip-
pine trade for American agriculture. For cotton manufactures
and for condensed and evaporated milk, the Philippines are, in-
deed, our leading market.

Nor would the burden to American Interests be confined to
loss of market outlets. Continuing with the Philippines as an
illustration, it is worth noting that an American investment of
nearly $5,000,000 in coconut-ofl-refining plants in the Philip-
pines will be jeopardized by the tax, and perhaps much also
of another $5,000,000 invested by Americans in Philippine coconut
plantations. American shipping interests will likewise suffer.
Freight earnings on trafic with the Philippines will be reduced.
Copra and coconut oil, because they make good ballast, are
especially desirable as cargo. Without them, freight charges
on other cargo would have to be increased and trade fhus
obstructed. Shipping will tend to be reduced owing
not alone to the decline of the traffic in copra and coconut oil
but also to the decline in other traffic. Part of this burden will
fall on foreign shipping interests, with a corresponding decline
in foreign purchasing power. But slnce about 38 percent of
our inbound, and 55 percent of our outbound, trade with the
Philippines is carried in American vessels, much of the burden
will fall directly upon American shipping.
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EFFECTS UPON PHILIPPINE RELATIONS

Reference has just been made to the manner in which our com-
mercial relations with the Philippines would be affected. So great
is the importance of the coconut industry (including oil-crush-
ing) in Philippine economy and so great her dependence upon
the United States as an outlet, that it can scarcely be doubted
that a severe blow would be dealt to the islands and that Ameri-
can industries engaged in Philippine trade would feel the effects
of it,

There is, moreover, another aspect that should be emphasized.
Any sudden and drastic curtailment of our imports of copra and
coconut oil at this time would add greatly to the difficulties that
already characterize our political relations with the Philippines.
In January 1933 the Hawes-Cutting bill, providing for Philippine
independence, was enacted into law. Subject to certain stipula-
tions and conditions, it provided for independence at the end of
a transitional period of 10 years. This 10-year period was to have
started from the adoption of a constitution, at a time which,
under the procedure laid down in the act, could not have been
earlier than May 17, 1935. But it was provided that the act must
be accepted by the Philippine Legislature within 1 year from its
enactment. Instead of this, on October 17, 1933, after extended
debate In which there was vigorous criticism both of the condi-
tions imposed during the transitional period and of the genuine-
ness of the independence that was to be granted at its close, the
Philippine Legislature rejected the terms of the act. In rejecting
them, a way was left open for a reversal of this action if a suffi-
cient modification of the act could be secured before its lapse.
A new independence mission was sent to the United States to
press for such modification. On January 17, 1834, however, the
act formally lapsed. Reenacitment of the bill with modifications
is now pending in Congress.

Much of the Philippine opposition to acceptance of the Hawes-
Cutting Act was to the trade provisions. These provided for a
transitional period in which Philippine industry would have
opportunity gradually to become accustomed to the loss of free
trade with the United States. They provided for quota limita-
tions on the quantities of sugar, coconut oil, and cordage to be
granted free entry into the United States. They provided also for
an export tax, ing with the sixth year, on all those products
destined for the United States that were subject to duty when
imported into the United States from forelgn countries.

This tax was to be equal to 5 percent of our import duty during
the first year and to increase 5 percent each year until it reached
25 percent of the duty during the last year prior to independence.
On sugar and cordage the duty-free quotas were below actual im-
ports in 1932 by considerable margins. On coconut oil the duty-
free quota of 200,000 long tons was, however, nearly double the
actual shipments to the United States in 1932; while copra
continued to be admitted free and without limit as to quantity.

The Filipinos have regarded these trade provisions as both
burdensome and inequitable. Bugar and cordage would be handi-
capped at once by the quotas; while the exports of both, as
also of coconut oil and cigars, would, they have contended, be
completely stified by the export tax even before the arrival of
independence. As to equity, they have pointed significantly to
the fact that Imports into the Philippines from the United States
were to continue to be admitted without restriction or tax
throughout the transitional period—a provision which they have
regarded as peculiarly one-sided and unjust. In addition it is
well to remember that other legislation is pending which would
restrict imports of sugar from the Philippines. It is info this
sltuation that the tax on copra and coconut oil—the second
largest Philippine export—would be injected.

War DEPARTMENT,
Washington, March 23, 1934.
Hon. PAT HARRISON,
Chairman Committee on Finance,
United States Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear BEnATOR HARmisoN: In connection with the proposed excise
tax on coconut oil (sec. 602 of the revenue bill, H.R. 7835), refer-
ence i8 made to the views of the Committee on Ways and Means
as set forth in that committee’s report to accompany H.R. 8687
entitled “A bill to amend the Tariff Act of 1930 " (H.Rept. 1000,
73d Cong., 2d sess., Mar. 17, 1934). The following statement ap-
pearing on page 15 under Modern Procedure would appear to be
pertinent to the provisions of section 602 of H.R. TB35:

“ Particular notice should be taken, moreover, of the fact that
the President may seek from other countries promises that their
excise duties shall not be such as to nullify the results of their
promises to modify their tariff duties. * * *

“In order that the necessary reciprocity may be accorded, the
President is empowered to promise that existing excise duties
which affect imported goods will not be increased during the term
of particutar agreement. It should be carefully noted, how-
ever, that the President is given no right to reduce or increase any
excise duty.”

Under the provisions of section 17 of the Philippine independ-
ence bill, which has now passed both Houses, the act will become
effective when accepted by concurrent resolution of the Philippine
Legislature or by a convention called for that purpose. Section 6
thereof will govern future trade relations belween the Philippine
Islands and the United States. The proposed excise tax on coco-
nut oil will, therefore, immediately become an infringement of
the implied agreement between the two countries,
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I am bringing this to your attention in the hope that it may
be possible for your committee to give further consideration to
this subject with a view to eliminating from the revenue bill the
provisions for an excise tax on coconut oil.

Very sincerely,
Geo. H. DEzrN, Secretary of War.

War DEPARTMENT,
WasmiNGTON, April 4, 1934,
Hon. PAT HARRISON,
Chairman Commiltee on Finance,
United States Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear SExaTOoR HARRISON: On my return to Washington Gen-
eral Cox, Chief of the Bureau of Insular Affairs, advised me of
thé conference which took place in the office of the Secretary of

ture on March 30, 1934, relative to an amendment to sec-
tion 602 (a) of the revenue bill (H.R. 7835). He informed me
that this conference was held at your suggestion and that there
was present, in addition to the Secretary of Agriculture and cer-
tain representatives of his office, a representative (Mr. Feis) of
the State Department.

General Cox informs me that, In view of the position taken by
me regarding the proposed excise tax on cocaonut oil, he stated
that he was not authorized to agree to any proposal not in accord
with the views previously expressed by me. He pointed out, how-
ever, that In case a quota should be established for the Philip-
pine Islands, it should be fixed at not less than 520,000,000
pounds of combined coconut ofl and copra equivalent as the min-
imum amount that would preserve the substantial interests of
the islands at the established level of the coconut industry. He
also expressed the view that the establishment of a quota would
be an infringement of the implied agreement contained in the
trade-relations provisions of the Philippine Independence Act ap-
proved March 24, 1934,

My views are fully set forth in my previous statement and let-
ters addressed to committee on this subject. I still feel
that it would be unwise to either establish a quota or impose a
tax on coconut oil at this time.

The table attached hereto contains certain information relative
to coconut oil and copra shipments from the Philippine Islands
to the United States over a period of several years. It will be
noted that since 1927 the average shipments to the United States
for any 3-year period is well above 540,000,000 pounds, except
for the 3-year periods, including the 1832 shipments, which were
abnormally low both for coconut ofl and copra. The reason for
these low shipments in 1932 has been attributed to the prevalence
of leaf miner pests, which in 1931 and 1832 greatly reduced the
size of the nuts for the crop which was shipped to the United
States in 1932. The average for the 5-year period 1926-33, which
includes the high and low years, is nearly 520,000,000 pounds.
This figure is accordingly taken as the established level of this
trade for several years past. However, the establishment of a
quota at this or any other level would be out of line with the
policy set forth in the Independence Act, which places no limi-
tations on these shipments until the commonwealth government
of the Philippine Islands is established under that act.

It is accordingly recommended that coconut oil be not included
in any quota that may be established against foreign olls as it 1s
mainly received from the Philippine Islands which, under existing
laws, is treated as domestie territory. If, however, 1t should be
decided to assign a quota to the Phillppine Islands at this time,
it 1s suggested that it be such as not to infringe the terms of the
independence act. A quota of 200,000 long tons of coconut ofl and
an additional amount of ra based on the average copra ship-
ments to the United States during the 3-year period, 1931-33,
would, under existing commitments of the United States, be the
minimum that should be considered.

In conclusion, I desire to reaffirm my former recommendation
against the enactment of any legislation that would in any way
alter the provisions of the Independence act governing future trade
relations between the United States and the Philippine Islands.
The establishment of a quota or the imposition of a tax on
Fhilippine coconut oil at this time would have this effect.

Very sincerely,
Geo. H. DerN, Secretary of War.

War DEPARTMENT,
BUREAU OF INSULAR AFFAIRS,
Washington, April 7, 1934.
Hon. PAaT HARRISON,
Chairman Committee on Finance,
United States Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR HarrisoN: With reference to my conversation
with you yesterday, I am enclosing herewith a copy of a suggested
amendment to section 602 of H.R. 7835 as reported by the Senate
Committee on Finance.

If this amendment could be added to subparagraph (a) of sec-
tlon 602, it would be In conformity with the spirit and the implied
agreements of the Philippine Independence Act approved March
24, 1934. This, in my opinion, is the least that should be done
at this time and would be In accord with the position taken by
the Secretary of War on this subject.

Very sincerely,
Creep F, Cox, Chief of Bureau.
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EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I move that
the Senate proceed to the consideration of executive business.
The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to
the consideration of executive business.
THE CALENDAR

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There being no reports of
committees, the calendar is in order.

TREATY

The legislative clerk proceeded to read Executive B,
Seventy-third Congress, second session, an international
telecommunication convention, the general radio regula-
tions annexed thereto, and & separate radio protocol, all
signed by the delegates of the United States to the Inter-
national Radio Conference at Madrid on December 9, 1932.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I ask that the treaty be
passed over,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The treaty will be passed
OVET.

RECORDER OF DEEDS, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

The legislative clerk read the nomination of William J.
Thompkins, of Missouri, to be recorder of deeds, District of
Columbia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the
nomination is confirmed.

POSTMASTERS

The legislative clerk proceeded to read sundry nomina-
tions of postmasters.
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I ask unanimous consent
that the nominations of postmasters be confirmed en bloc.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.
IN THE MARINE CORPS

The legislative clerk proceeded to read certain nomina-
tions in the Marine Corps.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I ask unanimous consent
that nominations in the Marine Corps be considered en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered. That concludes the calendar.

JOHN R. FETTER

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, President, on April 4 the nomina-
tion of John R. Fetter to be postmaster at Hopewell, N.J.,
was confirmed by the Senate. It seems that the Depart-
ment made some mistake in reference to the nomination.
Therefore, I ask unanimous consent that the President be
requested to return the notice of confirmation and that the
nomination be recommitted to the Committee on Post Offices
and Post Roads for such disposition as the committee may
desire to make.

The request was reduced to writing, and in the form of a
resolution was agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That the President of the United States be respect-
fully requested to return to the Senate the resclution advising
and consenting to the appointment of John R. Fetter to be post-
master at Hopewell, N.J,, on April 4, 1934,

RECESS

The Senate resumed legislative session.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I move that the Senate
take a recess until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o’clock and 10 min-
utes pm.), the Senate took a recess until tomorrow, Wed-
nesday, April 11, 1934, at 12 o’clock meridian.

CONFIRMATIONS
Ezxecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate April 10
(legislative day of Mar. 28), 1934
RECORDER OF DEEDS, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

William J. Thompkins to be recorder of deeds, District of

Columbia.
PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY
MARINE CORPS
Benjamin S. Berry to be colonel.
Ross B. Kingsbury to be lieutenant colonel
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Edwin N. McClellan to be lieutenant colonel.
Edwin P. McCaulley to be major.

Graves B. Erskine to be major.

Louis R. Jones to be major.

Cordon Hall to be captain.

William 8. Fellers to be captain.

Edward L. Hutchinson to be second lieutenant.

POSTMASTERS
MARYLAND
John E. Morris, Princess Anne.
MONTANA

Harry H. Howard, Bozeman.
Dudley W. Greene, Columbia Falls.
Joseph P. Sternhagen, Glasgow.
Allen S. McKenzie, Philipsburg.
Joseph Buckhouse, St. Ignatius.
NORTH CAROLINA

Roberts H. Jernigan, Ahoskie.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
TUESDAY, APRIL 10, 1934

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D.D., offered
the following prayer:

Infinite Spirit, we know that Thou art the High and Holy
One before whom the angels and the archangels veil their
faces saying, “Holy, Holy, Holy, Lord God Almighty.”
Heavenly Father, read our hearts; they feel emotions which
are unutterable and cannot be spoken. We praise Thee for
the measureless sweep of Thy merciful providence. We
rejoice that Thou hast said, “ The sun shall not smite Thee
by day, nor the moon by night.” O Love Eternal—no mortal
tongue can reach and the stretch of our imagination dies
away in wonder. At Thy holy altar may we surrender our-
selves to Thee, and may our dedication to the cause of our
fellow men be complete. May we help folks who have been
disfranchised of their right to rest, peace, and joy. Bless
all happiness makers whose tongues carry sweetness and
sow contentment along their way. Keep us from those sins
that bruise the soul. Heavenly Father, deal patiently with
us and ever allow dreams and visions, ideals and expecta-
tions to supply the forces that urge us on and on to final
triumph. In the name of our Savior., Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr., SHANNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that on next Friday, April 13, the one hundred and ninety-
first anniversary of the birth of Thomas Jefferson, at the
conclusion of the reading of the Journal and the disposi-
tion of business on the Speaker's table, I be permitted to
address the House for 30 minutes on the subject of Thomas
Jefferson.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr, Speaker, reserving
the right to object, and I shall not object, if there is any
Democrat that believes in Thomas Jefferson, he should have
the opportunity to speak.

Mr. PARSONS. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to obh-
ject, on what day is this address to be delivered?

Mr. SHANNON. On Friday.

Mr. LUCE. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, I
looked in the encyclopedia, and it is stated there that
Thomas Jefferson was born on April 2.

Mr. SHANNON. That is according to the old calendar.
According to the new calendar it is April 13. The difference
in dates is due to the difference in the two calendars. It is
April 13 in the new calendar and April 2 under the old
calendar.

Mr. LUCE. Why did not the gentleman accept the luckier
day of the two?

Mr. SHANNON. The calendar fixed the date for me.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

6333

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

THE NEED OF A FEDERAL AUTHORITY IN CALIFORNIA, ARIZONA, AND
NEVADA

Mr. COLDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include therein
House Resolution 290.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California?

There was no objection.

Mr. COLDEN. Mr. Speaker, an amusing story was
recently published in California newspapers concerning the
Arizona navy which was described as stemming the dirfy=
dun and swarthy-safiron waters of the Colorado River to
the Arizona side of an inaccessible canyon and conveying
the State’s army to defend the sacred soil and precious
rights of the great State of Arizona at the point where the
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California proposes
to divert a portion of the river for the domestic supply of
water for Los Angeles and other neighboring cities. The
navy consisted of a single-motor launch and the army was
comprised of a corporal and four privates from the National
Guard of Arizona.

This story provoked many a laugh and served to divert
for the moment the bitter contest that Arizona has carried
on for some years against what Arizona deems an intrusion
and an encroachment upon the rights of the State and her
claims to the waters of the Colorado. Many comical refer-
ences continue concerning the Arizona army and navy and
the enemy, consisting of the sentries and workmen of the
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California. Be-
neath this newspaper mirth lies an embittered controversy
that has already been expensive to the parties involved.

It is not my purpose to discuss the rights and arguments
of each State, and it is not my purpose to convince you
that Arizona is wrong and that California is right. To the
average citizen the whole controversy is too complicated,
and the whole matter lies buried in great heaps of legal
opinions, the fine-spun arguments of many able and high-
priced attorneys, the declarations of State officials, county
and municipal officials, until it requires a Chinese philoso-
pher and a Philadelphia lawyer to even follow with uncer-
tainty the tangled legal threads. It is a continuous battle
of words and a free fight in which many have engaged. As
a citizen of southern California, it is my purpose to establish
an unbiased and competent authority that will give to Ari-
zona every drop of water and every spark of power to which
she is entitled, and at the same time enable southern Cali-
fornia to proceed with the unmolested development of that
to which she is rightfully entitled.

I crave for no advantages over either of our neighboring
States, but am seeking a way out of this dilemma by a pro-
cedure that will assure fair dealing and undeterred develop=
ment in all the States concerned.

I desire at this time to call attention to House Resolution
290, introduced by myself on March 3, 1934, and to empha=-
size to the Members of Congress the necessity and benefits
of my proposal. The resolution requests the Secretary of
the Interior to furnish the House of Representatives a com=
prehensive plan for the improvement and development and
coordination of the rivers and other water resources of the
States of California, Arizona, and Nevada by a Federal
authority, with the additional funetion of promoting subsis-
tence homesteads and the encouragement of home owner-
ship.

The program, as outlined in House Resolution 290, would
provide for an authority with a wide jurisdiction over the
controversial problems of the three States and also over the
numerous other projects within the Sfates. The proposed
C.AN.A. (California, Arizona, and Nevada Authority) would
have supervisory and administrative capacity not only over
the rivers and other water resources of these great States but
also over the kindred problems and uses of water, such as
frrigation, reclamation, development, and distribution of
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power, navigation, flood control, reforestation, erosion, pres-
ervation of game and fish, and recreaticnal areas. In addi-
tion to the development of the river and other water re-
sources to their greatest capacity and use by the populations
of the three States, it is urged that such an authcrity is
necessary to secure correlation and ccordination of these
resources and thereby to avoid endless and expensive litiga-
tion and other contests over these resources, thus avoiding
endless delays and affording the machinery for the expedi-
tion of this development. The homestead idea is an addi-
tional feature that is entitled to careful consideration.

A Federal authority removes the involved controversies
from the prejudices, fears, and grasping designs of local
and interested communities and places them on a broader
basis of public and general welfare. It places jurisdiction
in a tribunal free of personal and local influence and affords
all parties to such controversies an equal and impartial
opportunity. The Boulder Dam project is yet uncompleted,
and yet its entire path of progress has been disturbed and
delayed by conflicting interests. With the development of
the great Boulder Dam project, there are certain to continue
after its completion numerous other problems and disputes
that will be prolific of expense and delay and injurious to
many citizens in the States concerned.

The prosperity of California—and especially of southern
California—is indissolubly linked with that of Arizona and
Nevada, In California the adjoining States find profitable
markets. Through California these inland States reach the
California ports and thereby the markets of the world. Our
development and progress go hand in hand. There is no
sound reason why California should seek any advantages
over the inland States. What rivalry exists is usually of a
local nature, and I am convinced is not shared by the
majority of the population of either of the States, the pros-
perity of all being so closely infertwined and interlinked.
In my estimation such an authority, as proposed in the
resolution introduced by me, will be a long step in the
orderly and efficient development of the three States and the
benefits and prosperity will be shared by all.

But the situation involves much more than the contro-
versies between the States. Because of their arid nature,
water is queen in the Far West. Out in these open spaces
numerous watersheds require the protection from fires and
erosion. Great areas of forest by an efficient program and
direction may be restored and new ones developed. Nu-
merous valleys, fertile with alluvial soil washed down by
infrequent rains, are dominated with sage and cactus await-
ing the water, the plow, and dominion of man, ready to
yield abundantly to his numerous requirements of food,
clothing, and shelter. To develop these vast resources, to
furnish homes to our increasing population, to prepare for
the best ultimate results, a plan should be devised now to
supervise and develop these great potentialities. We should
not delay this important program until vast riches of soil
and timber and water have been wasted and depleted.

Along with the growth of these three States, numerous
new projects are certain to be promotfed and developed. In
fact, important development already has been made in each
of these States, As this development proceeds, projects
crowding one upon another will raise endless local and
domestic disputes that will deter and thwart the march of
development. Already in the State of California, the rights
and claims of rival and adjoining districts and projects have
jeopardized growth in some localities. Some have more
water than they can use to best advantage and others have
too little. By this lack of water farms and ranches and
orchards decline and the community itself becomes stagnant
and sometimes dies and becomes the graveyard of the
hopes and ambitions of industrious citizens who dreamed
of the dependency and comfort of home. A Federal author-
ity to supervise or administer these conflicting projects and
do justice to all would redound to the peace and progress
and prosperity of all.

The financial benefits to California, Arizona, and Nevada
would reach a tremendous amount, saving millions of dollars
in interest, eliminating the costs of refinancing and much
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litigation, and stabilizing investments. The investor would
have a much greater assurance of the soundness of his in-
vestment under the direction of a Federal authority, The
dangers of poor engineering and uncertain private financial
premotion would be eliminated to a large degree. Under the
supervision of such an authority the depreciation of irriga-
tion-district bonds would be reduced to a minimum because
of the additional protection and supervision of the distribu-
tion of water and the unhampered development of power
where available and usable,

In its present financial straits, the State of California and
its political subdivisions have placed an exceedingly heavy
burden upon their taxable wealth. The cities and the coun-
ties of the State are staggering under the tax load. Two
water districts alone are authorized to expend nearly $400,-
000,000, the Metropolitan Water District of Southern Cali-
fornia, two hundred and twenty million, and the Central
Valley project of California, $170,000,000. If either of these
great projects should become insolvent and be unable to
meet its interest- and sinking-fund obligations, the tax re-
sources, the inccme and the credit of the State, might
become seriously impaired.

The State of California obtains its revenues from fran-
chises, corporations, licenses, and sales taxes, and the lesser
political divisions by a direct tax on real estate and personal
property. Buf the bankruptcy of either of the two great
projects of California would bear so heavily upon the tax-
able wealth of the respective communities as to reduce
greatly the income of the State itself. To place these and
similar projects under a Federal authority would lift a
great load from numerous localities, reduce the rate of
interest, lower the cost to those participating in the project,
and afford greater security to the investor.

Arizona and Nevada have similar domestic projects of
great promise, but private capital is difficult to secure and
in any event ai greater cost than under Federal authority.
Both of these States have great potentialities that await
development and an increasing population. The lands await
water; the mines, industries; and the farms require power.
The mineral, agricultural, and horticultural possibilities of
these States have been but scratched and their productive
capacities can be multiplied many times. A Federal au-
thority would be able to survey, estimate, plan, and develop
these vast resources in an orderly and conservative program
and avoid much of the waste and fruitless effort of poorly
planned pioneering.

The provision in this resolution to authorize the Federal
authority to purchase and improve and resell lands is of
vital importance, in my opinion. Why should a favored few
be the beneficiaries of a comprehensive Federal program that
is carried on at the authorization and by the credit of all
the people? Why should not the fruits of such a plan be
enjoyed by the largest possible number of citizens? Why
should the owner of a ranch of thousands of acres be the
recipient of a colossal fortune and the thousands of for-
gotten men be deprived of a home and a place in the sun?

Such a program will preserve for all the people the vast
benefits of hydroelectric power, so essential to a land
devoid of coal, so vital to the farm and its many irksome
labors, so needful to the mine and factory, where no other
source of power is available, so necessary to supply the com-
forts of home and to relieve the drudgery of the wifehood
and motherhood bending at their household duties. Elec-
tricity is the boon of our generation, the greatest gift of the
ages to toiling humanity, and its blessings should be placed
within the reach of every individual and every home.

Navigation in this area is limited to the streams of central
California. The control of floods and the conservation and
proper distribution of its waters are of primary concern to
every part of these three great States. The problem of re-
forestation and erosion also is of much moment and involves
large and scattered areas. The utilization of the mountains,
deserts, canyons, streams, and artificial lakes for recrea-
tional purposes is one of the important social and economic
values of this mountain West. The preservation of fish and
game is of importance to this and future generations.
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Our country iIs suffering from two major ills, the concen-
tration of wealth in the hands of a privileged few and the
decline of home ownership. The home is the foundation of
the school, the church, and the state. The home builds
stability of citizenship. The home has made America great.
The decline of the home is a menace to society and civiliza-
tion and the greatest shadow on our future. It is our patri-
otic duty to encourage and to cherish it.

To former generations the inviting West was the open
door of opportunity and of a home. If may have been a
simple cabin, ecrudely carved from nearby forests; its chim-
neys reared from the nearby rocks; its lights from the dim,
flickering candle of tallow of nearby herds. The clothes
of the occupants were homespun and ill-fitting—his cap
from the fur of the nearby streams and woods; his food
from the fields, the gardens and orchards, and the wild
woods; but this rugged life developed an independence of
spirit, a freedom from want, and a courage and a self-
reliance that have been the marvel of the world. All the
centuries depict no such an epic as has been achieved by the
pioneer of America.

But another day has dawned; new problems confront us.
The prairies of freedom, the abundant forests of yesterday,
are no more. The young man and the young woman of
today are denied the opportunity of their ancestors. It is
incumbent upon us to reopen the door of opportunity to our-
selves and to our posterity and to restore the home to its
former prestige, that America may march onward to a
greater destiny—a destiny that will afford every citizen a
full ;:d abundant life, of which our President so eloquently
speaks.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I desire to include in my re-
marks a copy of the resolution I have discussed.

House Resolution 290

Resolved, That the Becretary of the Interior be, and he is
hereby, requested to send to the House of Representatives a
comprehensive plan for the improvement and development of the
rivers and water resources, the agricultural, horticultural, mineral,
and industrial resources of the States of California, Arizona, and
Nevada with a view of giving to Congress information for the
direction of legislation which will provide for the maximum
amount of flood control, reforestation, prevention of erosion,
preservation of game and fish, recreational facilities, navigation,
Irrigation, and the development of hydroelectric power and the
distribution thereof; and for the correlation and the coordination
of Federal, State, counly, municipal, and district projects in sald
States, including the Boulder Dam, the Roosevelt Dam, the
Coolidge Dam, the Parker-Gila project, the All-American Canal,
the Central Valley project of California, the Metropolitan Water
District, the Humboldt River, and other projects established or
contemplated; and furthermcre, that said plan provide for a
Federal administration, including authority to wutilize public
lands, to purchase private lands, to reclaim, drain, irrigate, and
improve said lands, to subdivide and resell the same in order
to establish subsistence homesteads and to encourage home
ownership.

LOTTERY

Mr. EENNEY. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include a radio
address delivered by me.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. KENNEY. Mr. Speaker, under leave to extend my
remarks, I include an address entitled “ Lottery ”, delivered
by me in part from radio station WOR of Columbia Broad-
casting Co., March 25, 1934, and over a Nation-wide hook-up
from radio station WEAF of National Broadcasting Sys-
tem, April 5, 1934.

“Hands off!*

“Let it alone.”

“Don’t touch it."

“It's dynamite and will blow you up.”

These warnings were sincere. They were given to me, in the
words quoted, by personal friends of mine in the House of Repre-
sentatives, when they learned of my intention to offer in the

present Congress the measure which has become entitled “HR.
7316: A bill to authorize the raising of funds by lottery for the
purpose of providing additional means of defraying the cost of
Government, including expenditures authorized for veterans and
their dependents, and for other purposes.”

Now, as a man, lawyer, and holder of political office, I am open—

I trust at all times and always appreciatively—to the honest advice
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of my colleagues and constituents. In this instance there could
not be any doubt they had my political fortunes at heart. But I
believed their warning a mistaken one. It is reassuring to be able
to report that since the statement of the purpose and character of
the bill which I was privileged to make in the House, these col-
leagues have declared themselves for the measure.

What caused honest gentlemen to reserve their attitude? I
have not asked them, yet I know. They have perceived, with
me, that participation in an orderly lottery, conducted by Gov-
ernment for public benefit, is not gambling.

Let us take a moment and look at gamibling. What makes it
evil? Why is the straight-thinking element of society against it?
Why is it outcast of the law? What does it do to human beings,
to their circumstances, their character, their lives, that iz hurt-
ful or destructive?

One of the few men who really know the unwritten story of
the elder Rockefeller'’s personality once told a brilliant corre-
spondent why the oil master never drank. In determining his
attitude toward a proposal or a policy, this man related, whether
of business procedure or individual conduct, it was Mr. Rocke-
feller's way to set down privately two opposing columns of facts
and figures. In one column he d enter the items favorable
to it, in the other the items unfavorable to it. The column
which yielded the greater total supplied his decision to be for
or against it.

“I am perfectly sure”, the Informant said, *that early in his
youth Mr. Rockefeller, breaking ground for a business career in
8 day of general by business men, set down in one
column the items of profit he could expect to earn by investing
certain sums of money in social whisky, and in an opposite
column the assessments he should expect to pay as penalties;
that with his bookkeeper pen he cast the totals, and had then
and there his lifelong decision.”

I know of no more satisfactory method to answer the guestion,
“Why is gambling evil? * :

Let us set down in the profits column these items: Money
(or other valuable consideration) which may be won: agreeable
excitement of the wagers; pleasure of anticipating suc-
cess; thrill of winning; benefit of using the winnings. In the
opposing column we enter: Money bet; time spent in betting;
distraction from vocation; questionable associations formed
through the indulgence; formation of & costly habit; emotional
stress of striving to * beat the game "; mental and spiritual de-
pression of losing money whose loss could not be afforded;
temptation to obtain dishonestly the means to continue betting;
temptation to dissipation as a false refuge of the loser and an
unwise jubilation of the winner; lessening appreciation of things
earned and increasing appetite for things won; gradual weakening
of the bettor's T.

Certainly the answer to our question: “ Why is gambling evil?
is expressed by the total of the second column, and we deliber-
ately take our place with the straight-thinking element of society
opposing the evil.

80 what?

This: When you are reflecting upon what I have said, if you do,
ask yourself, frankly, is participation in an orderly lottery, oper-
ated by government for the public benefit, gambling?

If you will do that in the calm spirit of inquiry, unswayed
by any preconceived blas and uninfluenced by tradition, I believe
you will come and stand beside me and my colleagues of the
House who themselves came to warn and returned to pledge their
support, being the genuine type of men who are not afraid to
reconsider o ition.

Presumably every American school boy and girl knows that the
first r ar Congress of the United States held its sessions in the
city of New York. But how many Americans know that lotiery
money provided a roof for that Congress to meet under?

‘The year was 1789, and the new Nation's legislative body had
no quarters of its own. In this public dilemma the young me-
tropolis came forward with an offer of its city hall, which was
quickly and gratefully accepted. But the building was unsuitable
in arrangement and appointments for the purpose, so the munici-
pality remodeled and repaired it. The deficit was £13,000, as
money was then reckoned In Amerrea, a huge obligation in the
final decade of the eighteenth centi-y,

The city treasury was utterly unable to shoulder the expense.
It was a post-war period of hard times and high taxes—words
freighted with significance to us of today. So the city laid its

em before the State legislature,

That body’s response was to enact a law authorizing New York
City to set up and conduct a public lottery to raise £13,000. The
preamble of the act explained that a public emergency existed
which could not be met through ordinary sources of revenue.
The lottery was a quick success, and the city paid its bill.

I have not anywhere read of the self-respecting sturdy Ameri-
can patriots of that day taking shame to themselves because
their country’s lawmaking body “ had its rent paid ” by citizens’
contributions made in the form of lottery participation. I have
not learned that the guiding sense of social propriety, which may
God preserve to us, was damaged by any of the lottery participa-
tion that created funds for the building of churches and public
edifices throughout our country. Yet it may be that some zealous
goalers of the public will cried out against the spectacle and called
it “ gambling "; as perhaps others previously did when the lottery
in an emergency fed and clothed the Continental Army which won
our Independence. George Washington discerned the wvalue of the
loigtery and purchased the first ticket for the relief of his suffering
soldiers.
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Remarkable to relate Elwood Washington, a living kinsman
of the Father of our Country, has lately communicated to me his
approval of my bill and with the blood of the greatest American
coursing his veins in a spirit not of a gambler but of the true
patriot has proffered to purchase the first ticket to be issued
under this bill. We have had always, doubtless always shall have,
sincere conscientious objectors who counsel extremely because
they have not considered to think straightly. From that be-
fuddlement emerged the eighteenth amendment upon its tragic
reign of mischief.

The passage by Congress of last year's Economy Act led me to
propose the present bill for 8 Government lottery. The Economy
Act did two concrete things: It fixed the attention of the counfry
upon the economically grave fact that $1,000,000,000 was then the
annual disbursement cost of the Veterans' Administration, the
actual figure being $966,838,000, and it tted the cutting
down of that cost to about $500,000,000. Since then $100,000,000
of the billion has been restored by the President, and lately Con-
gress added $83,000,000 more, so that the current disbursement
stands well nigh $700,000,000 a year. Here I shall quote a par-
ticularly pertinent Associated Press dispatch published under
Washington date in the morning newspapers of January 30 last:

“Gen., Frank T. Hines, Administrator of Veterans' Affairs,
told a Senate appropriations subcommittee today that 486,926
veterans had been taken off compensation rolls under the Econ-
omy Act. He sald that the principles of the revised act and
regulations issued under it were ‘ sound and should be continued.’

“Appearing on proposals to amend the economy sections of
the independent offices bill In the interest of former soldiers,
General Hines said that many veterans undoubtedly would be
restored by review boards and President Roosevelt wanted studies
continued to eliminate inequalities.

“The average monthly payments to nonservice disabled, he
gaid, had increased in 4 months from $13.35 to $23.83.”

I need not, I think, elaborate the fact that every dollar is
sorely needed if our war-impaired citizen soldiers and their de-
pendents are to receive the full measure of their country's help;
the attitude and actions of the President toward this decent
obligation of ours speak more forcefully than could I.

But neither can we ignore the fact that the Government is
seriously impeded in {ts recovery campaign by having to take
out of the Treasury what approaches even now #£1,000,000,000
yearly for veterans’ relief. The only revenues that flow into the
Treasury are those created by taxation of one type or another.
Nobody hands money to the Government as a gift.

But hosts of citizens, many thousands of persons monthly,
would cheerfully and gladly contribute small sums of gift money
to their Government for this decent obligation, if they were per-
mitted to do so by participation in a federally authorized and
federally operated lottery.

It is my considered judgment that upon a basis of the Gov-
ernment taking 40 percent of a $2 ticket and devoting 60 per-
cent to participation awards, or prizes, the annual yield to the
Treasury for veterans' relief would become not less than
$1,000,000,000. France, with a population half our own and a
national spirit certainly not superior to ours, estimates that her
newly established lottery will return the Government $500,000,000.
France is now 1 of 30 or more countries gathering needful reve-
nues through government lottery, and it is to be noted that
French veterans are not going uncared for. England, while pro-
posing to ban other lotterles, has before Parliament a proposal
to revert to the governmental lottery as an emergency source of
operating income. I do not think that prim adherence to a
"doubtful tradition will qualify us to hold ourselves either holier
or wiser than they.

Only 2 percent of American citizens pay an income tax. The
ability of that one fiftleth of the adult population so to pay
cannot sagaciously be made the perennial justification for in-
creasing their levy in the richer brackets, since it is chiefly from
the nonpaying portion of the public the residents of those brackets
derive thelr incomes.

Yet we dare not for a moment turn our faces from the fact that
now and henceforth, in a measure never before approached In
the peace-time annals of the country, our Government must be
supplied with larger and steadily larger financial support.

Through crucial necessity and not at all by cheice the President
and Congress have committed the Government to rehabilitation
expenses staggering In their proportions. The milllons of tax-
payers, depleted in vitality by long confinement to depression’s
sick bed, stumble under triple loads of Federal, State, and com-
munity assessments. Some of them less Spartan than the rest
would like furtively to contemplate themselves as the unfortunates
Markham meant in his throbbing lines about “the long, long
patience of the plundered poor.” Self-pity need never fto go
visiting to be fed.

Nevertheless, America is still the richest country in the world,
and Americans are still the warders of vast stores of hoarded
wealth. I look upon a Government lottery as an ideal way to tap
that timid treasure for the public good.

Charles Pickett In the Harvard Law Review (May 1932) says,
“ The theory behind the lottery laws is that people should be pro-
tected from dissipating their money by gambling against odds
which usually are not fully appreciated.” Such protection may
be the theory, but a theory very far from working out. Our
lottery laws in the Nation and the States are comprehensive and
not gentle, yet they do not prevent Americans from sending
$200,000,000 out of this country yearly in their purchase of par-
ticipation In forelgn sweepstakes. They do not prevent countless
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churches and charitable organizations from holding bazaar draw-
which are lotteries in every detail but name. They prohibit,
but they do not prevent.

Now, I do not belleve that the adult person who indulges in the
mild and pleasing dissipation of buying a chance in a Govern-
ment lottery is thereby a gambler, a victim, and In need of pro-
tection “odds which are not fully appreciated.” The
picture does not paint itself to me that way. What purchaser of
such a lottery ticket does really seriously expect to win one of
the prizes? Or is made cast down or lrrational by faflure to
win? I have not heard of such. Have you?

As for the odds, the bill which I have introduced in the House
of Representatives authorizes the Veterans' Administration, with
the approval of the President, to conduct a lottery to ralse funds
not exceeding $1,000,000,000 in any one year, which shall be covered
into the Treasury as a miscellaneous receipt. Remember the
words, “ not exceeding ", for I shall refer to them again,

And as for the billion dollars, hearken to this: * During the past
2 years no less than a billlon dollars have been kept from going
out of this country in support of foreign lotterles. This was
the startling statement made August 23, 1933, by Horace J.
Donnelly, Solicitor of the Post Office Department.” Note that
the years mentioned by Mr. Donnelly were the leanest of recent
times. Mr. Donnelly also stated that operators of lotteries, for-
elgn and domestic, many of them dishonest, did not confine their
activities to the large cities, but preyed upon those located in
every section of the country.

It may be remembered, too, that the President recently trans-
mitted to Congress, “for its information”, coples of a report ocn
stock-market regulation prepared for him by Assistant Secretary
of Commerce, Mr. John Dickinson. Read the report: “ It must
always be recognized that the average man has an inherent in-
stinct for gambling. If abolished in one form, it seems always
to crop out in another. In America the man of average income
has, perhaps, turned to the stock-market exchange because of
the prohibition of various forms of gambling. If the specu-
lative tendencles of our people could be turned into other chan-
nels, this instinct might be satisfled without far-reaching eco-
nomic consequences.”

Mr. Dickinson appeared upon the hearings on the stock-market
regulation bill before the House Interstate and Foreign Commerce
Committee, of which I am a member, and in the course of his
testimony said that he did not oppose in principle a national
lottery. Mr. Richard Whitney, president of the New York Stock
Exchange, at the same hearings, agreed that a Federal lottery
might take care of the little fellow and *“keep him out of a lot
of trouble.”

I honestly believe that a national lottery would control in

large measure the gambling evil. Incidentally, if I am any judge
of our lovable chairman, Mr. Raysurn, and the level-headed,
straight-thinking members of the House committee, the country
will get a good and acceptable stock-exchange regulation bill,
- My bill authorizes the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs, sub-
Ject to the approval of the Secretary of the Treasury, to prepare
and issue rules under which the lottery shall be conducted. The
Administrator is given power to appoint, employ, and fix the com-
pensation of the necessary officers, employees, and agents, but no
salary shall exceed $8,000 a year. The Postmaster General is au-
thorized to place the post office and postal machinery and facili-
ties at the service of the Veterans' Administration for operating
the lottery.

The forging or counterfeiting of tickets or the selling of false
tickets is made punishable by maximum fine of $10,000 or maxi-
mum imprisonment for 5 years, or both. (Death was the extreme
penalty provided by the New York Legislature in 1790 to protect
the integrity of the congressional lottery tickets, and that was
before the racketeer as a figure in American crime had being.) ,

The final section of the bill provides: “All pensions, allowances,
and other benefits accruing to veterans and their dependents
which existed prior to the 20th day of March 1933 shall be
restored immediately upon the enactment of this act.”

While the measure as introduced leaves the details of operation
to the Veterans’ Administration, assisted by the other specified
Government agencles, certain suggestions toward carrying out the
lottery may be offered tentatively in this discussion of it.

I think, for example, that a monthly drawing, 12 yearly, would
best serve the purpose of the adventure.

I would propose one grand award of, say, not more than $120,000,
and specify 8500 as the minimum award. Rather than fixing a
number of capital awards at amounts spaced closely below the
principal prize, I should favor a very much greater number of
awards graded upward from the minimum figure. In other words,
I would afford participants more chances to win substantial but
not extravagant slices of good luck instead of offering bigger purses
with less possibility of winning at all. With fantastic prizes, such
as, say, a quarter or half million dollars, I would have noth=
ing to do.

The setting in the bill of a limit to the revenue to be raised in
any one year practically determines in advance the odds against
the participant to win. It being an ascertained fact that a Gov-
ernment lottery, once established beyond its introductory gariod,
receives a stable volume of patronage, the participation hazard
resolves Itself thus: To produce $1,000,000,000 revenue as the
Government’'s 40-percent share for the veterans, there would be
sold £2,500,000,000 of tickets. The price of a ticket being $2, the
total of tickets sold In the year would be 1,250,000,000, or, monthly,
104,166,666 tickets. The odds against winning an award can then
be determined by the participant by dividing the total number
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of the offered prizes into the figure " 104,166,666." Thus, if the
total number of offered for the month should be 5,000, the
participant by dividing 5,000 into 104,166,666 would learn that his
ticket had 1 chance in 20,833 to win a prize. But no figuring
known to the brain of man could tell him which prize, whether the
$120,000 jumbo, or a modest $500 one, or some less splendid or
more substantial intermediate award. Since the total of tickets to
be sold is limited and publicly known, his chance of winning could
not be less than 1 in 20,833; should the month's sale total fall
below the limit, his chance of winning would be arithmetically
better.

While the foregoing calculations are not of material importance,
they are adventurously attractive. And they serve to supply the
reason, too, why none of us ever seriously expects to win an award
in a lottery or ever is cast into gloom by not winning, though we
do know that in such a lottery as is here discussed a certain per-
centage of all the tickets have to win in every drawing. I look
upon it as a game quite worth its inexpensive candle. We all of
us who play it will get some fun building tinted castles in Spain,
some of us will get awards, the veterans will get what is decently
coming to them from their countrymen, the Government will get
a billion-dollar gift from its citizens, and the heavily burdened
taxpayers will get a hand up in distress.

I think it may be highly desirable to make the higher awards
payable partly in spot cash and partly in short-term annuities. If,
for example, Joe Mack’s family’s ticket wins and calls for $15,000,
i1t would mean they would be paid the Government’s check for,
say, $5,000 and additionally $1,000 a month for 10 months. The
wisdom of such a form of redemption seems to me obvious.

I would be opposed to the sale of tickets to persons under 18
years of age.

1 suggest that tickets be purchasable at post offices only, and
that payments of awards be made by post offices of sale. I believe
this manner of handling would be the surest safeguard against
racketeer invasion for purposes of counterfeiting and other frauds.

I would make half tickets at $1 available to the public.

Periodically there come times when the people of a country
decide to give theory in government a vacation and sit down in
the kitchen with facts. When they do this, history begins the
writing of & new chapter. Behind such occasions, though we
may not confess the fact until after the chapter has been finished,
is the normal social yearning to reprove by making a change that,
after all, life and liberty are worth while only as affording op-
portunity to human beings to pursue happiness. We do not
seriously demand to capture, but you shall not too long—at one
stretch—forbid the pursuit.

We have sent the theory in government of compulsory absti-
nence from liquor away upon a long vacation, and we are still
sessioning in the kitchen. We have decreed leaves of absence to
quite a number of historic means and manners which, we agreed,
were cluttering the trails of our discountenanced pursuit. It may
be that for a while at least we are of majority opinion that gov-
ernment by theory has become a lot of tall grass for shapes to
crawl in.

What do you think?

CALENDAR WEDNESDAY

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
business on tomorrow, Calendar Wednesday, be dispensed
with.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Tennessee?

There was no objection.

LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATION BILL—1935

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
take from the Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 8617) making
appropriations for the legislative branch of the Government
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1935, and for other pur-
poses, with Senate amendments, disagree to the Senate
amendments, and ask for a conference.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Indiana?

There was no objection.

The Chair appointed the following conferees: Mr. LunLow,
Mr. GRANFIELD, Mr. SaNDLIN, Mr. BucHANAN, Mr. McLEoD,
and Mr. SINCLAIR.

CANADA AND PREFERENTIAL TARIFFS

Mr. EDMONDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to revise and extend my remarks in the Recorp on Canadian
reciprocity and to include a statement made in reference to
the New England situation by the Foreign Trade Club of
Boston.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the reguest of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr., EDMONDS. Mr. Speaker, one of the most remark-
able developments of the past several years in connection
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with the growth of business in Canada has been its promo-
tion by law enactments of its home business at the expense
of business in the United States.

Laws or regulations have been promulgated to atiract the
installation of new manufacturers, and the use of Canadian
facilities for transportation by rail or water, with such great
success that they must marvel at our own simplicity in
allowing the necessary diseriminations without any attempt
on our part to retain what was our own.

In 1928 an official representative of the Canadian Gov-
ernment told me at Buffalo that over 1,200 American busi-
ness firms were represented in Canada, over half by fac-
tories established there, and others by offices sufficiently rep-
resentative so that they could secure the advantages fur-
nished by ‘their Government through its laws and regu-
lations.

An investigation of the causes of this movement of Ameri-
can business can readily be seen upon investigation; for
instance, American western wheat was gradually drawn to
the Canadian markets, principally because Canadian wheat
inspection was such that the shipper gained financially by
shipping that way. This, as the years rolled by, practically
made, during the fall and summer months, Montreal the
great market for American western-grown wheat. On the
other hand, Canadian wheat was almost all shipped abroad
from United States ports, as most of it came into the market
after the close of navigation on the St. Lawrence River, It
will be noted that we accepted the Canadian inspection on
their bonded wheat, contrary to their practice with ours.

Although this would indicate a fair exchange in fonnage
between the two countries, leaving out the wheat inspection,
the Canadian being in doubt as to what our policy might
be in the future, as we had requested through the State
Department that our inspection should be recognized as we
recognize theirs, started a building program at the ports of
St. Johns and Halifax, established during the winter months
an exceedingly low rate of freight from the grain elevators to
these ports, so as to care for the closed St. Lawrence season,
then followed 2 years ago by placing a prohibitive tariff in
the United Kingdom on Canadian wheat shipped through
the United States ports, unless each individual car was con-
signed to a legitimate purchaser in the United Kingdom
from the Canadian point of shipment. This resulted in
taking away of cargo from our shipping to United Kingdom
points, and of course materially affected the business of our
North Atlantic and Pacific ports, as it covered millions of
bushels of grain annually.

As a result, the Canadian ports are rapidly increasing in
size and facilities, and even now Montreal is making a sur-
vey and proposing the doubling of the amount of grain-
elevator space at that port in order to accommodate the
additional business expecied, and many of the largest grain
dealers in the United States now have subsidiary offices in
Canada in order to secure the advantages offered.

However, you cannof operate a ship profitably on grain
alone; you must have other inbound cargo, and more profit-
able cargo outbound, so what do our Canadian friends do
but start to get these necessary shipments. Their plan was
to attract American manufacturers to open subsidiary com-
panies in Canada. To do this they were obliged to offer an
attraction; this they did in a number of promotion ways
in which cheap sites and cheap faxes were a small factor.
They agreed with manufacturers who would establish Cana-
dian factories that they would only require a minimum part
of the finished product to be made in Canada providing the
assembling was done there, This allowed the manufacturer
to make at his home factory the vital parts of his product
in the United States. After these factories were established
they gradually raised the minimum required by successive °
tariffs until he was forced, in order not to lose his invest-
ment, to enlarge his plant until most of the product was
made in Canada, the penalty being that unless he complied
he could nof receive the benefit of the various tariffs or
other regulations.

The principal way of attracting business was by the ma-
nipulation of their tariffs. They were careful not to be
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foolish like we have been and tie themselves up in most-
favored-nation tariffs. They prepared a tariff, then nego-
tiated treaties with many European nations trading prefer-
ential tariffs, both nations giving discounts, and further,
made a British Empire agreement for another still lower
tariff to British possessions. We must not forget they were
after cargo for the grain ships, so they limited the prefer-
ential tariff with foreign nations so that it would only be
applicable to ships delivering goods to or taking goods from
Canadian ports.

These are only a few of the high spots of Canadian dis-
crimination which we have let come into existence with
hardly any resistance on our part; there are many smaller
matters that make shipping through Canada attractive to
shippers. Goods from abroad today are shipped through
Canada to St. Louis and beyond, so that you can readily see
the disastrous loss these Canadian regulations have caused,
both to our ships and railroads.

In order to at least try to retain our American business
for our shippers and railroads, I have introduced a bill,
H.R. 4493, a bill to prevent discrimination against American
ships and ports, and for other purposes. This bill will
charge a special tax or tariff of 10 percent upon all foreign
goods brought into the United States through Canada, and
the charge is only in effect as long as the Canadian dis-
criminations are continued against us; a fair bill which
surely should not be protested by our neighbors as long as
they originated the idea.

Merchandise consigned to the United States and shipped
through Canada in bond, when arriving at port of entry of
the United States, pays the regular duty; on the contrary, as
explained, shipments made from countries where there is in
existence preferential duty arrangement with Canada, and
not delivered directly to a Canadian port, but shipped
through a port of the United States in bond, lose their
preferential status and pay the higher duty, so that under
the present arrangements the Canadians retain their own
business for their own facilities, and owing to our own
inattention we are losing to them a very large tonnage of
merchandise which should be carried upon American ships
and railroads and through American ports.

It is proposed by HR. 4493 to correct this discrimination
insofar as imports are concerned unless the Canadians are
willing to treat shipments through our country on an equal
basis with our treatment of theirs.

The Foreign Commerce Club of Boston have prepared a
very complete statement covering the whole subject, which
is as follows:

The Foreign Commerce Club of Boston, Inc., wishes to place
itself on record as approving the following bills, all treating on
the same subject:

H.R. 4483, introduced by Hon. G. W. EpmoNDs, of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 1637, introduced by Hon, RoserT Luce, of Massachusetts.,

8. 35186, introduced by Hon. Warrace H. WHITE, JR., of Maine.

8. 1525, intreduced by Hon. Crarence C. DL, of Washington.

The Foreign Commerce Club of Boston, Inc., is made up of
some 200 members, each of whom is engaged in business allied
with the foreign commerce of the port of Boston. The member-
ship is composed of steamship agents, railroad representatives,
customs brokers, freight forwarders, stevedores, weighers, pilots,
towboat companies; in fact, every branch of industry connected
with foreign trade.

Our scope of activity 1s pot limited to local maritime matters,
but it is interested in all matters which relate to foreign trade
as it affects the country as a whole. Especially does it interest
itself in all cases where the commerce of the United States is
Jeopardized.

The members of our club have during the past 7 or 8 years seen
the foreign commerce of our port, insofar as it pertains to con-
tiguous countries, drop to a very low position. For many years
prior to 1927 the port of Boston was favored with a very large
traffic in foreign merchandise arriving for destinations in Canada
and the Middle West of the United States.

While the number of steamers arriving at this port has not
° diminished greatly, still the amount of cargo unloaded at Boston

from each ship is almost infinitesimal. Prior to 1927 it was not
uncommon for vessels arriving from Far East ports (Indian
especially) to unload at Boston from 5,000 to 7,000 tons of freight,
the greater porticn of which was through traffic—that is, not for
local consumption.

For the past T or 8 years these same vessels have unloaded from
200 to 600 tons, which cargo is discharged in a few hours after
arrival of the steamer in port. The total amount of earned
freight often does not pay for port expenses. These steamers

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

APRIL 10

come to Boston, notwithstanding tHe great losses Incurred, in
order to keep up the service for local interests.

The Canadian customs tariff contains certain regulations (par-
ticularly chapter 30, section 3 (1) (a), section 4 (g), and section
5) which are especially detrimental to United States shipping.
These regulations, which originally became effective in 1907, have
been gradually ch to the exfent that, at the present time
they constitute a direct and almost absolute barrier to foreign
goods imported into Canada via the United States. Thus, through
changes in the basic Canadian customs regulations, as well as up-
ward revision of Canadian tariff rates as they apply to United
States products and all imports via the United States, Canada has
gradually forced the routing of its foreign imports away from
the natural and economical trade channels of shipping from
foreign countries via United States ports and in transit to Ca-
nadian destinations, Such tariff policy by Canada has not only
been instituted by severe Dominion duty discrimination against
imports received via the United States, but has been fostered and
abetted by consistent action of subsidizing, and even building, or
Lz;;t;:latmg Canadian ports, railroads, and steamship lines, at great

Without delving into the ramifications of the Canadian tariff,
the following explanation of the required qualifications for ad-
‘:lglgg& 0:::.1 (;:an:dlan l:;lipcrts g reduced rates of duty will indi-

ent regulations which militate against shipmen
the United States. e v i

The British preferential tariff (lowest rates accorded to practi-
cally all of the British Empire), and the intermediate tariff
(medium rates accorded to practically all of the principal com-
mercial nations, except the United States) apply to goods of the
areas and countries mentioned when conveyed without transship-
ment from the country of origin to a sea, lake, or river port of
Canada, provided that such goods, when shipped on a through
bill of lading to a port of Canada, may be transferred at a
British port and then conveyed without transshipment to a port
of Canada, and be entitled to the lower rates of duty under the
preferential or intermediate tariffs,

As a further inducement for direct shipments of British Empire
goods to Canadian ports, a discount of 10 percent of the duty is
allowed on most goods entitled to the preferential duty rates
(providing the duty exceeds 15 percent of the value) if the goods
are conveyed as specified in the above paragraph, that is, not
shipped via the United States to Canadian destination.

The importance of this restriction of preferential and inter-
mediate tariffi-rate application only to goods imported directly
into Canada from countries of origin or British ports can be
gaged by the fact that most of the British preferential duties
are about 50 percent and the intermediate rates about 25 percent
less than the general rates, the latter rates applying on com-
modities of or shipped via the United States.

Increass of duty cost on shipments routed to Canada via the
United States is augmented by application of sales and excise tax
which, at the present time, amounts to 9 percent of the value of
goods, plus the duty, and applies on practically all goods imported
into Canada. This sales and excise tax applies on commodities
imported, regardless of country of origin, but it will be noted that
the 9 percent 1s assessed on the duty-pald value of shipments.
Thus, in view of the fact that the general or highest rate of duty
applies on forelgn shipments received in Canada via the United
States, the sales and excise tax assessment provides an accumula-
tive and additional cost on intransit shipments to Canada through
the United States.

Although this policy of granting lower rates of duty to products
from certain countries, when shipped directly to Canadian ports,
became definitely established during 1907, its import and effect
was negligible until recent years—from 1926 to date. Up to 1926
the Canadlan preferences were not, for the most part, numerous
or extremely low as compared with the general rates. However,
with increase in preference advantages and the institution of the
sales tax with 1ts subsequent increases and the establishment of
an excise tax, Canada has consistently and methodically increased
the general rates of duty and decreased the preferential rates so
that increased cost of duty, sales, and excise tax on commodities
imported from foreign countries via the United States as against
lowered costs on goods imported directly into Canada from country
of crigin or via British port ranges between 15 percent to 50 per-
cent in faver of direct shipments to Canada as against shipments
received via the United States.

Results of this constant and increasing discrimination agalnst
shipments imported via the United States have been: sharp re-
duction in ocean cargo tonnage from foreign countries for Canada
via United States ports; decrease of freight and liner services to
United States ports, caused by diversion of many of these services
to Canadlan ports; and the increase of exports from and imports
into the United States via Canada. The far-reaching effects of
this Canadian policy is evidenced by a statement in Heaton's
Handbook of Canada, 1932, which has the following note (p.
687, bottom): “An increasing number of Americans are returning
from Europe by Canadian ports.” Unfortunately, this statement
is correct, for United States citizens are not only returning via
Canadian ports, but an increasing number are salling from Cana-
dian ports, and it is an axlom of ship operation that passenger
service is the final proof of well-established ocean-port service,
which has as its basis adequate port and terminal facilities with
substantial movement of ocean freight. Through Canadian leg-
islatlon we have lost American Import and export shipments as
well as freight destined from foreign countries through the United
States to Canada, and by these losses of freight American steam-
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ship and railroad companies have lost tremendously in revenue,
while Canadian interests and the ports of Montreal, Quebec, Hali-
fax, St. John, Vancouver, and Victoria have gained proportion-
ately.

Bgarlng on this last statement, we quote from the Daily Freight
Record, published in New York, edition of June 22, 1932: “ Hali-
fax port traffic: Cargo handled on the piers of the Halifax Harbor
Commission during the week ended June 10 totaled 6,724 tons,
an increase of 2,700 tons over the volume for the same week in
1931, according to a statement issued. This marked the third
consecutive week in which the increase over business volume a
year ago was more than 40 percent. The total volume handled
during the 3 weeks ended June 10 was 26,214 tons, compared with
15,407 tons during the same period of 1931, an increase of about
70 percent. The total increase from the beginning of 1932 to
June 10, as compared with same period of last year, was 63

cent.”
pe{’urthar, we quote from the New York Journal of Commerce,
edition of December 12, 1932: “ Transshipments of major imports
to this country destined for other foreign markets are on the wane
owing to rising trade barriers abroad. The latest example of de-
cline in such trade is the contraction in reexports to Canada.

* Recent reports show that the Lever interests are shipping palm
oil direct to Canadian ports from Africa. Formerly a large portion
of Canada's palm-oll requirements was supplied by transshipment
from the United Sttaes.

“ Canadian rubber factories, to take another example, are under-
stood to be arranging for direct shipments of crude rubber from
the Far East. Formerly large quantities of crude rubber were re-
exported from New York and Boston to Canada.”

In our opinion, this great increase in tonnage direct to Canadian
ports is that tonnage which, prior to the Canadian Act of 1926,
section 1, chapter 7, effective April 1, 1827, usually came to the
United States Atlantic, Pacific, and Gulf ports. While we have
not the statistics for Vancouver, it is presumed that the same ratio
of increase can be applied to that port, while the Pacific coast
ports have suffered proportionately.

In reference to the statement above quoted, in reference to the
increase in tonnage at the port of Halifax, we beg to call the com-
mittee’s attention to the fact that this great increase was enjoyed
during depression years, when Canada suffered as much as we.
While Canadian ports have been prospering, our ports have been
doing practically no business.

Many of the steamers arriving at Halifax are from the Far East.
These steamers carry commodity cargoes; that is, only a few differ-
ent classes of merchandise, but large quantities of each. They
. arrive at Halifax with full cargoes, the bulk of which is not only
for Canadian consumption but for consumption in the middie-west
sections of the United States. This cargo, when arriving at Halifax,
is shipped over Canadian rails to our own Midwest, thereby
allowing no revenue to our rails, In former years this business
was tremendous to our railroads.

Not only do shipments travel west from Halifax and St. John
but east from Vancouver to New York State, Massachusetts, and,
in fact, all Eastern States.

Trainloads, ‘not carloads, of silk are continually arriving at the
Port of New York from Vancouver and carloads of wool at Boston.
If these shipments would arrive at United States Pacific ports the
American railroads would have the entire haul, and, being for
American merchants, who has a better right to enjoy the land haul
than these same American railroads, which are maintained by
American money and pay taxes here?

A great many speeches in the Congress and numerous articles in
the newspapers of the country continually lay stress on the terrible
condition of the railroads. How to rehabilitate them has been a
great and grave question. Certainly they cannot be brought to
life, or even nourished in the slightest degree, by paying toll to
the Canadian roads. Without income, dividends are passed, inter-
est on bonds suspended, and bonds finally repudiated, which will
end in the roads going Into the hands of receivers, as many have
already done, and calling on the taxpayers, in the person of the
United States, to refinance them in order to sustain their lives.
It is time to give this matter extended and earnest thought.

The blow occasioned by the aforesaid Canadian Act of 1926
not belng sufficient to lay the United States trade in its tracks,
850 Canada, which is extremely wise in its generation, took it
upon itself to be the chief inaugurator and finally the prevailing
force in bringing about the so-called “ Ottawa pact ", which in a
few words said, * Trade among ourselves only (meaning the Brit-
ish Empire), but if not then you will be penalized.” And, with
this slogan, they are accomplishing what they set out to do.

We cannot be too harsh in our criticism of the Canadian Gov-
ernment for this—it was doing what it felt was best for Canada.
* Canada for the Canadlans!” What a powerful and penetrating
phrase. Should we follow their example, or simply stand by until
our business has fallen into decay?

Let us consider the matter thoroughly to the end that United
States trade, carried on by our citizens of this country, will be
protected, whether it be water- or rail-borne,

Canada is not the only country which has customs laws favor-
ing its own country, and which are in themselves discriminatory.

Under the caption " Customs Surtaxes” in the French tariff,
we read: “ There is a surtax of origin imposed on most articles
of non-European origin when imported through a European coun-
try.” This tax varies with the commodity, but, in general,
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amounts to 8.60 francs per 100 kilos. (Extract from report of
the Department of Commerce, Division of Foreign Tariffs, dated
Washington, June 15, 1932.)

The interpretation of this measure is that merchandise shipped
from the United States to France through, say, London, Liverpool,
Antwerp, Rotterdam, or other ports, pays the excise tax, which
is a penalty for not shipping merchandise direct to France or in
French bottoms.

Portugal also has a preferential tariff, the substance of which
is “ The preferential rebate of the duties on all imports (except
tobacco) granted by Portugal on foreign merchandise arriving in
Port vessels has been reduced from 8 percent to 6 percent
of the duties by a decree effective January 3, 1833, according to a
cablegram of January 4 from Commercial Attaché R. C. Long, Lis-
bon.” (This item taken from Commerce Reports, Jan. 14, 1833.)

Brazil also has a law in effect that a rebate or reduction of 50
percent of the fees is allowed to shippers using the Lloyd Brasi-
liero vessels. These original fees are collected on the consular
invoice covering merchandise shipped to Brazil; and if shipped
in Brazilian botioms, the rebate above mentioned is allowed. As
small as this fee might be, it, however, establishes a principle
of direct preference for shipping in national vessels.

ndence for revenue cannot be made on United States vessels
bringing to this country only cargoes for our own consumption
or for use In coastal territory only. These steamers must carry
in-transit cargoes as well, and, s an example how our commerce
is being diminished, we will later guote some statistics which
show how our business in foreign trade is affected by the present
Canadian embargo—for such it Is.

Reverting to the subject of the three classes of Canadian tariff,
we give a list of the following countries that are favored by
Canada in the so-called “ intermediate tariff "':

Germany, Italy and her colonies, Czechoslovakia, Denmark,
Belgium, Luxemburg, Estonia, Finland, Hungary, Latvia, Lithu-
ania, Netherlands and her colonies, Norway, Portugal, Rumania,
Spain (and certain of her possessions), Sweden, Switzerland,
Yugoslavia, Argentina, Brazil, Colombia, Venezuela, and Japan.

This intermediary tariff is contingent only on the condition that
the imported merchandise is shipped direct to Canada or through
British Empire or possessions. If the merchandise arrives in
Canada via United States ports, then the general tariff applies,

The foregoing shows that nearly every country in Europe and
South America enjoys the privilege of the Canadian intermediate
tariff, while we, speaking the same language, of the same basic
race, and separated from Canada only by a boundary line, are
excluded from any and all privileges of carrying on foreign trade
with Canada, except under severe pensalty.

Especially are we cut of from trade that originates in foreign
%ounag;es and is shipped In transit through the United States to

anada,

Now, how has this law affected us? may be asked.

As an example, let us take the Canadian tariff, item no. 448a,
which includes iron and steel manufactures. The Canadian duty,
according to the 1932 tariff, is as follows:

Percend
Preferential tariff < A0
Intermediate tariff 274

General tariff

A shipment of steel, valued at $1,000 f.0.h. point of origin, arrive
ing in Canada, pays the following rates of duty:

Difference
in favor | In favor of
Duty of inter- British
mediate Empire
countries
If imported from or via United States..._...._. $471. 50
If imported from countries enjoying interme-
diate privilege (direet) .- ... 380. 75 -1 P ) ISP
If imported from British Empire (direct) ... 253, 50 $218

The above represents duty, plus sales and excise taxes.

We take this item, not because it covers steel alone but because
the article covers so many different forms of steel manufactures.

We also refer to one other item—that is, bananas.

Item 98 and 9BA in the Cansadian tariff allows bananas to be
imported into Canada from British West Indies free of duty, pro-
vided they enter Canada direct. If they are shipped from the
same territory via United States port, they pay a duty of 50 cents
per bunch or stem.

Item 8 In the Canadian tariff covers canned meat. The duty
on this class of merchandise is: Preferential, 156 percent; inter=
mediate, 30 percent; and general, 35 percent.

As can be testified to, thousands of cases of canned meats
annually formerly arrived in Boston from the Argentine in vessels,
destined for Canada. None of this cargo comes here now for
reason of the 5 percent additional duty. Argentina being in the
intermediate class is favored with a 30-percent rate of duty. Con-
sequently the merchandise is shipped direct to Canada or via
British Isles.

What is shown by the foregoing is simply an example, but
covers every commodity of commerce, with the exception of
some few articles which are by Canadian law free of duty.
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In the case of British Empire goods, if the merchandise is
shipped via the United States to Canada, the general or highest
rate applies. Therefore, this is an indirect subsidy for shipments
of goods from forelgn countries of origin to Canadian ports,
precluding the use of American seaports for in-transit shipments.

The crux of the situation is that goods imported into Canada
-via the United States are penalized by assessment of higher
duties and increased sales and excise tax cost, which has re-
eulted in a discontinuance of in-transit shipments via United
-Btates to Canada.

Th!s condition has created a vicious circle for Amerlcan ma-
rine and transportation faecilities, through the diversion of water-
borne and rail in-transit trafic away from the United States to
“the extent that steamship services from Canadian ports have
increased so that already American exports and imports are
moving in considerable quantity via Canadian ports which in
the past moved from United States ports.

Some have suggested that an export tax be assessed on United
States goods exported via a contiguous country. The Constitu-
tion strictly forbids a tax on exports, so there is no chance for
action there.

The following tables show the amount of trade passing through
the United States from foreign countries and vice versa, from and
including the years 1021 to 1931 (the 1932 figures are not avail-

able). These figures were obtained from the Department of
Commerce reports and are, therefore, authentic:
1921
Imports received:
Total through Canada to United States________ $181, 220, T71
Total through other North American countries
to United States 194, 953, 605
In-transit shipments via United States to—
Canada._____._ 21, 958, T35
Other countries 41,419,113
1922
Imports received:
Total through Canada to United States___..____ 214, 662, 365
Total through other North American countries
to United States o -- 233,412,361
In-transit shipments via United States to—
Canada ___ 27, 978, 250
Other countries. 50, 504, 403

1923
Imports received:
Total through Canada to United States_________
Total through other North Amerlcan countries
to United States

In-transit shipments via United States to—

$273, 861, 313
298, 846, 377

Canadsa ... .. 36, 754, 672
Other countries 70, 536, 179
1924
Imports received:
Total through Canada to United States..______ 226, 409, 725
Total through other North American countries
a7 B S T o A SR e M S o o R 252, 056, 004
In-transit shipments via United States to—
Canada _ 32, 270, 677
Other countries 67, 188, 282
1925
Imports received:
Total through Canada to United States. . __.__.. 208, 133, 270
Total through other North American countries
to United States. 332, 984, 400
In-transit shipments via United States to—
Canada _-_- 2= 24,701, 206
Other countries 68, 480, 665
1928
Imports received:
Total through Canada to United States_________ 275, 891, 229
Total through other North American countries
to United States___.___ 300, 069, 800
In-transit shipments via United States to—
Canada ______ 37, 748, 332
Other countries 82, 115,372
1927
Imports received:
Total through Canada to United States.__._____ 338, 611, 964
Total through other North American countries
to United States-__ 871, 418, 930
In-transit shipments via United States to—
L P e e R e R N e 38, 068, 575
Other countries 91, 284, 808
1928
Imports received:
Total through Canada to United States_________ 252, 359, 492
Total through other North American countries
PO Unteds BtRtead ot i (R s ey 286, 993, 549
In-transit shipments via United States to—
Canada ___.___ A 132, 402, 743
Other countries 174, 214, 545

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

APrIL 10

1929
Imports received:
Total through Canada to United States._______

$249, 081, 959
Total through other North American countries

o linited Blates. oo oo oo oo o S E 288, 133, 424
In-transit shipments via United States to—
Canadd L St oS 12 386, 293, 125
Othsr countries oo ooooooo ooons 81, 054, 817
19830
Imports received:
Total through Canada to United States_________ 167, 736, 029
Total through other North American countries
o RITbad B ERToR =BT e T R i T 204, 094, 747
In-transit shipments via United States to—
Canada __._.___ LAl -- 84,180,553
Other countries =5 oy -= 74,202,170
1831
Imports received:
Total through Canada to United States.._______ 95, 439, 830
Total through other North American countries
BB T S e 1 e it s Sy G LR 123, 497, 344
In-transit shipments via United States to—
Cenada e A DO, 267
Other countries ___ e 45, 571, 489

The above statistics cover only Canadian and other North
American countries, such as Central America, Newfoundland,
Miquelon, Labrador, Mexico, West Indles, Cuba, Dominican Re-
public, and Virgin Islands. We quote these for the reason that
the bills presented to the House and Senate, supra, cover only
merchandise shipped to the United States through contiguous
countries.

It is quite evident from the foregoing that our foreign in-transit
trade has been demorsalized and cannot be improved or recovered
unless corrective measures are taken to offset this practical
embargo.

If such a law as requested in the bills, the subject of this brief,
were in effect during the 10-year period above, duties would have
been paid to the United States on foreign merchandise shipped
through Canada to this country in amounts ranging from ap-
proximately $9,500,000 in 1931 to $34,000,000 in 1827.

Trade of Canada for the fiscal year ended March 31, 1931, con-
talns several statements and tables which should be of especial
interest, some of which read as follows: * In view of the current
discussion respecting direct purchasing from overseas countries, it
is of interest to point out that for many years past Canada has
purchased large quantities of products, largely raw or semimanu- .
factured, from the United Kingdom and the United States which
did not originate in these countries. During the calendar years
1029 and 1930, the exports of foreign produce from the United
Eingdom to Canada represented about 7 percent and in the case
of the United States about 5 percent of the total exports from
these countries to Canada. Foreign exports from the United
States to Canada in 1929 totaled 46,302,000, and in 1930, $31,-

283,000." The commodities involved were as follows:
Foreign exports from United States to Cdnada
Commodities 1920 1030
Total, foreign exports. $40, 302, 000 | $31, 283, 000
Principal foreign exports:
Cruode rubber.. 15, 874, 000 8, 441, 000
Rawalik:___ . 7 5,121, 000 4, 997, 000
Eisal and heniquen... 4, 953, 000 2, 020, 000
Raw furs...... emese] 2 470,000 1, 529, 000
Bananas____. -—-a] 2,587, 000 1,488, 090
Tin bars, blocks, etc.— 534, 000 1,375, 000
Raw hides.__.... -l 8,190,000 1, 232, 000
Manila or abaei___. = 610, 000 775, 000
Painting and statuary._. 236, 000 619, 000
China wood ol ... 761, 000 529, 000
ol s s il 211, 000 517, 000
Raw tobacco 367, 000 510, 000
2 e 1IN TS LM S T N E T T ey e 9, 000 449, 000
Nifrate ofsodh ool  Soliiinieno n 382, 000 371, 000
Raw cotton. 1, 178, 000 343, 000
Rawwool: - s s e e e e S 445, 000 324, 000
Furs, dressed__ 141, 000 258, 000
Raw cocoa. . 360, 000 249, 000
Precious stones 5, 000 224, 000
Bhellag.......... 282, 000 225, 000
Hemp, unmanufactured 562, 000 212, 000
Eges, frozen 120, 000 184, 000
ood pulp 103, 000 173, 000
FPotash, muriate of 42, 000 170, 000
Gums, and resins, n.o.p : 262, 000 168, 000
Pineapples - 267,000 131, 000
Nuts, edibla 257, 000 127,000
Leather, unmanufactured. .. 245, 000 108, 000
Vegetable wax._._. Hes 76, 000 95, 000
b T T g e Ty S R et S o e e S e S | 160, 000 94, 000
Dates 196, 000 84, 000
Vefsetabln drugs... 84, 000 83, 000
Bristles_. 3, 154, 000 82,000
HitaE A S Rt S e e e e e £2, 000 80, 000
Palm and palm kernel oil 176, 000 59, 000
Cotlee, raw 67, 000 43, 000

The statistics in the following table show Canada’s imports by continents via the
United States for the fiscal years 1921 and 1931 and indicate that the percentages of
Canada’s imports by continents show a decrease during the past decade for each
continent with the exception of Africa:
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Canada’s imports via the United States, by continents, fiscal years
ending Mar. 31, 1921 and 1931

Imports via the United | Percentage of im-
States ports
Continents

1921 1931 1921 1931

2 55 0.65

15.97 6.42

20. 68 5. 90

15.02 13.53

0.30 3.18

0.1 260

6.75 278

The following information is given by a certain railroad operat-
ing out of Boston. The figures given are in tons and represent
the amount of in-transit import freight shipped through Boston to
Canada:

Tons
1926. 26, 321
1027 S et 24, 857
i R s e i By 8 |
1929 32, 238
1930 27,252
1931 15, 339
1932 e — 10, 202

The increased tonnage for 1929 and 1930 was caused by approxi-
mately 10,000 tons of a certain commodity which does not enter
here now. With this amount deducted from the totals of 1929
and 1930, the total miscellaneous cargoes would show 22,238 and
17,252, respectively. The percentage of decrease between 1926 and
1932, inclusive, is therefore approximately 61.56 percent.

Shipments of bananas, which we are informed were considered
local and not imported traffic, would increase the above tonnage
to around 5,000 tons per year up to 1930, at which time exports
of this commeoedity to Canada via the United States began to stop.

In connection with the decrease of imports from foreign coun-
tries via the United States, it is interesting to note that several
steamship companies during the past year or so have inaugurated
direct sailings from eastern Canadian ports to various points on
the globe. Direct lines, during certaln seasons of the year, con-
nect the eastern Canadian seacoast with the British West Indies
and with South Africa, and it is certain that increasing amounts
of produce from these areas are exported direct to Canada rather
than through the United States.

The following item is quoted in full from the Boston Evening
Globe of January 18, 1933, which shows the trend of commerce
between Canada and Great Britain, to the detriment of United
States commerce. We admit that this increase has been occa-
sioned in a measure by the so-called “ Ottawa pact ", but it bears
out our contention that a movement is already in operation to
eliminate the United States as a trading nation:

“ Canada's export trade in 1932 swung into empire channels.
From the opening of the imperial economic conference at Ottawa
in July, a pronounced increase in Canadian domestic exports to
the United Eingdom was noticeable in trade returns. In the cal-
endar year 1832, the Dominion Bureau of Statistics reports, Can-
ada exported goods to the value of $178,171,680, an increase of
$6,636,858 over the 1931 exports of $171,534,759.

“But the large increase began in July. In the last 6 months,
the exports to United Kingdom totaled $116,487,568, as against
$102,533,809 in the same period of 1931.

“In other words, 65 percent of Canada’s exports to the United
Kingdom in 1832 were sent since the conference opened in Ot-
tawa and 35 percent in the 6 months prior to it. The United
Kingdom now is very definitely Canada's leading market, taking
the place formerly occupied by the United States.

“Canada's domestic exports to the United States in 1032 to-
taled $162,630,779, or §15,540,901 less than to the United Kingdom,
In 1931, the domestic exports to the United States amounted to
$256,042,045, or $85407,223 more than to Great Britain, and in
1930 the amount was £395,738,375, or $160,5614,416 more than to
Great Britain.

“ Domestic exports to British Empire countries In December
totaled in value $20,680,547, compared with $20,262,873 a year
2go, a reduction of $46,326 in value. but an increase in volume.

“During the last 6 months of 1832 the domestic exports to
Empire countries totaled $137,209,418, compared with $126,483,054
in the same period of 1831, a gain of $10,726,364.

* Despite the heavy reduction of almost $10,000,000 in Canada's
domestic exports to the United States as compared with December
a year ago, there were some increases, such as rubber, chiefly tires
and footwear, §6,000 to #£11,000; raw wool, 84,000 to $10,000;
shingles, $127,000 to $135,000; aluminum, $11,000 to $19,000; raw
gold, $395,000 to $444,000; silver, $95,000 to $111,000; asbestos,
$180,000 to $181,000; acids, $62,000 to $143,000; fertilizers, $59,000
to $112,000."

We could quote from the daily, shipping, and trade papers
throughout the country on this subject, but we would simply be
filling up the record with repetition.

The United States Government, as well as private interests, has
spent millions of dollars developing its merchant marine in order
to bring back to this country the shipping and foreign commerce
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we lost just after the Civil War when the business successfully
carried on by our clipper ships was taken from us by Great Britain,

The American merchant marine, as well as the American rafl-
roads, must live. We have all been converted in the past few years
to the realization that the carrying on of forelgn commerce belongs
to us as well as to other countries, and it is our purpose to see
that this right is not taken from us. If we are to submit to the
efforts made by other nations to destroy our commerce and ship-
ping without some form of resistance, then we should either scrap
our vessels or turn them over to foreign owners. When and if
this is accomplished you will see the business of rate raising
started immediately and American commerce will then have to
pay excess freight to compensate for the purchase of those vessels
we were forced to sell.

By the same token we must not stand by to see the Canadian
railroads enjoying the foreign shipments destined to Midwestern
States which rightfully belong to the United States.

The loss of this transportation for American ports, railroads, and
allied interests has had its proportionate eflect on the employment
situation. The abnormal decreases as evidenced by the statistical
data mentioned above have had a far-reaching effect, as may be
seen in the number of idle piers, decreased business, and marine
and rail unemployment, which in no small part may be attributed
to this diversion of natural and economical in-transit trade for
Canada and Interior United States points.

The facts and arguments set forth justify the position we take
in favor of these bills and conclude with the request that said bills
be given your favorable decision, with recommendation to both
the House and Senate that they should be passed.

Respectfully submitted.

THE ForriGN CoMmMmEeRCE CLUB oF BostoN, INC,
By WaLTee E. DomERTY, President.

Approved:

IrviNG SoRGE,
Chairman of the Board of Directors.

Ermer E. ELweLL, Secretary.
PUBLIC GRAZING LANDS

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I call up House Reso-
lution 307; and, pending that, may I ask the gentleman from
Massachusetts if he desires time on the rule?

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I suggest the gentleman
give us the usual time. We probably will not use all of the
time. I note the rule provides for 3 hours, therefore I would
suggest that the genfleman yield us 30 minutes.

Mr. GREENWOOD. I shall yield the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Ransrtey] 30 minutes.

Mr. STEAGALL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman permit
an interruption in order to make a request?

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr, Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Alabama for a request.

HOME OWNERS' LOAN BILL

Mr. STEAGALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to take from the Speaker’s table the bill (S. 2999) to guar-
antee the bonds of the Home Owners’ Loan Corporation, to
amend the Home Owners' Loan Act of 1933, and for other
purposes, with House amendments, insist upon the House
amendments, and agree to the conference asked by the
Senate.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Alabama?

There was no objection.

Mr. LUCE. Mr. Speaker, I present a motion to instruct
the conferees, which I send to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Luce offers the following: Resolved, That the managers of
the conference on S. 2099 on the part of the House be instructed
to agree to section 2 (n) thereof, as follows:

“(n) In the appointment of agents and the selection of em-
ployees for said Corporation, and in the promotion of agents or
employees, no partisan political test or qualification shall be per-
mitted or given conslderation, but all agents and employees shall
be appointed, employed, or promoted solely upon the basis of
merit and efficiency. Any member of the Board who is found
guilty of a violation of this provision by the President of the
United States shall be removed from office by the President of
the United States, and any agent or employee of the Corpora-

tion who is found guilty of a violation of this section by the
Board shall be removed from office by said Board.”

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order
against the motion that it is not authorized by the rules of
the House. :

The SPEAKER. The Chair will hear the gentleman from
Texas.

Attest:
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Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Speaker, I submit that a motion to
instruct the conferees is now in order.

Mr., BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, here is the situation
There was & bill passed in the Senate making provisions for
the guarantee of home-loan bonds. This was the primary
purpose of the bill. Because Democratic Congressmen were
allowed to appoint th2 appraisers and attorneys it did not
set well with some Senators and Republicans, so a Republi-
can Member of the Senate offered an amendment to require
all appointments to be nonpolitical, by which term he
meant that all appointees must be Republicans. He called
them “ nonpolitical” appointments. Whenever there is a
nonpolitical appointment, some Republican gets the job.
'There is no such thing, Mr. Speaker, as a nonpolitical ap-
pointment. If you let the bank board or the State managers
or anybody else make the appointments, they are neverthe-
less political appointments.

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, I make a point of order
against the gentleman’s statement.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I am discussing the point
of order.

Mr, MAPES. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order the
gentleman is discussing the merits of the legislation and
not the point of order.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I am discussing what was
in the bill as it came to the House.

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks the statement of the
gentleman from Texas is in order.

Mr. BLANTON. I repeat there is no such thing as a non-
political appointment.

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, I repeat my point of order.

The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to hear the gentleman
from Texas on his point of order.

Mr. BLANTON. I think I know the rules as well as my
friend from Michigan, and I will admit that the gentleman
is a good parliamentarian.

Mr. MAPES., The gentleman knows the rules, and the
gentleman knows he is not conforming to the rules right
now.

Mr, BLANTON. I have the Speaker with me. He has
overruled the gentleman’s point of order.

Mr. MAPES. No; the Speaker is not with the gentleman.

The SPEAKER. The point of order is overruled. The
Chair will hear the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, under Cannon's Revised
Rules and Precedents this motion to instruct is not in order.
I repeat that there is no such thing as a nonpolitical ap-
pointment. No matter who is to make the appocintments,
they will be political. The House has already voted down
the Senate amendment, and this motion seeks to have the
House act again on the same issue. The House has already
decided that we Democrats are going to continue to make
these appointments,

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, I renew the point of order.

The SPEAKER. The point of order is overruled.

Mr. BLANTON. Now, our good friend from Michigan
ought to sit down.

Mr. Speaker, this bill came from the Senate to the House
committee, and our committee very promptly and righteously
and properly struck out that Senate amendment. The bill
was then reported to this House and passed under suspen-
sion of the rules without any such proposal in it, although it
was argued at length.

I realize that there is a precedent sustaining the position
taken by the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Lucel
and the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Mares], both of
whom are able parliamentarians, in the ruling that was
made by Mr. Speaker Longworth, holding that such a mo-
tion to instruct is in order. And I realize that Mr. Cannon
did not cite precedents sustaining the docirine he enun-
ciated. And if the Speaker should overrule my point of
order, I hope that the Democrats in the House will vote
down this Republican motion, which, of course, will be sup-
ported by every Republican in the House.

The SPEAKER. The Chair is prepared to rule,
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The provision to which the motion to instruet refers is in
the bill. It was in the bill as it passed the Senate. The
proposition now is to send the bill with the House amend-
ment to conference, and the Chair knows of no parlia-
mentary reason why the conferees may not be instructed to
agree to a portion of the Senate bill. The point of order is
overruled.

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. WOODRUM. I understood the Speaker to say he
knew of no reason why the House conferees should not be
instructed.

The SPEAKER. If the House desires to do so.

Mr. WOODRUM. If the House desires to do so; yes.

Mr. STEAGALL. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques-
tion on the motion to instruct the conferees.

Mr. PARSONS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the motion may again be reported for the information
of the House.

Mr. BLANTON. We have all heard it, and we all know
what it is.

Mr. PARSONS. Mr. Speaker, I renew my request.

Mr. BLANTON. I object; we all know what it is.

The SPEAKER. The question is on ordering the previous
question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr, Lucel to instruct the
conferees.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr, Luce) there were—ayes 68, noes 81.

Mr. LUCE. Mr. Speaker, I question the vote on the
ground of the absence of a quorum.

The SPEAKER. Evidently there is not a quorum present.
The call is automatic.

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 115, nays
229, answered “ present ” 1, not voting 85, as follows:

[Roll No. 124]

YEAS—115
Andrew, Mass, Dockweiler Eelly, Pa. Eeece
Andrews, N.Y. Dondero Kennedy, N.Y. Rich
Arens Dowell Kinzer Rogers, Mass,
Bacharach Edmonds Kopplemann Seger
Bacon Ellenbogen Kvale Bhoemaker
Bakewell Eitse, Callf, Lambertson Binclair
Beedy Englebright Lea, Calif. Btalker
Blanchard Evans Lehlbach Strong, Pa.
Bolleau Fernandez Lemke SBtudley
Bolton Fish Luce Swick
Britten Focht Lundeen Taher
Brown, Ey. Foss McFadden Thomas
Brown, Mich. Frear MeGugin Thomason
Brumm Gifford McLean Thurston
Burnham Gllchrist McLeod Tinkham
Cannon, Wis. Goodwin Maloney, Conn, Tobey
Carpenter, Eans. Goss Mspes Traeger
Carter, Calif, Guyer Martin, Magss. Treadway
Carter, Wyo, Hancock, N.Y. Merritt Wadsworth
Chase Hancock, N.C Millard Welch
Christianson Higgins Monaghan, Mont. Whitley
Clarke, N.Y Hoeppel Mon: Wigglesworth
Cochran, Pa. Hollister Mott Withrow
Collins, Calif, Holmes O'Malley Wolcott
Cooper, Ohlo Hope Peavey Wolfenden
Crosser, Ohio Howard Perkins ‘Wolverton
Culkin James Plumley ‘Woodrufl
Dirksen Jenkins, Ohlo Powers Young
Disney Ransley

NAYS—229
Abernethy Burch Coffin Doughton
Adams Burke, Calif, Colden Douglass
Arnold Burke, Nebr. Cole Drewry
Ayers, Mont. Busby Colmer Driver
Ayres, Eans, Byrns Connery Duffey
Balley Cady Cooper, Tenn., Duncan, Mo.
Beiter Carden, Ky, Cor. Durgan,
Bland Carmichael Cox Eagle
Blanton Carpenter, Nebr. Cravens Edmiston
Bloom Cartwright Cross, Tex, Eicher
Boehne Cary Crowe Ellzey, Miss.
Boland Castellow Cullen Faddis
Boylan Celler Cummings Farley
Brennan Chapman n Flesinger
Brown, Ga Chavez Delaney Fitzpatrick
Brunner Church DeRouen Flannagan
Buchanan Clalborne Dickinson Fletcher
Buck Clark, N.C. Dies Ford
Bulwinkle Cochran, Mo. Dingell Foulkes
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Frey Eniffin Owen Btubbs
Fuller Palmisano Bumners, Tex.
Fulmer Lambeth Parker Sutphin
Gambrill Lamneck Parsons Swank
Gavagan Lanham Patman Sweeney
Gillette Larrabee Peterson Tarver
Glover Lehr Peyser Taylor, Colo,
Goldsborough Lesinski Plerce Taylor, S.C.
Granfield Lewlis, Colo Pelk Terrell, Tex
Gray Lindsay Prall Terry, Ark.
Green Lioyd Ramsay Thom
Greenway Lozier Randolph Thompson, IL
Greenwood McCarthy Rankin Thompson. Tex
Gregory McClintic Rayburn Truax
Griswold Reilly Turner
Haines McDuffie Richards Umstead
Hamliton McFarlane Richardson Utterback
Harlan McGrath Robertson Vinson, Ga
Hart McEeown Robinson Vinson, Ey.
Harter McReynolds Rogers, N.H. Wallgren
Hastings Maloney, La. Romjue Walter
Healey Mansfield Rufiin ‘Warren
Henney Marland Banders Wearin
Hildebrandt Martin, Colo. Bandlin Weaver
Hill, Ala. Martin, Oreg. Schuetz Weldeman
Hill, Enute May Bchulte Werner
Hill, Samuel B. Mead ‘West, Ohlo
Huddleston Meeks Bears te
Hughes Miller Secrest Whittington
Jenckes, Ind Milligan Shallenberger Wileox
Johnson, Okla.  Mitchell Shannon Willford
Johnson, Tex. Montet Sirovich Williams
Johnson, W.Va. Moran Bmith, Wash. Wilson
Jones Morehead Bmith, W.Va. Wood, Ga.
Kee Murdock Snyder ‘Wood, Mo
Keller Musselwhite Somers, N.Y. Woodrum
Eenney O’Connell Spence
Eerr O’Connor Bteagall
Kloeb Oliver, N.Y. Btrong, Tex.
ANSWERED *“ PRESENT "—
Dunn

NOT VOTING—85
Adair Kelly, 1. Reed, N.XY.
Allen Darden Eennedy, Md. Reid, Il
Allgood Darrow Kleberg Rogers, Okla.
Auf der Helde Dear Enutson Rudd
Bankhead De Priest Koclalkowskl Sabath
Beam Dickstein Kurtz Badowski
Beck Ditter Lanzetta Bchaefer
Berlin Dobbins Lee, Mo Bimpson
Blermann Doutrich Lewis, Md. Bisson
Black v Doxey Ludlow Smith, Va.
Brooks Eaton McMillan Snell
Browning Fitzgibbons McSwain Stokes
Buckbee Gasque Bullivan
Caldwell Gillespie Moynihan, TI1, Taylor, Tenn.
Cannon, Mo, Grifin Muld Turpin
Carley, N.Y. Hartley Nesbit Underwood
Cavicchia Hess Norton Waldron
Collins, Miss, Holdale O'Brien West, Tex.
Condon Imhoff Oliver, Ala. Zioncheck
Connolly Jacobsen Parks
Crosby Jeffers Pettenglll
Crowther Johnson, Minn. Ramspeck

So the motion to instruct the conferees was rejected.
The following pairs were announced:
On this vote:

Snell (for) with Mr. Bankhead (against).
Darrow (for) with Mr. Rudd (against).
Crowther (for) with Mr. Allgood (against).
Doutrich (for) with Mr. Auf der Heide (against).
Allen (for) with Mr. Sullivan (against).
Beck (for) with Mr. Browning (against).
Eaton (for) with Mr, Berlin (against).
Hess (for) with Mr. Condon (against).

Reed of New York (for) with Mr. Lanzetta (against),
EKnutson (for) with Mrs. Norton (against).

Ditter (for) with Mr. Griffin (against).
Marshall (for) with Mr. Black (agalnst).
Connolly (for) with Mr. Beam (
Muldowney (for) with Mr. Dickstein (

).

Mr,
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aga!nst
Simpson (for) with Mr. Eelly of Illinois (against).
De Priest (for) with Mr. Gavagan (against).
Buckbee (for) with Mr, McSwain (against).
Kurtz (for) with Mr, McMillan (against).
Turpin (for) with Mr. Sabath (against).
Waldron (for) with Mr. Sisson (against).
Moynihan of Illinols (for) with Mr. Carley (against).
Cavicchia (for) with Mr. Gasque (against).
Taylor of Tennessee (for) with Mr, Jeffers (against),

Until further notice:

FERRRRERER

Ludlow with Mr. Stokes.

Underwood with Mr. Relid of Illinois.

Cannon of Missouri with Mr, Hartley.

Oliver of Alabama with Mr. Hope.

Collins of Mississippi with Mr. Johnson of Minnesota.
Lewls of Maryland with Mr. Rogers of Oklahoma,
Brooks with Mr. Bierman.

Eleberg with Mr. Caldwell.

Doxey with Mr. Gillespie.

Smith of Virginia with Mr, Adair,

| status as individual depositors.

Crosby with Mr. Imhoff.
Crump with Mr. West of Texas.
Fitsgibbons with Mr. Hoidale.
Darden with Mr. Schaefer.
with Mr. Lee of Missourl. .
. Parks with Mr. Dobbins.
Dear with Mr. Nesbit.
O’Brien with Mr. Pettengill.
Jacobsen with Mr, Zioncheck.

Mr, COCHRAN of Missouri, Mr. Speaker, how am I
recorded?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is recorded as voting
" aye.”

. Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. I wish to change that vote
0 £ D-Oo”

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints the following con-
ferees: Mr. SteacaLn, Mr. Prarn, Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH, Mr,
Luce, and Mr. BEEDY.

CLAIMS OF THE TURTLE MOUNTAIN BAND OF CHIPPEWA INDIANS,
NORTH DAKOTA

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to take from the Speaker’s table the bill S. 326, referring
the claims of the Turtle Mountain Band or Bands of Chip-
pewa Indians of North Dakota to the Court of Claims for
adjudication and settlement, insist on the House amend-
ment, and agree to the conference asked for.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Reserving the right to
object, has the gentleman consulted the Republican mem-
bers of the committee?

Mr. HOWARD. I have consulted a magnificent member
of the committee, the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr,
PraveYl.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts, And they have no objec=
tion to this?

Mr. HOWARD. No.

There was no objection, and the Speaker appointed as
conferees on the part of the House Mr. CARTWRIGHT, Mr.
CHAvEz, and Mr. PEAVEY.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to proceed for 3 minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen, I have
asked for this time in order to call your attention to the
McLeod bill, HR. 7908. A petition has been laid on the
Clerk’s desk for the discharge of the committee.

I am informed that a goodly number have already signed
the petition, and it is desirable that we obtain sufficient
signatures today. To discharge the committee and thus
assure us of a hearing on the floor, it is necessary that 145
Members sign the petition.

The bill authorizes the release of 100 percent of the de-
posits which are at present tied up in the closed banks.
It is estimated that it will release a potential purchasing
power of about $1,800,000,000.

There is no criticism of anybody with respect to this bill.
We think it is far-reaching and important enough so that
it should be brought up and disposed of immediately.

One reason why we think we should consider it imme-
diately is that many small banks have reserves and sur-
pluses on deposit with the larger urban banks. Under the
ruling of the Supreme Court the small banks have the same
If this bill is passed the
small banks will be able to open up and pay the depositors,
which will relieve a great deal of distress in America today,
because many people cannot recoup their losses otherwise
due to infirmity, old age, and incapacity to work. Many
of this class have funds tied up and cannot get relief by
employment in the C.W.A. or any agency, and are therefore
on welfare rolls. The bill should be passed and I plead with
Members to sign the petition and enact it as soon as possible.

Mr. WEIDEMAN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOLCOTT. 1 yield.

Mr. WEIDEMAN. If has been estimated that the Govern-
ment will pay out a billion or a billion and a half fo the
C.W.A. and relief agencies this year. If the R.F.C. takes over
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the assets of these banks, it is estimated it will cost about
one billion to one and one half billion dollars. If we do this,
the Government will receive assets greater than the deposit
liability of the banks, and the Government should not lose
anything in an orderly liquidation. In addition many peo-
ple who are now on welfare rolls will be taken off the rolls.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Yes; and it would relieve the taxpayers
of the burden of carrying these people on the welfare rolls
at a tremendous cost to the people who were in nowise
responsible for the plight of millions dependent upon their
hard-earned savings for a livelihood.

TAX~-FREE SECURITIES

Mr. SHOEMAKER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to address the House for 3 minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. SHOEMAKER. Mr, Speaker, a great many Members
have introduced bills asking for a constitutional amend-
ment, which would do away with tax-free securities. If I
am correctly informed, about 150 Members of the Seventy-
third Congress have already intrcduced this same bill. The
other day I took a group of names of those who had intro-
duced this same bill, practically verbatim, and I picked out
the Patman bill and laid it upon the desk here for signers.
All of you who introduced that bill have an opportunity to
show that you stand behind it. It has been charged in
campaigns that Congressmen all introduced this bill for a
constitutional amendment to do away with tax-free secur-
ities so that they can have it referred to the Committee on
the Judiciary and have it printed, and then take it home
and wave it before their constituents in a campaign and say,
“ Here is what I have done to do away with these tax-free
securities.” For that reason I have given everybody in this
House an opportunity to step up here to the desk and sign
that petition to do away with tax-free securities in the
United States and do away with the Wall Street graft that
has been going on in this country with regard to tax-free
securities. Without reflection upon the Committee on the
Judiciary, where all these bills have been referred, I ask you
at this time to come up here and sign this petition to take
the bill away from the committee and put it up for passage.

The amendment would be submitted to the several States
of the Union, to do away with tax-free securities or tax-
free bonds issued by the United States Government. The
petition is on the desk, and I ask every one of you to sign
that petition so that we may submit this constitutional
amendment to the various States.

LEAVE TO FILE REPORT UNTIL MIDNIGHT

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the Committee on the Judiciary may have until
midnight tonight to file a report on what is known as the
“ Johnson bill ”, dealing with public utilities.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, is there to be a minority report filed
upon that bill?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Yes.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Will the gentleman not
include in the request that the minority also have that same
opportunity?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Yes. I thank the gentleman
for his suggestion. I modify my request, Mr. Speaker, to
make it both the minority and the majority.

The SPEAKER. The genfleman from Texas asks unani-
mous consent that the majority and the minority may have
until midnight tonight to file reports upon the so-called
“ Johnson bill,” Is there cbjection?

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Horne, its enrolling

clerk, announced that the Senate agrees to the amendments

of the House to bills and a joint resolution of the Senate
of the following titles:
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S. 2545. An act to extend the times for commencing and
completing the construction of a bridge across the Columbia
River at or near Astoria, Oreg.;

S.2571. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior
to arrange with States or Territories for the education,
medical attention, relief of distress, and social welfare of
Indians, and for other purposes;

5. 2675. An act creating the Cairo Bridge Commission and
authorizing said commission and its successors to construct,
maintain, and operate a bridge across the Ohio River at or
near Cairo, Ill.; and

S.J.Res. 15. Joint resolution extending to the whaling
industry certain benefits granted under section 11 of the
Merchant Marine Act of 1920.

The message also announced that the Senate disagrees to
the amendments of the House fo the bill (S. 828) entitled
“An act to authorize boxing in the District of Columbia, and
for other purposes ”, requests a conference with the House on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and ap-
points Mr. King, Mr. CopreLAND, and Mr, Capper to be the
conferees on the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the Senate insists upon
its amendments to the bill (H.R. 8617) entitled “An act
making appropriations for the legislative branch of the
Government for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1935, and
for other purposes”, disagreed to by the House; agrees to
the conference asked by the House on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr, Typincs, Mr.
ByYRNES, Mr. CooLinGeE, Mr. HaLg, and Mr. TownsenDp to be
the conferees on the part of the Senate.

IMPROVEMENT AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE PUELIC RANGE

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I call up House Reso-
lution 307, which I send to the desk and ask to have read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this resolution it shall be
in order to move that the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Unlon for the considera-
tion of the bill HR. 6462, a bill to stop Injury to the public
grazing lands by preventing overgrazing and soil deterioration, to
provide for their orderly use, improvement, and development, to
stabilize the livestock industry dependent upon the public range,
and for other purposes, and all points of order against said bill
or any amendment recommended by the Committee on the Public
Lands are hereby walived. That after general debate, which shall
be confined to the bill and shall continue not to exceed 2 hours,
to be equally divided and controlled by the chairman and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee on the Public Lands, the
bill shall be read for amendment under the 5-minute rule. At the
conclusion of the conslderation of the bill for amendment the
Committee shall rise and report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted and the previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final gassaga without intervening motion except one motion to
recommit.

With the following committee amendment:

tiige 2, line 2, strike out the word “two” and insert the word
" ee’ll

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I am presenting House
Resolution 307, from the Committee on Rules, for the con-
sideration of the bill (HR. 6462) to stop injury to the
public-grazing land by preventing overgrazing and soil de-
terioration, to provide for their orderly use, improvement,
and development, to stabilize the livestock industry depend-
ent upon the public range, and for other purposes. This is
a bill which passed a former House and was known as the
Colton bill. It is a conservation measure that many of our
Representatives who reside in the West think is very badly
needed. The rule is an open rule and provides for 3 hours
of debate, and the bill is subject o amendment. Under the
rule, the bill will be so considered. It is for the regulation
and placing under the Interior Department of about 175,-
000,000 acres of the public domain, which have not been
homesteaded, that are still uncontrolled and largely un-
inhabited, that are mostly vacant, or that have been used in
times past by people grazing cattle and sheep unrestrictedly.
Very often the grazing land is grazed rather closely and
destroyed, because there are no regulations. The rule waives
all points of order because there is provided in the bill a
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certain charge to be made under regulation by the Secretary
of the Interior. The bill provides how the money charged
shall be paid—25 percent for the improvement of the land
itself, 25 percent for local taxation purposes, and 50 percent
to the Federal Treasury. The Secretary of the Interior and
the Secretary of Agriculture have reached an agreement
that the regulation of this land shall come under the Sec-
retary of the Interior, who now has control of the entry of
the land. There has been considerable controversy in the
past between different groups of men who use this land for
grazing purposes, those' who use it for cattle grazing and
those who use it for sheep grazing. In order to bring this
under control and put it in charge of the proper official of
the Government, it has been deemed best the Secretary of
the Interior shall take charge of the control of the land.
This is a matter that is very urgent, and the Committee on
the Public Lands came before the Committee on Rules ask-
ing for the rule. Inasmuch as the bill has heretofore passed
the House, the Rules Committee thought it best to grant
this open rule for the consideration of the bill at this time.
The rule provides for 3 hours of debate on the bill.

If no questions are to be asked concerning the rule, I
yield to others that may desire to speak.

Mr. RANSLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. Gossl.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, if I may indulge the permission
of the House for a few minutes, this is the first rule that has
been adopted by the Rules Committee, since the sitting of
the subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations,
which creates another permanent appropriation. That is
what I desire to direct my remarks to briefly at this time.

The Appropriations Committee appointed a subcommittee
to study all permanent appropriations. I call the attention
of the Houce to the fact that there are about 500 permanent
appropriations which open the back door of the Treasury
of the United States to amounts that are impossible to esti-
mate. There is a committee sitting at this very minute in
the Appropriations Committee, of which I have the honor
to be a member, studying this very question. We are not
opposing legislation that comes on the floor as such, but we
are opposing legislation that comes on the floor which brings
with it an appropriation. - In other words, we have no quar-
Tel with any authorization that the legislative committees
desire to bring in, but this rule waives all points of order,
and, of course, our committee would have made a point of
order against the paragraph that sets up the grazing fees.
I am not here trying to argue the value of those grazing
fees at all. I am simply trying to call the attention of the
Members to a policy that has been very disconcerting to all
Government agencies and especially the Comptroller Gen-
eral. Within the next 2 or 3 weeks this subcommittee ex-
pects to bring a bill to the floor to try to correct those prac-
tices that have been coming into Congress during the past
150 years, if you please. It is simply another example of
the camel getting his nese under the tent; they come here
and create their permanent appropriations over which not
only Congress has no jurisdiction but many hundreds of
which never even get into the Budget.

There is not a single member of the subcommittee, when
we started to study this situation, who realized or even
dreamed that such things were possible. It has come to
light now during our hearings which have covered the last
5 weeks, and which within the last 2 days has gone to the
Printer. As I say, we are going to bring out a bill in the
very near future to try to correct these bad practices, bad
in the eyes of the Government departments; because if we
have an authorization for all such items as that in this bill,
then the department would be required fo come before the
Subcommittee on Appropriations each year to justify that
appropriation, the same as they do for appropriations under
the annual supply bills. In other words, what we are at-
tempting to do is to simply let the permanent appropria-
tions stand, as far as the authorization goes, but to require
the department to come before the Subcommittees on Ap-
propriations to justify the particular appropriation in which
they are interested.
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Mr. CULKIN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GOSS. I yield.

Mr. CULKIN. Can the gentleman tell me what the per-
manent appropriations with reference to reclamation and
irrigation, which never come into the House, amount to?

Mr. GOSS. Oh, there are many, many. I cannot say
just how many on irrigation and reclamation. I will say
there are dozens of them.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. Goss] has expired.

Mr. RANSLEY, Mr. Speaker I yield the gentleman 5
additional minutes.

Mr. CULKIN. Can the gentleman give the House an esti-
mate of the amount that goes into this for reclamation
and irrigation?

Mr. GOSS. No. It is impossible for anyone to state that,
because these various appropriations are in many classes,
some of which are in the Budget, as the gentleman knows,
some of which are called to the attention of the House in
the reports from the Subcommittees on Appropriations.
Again, there are laws that have been down there for a hun-
dred years and more that do not even enter the Budget,
but the status of them is that the department head could
bring them to light at any time if he so desired.

Mr. CULKIN. And there is no review of the present
status of the subject matter appropriated for?

Mr. GOSS. Certainly not, because most of them are of
an indefinite nature, which only time can tell what might
be involved in the future, if they desire to bring those so-
called “di " appropriations to light again.

Mr. CULKIN. But under the existing law the appropria-
tion is mandatory upon your committee?

Mr. GOSS. Certainly. Not upon our committee, but
upon the Treasury of the United States. That is what we
are complaining about. The Committee on Appropriations
has no jurisdiction in the matter whatsoever at any time,
when they once become permanent law, such as is in this
bill.

Mr. RICH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GOSS. 1 yield.

Mr. RICH. Does the bill which the genfleman’s com-
mittee expects to bring in require that before any organi-
zation can be set up by the Government it must have the
approval of the Appropriations Committee, so that they will
know what the cost of this will be?

Mr. GOSS. That is the intention, I will say to the gentle-
man; yes, sir.

Now, I want to say to the Members at this point that
the Chairman of the Committee on Appropriations appeared
before the Rules Committee on this very bill, as opposed to
appropriating money. He had no objection to the authori-
zation. I am sure the proponent of the bill, in all fairness
to him, as a member also of the Committee on Appropria-
tions, if he felt that our committee was going to treat every-
body alike in this instance, might be willing to accept an
amendment to the bill which would make it purely an
authorization rather than an appropriation. I see the
gentleman from Colorado here, and I want to ask the gentle-
man if he would not cooperate with the Committee on Ap-
propriations and accept an amendment to procure an au-
thorization instead of an appropriation of an indefinite and
permanent character?

Mr. TAYL.OR of Colorado. The gentleman from Con-
necticut has stated the situation. The gentleman and I
are both members of the Committee on Appropriations. We
created a new subcommittee, as the gentleman just stated,
to look into the permanent and indefinite appropriations.
There are many hundreds of them. The committee is con-
scientiously doing that. What they are trying to do is to
require the appropriations to go through the Treasury and
come out in the regular way.

Mr. GOSS. Not only appropriations but special funds
and trust funds as well.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. As a matter of fact, we feel
that there are some funds that have been created as this
one is being created; and that is really not Federal funds
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at all. Nevertheless, for the purpose of having system and
order about it, I would not object to this amendment; but,
of course, it makes us come before Congress every year to
get back the money that we ourselves paid in.

Mr. GOSS. Does not the gentleman feel that the Con-
gress of the United States, of which body he is a Member
of long seniority, a man who holds a high-ranking posi-
tion on the Appropriations Committee, that Congress itself
should really go into all these matters?

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Oh, I think so.

Mr. GOSS. Especially in those cases when we are deal-
ing with matters of public interest, such as the public lands.
I am sure the gentleman agrees with me on that.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Oh, yes; there are, of course,
a number of large funds that are automatically carried
without any consideration at all. I do feel that the com-
mittee of which the gentleman from Connecticut speaks is
rendering a great service to the country; and we should not
throw any monkey wrenches into its machinery. I believe
these things will work out satisfactorily.

Mr. GOSS. I may say to the gentleman from Colorado
that the Chairman of the Appropriations Committee him-
self has issued instructions to the clerk of the Appropria-
tions Committee and is taking a personal interest in it.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. RANSLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 additional min-
utes to the gentleman from Connecticut.

Mr. GOSS. We are endeavoring insofar as it is humanly
possible to watch every bill that comes before Congress, to
see if the bill contains anything in the nature of a per-
manent, indefinite, or specific appropriation. We are mak-
ing points of order against such items. As a matier of fact
I, as a member of that subcommiftee, have the assurance
of members of the Rules Committee that in the future at
least the present Committee on Rules will not report out a
rule unless and until the Chairman of the Appropriations
Committee has had an opportunity to come before the
Rules Committee.

Mr. DEROUEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GOSS. I yield.

Mr. DEROUEN. It is also proposed to introduce a bill
for the purpose of removing most of the permanent appro-
priations from all the other departments.

Mr. GOSS. Yes; to remove the permanent appropria-
tions but not the authorizations for them, I may say to the
gentleman.

Mr. DEROUEN. Only those that are permanent.

Mr. GOSS. Since the gentleman has brought the sub-
ject up and in order to be absolutely fair to the House,
I think there may be a few exceptions such as interest on
the public debt, the sinking fund, and possibly one or two
other things. It would not be good policy for the Govern-
ment to come before Congress and have Congress change
the interest rate on bonds when the obligations are already
outstanding; but there will be very, very few exceptions.
It is going to be the policy of this committee to go right
through the list of all permanent appropriations; and
again I ask those in charge of the bill to cooperate with
the Appropriations Committee today and accept an amend-
ment making this simply an authorization instead of a
permanent appropriation. I am sure such an amendment
can be drafted to the satisfaction of all concerned.

Mr, TAYLOR of Colorado. We have an agreement with
the Appropriations Committee that we will introduce such
an amendment.

Mr. GOSS. I thank the gentleman; and I want to take
this cpportunity of thanking the gentleman from Colorado
for his cooperation, because I stand here fully informed that
he could have insisted on his point, because under the rule
all points of order are waived; but it is heartening indeed
to see this spirit of really trying to work out a program in
cooperation. I wish to pay my respects and compliments
to the gentleman from Colorado for his broad-mindedness,
for he really had the matter in his pocket had he wanted to
insist upon his rights.
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Mr. GREENWOOD. As I understand, an amendment
along the line suggested by the gentleman from Connecti-
cut will be offered to the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. PEysgr). The gentle-
man yields back 1 minute.

Mr. RANSLEY, Mr. Speaker, there is no further de-
mand for time on this side of the House. So I surrender
the balance of my time.

Mr., GREENWOOD. Mr, Speaker, I move the previous
question. .

The previous question was ordered.

The committee amendment was agreed to.

The resolution was agreed to.

Mr. DEROUEN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House re-
solve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union for the consideration of the bill (HR.
6462) to stop injury to the public-grazing lands by prevent-
ing overgrazing and soil deterioration, to provide for their
orderly use, improvement, and development, to stabilize
the livestock industry dependent upon the public range, and
for other purposes.

The motion was agreed fo.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill HR. 6462, with Mr. Doxey in the
chair,

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first reading of the bill was
dispensed with.

Mr. DEROUEN. Mr, Chairman, I yield myself 10 minutes,

Mr. Chairman, this is a conservation measure for the
purpose of protecting the public domain of the United
States.

I think no one will dispute that the regulation of grazing
on forest lands has been a very great help to those lands.
In fact, it has been a very great help not only to the lands
themselves but to the livestock men that use these lands for
grazing purposes.

The grazing on the great area of the public domain has
not been regulated, as no one has that authority now. Since
that authority does not exist in the Government, the result
is that these lands are being greatly injured by overgrazing,
and no protection is given to water holes. The lands are
being injured and a great waste has already occurred, and
a very valuable asset is being dissipated. Unless it is done
very soon, it will be too late to save these valuable resources.

Bills similar to this one have been before the committee
for several years, and this bill is the result of the hearings
held in the past. This bill before you takes care of all rea-
sonable objections which were brought to the attention of
the committee. I do not recall one witness who did not
admit the urgent need of some regulation.

At the last session of the Seventy-second Congress this
commitiee reported the Colton bill—and it was passed in the
last days of the session, but, unfortunately, the Congress
adjourned before the Scnate took any action on the bill.

Let me point to you what the present bill does: H.R. 6462,
as indicated by its title, is a general bill, applicable to all
public lands of the United States outside of Alaska and not
included in national forests, parks, and monuments, or
Indian reservations.

Section 1 would authorize the Secretary of the Interior
to establish grazing districts or additions thereto subject to
prior existing valid claims,

Section 2 would authorize the Secretary of the Inferior
to make necessary rules and regulations and to do those
things necessary to carry out the purposes of the act.

Section 3 would authorize the issuance of permits to graze
livestock in such grazing districts to homesteaders, residents,
and other owners of livestock upon payment annually of
reasonable fees; the permits to be issued to individuals,
groups, or associations for not exceeding 10 years, but sub-
ject to renewal, in the discretion of the Secretary of the
Interior. It also provides that preference shall be given




1934

occupants and settlers on land within or near a district to
such range privileges as may be needed to permit proper use
of lands occupied by them.

Section 4 permits the placing of such improvements as
fences, wells, reservoirs, and so forth, upon permitted areas
in connection with their development and use.

Section 5 suthorizes the Secretary of the Interior to per-
mit limited free grazing within such districts of livestock
kept for domestic purposes and also to permit the use under
existing laws, or future laws, of timber, stone, gravel, and so
forth, by bona fide settlers, miners, and prospectors.

Section 6 expressly continues in force in such districts
the laws of Congress authorizing the granting of rights-of-
way for the prospecting, locating, developing, entering, leas-
ing, or patenting of mineral resources,

Section 7 authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to ex-
amine and classify lands in grazing districts which are valu-
able and suitable for agriculture and to open such areas to
homestead entry in tracts not exceeding 320 acres.

Section 8, recognizing that these districts will necessarily
contain lands in private ownership or owned by States or
railroads, makes provision for the Secretary of the Interior,
in his discretion, to make exchange of lands for the mutual
benefit of those concerned.

Mr. SAMUEL B, HILL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DEROUEN. I yield to the gentleman from Washing-
ton.

Mr. SAMUEL B. HILL. Does this bill withdraw from
homestead entry lands now subject to homestead entry
which may be included in a grazing district?

Mr, DEROUEN. No.

Mr. SAMUEL B. HILL. In this connection I should like
to have the chairman of the committee explain what the
significance of the language is to which I just referred in
section 7 of the bill “ and to open such lands to homestead
entry in tracts not exceeding 320 acres in area.”

Mr. DEROUEN. I may explain that the 320 acres was
placed in there later. The bill as originally written con-
tained 160 acres under the homestead law, but in the hear-
ings it was discovered that this would not take care of the
dry area in arid parts of the country. This was raised from
160 to 320 acres in order to take care of the situation.

Mr. SAMUEL B. HILL. That is not the point I have in
mind.

Mr. DEROUEN. I think I understand what the gentleman
has in mind.

Mr. SAMUEL B. HILL. Why is it necessary for the Sec-
retary to open such land to homestead entry if the provi-
sions of the bill do not in any way affect the rights of home-
steaders as to these lands?

Mr. DEROUEN. It does in one instance. This eliminates
the 640-acre homestead law that we have for grazing pur-
poses. That is eliminated and goes out of the law. This
does not prevent or injure those who are going to homestead
on either 160 or 320 acres.

Mr. AYERS of Montana. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DEROUEN. I yield to the gentleman from Montana.

Mr. AYERS of Mcntana. I may say to the gentleman
from Washington that the bill takes in all of the land in all
of the public-domain States and puts the land into a reserve,
the same as the national forest reserve. After these reserves
are created in this manner, then on application to the Sec-
retary of the Interior the lands therein may be set aside and
homestead entries may be permitted upon them.

Mr. SAMUEL B. HILL. Then, as a matter of fact, this
does withdraw them from homestead enfry under the present
state of the law?

Mr. AYERS of Montana. It does,

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, DERQUEN. I yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT, I think the gentleman from Wash-
ington is correct. The bill practically abrogates all existing
homestead laws and gives the Secretary of the Interior the
right to designate the areas under which homesteads may
be taken under this 320-acre provision.
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Mr. SAMUEL B. HILL. On application by a prospective
entrant?

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Yes. That is according to my
understanding.

Mr. DEROUEN. Yes.

Mr. AYERS of Montana, Will the gentleman yield for
another observation?

Mr. DEROUEN. I yield to the gentleman from Montana.

Mr. AYERS of Montana. That, however, does not affect
any existing application for a homestead or other public-
land application or right.

Mr. DEROUEN. That is what I had in mind.

Mr. CULKIN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DEROUEN. I yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. CULKIN. Then, in effect, this statute will result in
discontinuing further settlement of the great open spaces in
the West?

Mr. DEROUEN. No; it does not.

Mr. CULKIN. This suspends it, at least, as I read the
statute. !

Mr. DEROUEN. Yes; but it does not have the effect the
gentleman suggests.

Mr. CULKIN. How long does this bill, in fact, suspend the
matter?

Mr. SAMUEL B, HILL., If the gentleman will yield, I have
read the bill rather hurriedly, and it strikes me it would
limit the homestead entries to lands suitable for agricultural
purposes and would not permit homesteading on lands suit-
able for grazing and other purposes.

Mr. CULKIN. What is the limit?

Mr. SAMUEL B. HILL., It is unlimited.

Mr. DEROUEN. As soon as the bill is passed the Secre-
tary will have a survey made to determine which lands are
suitable for agriculture. This will take a little time.

Mr. CULEIN. It amounts to more bureaucracy.

Mr., DEROUEN. No. I think the gentleman is in error.
This bill, I may say, or one similar to it, was approved by
Mr. Hoover, his Secretary of the Interior and Secretary of
Agriculture, some 4 years ago. !

Mr, CULKIN. May I say to the gentleman that I was a
great admirer of Mr. Hoover, but I did not subscribe to all
his tenets. i

Mr. DEROUEN. That is very kind of the gentleman.

Section 9 requires the Secretary of the Interior to provide
for suitable regulations for cooperation with local associa-
tions of stockmen and with such supervisory boards as may
be named by such associations; the views of these boards are
to be given consideration in the administration of the area.
This section also authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to
accept contributions toward the administration, protection,
and improvement of the district.

Section 10 provides for allocation of money received.

Section 11 deals with lands which have been ceded to
the United States by Indians for disposition under the public-
land laws upon condition that the receipts therefrom shall
be credited to the Indians.

Section 12 authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to
cooperate with any department of the Government in carry-
ing out the purposes of the act and in the coordination of
range administration, particularly where the same stock
grazes part time in a public-domain grazing district and part
time in a national forest or other reservation.

Mr. Chairman, may I call your attention to the fact that
this bill its in exactly with the provisions of the act of
March 31, 1933, Public, No. 5, Seventy-third Congress, known
as the “ Emergency Conservation Act”, for the relief of un-
employment through performance of useful work. In view
of the rapidity with which important problems have devel-
oped and the necessity of formulating broad and compre-
hensive plans carrying forward this important measure with-
out interruption, it would seem the part of wisdom to enact
HR. 6462,

The proposed bill, in addition to its inherent merits, would
clothe the Interior Department with the power to regulate
the use of the remaining public lands so as to justify the un-
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dertaking of important work looking to flood control, the
protection of watersheds and water supplies, the checking of
erosion, and the regulation of grazing, including the devel-
opment of water holes and stock driveways.

Mr. Chairman, the enactment of this bill is of tremendous
importance, and it would be a step forward in the interest
of true conservation. .

Mr. RICH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DEROUEN. 1 yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. RICH. In section 10 there is a change in the admin-
istration of the bill or in the cost of administration to the
Federal Government, whereby it extends to the State 50
percent, whereas formerly it was 25 percent, when approved
by the Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary of the
Interior.

Mr. DEROUEN. I may say to the gentleman that he is
a member of the committee. The question was voted on in
the committee room and was put on by the committee. This
was the will of the committee.

Mr. RICH. The committee decided they should give 50
percent to the States rather than 25 percent as originally
provided in the bill?

Mr. DEROUEN. Yes.

Mr. CHRISTIANSON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DEROUEN. I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. CHRISTIANSON. I note those who signed the mi-
nority report state that in their opinion the jurisdiction or
the administration of this bill better be left with the Forest
Service, Does the genfleman have any comment upon this
suggestion?

Mr. DEROUEN. I shall answer the gentleman by saying
that this was thoroughly considered in the committee.

The Secretary of the Interior appeared and also the Sec-
retary of Agriculture and the Chief of the Forest Service.
They told us there was a general understanding and agree-
ment that the bill should go through as it is and, secondly,
the Chief of the Forest Service testified it would cost around
$2,000,000 or $1,500,000 to administer the bill if its admin-
istration were under that Bureau. The Inferior Department
testified they could do the work for $150,000. So having at
heart the interest of the people who are going to pay this
money, we decided to look at the matier in a businesslike
way and put it where the cost would be the least, which
would make the charges to these poor people for grazing
that much less.

Mr. CHRISTIANSON. And it is the gentleman's opinion
that the Department of the Interior will be able to set up
the necessary administrative machinery without creating
a very large additional bureau of government.

Mr. DEROUEN. It is not necessary to create any bureau.
It is simply a question of coordinating the existing set-up,
and there is an understanding between the two bureaus to
do this,

Mr. CHRISTIANSON. I thank the gentleman for the
information.

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DEROUEN, I yield.

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. Has the gentleman referred
to the President’'s letter to the Secretaries, in which the
President stated he was in favor of the principle of the bill?

Mr. DEROUEN. Yes.

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. Did the committee find out
what part of the bill the President might not be in favor of?

Mr. DEROUEN. I think the committee did. Through the
members of the Cabinet who appeared before the commit-
tee, we have the entire matter as he wishes.

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. Has the committee elimi-
nated that part of the bill recommended by the Secretary
of the Interior for elimination, which, I believe, is sec-
tion 13?

Mr. DEROUEN. That was never in this bill. That was in
the old bill.

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. That provision is not con-
tained in the new bill in any other cection?

Mr. DEROUEN. No.
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Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. And the bill now before the
House is approved both by the Secretary of the Interior
and the Secretary of Agriculture?

Mr. DEROUEN. Yes. This bill is perfectly in harmony
with the testimony and the wishes of the Departments
involved. [Applause.]

Mr, Chairman, I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 25 minutes
to the gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. CARTER].

Mr. CARTER of Wyoming. Mr. Chairman, this bill has
been referred to as a reformer’s dream. I think the person
who made the reference paid it too high a compliment, for
after reading the bill, it is my opinion that it is a reformer’s
nightmare,

The title of this bill reads:

A bill to stop injury to the public grazing lands by preventing
overgrazing and soil deterioration, to provide for their orderly use,

improvement, and development, to stabilize the livestock industry
dependent upon the public range, and for other purposes,

The title should read:

A bill to take away from the livestock industry of the West the
free use of 173,000,000 acres of public domain, abolish the 640-
acre homestead and desert entry laws, and retard the political and
economic growth of the West.

The purposes set forth in this bill are nothing new; for
over 20 years bills having the same intent but not so drastic
have been before the House and got nowhere.

I know the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. TavLor] takes
no pride in the authorship of this bill. On March 10, 1933,
Mr. Tavior introduced the identical Colton bill, which
passed Congress last session and which was drawn in the
Department of the Interior in collaboration with the Depart-
ment of Agriculture.

The gentleman from Colorado, in his statement before
the committee on the hearings of this bill, said that he was
strenuously opposed to section 13 of the Colton bill and that
this section was forced into the bill on the fioor of the
House by gentlemen who were trying to kill the bill. I can-
not understand if the gentleman was so much opposed to
section 13 of the Colton bill why he would introduce a hill
with that identical section in it.

On December 23 last Secretary Ickes, by way of inter-
view, had an article in the Saturday Evening Post entitled,
“The National Domain and the New Deal ”, in which he
stated that he would be for the Colton bill, which was iden-
tical with the Taylor bill, provided certain changes were
made. Then, on January 5, less than 2 weeks later, the gen-
tleman from Colorado introduced the bill under considera-
tion, which reads as if an antenna were attached to the
mouth of Secretary Ickes. This bill should be called the
Ickes bill.

The person who introduced this bill states that this is not
a political matter, and then goes on to say as follows:

I might say that, as a member of the Democratic steering com-
mittee, I took this matter up with the steering committee, and I
do not think that I am violating any confidence when I say that
I was advised that if the administration wanted this done, natu-
rally they would be inclined to do if, provided the committee
reported the bill out. Therefore it is not a will-o’-the-wisp herg
before you. If the committee reports it out, I am sure that the
steering committee will endeavor to put the bill before the House
before we adjourn.

I wonder how far this bill would have gotten had not pres-
sure been brought to bear upon the members of the commit-
tee by officials from the Department of the Interior? The
Assistant Solicitor had a consultation with the senior Sena-
tor from Wyoming and myself relative to this bill. He said
he would like to have our views on the matter, provided they
conflicted in no way with the views of the Secretary of the
Interior. We intimated that we should like to have the
junior Senator from Wyoming presenf at our meeting, but
he said it was not necessary, as the junior Senator had
already promised the Secretary of the Interior that he would
support the bill, When the committee went into executive
session to consider this bill, one of the members suggested
that the alleged author of the bill be invited to sit in, and
then the chairman suggested that the Assistant Solicitor sit
in in order to explain the amendments to this bill. This
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just goes to show to what extent the Department was using
pressure to put this bill over.

The gentleman from Colorado went so far as to ask the
Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture
what to show in their reports. Let me quote from his
statement:

I asked them to show two things in their report: First, that the
policy proposed will be beneficial to the West, beneficial to the
people who live in those States, as well as to the Federal Govern-
ment, and to show also in addition to that the urgency of it at
this time,

And then he says there is no politics in this bill.

I am astonished that the chairman of the committee has
not asked the Solicitor of the Department of the Interior
and Secretary Ickes to come here and explain the bill to
you.

Of course, there was really no need to introduce this
bill, for I have here an opinion rendered to the Secretary
of the Interior on January 25 by the Solicitor of the Depart-
ment of the Interior. The opinion states that there is exist-
ing legal authority to create grazing districts upon public
lands by exercising the Executive withdrawal power under
and by virtue of the act of June 25, 1910, and this opinion
goes further to state that the President by virtue of his office
needs no specific legislation. I asked the Assistant Solicitor
why the Department did not ask for Executive withdrawal
orders, and he stated they wanted congressional sanction.
This bill is loaded with dynamite; and when it goes off,
they want someone upon whom they could fasten the blame.
The gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Tayror] states the
President can do practically everything in this bill by
Executive crder.

This bill gives the Secretary practically dictatorship over
our livestock industry of the West, and can be compared
to the dictatorship in Russia. It gives him power that
rightfully belongs to the States. As sovereign States, surely
we have some rights to the lands within our boundaries,
just as other States have had. The Government reserved
the public lands in every State in the Union with the
exception of the State of Texas, but today practically all
public lands have gone into private ownership in all States,
except those of the West.

This bill is federalism in the extreme and tends fo re-
tard the political and economic growth of the people in the
arid-land States by reducing our chief industry to the dead
level of uniformity through administrative control by a
bureau far removed from the scene of action, and puts our
affairs in the hands of men who, at the best, have only
an embryonic or superficial knowledge of our practical
problems.

In the vast area of counfry involved in this bill you
will find every variety of soil and climate. Physical en-
vironment and historical tradition have given rise to a di-
versity of custom and manner. We are essentially one
people on broad nationalistic lines, but every State has a
variety of local conditions which makes local government
essential to justice.

The people living in the States where this vast territory
lies have shown by tradition that they are fully accustomed
to trust themselves in the regulation of .their own affairs.
Local government is one of the most precious heritages of
the past. It is the school in which liberty, self-control, and
independence are bred. Local creativeness will be stricken
with impotence, for Federal power pays no heed to regional
opinions. The stimulation of running our own affairs is
essential to our natural development.

If this bill passes, it is going to nullify years of careful
study of the problems by stockmen and legislatures of the
Western States. In the State of Wyoming we have various
laws for livestock ranging and for the regulation and use of
our State lands. All the other Western States have laws for
the same purpose, but they are not identical. The laws vary
as the conditions in the States vary.

In the Saturday Evening Post article, the Secretary of
Interior states that unreserved and unappropriated lands
shrunk from 473,000,000 to 173,000,000 acres since 1904, and
then goes on to say that much of the domain was taken up
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as farm and stock-raising homesteads. In order to paint
the full picture, he should have mentioned the reservations
and withdrawals by the various departments.

Here are some of the withdrawals in Wyoming that exist

today
Surface withdrawals

Acres
1. Reclamation Bureau 1,750, 835
2. National forests 8, 460, 755
3. National parks 2, 108, 800
4. Geological Survey:
a. Power p e 197, 728
b. Reservoir-gite reserves 1,714
c. Public waters. 83, 505
5. Indian reservations.. 2,243,822
6. General Land Office:
a. Stock driveways_.__.. 1, 207, 293
b. Carey Act segregations_____________________ 468, 360
7. Game and bird reserves 49,476
8. Naval oil and shale 9,481
9. Miscellaneous 1,157,887
Total..___ 5 17, 730, 188
Subsurface withdrawals
1. Producing oil and gas structures 158, 671
2. Coal ___ .. A --- 2,260, 604
o e ) o] 541, 777
4. Oil shale At e ) L AT W P 2, 100, 000
5. Phosphate =L = i 939, 149
Total 6, 050, 101

In addition to these withdrawals, which are all under
the control of the Federal Government, this bill proposes
to give exclusive control of about 15,000,000 more acres to
the Federal Government. You cannot atrophy part of the
Nation without eventually atrophying the whole Nation.
Today in the State of Wyoming one third of the State
is bearing the burden of taxation of the entire State.

You can readily see the Federal Government has already
taken the corn and left us the husk, which has partially
paralyzed us; now it wants to paralyze us completely by
taking the husk. This is what will happen if you delib-
erately add power to the Federal Government just because
you have the power to do so. This is the alchemy of decay.

Mr. CULKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CARTER of Wyoming. Yes.

Mr. CULKIN. What is the total acreage of the State?
What is the percentage of these withdrawals, if the gen-
tleman can state?

Mr. CARTER of Wyoming. The withdrawals are prob-
ably about one quarter of the land in the State.

Mr. CULKIN. And those are withdrawn from settlement
or from possible local taxation?

Mr. CARTER of Wyoming. ¥Yes; there is no local taxa-
tion on them.

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. And, if this bill goes into effect,
what will be the total area in the State under withdrawals?

Mr. CARTER of Wyoming. Approximately two thirds of
the State.

The Secretary further states in his article in the Saturday
Evening Post that he is for the Taylor bill, which passed
the House at the last session, except for one serious defect;
in this he is in error, for the Taylor bill never passed the
House; I think he meant the Colton bill which was identical
with the Taylor bill.

The provision which he speaks of is section 13, which is
not in this bill that is up for consideration. He states as fol-
lows:

This is a provision that the act shall be ineffective in any State
without the approval of the legislature of that State, and further
provides that State lands may be lumped with Federal lands in
& jointly administered project. I am opposed to this for the same
reason that I am op to transfer our public domain to State
control. The local political pressure for a return to the old evils
would be a thing not easily resisted. But with this one section
amended, I hope, and expect, that this great plece of legislation
will be enacted at the coming session of Congress, and I cannot
neglect the opportunity to urge my fellow citizens to support it.

I take exception to that statement relative to local politi-
cal pressure being used. I was a member of the State Land
Board of the State of Wyoming for over 6 years and I have
never known of any political pressure or intimation of politi-
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cal pressure being exerted in the disposition of State grazing
leases.

I think this is true of the other Western States. The gen-
tleman from Montana [Mr. Ayres] speaking on this subject
at the hearings, stated:

Many if not all of these States have State-owned lands within
their own areas and those lands are administered by them. The
charge of graft in handling State lands has never been lodged
against a single solitary Western State.

I have seen more politics played in the Department of
Interior since I have been a Member of Congress than in all
of the other departments combined.

Mr, BROWN of Kentucky. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CARTER of Wyoming. I yield.

Mr. BROWN of Kentucky. Will the gentleman name one
instance in which politics has been played in that Depart-
ment—I mean in favor of a Democrat?

Mr. CARTER of Wyoming. I should be glad to tell the
gentleman of an instance. I was interested in a matter, and
Senator Carey and I went down one day to see about a
project application under the Public Works that we were
very much interested in. A few days afterward we got
word from Wyoming that the information had already been
received from the Democratic Senator that this project
had been awarded, after we were told that it had not as yet
been awarded. I wrote to Secretary Ickes and asked him to
explain it. He wrote me quite a letter back and showed me
when it was passed by each department, and it showed that
this information leaked out the day before it was approved.

Mr. BROWN of Kentucky. But the gentleman got his
project, did he not? All the gentleman is complaining
about is that they did not give him the information so he
could play politics with it.

Mr. CARTER of Wyoming. Now, I could take an hour to
tell about different politics being played in the Department
of the Interior. I will not say they were all under the
Democratic administration, either.

Mr. CULKIN. Will the gentleman yield briefly?

Mr. CARTER of Wyoming. I yield for a brief question.

Mr. CULKIN. Can the gentleman tell about the personal
politics inveolved in the construction of the Fort Peck Reser-
voir in Montana and the Grand Coulee Dam on the Colum-
bia River, costing approximately $300,000,000?

Mr. CARTER of Wyoming. I should like to answer those
questions, but I think that is extraneous to the matter under
discussion.

Mr. CULKIN. That involved the same gentleman, Secre-
tary Ickes, did it not?

Mr. CARTER of Wyoming. Yes; but that is not under
discussion here, so I do not want to take any more time
with that.

Mr. BROWN of Kentucky. Will the gentleman yield for
one other question?

Mr. CARTER of Wyoming. No; I do not yield. My time
is limited.

The Committee on Conservation and Administration of
the Public Domain, which gave this subject considerable
study, says:

The transfer of the public lands to the State would mean that
each State would be charged with the sole obligation of conserv-
ing and using the range. The experiences of the public-land
States In dealing with the large areas now owned by those States
and switable for range show that in many instances this admin-
{stration has been effective and salutary. It is true that the
public-land States, as their development increases, are becoming
increasingly conscious of the value of conservation. The mis-
takes of the past and the lessons to be learned from that history
have not escaped them.

The Secretary of the Interior by this bill declares the pol-
icy of settling our western country is at an end, for it prac-
tically does away with homesteading. The preference right
which every ex-service man has in these lands is gone so
far as the 640-acre homesfead is concerned. In the past
year there were 3,243 final certificates issued on homestead
entries, mostly to ex-service men. I am wondering how the
ex-service men in your districts feel. I know that all ex-
service organizations in my State are opposed to the bill,
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At previous hearings on bills similar to the one before us
a great deal of testimony was given on the subject of over-
grazing and soil deterioration, evidently to justify that pro-
vision in the title of the bill. The testimony shows they
were all bureaucrats who had to use forced and hypercriti-
cal language to sustain their views.

I should like to read extracts on the subject from the
report of a survey made by Dr. Aven Nelson, an eminent
botanist, on an area of public lands in the State of Wyoming,
embracing more than 11,000 square miles, an area much
larger than the State of Massachusetts. The surveys are
of identical areas, one was made in 1897 and the other in
1926. The extracts are as follows:

It seems that, in the judgment of Mr. Will C, Barnes, of the
United States Forest Service, chief of grazing, the Red Desert
has suffered marked deterioration because of overgrazing during
the last quarter century. The officers of the Wyoming Wool
Growers’ Association believe that the forage of the Red Desert
of today Is as abundant and varied as at any time in its history,
and for this reason they have sought a reexamination in the light
of its former carrying capacity. * * * Mr. Barnes bases his
judgment upon the results secured in the national forests and
upon his belief that these are not suffering deterloration from
overgrazing, as are the public lands outside the forests. * * *
The writer believes, however, that at least for the area under
consideration public control will have to be advocated on other
grounds than that of deterioration due to overgrazing. If there
be deterioration in the forage value of these public lands, it
certainly is no more marked than the deterioration found in the
national forests where grazing is under supervision. * * * In
view of this, it would seem that arguments for public control of
lands suited only for grazing are not to be drawn from arguments
for public control on our national forests. * * * It is very
evident, however, that the forces now at work are tending toward
improvements. According to the most reliable sheepmen, the
same area that 20 years ago would only support 1 sheep will now
better support from 3 to 5. This they attribute to the gain in
the strength of the soil due to the accumulating manure. It
seems probable, however, that a more potent factor is found in
the following: The vegetation chiefly depended upon for forage
is composed of the large number of small shrubs of many kinds
previously mentioned. The cutting down of such vegetation
enormously increasss the number of annual shoots. From winter
to winter this shrubby vegetation has been browsed down closer
and closer to the woody bases of the plants until now the tender
annual shoots are produced in much greater abundance. The
effectiveness of this browsing is, of course, dependent upon the
region being used as a winter pasture only, giving time for growth
and recovery each summer.

A great deal has been said about erosion and the part
overgrazing plays in it. Overgrazing does not cause erosion,
but it might accelerate it; rain and floods cause erosion.
Ninety-nine percent of the erosion on the public domain
would have existed if there were no grazing of any kind.
Self-interest would guarantee the wise use of this land.

The unappropriated public lands in Wyoming are located
in the comparatively level semiarid regions, where the pre-
cipitation is fairly uniform throughout the year. The heav-
iest precipitation, about 1% inches per month, comes in the
form of wet snows during March, April, and May. The run-
off and erosion taking place on these lands is very negligible,

Gravel, sand, silt, and clay are nature’s tools for bringing
things to a level. The high, steep, and rugged areas are
carried down and deposited in the low, sunken areas, with
an improvement to both areas, from the standpoint of plant
production. Students of desert types of plants have long
known that these plants are provided with a degree of water-
proofing and other means of protection against desicca-
tion, which the plants of humid or wet regions never possess.

The plant life of this region can be grazed to the roots in
the summer and on an average year of moisture the same
growth will be up the next year.

Erosion takes thousands of years to take place and grazing
has very little, if any effect, on the soil deterioration. The
same flood and erosion effect is noted in the humid areas,
but is less apparent to the eye, due to the vegetation.

They want to prevent erosion to save the land for pos-
terity. I want to say to you that if Secretary Wallace and
Secretary Ickes were more interested in the erosions that
are being made on the Constitution they would do more
for posterity.

The fees you get from grazing permits in the grazing dis-
tricts cannot even start to pay for any of these alleged bene-
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fits. The livestock men have been losing money for the past
4 or 5 years and the present prospects are not very en-
couraging, The price of cattle is about the lowest in a
quarter of a century. I cannot see how they can assume this
burden.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wyo-
ming [Mr. CarTER] has expired.

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentle-
man 5 additional minutes.

Mr. CARTER of Wyoming. I might state that these
Western States are not the only States affected by this
homestead law, I have a list here of some of the home-
steads that were obtained in other States in the year 1933.
So it not only affects the 11 Western States mentioned in
the report, but others as well. Last year in Alabama they
had 11 homestead patents, Arkansas had 71, Florida had
16, Louisiana had 7, Michigan had 10, Minnesota 9, Missis-
sippi 9, Nebraska 44, North Dakota 30, Oklahoma 15, South
Dakota 81, Washington 23, Wisconsin 2.

Most of those homesteads, I might say, came under the
640 acres of grazing land, which in this bill is repealed.

Some people might say that the service men are not inter-
ested in this land. I do not know how they are in other
States, but I just want to read a few telegrams from ex-
service men in my State:

Veterans of Wyoming opposed to Taylor bill, particularly to

eliminating of preference rights on homesteads.
J. H. PEBERDY.

Here is another {elegram:

Twentieth United Veterans Council in meeting today unani-
mously oppose Taylor bill. Following facts substantiate: 1,365~
000 acres converted from Federal- to privately-owned land by vet-
erans in Wyoming since 1918; more than 5 percent of privately-
owned land in Wyoming converted by veterans; 1,700,000 acres re-
main unappropriated and unreserved. Further llberal settlement
provisions of law would act as incentive to settlement by veterans.
Veterans comprise 19.4 percent of male population of Wyoming
over 21 years of age according to last census. State has profited by
increase in population and valuation by veterans.

. Calhoun, Department Adjutant Disabled American
Veterans; J. E. Frisby, Department Commander Spanish
War Veterans; Clifford A. Miller, Chairman Department
Legislative Committee American Legion; J. H. Peberdy,
Department Commander Veterans Foreign Wars; F. E.
Miracle, Commander Veterans Forelgn Wars, Casper;
K. F. McHenry, Commander American Legion, Casper;
Robert F. Jones, Commander United States Wounded
Veterans, Casper; C. L. Basker, Commander Disabled
American Veterans, Casper; M. E. Sanders, Commander
Benjamin Carter Colored Post, American Leglon; M. T.
Rice, SBecretary United Veterans Councll, Casper.

The Department of Interior stated that they are eminently
qualified to carry on this work on account of the expetience
they have had with Indian grazing leases and also their ex-
perience on the Mizpah-Pumpkin Creek Grazing District,
which contains only 25,000 acres of Government land. Let
us see how well they are administering the Indian lands. A
few years ago an economic survey of the range resources and
grazing activities on Indian reservations was made by a
number of officials in the Indian Department, and I quote
from that report:

Before proceeding to an explanation of the general plan of man-
sgement which we believe applicable to the grazing resources on
Indian reservations, a brief discusslon of existing policy and
procedure is essential, Probably the most outstanding feature in

this connectlon is the lack of a well-defined policy and the absence
of a regulated, standard practice,

And we also find in the same report the following:

The large volume of business which is carrled on, the absence
of simplified practice in this connection and the limited per-
sonnel avallable for clerical and supervisory purposes, have oper-
ated to reduce the entire procedure to one which virtually runs
itself. * * * The use of land with respect to capacity and the
general conservation of resources is not properly restricted; there
18 no count made of the number of animals placed on the ranges,
and, generally speaking, It may be sald that there is an entire
absence of system.

* After an indictment of this nature the Department of the
Interior bases their claim of qualification.

Now, with regard to the Mizpah-Pumpkin Butte grazing
district, I should like to give the views of the late Senator
Walsh of Montana:
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My friend, Mr. Leavitt, whose zeal In thls matter and whose
earnestness in his convictions everybody commends, came from
the Forest Service to our State. He came there as a forestry
official. He has imbibed that idea, and he is very earnest and
sincere about it. He promoted this Mizpah-Pumpkin Creek
measure, and I urged some opposition for some time, but finally
1 quite consented to allow this thing to be tried. It has worked
out well, as he says. Why should it not work out well? A certain
number of individuals are grazing cattle in that particular lo-
cality. They organize themselves into an association. They got
a lease for 10 years of the area within that district. Everybody
else is shut out. That is quite satisfactory to them, of course.
You go on and do that. There are applications for the creation
of their districts of that kind in Montana by, of course, the peo-
ple who now occupy the territory and will organize themselves
into groups, cooperative assoclations, get a lease on the ground,
and everybody else will be shut out.

Now, we have found out why the Interior Department
should handle these lands according to their own testi-
mony; let us see why the Agricultural Department thinks
Secretary Ickes should have charge. Secretary Wallace
said:

The Becretary of the Interlor has some strong ideas on con-
servation matters. He is an old friend of Gifford Pinchot.

Mr. Sherman, the Associate Forester, Department of Ag-
riculture, with over 30 years’ experience in that Depart-
ment, said that he has heard Gifford Pinchot express him-
self in many western speeches, declaring over and over
again:

I would rather help 10 men make a living than to help 1
man to make a profit.

Now, is it the idea of Secrefary Ickes to prevent the cat-
tlemen from making any profit? Does he intend to reduce
the stockmen of the West to the position of serfs or vassals?
That would be transferring them into the proletariat.

I am glad to know that a number of the Senators do not
have the same views on the handling of the range as does
Secretary Ickes and Secretary Wallace, for these Senators
have already served notice that they do not want Secretary
Ickes to handle this public domain.

The cry last year by Secretary Wallace, Secretary Ickes,
and the person who introduced this bill was that it should
be passed to take care of the 250,000 young men in the
Conservation Corps. They said they would have no place
to go unless this bill was enacted and they could go from
the mountains down to the lower lands. That time has
now passed and they had no trouble fo find places to put
these boys and young men. The gentleman from Ceolorado
said the failure to pass this bill last June has worked a
great loss to hundreds of unemployed young men in those
11 States. I do not think that there was one young man
deprived of employment in the Civilian Conservation camps
because we failed to pass this bill last year.

The gentleman from Colorado stated that the homestead
law was beneficial until June 30, 1933. I should like to
know what happened on that particular date to make the
homestead law less beneficial than it was before that date.
He was a great supporter of the Colton bill that passed in
1932, which did away with the 640 grazing homestead law.
If it was beneficial until June 30, 1933, why did he vote to do
away with it a year previous to that date?

The proponents of this bill state that this land is over-
grazed, but in the same breath they state that there will be
no reduction in the amount of stock. They are not going to
reduce them but are going to redistribute them. Their con-
tention, then, must be that some land is overgrazed and
other land is not. There is a question in my mind as to
what they are going to do with the range that is not put in
grazing districts., Mr. Havell, of the General Land Office,
says that he does not think anyone concedes that the admin-
istrative officers would put all the land in grazing districts
and the assistant solicitor states that they only contemplate
putting 50,000,000 acres in grazing districts the first year.
Do they intend to keep the stockmen off of the lands which
are not in grazing districts? I should like the chairman of
the committee to answer that question.

Mr. Stabler, of the Geological Survey, paints a nice pic-
ture for the purpose of deceiving the true intent of the
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use of this range. He stated that in 1891 there were T00,-
000,000 acres of public range with only 400,000,000 head
of stock, about 170 acres for each head of stock. In 1900
he said there were 550,000,000 acres of public range with
14,600,000 head of stock, or 33 acres per head. In 1930 he
said there were about 170,000,000 of public range and
15,000,000 head of stock, or about 11 acres to each animal.
He stops there, he does not tell you that the 500,000,000
acres of public range which has been disposed of since 1891
is producing many times more feed for stock now than it
was in 1891. He does not tell you of the millions of acres
of this land which is now under cultivation producing feed
for livestock. A section of grazing land will take care of
approximately 50 sheep, according to the grade of the
land, where a section of cultivated dry farming land will
take care of over a thousand sheep, where a section of
irrigated land will take care of about 6,000 sheep, These
are figures that were given to me by the Department of
Agriculture. Today we have more feed for our 15,000,000
head of stock than we had in 1891 and are turning out
much better stock.

During the hearings on this bill Representative Scrveaam,
of Nevada, brought out a very important point, and that is
the question of water. He stated it was not the grass on
the range that controls its use, it is the water. In the
Western States we do not have the old common-law doctrine
of riparian rights, but we have what is called the doctrine of
priority of appropriation. No matter where the water may
be situated, he who has appropriated it has the continued
usufruct so long as the beneficial use is continued. Under
the acts of admissions and the constitutions of most of the
Western States, the control of the water is in the jurisdiction
of the State. If this bill is passed you will have the State in
the control of the water and several bureaus administering
the control of the grazing lands. Representative ScrucHAM
is a former State engineer of his State and is fully con-
versant with this subject, and I hope that he will discuss
the matter in detail.

The proponents of this bill state they are going to build
brush dams or possibly some more permanent types of
structures to prevent erosion, and in the areas where there
is no forage they are going to plant grass, and if necessary
they will put up fences to protect the grazing districts, The
Secretary of the Interior wants to put about 35 C.C.C. camps
on this land.

The total cost, the Department of the Interior states, will
be about $150,000. He is going to do all this at a cost of
about 1 cent per year for 12 acres. I do not think there is a
Member here who believes the Secretary of the Interior can
perform such a miracle,

The cost alone of 35 C.C.C. camps for 6 months would be
in the neighborhood of $4,000,000. The appropriation for
the Forest Service for the year 1933, for about the same
acreage as in this bill, was $13,183,304.

When the Colton bill was up for consideration the late
Major Stuart spoke as follows:

To a vast extent the lands present a problem of recreation of
actual or potential wealth-creating power which will require long,
patient, and expensive regeneration, which only after many years
the large outlays will lead to a restoration of their capacity for
broad social service. They are an economic problem and respon-
sibility rather than an economic opportunity.

Mr. Silcox, the present Chief of the Forest Service, states
as follows:

I will state specifically that the Forestry Service as now organ-
ized is not prepared to handle these additional 172,000,000 acres
without an expansion of iis organization. I do not want to fool
Congress by saying that the administration of those lands will not
require additional personnel,

The Forest Service, with a frained personnel many times
larger than the personnel which the Interior Department
has for this work, tell you that it will take a much larger
personnel than they now have, while the Interior Depart-
ment that is so anxious for this measure to pass state that
they can get along with their present personnel. It is my
opinion that if this bill passes it will require hundreds of
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more men in the Interior Department and will cost the tax-
payers around $15,000,000 a year.

The only persons who would benefit from this legislation
is a bunch of bureaucrats here in Washington who have
taken upon themselves the task of seeing how much more
power they can get.

This bill violates one of the traditional doctrines of the
Democratic Party—that of State rights, and I should like to
quote the views of a number of prominent Democrats on
this subject. I know a great many of you Democrats have
cut loose from the traditions of your party, but there may be
a few of you left who still believe in the traditional American
ideals of your party.

What has destroyed the liberty and the rights of men in every
government which has ever existed under the sun? The general-
izing and concentrating all cares and powers into one body, no
matter whether of the autocrats of Russia or France or of the
aristocrats of a Venetian BSenate—Thomas Jefferson to Joseph
Cabell, 18186.

It is not by the consolidation or concentration of powers, but
by their distribution that good government is effected.—Thomas
Jefferson, 1821.

The remedy for {ll-considered legislation by the States, the
remedy alike for neglect and mistakes on their part, lies, not out-
side the States, but within them. The mistakes which they them=-
selves correct will sink deeper Into the consciousness of their
people than the mistakes which Congress may rush in to correct
for them, thrusting upon them what they have not learned to
desire. They will either learn their mistakes by such intimate
and domestic processes as will penetrate very deep and abide with
them in convincing force, or else they will prove that what might
have been a mistake for other States or regions of the country
was no mistake for them, and the country will have been saved
its wholesome variety. In no case will their failure to correct
their own measures prove that the Federal Government might
have forced wisdom upon them.—Quoted from Woodrow Wilson,
The States and the Federal Government, 1908.

Believing that the most efficlent resulte under our system of
government are to be attained by the full exercise by the States
of their reserved sovereign powers, we denounce as usurpation
the efforts of our opponents to deprive the Btates of any of the
rights reserved to them, and to enlarge and magnify by indirec-
tion the powers of the Federal Government—The Democratic
platform, 1912,

Were we directed from Washington when to sow and when to
reap, we would soon want bread.—Jefferson,

As Oscar Underwood stated, * We must always bear in mind that
the burdens of Government rest ultimately on the people who live
under it, and that in the last analysis it 18 the worker who pays
the bill. * * * What a paternalistic government proposes to
do for the people in the end the people pay for—plus the greatly
added price of commissions and salaries to those who engage in
its administration.”

Had it not been for the steady encroachment of Federal Gov=-
ernment on the rights and dutles reserved for the States we per-
haps would not have the present spectacle of the people rushing
to Washington to set right whatever goes wrong, But successive
administrations have encouraged this spirit of dependence on
Government, either because of the lust for additional power on
the part of Federal officials, or simply because of a blind insistence
on the Hamiltonian principle of a strong centralized Government,
as opposed to the Jeffersonian idea of giving to the administra-
tion at Washington only such functions as the States themselves
cannot perform.—Mr. Garner's acceptance letter, August 23, 1832.

We advocate an immediate and drastic reduction of govern-
mental expenditures by abolishing useless commissions and offices,
consolidating departments and bureaus, and eliminating extrava-
gance, to accomplish a saving of not less than 25 percent in the
cost of Federal Government, and we call upon the Democratic
Party In the States to make a gealous effort to achieve a propor-
tionate result.—From the Democratic 1932 platform.

If this bill becomes a law I prophesy now that it will be a
Cadmean victory for Mr. Ickes.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. DEROUEN. Mr, Chairman, I yield 5§ minutes to the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. Swarkl.

Mr. SWANK. Mr. Chairman, the State of Oklahoma that
I represent here in part does not have very much public
land left, and I am not interested in this bill because of the
fact that Oklahoma has public land or does not have public
land. I am interested in it as a broad national policy in
connection with the protection of the grazing districts of
the West. This 173,000,000 acres is about all in 11 of the
Western States of the United States. :

The cattle and sheep men now graze the territory unre-
strained. They do not have to have a permit or license. The
big cattlemen, as they have been doing in the past, and espe=
cially the sheepmen, have been taking it all, and the man
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with a half dozen milk cows does not have any rights at
all. They run him out. The object of this bill, as I see
it, and the part that appeals to me most—and we had that
part perfected in committee—is the fact that the man with
a few cows has just as much right as the man with the big
herd, and especially these big sheepmen from the State of
Wyoming. These sheep destroy the land more than the
cattle destroy the land. The sheep eat the grass and pull it
up by the roots, and when it rains the soil is washed away.
For this reason we have inserted provisions in the bill cover-
ing flood control and soil erosion.

The gentleman who preceded me said that the Secretary
of the Interior wrote these amendments and stated that
politics had too much to do with the matter. President
Hoover is the gentleman who appointed a committee to in-
vestigate this question. The gentleman from Oregon [Mr.
Mortr] offered an amendment in the committee which was
adopted. The amendment is on page 2 and adds the fol-
lowing words: “ Or revested Oregon-California railroad-
grant lands.” The gentleman from California [Mr. ENGLE-
BrIGET] offered an amendment which was adopted in com-
mittee, and may I say that a majority of the committee are
Democrats, so far as politics are concerned. We adopted the
gentleman’s amendment on the mining part of it, and there
were no politics involved in the consideration of the amend-
ment. The Secretary of the Interior appeared before the
committee and recommended the bill. I understand that
he is a Republican. The Secretary of Agriculture is another
Republican, so it is said, and he also appeared before the
commitiee. Both of these gentlemen are said to be promi-
nent Republicans, and both of them recommended this bill.
If there had been any politics involved, the committee prob-
ably would not have taken the recommendation of these
two Republicans.

We reported the bill favorably because it is a good bill.
Before a man can graze cattle or sheep he must get a permit
from the Secretary of the Interior. The main objection of
the two gentlemen who filed the minority report is that this
is not administered by the Agricultural Department. The
Secretary of Agriculture appeared before the committee and
sent in a report in which he says:

The proposed legislation would be beneficlal not only to the

two Departments concerned but to the great majority of the
States containing unreserved and unappropriated public lands.

The Secretary of Agriculture, according to his report and
according to his testimony before the committee, did not
want to administer this law. He wanted it left in the hands
of the Department of the Interior or whoever may be at the
head of that Department. The only politics I have heard
£o far as this bill is concerned are the politics of the gentle-
man who has just spoken. He said there was a western
ccnference of governors which was called in protest against
this bill. I was glad to hear that part of the statement in
which he said there was only one Republican in the crowd.

I am glad the people of the West, where these lands are
principally located, have seen the light and are electing
governers out there who are members of the Democratic
Party. The fact that there was just one Republican at
that conference and the rest of them were Democrats has
nothing whatever to do with the merits of this bill. [Laugh-
ter and applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Rica].

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, I come this afternoon to
speak with reference to the Taylor bill, HR. 6462, believing
that it has some good features in it and also knowing that
it has some features that are not for the best interests of
this country of ours.

If we passed in this House all legislation that we favored
in our own minds and if we tried to inculcate all such
measures into law, I fear no legislation would be passed,
because of the fact we have such wide differences of opinion.
50 we must get the composite idea of the great majority

and try to enact legislation that will be for the best interests
of the people of this country.
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If T were the Representative of one of the States affected
by this bill, I do not see how I could agree to its passage,
and I believe that a majority of the Members of the House
who are representing the people in the 11 States affected
would be opposed fo the bill as it now stands, especially
when we think of taking 173,000,000 acres of land in this
country, as has been stated here this afternoon, which in
some States means as high as 8 percent of the total area
of the State. When we think of this vast area of land being
equal to about one eighth of the United States or equal or
greater than the New England and Middle Atlantic and
adding some of the other States, or when I think of it as
comprising an area seven times as large as the State of
Pennsylvania, and when we consider that we are proposing
to turn this area over to the Secretary of the Interior for
administration, making him a czar over this territory con-
trary to the wishes of the people who live in these States,
I say we are doing these 11 States a grave injustice.

When I think of the people who are the Representatives
of such States here as the gentleman from Wyoming [Mr,
Carter], the gentleman from New Mexico [Mr. Cuavezl,
the gentleman from Nevada [Mr. ScrucHAM], the gentle-
woman from Arizona [Mrs. GrReenway], and the gentleman
from Oregon [Mr. Morrl, I have the greatest and highest
regard for them because I believe they are intelligent
people; and when I think of the Congress of the United
States saying to these people in these 11 States that are
affected by this bill, “ You are not able to administer the
affairs in your own State and we from Pennsylvania or we
from New York or we from Alabama can come info the
House of Representatives and say that we are going to put
laws into effect in your States that are going to regulate
and hamstring you ”, I think, as Members of Congress, we
are doing what is an injustice to these States. [Applause.]

I feel that the people who come from the States affected
should be entrusted with the administration of these lands.

Mr. FULLER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RICH. I shall not yield to anyone until I have
finished my remarks. I shall then be pleased to yield.

I feel that the people of the various States which I am
going to name—Montana, Oregon, Idaho, Wyoming, Colo-
rado, New Mexico, Nevada, Arizona, Utah, California, and
Washington—are surely just as intelligent as any Members
of the House of Representatives, and I cannct see how any-
one from these States can stand up here and say, * We want
the Secretary of the Interior, who lives 3,000 miles away, to
rule over these lands, amounting to 172,000,000 acres, be-
cause we believe the Secretary of the Interior can do it
better than they can do it in their own States.” I believe
the legislators of these States are better able and more
capable of enacting laws to govern the people of these States
than I, coming here from Pennsylvania, could administer
them at such long range. I believe the people from those
States have the interests of their own States at heart and
the interests of their own people at heart and will do a
better job of regulating the administration of these lands
for the benefit of their people. I believe they can do it
better than we can administer these lands here in Wash-
ington.

A great many people do have a selfish idea and think
that here is 173,000,000 acres of land that is now controlled
by the Federal Government, and they believe that, because
we control this land, we should not give this authority to
those States. If there were any man in the House of Rep-
resentatives who had at least one fourth of his State under
Federal contrel, I feel sure he would try to have the land
taken away from the Federal Government and placed under
his own State legislature, so that the people of that State
could make their own laws and regulations which would be
for the best interests of the States and the best interests
of the people in those States. Naturally, they will have a
greater interest than we could possibly have.

I also feel that a selfish interest might exist because of
the fact that we, as Representatives, might feel there might
be some virtue in these lands or that there might be some
value in them and by turning them over to these States we




6354

would thereby be giving something away that might be of
value to our own States. I want to say that, so far as I am
concerned, coming from the State of Pennsylvania, the first
loss is the best loss. I would like to see every acre of this
land turned over to these States so they could handle them
for their own protection and for their own good. I am sure
Pennsylvania would lose nothing. I feel that by doing this
I am doing the greatest service for the people of Pennsyl-
vania, because I believe it will cost the people of Pennsyl-
vania in the future more to administer them in this way,
and that it would not be for the good of the States in which
these lands are situated.

I do not believe the House of Representatives has any
monopoly on honesty. I do not believe the membership
of this House has any monopoly on brains, and I do not
think we have as good an insight into the administration
of these public lands as the people who live in these States.
Sometimes when I think of the things we are doing here
in Washington, with many of which I do not agree, I wonder
where we are trying to steer this old Ship of State. It may
be possible that we can do some things that will be for the
best interests of these people, but in the main, I believe
the best interests of these people will be served by giving
this authority to the States where the land is situated.

I made the suggestion in committee that this be done,
and the author of the bill said that we could not get four
votes in the House of Representatives to do this. That
might be, but I want to say that I am one of the four who
would be glad to do it. I think the author of this bill over-
estimated that a great deal, because I think there are a
great many people represented by Members of the House
who would be glad to give the 11 States that authority.

Mr, COCHRAN of Missouri. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RICH. I prefer not to yield now, but I will after I
get through. My principal objection to this bill as written
is this. All through the discussion of this bill in committee
various Representatives claimed that the bill could best be
administered under the Department of Agriculture. Then
again others admitted that it could best be administered
under the Department of the Interior.

We had the Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary
of the Interior before our committee, and they made the
statement to us that they were not concerned so much as
to where the administration of the bill should be lodged
as they were in the fundamental principle of grazing, and
particularly of making the lands better for grazing purposes.

They cited the letter of the President of the United States.
I want to quote from the letter to Secretary Ickes by Presi-
dent Roosevelt, where he says:

I favor the principle of the bill, and you and the Secretary of

Agriculture are authorized to say so to the House Committee on
the Public Lands.

Now, I am not trying to say what the President of the
United States meant when he wrote that letter, but I do
not believe for one minute that the President of the United
States wants a dual authority, a dual control of 173,000,000
acres of land for grazing purposes when we have the De-
partment of Forestry in the Department of Agriculture
to supervise the grazing lands of the country, lands pre-
viously withdrawn. If in this bill we put the grazing of
173,000,000 acres under the Department of the Interior,
we shall have two Departments that will have control of the
grazing interests on the public domain. This is ridiculous.

I want to say that it was a most foolhardy proposition
to subdivide the grazing interests of the country and put
them under dual control. It is not good business. Every
member of the Committee on the Public Lands knows that
practically every time we had a bill before us upon which we
wanted to get information the chairman of the committee
had to write a letler to the Secretary of the Interior and
ask him for his opinion, and then write a letter to the
Secretary of Agriculture and ask him for his opinion on
the same subject. Practically every bill that has come
before our Committee on the Public Lands since I have been
& member of it has met that obstacle. If is not only a
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requirement but it is a foolish requirement. Why should
we inculcate into law a bill that is going to continue that
dual control of two departments, causing extra expense and
confusion?

I have discussed the matter in committee, and I believe
every member of the committee believes that the grazing
interests of this counfry should be under one authority.
Oh, but they say that if we put the bill through, Secretary
Ickes and Secretary Wallace and the President will try
to make a ruling whereby it will put control of grazing
in the hands of one department. I want to say to the
Congress of the United States that during this session
of Congress I think we have been one of the greatest buck
passers, trying to pass authority that belongs to us over
to the President of the United States.

The President is required to handle all these things that
we are supposed to control, but you gentlemen know that we
are afraid to assume our responsibility and that it cannof
be done by the President.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania has expired.

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes
more to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. RICH. We are seeking to pass this authority to the
President of the United States, and we know that it is
impossible for him to supervise it; that he must turn it
over to the Secretary of Agriculture or to the Secretary of
the Interior. Are they superior beings to Members of Con-
gress? There are statements in the hearings that there is
no friction in the departments, that they can get together
in administration. I can show you statements in the hear-
ings that we have had in our committee from which I know
they will never get together. We will not put this regulation
under a single control, but we are going to have a compli-
cated piece of legislation that will never be settled to the
satisfaction of the people who are in the States vitally
affected. It is high time we stop trying to give authority
to the President, when you and I know that he cannot
assume if; when you and I know that we are giving him
things to do that are impossible for one human mind to
grasp; when we know that it is impossible for him to turn
the things over in his own mind, things that affect these
great interests; and when we do it, we simply turn it over
to men who are only spokesmen for the administration, and
we as Representatives of the people turn over our authority
to the Secretary of the Interior or the Secretary of Agri-
culture. If we had backbone, where we now have wishbone,
we would be able to accomplish a great deal, and we would
be able to help the administration and the people who live
in these States. Before we permit this bill to become law I
think we should endeavor to stop the great amount of over-
head expense that will necessarily be caused, because we
do not assume the right to put the grazing on these lands
under single control of one department. I suggest that we
place an amendment, section no. 13, to this bill and put the
authority under the Secretary of the Interior, so that we
would have all grazing interests under one authority. I do
hope the members of the committee will give consideration
to that suggestion.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania has expired.

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. Mr, Chairman, will the gen=
tleman from California yield another minute to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania in order that I might ask him a
question?

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I yield one half
minute to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. The gentleman suggests this
solution, that we turn these lands back to the States. Will
the gentleman kindly tell us when we ever took the land
away from the States, if the States ever had possession of
the lands.

Mr. RICH. We may not be able to turn them back ta
the States, but if one fourth of the State of Missouri were
under the supervision of the Depariment of the Interior, the
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gentleman from Missouri, I know, would:- want to put the
control of that fourth back into the hands of the people of
Missouri.

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. How are you going to turn
back lands when the States have never had the lands?

Mr. RICH. Then, in all common sense, give the lands fo
them, because if they have never had them they should have
them,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania has again expired. !

Mr. DEROUEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes fo the
gentleman from California [Mr. STuBBS].

Mr. STUBBS. Mr. Chairman, heretofore I have taken
but little part in the discussions on the floor of the House
and I would not be addressing my remarks to you at this
time if it were not for the vital interest I have in this bill
and the great importance of it. I am from one of those
Western States vitally affected by the provisions of this
measure.

I want to pay my respects at this time to the distin-
guished gentleman from Wyoming [Mr, CarTER]. I believe
he is a past master in the art of muddying the waters, and
I hope my colleagues on the Democratic side of the aisle
will endeavor to clarify those waters during the discussion
of this bill. I remember he stated that it will create a vast
new organization in the Department of the Interior for the
administering of the grazing districts in our great public
domain. The Secretary of the Interior stated expressly
that the cost of administering this proposed measure would
not, in his judgment, exceed $150,000 annually.

Mr. MOTT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STUBBS. Yes.

Mr. MOTT. Does the gentleman know what fraction of
the entire expected revenue from the grazing land would
equal $150,000?

Mr. STUBBS. I have no definite figures relating to that
question, and I will go into the matter a little later. The
reason for this low approximation. according to the Secre-
tary of the Interior, is due to the fact that the Department
just now maintains a complete and well grounded, efficient
organization for the fransaction of all sorts of business re-
lating to the public lands or the lands of the United States.
No new bureau is needed or contemplated. Expansion of
existing agencies is all that is necessary, and no other De-
partment, in my judgment, can undertake the task at a
similar cost. It should be borne in mind, however, that
the lands that compose the public domain are owned by
the United States, owned by the people of the United States.
Another contention that has been brought forth here is
that in the creation of these grazing districts in the public
domain, without the consent of the States in which the
lands are located, we are doing an injustice to those States.

The statement implies that the citizens of the various
public-land States should determine how the Federal Gov-
ernment should use or dispose of all the lands which it
owns within their borders. I want to say to you that the
Congress of the United States, as far as I know, has never
recognized such a ridiculous right of referendum. This

land is owned by the Federal Government—by the United-

States of America.

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STUBBS. I refuse to yield. I only have a few min-
utes.

So, in the enactment of laws pertaining to the public
lands and their use and disposition, Congress has been
guided and Congress should be guided by national interests,
I cannot see why my California friends should not want the
Congress of the United States to look after the public lands
of this country. If is our responsibility. If is our duty. It
seems to me we should gef a national viewpoint of this great
question.

It has been reported heretofore that the creation of
grazing districts would abrogate homestead laws and take
from thousands of veterans the only chance they will ever
have to acquire homes of their own. Thisis untrue. The bill
specifically authorizes the Secretary of the Treasury to open
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to homestead entry such lands “ which are more valuable
for the production of agricultural crops” than for grazing,
in fracts not exceeding 320 acres in area. In defense of the
proposition that this legislation suspends 640-acre stock-rais-
ing homestead entries, it should be said that every com-
mission which has studied the question within the last few
years has doubted the wisdom of continuing the operation
of our homestead laws. That policy has fully served the
purpose for which it was framed; that is, putting practically
all land in private ownership which is productive enough to
be used for home-making purposes. The remaining public
domain is recognized to be generally unsuited for permanent
settlement. The following is quoted from the Garfield com-
mittee on the Conservation and Administration of the Public
Domain:

The number of 640-acre stock-raising homestead entries pat-
ented rose rapidly from 21 in 1919 to 8,399 In 1922, and then
gradually declined until 1930, when 2,530 went to patent. How-
ever, some indication of the high percentage of failure and dis-
appointment to the settler who has undertaken this form of
homestead may be derived from the disclosure that during the
12 years since the Stock-Ralsing Homestead Act went into effect,
less than half of the 133,350 entries have gone to patent.

There are extensive areas in every public-land State which
have been entered under this act and then abandoned to the
Russian thistle and other weeds, some poisonous and destructive
to ranges formerly valuable to the stock raiser. Ruined fences
and abandoned homes dot the landscape for many miles, pitiful
evidence of human hopes buried beneath the economic insuf-
ficiency of 640 acres in a semiarid section as a stock-raising
unit to support a family. It is not fair to our ex-service men
and other home seekers to continue in effect an act which has

resulted in so many broken homes and so much misery to
settlers.

The report by the Garfield committee continues:

At least it can be stated that little of the land not now
entered holds out any hope of economic sufficlency for the
permanent establishment of a family on 640 acres unless there
is considerable adjoining grazing on the public domain. The
uncertainty of the future as to that feature renders a venture
on the strength of it perilous indeed. The Federal Government
should cease to be a party to the inducement.

Officials of the Department of the Interior estimate, con-
servatively, that it costs the average homesteader approxi-
mately $810 for fees, improvements, and so forth, over the
period of 3 years required to homestead land. The De-
partment reports that lands in the public domain, be-
cause of erosion, lack of care, and other factors, are so
depleted in natural grass and water resources that they
have become in many instances arid wastes, and are valued
around 25 to 50 cents an acre. In other words, a settler
could buy a homestead plot for much less money than it
costs to homestead it, and in addition save himself a great
deal of effort.

Allow me, also, to shatter another contention of the oppo-~
nents of this vital measure. It has been reported that the
jurisdiction of the proposed bill should be placed under the
Forest Service because it has a complete and efficient organi-
zation for administering grazing, I desire to quote my dis-
tinguished compatriot and colleague, Representative AvErs
of Montana, who stated in substance in committee that
there is just as much difference between the present public
domain and the forest-reserve lands as there is between the
Everglades in Florida and the plains of Nebraska. The for-
ests, with which that agency is familiar, are the best and
most universally watered lands for livestock in the entire
West. The forest-reserve lands are mountainous and can
only be used for summer grazing. The utilization of the
semiarid regions involved in the Taylor bill is greatly handi-
capped on account of the lack of water. It is used only for
winter grazing. The forage growth is much lighter than
that of the forest areas and is of an entirely different species.
The problem of soil erosion in the desert regions is vastly
different from the problem in the mountainous forest areas.

Unless all other public land laws are repealed, including
the laws governing conservation and development of min-
eral resources, the Department of the Interior is the logical
agency for the administration proposed under the Taylor
bill, because of the urgent need for coordinating under a
single jurisdiction activities concerning the continued ad-
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ministration of these other applicable public land laws.
Furthermore, the Western States, the railroads, and private
individuals own unexhausted land-grant rights which must
be taken into account. Their satisfaction requires con-
tinuation of the equivalent of existing administration activi-
ties of the Department of the Interior.

If administration of the Taylor bill is placed outside the
Department of the Interior, serious consideration should be
given to transferring all other land activities of the Depart-
ment of the Interior to the agency so selected. Serious
consideration might even better be given to concentrating,
in the Department of the Interior, the few land management
activities of the Federal Government, not now there admin-
istered.

It is vital that we bear in mind that as a grazing area
the forage crop of the public domain constitutes one of our
chief natural resources. The duty and responsibility of the
Federal Government to conserve it for future generations
and prevent its continued destruction cannot be denied
reasonably.

Mr. DEROUEN. Mr, Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. MARTIN].

Mr. MARTIN of Oregon. Mr. Chairman, I have heard
very much from my citizens of Oregon on this bill. So I
have made a very careful study of it. I give it my un-
qualified endorsement.

I am not surprised that my Republican predecessors
should have opposed this bill. You will always find our
Republican friends opposing any bill which has for its
purpose the breaking up of special privileges and special
interests. [Applause.] The unregulated control of the pub-
lic domain has been abused by the large cattle and sheep
growers, and it is to bring them under restraint and to give
the little fellow a show that this bill is proposed. Now, I
do not expect my distinguished colleague from Oregon, who
has just spoken, to see the light, because he is an old stand-
patter; but, fortunately, in our State we have some progres-
sive Republicans who are seeing the light. I have before
me a letter from Herman Oliver, the president of the Cattle
and Horse Raisers’ Association, the largest stock associa-
tion of our State. He has seen the light. I shall read his
letter, He is a Republican—at least he has been one, but I
doubt whether he is one any longer:

DeArR GENERAL MARTIN: A large number of letters have reached

us from cattle operators in Harney, Lake, and Malheur
Counties—

Those are the big counties of eastern Oregon primarily
involved in this bill—
asking that some regulation of the public domain be put into
eflect by the Federal Government.

That some regulation be put into effect to prevent the
big fellows from having their own way.

I understand that Representative TavLor of Colorado has intro-
duced a bill providing for grazing districts similar to the one in
Jordan Valley. I wish that you would study this bill, and, if you
feel that it is desirable, that you would support it.

I know that you appreciate the fact that some form of regula-
tion of the desert must be placed into effect if we are to have
any feed left In that area, and I know that we can count on your
active support in the passage of laws that would protect that
valuable resource.

And that is exactly what I am doing. I am for the
Olivers and not for the big cattle and sheep kings.

Now, our State can appeal to you with particular emphasis
in this matter, as 52 percent of the land in our State is
owned by the National Government. Our State does not
want possession of that 52 percent of the land. To those
who doubt me I say: “ Wait until you see it; much of it
is not worth a damn, even for grazing.” [Applause.] We
want to turn this Government land over to these cattle
and sheep fellows to use, especially if it can be turned over
for them to be used under regulation by the Federal
Government.

Mr, MOTT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MARTIN of Oregon. I will yield after my time has
expired. [Laughter.]
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Mr. MOTT. Affer the gentleman's time has expired will
do me no good.

Mr. MARTIN of Oregon. I decline to yield; the gentle-
man had twice as much time as I had. I am proud of the
new deal. I am proud of our President, of our Secretary
of Agriculture, and of our Secretary of the Interior, that
they come before us asking for the passage of this bill. For
years efforts have been made to have this bill passed, but
special interests have beaten it. But now we have a pro-
gressive administration and a progressive Congress. We
want to bring about these great reforms. We are here to
shove them through the line of standpattism.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. DEROUEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Utah [Mr. RoBINSON].

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. Chairman, this bill has for its pur=
pose the orderly control and management of the public
domain, the title of which still remains in the Government
and consists of approximately 173,000,000 acres. This land
is located in 11 of our Western States. Practically all of
it is arid, dry, and barren, and for a number of years has
been so overgrazed and used by both cattlemen and sheep-
men that it has become gradually less productive of grasses
and herbage on which cattle and sheep graze, until today
a large part of this land is growing but very little vegefation.
Through overgrazing this land is gradually becoming less
productive, and thousands of acres that formerly were use-
ful for grazing purposes are now wholly barren. It is esti-
mated by experts who have carefully studied this land thaf
if conditions are not changed the land in from 25 to 40
years will be absolutely unproductive.

In my own State, Utah, there is located approximately
24,000,000 acres, which comprise approximately 50 percent
of the entire area of the State. This land is largely used
for the grazing of cattle and sheep during the winter
months, and it is estimated that it takes from 10 to 15
acres of land to graze a sheep during these months and
from 60 to 100 acres of land for each head of cattle.

In certain portions of this land are located springs or
watering holes. An act of Congress withdrew from entry
all these springs or watering holes; therefore these watering
holes and springs are largely unprotected, and the first one
to reach them with his herds is the first one to get the
privilege of grazing the grass which grows in the territory
around these various areas. This privilege has been very
much abused by foreigners who will, even during the sum-
mer months, graze upon some of these lands, which is very
harmful and destructive. Some foreigner who has a few
sheep and who lives right with them, travels from one place
to another, camping first at one watering hole or spring
and then at another until the grasses are all destroyed;
thus, when the person who is legitimately and honestly
entitled to the use of these grasses and this herbage for tak-
ing care of his cattle or sheep during the winter months
reaches these places he finds that there is no grass, and, in
fact, instead of being grass the whole country is merely a
desert of dust and sand.

The purpose of this bill is to give to the citizens of the
various States within which this land is located the right
to form grazing areas. These areas will be controlled {o a
certain extent by the local organizations under the super-
vision and control of the Secretary of the Interior. The
bill provides that grazing permits shall be issued only to
citizens of the United States, or to those who have filed
the necessary declarations of intention to become such,
and that preference shall be given occupants and settlers
on land within or near the grazing district. It also pro-
vides that these permits for grazing shall be issued for a
period of not more than 10 years; thus, the bill has a two-
fold purpose: (1) to protect and to rehabilitate the land;
(2) to stabilize the stock industry. That is, to make it pos-
sible for a farmer or ranchman engaged in either the cattle
or sheep business to know just what range privileges he
may expect and how many cattle or sheep he will be al-
lowed to graze on this public domain.




The bill also provides that under the regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary of the Interior free grazing within
such distriets of livestock may be allowed for domestic pur-
poses, and every protection is given to the small farmer
and rancher and cattle or sheep owner that can be provided
in such a bill, the whole purpose being to make it pos-
sible for the bona fide settler and the bona fide citizen and
raiser of cattle or sheep to be protected in his right to
graze such cattle or sheep on the public domain as the land
will permit under proper regulatory provisions, and at the
same time fo keep the range in a productive condition, so
that it will be beneficial to future generations.

The fees charged for grazing shall be paid into the Treas-
ury of the United States, and 50 percent of these fees shall
be made available to the Secretary of the Interior for the
construction, purchase, or mainfenance of range improve-
ments, In other words, 50 percent of the moneys received
from these lands will be used by the Secretary of the Inte-
rior for the operation, maintenance, and building up of
these lands; 50 percent of the fees shall be paid into the
State treasury of the State where the lands are located,
to be expended as the State legislature may prescribe for
the benefit of the county or counties in which the grazing
district is situated.

It has been thought by many that in order to solve prop-
erly the public-land question the surface of the lands should
be ceded back to the States, and a fact-finding commis-
sion which was appointed by President Harding recom-
mended that this be done. However, so much difficulty and
opposition from the States was immediately encountered
that it has seemed impracticable and impossible to have the
States take over this land in its present barren, worthless
condition unless the Government was willing to give a fee
title including all of the mineral rights. This the Govern-
ment has steadfastly refused to do, and, therefore, it would
seem that the only practical solution of the problem at the
present time is to place these lands, as provided in this bill,
under the control of the Secretary of the Interior and by so
doing build up and enhance the value of the lands, and in so
doing protect the citizens and residents who are entitled to
receive the benefits of these lands.

It is true that in some instances it will be necessary for
the Government to expend some money in order to stop
erosion and in order to build more roads or trails in cer-
tain portions of the lands or to find more watering holes
for the purpose of making the lands more efficient. How-
ever, this can all be accomplished under the terms of this
bill.

From the year 1785 to the present time the aim of all
laws passed by Congress with reference to the public do-
main has been, first, to enact laws under which homestead-
ers would be enabled to settle upon the land and build
permanent homes and communities; and, second, to con-
serve for the Nation the natural resources which are essen-
tial to the national welfare. This bill, of course, does away
entirely with one of these purposes, namely, the permitting
of homesteading. It withdraws from homestead entry this
entire area and makes it impossible for any future home-
stead entries unless the Secretary of the Interior shall de-
termine that certain portions of this land are more suitable
for the production of agricultural crops than for grazing
purposes, and in that event he is authorized to classify
such lands and then permit such lands to be homesteaded
under the regular desert homestead entry whereby each
entryman may obtain a tract of land not exceeding 320
acres. Therefore, under this act, except as limifed to lands
withdrawn by the Secretary of the Interior, the entire
homestead laws will be abrogated, so far as this public-
domain land is concerned.

For this reason some have expressed opposition to this
bill. It would seem to me, however, that no citizen who is
anxious to homestead land is going to be seriously injured;
first, because all of the choice or valuable land has been
homesteaded. In my own State, in 1933, there were 163
persons who made application for the stock-grazing home-
stead, which consists of 640 acres. Inthe same year 104 such
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homesteads were perfected. Twenty-four persons made ap-
plication for the enlarged homestead; 25 of these home-
steads were perfected. Thirty-two persons made application
for all other forms of homestead, and 15 patents were issued.

A number of these homesteads were obtained by large
owners of sheep or cattle for the purpose of increasing
their rights in certain areas, and are not made by bona
fide homeseekers or citizens with a purpose of keeping the
land for themselves. It is therefore thought by many, and
was recommended by the fact-finding commission appointed
by President Harding, that the grazing homestead be dis-
continued because of the unfair- advantage obtained by
large cattle and sheep owners.

In the second place, many of these people who filed on
this land are unfamiliar with climatic conditions and spend
years struggling against the elements with the hope of over-
coming them and making an honest, respectable home for
themselves and family, but after years of struggle and priva-
tion they are forced to abandon these desert and forsaken
lands, and in thousands of instances, affer years of strug-
gle, the land has reverted back to the Government. It would
seem only fair that the Government should cease holding
out such an illusion and deception to the honest, patriotic
citizen who, not knowing the facts or the conditions, believes
that when he obtains a certain piece of land from the Gov-
ernment he is going to be able to build a home. By the
withdrawal of these lands the Government will no longer be
a party to such deception.

For years conservationists of both parties have made
honest and conscientious efforts to pass a bill which would
control and conserve our public domain. They have real-
ized that gradually year by year this domain is getting less
valuable, and that, within a very few years, instead of this
valuable land being of service to the citizens of the United
States, it will become a desert, wholly unsuited to any useful
purpose. We are in a position at the present time, it seems
to me, where only two ways are open: (1) Shall we permit
this gradual decay of the public domain, let it remain for
people to use it as they see fit, giving the foreigner the
right if he desires to wholly denude and take advantage of
the heritage of the American citizen, taxpayer, and resident
of the various States; or (2) shall we look forward into
the future, take hold of this problem in a sensible, patriotie,
scientific way, and determine that this deterioration of our
public domain shall cease and that we shall preserve this
land for the benefif of future generations?

It is true that many citizens will feel that their rights
are being disturbed and that the Government is encroaching
on their liberties if this act is passed; but I feel certain that
there will be no such general feeling against the Govern-
ment by these citizens as there was when the various forest
areas were set aside 28 years ago by the Government. I feel
certain also that no citizen in these Western States would
want to have these vast forest areas turned back either to
the State or to the individuals, or to be placed in the posi-
tion that they were in at that time. It is my firm convic-
tion that the remainder of our public domain will be even
more efficiently handled than our national-forest areas have
been, and that the passage of this act will be of untold
benefit to the residents of the public-land States.
[Applause.]

Mr. DEROUEN. I yield to the gentleman from Montana
[Mr. Avers], of the Committee on the Public Lands, such
time as he may desire.

Mr. AYERS of Montana. Mr, Chairman, I desire to say at
the outset, and so that there will be no misunderstanding,
that I am not surrendering any of the ideas that I put forth
before the committee with reference to turning all of the
public lands over to the various public-land States. I be-
lieve that, in justice to all, ultimately these lands should be
turned over to the States. The older and non-public-land
States of this couniry have already had 2ll of the lands
within the confines of their borders turned over to them.
This means that they have had all of the land rights from
the high heavens to the center of the earth turned over to
them, and they have enjoyed all of the privileges and all of
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the benefits derived therefrom. The older States did not
come into the Union as did the public-land States; they
acquired all of their rights, embodying 100 percent by grant,
and had the profit and the pleasure of dispensing these
rights into individual ownership without any reservation
whatsoever from the National Government. Quite the con-
trary with the public-land States of the West—in them all
of the minerals and all of the oils and gas and all of the
timber have been reserved to the Government as a whole.

Mr. Chairman and Members of the House, the Chairman
of the Committee on the Public Lands has reguested me, as
I presume, because I come from one of the leading public-
land States, to help him pilot this bill through the House this
afternoon. I am unprepared for this great task and am
speaking offhand, but from my first-hand knowledge of the
situation. I am glad to accept his invitation and am speak-
ing for the livestock men and the ranchers and the farmers
of the great West—the people among whom I have lived all
my life—and I am speaking for those of whom I am one.

The question of the disposition of the remaining public
lands of the 11 public-land States is by no means a political
issue. It is an issue that should be dealt with and handled
for the best inferests of those concerned and of the Nation
as a whole. Several different administrations in the imme-
diate past have attempted to make disposition of the re-
maining public lands.

That the public domain must be controlled and adminis-
tered and conserved is a question entirely one-sided. Every-
one from every State admits that some control, administra-
tion, and conservation must be made of these lands. Up
until now no regulation whatever has been in effect. It has
been a matter of the mightier subduing the weaker. We
have 173,000,000 acres in the public domain, and no one can
dispute that these remaining acres are chiefly valuable for
livestock grazing. But without regulation the bigger opera-
tors subdue the smaller ones fo the extent of absolute
domination.

To me, as one personally affected, and to me as a Mem-
ber of Congress representing thousands of people directly
affected, the fact that politics has been injected into the con-
sideration of this bill is absolutely ridiculous. This ques-
tion should not be considered from a political point of view,
and in support of that statement let me cite that several
administrations have tried to work out a plan for the
equitable disposition of the public domain, which disposi-
tion would be beneficial to the people affected and to the
Nation as a whole. President Hoover, recognizing the sit-
uation, in April 1930 appointed a committee on the con-
servation and administration of the public domain. This
committee consisted of the then Secretary of the Interior,
Secretary of Agriculture, James A. Garfield, who was Secre-
tary of the Interior under the Theodore Roosevelt adminis-
tration, and 19 other eminently gualified men to study the
situation. Every public-land State was represented by men
of recognized ability on the subject of public lands and their
disposition. This commission remained in session for more
than 9 months. They studied the situation and the ques-
tion of the disposifion of the remaining public lands, and
on January 16, 1931, made their unanimous report to the
President of the United States, reporting among other
things that—

All ions of the unreserved and unappropriated public
domain should be placed under responsible administration or
regulation for the conservation and beneficial use of Its resources
# ¢ * that the remaining areas, which are valuable chiefly
for the production of forage, and which can be effectively con-
served and administered by the States containing them, should
be granted to the States which will accept them.

Now the only stumbling block has been that the States
would not accept these lands unless they were granted with-
out reservation. The Government has proposed to grant
the lands to the States, reserving unto the Government the
minerals, the oils, and the coal, and this has raised the
objection of the States affected to accept these lands with
guch reservations.

The committee on conservation and administration fur-
ther reported that “in States not accepting such a grant of
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the public domain, responsible administration or regulation
should be provided.” Of course, you know and I know that
such administration and regulation in such event must be
provided by the Government, and since the States have
refused to accept these lands with the Government’s pro-
posed reservation this bill is the only other alternative.

I have not heard in this debate today, and I am sure that
I will not hear as it goes on, any Member of the House urg-
ing that no legislation should be enacted to protect these
lands. All agree that some regulatory legislation must be
passed. Everyone within the hearing of my voice knows
that my stand is for State rights in dealing with this
problem; but since that cannot be had at this time I am for
the next best thing, and that, I believe, is in the passage of
this bill.

My good friend and neighbor, the gentleman from Wyo-
ming [Mr. CarTEr] has said that this bill takes away all of the
rights of the livestock man and that it suspends the 640-acre
homestead law. Now, sorry as I am to disagree with him, I
urge that quite the contrary is the fact; and in discussing
this particular phase of the case let me say that I am speak-
ing as a practical livestock man myself. I have been raised
in the livestock business and have always pursued it—some-
times advantageously but in later years without much re-
muneration. I see many livestock men as Representatives
in this House this afternoon. They are from the leading
livestock States of the West and they are practical in the
livestock business. I am sure that they will agree with me
that this bill is the best we can do at this setting, and I am
sure they will agree with me that this bill does not suspend
benefits to the homesteader in the Western States. It is
concurrently a benefit to the stockman and the homesteader.
It expressly provides that the person owning or having rights
to land adjacent to the public domain shall be given prefer-
ence for a permit upon the lands affected by this bill.

Now, let us see just where this will help the homesteader.
Under present conditions the homesteader who cannot make
a living upon his individual unit depends upon the adjoining
public lands for range for his livestock, but he has no way
in the world of protecting himself. The big sheepman from
an adjoining county—yes, from an adjoining State—comes
along with his herds, and when I say “herds” I say it ad-
visedly, for ofttimes he runs several herds under one camp
tender, and in the broad light of open day he moves upon
the range adjacent to the homesteader and grazes off the
grass upon which the homesteader depends. That home-
steader is helpless—it is open, public range, The sheepman
with his several herds has a legal right to use it, and does
use it. If the homesteader tries to protect himself by
fencing the open range, or even by building a drift fence to
keep the drifting herds ouf, he may be hailed into the
Federal court and fined more money than he has seen in
2 or 3 years, and in addition to that a stiff-necked Federal
judge may give him a jail sentence.

Under the terms of this bill no such legal injustices can
come fto pass. And then again this bill protects the big
stockmen, for under the present program, with the big stock-
man it is case of “dog eat dog”; first there, first served.
Under this bill districts will be organized whereby each per-
son will know the lands which are allotted to him and he will
have to content himself by use of his own allotment. In this
he is also benefited to the extent that he may fence it and
build reservoirs, construct water holes, and erect sheds,
stockades, windbreaks, and other improvements necessary
for the advancement of his herd, and under the 10-year
program provided by the bill he will have the right to con-
tinue his permit unless his opposing bidder is willing to take
his improvements at an equitable price to be determined by
the Government; that prompts a permittee to improve and
protect the lands upon which he has secured the right to
graze his stock.

I must hurry along; but I could cite many concrete ex-
amples where this legislation would help all concerned. The
Mizpah-Pumpkin Creek reserve, which has been mentioned
in the debate this afternoon, is within my district. I am
familiar with it and the situation existing there, It is ad-
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ministered by the Interlor Department. The men assigned
to that duty are men familiar with this class of land. They
were not brought from the Forest Service, but they came
from the Department of the General Land Office. They
have to deal with a class of land that is just as different
from the forest-reserve land as the Everglades of Florida
are different from the plains of the Dakotas and Nebraska.

Now, since the Mizpah-Pumpkin Creek district has been
brought into this discussion let me tell you that it has been
administered by a very small fraction of the cost that it
takes to administer the forest reserve. As a matter of
fact, since this district was organized, the expense of its
administration has been practically nil. This district has
been improved to the extent of some 60 artificial reservoirs
for livestock purposes, and the Government is only con-
cerned to have a General Land Office man drop around once
in a while to see if their rules are being observed. Since
their rules are commensurate with the conservation of these
lands the people interested in this reserve are equally
diligent in seeing that the rules are strictly observed. If
my advice is correct, and I believe it is, the 25,000 acres in
this reserve cost the Government only a small fraction of
one man'’s time to administer it.

To my mind the greatest thing in the Taylor bill is that
it will permit private interests, State interests, and Govern-
ment interests to pool and consolidate, and by the provisions
of the bill exchange lands so that consolidated districts may
be created. This was done in the Mizpah-Pumpkin Creek
district, and I assure you that it has worked out success-
fully. Out in my State and in many of the Western States,
in order to effect a grazing district, these three interests must
be considered—the State-owned lands, individually owned
lands, and the Government-owned lands, which must be
consolidated in districts if it is to be a success. None of
these various interests are willing to expend money in the
program. It must be by exchange. For instance, in Mon-
tana we have railroad lands, State lands, and Government
lands, and these three separate interests must get together
for their mutual benefit and for the public good and make
exchanges to the end that consolidated districts for grazing
purposes be effected. It is impossible to do that under exist-
ing laws, but under the provisions of this bill it can be done.

The principal opposition to this bill seems to have de-
veloped on the question of what department will administer
the public lands. Shall it be the forestry department or
shall it be the Interior Department through the General
Land Ofice? Now let me say to you, the forestry depart-
ment is not equipped to handle this class of land, and their
men are not experienced in this class of land. The class of
land they have been handling and are experienced in han-
dling is the best-watered lands in the West. It lies in the
mountains where the snowfall is heavy and at the source of
all of the streams, while the lands affected by this bill are
the rough lands, the badlands, and the breaks, far distant
from the mountains and the forests. In practically every
instance patented lands and privately owned lands lie be-
tween the forests and the now existing public domain. The
waters finding their source in the forests, are taken out
for irrigation purposes on private lands, in between, and are
used before the channels of the streams reach the lands
affected by this bill. The lands we are considering never
get water except in flood time, and it behooves the stock-
man to build reservoirs and dams to hold the flood-time
water for livestock purposes. This bill provides him ample
opportunity to be protected in his investment In doing this,
and that is what they have done in the Mizpah-Pumpkin
Creek district; therefore, the principles of this bill are not
an experiment.

In conclusion let me remind you that I am not yielding
my ideas for ultimate State ownership of these lands to-
gether with all of the subsurface rights, and in furtherance
of my ideas to that end I hope that this bill will pass. It is
a forerunner for State ownership, but let these lands go
into the Forestry Department and it is “ taps ” for us. Once
it ever gets into the Forestry Department it will stay in that,
the greatest of all bureaucratic set-ups. I appeal to you,
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my friends on the floor of the House, and this appeal is
made as a stockman myself and for the stockmen of one of
the States affected, that you pass this bill. [Applause.]

Mr. DEROUEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. Pizacel.

Mr. PIERCE. Mr. Chairman, I come from Oregon, a
State deeply interested in this bill. Every speech that has
been made in opposition to this bill, whether by my colleague
from Oregon or other Members, could have been made in
opposition 30 years ago to the forest-reserve policy, and
still our forest reserves have been carefully and wisely han-
dled, and there is scarcely a man today in my State who is
opposed to the Federal forest administration.

There is going to be a small fee charged, but it will not
be much. When our cattle and sheep were down in price,
we were paying too much for forest-reserve grazing permits.
Last year a careful study was made by the administration,
and our grazing fees were materially reduced.

Mr. CULKIN. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PIERCE. No; I have only 5 minutes. I do not know
that I can add to the things that have been said, but I want
to call your attention to one example of what can be done
In conserving and improving a range. Some years ago I
purchased about 4,000 acres of bunch-grass range that had
been eaten out, ruined by overgrazing. I fenced it in a block
and used it 4 or 5 years that way. Then I cross-fenced it
and made it into five different fields. Then I grazed these
fields at different times. I increased the grazing capacity
of that range 50 percent by that plan. It can be done
through the public domain as it has been done in the forest.

It is a crime to allow the public domain today to be
grazed off as it is by a few big men. There are a few sheep-
men and cattlemen in our country who sweep through the
publie domain and take all of the grass that the little fellow
would like to use. This bill carefully protects the milk cow
for domestic use. It carefully provides that the small man
shall have his innings. Those using the public domain
are to be organized into districts where the permittees can
have their own organization; they will make their own rules,
I believe the permittees will have more rights than we even
had on the forest reserves. The forest reserves have con-
served our grass. The man having a permit to graze sheep
or cattle will know where he is going and the number he can
care for. Somebody objects because the number will prob-
ably be cut down. Sure, it should be cut down. Those who
have made improvements in the public range and the water
holes will be protected. Those who have expended their
money in improvements will have preference rights giving
such persons prior allotments. The enactment of this law
will result in much good to all. It will save the range. I
agree with the gentleman from Montana [Mr. Avers] that
all these lands ought to be owned by the State in which
the land is located, and all of the Government land will ulti-
mately be so owned, but that time is not yet here. Every-
one helps himself to the first grass he comes to. Chaos
reigns over this public domain at the present time; every-
body grabbing. I can remember portions of Oregon that had
beautiful bunch grass a few years ago, now all eaten out.
It will take years to restore the range. Every year this law
is delayed means greater devastation. Pass this bill now.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ore-
gon has expired,

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Arizona [Mrs. GREENwWAY].

Mr. DEROUEN., Mr, Chairman, I yield the gentlewoman
3 minutes.

Mrs. GREENWAY. Mr. Chairman, the Taylor bill pre-
sents an outstanding instance of the difficulty of reaching
Congress with the complex facts necessary to insure a vote
of intelligence and integrity. This bill, which is happily free
of party and political expediency (you will see I was opti-
mistic this morning), was introduced for the purposes so
obviously practical, and described in its heading:

To stop injury to the public grazing lands by preventing over-
grazing and soil deterioration, to provide for their orderly use,
improvement, and development, to stabilize the livestock industry

dependent upon the public range, and for other purposes.
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In spite of this fact, this bill has had, in committee, a
stormy and controversial session, and with good reason. In
its attempt to rehabilitate the eroded sections of the earth’s
surface for the protection of an industry—which is obvi-
ously worthy of experiment—it involves the very life’s blood
of the so-called “frontier States” public lands and their
principal industry. The decision and responsibility of this
bill of major importance lies in the hands of the Members of
Congress, who in majority know little about the intricacies
of cattle and sheep raising. Those eastern members of the
committee who felt this to be true gave an unselfish and
painstaking service and deferred to the western members,
with a consideration that we truly appreciated, and the
Chairman of our Public Lands Committee conducted the
fair and patient hearing this bill of such major importance
justified.

The reason I feel that I know a little bit of this matter
is because 24 years ago I homesteaded on 17 acres, and I have
been in the cattle business with my children in two States
ever since. We have run our cows as we are now doing on
almost every variety of land—privately owned land, public
domain, forestry, and railroad sections, and so forth. This
is a far deeper bill than appears on the surface. It has pre-
sented itself in former years in different ways and has been
defeated. It deals with the use and control of approxi-
mately 173,000,000 acres.

Therefore, fellow Members of Congress, yours is a very
real responsibility today—particularly those of you who
represent States where the problem of public domain does
not exist., I ask your conscientious concern in this bill
introduced for the commendable purposes outlined, but
which, by its very enactment, gives to Federal control lands
embracing empires, which many people feel should and will
eventually be given to the States in which they lie; and at
the same time, creates new departments to parallel the
work of now existing Federal agencies—I refer to the For-
estry Service under the Agricultural Department, now con-
trolling the grazing of livestock.

We must be fair and painstaking in the consideration of
this bill, the purposes of which are important and proper,
but the passage of the bill as written may entangle us in
fundamental policies still pending—ultimate State owmer-
ship of public domain—and at the same time involve us in
such a dual control of the livestock business as would be
wholly impractical.

It is hard to be as comprehensive as I should like to be, in
10 minutes. This bill was presented to the committee for the
purposes above outlined. Secretary Ickes and representa-
tives of his Department were enthusiastic advocates and all
listening recognized that the Department of the Interior was
asking the responsibility of administering public lands for
the purposes of their rehabilitation and the sustaining of the
livestock industry. Therefore, it is particularly difficult, and
not a little embarrassing, to be forced to further analyze this
bill and differentiate between its purposes and the probable
result of its enactment as written.

The complexities involved could not be better demon-
strated than to give you the picture of Arizona as an ex-
ample. May I ask you to listen attentively. We have, in
our State, seven classifications of land, designated as fol-
lows: Indian reservations, military, national forests, public
domain, parks, State, private; aggregating approximately
73,000,000 acres, only 18,000,000 of which are privately
owned. The land being discussed under this bill aggre-
gates, in Arizona, 13,581,000 acres.

Let us dismiss the first problem presented—that of ulti-
mate State ownership of public domain, which is not our
concern today; however, the enactment of this bill might
make it more difficult to acquire later.

So much has happened in the last few months, in relation
to the United States, that is not yet fully realized. Largely
stimulated through unemployment and the necessity of find-
ing legitimate and constructive work for thousands of men,
the problem of the surface of the United States has come,
with rapidity, to the front and under this stimulation plan-
ning divisions have been organized, an erosion and flood
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control department created in the Department of the In-
terior, and now, instead of facing our water conservation
and land rehabilitation in a spotted, local way, there has
been crystallized for immediate action a mighty national
program in relation to drainage areas, their conservation
and development, which prove that out of necessity has come
vision and progress.

You ask what relation this has to the Taylor bill which
we are considering. Specifically this; The land that should
be protected from erosion and flood control is scattered
across many States. It does not lie—and this is very im-
portant—in any particular classification of land within any
particular State. The damage to be corrected and stopped is
to be found in all these types of land: Indian reservations;
national forests; parks; private, military, public domain, and
State land.

Picture for yourself the fact that plans and probable legis-
lation pertaining to these drainage areas, as such, starting
up in the mountains, fiowing to the foothills and on to the
plains, will be forthcoming in the near future, and that the
work against erosion and for flood control will inevitably
cover these damaged and unhealthy areas in their entirety,
with no particular relation to classification or departmental
administration. Therefore, from a practical peint of view,
and in behalf of the livestock industry, I believe we would be
planning more effectively if we gave grazing control of pub-
lic domain where necessary to the now existing, well-equipped
agencies and let our new plans be less confused by con-
sidering the vesting of the responsibility of erosion and flood=
control work to the Interior Department.

I wonder if you see what I mean. Please bear with me.
Again let me say, logical and proper has been the motive
prompting this legislation, which came into being before or
simultaneously with these broader aspects of national ad-
justment in relation to the livestock industry and the re-
habilitation of barren areas. Therefore, let us be fair and
careful in our decision today.

First, we have a department well equipped to handle,
through expansion rather than creation, any necessary
grazing control. This is the Forest Service under the De-
partment of Agriculture. Second, we have a newly created
department in the Interior, known as “ the Department of
Erosion and Flood Control ”—equipped fo carry out any
gigantic plan of conservation and surface salvage—dealing
with drainage areas in their entirety. I do not believe this
bill would have found itself on the floor of this House in its
present form had these broader policies been developed 2
months ago.

In voting against this bill I feel I am exercising the in-
tellectual integrity expected of me by those I represent from
home, in the fact of what I know as a committee member
of the Public Lands Committee, and I also, in so doing,
believe I am smoothing the path, rather than blocking it,
for effective legislation to give to the Department of the
Interior the greater responsibility of any national program
that in time might be proposed, which this bill would more
probably confuse, rather than help.

Mr. DEROUEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman. from Idaho [Mr. WEITE].

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, this is a very artfully drawn
piece of legislation. I have heard a good deal said about it
on both sides, but I say to you that in all of its 11 sections
there is not 1 section drafted for the benefit of the small
cattleman or the individual.

Mr. CULKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITE. I have not the time. This bill is drafted
for the benefit of the big stockmen and the banking inter-
ests of the country. I challenge any man, even the author
of the bill, to show in any particular where the bill is for
the benefit of the individual, the young man who desires
to get a start in life. I point out to you that the bill abso-
lutely abrogates the homestead laws of the United States—
the beneficial measures for the development of the United
States by just administration of the homestead law.

The homestead law is the vehicle or instrument that has
developed this country, for people have gone into the fron-
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tier, established homes, built communities, and made this
country great. This Congress from the time of the adoption
of the Constitution to this minute has protected the indi-
vidual and kept the door of opportunity open to him. If
the big stockmen of this country fenced up the public domain
they were arrested and convicted and jailed. Now, we pro-
pose by law to turn over the remaining 172,000,000 acres of
public lands to the big interests of this country. I want to
point out to you some of the objectionable sections of this
bill. In the first place, the first section of this bill per-
petuates the use by the cattlemen of this land when they
secure a lease on a certain part of the domain., Page 5 of
the bill, for instance, reads:

No permit shall be issued which shall entitle the permitee to
the use of such improvements constructed and owned by a prior
occupant until the applicant has pald to such prior occupant a
reasonable pro rata value for the use of such improvements.

If you secure the use of a piece of land and improve if,
how is the man who wants to get a start in life—how is the
man who wants to get possession of that property going to
get it when he has'to pay for the improvements? Expensive
improvements are made to perpetuate the holder of a lease
on the land.

Nobody has yet touched upon the exchange feature of this
bill. Under the operation of this act a man can go out with
some valueless land and make a horse trade with some
Government officials and get valuable holdings. He can
have secret information as to the mineral value of the land,
and acquire title to it by trade. That is one of the things
which is operating to defraud the people of the United
States.

Mr. RICH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITE. 1 yield.

Mr, RICH. Would the State of Idaho like to have the
lands of that State administered by the legislature, rather
than by the Federal Government in Washington?

Mr. WHITE. Public lands are effectively administered
right now by the laws of Idaho. We have a law in Idaho
that provides that no sheep may be ranged within 1 mile
of a homesteader. I want fo call attention to the fact that
under the operation of this bill the small homesteader who
has a few head of cattle ranging in the hills will be barred
off of the range by some big corporation coming in and
leasing the ground. He will be a trespasser if his cattle
wander onto that land.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from
Idaho [Mr. WraITE] has expired.

Mr. DERQUEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Idaho [Mr, CorFrFivl.

Mr. COFFIN. Mr. Chairman, I dislike exceedingly to find
it necessary at my first appearance to disagree with my
colleague from Idaho. I represent the Second District of
Idaho, or the southern district, which has practically all the
public land in our State within its boundaries. The matter
concerned here is a perfectly practical matter. It is not
experimental in any sense of the word. For many years we
have had the administration of the forest reserves by the
Forest Department. It has had the effect of increasing
the number of livestock that can range on that land. It
has preserved the watersheds of the West. It has made
possible the reclamation of the entire western country. The
same principle, applied to the great public domain which
is not included within the forest reserves, will have the same
effect. Asitistoday, the larger cattlemen and sheepmen use
this land without any supervision whatever. The 2-mile
limit law in Idaho, to which my colleague has referred,
might just as well be taken off the statute books for all the
effect it has. The result of the present use is as my col-
league from Montana, Judge AvEers, explained, the little
farmer in many of the valleys throughout that section finds
that the public domain alongside of his farm, upon which
he must rely for his own cattle if he expects to make good
on that type of land, is taken away by the larger users.
The only difficulty with the bill is that there is, on the part
of those opposed to it, too much of a desire to set up straw
men to knock down. It is simply a question of adminis-
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tration. If the Forestry Department has shown that in the
administration of this type of land you must look for graft
and favoritism, then you must expect the same thing from
the Department of the Interior. Those of us from the West,
however, who own this land, do not have that fear.

Mr. RICH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COFFIN. I yield.

Mr. RICH. Does the gentleman not believe that this land
coultti be administered the same as the Forestry Depart-
ment?

Mr. COFFIN. That is purely a question of administration.

Mr. RICH. But does the gentleman not believe it would
be better to have one confrol rather than two?

Mr. COFFIN. I am not qualified to state as to the ad-
ministration, which would be best. The two ranges are
entirely different. There is not one single thing conflicting
between the Interior Department handling what is known as
the “ spring and winter range ”, the public domain, and the
Forestry Department handling the summer and fall range,
which is the forest reserve.( [Applause.]

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Idaho
[Mr. Corrin] has expired.

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself the
balance of my time,

Mr. Chairman, the enactment of the bill under considera-
tion will bring about the creation of a large new bureau or
organization in the Interior Department for the establish-
ment and administration of livestock grazing districts on the
173,000,000 acres of unreserved public lands which are scat-
tered amongst the privately owned and State-owned land of
the 11 Western States.

Under a system of fees and leases for the use of the graz-
ing districts and penalties of fines and imprisonment for
violation of regulations, it gives complete Federal bureau-
cratic control over the great livestock industry of the West
and over the lives of the people and resources of a vast area
of the Western States.

The bill abrogates all of the present homestead laws and
will take from thousands of our veterans and people in
every State of the Union probably the only chance they will
ever have to acquire a home of their own.

The bill destroys any hope that the western States may
have ever to develop or acquire new taxable wealth by the
passing of these public lands within their boundaries into
private ownership. The proposed grazing lease system means
perpetual governmental regulation and control. It dooms
great areas to the status of a Federal pasture.

The bill will bring the total area withdrawn from entry
and settlement to an excess of 55 percent of the total area
of the 11 Western Stafes.

Under this bill and with the lands already withdrawn from
settlement, Arizona will have 75.3 percent of its total area
restricted from future development and settlement; Cali-
fornia, 50.8 percent; Colorado, 47.4 percent; Idaho, 68.6 per-
cent; Montana, 50.8 percent; Nevada, 92.19 percent; New
Mexico, 56.29 percent; Oregon, 55.7 percent; Utah, 78.9
percent; Washington, 35.1 percent; and Wyoming, 70.5 per-
cent.

These States cannot successfully develop and remain half
State and half Federal. These States should be permitted to
develop and obtain sovereignty over their soil. Imagine the
consternation of Eastern, Central, or Southern States if it
were proposed that the Government should own and control
more than half of their areas. When we contemplate 55
percent of the area of our Western States is to be reserved
from acquirement by private ownership, it is appalling.
They will not be complete States but half States, more prop-
erly described as dependencies or colonies.

It has been the western conception that the United States
holds title to these public lands as trustee for the States
and that the Federal Government never was the absolute
owner of such lands. There was a trust and the Govern-
ment a trustee. The trust was never intended to go on
forever. In time it was to be terminated. Thus only could
the Western States become fully sovereign and equal to the
rest of the States of the Union.
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Permit me to review briefly the history and status of our
public domain. The total area of continental United States
is 1,973,000,000 acres, and came to us as follows:

First. Four hundred million six hundred and four thousand
five hundred and thirty-three acres by freaty with Great
Britain at the close of the Revolutionary War, and consti-
tuting all of the area of the original Thirteen Colonies, and
in addition all of the territory west of the Colonies to the
Mississippi, including what was later designated as the
Northwest Territory and comprised of 170,161,876 acres.

Second. Purchase of Louisiana from France in 1803, con-
taining 529,911,680 acres.

Third. Purchase of Florida from Spain in 1819, with an
area of 46,144,640 acres.

Fourth, Annexation of Texas, with its 249,066,240 acres.

Fifth. Oregon settlement with Great Britain by treaty in
1846, which added 183,386,240 acres.

Sixth. Cession from Mexico in 1848, 338,680,968 acres.

Seventh. The Gadsden Purchase from Mexico in 1853 of
18,988,800 acres.

The treaty of peace with Great Britain was made with
each free and independent sovereign State which had fought
in the Union. By this treaty all of the territory westward
of the Mississippi was added to their possessions. In 1782
the Continental Congress asserted the validity of territorial
rights which New York had conveyed. At the request of
Congress, Virginia ceded to the United States in 1784 all her
extra territory; the other claimant States did the same,
Massachusetts in 1785, Connecticut in 1786; South Carolina
in 1789, North Carolina ceded Tennessee in 1790, Georgia
gave up her western claims in 1802, out of which grew Ala-
bama and Mississippi. Thus the area between the original
colonies and the Mississippi River was added to the young
Nation. Thus came into being the Northwest Territory, out
of which were carved Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, and Wisconsin,
and part of Minnesota, established by the ordinances of
1787, the year of the signing of the Constitution but prior to
its adoption, comprising all of the land east of the Mis-
sissippi and north of Ohio. These ordinances of 1787 pro-
vided:

That this territory must be erected into States, and have their
entrance into the Union on equal terms, with the original States,
and bear the same relation to the State government as all of the
original Btates. They shall be settled and formed into distinet
republican States, which shall become members of the Federal
Union and have the same rights of sovereigniy, freedom, and
independence as the other States.

The treaty with France, conveying the Louisiana Purchase
in 1803, provided:

The inhabitants of the ceded territory shall be incorporated into
the Union of the United States and admitted as soon as possible,
according to the principles of the Federal Constitution, to the en-
joyment of all the rights, advantages, and immunities of the

citizens of the United States, and in the meantime they shall be
maintained and protected in the free enjoyment of their liberties,

property, and the religion they profess.
The treaty with Mexico, covering the Mexican cessions
in 1848, contains the following provisions:

Shall be formed into free, sovereign, and independent States,
and incorporated into the Union of the United States as soon as
possible, and the citizens thereof shall be accorded the enjoyment
of all rights, advantages, and immunities as citizens of the
original United States.

These treaties and provisions, ordinances, and cessions
were and are the foundation of the principles of Federal
authorify and procedure with respect to the public lands.
Fearing illegality of the ordinances under the Articles of
Confederation in force at the time they were adopted re-
garding the Northwest Territory, they were reenacted
August 7, 1789, after the adoption of the Constitution. The
territory successively acquired was, at least until admitied
as States, covered under article IV, section 3, of the Con-
stitution of the United States, which is as follows:

Congress ghall have power to dispose of and make all needful
rules and regulations respecting the Territories or other property
belonging to the United States, and nothing in this Constitution

shall be so construed as to prejudice any claims of the United
States or any particular State.
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All agree from our earliest history that even under the
compact with the States whereby the States waive or cede
their rights to the public lands and agree that they will not
interfere with the primary disposal of the soil, the United
States is a trustee. The Supreme Court has held that these
compacts and enabling acts of the Western States cannot
and do not alter their constitutional rights, When the
States entered into the compacts of their enabling acts,
walving and ceding to the Federal Government and agree-
ing not to interfere with the primary disposal of the soil
within their boundaries, the policy has ever been, and was,
and therefore it was with the understanding that as the
Constitution prescribed, the Government was to dispose
of the lands, not hold them, reserve them forever, and im-
pose royalties or fees on their development and prevent
settlement,

The Public Lands Committee of the United States Senate
in 1832 made a report after a complete survey favoring the
ceding of the lands by the Federal Government to the States
wherein the lands lay. In part the report stated, as follows:

Our pledge would not be redeemed by merely dividing the sur-
face into States and giving them names. The public debt being
now paid, the public lands are entirely released from the pledge
they were under to that object, and are free to receive a new and
liberal destination for the relief of the States in which they lie.
The speedy extinction of the Federal title within their limits is
necessary to the independence of the new States, to their equality
with elder States, to the development of their resources, to the

subjection of their scil to taxation, cultivation, and settlement,
and to the proper enjoyment of their jurisdiction and soverelgnty.

To permanently reserve and keep from development and
under Federal bureau control one half of a State is an un-
reasonable exercise of whatever rights the Federal Govern-
ment might have to reserve lands. It violates the condi-
tions imposed in the treaties under which the lands were
acquired. In my opinion it takes no legal argument to
prove this. It must be obvious to all as a matter of plain
sense and justice. If one half of a State can be kept in
perpetual Federal ownership, then all of a State could be
reserved in Federal ownership. If that can be done consti-
tutionally, then the words “ Union of Sovereign States” are
a hollow mockery.

This bill places the fate of the great livestock industry of
the West dependent on unreserved public lands under regu-
lations of the Interior Department, a Department which
has had practically no experience in such matters. The
livestock grazing on public lands within the borders of the
United States Forest Reserves in the Western States is ad-
ministered by the Forest Service under the Department of
Agriculture. For the past 28 years the Forest Service has
been handling the livestock industry and annually has
7,000,000 head of livestock grazing on 82,000,000 of forest-
reserve lands. The Forest Service annually grants 26,000
grazing permits and has a complete expert and experienced
organization to deal with the complicated problems of the
livestock industry.

If this bill is necessary for the control and regulation of
the livestock industry, as the advocates of the measure claim
it to be, then common sense dictates that all grazing, both
within and without the borders of the forest reserve, should
be placed under one jurisdiction. Inasmuch as the Forest
Service has a complete and efficient organization for such
a purpose, it would be the logical organization to handle
grazing on the unreserved public lands. Placing the juris-
diction of grazing on the unreserved public lands under the
Forest Service also would make unnecessary the creation of
a large new governmental organization or bureau. Under
the leasing provisions of the bill, once grazing lands within
the proposed districts are leased, the lessee will have absolute
control almost in perpetuity over the lands, because the bill
provides that a subsequent lessee can only acquire it if he
pays for any improvements, fences, or expenditures of his
predecessor. It is true the measure provides that if they
cannot agree, the price is to be fixed; and in this there is
grave danger that the grazing lands will be in the control
of a few large stock owners and the small stockman is tow
be forced from the ranges.
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Several times in the course of this debate, the proponents
of the hill have referred to the report of the Public Lands
Commission, appointed by President Hoover.

The report that has been mentioned, however, made no
recommendations such as are contained in this bill. Permit
me to read to the committee the recommendations of the so-
called Hoover commission with reference to the grazing
lands of the public domain.

It is the conclusion of the committee:

That the remaining areas, which are valuable chiefly for the
production of forage and can be effectively conserved and ad-

ministered by the States containing them, should be granted to
the States which will accept them.

Reference has been made repeatedly to the Colton hill, a
bill which was very similar to this measure but entirely
different with reference to its connection with the individual
State. The Colton bill contained a section known as “ sec-
tion 13 ¥, which provided— '

That this act shall not become effective in any State until
60 days after the approval by the legislature of such State; and
each such approving State, in its discretion, may designate and
authorize one or more representatives or officials of said Btate
with whom the Becretary of the Interior is hereby authorized to
make and enter Into suitable agreements for the tive
administration of public grazing upon sald public lands of the
United States, and the lands owned by, or subject to the control
of, said State or any political subdivision thereof shall be subject
to such rules and regulations as shall be agreed upon and promul-
gated by both the Secretary of the Interior and by the State.

Let us maintain the system of local government and stop
centralization of bureaus in Washington by defeating this
bill.

Mr. DEROUEN. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that all Members who have spoken on this bill may have
the privilege of revising and extending their remarks.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Louisiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. DEROUEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 8 minutes to the
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. FoLLErl.

Mr., FULLER. Mr. Chairman, this is a familiar matter
to some of the older members of the Public Lands Commit-
tee. The chairman of the committee, the ranking member
from California, and myself, are the only three members of
this committee who were on the committee when this in-
vestigation was made under the Hoover administration.
At that time $50,000 was appropriated for an investigation,
and a citizen was appointed from every State in the Union
to investigate these public lands. Growing out of that in-
vestigation was this grazing bill. I acted as a Democratic
member of that committee in conjunction with Colton, of
Utah, French and Smith, of Idaho, Arentz, of Nevada, and
Scott Leavitt, of Montana; and the bill under consideration
is practically word for word the result of that investigation
which was instituted and advocated by President Hoover
and by every member of his Cabinet. The only material
difference between that bill and this bill is that the former
contained what is known as “ section 13 "; but that was put
into the former bill over the protest of its sponsors, and
only because it came up for consideration in the House at a
time when few Members were present. The bill passed the
House and went over to the Senate, but in the closing hours
of the session it failed of recognition because of the opposi-
tion of the cattle and sheep men who were so ably repre-
sented at that time,

This bill ought not to be considered as a Democratic or a
Republican measure, although I can readily see how politics
enters this matter. Those who bring politics into the matter
do so more or less in total disregard of the public domain
and the interest of the Nation generally. If they were per-
mitted, they would put the cattle and sheep grazing into the
hands of the Forest Service. Every one of the men cpposed
to this measure would rush up to vote for it if it were put
under the control of the Forest Service, because they know
and we know that that is the biggest and most hog-tight
Republican organization in the United States, and some
opposed to the measure have been benefited by reason

LEXVIIT—402

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

6363

thereof; but that is no reason why the bill ought to be
administered by that Bureau.

The question for us to consider is, Is the bill meritorious?
It is true that President Roosevelt and his Cabinet are in
favor of this bill. It is a meritorious measure and every
Member of the House should be for it.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks a lot of questions
about why we do not turn these lands over to the States.
Another gentleman asked the same thing. Do you know
that the Hoover committee recommended that all this land
be turned over to the Western States and given to them
absolutely, reserving mineral rights only? What did they
say? They came here with froth in their mouth before the
Public Lands Committee. They said, “No; we will not
accept them.” I will never forget the speech of the Gov-
ernor from Utah. He stated that they would not accept
these lands and could not afford to. He said:

You might consider it poor policy to look a gift horse in the
mouth, but we want to see if he is subject to spasms, whether he
is worth feeding.

The truth is, they did not want these lands under any cir-
cumstances because they were receiving then, and are
receiving now, too much benefit.

We all know the Western States are more or less wards
of the Government. We are not complaining ahout this at
all. We are willing to go along and help you. These land
States get 35 percent of all the money collected in fees from
these cattle and sheep men. If a foot of timber is sold, they
get a pro rata part of the money. We help keep up their
schools. We build their roads. We have to do this because
in some parts of the West 90 percent of the land belongs
to the Federal Government. They should have some rights
that are not enjoyed in other parts of the United States.

They talk about giving rights to the Secretary of the In-
terior, divesting us of legislative authority, and giving him
arbitrary powers. You have done the same thing with the
forests. You have turned them over to the Secretary of
Agriculture. Anybody crying about that? Not a bit. The
opposition raise any little thing in the world in opposition
to this bill.

As it is now, the sheep and the cattle are running helfer-
skelter from one State to another and promiscuously over
all the ranges. The opposition claim this law will hurt the
veteran, because you will not let him go out there and home-
stead 640 acres of this desert land, on which he could not
raise three sheep. It is worthless land for homestead pur-
poses. What we desire to do is to try to preserve the land.
Every man that has been in the cattle and sheep business
knows that you cannot overgraze this land. It will blow off
in sand dunes and wash away into the rivers and creeks
here and there, filling up the dams and going on down to
the Gulf of ,Mexico. It is ruining the country, and the
people who are alive to the situation, realizing and knowing
that this is Government property, want to preserve the land
for this generation and for future posterity. :

Who is in opposition? No one on earth except a few
sheepmen and a few cattlemen who have a selfish interest,
who care nothing for the present welfare of this country,
and who think of nothing but getting theirs while the get-
ting is good. Often you will see a man in this grazing coun-
try with a big drove of sheep coming from Arizona, where
most of them come from, or some other State. Of course
they are opposed to this. The man in charge of the sheep
or cattle is a Mexican. You cannot find out whose cattle
they are. They just run over everybody out there, and what
we want to do is to take care of these lands. There will he
50 or 60 C.C.C. camps there. The departments can segre-
gate and classify the lands and get the matter fixed up so
that there will be some revenue coming in, and this will be
1s:eilllf-su:staix::i‘ﬂg. There should not be any opposition to this

Mr. MILLARD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, FULLER. 1 yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. MILLARD. The gentleman is a member of the Com-
mittee on the Public Lands?
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Mr. FULLER. No. I wasfor 5 years. I was on the com-
mittee at the time this matter was considered.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. DEROUEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 82 minutes to the
genfleman from Colorado [Mr. TAvLOR].

Mr. MILLARD. Will the gentleman yield for a question
before he starts?

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. I yield to the gentleman from
New York.

Mr. MILLARD. It says here “ exclusive of Alaska.” No
one has explained why Alaska has been excluded in this
bill.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. I will try to explain that to
the gentleman. I will ask the Membership of the House fo
refrain from interrupting me.

I am just going to talk to you briefly about conservation
on general principles. Thirty-five years ago Uncle Sam had
about 500,000,000 acres of unoccupied and unclaimed public
domain that was being indiscriminately used by cattlemen,
sheepmen, without any regulation or system or control what-
ever. The only order or restraint was the law of the jungle.
President Theodore Roosevelt and Gifford Pinchot, the pres-
ent Governor of Pennsylvania, conceived the idea that there
ought to be some restraint upon the wanton destruction of
the timber resources of our country. They thought our for-
ests ought to be conserved as against large and many fright-
ful fires destroying many thousands of acres of fine timber
and a curb put upon the timber looters. They started a
Nation-wide crusade for the conservation of our forests.
They advocated the creation of forest reserves throughout
the West on all the public domain that had timber on it.

The President started creating reserves in all the West-
ern States by Executive orders. The people in that part of
the country fought it like hyenas. We felt it was a high-
handed, outrageous, and infamous invasion of our vested
rights, that we had always let cattle run upon the public
domain, and now they were going to charge us a fee for
our stock eating the grass and boss and regulate us besides.
We fought it as hard as we could. Eventually we were over-
ridden and they put 137,000,000 acres of the open public
domain into 146 forest reserves throughout the Western
States. They have been administering it all now for 28
years. Generally speaking, the Forest Service is making a
great success of the administration of that vast domain.
There are always some complaints, and during these de-
pressed times many stockmen feel that grazing fees ought to
be further reduced. But in the main, everybody in the whole
United States is in favor of the forest reserves. Nobody
would think of having the public domain thrown open to
a brutal free-for-all scramble again.

There are now 173,000,000 acres left of our public domain
outside of the forest reserves. There is no supervision or
control whatever over it. It is being overgrazed. It is being
frightfully destroyed and ruined. The land is nearly all
located in the 11 Western States, and the public-spirited
people of these States feel that this wanton and reckless
destruction of that vast and valuable national asset ought
to cease. They feel that there should be the same orderly
use and common-sense system of conservation of the 173,-
000,000 acres of public domain we have left that is now
being made of the 137,000,000 acres of the forest reserve;
and they are trying to bring about practically the same
policy allotting the lands in definite amount and location
to the local and most deserving stockmen for the remaining
public domain that is now invoked in the forest reserve.

The two Departments, both in this administration and
the former Hoover administration, have theroughly agreed
that they can administer the public lands and the forest
reserves together; that they can administer them economi-
cally, that they can largely prevent the erosion and the
strife between the cattlemen and the sheepmen, the big
stockmen and the little fellow, and the overcrowding and
destruction of the public land which is going on at a fright-
fully destructive pace. A very large part of the remaining
public domain is utterly worthless for anything else than
for grazing and is a very poor quality of grazing land.
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. I noted the other day where scientists have discovered
that the Sahara Desert in northern Africa was once cov-
ered with a dense growth of vegetation, grass, bushes, and
trees, and inhabited by prosperous people. That region to-
day is probably the most desolate region on earth; horrible
sand dunes. Today we are, by overgrazing, creating sand
dunes in every one of these States. We have quite a
large one in southern Colorado now. Where 5 or 10 times
as many stock are turned upon land as there is proper
forage for them, the grass is not only destroyed but sheep
pull out the roots of the grass. In that arid country when
the grass is destroyed, it will not come back. If this bill is
not passed, or some system of controlled and orderly use
adopted, a very large part of every Western State will soon
be a barren desert. In the forest reserves where they have
rains, the land is replenished, but in the lowlands the grass
will not come back.

This bill, Mr. Chairman, is a great national conservation
measure for the welfare of our entire country. Many of
us western Members have been earnestly working for many
years to bring about this legislation. We know we are
right. We are loyally trying to render a great service to
the West. I hope the House will not permit amendments
that will hamstring this bill. The Department of the In-
terior and the Department of Agriculture have come to a
thorough agreement upon this matter, and I feel we should
respect their wishes and their assurance that they can and
will handle this matter. I am not caring about the details,
but I am desperately anxious to prevent amendments that I
know will cause friction between the Departments and de-
stroy harmony and kill the bill. As all of you know, there
are a great many different ways of killing a bill, and most
of the provisions of the minority report and many of the
amendments offered today are of that character. I have
lived among stockmen all my life. I have officially repre-
sented them nearly 40 years. I know that some measure
of this kind is absolutely necessary. I know when it is
practically established it will be of far-reaching and tre-
mendous benefit, especially to hundreds of thousands of
farmers and small stockmen. They are the ones I am pri-
marily trying to protect. But the big stockmen and every
community will be benefited by this orderly use and syste-
matic control.

If you are in favor of conserving this great national asset
of ours, stabilizing the livestock industry and stopping soil
deterioration, join with us in helping to do so. Whether
it is administered by the Secretary of the Interior or the
Secretary of Agriculture or the Forest Service, I feel the
bill will work out well. By the last sections of the bill the
President and those two Secretaries are given full authority
to work this matter out, and I know they will do so.

When President Roosevelt writes to Secretary Ickes as
follows:

Warre Houseg,
Washington, D.C., February 21, 1934.

My Dear MRr. SecrETARY: I have discussed with you and the
Secretary of Agriculture, Congressman TayLor's bill, HR. 6462,
to give to the Secretary of the Interior the power of regulating
grazing on the public domain.

I favor the principle of this bill; and you and the Becretary of
Agriculture are authorized to say so to the House Committee on
the Public Lands,

Very sincerely,
FranxwmxN D. ROOSEVELT.
And Secretary Ickes writes to our late loved and lamented
Chairman of the Rules Committee as follows:
THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR,
Washington, March 16, 1934.
Hon. Eopwarp W. Pov,
Chairman Committee on Rules,
House of Representatives.

My Dear Mr. Pou: The Taylor grazing bill, HR. 6462, reported
favorably from the Public Lands Committee last week, has the
endorsement of the President, and its passage is being strongly
urged by both Secretary Wallace and myself.

I regard this bill as the most important measure which the
Department of the Interior has before Congress this session, and
anything which you can do to bring it before the House for con-

sideration at an early date will be greatly appreciated.
Sincerely yours,

Harorp L. Ickes,
Secretary of the Interior,
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And Secretary Wallace writes to the committee: “I heartily
recommend its enactment ”"—how can anyone doubt that
those officials will honestly and practically carry out the
purposes of this measure? I am as confident as I am of
my existence that this measure will be of incalculable bene-
fit to our country and especially to the West, and that we
shail all be proud in the years to come of having taken
part in the preservation of this wonderful 173,000,000-acre
resource of our Republic, [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Broom) .
bill for amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That in order to promote the highest use of
public land, the Secretary of the Interior in his discretion is
hereby authorized to establish by order grazing districts or addi-
tions thereto from any part of the public lands of the United
States, exclusive of Alaska, not in national forests, national parks
and monuments, or Indian reservations, and which in his opinion
are chiefly valuable for grazing and ralsing forage crops, and/or
to modify the boundaries thereof: Provided, That no lands with-
drawn or reserved for any other purpose shall be included in any
such district except with the approval of the head of the depart-
men having jurisdiction thereof. Such orders shall be so worded
as to safeguard valld claims existing on the date thereof. Neither
this act nor the act of December 29, 1916 (39 Stat. 862; US.C,
title 43, secs. 291 and following), commonly known as the “ Btock
Raising Homestead Act”, shall be construed as lUmiting the au-
thority or policy of Congress or the President to include in na-
tional forests public lands of the character described in section
24 of the act of March 3, 1891 (26 Stat. 1103; U.S.C, title 18, sec.
471), for the purposes set forth in the act of June 4, 1897 (30 Stat.
85; US.C, title 16, sec. 475), or such other purposes as Congress
may specify,

With the following committee amendment:

Page 2, line 1, after the word “ monuments ", strike out the word
“or", and after the word “reservations”, insert “or revested
Oregon-California Railroad grant lands”; and on page 2, line 9,
after the word “ thereof ” insert “and shall not affect any land
heretofore or hereafter surveyed which, except for the provisions
of this act, would be a part of any grant to any State.”

The committee amendment was agreed to.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendmen

The Clerk read as follows: .

Amendment offered by Mr. Taser: Page 1, lines 6 and 7, after
the comma, strike out the words “ exclusive of Alaska.”

Mr, TABER. Mr. Chairman, I am not an expert on the
grazing business, but my information is that herds of rein-
deer are mainiained in Alaska out of which large profits are
realized by the operators. Now, why should they not be
brought within the provisions of this bill and pay the licens-
ing fees that those in the United States proper are required
to pay?

I hope this amendment will be adopted so that there will
not be discrimination in favor of that outfit which operates
these reindeer on the ranges of Alaska.

Mr. McFADDEN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. Yes.

Mr. McFADDEN. The gentleman is referring to the
Lowmans, who virtually stole the reindeer from the Eskimo
in Alaska and are carrying on this big operation on public
lands?

Mr. TABER. I understand that is the situation, and I
do not see why we should discriminate in favor of special
interests when we undertake to enact legislation here in
the House of Representatives.

I hope this amendment will be adopted. I hope the com-
mittee will show its good faith by accepting the amendment
immediately.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado., Mr. Chairman, the trouble
with the amendment is that it applies to such an enormous
territory. I have forgotten how many hundred million acres
there are up there. That is too large and unconsidered a
proposition to tack onfo this bill. Alaska is about one fifth
the size of the United States. While there are a large num-
ber of reindeer scattered over a large part of Alaska, many of
them are owned by the Eskimos, and many more are owned
by the Lowman brothers or their company. I think the
company is a New York concern. And some are owned by
other people. None of them are making anything at the

The Clerk will read the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

6365

present time. The reindeer business is not in a prosperous
condition. I do not feel we should open up this bill with
respect to the expense which might be put upon the Gov-
ernment in administering all this public domain. I have
never heard of anyone’s making a suggestion of this kind
before. I feel this would be a great mistake to open up such
a vast and many-sided controversy as that would involve at
this time, and I hope the amendment offered will be rejected.

Mr. WEARIN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Yes.

Mr. WEARIN. It is perfectly possible we can legislate a
little bit later and take care of the situation suggested.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Oh, yes. That reindeer situa-
tion in Alaska would require exhaustive investigation before
it would be wise to take any action upon it. It would be
Ette_rly impossible to apply this bill to that Territory at this
ime,

Mr, DEROUEN. This amendment was submitied to the
ccmmittee and to the Departments, and it was thought un-
wise to include Alaska. Therefore, I hope the amendment
will not be adopted.

Mr. McFADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
last word. Mr. Chairman, I hope the amendment of the
gentleman from New York will be adopted. I know some-
thing about the reindeer business in Alaska. As a member
of the Committee on Territories for a number of years we
had this question before us. There is not any question as to
what happened up there regarding the reindeer business.
The Lomens have exploited the Eskimo, gone into the rein-
deer business, using the best pastures of Alaska, It is a
very nice little business. They are selling reindeer meat in
the United States in competition with beef, and it has grown
to an extent where that kind of business ought to be stopped.

This particular amendment will put them where they will
have to pay something to the Government for the use of the
land. They ought to pay something to the Eskimo from
whom they have taken this business.

The reindeer were put into Alaska as an exclusive propo-
sition for the Eskimo. The Lomen outfit have exploited the
Eskimo, and they have not only operated in Alaska but per-
petuated themselves by having men in the Agricultural De-
partment and all along the line to see that nothing ever
interferes with their great monopely in selling reindeer meat
in the United States.

You cannot find an Eskimo in Alaska who is not at swords
points with the Lomen outfit, because they feel that they
have deprived the Eskimo of their right to make a living.
Therefore, I say that the amendment offered by the gentle-
man frem New York should be adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from New York.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. Taser) there were 20 ayes and 70 noes.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. MOTT. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 2, line 2, after the word “lands”, insert the words “or
other revested grant lands in Oregon.”

Mr. DEROUEN, Mr, Chairman, the committee will accept
that amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Oregon.

The question was taken, and the amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 1, line 4, sirike out the words * Secrefary of the Interior ”
and insert the words * Secretary of Agriculture.”

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, this amendment is
offered for the purpose of placing jurisdiction of the bill, if
enacted, under the Department of Agriculture, so as to take
advantage of the experience and efficiency of the organiza-
tion of the Forest Service that for 28 years has been han-
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dling the livestock industry and grazing within the borders
of the forest reserves, Under the bill the jurisdiction of the
livestock industry in the Western States would be placed in
the springtime under the Agriculture Department, and
during the summer months in the forest reserves, and in the
fall under the jurisdiction again of the Interior Depariment.

Stockmen will be at a loss to know how to handle their
herds and flocks. For instance, it may be that 500 head
or 1,000 head are grazing within the boundaries of the forest
reserve, and when they come out in the fall and go onto the
grazing districts created under this bill the Interior Depart-
ment may say that it can take care of only half the num-
ber of cattle. It places the cattlemen in an almost impos-
sible position if the grazing industry is left under the double
jurisdiction of two departments. I do not believe there is a
Member of the House who, if drawing this bill fairly and
without prejudice, but would draw the hill so as to place
the grazing industry under one department, the department
now handling that industry.

In the hearings before the committee nothing definite
was ascertained as to what it is going to cost to administer
this measure. The Secretary of the Interior or his repre-
sentatives suggested that it might be administered for some-
thing like $150,000 annually, Yet representatives of the
Forest Service in former hearings on similar bills estimated
that that Department could not possibly administer the
173,000,000 acres of land for less than from two to three
million dollars annually. The Forest Service has had the
experience. Their estimate should be accurate. The Inte-
rior Department is simply assuming or making an estimate
of what it hepes to do.

If 173,000,000 acres of land are to be administered for
$150,000 a year when it is now costing the Forest Service
4 cents an acre for the 82,000,000 acres under their jurisdic-
tion, there cannot be any beneficial regulation or anything
of bénefit accrue to the stock industry. I therefore plead
in the name of common sense to place this bill under a
department that now has jurisdiction over one of the vital
industries of our Western States.

Mr, HASTINGS. Mr. Chairman, the complete answer to
the gentleman from California [Mr. ENcLEBRIGHT], if I may
be permitted to say a word, is that this bill deals with
grazing on public lands. Other lands, of course, are under
the Commissioner of the General Land Office, and that is
a bureau of the Interior Department. Therefore, all these
public lands are under the Interior Department. The gen-
tleman from California, and everyone else knows, that if
we were to give the Secretary of Agriculture jurisdiction
over the grazing of public lands there would be a conflict of
jurisdiction between the Secretary of the Interior and the
Secretary of Agriculture, but very properly, of course, this
ought to be handled by the department that has under it
the Bureau of Public Lands, the Commissioner of the Gen-
eral Land Office.

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. HASTINGS. Yes.

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. There could be no possible conflict
when the bill provides for creating grazing districts under
the public domain, and the Congress has the right to place
that jurisdiction wherever it seems wise.

Mr. HASTINGS, This is under the jurisdiction of the
Public Land Office, as the gentleman knows, and the public
land has always been under the Commissioner of the Gen-~
eral Land Office, and that is the bureau of the Department
of the Interior. Of course, the amendment ought to be de-
feated, and the administration of this bill ought to remain
under the Secretary of the Interior, where the bureau is that
supervises if.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from California.

The amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

8ec. 2. The Secretary of the Interior shall make provision for
the protection, administration, regulation, and improvement of

such grazing districts as may be created under the authority of
the foregoing section, and he shall make such rules and regula-
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tions and establish such service, enter Into such cooperative
agreements, and do any and all things necessary to accomplish
the purposes of this act and to insure the objects of such grazing
districts, namely, to regulate their occupancy and use, to preserve
the land and its resources from destruction or unnecessary injury,
to provide for the orderly use, improvement, and development of
the range, and to stabilize the livestock industry dependent upon
the use of such public grazing lands; and any vioclation of the
provisions of this act or such rules and regulations thereunder
shall be punishable by a fine of not more than $500 or by im-
prisonment for not more than 1 year, or by both such fine and
imprisonment, in the discretion of the court.

With the following committee amendment:

Page 3, line 9, after the word “lands”, insert “and the Becre-
tary of the Interior is authorized to continue the study of erosion
and flood control and to perform such work as may be necessary
amply to protect and rehabilitate the areas subject to the provi-
sions of this act, through such funds as may be made available
for that purpose.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the committee
amendment.

The committee amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr, Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word. My colleague, Ep TavLor, the
author of this bill, and who has the support of his three
colleagues in this House, is exceeded in seniority by but
two Members in this body, the Honorable Speaker of the
House and the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. SaBaTHI.
Through the 25 years that he has been a Member of this
body he has been a deep student of and constantly in con-
tact with legislation and all questions affecting the public-
land States and their resources. He has become an out-
standing authority on the type of legislation now before
this body. I do not believe it is any disparagement to the
Members of either House to say that there is no Member
of either House who has his wide range of knowledge on
matlers affecting the western land States.

Perhaps it is not in every case that the author of a bill
could be thrown into the scale with it, in weighing the
merits of the bill, but, if there is any such case, it would
be the fact that Epwarp T. Tavior, of Colorado, is the
author of the bill now before this House, and his authorship
of it is a significant matter, in the light of his outstanding
career and experience, to be considered by the House.

There is another significant thing that might be consid-
ered by this House in connection with this bill, and that is
this: Twenty-five years ago Mr. TayrLor and I came into
this body, and we were only two Members of a solid phalanx
from all of the public-land States fighting against the estab-
lishment of forest reserves in the Western States; and as I
listened to the debate this afternoon I reflected that Mem-
bers of this body could go back into the debates of Congress
25 or 26 or 28 years ago, and not only find everything that
has been said against this bill here this afternoon but 20
times more, because the establishment of the forest reserves
in the West was a burning issue in that section of the coun-
try, reducing us, as we thought, to the mere status of a
Federal dependency.

But let anybody arise in this House today and propose to
abolish the forest reserves. We did not want them. We
had to take them, but if you do not want us to have them
now, you will certainly have to take them away from us, and
you will have the fight of your lives. If this legislation does
half as much for the great body of waste land, worthless
for farming or for any purpose except grazing, that is
involved in this bill, as the forest reserves have done, it will
be a wonderfully beneficial piece of legislation to the entire
West.

It is a significant fact that the West has been converted
to the forest reserves imposed upen us against our will, and
is now the most ardent champion of the forest reserves.
[Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The fime of the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. MarTin] has expired.

Mr. CARTER of Wyoming. Mr, Chairman, I rise in op-
position to the pro forma amendment of the gentleman from
Colorado. I do not mean to attack the eulogy made upon
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Tayror], but I have just
been reading over the report submitted by the chairman of
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the committee, and I notice that the report states that it
has the unqualified endorsement of the national land use
planning committee. I have read the report, and I find
nothing in the report where this bill was approved by the
national land use planning committee. I should like to ask
the chairman when the national lapd use planning com-
mittee appeared before the committee, for the reason that
the national land use planning committee has been out of
existence for over a year. Still the gentleman comes in
here and says they have approved this bill.

The pro forma amendment was withdrawn.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 3. That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized
to issue or cause to be issued permits to graze livestock on
such grazing districts to such bona fide setilers, residents, and
other stock owners as under his rules and regulations are en-
titled to participate in the use of the range, upon the payment
annually of reasonable fees In each case to be fixed or deter-
mined from time to time under his authority: Provided, That
grazing permits shall be issued only to citizens of the United
States or to those who have filed the necessary declarations of
intention to become such, as required by the naturalization
laws. Such permits may be issued to individuals, groups, or asso-
ciations for a period of not more than 10 years, subject to the
preference right of the permittees to renewal in the discretion
of the Becretary of the Interior, who shall specify from time to
time numbers of stock and seasons of use. During periods of
range depletion due to severe drought or other natural causes,
or in case of a general epidemic of disease, d the life of
the permit, the Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized,
In his discretion, to remit, reduce, refund in whole or in part, or
authorize postponement of payment of grazing fees for such deple-
tion period so long as the emergency exists,

With the following committee amendment:

On page 4, line 4, after the word “laws”, insert "and pref-
erence shall be given occupants and settlers on land within or
near a district to such range privileges as may be needed to permit
proper use of lands occupied by them.”

The committee amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the next com-
mittee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 4, line 8, after the word " groups", strike out the word

“or", and, after the word * association", insert “or corpora-

tions authorlzed to conduct a livestock husiness under the laws
of the State in which the grazing district is located.”

The committee amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the next com-
mittee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 4, line 21, after the word *exists ", insert a colon and the
following: * And provided jurther, That in such orders, and in
administering this act, rights to the use of water for mining,
agricultural, manufacturing, or other purposes, vested and ac-
crued and which are recognized and acknowledged by the local
customs, laws, and decisions of the courts, shall be maintained
and protected in the possessors and owners thereof, and, so far
as consistent with the purposes of this act, grazing rights sim-
ilarly recognized and acknowledged, shall be adequately safe-
guarded.”

The committee amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I move. to
strike out the last word.

Mr, Chairman, this is the second installment, and as if is
entirely extemporaneous, there is no telling how many in-
stallments there may be.

When I was cut off with the gavel a few minutes ago, I
was about to advance a third consideration in appealing to
the Members of the House to give us this bill, and that is
the fact that while we are divided, and it is always extremely
painful when I am at odds with the brilliant Congress-
woman from Arizona, while there is some division among
the representatives of the public-land States, it is extremely
significant that the great majority of us are for this bill,
because we live in this country which you say is going to be
made federalized domain.

Now, my friends, I want you to bear in mind this fact,
that this bill is not adding one inch to the Federal domain.
It already belongs to the Federal Government. It is already
all under the Department of the Imterior. You have no
legal rights on this domain whatever. It is unregulated
Federal domain, pays no taxes, brings in no revenue, where-
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as this bill proposes to regulate it and preserve it and parcel
it out equitably for a small charge among the people who
may be entitled to its use.

B‘uthanttosaytothis.andIcannotgointothtssub-
ject now, there is a feature of this legislation that interests
me a lot more than grazing. That is the question of erosion.

This cbjective of the bill is only touched upon in the re-
port, and I shall take leave to quote two short paragraphs.
On page 2 is the following:

Where overgrazing is permitted to disturb the balance of nature
erosion must result, which in turn increases flood hazards and
promotes the siltation of irrigation reservoirs and ditches and
jeopardizes the water supply for irrigation, urban consumption,
and other uses. So ruinous a use of the public domain should
not be permitted and, if it i1s continued, will result in the reduc-
tion of these vast areas to eroded and barren wastes,

And on page 8, from the letter of the Secretary of Agri-
culture, I quote the following:

A natural concomitant of the destruction or impairment of the
protective vegetative cover has been an acceleration of soil move-
ment or erosion which not only has reduced the value of the
lanhds from which the soil has been moved but has also reduced
the value of irrigation and power reservoirs, canals, ditches, etc.,
through increased sedimentation.

Mr. Chairman, these word pictures are all too inadequate
to paint the havoc being wrought on the mesas and table-
lands of the mountain West, where rainstorms are cloud-
bursts and where, due to the nature of the soil, denuded
and unprotected from overgrazing, large areas of land are
being cut through, washed away, and permanently destroyed,
and this process is accelerating.

This is the most appalling feature that faces the western,
mountainous country. Unless we can do something to arrest
the land destruction which I have seen take place during
two thirds of a rather long life, entire sections of the
country will eventually be worthless.

I remember sometime ago seeing some pictures in the
National Geographic of China, showing an ahsolute night-
mare which had occurred to what had been once a fine
farming country. It was denuded; the timber taken off;
the grass grazed off, and the entire country washed into
great canyons and destroyed forever. That process, through
overgrazing and neglect, is going on in the West. In my
lifetime I have seen crevices which you could jump across
that are now great arroyas. It is going on all over that
western country. That sort of thing is being stopped in the
forest reserves. You should go up through the forest re-
serves and see the little water traps and dams and every-
thing that is done to take care of the water and prevent
erosion and induce vegetation. The same thing will in
some degree be done with this land. I predict that if this
bill is passed by this Congress the time will come when those
who oppose this legislation will be just as glad that they
failed as we are glad that we failed against the forest
reserves. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. MarTIN] has expired.

Mr. CARTER of Wyoming, Mr. Chairman, I rise in op-
position to the pro forma amendment for the purpose of
asking the chairman of the committee a question. I under-
stand there are 173,000,000 acres involved in this bill. The
testimony showed that only 50,000,000 acres were to be
leased the first year and that at no time would they lease
all. Can the chairman inform the House whether it is in-
tended to allow free public use of the range not included in .
the grazing districts?

Mr. DEROUEN. The evidence before the committee did
not show that any specific area was to be leased at any
particular time. The Secretary will have to make a survey
and organize the undertaking, which will require several
months; and there will not be anything done for a while.

Mr. CARTER of Wyoming. But supposing that eventu-
ally they leased only 50,000,000 acres, what will they do
with the other 123,000,000 acres?

Mr. DEROUEN. I have no information as to the 50,000,-
000 acres to which the gentleman refers. It was never men-
tioned in the committee, and I do not know.
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Mr. CARTER of Wyoming. Oh, yes, it was; I beg the
gentleman’s pardon. The Assistant Solicitor stated that
they were going to have only 50,000,000 acres in the graz-
ing district the first year; and Mr. Stabler said that at no
time did they expect to take in the whole 173,000,000 acres
into the grazing districts.

Mr, KLEBERG. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. KEreserc: Page 3, line 24, after the
word “fees”, insert: “ which shall in no event be less than 80
percent of the average grazing fees prevailing on privately owned
lands adjacent thereto or in the same general section, and which
are of the same general character.”

Mr. FULLER. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a point of order
against the amendment on the ground that it is not ger-
mane,

Mr. KELEBERG. Mr. Chairman, I preface my remarks by
saying I have no desire by anything I say to injure this
particular piece of legislation. I want that understood
first

With reference to the point of order, Mr. Chairman, I
shall accept the decision of the Chair.

With reference to the amendment I call attention di-
rectly to the fact that wherever we have Government
reservations we also have privately owned lands surround-
ing the reservations. We all recognize that the publicly
owned lands are in their pristine condition without having
been plowed or touched, and the only way by which their
surface production can be converted into wealth is through
the grazing of livestock.

The simple and only purpose of this amendment is to
place the operation of these grazing districts on a basis
where a reasonable fee will be charged for their use. As a
matter of fact, the individual cowman who pays taxes on
his ranch and markets his cattle, at such times as he has
no cattle leases those ranges to others. In the case of the
public domain apd these grazing districts none of the pro-
visions of the Agricultural Adjustment Act restrict or other-
wise affect them. Any man can go into the cow business by
going to the market and buying a herd and raising it on
one of these grazing districts in direct competition with the
taxpayers of the country.

It is the purpose of this amendment to assess against the
users of these public-grazing lands as rent for their use at
least 80 percent of what is charged for privately owned land
of the same general character in the same general section of
the country.

There is nothing in this amendment to injure the bill.
It provides that the Secretary of the Interior may exercise
his own judgment and discretion in saying which lands shall
be the ones upon which the 80-percent test shall be made,
not lands in Kamchatka, but lands in the immediately
surrounding country of the same general character having
to do with exactly the same business, the conversion of sur-
face production into wealth through the grazing of livestock.

Mr. MAY., Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KLEBERG. Certainly.

Mr. MAY. In other words, the situation the gentleman
seeks to correct is one in which the Government of the
United States puts itself into competition with the private
owner of lands?

Mr. KLEBERG. That is right,

Mr. MAY. It is the same kind of competition that we
have when the Government enters any line of private

* business.

Mr. DEROUEN, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ELEBERG. I yield.

Mr. DEROUEN. As a matter of fact, this privately owned
land is much superior to any of the public reserved land.

Mr. KLEBERG. May I say to the gentleman from Louisi-
ana that my amendment provides that the rental shall be
dependent upon a comparison with lands of like character.

Mr. FULLER of Arkansas. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op-
position to the amendment.

I appreciate, of course, the suggestion and the purpose of
the gentleman from Texas, because he is one of the biggest
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cattlemen in the United States. I know he Is personally
i&tﬁﬁdmmisbmmtunwittmglyhemﬁymgtom

I have conferred with the Solicitor from the Interior De-
partment. He said this amendment would kill the bill, that
they could not operate the grazing districts under it.

Conditions are vastly different in the gentleman’s district
from what they are in the majority of the lands here under
consideration. In the gentleman’s district they have grass
and the land is not bare like it is on the open range. They
do not have these sand dunes with just here and there a
farmer who has a few acres with a little grass. It would
not be fair to take 80 percent of the rental value of the
isolated spots as the value of the thousands of acres of
public grazing lands, for one little settler would need from
one thousand to several thousand acres to raise a few head
of cattle.

This is where you have to rent in big blocks to a lot of
people. The gentleman states that he does not want to kill
this bill, but that is what he is seeking to do, and that is
what he will do if the amendment is adopted.

Mr. KLEBERG. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FULLER. I yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. KLEBERG. The gentleman knows that his statement
to the effect that I am trying to kill the bill happens to be
merely his choice of language in trying to say something.
As a matter of fact, the gentleman also knows when it
comes to the real facts and a real interpretation of law, the
amendment permits of no other purpose than a definite
checking up as agdinst lands of like character.

Mr. FULLER. Suppose a man ouf there had 40, 60, or 260
acres, and he could rent out a few pieces for a few head of
cattle and there is public land. This other land all around
would ret the price that the Government could ask for the
public land.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FULLER. I yield to the gentleman from New
Mexico. I asked the Solicitor if this amendment would kill
the bill, and he said it would.

Mr. CHAVEZ. The Solicitor did not know what he was
talking about.

Mr, FULLER. Possibly the gentleman does.

1l];t.Ir. CHAVEZ. Yes; I do. I am going to vote for the
bi

Mr. FULLER. But at heart the gentleman is against the
bill.

Mr, CHAVEZ. Suppose the Santa Fe Railroad owned a
thousand acres of land which they want to rent right next
door to the public domain which the gentleman is talking
about. Suppose the State of New Mexico owns a thousand
acres of land adjoining the sand dunes the gentleman is
talking about. Why should not the Government charge as
much or at least 80 percent for the rental of that property
as the State of New Mexico or the Santa Fe Railroad?

Mr. FULLER, Because we have to build this land up.
The land is not in condition now., So far as concerns the
land in the gentleman’s locality, that may be all right;
but in the case of most of the land we have to fix up the
land, we have to take care of it and preserve it until we
can get grass started in order to get anything at all.

Mr., CHAVEZ. And the only way you can do that is not
to compete with the man next door?

Mr. FULLER. This is not hurting anyone in the gentle-
man’s country.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Yes; it is. I know of railroad lands ad-
joining lands of the State of New Mexico, and I know about
the lands of the State of New Mexico.

Mr. FULLER. Are they renting the land today?

Mr. CHAVEZ, They are renting them now.

Mr, FULLER. How can they rent the land now when the
Government is not getting anything for grazing on the
public land, and yet the gentleman says the land is so good
that they can get something for grazing purposes?

Mr. CHAVEZ. Every time the State of New Mexico rents
the land they get money.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. Does the
gentleman withdraw his point of order?

Mr. FULLER. Mr, Chairman, I withdraw the point of
order,

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
last word.

Mr. Chairman, notwithstanding what the gentleman from
Arkansas said, I am for this bill, and it is not because I do
not know anything about the hill or because some solicitor
told me about it. I am not taking the solicitor's word.
I am taking my own responsibility in this matter. If the
amendment of the gentleman from Texas is recalled, it
says “lands of a similar character” or “lands located in
the same vicinity.” What is the detriment in adopting the
amendment of the gentleman from Texas? It will only say
that the Government cannot compete at a lower rate of
rental with a private owner of land.

Mr. PIERCE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CHAVEZ. I yield to the gentleman from Oregon.

Mr. PIERCE. Is that not true today? We rent our
forest reserves far cheaper than we can rent other lands.
We rent them for not enough to pay the taxes.

Mr. CHAVEZ. The forest reserves are the best lands to
be found in the country, and the land we are referring to in
the public domain and the land the gentleman from Texas
is talking about is entirely different from forest land and
not worth so much, There should be some way of having
the rental value adjusted so there will not be competition
one with the other. But when we talk aboui forest lands
we are talking about the best lands in the West, and you
cannot make that the test. You would be willing to pay
more for the forest lands than you would for land in the
public domain.

Mr. DEROUEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment.

Mr, Chairman, I heard a lot in committee and here about
this matter, and it seems to me this would impose a great
difficulty on the Interior Department to attempt to make
a new survey in order to determine lands of a like character.
After all, then we would be permitting the private landown-
ers to fix the price and we have heard a lot about the poor
little fellows. I hope the Committee will vote down this
amendment,

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. KLeeerG) there were—ayes 40, noes, 53.

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I ask for tellers.

Tellers were ordered and the Chair appointed as tellers
Mr. DERovEN and Mr. KLEBERG.

The Committee again divided, and the tellers reporied that
there were—ayes 45, noes, 63.

So the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

Bec. 5. That the Becretary of the Interior may permit, under
regulations to be prescribed by him, the free grazing within such
districts of lvestock kept for domestic purposes, and provide, so
far as authorized by existing law or laws hereinafter enacted, for
the use of timber, stone, gravel, clay, coal, and other deposits by
bona fide settlers, miners, residents, and prospectors for minerals,
for firewood, fencing, buildings, mining, prospecting, and domestic
purposes within areas-subject to the provisions of this act.

With the following committee amendment:

Page 5, after the word “domestic ", in line 22, strike out the
word “ purposes” and all of lines 23, 24, and 25 and all of line 1,
on page 6, and Insert " purposes; and provided that so far as
authorized by existing law or laws hereinafter enacted, nothing
herein eontained shall prevent the use of timber, stone, gravel,
clay, coal, and other deposits by miners, prospectors for mineral,
bona fide settlers and residents, for firewood, fencing.”

The commitiee amendment was agreed tfo.
The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 6. That subject to compliance with the rules and regula-
tions governing such grazing district, nothing berein contained
shall restrict the granting or use of permits or rights-of-way
under existing law; or ingress or egress over the public lands in
such districts for all proper and lawful purposes; or prospecting,
locating, developing, entering, leasing, or patenting the waluable
mineral resources of such districts under law applicable thereto.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE :

6369

With the following committee amendment:

Page 6, strike out lines ® and 10 and insert the word “ Noth-
Ing”, and In line 14, after the semicolon, strike out the word
“or” and insert '“‘nor nothing herein contained shall restrict.”

The committee amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

Bec. 7. That the Secretary is hereby authorized, in his discre-
tion, to examine and classify any lands within such grazing dis-
tricts which are more valuable and suitable for the production of
agricultural crops than native grasses and forage plants, and to
open such lands to homestead entry in tracts not exceeding 160
acres in area. Such lands shall not be subject to settlement or
occupation as homesteads until after same have been classified
and opened to entry after notice to the permittee by the Secretary
of the Interior, and the lands shall remain a part of the grazing
district until patents are issued therefor, the homesteader to be,
after his entry is allowed, entitled to the possession and use
thereof: Provided, That no lands containing water holes, springs,
or water supplies developed or improved by the holder of any
grazing permit or his predecessor in interest shall be subject to
%alssmc:fmn. settlement, entry, or patent under the provisions of

s section.

With the following committee amendment:

Page 6, line 23, strike out the words “ one hundred and sixty "
and insert in lieu thereof the words * three hundred and twenty.”

The committee amendment was agreed to.

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WHITE: Page 6, line 17, after the
word * thereto ”, strike out all of section 7.

Mr, WHITE. Mr. Chairman, I cannot find where any-
thing in this bill will be benefited or helped by section T.

Section 7 absolufely abrogates the homestead law. Let
me read one of its provisions:

Such lands shall not be subject to settlement or occupation as
homesteads untll after same have been classified and opened to
entry after notice to the permittee by the Secretary of the In-
terior, and the lands shall remain a part of the grazing district
until patents are issued therefor. -

I would like for some proponent of the bill to explain to
me how you are going to prevent erosion or how you are
going to protect grazing by the operation of section 7.

I would also call your attention to the fact that by the
enactment of section 7 we will abrogate the rights of our
veterans that have been earned by their service in defense
of their country. They have the right to acquire land under
our homestead act, but this section will operate to withdraw
this land from entry for the benefit of the big stockmen.

I would also call your attention to the fact that much of
the land in the public domain today is fit for cultivation and
for homestead if it were only opened up by the building of
roads. The land is now isolated, but as the roads are opened
up it will come in for cultivation and for the establishment
of homes; but under the operation of this act it is left en-
tirely in the discretion of the Secretary of the Interior
whether anyone will be permitted to make application for
a homestead. He has fo get permission from someone in
Washington, 3,000 miles away, before he can even submit
an application to acquire any of this land.

I am going to ask you to protect the homestead law,
protect the new man, protect the man that wants the same
chance that our forefathers had on public lands, by adopting
this amendment and strike out section 7 of the bill.

Mr. DEROUEN. Mr. Chairman, I am surprised that the
gentleman who offered this amendment to strike out section
T did not offer to strike out the enacting clause. I hope the
House will defeat the amendment.

The CHAIERMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Idaho.

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

Mr. TRUAX. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
last word. Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee,
as I understand it, the proponents of the bill tell us that
this is a bill that goes down to the grass roots and gives
grazing rights to the little fellow as against the big fellow.
That is one kind of legislation that we are somewhat derelict
in enacting in this House, and I for one am glad to-have
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an opportunity to support the bill that is going to help
the little fellow.

I want to call attention to another phase of the bill,
that this will retain it in the Department of the Interior
under Secretary Ickes. I am glad to notice that feature
of the bill, because God knows that Secretary Wallace has
about all he can handle without Congress shouldering any
new duties on him. Between his bedtime stories and the
religious features daily in the newspaper, I am sure his
time is well taken up.

I want to call the attention of the House to two other
bills that are up for consideration; that go down to the
grass roots and help the little fellow. One is the Frazier-
Lemke bill for which we are {rying to gel enough signa-
tures to bring it out on the floor for consideration, as we
did the Patman bonus bill.

The other bill is the McLeod bill, which will pay back to
the depositors of banks in the Federal Reserve System
their deposits.

I today have intrcduced an amendment to that bill, which
Mr. McLeop has agreed to accept, that will include all de-
funct banking institutions in the United States. In my
State we have 300 State banks that are closed. It will in-
clude them. We will pay back all the deposits in those
closed institutions and give the debtors 10 years to liquidate
their obligations.

That will pay back thousands and hundreds of thousands
of dollars to poor working people and bankrupt farmers,
taken away from them by racketeering and crooked bankers.
We will refund the poor widow’s money and benefit all the
depositors in these closed institutions.

Mr. GREEN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TRUAX, Yes; I will yield.

Mr. GREEN. I have introduced a bill, which has gone to
the Committee on Banking and Cwrrency, which provides
not only for the payment to depositors in closed national
banks but in State banks also. I consider the latter provi-
sion highly important, because, after all, the depositors in
the State banks are in need of their money just as much as
the depositors in national banks.

Mr. TRUAX. Has the gentleman signed the petition to
discharge the committee on the McLeod bill?

Mr. MAY. Which one of the classes the gentleman men-
tions is on the range in this bill—the creditors or the
debtors?

Mr. TRUAX. Mr. Chairman, I am willing to put the
debtors on, so far as I am concerned. I ask unanimous
consent to revise and extend my remarks on this question.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no cbjection.

Mr. TRUAX. Mr. Chairman, this bill is based on the
McLeod bill, H.R. 3843, which proposes to pay off depositors
in all defunct naticnal banks and State banks which were
affiliated with the Federal Reserve System. The McLeod bill
makes no provision for the depositors of defunct State banks
not affiliated with the Federal Reserve System. In Ohio
this will mean that nearly 300 banks, a major portion of
them located in the rural communities, will receive no help
whatsoever, but both depositors and debtors will be left to
the tender mercies of Ohio’s parody of a banking superin-
tendent, Ira G. Fulton.

I personally know of many State banks that would pay
out at least 90 cents on the dollar if given a real chance to
liquidate; both depositors and debtors would be taken
care of.

You will note that under the provisions of my bill the
Reconstruction Finance Corporation shall make available to
the receivers or conservators of defunct banks Government
funds immediately upon application as payment for their
assets. Then the conservators or receivers must arrange

immediate disbursement of such funds, prorated to de-
positors of such banks. The assets which are purchased
shall be liquidated by the Reconstruction Finance Corpora-
tion over a period of 10 years.

Thus you can see that this bill provides the greatest relief
yet proposed for those thousands of farmers and unemployed
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workmen and small business men who in times of prosperity
borrowed money from these banks and now, because of the
prolonged depression, are without incomes and without jobs.
No greater ray of hope could burst upon this country of
ours than the mere knowledge that these unfortunates in-
stead of lying awake at night awaiting for the rap of the
sheriff upon the door to sell them out will be given 10 years
in which to pay off their loan.

This loan and the assets of these banks will be liquidated
on a rising market instead of a falling one. Everyone must
agree that we are either now on the bottom or ascending
the upper grade. Bank assets that are now considered
worthless will in 5 years from now, 10 years from now, in
many, many cases be worth 100 percent on the dollar,

It may be said by some that State banks are not entitled
to Federal relief because they were not affiliated with the
Federal Reserve System. My answer to that is that the
so-called “ affiliation ” with the United States Government,
such as having a gilded sign in the window, "*This bank
belongs to the national bank system ”, was a fraud and snare
to depositors, and in thousands of cases meant nothing. It
meant no more than banks in country towns of 1,000 to
2,500 to have in their windows a gilded sign proclaiming that
they were members of the State Banking Association.

If the Government, which, after all, is merely all the peo-
ple, should pay off depositors in national banks, should pay
off depositors in all banks, in all banking associations, trust
companies, savings banks, and other banking institutions
organized under the laws of any State, it would not be doing
more than to render simple justice to hundreds of thousands
of its best citizens who were mulcted, milked, robbed, and
defrauded by the big bank racketeers and Wall Street
pirates. [Applause.]

My bill, which was introduced today, provides that the
Reconstruction Finance Corporation is authorized and di-
rected to purchase and acquire from the receivers and/or
conservators of banks (including national banking associa-
tions, and banks, banking associations, trust companies,
savings banks, and other banking institutions organized
under the laws of any State or located in the District of
Columbia) all remaining assets of such closed banks. The
Reconstruction Finance Corporation, upon application by
the receivers and/or conservators of such closed banks, and
upon receipt of such remaining assets, shall immediately
make available to such receivers and/or conservators, as
payment for such assets, funds sufficient to pay in full the
balance due of the total deposit liability of such closed na-
tional banks.

It further provides that upon the transfer of their re-
maining assets to the Reconstruction Finance Corporation
and upon receipt of the funds received as payment therefor,
the receivers and/or conservators of such closed banks shall
immediately arrange to disburse such funds pro rata to the
depositors of such banks.

Also, it specifies that the assets so purchased shall be
liquidated by the Reconstruction Finance Corporation and,
with the exception of assets in the form of unsecured notes,
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation shall allow debtors
a period of not to exceed 10 years in which to pay their
indebtedness as evidenced by such assets. The Reconstruc-
tion Finance Corporation shall have full discretion concern-
ing terms of liquidation of assets in the form of unsecured
notes and may, when it deems such a course advisable, insist
upon such terms of payment and such additional security
from the debtor as it may deem necessary.

Moreover, there are further provisions in this bill that,
regardless of any previous contract or agreement on the
part of any person, the rate of interest paid to the Recon-
struction Finance Corporation on such assets by the debtors
shall be reduced to 4 percent per annum, and that for the
purposes of this act any statute of limitations shall be
waived and held not to apply to any transaction referred to
or covered by provisions of this act. Nothing herein con-
tained, however, shall prevent any debtor from anticipating
payment on any such indebtedness. [Applause.]

I am informed by officials in the Treasury Department
that practically 90 percent of the deposits in defunct banks
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are in the amounts of $10,000 or less, I am also advised
that at least 80 percent of these deposits are deposits of
$2,500 or less. Thus, we see that this bill does go down to
the grass roots and relieves people who actually need relief.

A careful survey indicates that there is only a compara-
tively small number of large banking institutions that have
collapsed, as compared with the tremendous number of
smaller banks. In Ohio the two big failures were the Union
Trust of Cleveland, and the Guardian Trust of Cleveland.
These banks were operating under State charter and were
affiliated with the Federal Reserve System, but again we find
that thousands of the depositors in these two giant financial
institutions were poor people with accounts of $2,500 or
less.

In nearly 300 State banks that failed, and are now under-
going a liquidating process by a racketeering State superin-
tendent of banks, appointed by Gov. George White, who
refuses to remove this superintendent even though thou-
sands have petitioned and have demanded his removal, we
can say that 95 percent of the depositors in these banks are
small depositors, and that their deposits represented their
life savings. If is these people that we are relieving through
the enactment into law of my bill and the McLeod bill.
[Applause.]

Mr. PIERCE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TRUAX., Yes.

Mr. PIERCE. Will the gentleman tell us how much it
will cost to pay off these depositors?

Mr. TRUAX. It will not cost four and a half billion
dollars that we have already paid to the big bank racketeers
and railroads and insurance companies and the 36 percent
mortgage-loan sharks.

Mr. MARTIN of Oregon. Mr, Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. TRUAX. Yes.

Mr. MARTIN of Oregon. The gentleman proposes to take
care of the bank losses. How about the other losses, the
personal losses?

Mr. TRUAX. I am going to take care of the depositors.
And I ask the gentleman whether or not he has signed the
petition on the McLeod bill?

Mr., MARTIN of Oregon. I am asking the gentleman
about the bill.

Mr. TRUAX. When the gentleman signs the petition ]
will give him an answer.

Mr. MARTIN of Oregon. Then I am afraid the gentle-
man will never have an opportunity to make that answer.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ohio
has expired.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 8. That where such action will promote the purposes of
the district or facilitate its administration, the Secretary be, and
he hereby is, authorized, in his discretion, to accept on behalf of
the United States any lands within the exterlor boundaries of a
district as a gift, or, when public interests will be benefited
thereby, he is hereby authorized, in his discretion, to sccept on
behalf of the United States title to any lands within the exterior
boundaries of sald grazing district and in exchange therefor to
issue patent for not to exceed an equal value of grazing district
land or of unreserved surveyed public land in the same county
or if any suitable lands cannot be found in the county, in any
other part of the same Btate: Provided, That before any such ex-
change shall be effected, notice of the contemplated exchange,
describing the lands involved, shall be published once each week
for 4 successive weeks in some newspaper of general circulation in
the county or counties in which may be situated the lands to be
accepted, and in the same manner in some like newspaper pub-
lished in any county in which may be situated any lands to be
given in such exchange; lands conveyed to the United States under
this act shall, upon acceptance of title, become public lands and
parts of the grazing district within whose exterior boundaries they
are located: Provided further, That either party to an exchange
may make reservations of minerals, easements, or rights of use,
the values of which shall be duly consldered in determining the
values of the exchanged lands, Where reservations are made in
lands conveyed to the United States, the right to enjoy them shall
be subject to such reasonable conditions respecting Ingress and
egress and the use of the surface of the land as may be deemed
necessary by the Secretary of the Interior. Where mineral reser-
vations are made in lands conveyed by the United States, it shall
be so stipulated .in the patent, and any person who acquires the
right to mine and remove the reserved mineral deposits may enter
and occupy so much of the surface as may be required for all
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purposes incident to the mining and removal of the minerals
therefrom, and may mine and remove such minerals, upon pay-
ment to the owner of the surface for damages caused to the land
and improvements thereon.

With the following committee amendment:

Page 7, line 21, strike out “county or if any suitable lands
cannot be found in the county, in any other part of the same.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the
committee amendment.

The committee amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 10. That, except as provided in sections 9 and 11 hereof,
all moneys received under the authority of this act shall be
deposited in the Treasury of the United States as miscellaneous
receipts, but 25 percent of all moneys recelved from each grazing
district during any fiscal year is hereby made available for ex-
penditure by the Secretary of the Interior for the construction,
purchase, or maintenance of range improvements, and an addi-
tional 25 percent of the money received from each grazing district
during any fiscal year shall be paid at the end thereof by the
Secretary of the Treasury to the State in which said grazing
district is situated, to be expended as the State legizlature may
prescribe for the benefit of public schocls and public roads of
the county or counties in which the district is situated:
Provided, That if any grazing district is in more than one State
or county, the distributive share to each from the proceeds of

said district shall be proportional to its area therein.

With the following committee amendments:

Page 10, line 4, strike out “ 25" and insert “50."”

Page 10, line 9, after the word “ benefit ” strike out * of public
schools and public roads.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the
committee amendments.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
committee amendments. This bill will go down in history
as the 175-percent bill. I suppose that the folks who got
up the bill to start with had in mind that they would turn
25 percent over to the State in which the grazing district
is situated and 25 percent to the Secretary of the Interior,
Then they raise that 25 percent that was to go to the State
to 50 percent. By this amendment they do not take into
consideration the situation that they have created by sec-
tion 11, and they provide for the distribution of 100 percent
of all the money that is raised out of the Indian lands
which had been ceded to the United States, but they do not
except the part that was raised and fo be distributed under
section 10, so that they are going to throw out on Indian
lands 175 percent of all the money that they take in under
the language they have here.

Mr. KELLER. Why not make it 200 percent? :

Mr. TABER. I do not know, but I suppose the way things
are going we may as well make it 1,000 percent. It does not
seem to make any difference to the Congress. It is time
that we woke up and stopped this sort of thing, I hope the
Committee will vote down this amendment.

Mr, MARTIN of Massachusetts. The gentleman probably
is not conversant with the new-fashioned method of book-
keeping.

Mr. TABER, I do not know whether it is deflation or
devaluation or what it is, but it is emptying the Federal
Treasury, and I think we ought to stop this sort of thing.

Mr. FULLER. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate upon
this section and all amendments thereto be now closed.

Mr. TABER. Oh, I have an amendment that I want to
offer here.

Mr. FULLER. I insist upon my motion.

The CHAIRMAN. Has the gentleman from New York
concluded his remarks?

Mr. TABER. I have not yielded the floor. Under the
circumstances, I am going to offer an amendment, whether
the committee amendment be agreed to or not, that will
prevent any money being paid out of the Federal Treasury
after it once gets in without an appropriation and an annual
review from Congress. I think it is ridiculous that we
should go along in this way. I hope the committee will fix
up that amendment so that they will at least not pay out 175 °
percent when they go along through. I shall yield the floor
now, but I hope that we will limit this bill so that the money
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to be paid out will have to be appropriated each year, so
that we will know what we are doing as we go along.

Mr. DEROUEN rose.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Louisiana.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The chairman of the committee, the
gentleman from Louisiana is recognized.

Mr. FULLER. Mr. Chairman, I move to close all debate
upon this section and all amendments thereto.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the chairman of the committee
wish to be recognized?

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, a point of order. The chair-
man of the committee was recognized, the gentleman from
Louisiana.

The CHATRMAN, The gentleman from Louisiana is rec-

Mr. DEROUEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment
which was sent to us by the Committee on Appropriations.

The CHAIRMAN. The committee amendments are now
pending, and we should dispose of the committee amend-
ments first. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Rica]
moves to strike out the last word.

Mr. FULLER. Mr. Chairman, I made a motion to close
all debate,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman was not recognized
for that purpose, because the gentleman from Louisiana
rose at the same time and the Chair recognized him.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, when this bill was presented
to the committee and recommended by the Secretary of the
Interior and recommended by the Secretary of Agriculture,
it contained on line 4, “25 percent.” Now it is increased
to 50 percent to be turned over to the States. That has
been done in committee after the bill had been recommended
by the various departments, and it is only a committee
recommendation and is not the recommendation of the
Secretary of Agriculture. It is not the recommendation
of the Secretary of the Interior, and the President of the
United States knows nothing about it. I think the chairman
of the committee will bear me out in this,

I think it is high time that we should conserve the re-
sources of this country. We are going to reach down into
the Federal Treasury and pay for the administration of
these lands. I think it is an injustice to the country at
large because of the fact that there will not be enough
revenues from rentals to administer the operation of this
bill, and you will have to ask for an appropriation from
the Federal Treasury. You will have fo seek new taxes.
You will continually ask Congress to administer this bill.
I think it is wrong. I do not believe that the committee in
any sense has any right to present this bill fo you under
the guise that it has been recommended by the Departments
on a 50-percent payment to the States as their share of the
receipts, instead of 25 percent. I think the chairman of the
committee will bear me out on this, that it is a committee
action and not a recommendation of the Secretary of
Agriculture nor the recommendation of the Secretary of the
Interior.

Mr. DEROUEN. Mr, Chairman, I move that all debate on
this section and all amendments thereto do now close.

The motion was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the committee
amendment.

The committee amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the next com-
mittee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 10, line 9, strike out * of public schools and public roads.”

. The committee amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the next com-
mittee amendment.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DeRouvEN for the committee: On
page 10, line 14, after the word “ therein ", insert the following:
“ Provided further, That no such money shall be used or made
available for the purposes hereinbefore set forth until appropri-
ated by Congress.”

The amendment was agreed to.
The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 11. That all moneys received for grazing on Indian lands
ceded fo the United States for disposition under the public-land
laws, less 15 percent for range improvements, shall be deposited
to the credit of the Indians pending final disposition under ap-
plicable laws, treatles, or agreements, the applicable public-land
laws as to sald Indian ceded lands within a district created under
this act shall continue in operation, except that each and every
application for nonmineral title to sald lands in a district created
under this act shall be allowed only if in the opinion of the
Secretary of the Interior the land is of the character suited to
disposal through the act under which application is made and
::f: egt.ry and disposal will not affect adversely the best public

TES

With the following committee amendment:

On page 10, after the figures in line 15, strike out the re-
mainder of line 15, all of lines 16 and 17, and the word “im-
provements " in line 18, and insert the following: “ That 25 per-
cent of all moneys received from each grazing district on Indian
lands ceded to the United States for disposition under the public-
land laws during any fiscal year is hereby made available for
expenditure by the Secretary of the Interlor for the construction,
purchase, or maintenance of range improvements, and an addi-
tlonal 25 percent of the money received from grazing during each
fiscal year shall be pald at the end thereof by the Secretary of
the Treasury to the State in which said lands are situated, to be
expended as the State legislature may prescribe for the benefit
of public schools and public roads of the county or counties in
which such grazing lands are situated. And the remaining 50
percent of all money received from such grazing lands.”

Mr. DEROUEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment
to the committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DERoUEN to the committee amend-

ment: On page 10, line 18, amend by inserting after the word
“ that ", the following: *“ when appropriated by Congress.”

The amendment fo the committee amendment was agreed
to.
The committee amendment as amended was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the next com-
mittee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 11, line 18, after the word “ interest ", insert a colon and
the following: “ Provided, That in such grazing districts established
in Indian ceded lands, the Indians shall be classified as preferential
applicants for grazing privileges, and surplus range may be allotted
to the use of others only after the reasonable needs of the Indians
for additional grazing lands have been met, but no settlement or
occupation of such lands shall be permitted until 90 days after
allowance of an application.”

The committee amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 12. That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized
to cooperate with any department of the Government in carrying
out the purposes of this act, and in the coordination of range

tion, particularly where the same stock part
time in a grazing district and part time in a national forest or
other reservation.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Rica: Page 12, line 6, after the word
“ reservation ”, insert a colon and the following: “and that the

Forest Service now in the Department of Agriculture be transferred
to the jurisdiction of the Department of the Interior.”

Mr. RICH. Mr, Chairman, I offered this amendment to
this section 12 as a matter of administration. I believe
that the administration of this bill can best be had if we
have the forestry department transferred to the Depart-
ment of the Interior. The forestry department was for-
merly in the Department of the Interior. Some years ago
it was transferred to the Department of Agriculture. If we
place jurisdiction of all these lands in the Department of
the Interior, also the forestry department under the super-
vision of the Department of the Interior, we will stop this
dual control and we will make it a good business move and
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a matter of economy for the Government. I hope that we
put some business into this Government and fry to admin-
ister these affairs of government in an economical and sane
way, and I know it will be to the best interest of the tax-
payers if we adopt this amendment. Why not make it a
businesslike way of administration at least? Why fear these
departments when we know we are doing the right thing
in the administration of these grazing lands under the super-
vision of the Federal Government?

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Rical.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. DEROUEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, DERoven: At the end of the bill,
page 12, after line 6, Insert a new section, to be known as section
13, reading as follows:

“Sec. 13. That the President of the United States, upon the
joint recommendation of the Secretary of the Interior and the
Secretary of Agriculture, be, and he is hereby, authorized to re-
serve by proclamation and place under national-forest adminis-
tration any unappropriated public lands lying within watersheds
forming a part of the national forests which, In his opinion, can
best be administered in connection with existing national-forest
administration units, and to place under the Interior Department
administration any lands within national forests, principally val-
uable for grazing, which, in his opinion, can best be administered
under the provisions of this act: Provided, That such reservations
or transfers shall not interfere with legal rights acquired under
any public land laws so long as such rights are legally main-
tained. Lands under the natlonal-forest administration
under the authority of this act shall be subject to all the laws and
regulations relating to natlonal forests, and lands placed under
the Interior Department administration shall be subject to all
public-land laws and regulations applicable to grazing districts
created under authority of this act.”

Mr, ENGLEBRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition
to the amendment to inquire of the chairman of the com-
mittee whether this amendment was considered by the com-
mittee.

Mr. DEROUEN. No, not this one; but the committee con-
sidered one nearly like it.

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. The committee refused to consider
the proposed amendment submitted to it along this line.

Mr. DEROUEN. That was because the Departments could
not agree between themselves about it, but the Departments
have agreed on this amendment, and I submit it not as a
committee amendment but as my own amendment, with the
recommendation of the authorities of both the Interior De-
pariment and the Department of Agriculture.

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. But the committee never passed
on this amendment.

Mr, DEROUEN. Nct on this one, I so stated.

Mr, HASTINGS. But the Departments recommend it
now?

Mr. DEROUEN. The Departments both recommend it
Nnow.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Louisiana.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. Rica) there were—yeas 90, noes 36.

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. CARTER of Wyoming. Mr., Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CarTer of Wyoming: On page 12, add
a new section, as follows:

“ BSec. 14. That this act shall not become effective in any State
until 60 days after the approval by the legislature of such State;
and each such approving Btate, in its discretion, may designate
and authorize one or more representatives or officials of said State
with whom the of the Interior is hereby authorized to
make and entfer into suitable agreement for the cooperative admin-
istration of public grazing upon saild public lands of the United
States, and the lands owned by, or subject to the control of, said
State or any political subdivision thereof, which shall be subject

to suech rules and regulations as shall be agreed upon and pro-
mulgated by both the Secretary of the Interior and sald State.”

Mr. CARTER of Wyoming. Mr. Chairman, this amend-
ment is the amendment that was in the original bill intro-
duced by Mr. Tavror of Colorado on the 10th of March a
year ago. It is the same section that was in the Colton bill
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which passed this House. It is the amendment that has
been approved by the conference of western governors that
was held in Salt Lake City 2 or 3 weeks ago; and it is
in keeping with the policies of the Committee on the Con-
servation and Administration of the Public Domain after
extensive hearings in the public-land States and before
congressional committees. They decided that a provision
similar to this one should be in the law, and I hope it will
pass. :

Mr. DEROUEN. Mr. Chairman, this is the same section
that destroyed the other bill. Certainly we are all aware
that the gentleman from Wyoming wishes to destroy the
bill and he offers the same section that has brought trouble
here for years. It is just one of those amendments that will
destroy the entire bill.

I hope the Committee will not accept it.

Mé' MOTT. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
WOT!

Following my discussion of this bill a few minutes ago
my very distinguished and usually affable colleague from
the Third District of Oregon [Mr. MarTIN] made two re-
marks in the course of his own speech to which I take
exception.

I asked the gentleman at the time to yield to me, in order
to correct him, but he declined. Whether this was on
account of stubbornness or pressure of time I do not know.
But he did decline. So I am obliged to offer this pro forma
amendment in order to correct him before the debate closes.

The first remark to which I take exception is the gentle-
man’s assertion that most of the public land in Oregon
“is not worth a damn.” I call the gentleman's attention to
what he ought to know without being told, and that is that
the public land in the First District of Oregon, which I
represent, is valued at $50,000,000 and that it embraces
about 25 percent of the entire area of western Oregon.
When this land was in private ownership it paid an annual
tax of $480,000 to our State. There is practically no public
land in the gentleman’s district, and in eastern Oregon
much of the public domain is of comparatively little value.
But when the gentleman says that most of the public land
in the State is not worth a damn, then he is either ignorant
of the facts or extremely careless in his language. I call
his attention to the fact that he said “ most of the public
land.” I trust he corrects his statement in this regard at
least when he looks over the transcript of his remarks.

The other remark I objected to was that because I op-
posed this bill that I was a “standpatter.” The gentleman
knows perfectly well that I am not a standpatter as that
word is used in its turpitudenous political sense. And every
one else knows it. By a standpatter my colleague means
a member of a political party who votes for every measure
offered by the party, regardless of whether the measure is
good or bad. It is my distinguished colleague who does that.
Not I. Only Democrats do that at this session. Not Re-
publicans. The gentleman is perfectly aware that I am
opposing this bill because it is wrong and not because it is
an administration measure.

That is all I care to say, and I would not have said this
were it not for the fact that I did nof want my colleague’s
remarks to go in the Recorp unchallenged by reason of his
refusal to yield to me at the time he made the remarks. My
friend, the General, is an admirable fellow most of the time,
and I admire him greatly, aside from his occasional stub-
bornness. This is evidently one of his stubborn days.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Oregon?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of
the gentleman from Wyoming.

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule the Committee auto-
matically rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr, Broom, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under consideration the bill




6374

H.R. 6462, pursuant to House Resolution 307 he reported the
same back to the House with sundry amendments adopted
by the Committee.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the previous question is
ordered on the bill and all amendments thereto to final
passage.

Is a separate vote demanded upon any amendment? If
not, the Chair will put them in gross.

The amendments were agreed fo.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
and was read the third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the
bill.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. ENGLEERIGHT) there were—ayes 84, noes 31.

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I object to the vote
on the ground a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently, there is not a quorum present.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. DEROUEN, Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do
now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 6 o'clock p.m.)
the House adjourned until tomorrow, Wednesday, April 11,
1934, at 12 o’clock noon.

COMMITTEE HEARINGS
COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE, RADIO, AND FISHERIES
(Wednesday, Apr. 11, 10 am.)

Hearings on H.R. 5205, 8581, and 8930, also 8. 2629, in the
committee room.

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE
(Wednesday, Apr. 11, 10 a.m.)

Continuation of the hearing on H.R. 8301—communica-
tions.

INTERSTATE SALES SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTER-
STATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE

(Wednesday, Apr. 11, 2 p.m.)
Hearing on State sales-tax bill.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

404. Under clause 2 of Rule XX1IV, a letter from the Act-
Ing Secretary of the Navy, transmitting draft of a proposed
bill to provide for promotion by selection in the line of
the Navy in the grades of lieutenant commander and lieu-
tenant; to authorize appointments as ensigns in the line
of the Navy all midshipmen who hereaffer graduate from
the Naval Academy; and for other purposes, was taken
from the Speaker’s table and referred to the Committee on
Naval Affairs,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII,

Mr. CORNING: Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce. H.R. 7922. A bill authorizing the Secretary of
Commerce to dispose of a portion of the Yaquina Bay Light-
house Reservation, Oreg.; without amendment (Rept. No.
1176). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union.

Mr. SWEENEY: Committee on the Post Office and Post
Roads. H.R. 6675. A bill to authorize the acknowledgment
of oaths by post-office inspectors and by chief clerks of the
Railway Mail Service; without amendment (Rept. No. 1177).
Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. WOOD of Georgia: Committee on the Post Office and
Post Roads. H.R. 7023. A bill to amend section 213, United
States Penal Code, as amended; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1178). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. ROMJUE: Committee on the Post Office and Post
Roads. H.R. 7088. A bill to amend the provisions of laws
relating to appointment of postmasters; with amendment
(Rept. No. 1179). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.
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Mr. MCREYNOLDS: Committee on Foreign Affairs. House
Joint Resolution 315. Joint resolution granting consent of
Congress to an agreement or compact entered into by the
State of New York with the Dominion of Canada for the
establishment of the Buffalo and Fort Erie Public Bridge
Authority with power to take over, maintain, and operate
the present highway bridge over the Niagara River between
the city of Buffalo, N.Y., and the village of Fort Erie, Can-
ada; with amendment (Rept. No. 1180). Referred to the
House Calendar.

Mr. GREEN: Committee on the Territories. H.R. 8052.
A bill to amend sections 203 and 207 of the Hawaiian Homes
Commission Act, 1920 (U.S.C., title 48, secs. 697 and 701),
conferring upon certain lands of Auwaiolimu, Kewalo, and
Kalawahine, on the island of Oahu, Territory of Hawaii,
the status of Hawaiian home lands, and providing for the
leasing thereof for residence purposes; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1180). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Uniocn.

Mr. ROMJUE: Committee on the Post Office and Post
Roads. H.R. 7213. A bill to provide hourly rates of pay
for substitute laborers in the Railway Mail Service and time
credits when appointed as regular laborer; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1191). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. GREEN: Committee on the Territories. H.R. 8235.
A bill to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to convey
by appropriate deed of conveyance certain lands in the
District of Ewa, island of Oahu, Territory of Hawaii; with
amendment (Rept. No. 1192). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. HAINES: Committee on the Post Office and Post
Roads. HR. 7711, A bill to permit postmasters to act as
disbursing officers for the payment of traveling expenses of
officers and employees of the Postal Service; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1193). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. LEWIS of Colorado: Committee on the Judiciary.
S. 752. An act to amend section 24 of the Judicial Code,
as amended, with respect to the jurisdiction of the district
courts of the United States over suits relating to orders of
State administrative boards, with amendment (Rept. No.
1194)., Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII,

Mr. ANDREWS of New York: Committee on Military
Affairs. S, 166. An act for the relief of Robert J. Foster;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1181). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House.

Mr. THOMPSON of Illinois: Committee on Military Af-
fairs. H.R. 313. A bill for the relief of Frank R. Car-
penter, alias Frank R. Carvin; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1182). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr, THOMPSON of Illinois: Committee on Military Af-
fairs. H.R. 579. A bill for the relief of Patrick Collins;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1183). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House.

Mr, THOMPSON of Illinois: Committee on Military Af-
fairs. S. 531. An act for the relief of Dan Davis; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 1184). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House.

Mr. THOMPSON of Illinois: Committee on Military Af-
fairs. H.R. 657. A bill for the relief of John F. Hatfield;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1185). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. THOMPSON of Illinois: Committee on Military Af-
fairs. 8. 707. An act for the relief of James J, Jordan;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1186). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House.

Mr. THOMPSON of Illinois: Committee on Military Af-
fairs. H.R. 2578. A bill authorizing the President of the
United States to present in the name of Congress a Dis-
tinguished Service Medal to Thomas H. Laird; without
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amendment (Rept. No. 1187).
of the Whole House.

Mr. THOMPSON of Illinois: Committee on Military Af-
fairs. S. 2661. An act for the relief of Clayton M. Thomas;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1188). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House.

Mr. THOMPSON of Illinois: Committee on Military
Affairs. H.R. 4463. A bill for the relief of John S. Abbott;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1189). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House.

Referred to the Committee

CHANGE OF REFERENCE

Under clause 2 of rule XXII, the Committee on Pensions
was discharged from the consideration of the bill (H.R.
8125) granting a pension to Clara B. Wallar, and the same
was referred to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. DOUTRICH: A bill (H.R. 9039) granting the con-
sent of Congress to the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania to
construct, maintain, and operate a toll bridge across the
Susquehanna River at or near Millersburg, Dauphin County,
Pa.; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. TRUAX: A bill (H.R. 9040) to authorize the Re-
construction Finance Corporation to buy assets of closed
State and national banks, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. MOREHEAD: A bill (H.R. 9041) to authorize and
direct the Postmaster General to investigate bids for carry-
ing the mails before awarding contracts concerning same;
to the Commitiee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr, McCLINTIC: A bill (H.R. 9042) to provide for the
making of reports to the Federal Trade Commission by
persons, firms, or corporations that have defaulted in divi-
dend payments; to the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce.

By Mr. BROWN of Michigan: A bill (HR. 9043) to pro-
vide relief to depositors in closed banks; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. VINSON of Georgia: A bill (H.R. 9044) to amend
section 5 of the act of March 2, 1919, generally known as
the “ War Minerals Relief Statutes”; to the Committee on
Mines and Mining.

By Mr. STEAGALL: A bill (H.R. 9045) to amend section
5219 of the Revised Statutes, as amended; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. SWEENEY: A bill (H.R. 9046) to discontinue ad-
ministrative furloughs in the Postal Service; to the Commit-
tee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. SAMUEL B. HILL: A bill (H.R. 9047) to establish
a United States Army air depot at Spokane, Wash.: to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. KENNEY: A bill (H.R. 9048) to amend the laws
relating to proctors’ and marshals’ fees and bonds and
stipulations in suits in admiralty; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. CONDON: Joint resolution (H.J.Res. 317) request-
ing the President of the United States of America to pro-
claim May 20, 1934, General Lafayette Memorial Day for
the observance and commemoration of the one hundredth
anniversary of the death of General Lafayette: to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DIMOND: Joint resolution (H.JRes. 318) author-
izing a preliminary examination or survey of a ship canal
across Prince of Wales Island, Alaska; to the Committee on
Rivers and Harbors.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials were presented
and referred as follows:

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the General Court and
the Legislature of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, in
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favor of the making of loans by the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation directly to industry instead of through the
agency of mortgage-loan companies; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BURKE of California: A bill (H.R. 9049) for the
relief of Georgina Park; to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (HR. 9050) for the relief of Elsie O’Brine; to
the Committee on Claims. -

Also, a bill (H.R. 9051) for the relief of Bitha Lee Smith;
to the Committee on Claims,

By Mr. CARTWRIGHT: A bill (H.R. 9052) for the relief
of the Woody Motor Co.; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. CELLER: A bill (H.R. 9053) to authorize Comp-
troller General of the United States to settle and adjust
claim of the George A. Fuller Co.; to the Committee on
Claims.

By Mr. COLLINS of California: A bill (H.R. 9054) for the
relief of Milton Augustus Roberson; to the Committee on
Naval Affairs.

By Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH: A bill (H.R. 9055) for the
relief of Eleanor G. Goldsborough; to the Committee on
Claims.

By Mr. GOSS: A bill (H.R. 9056) for the relief of Bertha
E. Eowalski; to the Committee on Military Affairs,

By Mr. HARLAN: A bill (HR. 9057) for the relief of
Lewis Corfman; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. KELLY of Illinois: A bill (H.R. 9058) for the relief
of Thomas Patrick Kehoe; to the Committee on Naval Af-
fairs,

By Mr. SMITH of West Virginia: A bill (H.R. 9059) for the
relief of Harry V. Snyder; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. TARVER: A bill (H.R. 9060) granting a pension
to Adelbert Carpenter; to the Committee on Pensions,

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were
laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

3737. By Mr. BACON: Petition of sundry citizens of Long
Island, protesting against the system of payless furloughs in
the Postal Service; to the Committee on the Post Office and
Post Roads.

3738. By Mr. BOEHNE: Petition of the Evansville branch
of the Woman's Home Missionary Society of the Methodist
Episcopal Church, urging early and favorable hearings on
the Patman motion-picture bill (H.R. 6097) ; to the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

3739. By Mr. BLOOM: Petition of the Negro Foreign-born
Citizens’ League, New York City, condemning the flagrant
disregard of the constitutional rights and privileges of Ne-
groes; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

3740. By Mr. CADY: Petition of the membership of the
Women's Home Missionary Society of the Methodist Church
of Fenton, Mich., urging the establishment of a Federal
motion-picture commission, and other regulatory legislation
to govern the motion-picture industry; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

3741. By Mrs. CLARKE of New York: Petition of the mem-
bership of Sacred Heart Parish of Stamford, N.Y., favoring
the passage of Senate bill 2910 with amendment 301; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

3742, By Mr. CULKIN: Petition of Lyman Alvord and 36
other residents, of Pennellville, N.Y., protesting against Sen-
ate bills 2258 and 885; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

3743. Also, petition of Richard Hodge, Jr., and 16 others,
of Watertown, N.Y., opposing the passage of the security
exchange bill; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce,

3744. By Mr. FITZPATRICK: Petition of a number of
residents of the city of Yonkers, N.Y., advocating the adop-
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tion of the amendment to Senate bill 2910 affecting radio
station WLWL, New York; to the Committee on Merchant
Marine, Radio, and Fisheries.

3745. By Mr. FORD: Resolution adopted by the Fifty-fifth
Assembly District Democratic Club of Los Angeles, endors-
ing the President in the cancelation of the air-mail con-
tracts; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

3746. Also, resolution adopted by the Sixty-fourth Assem-
bly District Democratic Club of Los Angeles, endorsing the
action of the President in the cancelation of the air-mail
contracts; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post
Roads. .

3747. By Mr. HOWARD: Petition of C. H. Winther and
numerous other livestock producers, of Wisner, Nebr., urg-
ing the passage of Senate bill 3064; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

3748. By Mr. JAMES: Resolution of the village of Baraga,
Mich., through P. M. Getzen, clerk, favoring the passage of
House bill 8479, or the so-called “ McLeod bill”; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

3749. Also, petition of the J. August Anderson & Peter
Anderson Fish Co., and other citizens of Marquette Mich.,
opposing the passage of House bill 7979; to the Committee
on Merchant Marine, Radio, and Fisheries.

3750. By Mr. JOHNSCN of Texas: Petition of E. B.
Tinker, cashier of the Citizens National Bank of Hillsboro,
Tex., favoring Senate bill 2601; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

3751. By Mr. LEHR: Petition of the Ladies’ Society of the
Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and Engineers, Charity
Lodge, No. 125, of Jackson, Mich., opposing the Prince plan
and the consolidation of the railroads; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

3752. Also, petition of the Raisin Valley Grange, of Lena-
wee County, Mich., that our President and the assembled
Congress should immediately take steps to stabilize agri-
culture by definite minimum-price values on grains and cot-
ton to be based on production costs plus a fair profit; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

3753. By Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of the Globe Tile Co.,
Inc., Brooklyn, N.Y., opposing the passage of the Wagner-
Lewis bills; to the Committee on Labor.

3754. Also, petition of the Gleason-Tilbout Glass Co.,
Brooklyn, N.Y¥., opposing the passage of the Wagner-Lewis
bills (S. 2616 and H.R, 7659); to the Committee on Labor.

3755. Also, petition of waste-material sorters, trimmers,
and handlers, of Brooklyn, N.Y., approving the Wagner-
Lewis bills; to the Committee on Labor,

3756. Also, petition of the Ladies Auxiliary of the Brook-
lyn Local Federation of Catholic Societies of the city of
New York, urging support of the amendment to section 301
of Senate bill 2910; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce,

3757. Also, petition of the General Ceramics Co., New York
City, concerning the Fletcher-Rayburn bill; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

3758. Also, petition of Patrick H. Ryan, New York, oppos-
ing the passage of the Fletcher-Rayburn hill; to the Com-~
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

3759. By Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts: Memorial of the
General Court of Massachusefts in favor of direct loans to
industry by the Reconstruction Finance Corporation; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

3760. By Mr. MERRITT: Petition of sundry citizens of
Bridgeport, in the Fourth Congressional District of the State
of Connecticut, protesting against the enactment of House
bill 8720 providing for the regulation of national securities
exchanges; to the Committee on Inferstate and Foreign
Commerce.

3761. By Mr. MILLARD: Petition signed by residents of
Rockland County, urging the immediate discontinuance of
the payless furlough; to the Committee on the Post Office
and Post Roads.

3762. By Mr. PERKINS: Petition of the Woman’s Chris-
tian Temperance Union, of Oradell, N.J., petitioning for
early hearings and favorable action on the Patman mo-
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tion-picture bill (H.R. 6097) providing higher moral stand-
ards for films entering interstate and international com-
merce; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

3763. By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts: Petition of
Senate and House of Representatives of the State of Massa-
chusetts, memorializing Congress in favor of direct loans
to industry by the Reconstruction Finance Corporation; to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.

3764. Also, petition of Lt. Laurence S. Ayer Post, No. 794,
Veterans of Foreign Wars, of Fitchburg, Mass., protesting
against the use of labor-saving devices in the Civil Works
Administration work at Fort Devens, Mass.; to the Com-
mittee on Labor.

3765. By Mr. RUDD: Petition of the General Ceramics
Co., New York City, opposing the passage of the Fletcher-
Rayburn stock-exchange control bill; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

3766. By Mr. SUTPHIN: Assembly Joint Resolution No. 2,
State of New Jersey, memorializing the Congress of the
United States to protect the people against lynch law and
mob violence; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

3767. By Mr. WIGGLESWORTH: Petition of the General
Court of Massachusetts, memorializing Congress in favor of
direct loans to industry by the Reconstruction Finance Cor-
poration; to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

3768. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the Brown County
Farm Bureau board of directors, Mount Sterling, IIl., endors-
ing Senate bill 3064; to the Committee on Agriculture.

3769. Also, petition of the National Retail Lumber Dealers’
Association, of Washington, D.C., presenting a proposal de-
signed to rehabilitate the home-building industry through
the aid of Federal financing for a temporary period; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

3770. Also, petition submitted by Delegate McCanDLESS, of
Hawaii, transmitting a copy of a cable from the Board of
Supervisors of the County of Kauai, Territory of Hawaii,
protesting against the provisions of the Jones-Costigan sugar
bill which are regarded as discriminatory against the Terri-
tory of Hawali; to the Committee on Agriculture.

3771. Also, petition of the Improved Benevolent and Pro-
tective Order of Elks of the World, signed by 10,000 colored
citizens of the State of Louisiana, endorsing the antilynching
bill presented jointly by Senators Wacener and CosTican and
by Representatives Forp and WEesT; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

SENATE
WEDNESDAY, APRIL 11, 1934
(Legislative day of Wednesday, Mar. 28, 1934)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock noon, on the expiration of
the recess.
ILLINOIS PRIMARY ELECTION

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I ask that
there be inserted in the Recorp a press report having rela-
tion to the primary election held in the State of Illinois
yesterday.

There being no objection, the item was ordered to be
printed in the REecorp, as follows:

mmmmmmnmnrsmnm‘ovmmmom

Cuicaco, April 10—A smashing victory for administration new-
deal policies was claimed tonight as returns from the Illinols
primary election revealed an unusually large number of Demo-
cratic ballots.

Candidates for Democratic nominations appeared on the basis
of incomplete returns to have drawn a majority of the total vote
for the first time in a primary in more than 50 years in tradi-
tionally Republican Illinois.

Late returns indicated a total vote of approximately 1,750,000.
The Chicago vote was about 750,000.

Speaker of the House HEnry T. RAINEY, of the Tenth District,
who charged that Wall Street had poured money into his district
to beat him, apparently had snowed under his opponent for the
nomination, James H. Kirby, a farmer and former State legislator.

Michael L. Jgoe, Chicago, former minority leader of the House,
and Representative MarTIN BrRENNAN, Bloomington, both had a
6 to 1 lead over their nearest opponent for the two Democratic
nominations for Congressmen &t large. Both candidates were
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