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agricultural, cooperative, and similar non-profit-making
associations in the granting of radio licenses; to the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine, Radio, and Fisheries.

3801. Also, petition of Frances J. Shroup and numerous
other citizens of Butler and Herman, Pa. favoring the
amendment to Senate bill 2910 to eliminate monopoly and
to insure equality of opportunity and consideration for edu-
cational, religious, agricultural, cooperative, and similar non-
profit-making associations in the granting of radio licenses;
to the Committee on Merchant Marine, Radio, and Fisheries.

3802. By Mr. TREADWAY: Resolution adcpted by the
General Court of Massachusetts, memorializing Congress in
favor of direct loans to industry by the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation; to the Commiftee on Banking and
Currency.

3803. By the SPEAKER. Petition of the American So-
ciety for Pharmacology and Experimental Therapeutics; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

3804. Also, petition of California Progressives, regarding
the cancelation of air-mail contracts; to the Committee on
the Post Office and Post Roads.

3805. Also, pelition of the Vera Cruz Council, No. 647,
Knights of Columbus; to the Committee on Merchant Ma-
rine, Radio, and Fisheries.

SENATE
THURSDAY, APRIL 12, 1934
(Legislative day of Wednesday, Mar. 28, 1934)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock noon, on the expiration of
the recess.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. LEWIS. I note the absence of a quorum and ask for
a roll call.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
roll.

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

The clerk will call the

Adams Couzens Eean Pope

Ashurst Cutting Eeyes Robinson, Ind.
Bachman Davis King Russell
Balley Dickinson La Follette Schall
Bankhead Din Lewis Sheppard
Barbour Duffy Logan Shipstead
Barkley Erickson Lonergan Smith

Bone , Fess Long Steiwer

Borah Frazier McCarran Stephens
Brown George MeGill Thomas, OKkla.
Bulkley Gibson McKellar Thomas, Utah
Bulow Goldsborough McNary Thompson
Byrd Gore Metcalf Townsend
Byrnes Hale Murphy Vandenberg
Capper Harrison Neely Van Nuys
Caraway Hastings Norbeck ‘Wagner
Carey Hatch Norris Walcott
Clark Hatfleld Nye Walsh
Connally Hayden O’'Mahoney

Copeland Hebert Overton

Costigan Johnson Pittman

Mr. LEWIS. I announce the absence of the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. Rosinson]1, who has been detained by a rather
serious illness in his family. I ask that this announcement
stand for the day.

I also announce the absence of the Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. McApoo]l, the junior Senator from Florida [Mr.
TraMMELL], my colleague the junior Senator from Illinois
[Mr. DieterIcH], the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Typines],
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. Brackl, the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. Cooringel, the senior Senator from
Florida [Mr. FLercHER], the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Guass], and the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Rzy-
woLps], who have been called away on official business.

I regret to announce the absence of the Senator from
Montana [Mr. WHEELER], occasioned by illness,

Mr. HEBERT. I wish to announce that the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Reep] and the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. PaTTERSON] are necessarily absent.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Eighty-one Senators hav-
ing answered to their names, a quorum is present.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO
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PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a
memorial of several citizens of Muskogee, Okla., remonstrat-
ing against the passage of the bill (S. 2926) to equalize the
bargaining power of employers and employees, to encourage
the amicable settlement of disputes between employers and
employees, to create a National Labor Board, and for other
purposes, which was referred to the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor.

Mr. WALSH presented a petition of sundry citizens of
Springfield, Mass., praying for such amendment of the pure
food and drug laws as will assure the public of the continued
professional protection of legally recsponsible registered
pharmacists wherever drugs and medicine are supplied, dis-
tributed, or offered for sale, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Manufac-
turers’ Textile Association, Wercester, Mass., protesting
against the passage at the present time of the so-called
“ Wagner bill ”, being Senate bill 2280, providing for unem-
ployment insurance, which was referred to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Massa-
chusetts State Council of Carpenters, favoring a speedy
termination of the C.W.A. relief program, and that in place
thereof the original P.W.A. program be immediately ex-
pedited, which was referred to the Committee on Finance.

He also presented a petition of citizens of Worcester,
Mass., being members of the congregation of the First
Church of Christ, praying for the prompt ratification of
the World Court protocols, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

He also presented the memorial of the Massachusetts
Indian Association, Boston, Mass., remonstrating against
the passage of the bill (H.R. 7902) to grani{ to Indians
living under Federal tutelage the freedom to organize for
purposes of local self-government and economic enterprise,
to provide for the necessary training of Indians in admin-
istrative and economic affairs, to conserve and develop
Indian lands, and to promote the more effective adminis-
tration of justice in matters affecting Indian fribes and
communities by establishing a Federal Court of Indian
Affairs, which was refered to the Commiftee on Indian
Affairs.

He also presented a resolution adopted by the City
Council of Revere, Mass., favoring the passage of the bill
(H.R. 7986) to amend the Radio Act of 1927, approved
February 23, 1927, as amended (44 Stat. 1162), which was
referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce.

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Manufac-
turers’ Textile Asscciation Worcester, Mass., protesting
against the passage of the so-called “ Capper truth-in-fabric
bill ¥, which was referred to the Committee on Interstate
Commerce.

He also presented the petition of members of Pioneer
Lodge, No. 238, Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, of
Springfield, Mass,, favoring amendment of the Railway
Labor Act and the passage of legislation providing for the
6-hour day and other matters for the benefit of trainmen,
which was referred to the Committee on Interstate Com-
merce.

He also presented resolutions adopted by the Woman’s
Home Missionary Society of Watertown; the Worcester
Better Films Council, of Worcester; and the Woman’s
Christian Temperance Unions of Springfield, Spencer, and
Worcester, all in the State of Massachusetts, praying for
the passage of the so-called “Patman motion-picture
bill ”, being House bill 6097, providing for higher moral
standards for films entering interstate and foreign com-
merce, which were referred to the Committee on Inter-
state Commerce.

He also presented resolutions adopted by the Central
Political and Social Club, of Boston, Mass., favoring the
adoption by the House of Representatives of a resolution
submitted by Representative De Priest, of Illinois, to pre-
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vent alleged racial diserimination in a restaurant operated
in the House wing of the Capitol, which were referred to
the Committee on Rules.

RECIPROCAL TARIFF AGREEMENTS—DUTY ON LACES

Mr. HEBERT. I send to the desk a memorial signed by
about 500 lace operatives of Rhode Island protesting against
the reciprocal tariff bill now pending before Congress. I
shall not ask that it be embodied in the Recorp, but I wish
to have it noted therein.

The PRESIDENT pro fempore. The memorial will be re-
ceived, noted in the Recorp, and appropriately referred.

The memorial presented by Mr. Heserr from about 500
citizens, being lace operatives, of the State of Rhode Island,
" remonstrating against the passage of the bill (H.R. 8687)
to amend the Tariff Act of 1930, especially as it might affect
the tariff duty on laces, was referred to the Committee on
Finance.

PAYMENT OF ADJUSTED-SERVICE CERTIFICATES

Mr. SCHALL. Mr. President, I ask leave to insert in the
REecorp some petitions, numerously signed, sent me by the
United States Veterans and Civilians, Inc., of the State of
Minnesota, praying for the immediate cash payment of the
adjusted-service certificates of ex-service men, and ask that
they be referred to the appropriate committee.

There being no objection, the petitions were referred to
the Committee on Finance, and the body of one of them was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, without the signatures,
as follows:

UNITED STATES VETERANS AND CIVILIANS, INC.,
Minneapolis, Minn.
Petition to Seventy-third Congress of the United States of America:

We, the undersigned veterans and civilians of Minnesota, do
hereby petition the Seventy-third Congress of the United States
for the Immediate cash payment of the adjusted-service certifi-
cate, or so-called * bonus bill.” We, the undersigned, belleve that
the immediate passage of this bill will not only greatly aid and
stimulate industries throughout the Nation, but will also cause a
general resumption of employment, which will greatly benefit the
agricultural sections. The immediate payment of the bonus bill
will automatically take many thousands of men now on C.W.A. and
on State and Government relief off of this form of Government
aid, which has been such a great strain on State and National
treasuries.

HOME FINANCING

Mr. OVERTON. I send to the desk a resolution adopted
by the executive committee of the United States Building
and Loan League at a meeting recently held in Washington,
D.C., and ask that it may be printed in the Recorp and
appropriately referred.

There being no objection, the resolution was referred to
the Committee on Banking and Cwrency and ordered to
be printed in the REecorbp, as follows:

Resolution

Whereas the resumption of home-financing activities is a neces-
sary part of the business recovery program of the country; and

Whereas the bulk of the funds for such activities must come
from the thrift and savings of the American people to finance the
buying, repairing, maintaining, owning, and bullding of homes;
and

Whereas the United States Bullding and Loan League represents
approximately 4,000 thrift and home-financing institutions which
in their existence have financed over 8,000,000 American homes,
and which today hold on behalf of their members 65 percent of
the small home loans in the country; and

Whereas the executive committee of the league, including rep-
resentatives of 42 States, are formally assembled in Washington,
D.C., in response to the call of President Lieber; and

Whereas it is the judgment of the committee that a compre-
hensive program is desirable, looking to a resumption of activity
?n tg: 1part. of thrift and home-financing institutions: There-
ore t

Fesolved, That the commitiee propose and offer its complete
cooperation to the President of the United States in carrying out
the following program:

(1) A guarantee of the principal of Home Owners’ Loan Cor-
poration bonds, with a clear-cut legislative definition of policy
as to the citizens entitled to this relief financing, which should
be confined fo economically unfortunate persons involuntarily in
default. (Item covered in S. 2999.)

(2) Additional capital in the ald of employment should be allo-
cated to the Home Owners’ Loan Corporation to completely mod-
ernlze and maintain properties upon which it has made advances.
(Estimated at $100,000,000.) (Item covered in S. 2999.)
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(3) In the further stimulation of employment growing out of
home repairs, home maintenance, and home building provision
should be made for the liberal purchase of shares in Federal sav-
ings and loan assoclations and in institutions afiiliated with and
under the supervision of the Federal home lcan bank system.
(Estimated at $300,000,000.) (Item partially covered in S. 2889.)

(4) Additional funds should be provided for the Federal home
loan banks in order that they may continue their expanding
services. (Estimated at $200,000,000.) (Item covered in S. 2989.)

(5) Insurance of savings and loan shares for such institutions
affiliated with the Federal home loan bank system as desire to
purchase this protection for their investing members, This pro-
posal would result in an increased confidence in thrift and home-
financing institutions and divert at least a portion of the savings
of the people into these institutions by giving them similar pro-
tection to that enacted for banking Institutions. One of the
reasons for the scarcity of home-mortgage capital has been large
Inactive savings in banks which do not make home-mortgage
loans. (Estimated at 8100,000,000.)

(6) Establishment of a system of boards of conciliation to
serve without pay as a part of the Home Owners’ Loan Corpora-
tion to increase its services to home mortgagors and home mort-
gagees. (No cost.)

(7) A small fund to be used by the Federal Home Loan Bank
Board in encouraging home maintenance, home buying, and home
owning under sound supervision and planning. (Estimated,
$500,000.) (Item adequately covered in 8. 2099.)

This program, involving $600,5600,000, could begin to operate
broadly in every part of the country without encouraging specula-
tive bullding excesses. Carrying on the program through existing
institutions would be both timely and efficient, especially where
advances are made leading to the employment of labor. The pro-
gram would also put thousands of local Institutions info activity
and the funds made available by the Government would be
substantially augmented by thrift savings. The projects, being
self-liquidating, would repay the Government, amply secured, its
entire cost of capital.

I hereby certify that the above is a true and correct copy of a
resolution adopted by the executive committee of the United
States Building and Loan League at a meeting held in the city
of Washington, D.C., on the 27th day of February 1934.

H. F. CELLARIUS,
Secretary-Treasurer.

THE STEEL CODE

Mr. DUFFY. I ask unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp and to lie on the table a very brief letter per-
taining to the steel code. The writer has given a great deal
of attention to social and industrial problems and, I think,
presents an interesting viewpoint.

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

ALLIS-CHALMERS MANUFACTURING CO.,
Milwaukee, Wis., March 29, 1934,

Senator F. RYAN DUFFY,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

Deae RYaN: We understand that Senator BorAx has recently in-
troduced a resolution directing the Federal Trade Commission to
investigate the steel code with reference to the subject of effect
of the code upon the “little fellow.”

In code experience I have come to the conclusion that a proper
definition of a “little fellow " is one who is smalier than a com-
petitor. Thus, although we are regarded as a large corporation in
the Wisconsin picture, nevertheless we are distinctly a little fellow
in the national picture,

In view of that fact it seems proper for us to advise you that
the steel code has not worked to our disadvantage in competition
with our larger competitors. On the other hand, we feel we have
the assurance that we are on a parity with all competitors in the
purchase of materials covered by the code in question.

‘With best regards, I am very truly yours,
H. W. Srory, General Attorney.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

Mr. DUFFY, from the Comittee on Military Affairs, to
which was referred the bill (S. 1338) for the relief of John
F. Patterson, reported it without amendment and submitted
a report (No. 709) thereon.

Mr. VAN NUYS, from the Committee on the Judiciary,
to which was referred the bill (S. 1978) to assure to persons
within the jurisdiction of every State the equal protection
of the laws, and to punish the crime of lynching, reported
it with amendments and submitted a report (No. 710)
thereon.

Mr. LOGAN, from the Committee on Claims, to which was
referred the bill (8. 2972) for the relief of John N. Knauff
Co., Inc., reported it without amendment and submitted a
report (No. 711) thereon.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred
the bill (8. 2431) for the relief of the estate of Joseph Y.




6454

Underwood, reported it with amendments and submitted a
report (No. 712) thereon.

Mr. GIBSON, from the Committee on Claims, to which
was referred the bill (S. 3335) for the relief of Joanna A.
Sheehan, reported it without amendment and submitted a
report (No. 7T13) thereon.

He also, from the Committee on Claims, to which was
referred the bill (8. 2725) for the relief of the legal bene-
ficiaries and heirs of Mrs. C. A. Toline, reported it with
amendments and submitted a report (No. 714) thereon.

Mr. CAPPER, from the Committee on Claims, to which
was referred the bill (S. 3264) for the relief of Muriel
Crichton, reported it with an amendment and submitied a
report (No. 7T15) thereon.

He also, from the same committee, to which were referred
the following bills, reported them severally without amend-
ment and submitied reports thereon:

8.3128. An act to pay certain fees to Maude G. Nicholson,
widow of George A. Nicholson, late a United States com-
missioner (Rept. No. T16) ;

H.R.1418. An act for the relief of W. C. Garber (Rept.
No. 717); and

HR.2337. An act for the relief of Harry L. Haberkorn
(Rept. No. T18).

Mr. BULKLEY, from the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, to which was referred the bill (S. 380) for the relief
of certain officers and employees of the Foreign Service of
the United States who, while in the course of their respec-
tive duties, suffered losses of personal property by reason of
catastrophes of nature, reported it without amendment and
submitted a report (No. 719) thereon.

Mr. COPELAND, from the Committee on Immigration, to
which was referred the bill (S. 2692) relating to the record
of registry of certain aliens, reported it with amendments.

He also, from the same committee, to. which was referred
the bill (S. 3346) to amend the naturalization laws with
respect to records of registry and residence abroad, reported
it without amendment.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION PRESENTED

Mrs. CARAWAY, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills,
reported that on the 11th instant that committee presented
to the President of the United States the following enrolled
bills and joint resolution:

S.193. An act to amend section 586c of the act entitled
“An act to amend subchapter 1 of chapter 18 of the Code of
Laws for the District of Columbia relating to degree-con-
ferring institutions ", approved March 2, 1929;

S.194. An act to change the name of B Street SW., in the
Distriet of Columbia;

S.1820. An act to amend the Code of Law for the District
of Columbia;

S.1983. An act to authorize the revision of the boundaries
of the Fremont National Forest in the State of Oregon;

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

S.2057. An act authorizing the sale of certain property no
longer required for public purposes in the District of
Columbia;

S.2509. An act to readjust the boundaries of Whitehaven
Parkway at Huidekoper Place in the District of Columbia,
provide for an exchange of land, and for other purposes;

8.2545. An act to extent 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;

S.2675. An act creating the Cairo Bridge Commission and
authorizing said commission and its successors to construet,
maintain, and operate a bridge across the Ohio River at or
near Cairo, Ill.;

$.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; and
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S.J.Res. 15. Joint resolution extending to the whaling and
fishing industries certain benefits granted under section 11
of the Merchant Marine Act, 1920, as amended.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

As in executive session,

Mr. NEELY, from the Committee on the Judiciary, re-
ported favorably the nomination of Howard L. Robinson, of
West Virginia, to be United States attorney, northern district
of West Virginia, to succeed Arthur Arnold, term expired.

Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee on Post Offices and
Post Roads, reported favorably the nomination of Bernard
R. Duncan to be postmaster at Linden, Tenn., in place of
Eva Shelton.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The reports will be placed
on the Executive Calendar.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unani=-
mous consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. JOHNSON:

A bill (8. 3349) conferring jurisdiction upon the Court of
Claims to hear and determine the claim of the Mack Copper
Co.; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. OVERTON:

A bill (8. 3350) for the relief of Mrs. G. A. Brannan; to
the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. ERICKSON:

A bill (8. 3351) to authorize the Secretary of the Interior
to turn over to a water users’ association or unit thereof or
other proper organization the operation of the several units
of the irrigation project on the Blackfeet Indian Reserva-
tion, Ment., and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Indian Affairs.

By Mr. DICKINSON:

A bill (S. 3352) granting a pension to Emily D. Spencer;
to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma.:

A bill (8. 3353) for the relief of the heirs of George Spy=-
buck, deceased; to the Committee on Claims.

A bill (S. 3354) providing for the distribution of funds
awarded in judgment to the Creek Nation of Indians; to
the Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. BARKLEY:

A bill (8. 3355) to authorize the coinage of 50-cent pieces
in commemoration of the two hundredth anniversary of the
birth of Daniel Boone; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr. NYE:

A bill (S. 3356) to prohibit the carriage of articles and
commodities in vessels of the United States in certain cases;
to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. BAILEY:

A bill (8. 3357) authorizing the adjustment of the claim
of the Moffat Coal Co. (with accompanying papers) ; to the
Committee on Claims.

By Mr. WALSH (for Mr. TRAMMELL) :

A bill (S. 3358) to provide for promotion by selection
in the line of the Navy in the grades of lieutenant com-
mander and lieutenant; to authorize appointment as ensigns
in the line of the Navy all midshipmen who hereafter grad-
uate from the Naval Academy; and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Naval Affairs,

By Mr. BYRD:

A bill (S. 3359) for the relief of the D. F. Tyler Corpo-
ration and the Norfolk Dredging Co.; to the Commitiee on
Claims.

REVISION OF AIR-MAIL LAWS—AMENDMENT

Mr. McCARRAN submitted an amendment in the nature
of a substitute intended to be proposed by him to the bill
(8. 3170) to revise air-mail laws, which was ordered to lie
on the table and to be printed.

COMMITTEE TO GREET THE PRESIDENT

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, the senior Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. Rosinson] is detained from the Senate be-
cause of illness in his family. He has asked me to announce,
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in his absence, that the President will return tomorrow
from his vacation, and an informal committee has been ap-
pointed to make arrangements to meet the President at the
Union Station at 9:30 a.m., a committee on the part of the
Senate as well as one on the part of the House. If is
composed of the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. RoBINSON],
the Senator from Texas [Mr. CoynanLyl, the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. Lonercan], and the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. MurerrY], together with the Sergeant at Arms and the
Secretary of the Senate. On the part of the House, an in-
formal committee has been named consisting of Representa-
tives GREENWoOD, WooDrRUM, ByrNs, DicksTEIN, and LOZIER,
and the Sergeant at Arms.

It is suggested that such Senators as desire to join in
welcoming the President—and we hope the minority will
be represented by those Senators who can be present—meet
in the President’s room at the Union Station tomorrow
morning at 9:30 o'clock, simply to greet the President on
his return. Then they may retire to their offices or to the
Senate.

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

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. BORAH. Will the Senator read again the committee
appointed from the Senate?

Mr. CONNALLY. I undertock to say that it was not an
official committee, that it was purely unofficial. I will read
the names if the Senator desires. It is not a committee
appointed by the Senate at all, but simply an unofficial
company to make arrangements.

Mr. BORAH. I do not understand why the Senator
should appoint a committee to meet the President and con-
fine it exclusively to the Democratic side.

Mr. CONNALLY. I had nothing to do with the composi-
tion of the committee. As I understand, the Senator from
Arkansas selected this informal committee, not giving it
the sanction of appointment by the Senate, and there is
nothing official about the welcome. I undertook to point
out that the committee was to be at the station and that
other Senators who desired to come would be welcome.

Mr. BORAH. I still do not understand where this com-
mittee comes from. Who appointed it?

Mr. CONNALLY. I said that the Senafor from Arkansas
selected it.

Mr. BORAH. I do not understand why the Senator from
Arkansas should select a committee of this kind composed
entirely of Democrats to greet the President on his return.

Mr. CONNALLY. So far as I am concerned, I will be
very glad to include the Senator from Idaho as a member
of the committee.

Mr. HARRISON.
Texas yield to me?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. HARRISON. I am quite sure the Senator from Ar-
kansas meant to show no discourtesy to anyone. . He merely
requested the three Senators named to be sure to be at the
station to meet the President and asked the Senator from
Texas to extend an invitation to other Members of the
Senate who could be there. It does not seem to me that the
Senator from Arkansas has shown any discourtesy at all.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I was not present when the
statement was made by the Senator from Texas, but in
fairness to the Senator from Arkansas I may state that he
spoke to me yesterday about the return of the President,
and to me he expressed the desire that the Republican
Members of the Senate should cooperate in the welcome. I
say this in fairness to the Senator from Arkansas, and I
thought that he would probably mention it in person today
on the floor of the Senate. I am sure that I can say for
him that no discourtesy was intended to this side of the
Chamber,

Mr. BORAH. I did not suppose any discourtesy was in-
tended, but it seemed to me rather extraordinary to read
in the Senate the names of a committee appointed to meet

Mr. President, will the Senator from
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the President, composed entirely of Senators from the Dem-
ocratic side.

Mr. McNARY. I am not conversant with any committee
that has been named, that matter was not discussed, but I
can say, in fairness to the Senator from Arkansas, that he
did notify me yesterday of the plan to welcome the Presi-
dent on his return.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I am acting simply in
the absence of the Senator from Arkansas, and I desire to
confirm what has been said by the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. McNary]. My understanding is that the Senator from
Arkansas conferred with the Senator from Oregon before
these arrangements were at all undertaken. It was clearly
understood that it was not the appointing of a Senate com-
mittee, it was purely a voluntary matter, to notify the Sen-
ators to be present. The Senators named were simply re-
quested to see that the arrangements were made for such
Senators as desired to be present.

I am sure the Senator from Arkansas did not contem-
plate or intend any discourtesy to Senators. On the other
hand, he expressly requested that Senators on both sides
of the aisle be invited to be present, and asked that they
be asked to cooperate. That is as clear as I can make it.

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

Mr, CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. LOGAN. By whom were they to be invited, may I
ask? If this is purely a private matter, and a private com-
mittee, what I want to know is why it is referred to in the
Senate at all. Has the Senate appointed anybody?

Mr. CONNALLY. No.

Mr. LOGAN. The Senate has nothing to do with if, and
as I understand, the Senator from Texas is merely making
an announcement of what has been done by individuals.

Mr. CONNALLY. That is true.

Mr. LOGAN. Inasmuch as there was no action of the
Senate, I do not see any occasion for referring to it in the
Senate. Anybody who desires can get up a committee.

Mr. CONNALLY. Let me say to the Senator from Ken-
tucky that, instead of sending engraved invitations o each
Member of the Senate, I thought it not inappropriate simply
to make an announcement of the fact. If that has offended
anyone, or if anybody has had his feelings disturbed or
ruffled, I am very sorry about it.

Mr. LONG. A point of order.

Mr. LOGAN. I am not offended. I simply did not see
why it should be referred to in the Senate.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Louisi-
ana will state his point of order.

Mr. LONG. Where does all this “ hurrally ” come in on
account of the President coming back to the city? What
have we to do with it? Let him go and come when he gets
ready.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
overruled.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, I ask for a moment of order
while I make an announcement.

Unhappily, this matter has been confused for lack of a
complete understanding. I think it is quite evident that
some of us can speak knowingly, that the object of the Sen-
ator from Arkansas was that in the event of some of the
Democratic Senators wishing to go to the station to welcome
the President, there should be no uncertainty, each thinking
the other might go, and he designated certain Senators on
the theory that they possibly would have time. He left to
the leader of the opposition, the distinguished Senator from
Oregon, to make such suggestion as he chose to his fellow
Senators, to determine which ones would find it agreeable
and convenient to joint those who had been designated by
the leader on the Democratic side. There was nothing more
than a suggestion along that line. I assure the Senator
from Idaho that it was only on the theory that both sides
would find what Senators could find it possible to go to greet
the President without inconveniencing themselves in their
engagements. That was the only object the Senator had in
making the suggestion.

The point of order is
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LIMITATION OF COTTCN ACREAGE

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, during the discussion of the
bill for the compulsory reduction of cotton acreage, some of
us raised the question whether it would be of any particular
benefit to the American cotton grower, but we did not have
much doubt that it would be beneficial to the foreign cotton
Erower,

There appeared in the New York Times of Sunday last an
article with the date line of Buenos Aires, commenting upon
this legislation as it will affect favorably the cotton growers
of South America. The article is about a quarter of a col-
umn in length, and if there is no objection I should like to
have it read at the desk.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
tion, the article will be read.
The legislative clerk read as follows:

[From the New York Times of Sunday, Apr. 8, 1934]

ARGENTINA UrRGES Bic CorroN CROP—WANTS ACREAGE INCREASED IN
ErrorT TO BUtLD UP NEw TEXTILE INDUSTRY—INTERESTED IN OUR
PraNs—FarMERS ToLD CURTAILMENT HERE MEANS BROADER MARKET

¥or THER CrOPS
By John W. White

BuENos Ames, March 30.—Argentina is watching with enthusi-
astic satisfaction the efforts macde to reduce cotton acreage in the
United States. News of every move in that direction is accom-
panied by editorials urging Argentine farmers to raise more cotton
and assuring them that new markets are theirs for the asking.

Cotton is a new crop in Argentina and 96 t of the pro-
duction comes from the northern territory of the Gran Chaco,
which is the southern portion of that vast Chaco area for which
Bolivia and Paraguay are fighting north of the Pilcomayo River.
Argentina is already producing nearly enough cotton to supply its
textile mills, and it exported 28,000 tons of unginned cotton in
1932, most of it going to Great Britain and Germany.

TEXTILE INDUSTRY GROWING

The textile industry is rapidly becoming one of the most impor-
tant manufacturing activities in Argentina. As part of the coun-
try’'s recovery plan, the Government is urging farmers to grow
more cotton, at the same time urging the public to use more
Jocally manufactured textiles. This is only one branch of impor-
tation which the national government is trying to curtail in its
effort to preserve the trade balance needed to pay the services on
the public debt.

But it is as a phase of awakening Industrial consclousness that
the newspapers are urging increased cotton production to feed
more mills, to the end that Argentina may even export cotton tex-
tiles. They believe that this country can compete successfully in
the sale of textiles to the Pacific coast republics. The following
editorial from La Opinion, of Resistencia, capital of the Chaco
territory, is typical:

“ The recent abundant and opportune rains have been extremely
beneficial for the cotton fields. Unless there are unforeseen diffi-
culties these rains will produce an abundant crop. Certain plagues
often cause widespread ruln for the producers, sometimes even
destroying most of the crops. But unless these plagues appear
this year, there is every reason to expect a fine crop. The outlook
is very promising, especially as cotton is being sold at prices much
higher than former years.

OUR CROP CUT A BENEFIT

“The optimism of growers is all the more well founded in view
of the plan of the United States Government to reduce that coun-
try's cotton production by about 25 percent. This reduction will
have a favorable effect on our country and must necessarily be of
benefit to the cotton growers of our northern territories.

“This logical and desirable recompense for the efiorts of the
Chaco cotton growers is certain to be a stimulus for those planters
who for several years have been working to improve the quality of
their cotton. In view of the progress which the textile industry is
making in our country, and also in view of the fact that there are
markets on the Pacific coast which could be supplied with our
cotton goods, our cotton production must be increased, by both
extensive and intensive cultivation. Argentina has a magnificent
future as a manufacturing country. Therefore it is necessary to
increase the cultivation of our textiles on a much vaster scale.”

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, the reason why I desired to
have this dispatch from Buenos Aires read is that it bears
upon our discussion as to who would benefit from legisla-
tion that would, in a compulsory manner, reduce the Amer-
icon production of cotton. I was concerned—though not
because of any particular interest in cotton, except as an
American product—as to how the reduction of our product,
in view of the fact that so much of it is exported, would
benefit the American grower. I could understand how any-
thing that would stimulate the production of cotton in other
countries would tend to supply the markets of the other
countries, and to that degree take away those markets from

In the absence of objec-
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us; and for that reason I had feared that the legislation
would be beneficial to the foreign grower, while it seemed
to me it might operate in exactly the opposite way as to
the American grower.

This article appears to me to evidence the judgment of
the foreign growers of cotton that our legislation is greatly
for their benefit rather than of our own producers.

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:

5.163. An act for the relief of Capt. Guy M. Kinman: and

S.3209. An act limiting the operation of sections 109 and
113 of the Criminal Code and section 190 of the Revised
Statutes of the United States with respect to counsel in the
case of United States of America against Weirton Steel Co.
and other cases.

The message also announced that the House had passed
the following bills and joint resolution, in which it requested
the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 2416. An act for the relief of Mrs. George Logan and
her minor children, Lewis and Barbara Logan:

H.R. 2541, An act for the relief of Robert B. James:

H.R.2561. An act for the relief of G. Elias & Bro., Inc.;

H.R. 2682. An act for the relief of Bonnie 8. Baker;

H.R.2689. An act for the relief of Edward Shabel, son of
Joseph Shabel;

H.R.2692. An act for the relief of Lula A. Densmore:

H.R. 2748. An act for the relief of A. C. Francis;

H.R.2749. An act for the relief of E. B. Rose;

H.R.2750. An act for the relief of Scott C. White:

HR.3161. An act for the relief of Henry Harrison
Griffith;

H.R.3300. An act for the relief of George B. Beaver;

H.R. 3302. An act for the relief of John Merrill;

H.R.3345. An act to authorize the Department of Agri-
culture to issue a duplicate check in favor of the Mississippi
State treasurer, the original check having been lost:

H.R.3551. An act for the relief of T. J. Morrison;

H.R.3579. An act for the relief of O. 8. Cordon;

H.R.3580. An act for the relief of Paul Bulfinch;

H.R. 3611. An act for the relief of Frances E. Eller;

H.R.3614. An act for the relief of Clara C. Talmadge;

H.R.3636. An act for the relief of Thelma Lucy Rounds:

H.R.3705. An act for the relief of Julia E. Smith;

H.R.3748. An act for the relief of Mary Orinski;

H.R.3749. An act for the relief of Hunter B. Glasscock;

H.R.3868. An act for the relief of Arabella E. Bodkin:

H.R.3900. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Treas=
ury to pay certain subcontractors for material and labor
furnished in the construction of the post office at Las Vegas,
Nev.;

H.R.3952. An act for the relief of Grace P. Stark:

H.R. 3992. An act for the relief of C. A. Betz;

H.R.4060. An act for the relief of Ellen Grant;

H.R.4519. An act for the relief of C. W. Mooney;

H.R.4659. An act for the relief of Carleton-Mace Engi-
neering Corporation;

H.R.4793. An act for the relief of Moses Israel;

H.R.4832. An act for the relief of Edgar Sampson;

H.R.4846. An act for the relief of Joseph Dumas;

H.R.4847. An act for the relief of Galen E. Lichty;

H.R.4928. An act for the relief of the Palmetto Cotton
Co.;

H.R.5284. An act for the relief of the Playa de Flor Land
& Improvement Ca.;

H.R.5209. An &% for the relief of Orville A. Murphy;

H.R. 5310, An act for the relief of John P. Seabrook;

H.R.5405. An act for the relief of Nicola Valerio;

H.R.5689. An act providing for the advancement in rank
of Frederick L. Caudle on the retired list of the United
States Navy;

H.R.6246. An act granting 6 months’ pay to Annie Bruce;

H.R.6863. An act for the relief of W. B. Fountain;

H.R.6871. An act for the relief of Austin L. Tierney;

H.R. 7437. An act for the relief of E. C. West; and
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H.J.Res. 315, Joint resolution granting consent of Con-
gress to an agreement or compact entered into by the State
of New York with the Dominion of Canada for the establish-
ment 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, Canada.

The message further announced that the House had
agreed to a concurrent resolution (H.Con.Res. 35) requesting
the President to return to the House of Representatives the
bill (H.R. 3521), for the purpose of correcting an error in
said bill, in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate.

DR, WILLIAM A, WIRT

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp certain telegrams from
Gary, Ind., relative to the reputation of Dr. William A. Wirt,
with reference to whether or not Dr. Wirt was ever confined
in jail. The communications are from the Commercial
Club, from a Catholic rector, from an editor, and from other
distinguished citizens.

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

“Any charge that Dr. Willlam A, Wirt was in jail in Gary for
un-American acts or utterances during the World War period is
utterly unfounded. I was mayor of Gary in 1917 and am the
present mayor. No man stands higher in the esteem of the
people of Indiana than Dr. Wirt.,” (Signed by R. O. Johnson.)

“1 have been a resident and banker in Gary for 19 years, actively
identified with the Democratic Party. Was a member of a con-
scription board during the war. Have known Dr. Wirt since I
came here. He was neither imprisoned nor interned during the
war or at any time during my residence in Gary. He is a true
American.” (Signed by Harry L. Arnold.)

“1 have known William A. Wirt for 24 years and can say there
is no more patriotic American than he., He was not under arrest
during the war nor was his name ever brought under suspicion.
On the contrary, he served his country as fearlessly during the
war as he does in times of peace. I have complete confidence in
Mr. Wirt's patriotism and sincerity, and I believe I have been so
placed as to be a competent judge of both.” (Signed by H. B.
Snyder, editor of Post Tribune,)

“I have been Dr. Wirt's personal attorney for 27 years. Was
mayor of Gary during the World War. Dr. Wirt was neither im-
prisoned nor Interned in the Gary jail during the war for pro-
Germanism nor any other cause. His Americanism has never
been questioned by anyone here. He is regarded as an outstand-
ing educational and intellectual leader throughout Indiana and
the Nation as well as in our community.” (Signed by William F.
Hodges.)

“I have been a resident and Catholic parish leader of Gary for
27 years, intimately identified with social, civic, and religious ac-
tivities of this community. Never heard of Dr. Willlam A. Wirt's
being imprisoned or interned for any cause during the war period
or any other time.” (Signed by Rev. Father Thomas Jansen.)

“The charge made on the floor of the House yesterday that
Dr. Wirt because of pro-German tendencles during the war was
interned, or even under suspicion, is entirely unfounded and un-
just, As a Gary member of the Lake County Council of National
Defense during the war I have full knowledge of any charge made
during those trying days against any resident of the county, and
more especially of Gary, of disloyalty. Dr. Wirt took
an active part in every patriotic endeavor during the war.”
(Signed by H. 8. Norton, president of Gary Commercial Club and
Chamber of Commerce.)

“I have known Dr. Willlam A. Wirt intimately for 27 years. I
was connected with many war activities during the war, and served
with Dr. Wirt on the war-stamp drive, he being the chairman
for our section. Dr., Wirt is an exceptionally consclentious, pains-
taking gentleman, and is held in very high regard by our citizens
in all walks of life.”” (Signed by Harry Hall.)

REMOVAL OF TRADE RESTRICTIONS

Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr, President, I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the Recorp an article entitled “ Removal
of Trade Restrictions Best Way to Recover Prosperity ”, by
Hon. John W. Hester, of Durham, N.C., which article was
published in the Washington Evening Star of several days
ago. :

'_I'here being no objection, the article was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

[From the Washington Evening Star]
REMOVAL OF TRADE RESTRICTIONS BEST WAY TO RECOVER FPROSPERITY

The action of the House in voting to give the President the
power to negotiate reciprocal trade agreements is, according to my
way of thinking, one of the most encouraging pieces of legisla-
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tion that has come from either branch of the Congress during this
administration. I hope it makes the grade in the Senate.

Now, I am quite familiar with the stock argument as to the
delegation of legislative power to the Executive. And, frankly, it
is a delegation of the legislative function to the Executive. How-
ever, the history of the exercise of that function on the part of
the Congress has been such as to convince the average man that
it is useless to expect any sensible lezislation on the subject from
the Congress. It is known of all that tariff legislation has long
since been reduced to the low level of a mere horse-swapping per-
formance, with the outcome depending upon the trading instinct
plus the political power of the interest afiected.

But there is much to be said now for the delegation of such
power that could not be said heretofore. Since the United States
saw fit to enact its present tariff law over the protests of prac-
tically all of the trading nations of the earth there has been de-
veloped a radical change in the machinery for handling tariff
matters. There has been a general delegation of the power to
make trade agreements to the executive departments in response
to the new nationalistic idea that every nation has to go it alone.
This change in the general tariff-making machinery on the part
of other countries makes it imperative that like machinery be set
up in this country, otherwise we are likely to see the trade areas
of the earth pre-empted by the countries possessing the more
facile and flexible machinery. Hence, it is now a matter of prac-
tical necessity that the President be given the trade treaty-making
power.

However, I am not primarily interested in the mechanics of
the situation. Quite to the centrary, I am more interested in
giving nature a chance to overcome man's follies. Furthermore,
1 am tremendously interested in making it unnecessary for this
Government to follow in the wake of the tottering and erumbling
European democracies, which becomes the more unavoidable and
inevitable in the degree and to the extent that the spiritual and
physical forces of the American people are cramped and restricted.
A free people and a controlled economy are contradictory in
thought and mutfually exclusive in fact. I am unwilling to
surrender the former for the latter until I am convinced by
actual trial that nature’s economy is not superior to any man-
made, artificial economy. I know that the American people can
do hundreds of things more efficiently and more cheaply than
any other people on earth. I want to major those activities and
ease out of the inefficlent and the comparatively more costly
activities,

For instance, I can't see any sense in our going counter to
nature in trying to produce sugar in this country. Nature gave
Cuba and the Philippines the moisture, the soil, and atmosphere
or climate in which to grow sugarcane. We had better buy the
land involved here in the growth of beets and cane from which
sugar is made, give it back to its present owners, ‘their heirs,
assigns, and successors in perpetuity and pension their progeny
for all time. It would certainly be a saving in dollars and cents.
And, on the other hand, the industrial life of America is shot
through and through with similar inefficient and unduly costly
activities. This acting the wet-nurse to the inefficient and abnor-
mal—yes, unnatural—activities here and abroad is what has
caused the dislocation of trade and commerce and the resultant
fall of democracies and republics. Republics and democracies are
the agencies of free peoples only, and a free people can't be
regimented or strait-jacketed. Consequently, republics and democ-
racies fall in direct ratio to the extent of the adoption of coer-
cive and restrictive agricultural, industrial, and commercial
measures.

And the theory that overproduction is the cause of our present
troubles is inconsistent with the fact that 80 percent of the
peoples throughout the earth are undernourished, poorly clad,
and Inadequately housed. On the contrary, production is not
and has never been equal to human needs. We have foolishly
obstructed the distribution of what we produce, which has
resulted in an overflow at the various points of obstruction.

The United States, with its people regimented and subjected to
a controlled economy, is but a giant animal forced to feed upon
its own flanks, with the sure prospect that sooner or later a vital
part of the body will be reached and death will ensue. You
can’t obtain Russian objectives without the application of Russian
methods. You can't imprison the spirit of America or shackle her
activities and at the same time preserve her institutions.

For the foregoing reasons I want to see adopted every device that
tends to the removal of trade restrictions. America can make
her way in competition with the rest of the world if she is per-
mitted to major those activities in which she excels and be relieved
of the load of carrying the inefficient and unnatural. Further-
more, I favor at the earliest opportunity the adjustment of our
forelgn debts by the payment thereof In goods, the only way in
which any substantial foreign debt has ever been paild. We
developed this country very largely upon foreign capital and we
paid our foreign obligations in goods. At the beginning of the
World War we were paying a debt service charge in the sum of
$200,000,000, not in money, but in goods.

At the close of the war the tables had turned and a debt service
charge was running in our favor in the sum of $500,000,000 annu-
ally. Did we change our trade policy accordingly? No; we tried
to make a debtor-nation trade policy fit a creditor-nation position.
This was as impossible as the eating of the cake and having it,
too. We must permit the payment of these obligations owing us
in goods or cancel the same. The sooner we do one or the other,
the better for all concerned.
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WAR AND PROFITS—ADDRESS BY SENATOR NYE

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the Recorp a radio address delivered by the
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Nyl on April 10 on the
subject of “War and Profits.” The address was delivered
over an eastern radio hook-up. .

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

WAR PROFITS—THE PROFITS OF WAR AND PREPAREDNESS

A restless mind exists throughout the world today. One natu-
rally is concerned about our Nation's pre dness for war. The
cause of preparedness, however, has lent itself to abuses which
amount to national scandal, and in time will cause nations to
bow their heads in shame of the frightful things done in its
name.

To provide an adequate national defense is a positive duty of
government. But what constitutes an adequate defense? Is it
preparation to defend ourselves against aggression? Or is it
preparation to go to all quarters of the earth to carry on war-
fare? If the questions were left to the people, there is not serious
doubt as to what the answers would be. If the pecple, unham-

d by interests with selfish purposes, had their way, adequate
defense would involve alone preparation for war at home. Then,
with no nation preparing to leave its own borders to make war,
there would quickly dawn a golden opportunity and invitation to
further prune the expense of defensive preparation.

The sad facts are, though, that the people do not have their
way upon matters Involving ultimate war. Influences are con-
stantly at work which disarm people of a feeling of security
in what was once thought to be an adequate defense. These in-
fluences are by men who hold positions of great influence in our
social and political order, men who have been highly successiul
in inducing others to accept as truth the baseless assertions of
their false though profitable propaganda.

Americans left to their good sense and judgment will declare
that never again will our country engage in war away from home,
But never at any time is there let-up of that propaganda intended
to convince us that other nations are more adequately prepared
for war than are we. And the propaganda so effective with us
is equally effective when used in other lands. The result is an
increasing competition between nations in providing military
strength; a competition so insane in its accomplishment that the
world finds itself completely forgetting what really is adequate
In the way of national defense; a competition which witnesses
nations launched upon preparation programs on a scale never
known to the world In peace times. Already the race 1s one
which causes nations, including our own, to spend two and three
times more money now than before the late World War. And
here we are, only 15 years removed from that war, with its pain-
ful and expensive economic and physical consequences still
upon us.

Under these circumstances it is fair to ask: Where does pre-
paredness and national defense end? Viewing the insane trend of
competition between nations it is equally fair to answer: It ends
in war, war more terrible than any yet known; war, no one knows
just where, when, or for what cause, but war nevertheless. And
to whose profit and satisfaction, pray tell? Certainly not to that
of the men and boys who will be called upon to carry on; not to
that of their loved ones. Certainly not to the profit of the Na-
tion, for now, while still bleeding from the last war, we see that
war gives not profit but debt—burdensome, crushing debt.

Is our civilization helplessly insane and laboring under a com-
plex utterly sulcidal? Who profits, who gains any satisfaction
from this mad race of so-called " preparedness "?
Igemmmﬁdﬁmmtoiﬁndmgrmthmwhowﬂltue
al "

Many studies are being made, resulting in published articles
on the subject of War and Profit. One of the most notable of
these is to be found in the current number of Fortune Magazine.
Here we find a most sordid tale of the scheming of European
manufacturers to create a market for their instruments of war,
of the perfect will of these manufacturers to supply the material
to be used by enemy governments against their own, perhaps
against the very factory workers whose labor created the muni-
tions. These patriots have no prejudices. They perfect new
death-dealing instruments and sell to whichever or however many
governments will buy. There has been recorded the fact that
French soldiers were mowed down by French-made guns in the
hands of the enemy. German soldiers moving westward were
killed by German-made guns sold to Belgium, while German-made
machines sold to Russla visited death and destruction upon the
men fighting for the Fatherland on the eastern front. Mounted
in monumental fashion in a small English community is a great
gun capiured from the Germans in an engagement which
cost the lives of many of the young men of that British com-
munity. On one side of the gun are engraved the names
of the sons of Britain who gave up their lives in that en-
gagement before the machine was captured; on the other side is
engraved the name of the British munitions maker who sold the
Instrument to Germany. The story of the commercialism of war
and preparation for it is ugly, gruesome. It does no credit to
European munitions makers or to the counftries which permitted
these merchants to ply their trade.
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But who are we to pity the poor souls with whom these Euro-
pean manufacturers play as with toys? Look at ourselves in
America and the history of our own munitions makers, who
supply Uncle Sam's needs in an adequate defense program and
rush their supersalesmen off to foreign lands to ply their trade
at peace conferences.

Last Friday was Army Day, and past the Capitol and down the
city’s parade avenue there marched and rode 5,000 of America's
finest—America's defenders—strong, splendidly uniformed men,
beautiful, well-matched steeds, steel helmets, rifles, and
mounted guns. All this, with the proudly waving colors, is at
onece inspiring. Hats off to these well-trained men prepared at a
moment’s notice to rush to the defense of country and flag. Yet,
even in that inspiring moment, I could not fully restrain myself
and be blind to the fact that those glistening steel helmets, for
example, were the profit-returning products of American manu-
facturers, a product intended to protect those fine heads under
the helmets against the shrapnel and shells which the same
manufacturers had sold to the military departments of other
nations which might some day be our foe in war. What mad-
ness. What rotten commercialism. Name a more inhuman trade,
Was ever a more insane racket conceived in depraved mind or
tolerated by an enlightened people?

After the adequate defensive needs of the American Government
have been provided for by the annual appropriations, 1t 1s sald,
off to South America go these manufacturers, breeding there sus-
picion and fear between countries while American statesmen strive
to accomplish undersianding and maintain peace. Incidentally,
order books are carried along to record the orders for military
needs which always grow ouf of suspicion and fear. China and
Japan likewise seem to offer a fine market for our American mer-
chants of death and destruction.

Just before the Civil War a leading financial figure conceived
the idea of buying at auction thousands of rifles which the Ameri-
can Army was casting aside. The purchase was at a price of just
over $3 per gun. The following year, when the Union forces
desperately needed guns, this financier sold these same guns to the
Government at $22 each, a 700 percent profit. When Fremont's
soldiers tried to fire these guns, they shot off their own thumbs.
But Morgan finally got his money, through court action, the court
hclcll?ing the contract was sacred. Is there profit for anyone in
war

But look out for Japan! we are cautioned.

If we should, by some unbelievable chance, find ourselves at war
with Japan, it is safe to wager that our soldiers and sailors will
find their enemy armed with and mowed down by instruments
produced by American manufacturers—at a profit, of course,

In the name of adequate defense our American costs of main-
taining the Army and Navy are now more than $700,000,000
annually, compared with $343,000,000 just before we entered the
World War, the war that was going to end war. From 1913 to
1930 Great Britain's cost of national defense increased 42 percent;
France, 30 percent; Italy, 44 percent; Japan, 142 percent; Russia,
80 percent; while your Uncle Sam rushed to a 200 percent in-
crease in his defense costs.

When will we cease this mad game? But, let us remember that
the surest way to maintain peace is to prepare for war, we are

deny that there is any foundation in fact or historical experi-
ence for the claim that preparation for war maintains peace.
The claim is a myth, sponsored and nursed by those whose un-
clean profits would vanish if ever they the world to
know that preparation for war is marvelously profitable for a few.

Between the United States and Canada there stretches a bound-
ary of thousands of miles. During the lifetime of these two
neighbors there has never been stationed a soldier, a mounted
gun, or any evidence of military defense. It is encouraging to
know that today fine minds in both countries are conceiving the
establishment of a monument to commemorate these years of
peace without demonstration of armed strength.

This monument is to take most unusual form. On each side of
the boundary, in the Turtle Mountains of my State of North
Dakota and Canada, hundreds of acres are being set aside to be
developed and made known as the * International Peace Garden.”
These acres will be landscaped and made a beautiful spot in com-
memoration of the peaceful relationship that has existed through
all of these years without that common demonstration of adequate

efense.

Oh, that there could be more such monuments.

There is a book about to come from the press which would
save our Nation billions and our people much suffering if it could
be read by every American. It is the story of profits and methods
of munition makers, written by Engelbrecht and Kanighen, pub-
lished by Dodd, Mead & Co., and chosen by the Book of the Month
Club for May. And what a title this work has. Merchants of
Death is its name. It is packed full of worth-while facts about
our munition makers. To this book I must credit some of the
information I have offered tonight, and to.it I am Indebted for a
reminder of that advertisement once published by an American
munitions manufacturer. This manufacturer had developed a
death-dealing instrument which it was anxious to sell, and 1%
advertised its accomplishment to the world as follows:

“ The material is high in tensile strength and very special. The
timing of the fuze of this shell is similar to the shrapnel shell,
but it differs in that two explosive acids are used to explode the
shell in the large cavity. The combination cof these two acids
causes a terrific explosion, having more power than anything of
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its kind used. Pragments become coated with the acids in
explodmgy:tnd wounds caused by them mean death in terrible
agony within 4 hours, if not attended to immediately.

“ From what we are able to learn of conditions in the trenches,
it is not possible to get medical assistance to anyone in time to
prevent fatal results.”

This is not a pleasant story with which to close my remarks.
There ought to be something a little more cheering, and I think
that cheer is to be found in the prospect, which is large, that
within the next few days the Senate will pass the resolution which
has heen offered by Senator VanpeEnNBerc and myself, calling for a
sweeping Investigation of the activities and methods resorted to
by our munitions makers to fatten thin bank accounts in the
name of preparedness.

I am sure that such an investigation will develop facts which
will let people know how they are made monkeys of by profit-
hungry, soulless madmen, who are making lunatics of the people
of the world by their incessant propaganda for ever-larger appro-
priations in the name of an adequate defense. Truth always
produces worth-while results. Truth concerning the methods and
programs of our munitions makers might fetch an awak
which would demand the removal of the element of profit from
national defense and war. I am sure such action will not necessi-
tate additional relief camps to accommodate those gentlemen,
who profit most largely when millions of men are giving their lives
to the cause of flag and country. And it most assuredly will
reduce the danger of more war and the terrific burdens of expense
now required in the name of adequate defense.

INTERNAL-REVENUE TAXATION

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

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agree-
ing to the amendment offered by the Senator from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. La FoLLETTE] in the nature of a substitute for the
amendment reported by the commiitee on page 196, begin-
ning in line 13.

The amendment of Mr. LA FoLLETTE is as follows:

On page 196, after line 12, to strike out:

“Bec. 405. Estate tax rates: (a) The last 14 paragraphs of
section 401 (b) of the Revenue Act of 1932 are amended to read
as follows:

**$126,000 upon net estate of $1,000,000; and upon net estates
in excess of $1,000,000 and not in excess of $1,500,000, 20 percent
in addition of such excess.

**$226,000 upon net estates of $1,600,000; and upon net estates
in excess of £1,500,000 and not in excess of €2,000,000, 22 percent
in addition of such excess.

**$336,000 upon net estates of $2,000,000; and upon net estates
in excess of $2,000,000 and not in excess of $2,500,000, 25 percent
in addition of such excess.

“'$461,000 upon net estates of $2,500,000; and upon net estates
in excess of $2,500,000 and not in excess of $3,000,000, 27 percent
in addition of such excess.

“* $596,000 upon net estates of $3,000,000; and upon net estates
in excess of £3,000,000 and not in excess of $3,500,000, 80 percent
in addition of such excess.

““$746,000 upon net estates of $3,500,000; and upon net estates
in excess of §3,500,000 and not in excess of $4,000,000, 82 percent
in addition of such excess. ¥

** $906,000 upon net estates of $4,000,000; and upon net estates
in excess of $4,000,000 and not in excess of $4,500,000, 35 percent
in addition of such excess.

**$1,081,000 upon net estates of $4,500,000; and upon net estates
in excess of $4,500,000 and not in excess of $5,000,000, 87 percent
in addition of such excess.

**$1,266,000 upon net estates of $5,000,000; and upon net estates
in excess of $5,000,000 and not in excess of $6,000,000, 40 percent
in addition of such excess.

***$1,666,000 upon net estates of $6,000,000; and upon net estates
in excess of 86,000,000 and not in excess of $7,000,000, 42 percent
in addition of such excess.

** 1 $2,086,000 upon net estates of $7,000,000; and upon net estates
in excess of §7,000,000 and not in excess of $8,000,000, 4¢ percent
in addition of such excess.

**$2,526,000 upon net estates of £8,000,000; and upon net estates
in excess of $8,000,000 and not in excess of $9,000,000, 46 percent
in addition of such excess.

* ' $2,086,000 upon net estates of $9,000,000; and upon net estates
in excess of $9,000,000 and not in excess of $10,000,000, 48 percent
in addition of such excess.

*$3,466,000 upon net estates of $10,000,000; and upon net
estates In excess of $10,000,000, 50 percent in addition of such
excess,'

“(b) The amendments made by this section shall be effective
only with respect to transfers of estates of decedents dying after
the date of the enactment of this act.

** 8Ec. 406. Nondeductibility of certain transfers: Section 303 (a)
(3) and section 303 (b) (3) of the Revenue Act of 1926, as amended,
are amended by Inserting after ‘individual', wherever appearing
therein, a comma and the following: *and no substantial part
of the activities of which is participation in partisan politics or is
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carrying on propaganda, or otherwise attempting, to influence
legislation.’ "

And in leu thereof to insert the following:

“ BEc. 404. Estate tax rates: (a) Section 401 (b) of the Revenue
Act of 1932 is amended to read as follows:

“‘(b) The tentative tax referred to In subsection (a) (1) of this
section shall equal the sum of the following percentages of the
value of the net estate:

“‘Upon net estates not in excess of $20,000, 1 percent.

“*$200 upon net estates of $20,000; and upon net estates in
excess of $20,000 and not in excess of $30,000, 2 percent in addition
of such excess.

** $400 upon net estates of $30,000; and upon net estates in ex-
cess of $30,000 and not in excess of $40,000, 3 percent in addition
of such excess.

“*§700 upon net estates of $40,000; and upon net estates in
excess of $40,000 and not in excess of $50,000, 4 percent in addi-
tion of such excess.

*“*$1,100 upon net estates of $50,000; and upon net estates in
excess of $50,000 and not in excess of $60,000, 5§ percent in addi-
tion of such excess.

*“*$1,600 upon net estates of $60,000; and upon net estates in
excess of $60,000 and not in excess of $80,000, 7 percent in addi-
tion of such excess.

“*$3,000 upon net estates of $80,000; and upon net estates in
excess of $80,000 and not in excess of $100,000, 9 percent in addi-
tion of such excess.

“* $4,800 upon net estates of $100,000; and upon net estates in
excess of $100,000 and not in excess of $200,000, 12 percent in
addition of such excess.

**$16,800 upon net estates of $200,000; and upon net estates in
excess of $200,000 and not in excess of $400,000, 16 percent in
addition of such excess.

*“*$48,800 upon net estates of #400,000; and upon net estates in
excess of $400,000 and not in excess of $600,000, 19 percent in
addition of such excess.

“* * $86,800 upon net estates of $600,000; and upon net estates in
excess of $600,000 and not in excess of $800,000, 22 percent in
addition of such excess.

**$130,800 upon net estates of $800,000; and upon net estates
in excess of $800,000 and not in excess of $1,000,000, 25 percent
in addition of such excess.

**$180,800 upon net estates of §1,000,000; and upon net estates
In excess of $1,000,000 and not in excess of $1,500,000, 28 percent
in addition of such excess.

' $320,800 upon net estates of $1,500,000; and upon net estates
in excess of $1,500,000 and not in excess of $2,000,000, 31 percent
in addition of such excess.

“*$475,800 upon net estates of $2,000,000; and upon net estates
in excess of $2,000,000 and not in excess of $2,500,000, 34 percent
in addition of such excess.

**$645,800 upon net estates of $2,500,000; and upon net estates
In excess of $2,500,000 and not in excess of $3,000,000, 37 percent
in addition of such excess.

“'$830,800 upon net estates of $3,000,000; and upon net estates
in excess of $3,000,000 and not in excess of $3,500,000, 40 percent in
addition of such excess.

**$1,030,800 upon net estates of $3,500,000; and upon net estates
in excess of $3,500,000 and not in excess of $4,000,000, 43 percent
in addition of such excess.

**$1,245,800 upon net estates of $4,000,000; and upon net estates
in excess of $4,000,000 and not in excess of $4,500,000, 46 percent
in addition of such excess.

* “$1,475,800 upon net estates of $4,500,000; and upon net estates
in excess of $4,500,000 and not in excess of §5,000,000, 48 percent
in addition of such excess.

“*$1,715,800 upon net estates of $5,000,000; and upon net estates
in excess of £5,000,000 and nof in excess of $6,000,000, 50 percent
in addition of such excess.

**$2,215,800 upon net estates of $6,000,000; and upon net estates
in excess of $6,000,000 and not in excess of $7,000,000, 52 percent
in addition of such excess.

“*$2,735,800 upon net estates of $7,000,000; and upon net estates
in excess of $7,000,000 and not in excess of $8,000,000, 564 percent
in addition of such excess.

* $3,2756,800 upon net estates of $8,000,000; and upon net estates
in excess of $8,000,000 and not in excess of $9,000,000, 56 percent
in addition of such excess.

‘“* $3,835,800 upon net estates of $9,000,000; and upon net estates
in excess of $9,000,000 and not in excess of $10,000,000, 58 percent
in addition of such excess.

*'$4,415,800 upon net estates of $10,000,000; and upon net estates
in excess of $10,000,000, 60 percent in addition of such excess.

“(b) Section 401 (c) of the Revenue Act of 1932 (relating to the
exemption for the purposes of the additional estate tax) is
amended by striking out ‘£50,000* and inserting in lieu thereof
* $40,000.

*(c) Section 403 of the Revenue Act of 1932 (relating to the re-
quirement for filing return under such additional estate tax) is
amended by striking out ‘$50,000' and inserting in lieu thereof
340 :

,000.
“(d) The amendments made by this section shall be eflective
only with respect to transfers of estates of decedents dying after
the date of the enactment of this act.”

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, the pending amend-
ment proposes to raise the rates prevailing under the exist-
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ing law and those proposed in the bill as reported from the
committee insofar as taxation of estates is concerned. At
the time the amendment which I offered relating to increas-
ing income taxes was under consideration I debated at some
length the whole guestion of graduated taxation and the
need of increasing the revenues to meet the extraordinary
expenditures made necessary by the economic crisis.

Whatever may be said concerning the repressive effects
upon business of high income-tax rates, no such argument
can be advanced effectively when we come to deal with the
question of the rates of taxation upon estates when they
pass at the time of death. In my view, graduated taxation
upon estates or inheritance is the most justified form of
taxation which can be levied. I recognize that Senators
may differ as to the relative merits of an estate tax as dis-
tinguished from an inheritance tax. With some of the argu-
ments advanced in support of the inheritance tax I am in
complete sympathy. Nevertheless it has become theestab-
lished policy of the Government to levy the tax against the
estate. It is obvious that af this time and in this situa-
tion it is impossible to consider a change in policy in that
regard.

I think practically everyone is in complete agreement that
it is necessary to increase the yield from taxes in order to
meet the expenditures made necessary in order to relieve
distress and to provide some employment. It is my view
that it will be necessary not only to continue these expendi-
tures over a considerable period of time but I am likewise
of the opinion that the Government will find it necessary to
increase rather than to diminish these expenditures.

But whether or not the view which I hold proves to be
correct, it is clear to all that insofar as paying for the
expenditures which have already been made the economic
crisis is not over, and it will be necessary over a long period
- of time for the Government to raise revenue to meet the
obligations which have been incurred in order that those
expenditures might be made.

With a concentration of wealth such as has taken place
in this country, and confronted with a situation where it is
necessary for us to increase our revenues, the justice and
the equity of levying increased taxes upon estates are be-
yond argument,

Let me say just a few words concerning the provisions of
the particular amendment. It reduces the exemption upon
estates from $50,000, as provided in existing law, to $40,000.
By a series of brackets the rates are increased under the
amendment until upon an estate in excess of $10,000,000,
60 percent would be levied upon such excess. Senators
should not fall into the error of assuming that the amend-
ment provides a rate of 60 percent upon estates in excess of
$10,000,000. Under the amendment the composite rate
upon estates of $10,000,000 will be approximately 44 percent.
Until an estate reaches $100,000,000, 60 percent will not be
collected.

I desire to refer briefly to the rates, comparing those in
the existing law with those proposed to be levied under the
pending amendment. Upon net estates before exemption of
$50,000 the existing law does not levy any tax. Under my
amendment, and assuming the estate of a married person,
all of which passes to the widow, an estate of $50,000 would
pay & tax of $100. Under the rates in Great Britain such
an estate would pay $2,500.

Upon an estate of $100,000 under the existing law such an
estate would pay $1,500 of tax. Under my amendment it
;;og‘l}d be required to pay $1,600, and under the British rate

000,

An estate of $500,000 under the existing law would pay
$42,500. Under my amendment such an estate would pay
$60,200, and under the British rate $105,000.

An estate of $1,000,000 under the existing law would pay
$117,500; under my amendment $170,800, and under the
British rate $270,000.

An estate of $5,000,000 under the existing law would pay
$1,149,500; under the amendment $1,696,600, and under the
British rate $2,050,0600.
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An estate of $10,000,000 under existing law would pay
$3,094,500; under the amendment $4,392,600, and under the
British rate $5,100,000.

Mr, LEWIS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
‘Wisconsin yield to the Senator from Illinois?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield.

Mr, LEWIS. I am sure the able and industrious Senator
from Wisconsin recognizes that Great Britain, of course, is a
single land not divided into separate States such as ours.
I ask the Senator what would be the effect upon those States
which have an income tax law if the Federal estate taxes
are increased as he proposes? Will the amendment of the
Senator operate in effect to exhaust the estate insofar as
it could be taxed by the State?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. No; I do not think so, I will say to
the Senator from Illinois, because, as the Senator knows,
in those States which have estate or inheritance taxes the
rates of necessity have been very low for the reason that
excessive rates would tend to induce individuals to move
from a State which levied an excessively high inheritance-
tax rate into a State which did not levy any tax or which
levied lower rates. If the Senator is familiar with the situa-
tion which existed at the time the State of Florida adopted
a constitutional amendment prohibiting the levying of in-
heritance or estate taxes, he will know that many individuals
with large estates established residences in Florida in order
to avoid the estate tax or the inheritance tax in their
States. We had a very spectacular case of that kind in Wis-
consin within recent years, the Beggs case.

Mr. DUFFY. Mr. President——

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield to my colleague.

Mr. DUFFY. 1 recall the Senator’s attention also to sec-
tion 802 of the Revenue Act of 1932, which gives an 80-per-
cent credit against the Federal tax for inheritance taxes paid
in the State. I intend later to offer an amendment so that
the same thing can be done, at a very much lower rate, as
to income taxes; so the 80-percent provision would in a large
measure offset that.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. It is correct so far as the regular
estate-tax rates are concerned; but this amendment applies
to the additional rates which were imposed in the act of 1932.

Mr. President, under all the circumstances with which we
are confronted, I think Senators will recognize that the rates
I have proposed in the pending amendment are not severe.
They are not excessive. They are very much lower than
those imposed in other countries employing the estate or
inheritance taxes as a means of raising revenue.

The Senator from Illincis [Mr. LEwis] mentioned the
fact that Great Britain is one governmental entity, and that
there are not in that country other divisions or other enti-
ties of government levying taxes. Nevertheless, so far as
the problem of raising revenue for the Federal Government
is concerned, we must apply, it seems to me, the justice and
the equity of the graduated system of taxation in order to
collect the revenues which are essential.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr, President——

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

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator’s amendment, as I under-
stand, now provides for a tax on net estates of $40,000 instead
of $20,000.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The original amendment provided
for a tax upon a net estate of $25,000; but after consulta-
tion with the chairman of the committee and other mem-
bers of the committee I raised the exemption so that it
would apply upon net estates of $40,000 and upward.

Mr. GEORGE. One further question: The Senator's
amendment does not interfere with any credit for like tax
paid to the State?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I want the Senator to get the
amendment clearly in mind. This amendment is directed to
the additional rates upon estates which were levied in the
1932 act, to which the credits do not apply. The Senator
will remember that we had rates in the law before the 1932
act to which an 80-percent credit applied. Then in the 1932
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act we levied additional rates to which the 80-percent credit
does not apply.

Mr. GEORGE. And this is an additional levy to which it
does not apply?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The Senator is correct.

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

Mr. LA FOLLETTE, I yield.

Mr. HARRISON. Under the unanimous-consent agree-
ment we are to vote in about 2 minutes. I understand that
the Senator from Wisconsin has modified his amendment as
he has suggested, so as to provide for an exemption of
$40,000 instead of $25,000, as the amendment was originally
drawn?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The Senator's statement is correct.

Mr. HARRISON. I may say to the Senator that I shall
offier no objection to the adoption of the amendment, and
shall vote for it.

Mr, LA FOLLETTE. I very much appreciate the support
and attitude of the chairman of the committee and other
members who have given this matter further consideration.

Mr. HARRISON. May I say to the Senator, if he will
yield for a moment——

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield.

Mr., HARRISON. 1 have directed the Joint Committee
on Internal Revenue Taxation to make a study of the ques-
tion of changing the estate tax to the inheritance tax.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I am very glad the Senator has
directed the study to be made, and I think the results of it
will be well worth the consideration of the Congress.

Mr. President, just a word as to how much this amend-
ment is estimated to yield. The Treasury Department esti-
mated that the original amendment would yield $100,000,000
annually more than is now being derived from estate taxes
the first full year that the rates were in effect. I have not
resubmitted this amendment to the Treasury Department
for an estimate; but after consultation with experts who
are here upon the floor I think I am very conservative in
stating that upon the basis of the Treasury Department
estimates, this amendment as now drawn should yield
$90,000,000 annually in addition to the amount now being
collected from estate taxes the first full year that the rates
are in effect, if they shall prevail.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp at the end of my remarks the table of com-
parative rates to which I have referred.

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

Comparison of death tazes—estate of married person—all passing
to widow

Revenus Great Brit-
Net estate before p La Follette g
Sxncabtion 19928ct | billol | e | 1917 sct present
$10
150
300
450
L el 100 e 2,500
$1, 500 |. 1, 60O $1,000 9, 000
5.000 |. 6, 000 3,000 18, 000
9, 500 |. 12, 000 5, 000 28, 000
10,500 |. 26, 400 11,000 51, 000
30, 500 42. 400 19, 000 76, 000
42, 500 60, 200 27, 000 105, 000
85, 500 78, 200 35, 000 138, 000
84, 500 122, 000 57, 000 200, 000
17, 500 170, 800 77,000 270, 000
15,500 | 463, 400 198, 000 660, 000
534, 500 | 816, 000 335,000 | 1,110, 000
1, 148, 500 1, 696, 600 673,000 | 2,050,000
| 3, 094, 500 4,392,600 | 1,711, 000 §, 100, 000
1
1 8ame as 1932 rates.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the
amendment of the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr., La
ForLETTE] to the committee amendment.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE and Mr. HARRISON called for the
yeas and nays, and they were ordered.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will call the
roll.
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The legislative clerk proceeded to call the roll

Mr, FESS (when his name was called). I have a general
pair with the senior Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grass]l. I
am not advised as to how he would vote, Therefore, I shall
have to withhold my vote. If at liberty to vote, I would
vote *“ nay.”

Mr. WAGNER (when his name was called). On this ques-
tion I have a general pair with the senior Senator from
Missouri [Mr. ParTersoN]. I transfer that pair to the senior
Senator from Montana [Mr. WeEeLEr], and will vote. I
mte " yu‘"

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. LEWIS. I announce the absence of the senior Sena-
for from Arkansas [Mr, Rosmnson] and the senior Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Reen], and announce the existence
of a general pair between them.

I also desire to announce that my colleague [Mr,
DietericH], were he present and voting, would vote * yea.”

I desire to announce the following general pairs:

The Senator from California [Mr. McApoo] with the Sena-
tor from Connecticut [Mr. WaLcorrl; and

The Senator from Florida [Mr, TrammeLL] with the Sena-
tor from Maine [Mr. WHITE].

I desire further to announce that the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. Brackl, the Senafor from Florida [Mr.
FrErcHER], the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grassl, the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. REywoLps], the Senator
from Florida [Mr. TrammeLL], the Senator from Maryland
[Mr. Typincs]l, and the Senator from California [Mr.
McApoo] are necessarily detained from the Senate on offi-
cial business.

Mr. HEBERT. The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Reep] and the Senator from Missouri [Mr. PATTERSON] are
necessarily absent. Their pairs have already been an-
nounced. I am authorized to say that, if present, both those
Senators would vote “ nay ” on this question.

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. WaLcorr] is detained
on committee work.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. 1 desire to announce that if the
senior Senator from Montana [Mr. WHEELER] were present
he would vote “ yea.”

Mr. WALSH. My colleague [Mr. Coormce]l is detained
from the Senate on official business. If present, he would
vote * yea."”

Mr. HATFIELD (after having voted in the negative). I
have a general pair with the senior Senator from Florida
[Mr. FLercrer]. I do not know how he would vote on this
question. I transfer that pair to the senior Senator from
Vermont [Mr. Austin], and will allow my vote to stand.

The result was announced—yeas 65, nays 14, as follows:

YEAS—65

Adams Couzens Lewis Roblnson, Ind.
Ashurst Cutting Russell
Bachman Davis Lonergan Schall
Bankhead Dickinson Long Sheppard
Barkley Dill McCarran Shipstead
Bone Duffy MeGill Smith
Borah Erickson McEellar Stelwer
Brown Frazier McNary Stephens
Bulkley George Murphy Thomas, Okla.
Bulow Gibson Neely Thompson
Byrnes Gore Norbeck Vandenberg
Capper Harrison Norris Van Nuys
Caraway Hatch Nye Wagner
Carey Hayden O’Mahoney Walsh
Clark Johnson Overton

. Connally King Pittman
Costigan La Follette Pope

NAYS—14
Balley Goldsborough Hebert Thomas, Utah
Barbour Hale Kean Townsend
Byrd Hastings Keyes
Copeland Hatfield Metcalf
NOT VOTING—17

Aurtin Fletcher Reynolds Wheeler
Black Glass Robinson, Ark. White
Coolidge McAdoo Trammell
Dieterich Patterson Tydings
Fess Reed Walcott

So Mr. La ForrerTe’'s amendment to the amendment of
the committee was agreed to.
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Mr. BLACX subsequently said: Mr. President, when the
vote on the La Follette amendment was had I was detained
in committee. Since no announcement was made as to
how I would have voted if present, I desire to say that had
I been present I would have voted for the amendment.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agree-
ing to the committee amendment, as amended.

The amendment as amended was agreed to.

Mr. BORAH obtained the floor.

Mr, LA FOLLETTE, Mr. President—

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Idaho yield to the Senator from Wisconsin?

Mr. BORAH. I yield.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE., Mr. President, in view of the in-
crease in the rates upon estates, and in conformity with the
differential provided in the existing law between the estate-
tax rates and the gift-tax rates, it now becomes necessary
to modify the gift-tax rates and to increase them so as to
make them commensurate with the rates upon estates.

To refresh the memories of the Senators, the gift-fax
rates under existing law are three fourths of the rates of
taxes upon estates, and the amendment which I now send
to the desk will increase existing rates on gifts to three
fourths of the rates which have just been adopted upon
estates.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Secnator from
Idaho yield for the purpose of the Sznafor from Wisconsin
presenting his amendment?

Mr. BORAH. I yield. '

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I wish to make a brief statement
concerning this amendment. The amendment is drawn to
go into effect upon gifts after the 1st of January 1935.
This provision is incorporated in the amendment in order
to obviate the very difficult and technical problem of draft-
ing an amendment which would take effect upon the sign-
ing of the bill insofar as the rates upon gifts are concerned.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr., President, will the Senator from
Idaho yield for one moment?

Mr. BORAH. I yield.

Mr. HARRISON. Of course, it is always the policy, as
stated by the Senator from Wisconsin, that, according to
the estate-tax rates, there should be some differential be-
tween the gift tax and the estate tax, and it would seem to
me, in view of the action of the Senate in increasing the
estate tax, that the rates incorporated in the amandment
of the Senator from Wisconsin should be adopted.

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. Presidenf, will the Scnator from
Idaho yield to me for a moment?

Mr. BORAH. I yield.

Mr. COUZENS. Will the Senator state what the difficul-
ties are in putting the gift tax into effect at the same time?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I wish the Senator from Michigan
would confer with Mr. Beaman about thai. I went over the
whole matter with him and with other experts from the
Treasury, and the difficulty, as I understand, is due to the
fact that we have the regular rates, the additional rates, and
compute them on a calendar-year basis. It would be very
difficult to apply the increase to the gift-tax rates at once.

Mr. COUZENS. Does not the estate tax take effect im-
mediately upon the signing of the bill?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The estate-tax rates will take effect,
'but the gift tax presents a very much more dificult problem.

After consulting with the legislative counsel and the experts

from the Treasury I became convinced that the technical
problem of drafting the amendment was more difficult than
'any advantage which would accrue from attempting to make
the gift tax apply at once.

Mr. COUZENS. Of course, that leaves a loophole for the
disposition of a great deal of wealth between now and the
effective date of the estate tax.

Mr. LA POLLETTE. True; but, of course, we will get the
revenue under the existing rates if that takes place.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment of the
Senator from Wisconsin will be stated.

The Carer CLERX. On page 212, following the amendment
by the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. R=ep]l and the

amendment by the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Hargison], |
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heretofore agreed to, after line 15, it is proposed to insert the
following:

Sec. 519. Gift tax rates: (a) The gift-tax schedule set forth In
section 502 of the Revenue Act of 1932 is amended to read as
follows:

“Upon net gifis not In excess of $20,000, three fourths of 1
percent.

“ $150 upon net gifts of $20,000; and upon net gifts In excess of
$20,000 and not in excess of §30,000, 115 percent in addition of
such excess.

*$300 upon net gifts of $30,000; and upon net gifts in excess of
$30,000 and not in excess of $40,000, 233 percent in addition of
such excess. .

“$525 upon net gifts of $40,000; and upon net gifts in excess of
$40,000 and not in excess of $50,000, 3 percent in addition of such
excess, {

“$825 upon net gifts of $50,000; and upon net gifts in excess of
850,000 and not in excess of $50,000, 33; percent in addition of
such excess.

* $1,200 upon net gifts of $60,000; and upon net gifts in excess
of $60,000 and not in excess of $80,000, 5% percent in addition of
such excess.

“$2,250 upon net gifts of $80,000; and upon net gifts in excess
of $80,000 and not in excess of $100,000, 63; percent in addition of
such excess.

* $3,600 upon net gifts of $100,000; and upon net gifts In excess
of $100,000 and not in excess of $200,000, 9 percent in addition of
such excess.

“ $12,600 upon net gifts of $200,000; and upon net gifts in excess
of $200,000 and not in excess of $400,000, 12 percent in addition of
such excess.

“ $36,600 upon net gifts of $400,000; and upon net gifts in excess
of $400,000 and not in excess of $600,000, 1414 percent in addition
of such excess,

“ $65,100 upon net gifts of $600,000; and upon net gifts in excess
of $600,000 and not in excess of $800,000, 1614 percent in addition
of such excess.

“ $98,100 upon net gifts of $300,000; and upon net gifts in excess
of $800,000 and not in excess of $1,000,000, 1834 percent in addition
of such excess.

“ $135,600 upon net gifts of $1,000,000; and upon net gifts in
excess of $1,000,000 and not in excess of $1,500,000, 21 percent in
addition of such excess,

* $240,600 upon net gifts of $1,500,000; and upon net gifts in
excess of $1,500,000 and not in excess of $2,000,000, 2314 percent in
addition of such excess.

* $356,850 upon net gifts of $2,000,000; and upon net gifts in
excess of $2,000,000 and not In excess of $2,500,000, 2514 percent in
addition of such excess.

*$484,350 upon net gifts of $2,500,000; and upon net gifts in
excess of $2,500,000 and not in excess of $3,000,000, 273; percent in
addition of such exceas.

*$623,100 upon net gifts of $3,000,000; and upon net gifts in
excess of $3,000,000 and not in excess of $3,500,000, 30 percent in
addition of such excess.

* $773,100 upon net gifts of £3,500,000; and upon net gifts In
excess of $3,500,000 and not in excess of $4,000,000, 321, percent in
addition of such excess.

" $934,350 upon net gifts of $4,000,000; and upon net gifts in
excess of $4,000,000 and not in excess of §4,500,000, 3414 percent in
addition of such excess.

*$1,106,850 upon net gifts of $4,500,000; and upon net gifts in
excess of $4,5600,000 and not in excess of $5,000,000, 36 percent in
addition of such excess.

* $1,286,850 upon net gifts of $5,000,000: and upon net gifts in
excess of 85,000,000 and not in excess of $6,000,000, 371, percent in
addition of such excess.

* $1,661,850 upon net gifts of §5,000,000; and upon net gifts in
excess of $6,000,000 and not in excess of §7,000,000, 39 percent in
addition of such excess.

*“$2,051,850 upon net gifts of $7,000,000; and upon net gifts in
excess of §7,000,000 and not in excess of $8,000,000, 4015 percent in
addition of such excess.

“ $2,4566,850 upon net gifts of $8,000,000; and upon net gifts in
excess of $3,000,000 and not in excess of $9,000,000, 42 perceni in
eddition of such excess,

“ $2,876,850 upon net gifts of $9,000,000; and upon net gifts in
excess of $9,000,000 and not in excess of §10,000,000, 431; percent
in addition of such excess.

*$3,311,850 upon net gifts of $10,000,000; and upon net gifts in
excess of $10,000,000, 45 percent in addition of such excess.”

(b) Section 505 (a) (1) of the Revenue Act of 1932 (relating to
the specific exemption for gift-tax purposes) is amended by strik-
ing out “ 850,000 " and inserting in lieu thereof " $40,000.”

(c) The amendments made by subsections (a) and (b) of this
section shall be applied in computing the tax for the calendar year
1935 and each calendar year thereafter (but not the tax for the
calendar year 1934 or a previous calendar year), and such amend-
ments shall be applied in all computations in respect of the cal-
endar year 1924 and previous calendar years for the purpose of
computing the tax for the calendar year 1935 or any calendar year
thereafter.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is cn agree-
ing to the amendment of the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
La FOLLETTE].

The amendment was agreed to.
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Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I move to strike out section
141, beginning on page 110 of the bill. That is the section
which provides for consolidated returns. If the motion
should prevail, all corporations would make their separate
and individual reports.

I wish I might have the serious consideration of the Senate
with respect to this motion. I am sure the consolidated-re-
turns provision results in very great advantage in the ma.!:t.er
of taxes to the holding companies throughout the United
States. I have talked with practically all the experts as
to the advantage which the consolidated returns gives to
large corporations and I am informed that it is an .a.d-
vantage in the matter of taxes which, under the provisions
of this bill would amount to some $300,000,000 a year.

It seems to me, Mr. President, that above all things tax
laws should be fair, they should be just to all alike, and that
the consolidated returns giving the advantage to these large
holding companies is a great disadvantage to all independent
corporations paying taxes. It puts the small corporations—
the independents—under a handicap which, when added to
the disadvantage which the small corporations have in other
respects, makes it impossible for small corporations to con-
tinue in business. The result is that day by day and year
by year the small independent corporations are compelled
to accept merger—another word for extinction. Why should
the Government, through its tax laws, favor the large
corporations?

I called attention yesterday evening to a matter which I
want to call to the attention of the Senate again. It is an
illustration of how consolidated returns work to advantage
of large holding companies. I am reading from the House
debates under the date of April 9, and the speaker, Mr. Mc-
Farlane is speaking alone, in this particular instance, of
the holding companies of aviation corporations. He says:

We find that the Bendix Aviation Corporation has saved,
through the filing of consolidated returns, and in the change of
income-tax laws which have been changed since the law of 1918,
the sum of $625,863.49 in money they would have been required to
pay to the Government had the law not been changed and had
they been required to file separate returns rather than consoli-
dated returns.

The Curtiss-Wright Corporation saved $101,709.31 in the same
way. The North American, or the General Motors Corporation,
has saved $150,980.75. United Aircraft & Transport tion
has saved $854,959.20, The Aviation Corporation of America has
saved $313,454.44,

All told these five or six corporations had an advantage
under the tax laws by reason of filing their consolidated
returns of $2,046,967.28.

Taking, as an illustration, the small number of corpora-
tions just mentioned, we can well understand the tre-
mendous advantage which the consolidated-returns provision
gives to the large corporations of the country. It gives not
only an advantage in the matter of taxes, but it gives a very
decided advantage in the business world.

I call attention, Mr. President, to the kind of conditions
which we are proposing to favor by this act. I am reading
from a volume entitled “ Power and the Public.” In this
volume, on page 16, it is said:

Here is the Central Gas & Electric Co. of Delaware. That is &
holding company, and either directly or indirectly holds and oper-
ates 57 companies in furnishing power and light to about 350 or
400 communities. Because it is a large concern and controls
57 operating companies, it has large credit, can employ the best
engineering brains, and can operate these companies more intel-
ligently and more efficiently for the community and for the in-
vestor than these separate 67 operating companies could do by
themselves.

Under those conditions, why should the Government add
to the advantage of the holding companies by lessening the
amount of taxes which they pay? Again, it says:

But now, to whom does the Central Gas & Electric Co. belong?
To another holding company, the Central Public Service Co. And
to whom does that belong? To the Central Public Service Cor-
poration. That owns and controls the stock in the Central Public
Service Co. And to whom does this Central Public Service Cor-
poration belong? It belongs to the Public Utility Holding Co.,
which I believe does not hold all the stock in this company but

enough to exercise a controlling influence in its affairs. And to
whom does the Public Utility Holding Co. belong? It belongs to
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& concern which it is very difficult to define, a kind of hybrid
holding-financing-trading-investment trust company, the Amer=-
ican Founders.

From page 17 I read further:

The United Founders owns three other investment trusts, which
in turn are holding companies also—the American Founders Cor-
poration, the American General Corporation, and the Investment
Trust Associates. There are a great many others, but it controls
these outright, owning from 70 to 90 percent of the stock. These
holding companies in turn own another holding company, called
United States Electric Power Corporation, or they have a large
interest in it, which I will explain later. This United States
Electric Power Corporation owns the Standard Power & Light Co.,
and that, in turn, controls the Standard Gas & Light Corporation.
There are five layers of holding corporations. Then come the
operating companies, of which I think there are 17 subsidlaries.
I think one of them is an engineering company, which supplies
management. There may be another company or two of that
kind, but most of them are operating utility companies.

In another provision of this bill there is an express pro-
vision that the holding company may exempt from its in-
come-tax return dividends received upon stock held in other
companies, and thus in an intertwining, as it were, of these
two provisions, the holding companies, the large companies,
have a distinct advantage over the independent corporations
in the matter of tax burdens.

I asked the tax experts to give me a statement upon this
matter a few days ago, and I read the concluding para-
graph of that statement. It is found upon page 6305 of the
ConcressioNaL Recorp of April 10, The figures are now in
the Recorp, and the experts, commenting on these figures,
say:

The foregeing statistics disclose some very interesting phases of
the operations of consolidated corporations. While approximately
6 percent of all the corpomt.lons 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.

In other words, these consolidated corporations are doing
more than one half the business as against the independent
corporations in the United States.

The percentage of profit made upon gross sales s also very
interesting. It is to be noted that the percentage of gross profit
made by consolidated corporations upon their gross sales is be-
tween 2 percent and 2%, percent in excess of the gross profit
made by separate corporations. While Bureau statistics of income
do not afford sufficient data to permit of a computation of the net
profit from cperations, it is a well-known fact that many indus-
tries realize a net income from operations of only 2 to 3 percent
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.

Now, Mr. President, I ask upon what possible theory
should we give the advanfage to the consolidated group in
the matter of taxes when the very fact that they are operat-
ing as they are gives them an advantage in the business
world over the independent corporations? It is one thing
which has added, in my judgment, very greatly to the rapid
increase of holding companies and of consolidated compa-
nies and of the disappearance of smaller independent
corporations.

There is no reason in justice, there is no reason in prac-
tice, why these corporations should not make their sep-
arate and individual returns, and when we provide that
they shall do so, we shall have all corporations upon the
same basis and we shall deal with each and all upon a fair
principle.

I ask, Mr. President, that we may have a yea-and-nay
vote upon this amendment.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr, President, I hope the pending mo-
tion will not prevail. The committee has gone further than
it has ever previously gone in the matter of consolidated
returns. We now propose to put a tax of 1324 percent upon
all corporation profits, and then, if they file a consolidated
return, we have raised the penalty in the present law, which
was 1 percent, to 2 percent. In other words, under the hill
as it is now written if a corporation files a consolidated re-
turn now, at its option, it has to pay 2 percent more than
it would have to pay if it filed an ordinary corporation
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return, so that it would pay for a consolidated return 1534
percent.

It has been thought by the committee that it is necessary
in some cases that consolidated returns be filed. It was
pointed out by the railroads, for instance, that it was nec-
essary for them to file consolidated refurns, and it must
not be forgotten by the Senate that certain States have laws
respecting the doing of business by corporations, which make
it necessary that a corporation doing business in a State
must organize under its laws. As an example, the Postal
Telegraph Co., which has to institute eminent-domain pro-
ceedings in order to construct its lines, and so forth, I
am informed, has to incorporate in practically every State;
and so there are practically 48 different corporations under
it, but it has one bookkeeping process. So there are certain
cases where consolidated returns, it seems fo me, are rea-
sonable and just. Of course, it is overworked in some in-
stances, and certain concerns file consolidated returns that
perhaps could stand on their own footing; but if they do
arrange to file a consolidated return, the Government gets 2
percent more of the profits which they make than it would
from the ordinary profits the corporation might make.

So, Mr. President, in view of the action of the committee
in increasing the penalty provision for consolidated returns
from the present 1 percent to 2 percent, thereby compelling
corporations filing consolidated refurns to pay 1534 percent,
I think this motion should be defeated.

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, there are undcubtedly
some reasons for a consolidated return in cases such as
have been referred to by the Senator from Mississippi, such
as the Postal Telegraph Co. or other corporations that are
engaged exclusively in one activity, but the viciousness of
this section of the bill as it now stands is that it permits the
filing of consolidated returns for other than allied indus-
tries, and thereby promotes an unfair competitive condi-
tion. Let me give as an example of the many cases which
were discussed in the Finance Committee one of the large
tire companies. It can open up a branch in California or
in Michigan or elsewhere, and may lose money from the
operation of such branch, but it may make a profit on a
branch in Ohio. It wipes out its profit in Ohio by charg-
ing up the losses in Michigan or California, while independ-
ent manufacturers or merchants or whatever the organiza-
tion may be in those localities cannot wipe out their profit
by charging of losses in some other community, To that
extent there is a very great disadvantage in the systems of
consolidated returns to the competitive business situation.

I think if the amendment of the Senator from Idaho were
agreed to, we could in conference draft a provision which
would exempt those corporations which are engaged in a
noncompetitive business and which are required by the
statutes of the several States to take out separate articles
of incorporation. For that reason, and because of the show-
ing made by the Senator from Idaho, I think the amend-
ment ought to be agreed to. Let us go to conference with
it, and see if we can draft a provision which will not penal-
ize those corporations that are required to take out sepa-
rate articles of incorporation in various jurisdictions, such
as the Postal Telegraph Co. or other corporations that are
not in a highly competitive business.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr, President, the holding company——

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

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Nebraska yield to the Senator from Louisiana?

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

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Nebraska yield for that purpose?

Mr. NORRIS. No, Mr. President; I do not care to do so.

Mr. LONG. The reason I desire to make the point is that
we are discussing a very important question, and I dislike
to see Senators come in here when the vote is about to be
taken without knowing what we have been discussing,

Mr. NORRIS. There is a fairly large number of Senators
present, and those who are not present are eating lunch, I
presume,
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Nebraska yield for the purpose suggested by the Senator from
Louisiana?

Mr. NORRIS. No; I do not yield.

_Mr. President, the holding company is a modern institu-
tion, comparatively speaking. If there is any use for its
existence that use is very small indeed compared to the
number of holding companies and the evils which they
bring about not only in the way of taxation but in every
other respect. If a State requires incorporation, under its
laws, of a foreign corporation doing business within its bor-
ders, why cannot the corporation incorporate in that State
as well as in some other State, or organize a new corpora-
tion? If it makes the money in that State, why should it
not pay an income tax on the money it makes there, even
though it loses money in another State, where it would not
be compelled to pay any tax at all?

There may be some instances where a holding company is
necessary. If there are, and if this amendment shall be
agreed to, the conferees will be able to work out such a
proposition. Ninety-five times out of a hundred the hold-
ing company is a parasite. It is organized for the express
purpose of deceiving the public and for obtaining something
for nothing. The books are full of such instances. I called
attention sometime ago in some remarks on the floor of the
Senate to some of the things that have happened and which
could not happen except through the instrumentality of the
holding company. If it prospers, the burden, in the end,
falls upon the people who have to support these pyramided
companies which are built up in the air and controlled in
the end by men who own but a very small proportion of the
stock. A few men, with a comparatively little investment,
can control millions of dollars’ worth of property and are
doing it now. Sometimes they fall by their own weight.

I hold in my hand a copy of the magazine known as
“ Current History ” for March 1934 containing an article
written by Mr. Hester. I want to quote just a little from
that article. It is interesting to read it all. He says, in one
portion of the article:

Recent experience, however, makes it difficult to remember the
good side of holding companies,

That is true. The experience we have gone through as
a people during the last 10 years has demonstrated it is
difficult, as the author says, to remember the good side,
although the author claims there are some good sides and
there is a place for the holding company; but it has grown
to be a mammoth evil in this country, and I think in a great
many instances has been organized for the very purpose of
escaping taxation.

About 3 years ago Martin J. Insull debated with James S. Bon-
bright, professor of finance in Columbia University, in the Public
Utllitles Fortnightly, on the question of regulation for public-
utility holding companies. Mr. Insull took the negative, Professor
Bonbright the affirmative. But today Martin J. Insull and his
brother Samuel are fugitives from justice and the unregulated
Insull utility empire is in liquidation. Moreover, many of Chi-
cago’s financial institutions as well as thousands of investors—

I believe the author could truthfully have said millions of
investors—
have been ruined because public utility and investment companies
were unregulated.

We have under the law no proper regulation of holding
companies where they transmit power, let us say, from one
State to another; where they are in reality transacting an
interstate business. If we go fo the State authorities they
will claim to be interstate in their operation. If we go he-
fore the Interstate Commerce Commission they will claim
they are separate identitles in the different States and
should be regulated there.

The author tells in another place how we can put together
a holding company with a little money:

For Instance, suppose we have an operating company or com-
panies whose outstanding bonds, preferred and common stock,
total $150,000,000, divided into three equal amounts. The com-
mon stock carries the voting rights, and hence the control. Some
scheming bankers and their assoclates desire to galn control of
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these companies. All they have to do is fo buy 51 percent of the
common stock, or invest a little more than $25,000,000.

So far in this picture we have $25,000,000 controlling
$150,000,000.

As they do not want to invest that much, they form a holding
company and issue stock and bonds for the amount of the
criginal investment in the form of $10,000,000 bonds, £10,000,000
preferred stock and $5,000,000 common stock. Of the last they
retain 51 percent—

That is, 51 percent of the $5,000,000 common stock—

or $2,500,000, which gives them control. But they desire to
have even less in the enterprise, so that they form another hold-
ing company and again issue bonds and stock—$1,000,000 in
bonds, #1,000,000 in preferred and $500,000 in common stock. Of
the eommon they retain 51 percent, and thus by investing just
over $259,000 control, by this methcd of pyramiding, properties
valued at §150,000,000, Can It be said that such a maneuver
benefits the properties or the public? To ask the question is to
answer it.

Mr. President, in some remarks I made on holding com-
panies on a previous occasion I said something that I want
now to quote. At that time I spoke at some length. I read
then from a work by Mr. Clay. At one point in his work
Mr, Clay said:

At the hearings before the New York Revision Commission 1t
was brought out that this company—

He was speaking of a holding company—

had outstanding 3 classes of common stock, 5 series of preferred
stock, 8 series of debentures convertible into stock, either at the
holder’s or the company's option, 6 series of debentures converti-
ble into debentures at the hoider's but not at the company's op-
tion, and one series of investment certificates convertible at the
option of the holder for a term of years and at the option of the
holder or the company thereafter.

This. as the object is, as a rule, enables a comparatively
small number of men to evade taxation, to take from un-
dercompanies the revenue that should inure in theory to
them, but which in practice, as the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. Borar] read, enables the holding group fo claim that
by having a vast amount under control they can employ
better experts and do their work better. In practice it en-
ables them to burden the companies in the lower part of
their pyramid, bleed them and milk them, and line their
pockets with unearned gold. Ninety-nine times out of a
hundred that is the result.

This author said further:

The 250 match factories throughout the world are held at least
in ostensible ownership by a corporation organized under the
beneficent laws of Delaware and.called the International Mafch
Co. The money for this purpose is supplied mainly by investors
who buy bonds and nonvoiing stock. The actual ownership and
control is in the hands of the concern that owns the class A
stock. This stock is owned by the Bwedish Match Co., and the
Swedish Matech Co. is controlled by the EKreuger & Toll Co., of
Bweden. It gets a bit more complicated if you examine it more
closely. Thus here we have in America several large match-
making corporations. One is the Federal Match Co. Its stock s
owned by a Swedish corporation called the Vulcan Match Co.
That is in turn controlled by an American company, the Inter-
national Match Co. Once again control crosses the sea to the
Swedish Match Co., which is finally owned by Kreuger & Toll.

By the investment, I might add, of a very small amount
of money practically controlling the match business of the
world, putting smaller companies out of business, and which
finally, as we all know, fell of its own weight.

I read here from an illustration which I once before called
to the attention of the Senate—a case in which the holding
company in the elecfric-light business showed what it could
do. It was in the little town of Lewiston, Maine; and it is
not an exceptional case. It does not come anywhere near
many other illustrations of holding companies I have given
in the remarks I have made, going very much further, con-
trolling many more corporations than are involved in this
illustration; but it shows what was happening at the time
these remarks were made and, as a matter of fact, is hap-
pening all over the country now. It shows how a few hold-
ing companies pyramided, with a very small amount of cap-
ital, control millions and millions of dollars’ worth of prop-
erly; and the people who do business with them cannot
even find out, unless they are experts, who owns the com-
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pany that is supplying them, for instance, with electricity
or gas, or perhaps water.

Up in Lewiston, Maine, the Lewiston-Auburn Electric
Light Co. supplies current, or did then, to the inhabitants
of Lewiston, Maine. Suppose you were a resident there and
wanted to know who owned the company. This is what
you would find if you employed an expert somewhere to do
it for you:

The Lewiston-Auburn Electric Light Co. is owned by the
Androscoggin Electric Co.

The Androscoggin Electric Co. is owned by the Androscog-
gin Corporation.

The Androscoggin Corporation is owned by the Central
Maine Power Co.

The Central Maine Power Co. is owned by the New Eng-
land Public Service Co.

The New England Public Service Co. is owned by the
National Eleciric Power Co.

The National Electric Power Co. is owned by the Middle
West Utilities Co.

And that, then, meant Samuel Insull,

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President——

Mr. NORRIS. I yield to the Senator from Idaho.

Mr. BORAH. Is it not fair to presume that, if we had
a just taxing law, a law assessing a tax against all these
corporations individually, a number of them would go out
out of existence?

Mr. NORRIS. They would have to go out of existence.
Some of them are organized for the purpose of evading
taxation. There is not any use in putting all those corpo-
rations one on top of another to conceal the real situation.
It is a method of deception by which the American people
are deceived in all lines of business.

I think this amendment ought to prevail.

Mr. BONE obtained the floor.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President——

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

Mr. BONE. I yield.

Mr. MURPHY. I was about to suggest the absence of a
quorum in order that we might have a vote on the amend-
ment of the Senator from Idaho, if we are ready fo pro-
ceed with the vote.

Mr. BONE. If we are to have a quorum call and a roll
call on this amendment, I will refrain from saying what
I was about to say. I had thought perhaps we would not
have a roll call on the amendment, and I desired to record
myself as in favor of the amendment of the Senator from
Idaho.

Mr. BORAH. I think we shall be able to get a roll call.
If not, we shall be here a good while.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the
amendment offered by the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Borag],
to strike out section 141 on page 110, relating to consclidated
returns.

Mr. BORAH. On that I call for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the legislative clerk
proceed fo call the roll.

Mr. VANDENBERG (when his name was called). On this
vote I am paired with the junior Senator from Virginia
[Mr. Byrp]l. Not knowing how he would vote, I withhold
my vote.

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. LEWIS. I regret to announce that the Senator from
Montana [Mr. WHEELER] is detained from the Senate on ac-
count of illness.

I desire to announce that the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Byrnpl, the Senator from Arkansas [Mrs, Caraway], the Sen-
ator from Missouri [Mr. Crark], the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. Gorel, the Senator from California [Mr. McApool, the
Senator from Nevada [Mr. Prrtman], the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. ReynorLps], the Senator from Utah [Mr.
TroMmAs], the Senator from Florida [Mr. TrammeLL], and the
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Senator from Maryland [Mr. Typings] are necessarily de-
tained from the Senate.

I also announce the absence of my colleague [MTr.
DrerericH], made necessary by litigation in his State.

Mr. WAGNER. I have a general pair with the senior
Senator from Missouri [Mr. Parterson]. I transfer that
pair to the junior Senator from Illinois [Mr. DieTerIcE] and
vote “ nay.”

Mr. STEPHENS. I am paired with the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. Roeinson]. I transfer that pair to the Senator
from California [Mr. McApoo] and vote “ nay.”

Mr. HEBERT. I desire to announce that the Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr, Reep] has a general pair with the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Rosmnson], and the Senator
from New Hampshire [Mr. Keves] has a general pair with
the Senator from Florida [Mr. TRAMMELL].

The legislative clerk recapitulated:-the vote.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr, President, I ask that the vote be
again recapitulated.

The vote was again recapitulated.

The result was announced—yeas 40, nays 37, as follows:

YEAS—40
Adams Couzens Johnson Norris
Ashurst Cutting La Follette Nye
Black Dickinson Logan O'Mahoney
Bone Dill Long Overton
Borah Duffy McCarran Pope
Brown Erickson MeGill Russell
Bulow Frazler McKellar SBchall
Capper Gibson McNary Shipstead
Connsally Hastings Murphy Thomas, Okla,
Costigan Hatch Neely Thompson

NAYE—37
Austin Copeland Hayden SBtephens
Bachman Davis Hebert Townsend
Balley Fess Kean Van Nuys
Bankhead Fletcher King Wagner
Barbour George Lewis Walcott
Barkley lass Lonergan Walsh
Bulkley Goldsborough Metcalf White
Byrnes Hale Sheppard
Carey Harrison Smith
Coolidge Hatfield Bteiwer

NOT VOTING—19

Byrd Keyes Reed Trammell
Caraway McAdoo Reynolds Tydings
Clark Norbeck Robinson, Ark. Vandenberg
Dieterich Patterson Robinson, Ind. Wheeler
Core Pittman Thomas, Utah

So Mr. Borar’s amendment was agreed to.

REDUCTION OF FEES IN NATURALIZATION PROCEEDINGS—RETURN
OF AN ENROLLED BILL

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AsHUrsT in the chair)
Iaid before the Senate a concurrent resolution of the House
of Representatives (H.Con.Res. 35), which was read, as
follows:

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate concur-
ring), That the President is requested to return to the House
of Representatives the bill (H.R. 3521, 73d Cong. 2d sess.) en-
titled “An act to reduce certain fees in naturalization proceedings,
and for other purposes’, for the purpose of correcting an error
in said bill.

Mr. COOLIDGE. I ask for the present consideration of
the House concurrent resolution just read; and, if that
request is granted, I shall move to agree to it.

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will the Senator please
explain what the concurrent resolution is?

Mr. COOLIDGE. The bill referred to in the concurrent
resolution went to the White House; and the concurrent
resolution that came to the Senate from the House of Repre-
sentatives this morning does not state what the purpose
of asking for its return is, except that there was some sort
of an error in the bill. The bill is the one reducing natural-
ization fees which we passed here, and which passed the
House; but I do not know what the error is.

Mr. McCARRAN. Does the concurrent resclution pertain
to the message we have just received from the House?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will please read
again the message from the House.

The legislative clerk again read the concurrent resolution.

Mr. McCARRAN. What is the motion of the Senator from
Massachusetts?
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Mr. COOLIDGE. To concur in the House concurrent
resolution with the request to the President that the bill be
returned from the White House for correction.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the
present consideration of the concurrent resolution? The
Chair hears none.

The concurrent resolution was considered and agreed to.

HOUSE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION REFERRED

The following bills and joint resolution were severally read
twice by their titles and referred as indicated below:

H.R. 2416. An act for the relief of Mrs. George Logan and
her minor children, Lewis and Barbara Logan;

H.R. 2541. An act for the relief of Robert B. James;

HR.2561. An act for the relief of G. Elias & Bro., Inc.;

H.R.2682. An act for the relief of Bonnie S. Baker;

H.R. 2689. An act for the relief of Edward Shabel, son of
Joseph Shabel;

H.R.2692. An act for the relief of Lula A. Densmore;

H.R.2748. An act for the relief of A. C. Francis;

H.R.2749. An act for the relief of E. B. Rose;

H.R.2750. An act for the relief of Scott C. White;

H.R. 3161. An act for the relief of Henry Harrison Griffith;

H.R. 3300. An act for the relief of George B. Beaver;

H.R.3302. An act for the relief of John Merrill;

H.R.3345. An act to authorize the Department of Agri-
culture to issue a duplicate check in favor of the Mississippi
State treasurer, the original check having been lost;

H.R.3551. An act for the relief of T. J. Morrison;

HR.3579. An act for the relief of O. 8. Cordon;

H.R.3580. An act for the relief of Paul Bulfinch;

H.R.3611. An act for the relief of Frances E. Eller;

H.R.3614. An act for the relief of Clara C. Talmadge;

H.R.3636. An act for the relief of Thelma Lucy Rounds;

H.R. 3705. An act for the relief of Julia E. Smith;

H.R.3748. An act for the relief of Mary Orinski;

HR.3749. An act for the relief of Hunter B. Glasscock;

H.R.3868. An act for the relief of Arabella E. Bodkin;

H.R.3900. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Treas-
ury to pay certain subcontractors for material and labor
furnished in the construction of the post office at Las Vegas,
Nev.;

H.R. 3952. An act for the relief of Grace P. Stark;

H.R.3992. An act for the relief of C. A. Betz;

H.R. 4060. An act for the relief of Ellen Grant;

H.R.4519. An act for the relief of C. W. Mooney;

HR.4659. An act for the relief of Carleton-Mace Engi-
neering Corporation;

H.R.4793. An act for the relief of Moses Israel;

H.R. 4832. An act for the relief of Edgar Sampson;

H.R. 4846. An act for the relief of Joseph Dumas;

H.R. 4847. An act for the relief of Galen E. Lichty;

H.R.4928. An act for the relief of the Palmetto Cotton
Co.;

H.R.5284. An act for the relief of the Playa de Flor Land
& Improvement Co.;

H.R.5299. An act for the relief of Orville A. Murphy;

H.R. 5310. An act for the relief of John P. Seabrook;

H.R.5405. An act for the relief of Nicola Valerio; and

H.R.5689. An act providing for the advancement in rank
of Frederick L. Caudle on the retired list of the United States
Navy;

H.R.6246. An act granting 6 months’ pay to Annie Bruce;
and

H.R.6863. An act for the relief of W. B. Fountain; to the
Committee on Naval Affairs.

HR.6871. An act for the relief of Austin L, Tierney;
ordered to be placed on the calendar; and

H.R.7437. An act for the relief of E. C. West; to the Com-
mittee on Claims,

H.J.Res. 315. Joint resolution granting consent of Con-
gress to an agreement or compact entered into by the State
of New York with the Dominion of Canada for the establish-
ment 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
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Buffalo, N.Y., and the village of Fort Erie, Canada; o the
Committee on Foreign Relations.
INTERNAL-REVENUE TAXATION

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

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I desire to offer one other
amendment. I simply desire to finish up the mafter we
have in hand.

I move to strike out subsection (p) of section 23, on page
26. If the other matter goes to conference, this should go
in connection with it.

Mr, HARRISON. Does the Senafor expect fo speak on
this amendment?

Mr. BORAH, No; I am not going to speak on it unless I
have to.

Mr. HARRISON. I very much hope the amendment of
the Senator from Idaho will not be agreed to, because the
subject he now deals with is quite different from that which
was dealt with in his previous amendment. The present
amendment deals with dividends paid by one corporation to
another. The subject is quite different in character from
the one covered by the Senator’s motion to strike out the
provision covering consolidated returns.

Mr. BORAH. I ask for a vote on my amendment.

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, let us have an explanation
of the proposal of the Senator from Idaho. I voted on the
consolidated-returns amendment with many misgivings. I
think holding companies as a general proposition are a
curse; but, as I always do, I have tried to follow the com-
mittee when they consider a bill and report it. Let us have
an explanation of this amendment.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, the amendment proposes o
strike out subsection (p) of section 23. These are the de-
ductions which may be made from gross income. The sub-
section reads as follows:

(p) Dividends received by corporations: In the case of a cor-
poration, the amount received as dividends from a domestic cor=
poration which is subject to taxation wunder this title. The
deduction allowed by this subsection shall not be allowed in re-
spect of dividends received from & corporation organized under
the China Trade Act, 1922, or from & corporation which under
section 251 is taxable only on its gross income from sources within
the United States by reason of its receiving a large percentage
gjéaltt:s‘groas income from sources within a possesalon of the United

I am seeking to strike out that provision because it permits
holding companies to deduct from their corporate returns
the dividends received from stock held in other corporations.
I think it is a part of the same subject matter with which
we have been dealing.

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho
yield to the Senator from Alabama?

Mr. BORAH. I yield.

Mr. BLACK. I wish to be perfectly clear as to the intent
of the motion of the Senator from Idaho. I have not had
an opportunity to read the section. Are we to understand
that if this section is stricken out, the dividend which is
originally paid by one company will be taxed, and then if
the dividend is received by the next company it will again
be taxed, so that the net effect of the Senator’s proposal
will be to discourage holding companies?

Mr. BORAH. Exactly.

Mr. BLACK. Ii tends in that direction; and we can vote
for it with that understanding?

Mr. BORAH. That is my understanding, That is the
reason why I have offered the amendment.

Mr. BLACK. I think the Senator is correct in his position.

Mr. HARRISON. Of course, Mr. President, if Senators
desire to vote for the motion on the theory of striking out
the provision and compelling these corporations to pay a tax
on dividends, they can do it on the theory suggested by the
Senator from Alabama, but that provision was in the law
long before the provision concerning consolidated returns. I
do not think the Senate desires to adopt a provision that
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if one corporation pays a dividend to another corporation,
we shall tax that dividend, and that if it goes through 10
different channels, from one corporation to the other, every
time it goes along it shall be taxed. That is what would be
done in case the amendment of the Senator from Idaho
should be adopted. I hope it will not be adopted.

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, I desire to say just one or
two words.

I am very heartily in favor of this amendment for the
very reasons stated by the Senator from Idaho and because
of the explanation given by the Senator from Mississippi.
I thoroughly agree with the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Grass] that holding companies are not conducive to good
business management in this Nation.

This is the first opportunity we have had to express ap-
proval or disapproval of the holding-company system. I
cannot see that holding companies are anything other than
parasites upon the business structure of the country. I do
not believe they add anything to the economical operation of
business. I do not believe they have any place, except to
pyramid profits in a way that is not to the best interests
of the business itself, and is not to the best interests of the
public. For this reason I sincerely hope we shall depart
from the old custom which has been in existence.

It is true, as stated by the Senator from Mississippi,
that heretofore the dividends have been exempted from
taxation as they went up step by step. I have made some
investigation in order to determine how we could best con-
trol holding companies. It is an almost impossible task.
I have been utterly amazed at the profits that have been
slipped into the reservoir of holding companies, as disclosed
in certain investigations which have been conducted by the
Senate, Holding companies are used in the main not for
the purpose of aiding the consumer, not for the purpose of
aiding legitimate stockholders, not for the purpose of adding
anything to a sound, ethical business structure in fhis Na-
tion. On the confrary, they are, as a rule, used for the pur-
pose of concealing profits,

From the study I have been able to make during the
investigation which has been in progress here for some time
with reference to aviation, I do not agree that there are any
advantages in the use of holding companies which can begin
to compensate for the disadvantages which such companies
impose upon the business in which they engage.

I will give the Senate an example: A man testified before
a committee of the Senate. We showed him a chart of the
business enterprises where there were interlocking director-
ates. He admitted that he did not know the names of all
those companies, although he was the moving factor in
the organization of them all. He could not even state the
names of the companies from which he had drawn salaries
as an officer. When the questions were asked, he turned
around and asked his lawyer or his associates in order to
ascertain whether or not he drew salaries from those com-
panies.

There is another company which has been under investi-
gation, which has absorbed, by mergers, 80 different corpo-
rations into one parent holding company. Business cannof
be aided by such methods. It gives into a very few hands
the control of all those companies, and the sad part of it is
that it gives the control into the hands of people who
cannot possibly know anything about the operations of the
business.

In the case I spoke of a few moments ago, I asked that
gentleman if he had any interest in a certain company, and
at first he said he had not. His attention was called to the
fact, however, that he had, and that he was an officer of
the company, and had drawn $7,500 salary as an officer of
the company. Of course he could know nothing whatever
about the actual business operations of the company.

As far as I can see, the time has come when the Congress
must determine on its policy as to holding companies; and
I had intended offering some such amendment as the one
which has been offered by the Senator from Idaho.
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Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BLACK. I yield.

Mr. HARRISON. Is it the Senator’s opinion that this
amendment is confined to holding companies?

Mr. BLACK. It is my opinion that it is confined to the
dividends that pass from one company to another company.

- Mr. HARRISON. For instance, a bank might have to
take over some stock in a corporation. It would be forced,
under the provisions of this amendment, to pay the tax
in such event. The provision is not restricted to holding
companies at all.

Mr. BORAH. If that be true, the amendment ought to
go to conference for the purpose of enabling the conferees
to draw a different provision.

Mr. HARRISON. That is the trouble about legislating on
the floor in connection with a matter like this.

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, I am perfectly willing to
admit that there might be some instances in which the divi-
dends should not be taxed when they go to another com-
pany, but certainly this is the only opportunity we have had
to vote on this question.

I may state that so far as I am concerned, the fact that
a bank owns a corporation is no reason why the corporation
should not be taxed again. The banks, through their hold-
ing companies, have obtained control of a large part of the
business of the counftry, and a few banks in the eastern
section of the country control and dictate the policies.
I am perfectly willing to discourage their obtaining control
of these large companies as they do. Some of the very in-
stances I have in mind are those in which banks in New
York, which can have no possible knowledge of the opera-
tions of a shipping company or the operations of an aviation
company in certain parts of this country, get control of the
company and determine its policies.

I have in the correspondence a letter from the president
of one of these companies in which he calls attention to the
fact that his board of directors is composed entirely of
bankers and financiers, that they do not know anything
whatever about the operaticns of the company, and he com-
plains that he is deprived of having the benefit on his board
of the services of men who actually know something about
operating the business of aviation.

While it may be true, as stated by the Scnator from
Mississippi, that this provision would go farther than the
conferees might think it should go, I certainly think it is
a step in the right direction, and I shall vote for it.

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, I do not pretend to know
anything about holding companies outside of banking in-
stitutions; but I do know that holding companies in bank-
ing institutions have wrecked more banks and created more
distress and destitution than one could reasonably conceive.

In the Banking Act of 1233 we put such severe restrictions
upon banking holding companies that we apprehend they
will be driven out of business. We wanted to treat them
fairly and to give them due notice that that was the purpose
of the act, over a certain period of time. I was induced by
unintentional misrepresentation cn the floor of the Senate
to compliment the management of one of these banking
holding companies in the State of Michigan, but it turned
out to be the rottenest one of the whole group and to have
produced more disaster than any banking holding company
which was ever organized in the United States.

If I could believe that the adoption of this proposed
amendment would put an end, in a given period of time,
to holding companies, giving them ample copportunity to
readjust their business relations, I would not hestitate to
vote for it, and, in the circumstances, I am going to vote
for it anyway in order that it may go to conference and
that the matter may there be discussed.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boraxl.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I am sure the Senate
does not want to do something that would be unwise and
that might disastrously affect certain institutions. We have
done almest everything that Is humanly possible in order to
safeguard the Government against holding companies accu-
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mulating large reserves. We have gone so far as to write a
new provision in the bill against holding companies, so that
if they accumulate in their reserves more than 20 percent
they are to be taxed not merely 1334 percent but 30 or 40
percent. There is another provision in the bill relative to
such accumulations where the tax runs as high as 50 per-
cent if they act intentionally to keep from distributing their
earnings and paying their taxes. One of the objects of the
bill is to safeguard and plug up these loopholes. But what
is proposed to be done by this amendment? It is now pro-
posed in the case of every business institution in the country
that has a legitimate reserve which it desires to invest, not
for speculative purposes but legitimately in the purchase ol
some stock, and if a dividend is declared on such stock, to
put a tax upon that reserve. That is something that has
never before been done in the history of the couniry. Not-
withstanding the fact that a corporation already pays the
1334-percent tax, if the dividend should go through the
channel of 10 other corporations, such dividend might pay
10 taxes. Insurance companies are oftentimes forced, in
order to meet the demands of policyholders in case of death
or for annuities, to invest their money in legitimate stocks.
What is now proposed to be done is also to put a tax upon
such investments. If the Senate wants to do that, let it go
to it, and adopt the amendment, but I appeal to this body
not to do something without having their eyes wide open.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. President, may I inquire of the
Senator from Mississippi is it not true that in many cases
corporations engaged in business in different States are
compelled to take out corporate franchises in each of those
States?

Mr. HARRISON. Yes; that is true, I may say to the
Senator.

Mr. HASTINGS. And under this provision it would be
necessary for them to pay an additional tax upon each of
those corporations, as I understand the amendment?

Mr. HARRISON. Yes; it would be if earnings were paid
by one corporation to the other.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment.

Mr. HASTINGS. I call for the yeas and nays, Mr, Presi-
dent.

Mr. NORRIS. I will agree to that.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The yeas and nays are ordered.

Mr, NORRIS. Mr, President, it seems to me that the
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Harrison] and the Senator
from Delaware [Mr, HasTINGS] are conveying an erroneous
idea to the Senate about the effect of this amendment. The
amendment does not provide for levying a tax on those
companies, but it does provide if they shall make a profit
they shall pay the tax. What is wrong about that? If they
make no profit they will pay no tax. There is not in the
amendment a provision to levy a tax if there is an invest-
ment made in another company; but if the other company is
bought, and the purchasing corporation operates it as a
business, and makes money on it, which is subject to the
income tex law, why should it not pay a tax on the profits?
It is not a proposition to tax them, but it is a proposition
that if they are liable to the tax they shall not be excuszed
therefrom. They are not exempt if they make money, but
if they do not make any money they pay no tax. There is
nothing unfair about that.

The Senator from Virginia [Mr, Grass] has put his finger
on the sore spot so far as banks are concerned. He has told
the Senate the story that as to banks his investigations show
that holding companies have created all kinds of misery
and suffering. That is true in every other line in which
holding companies have been active. If a State compels the
organization of a corporation to enable business to be car-
ried on within its borders and the corporation makes money,
why should it not pay a tax? This amendment only provides
that if such a corporation makes money it shall not have any
exemption anywhere else. If is not necessary for a cor-
poration, if it does not want to do so, to buy up other cor-
porations over all the United States. It is not a question of
making an honest investment. They are dishonest invest-
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ments 99 times out of 100, made for the purpose of “skin-
ning ” the public. We have been noticing that for the last
2 or 3 years, in fact, having it thrown into our faces. No
man on earth, not even God Almighty, could tell where
holding companies really were, and when you put your finger
on one corporation it was another corporation in some other
State that was organized for the purpose of deception.
There is no honest intention in ninety-five cases out of one
hundred for the doing of an honest business.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. President——

Mr. NORRIS. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. HASTINGS. My understanding is that the subsidi-
ary which pays the dividends will not only pay a tax but
that the holding corporation which owns the subsidiary will
have fo pay an additional tax. Is that also the Senator’s
understanding?

Mr. NORRIS. If the holding company makes any money,
it will have to pay. If a corporation makes money, it will
have to pay; if it makes sufficient to be subject to taxation.
All this amendment does, I will say to the Senator, is to
prevent a corporation in filing a refurn from deducting a
profit which some other corporation owned by it has made
on which it will not have to pay any tax.

Mr. HASTINGS. For instance, suppose that an insurance
company is doing business in more than one State, and that
a certain other State requires that insurance company to
take out articles of incorporation under its laws in order to
do business; it is all controlled from one place; and under
this proposed amendment, as I understand, the subsidiary
corporation if it made any money would pay the tax; and if
it paid a dividend to the parent company, the parent com-
pany would also pay a tax on that.

Mr. NORRIS. Not on that.

Mr. HASTINGS. Oh, yes; on that, too.

Mr. NORRIS. It pays a tax on its profit that it gets out
of it.

Mr. HASTINGS. It would pay a tax on that particular
dividend, as I understand. Is not that also the Senator’s
understanding?

Mr. NORRIS. I do not understand it in that way. In the
first place, the Senator puts a proposition that I do not
believe, with due respect to him, exists.

Mr. HASTINGS. I am not certain, and I should like to
find out definitely, because that is what I think is true.

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, an insurance company, if it
is organized in New York and does business in 47 other
States, does not have to form 47 different corporations; it
simply has to procure a license to do business in the other
States.

Mr. NORRIS. That is all.

Mr. HASTINGS. In some instances I think it does have
to take out articles of incorporation in other States. Par-
ticularly is that so in the case of railroads.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I understand the Postal
Telegraph Co. has to take out a charter in each of the 48
States. That is what I understand from the experts.

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

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.

Mr. LONG. I happen to know that each of those cor-
porations has to file separate returns before the public-
service commissions of the States where it does business,
anyway; and there is no convenience in requiring it to file
separate returns for its revenues, because it has to do it, I
think, in practically every State of the Union anyway.

Mr. HASTINGS. The additional point is——

Mr, NORRIS. 1 yield fo the Senator from Delaware.

Mr. HASTINGS. The additional point is that if the par-
ticular corporation in Louisiana makes a profit and pays a
dividend to the parent company, the parent company also
has to pay a tax upon that dividend again. That is the
point,

Mr. NORRIS. Suppose it does; why should it not if it is
making money?

Mr. HASTINGS. Very well; but I understood the Sen-
ator to say that he did not understand it to be that way.
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Mr. NORRIS. I do not think the Senator was putting
that question to me.

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

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.

Mr. LONG. I want to correct one statement made by the
Senator from Nebraska, that 95 percent of these corpora-
tions were organized for dishonest or deceptive purposes.
I will say that 99 percent plus are created for no other
purpose in the world than to cheat State bodies and State
commissions and tax-receiving agencies of the State and
Federal Governments and to make it almost impossible to
trace their returns. That is the purpose of them.

Mr. NORRIS. I was prevented by the interruptions from
referring to the suggestion as to insurance companies. I
should like to do that now.

I do not claim to be an expert or anything of that kind,
but I believe I can safely say that there is not a State in
the Union that compels an insurance company to organize
a new corporation for the purpose of doing business within
its borders. Insurance companies have to comply with the
laws of the State which probably provide a form of licens-
ing or some method under which anyone who wants to sue
them will have a place to sue and someone upon whom to
serve summons. But I do not believe there is an instance
where the New York Life Insurance Co., for instance, if it
wanted to do business in another State would be compelled
to organize, say, the Sun Insurance Co., which they would
own, in order to do business in that State. It is not done
in that way. They do not organize separate corporations;
it is unnecessary; and the insurance companies do not do it.

Mr, BARKLEY. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT, Does the Senator from Ne-
braska yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. I am not in a position to dispute what
the Senator has said about it, but I do happen to recall that
in the State of Texas every railroad that passes through the
State must organize a separate corporation under the laws
of the State of Texas. I wonder if the State of Texas
makes the same requirement of every other corporation
which does business in the State?

Mr. NORRIS. I cannot answer the Senator’s question.
A railroad very often, or any other corporation sometimes,
is required by the laws of a State to incorporate in that
State an identical corporation. That will not harm them
any. There is nothing about it that is wrong. There is no
holding-company operation involved at all. It is not neces-
sary to have a holding company to do an insurance busi-
ness in any State in the Union—none with which I am
familiar, and I am familiar with quite a number of them.
In not a single instance is it required that there shall be a
holding company, and there are no holding companies, if I
understand the situation correctly.

But, after all, let us see what we have here. We have
adopted an amendment striking out section 141. The pend-
ing amendment ought to follow as a matter of course. It
is something that follows from the amendment which has
already been agreed to by the Senate. When I left the
Chamber to go to lunch after that amendment was adopted
I supposed the adoption of this amendment would be only a
matter of form. If the one amendment prevails, as it has,
then the other ought to be adopted. It is a matter of neces-
sity under the action the Senate has already taken. If is
House language which the amendment would strike out.
If the amendment shall not be adopted, the matter will not
be in conference, even though the other amendment has
been agreed to. We will have two conflicting provisions and
we will be unable to remedy the situation. This amendment
striking out the House language must be adopted or the
subject will not be in conference,

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nebraska
yield to the Senator from Mississippi?

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.

Mr. HARRISON. Of course, it is quite true that the ques-
tion of taxing dividends paid by one corporation to another
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would not be In conference if the amendment were not
adopted. That is true. But there is no similiarity at all
between the amendment now pending and the amendment
adopted a while ago, the so-called “Borah motion”, to
strike out section 141.

Mr. NORRIS. I understood there was.

Mr. HARRISON. They are not affiliated at all. They
have nothing to do with each other. That motion was to
strike out the right to make consolidated returns and to
require every corporation to file its own return. This is a
different matter altogether. It is not akin to the other in
any way. This is not confined to holding companies at all.
This affects every corporation that declares a dividend.

Mr. NORRIS. It includes every holding company, as I
understand. It applies only in case one corporation owns
another corporation. That is the only instance where a
corporation would want to get credit for a loss or a gain
in a different corporation to make up a loss somewhere else
in another corporation.

Mr. HARRISON. I know the Senator wants to be abso-
lutely fair. Is it the Senator’s understanding that this
amendment would apply to corporations owning a control-
ling interest in another corporation, or where one group
might own the control in other corporations?

Mr. NORRIS. Yes.

Mr. HARRISON. That is not so.

Mr. NORRIS. I think it is.

Mr. HARRISON. No; it is not so.

Mr. NORRIS. I do not see how it can be otherwise.

Mr. BORAH. Why is it not so?

Mr. HARRISON. Because that matter is dealt with in
other provisions of the bill.

Mr. NORRIS. The amendment is to strike out this lan~
guage:

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

That is what they can take out as exemptions.

Mr. HARRISON. There is nothing there about holding
companies.

Mr. NORRIS. They do not use the term “ holding com-
panies ”, but it prevents a corporation taking out as divi-
dends that which it receives from another corporation.
That is what makes a holding company. When one cor-
poration owns another, it may be called something else, if
the Senator desires, but it is a holding company just the
same when one corporation owns another. The language
provides that they can deduct from their returns the amount
that is received from another corporation.

Mr. President, I want to add—and I should like to have
the attention of the Senator from Mississippi—that the
Senator from Mississippi, I think, has been remarkably fair
in his management of the bill. We have a proposal here
now pending—the amendment of the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. Borarl—that would strike out some of the House
language. If that amendment shall be defeated, the ques-
tion will not be in conference at all. If the amendment
shall be adopted, the Senator from Mississippi and his fel-
low conferees will still have it under their control. The
Senate is willing and glad to trust them to do the fair thing.
If he can, by any kind of investigation, find a case where
one of these holding companies ought to be exempted, we
will have it inserted in the conference report or adopt lan-
guage that will permit it.

The matter will be in the hands of the conferees. But if
the amendment is defeated it is gone forever. If the
amendment is defeated, the question is not in conference.
It seems to me the Senator, with his usual degree of fair-
ness, ought to accept the amendment.

Mr. HARRISON. I thought the Senator was trying to
cut out the holding companies. What the Senator’s amend-
ment does is to affect every other kind of company.

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator from Mississippi can control
that in conference. If there ought to be some exemptions,
they can be provided. If we do not adopt this amendment,
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the hands of the Senator from Mississippi are tied so he
cannot do a thing.

Mr. HARRISON. The Senater does not want to tax
every dividend paid by one corporation to another, does he?

Mr. NORRIS. I would like to tax the holding companies,
unless we can find an exemption for holding companies
which can show a decent right to live. I would like to tax
them all out of existence. I confess that frankly. I would
like to get rid of them all, They are something that did
not bother our forefathers. They have grown up under our
modern system, and in my judgment they have done one of
the greatest injuries to the American people they have ever
suffered. Insull is an example of the evil, a fair example of
it. Kreuger, in the match business, is another one, They
are scatfered all through the world, these financial kings,
who have robbed the common people in order to make mil-
lions for themselves. Eventually they fall down of their
own weight.

Mr. HARRISON. May I say to the Senator that the com-
mittee was carrying out that purpose in writing additional
income taxes on holding companies which went as high as
20 percent above the 133; percent. Also, in addition to that
we have the other provisions in the bill relating to accumu-
lated profits.

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; and I commend the committee. I
commend the Senator from Mississippi for doing that.
Those are mostly personal holding companies, but we want

‘an opportunity here, and I think the Senator from Mis-

sissippi ought to be with us, to carry the same doctrine into
other cases. All we are asking now is to have this amend-
ment adopted so as to put the matter in conference. It is
the only hope we have. Without it all hope is gone beyond
any possible redemption.

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nebraska
yield to the Senator from Virginia?

Mr. NORRIS. Certainly.

Mr. GLASS. As I understand, the proposed amendment
is complementary to the amendment we have already
adopted and against which I voted.

Mr. NORRIS. Absolutely.

Mr. GLASS. If one provision is to go out, the other ought
to go out likewise, so they will both be in conference.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I do not want to delay
the Senate, but all the experts tell me the two matters are
not complementary at all and not akin at all.

Mr. BORAH. I do not know to what experts the Senator
refers. He says “all the experts.” Experts tell me that the
amendments are related and ought to be considered together.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, the suggestions made by the
Senator from Mississippi and the Senator from Idaho have
shown us how dangerous it is to adeopt 100 percent, and
accept as absolutely true, the statements of experts.

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I desire to direct an inquiry
to the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. HARRISON].

Am I correct in my understanding that if this amend-
ment should be adopted, it would force every insurance
company to pay the full corporate tax rate upon the in-
come from every share of stock which it holds as an invest-
ment and would also compel the payment of the tax by
testamentary trusts?

Mr. HARRISON. No; I did not say that, but it might in
fire-insurance cases. Dividends from a corporation to the
insurance company would be subjected fo the tax twice;
and they might be taxed on 10 different occasions down the
line.

Mr. ADAMS. Would that be true also of testamentary
trusts, where a corporate trustee was designated by will and
the trustee invested the funds in corporate stocks?

Mr. HARRISON. The frustee would have to pay the tax
on the dividends.

Mr. ADAMS. So that there would be a double tax.

Mr. HARRISON. And if a bank had to take up stock in
some corporation, it would have to pay the tax on the
dividends.
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Mr. ADAMS. And then, upon the distribution, the bene-
ficiary would pay his individual tax?

Mr. HARRISON. Oh, yes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Borar]. On
that amendment the yeas and nays have been demanded
and ordered. The clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. GLASS (when Mr. Byrp’s name was called). I desire
to announce that my colleague [Mr. Byrp]l is unavoidably
absent on official business.

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. HATFIELD (after having voted in the negative). I
have a general pair with the senior Senator from Florida
[Mr. Frercaer]l. I transfer that pair to the junior Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. Heeert], who is detained on official
business, and will allow my vote to stand.

Mr. BORAH (after having voted in the affirmative). I
change my vote from “ yea ” to “ nay.”

Mr. FESS. I desire to announce that the Senator from
Vermont [Mr. AusTin] is paired with the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. Brackl. If the Senator from Vermont were
present, he would vote “ nay ”, and if the Senator from Ala-
bama were present he would vote “yea.” These two Sena-
tors are detained in a meeting of the Commitfee to Investi-
gate the Air Mail Contracts.

I also desire to announce the following general pairs:

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNary] with the Senator
from Florida [Mr, TRAMMELL];

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. PartersoN] with the
Senator from New York [Mr. WAGNER];

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Reep] with the Sen-
afor from Arkansas [Mr. Rosinson]; and

The Senator from Maine [Mr. WrrTeE]l with the Senator
from California [Mr, McApool. ]

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNaryl, the Senator
from Maine [Mr. WriTE], and the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. AusTiN] are detained on business of the Senate. The
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Reep]l and the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. PATTERSON] are necessarily absent.

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

I also desire to announce the necessary absence on official
business of the Senator from Arizona [Mr. AsauUrstl, the
Senator from Alabama [Mr, Bankaeap], the Senator from
Washington [Mr. Bonel, the Senator from Colorado [Mr.
CosTtican], the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DieTericE], the
senior Senator from Florida [Mr. FrercHEr], the junior
Senator from Florida [Mr. TrammeLL], the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. LEwis], the Senator from California [Mr. Mc-
Apoo], the Senator from Nevada [Mr. Prrtman], the Senator
from North Carolina [Mr. REywnoLps]l, the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. Typinesl, and the Senator from New York
[Mr. WAGNER].

The result was announced—yeas 33, nays 39, as follows:

YEAS—33
Brown Erickson McGill Schall
Bulow Frazier MecKellar Bheppard
Capper Glass Neely Bhipstead
Caraway Hatch Norris Bteiwer
Connally Hayden Nye Thomas, Okla.
Couzens Johnson Overton Thompson
Cutting La Follette Pope
Dickinson Long Robinson, Ind.
Dill McCarran Russell

NAYS—39
Adams Coolidge Harrison O'Mahoney
Bachman Copeland Hastings Bmith
Bailey Davis Hatfield Btephens
Barbour Duffy Kean Thomas, Utah
Barkley Fess Keyes Townsend
Borah George King Vandenberg
Bulkley Gibson Logan Van Nuys
Byrnes Goldsborough Lonetgan Walcott
Carey Gore Metcalf Walsh
Clark Hale Murphy

NOT VOTING—24

Ashurst Black Costigan Hebert
Austin Bone Dieterich Lewis
Bankhead Byrd Fletcher McAdoo
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McNary Pittman Robinson, Ark. 'Wagner
Norbeck Reed Trammell Wheeler
Patterson Reynolds Tydings White

So Mr. Boran’s amendment was rejected.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I offer the amendment
which I send to the desk and ask to have stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated.

The Cuier CLERK. On page 132, line 15, it is proposed to
strike out the words “ during the taxable year.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment offered by the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, the Senate has imposed
high income-tax rates, but it has left an opening as large
as a barn door for the evasion of those tax rates.

In recent years many so-called “ family trusts ” have been
created with no other purpose than to avoid high surtaxes
on large incomes. Under trusts of this type, the grantor
transfers his property to a trustee and provides for the
payment of the income to the beneficiaries of the trust, the
members of his family, but he retains the right to revoke
the trust at any time.

Congress recognized the seriousness of this situation as it
related to the revenues as early as 1924, and in the revenue
act of that year enacted a special provision requiring the
income from a revocable trust to be taxable to the grantor.

The right of Congress to tax the income to the grantor in
the case of a revocable trust was upheld by the Supreme
Court in the case of Corliss v. Bowers (281 U.S. 376).

Taxpayers found a way to get around the revocable trust
provision of the 1924 act, which was incorporated in all
subsequent revenue acts. The difficulty with the wording
of the present statute is that the income is not taxable to
the grantor unless he retains the right to revoke within the
taxable year. Therefore, to avoid the tax, many so-called
‘“ year-and-a-day " trusts have been created. Under the
terms of most of these trusts, the grantor does not have
the power at any time during the taxable year to revest
in himself title to any part of the corpus of the trust except
upon written notice delivered to the trustee during the pre-
ceding taxable year. The courts have held that the income
from such trusts is not taxable to the grantor, among the
cases so holding being Fgber v. U.S. (1 Fed. Supp. 859):
Lewis v. White (56 Fed. (2d) 390); Langley v. Commis-
sioner (61 Fed. (2d) 796); Ashforth v. Commissioner (26
B.T.A. 1188).

In the Langley frust the grantor reserved the right to
revoke on the giving of a notice of a year and a day. Since
notice was not given during the taxable year 1927 the court
held that the income of the trust for 1928 was not taxable
to the grantor, since during 1928 he could not revest title to
the corpus of the trust. The Treasury Department has
acquiesced in all of the above decisions.

As demonstrating the tax effect of these revocable trusts,
under the pending bhill & man with an income of a million
dollars would pay a tax of $571,158. By splitting this
income up into three family trusts, such as I have de-
scribed, receiving one part of the income for himself, he
will effect a tax saving of $108,358, since the tax on $250,000,
or a quarter of a million, amounts to only $115,700.

Take the case of a man with an income of $100,000. If
he sets up one of these trusts, so that $50,000 of the income
will be paid to his wife, the other half being retained by
himself, he will decrease his tax by approximately 50 percent.
Of course, if he created several of these trusts, he could
secure an even greater reduction.

If & man had an income of $200,000, and wanted to avoid
the tax on that to himself, and split it up into three trusts of
$50,000 each, retaining $50,000 for himself, his tax would be
reduced, by that operation, from $80,240 to $29,760, repre-
senting a saving in tax to him of $50,480.

There is no use, when raising surtaxes, to leave the way
open, by the creation of these revocable trusts, for the
avoidance of the imposition of those surtaxes.

My amendment, by striking out the words “ during the
taxable year ”, would close this avenue of tax avoidance. I
submit that the Chairman of the Commitiee on Finance
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might well accept the amendment, and let it go to con-
ference.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr, President, I may say that I have
talked this matter over and had the experts look into it.
I have no objection to the adoption of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ConnaLLY in the chair).
The question is on agreeing to the amendment offered by
the Senator from Iowa [Mr., MurpPHY],

The amendment was agreed fo.

Mr. DUFFY. Mr. President, I present an amendment,
which I ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the
amendment.

The Crier CLERE. On page 33, after line 25, it is proposed
to insert a new section to read as follows:

SEc. 31A. Taxes of States, Territories, and the District of Colum-
bia: The amount of income tax, or corporation tax measured by
income imposed by any State, Territory, or the District of Colum-
bia shall be allowed as a credit against the tax, but not exceeding
10 percent of the tax against which such credit is taken. Such

credit shall be allowed as provided in section 131 and the provi-
sions of sald section, so far as applicable, shall govern.

Mr, DUFFY. Mr. President, through a misunderstanding,
this matter was not presented to the Committee on Finance
of the Senate.

In 1933 there was organized under the laws of the State of
Wisconsin an interim committee on tax problems, and a
part of their duty was stated to be as follows:

And is specifically instructed to bring to the attention of the

Federal Government the equity of allowing a credit in the payment
of Federal income taxes of income taxes pald to the States.

The Legislature of the State of Wisconsin, by joint reso-
lution, on three different occasions has memorialized Con-
gress to consider this problem. The interim committee had
intended appearing before the Finance Committee, but
through a misunderstanding as to when hearings would
close they were unable to do so.

The income tax being the fairest of taxes, as we all recog-
nize, and being based upon ability to pay, I think it should
be encouraged in the several States. The State of Wisconsin
imposed an income tax before the Federal Government did,
as did several other States. I believe my State was the first
whose income tax law was held valid by the courts.

Mr. President, 26 States of the Union are levying income
taxes on both corporations and individuals. Two of them
are levying taxes on the incomes of corporations only and
one on the incomes of individuals only. Three of them
impose taxes upon gross income. Two others tax income
from intangibles only.

Although the income tax is a fair tax, and the States are
inecreasingly using it, yet it does bring about an unfair situa-
tion with reference to States which do not have State income
taxes, particularly where corporations or individuals are
doing business in competition with corporations and indi-
viduals of other States where they are not subject to income
taxation.

There is a policy which this Government has established
with reference to inheritance taxes, under the law of 1928,
which would seem to justify this amendment. Since 1924
an estate tax has been levied by the Federal Government,
If the Senate imposes an inheritance income tax, one is al-
lowed a credit up to 80 percent. I recognize that the
Government is so greatly in need of funds that a larger
figure than 10 percent, for which my amendment calls,
might well be justified. Yet I think the adoption of this
amendment would establish a policy which would give great
emphasis to the movement in the States of the Union toward
levying income taxes, where at least they are not prohibited
from doing so by their State constitutions. The amendment
is in accord with the resolution of the State legislature of
my State, and in accordance with the request of the interim
committee.

I have conferred with the experts here as to what they
thought it would cost. I have presented it in two alternative
forms, one in the form of a tax of 10 percent on corpora-
tions, and the other in the form of a tax on both corpora-
tions and individuals, The experts tell me frankly that,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

APRIL 12

because the larger States have State income taxes, it might
cost as high as $75,000,000, but it does seem to me that it
would establish a precedent which should be followed, and
would be of great assistance in leading the various States to
impose income taxes. I therefore think the policy should be
adopted. The amendment I have presented is in the form
of an allowance of both individual and corporation income-
tax credits.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, of course anything the
Junior Senator from Wisconsin might ask would naturally
appeal to me; but this amendment would cost the Govern-
ment somewhere between $75,000,000 and $100,000,000. It
is too much of an experiment, it seems to me, for the Fed-
eral Government to begin at this time. The Government
could not stand the loss of the revenue, the amendment pre-
sgnf.s an entirely new policy, to which the committee has
given no consideration, and I hope the amendment will be
defeated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agree-
ing to the amendment.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. NYE. Mr, President, I send an amendment to the
desk and ask to have it stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the
amendment.

The CHier CLErk. On page 13, after line 14, it is pro-
posed to insert the following new section:

BEc. 14. Tax in the event of war: (a) Whenever Congress shall
declare that a state of war exists, the Income-tax rates then in
force shall be increased by 100 percent: Provided, however, That in
no case shall the tax so imposed, together with all other Fed-
eral, State, local, and foreign taxes imposed upon the same tax-
payer exceed 98 percent of his entire net income: Provided jurther,

That in no case shall the total of such taxes be less than 98 per-
cent of each taxpayer’s net income in excess of $10,000 a year.

‘The 100 percent increase shall be further increased or diminished

in order to come within these maximum and minimum limits.

(b) The tax imposed by this section shall be applicable to every
year (whether calendar or fiscal) during any part of which the
state of war shall exist, and to 1 year prior and 1 year subsequent
to such perlod. The President shall by proclamation declare the
date of termination of the war.

(¢) The Secretary of the Treasury shall have power to prescribe
regulations for the administration of the provisions of this sec-
;lun. which shall be construed as a part of the general income-tax
aw.

Mr. NYE. Mr. President, the purpose of this amendment
would be that of accomplishing an increase in tax rates in
the event of war, which in the case of incomes of $10,000 per
year or less would provide a doubling of the fax rates. On
incomes in excess of $10,000 per year the rate of taxation,
roughly, would be 98 percent.

At first blush one is apt to consider this a most severe
degree of taxation, and yet if we will consider what the
requirements of life are, it is not difficult to see that the
man with the huge income that was being taxed at so high
a rate as 98 percent would still find himself with ample
means to provide for himself and for his family. Certain it
is that an income of $10,000 or $20,000 or $30,000 or $40,000,
such as would be permitted under this amendment, would
be sufficient to take care of the families of any one of
those men who will be in the trenches, in the front lines,
carrying on in the cause of country and flag during the time
of war. I do not know why we should fret particularly
about the question of confiscation, if that is what it amounts
to, in event of war, for we have no hesitation whatsoever in
confiscating lives, in confiscating limbs and bodies. We do
not hesitate in time of war in confiscating the positions
which the young men give up in order that they might carry
on in the cause of their country. We show no hesitation
at all in time of war in going out and destroying and dam-
aging not only lives but property as well. Why, then, we
should hesitate when it comes to what might amount to be
confiscation of income, confiscation of wealth, is beyond me
to understand.

In the one event as relates to life and relates to property
and health we grind most ruthlessly in time of war. Why
must we be so solicitous about taxing the huge incomes that
accrue to individuals during time of war?
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It has been very often said, Mr. President, that one of
the surest ways of preventing war is to take the profit out of
war. While there have been many theories advanced as to
plans to end war and prevent war, I know of none that
would go further than this plan of taxing profits and partly
confiscating profits in time of war.

But it is asked, “ Why do we not wait? Why act now?
Why not wait until war comes, and then we can increase
these tax rates to the extent that is being suggested now? ”

I think, Mr. President, that the answer to that question
is this: Instead of taking alone the profit out of war, let
us take the prospects of profit out of war. Take the pros-
pects away and, I am convinced from such consideration as
I have given, that we would be much farther removed from
the dangers of war than we are even at this particular hqur.

Mr. President, taking the prospect of profit out of war,
it seems to me, is a precaution we ought to heed at this time.
If it be said we ought to wait until war is declared before
we levy war-time tax rates, let us be reminded that when
we went into the last war we did not move with great
rapidity, indeed, we did not awaken to the terrific profits
that men were making out of war until the war was over,
and it was discovered that a single war had created in our
country something like 22,000 millionaires. We waited too
long. Let us not make the same mistake again.

And so if we were to move now, writing laws, writing
regulations which would be convincing that another war
was not going to permit men, institutions, or industries to
reap these huge profits while men were giving their all in
the front line of battle, we would have performed for our
country a very splendid service.

There is not anyone in this Chamber who is not quite
unalterably opposed to the thought of more wars, or to our
engagement in more wars. Then that being the case, why,
I ask again, Mr. President, wait to write tax rates that will
prevail and that should prevail if another war were to be
visited upon us?

The question of preventing more war is one that lends
itself to much of discussion and is most inviting of debate.
I feel that this amendment which is now before the Senate
would go far in that direction.

Another splendid service to that end could be performed
by the approval and passage of Senate bill 3356, which is a
bill intended to put the United States onto a cash-and-carry
basis in the event other nations engage in war and want to
buy of us their supplies and their ammunition. That par-
ticular bill, which I have introduced, provides as follows:

That it shall be unlawful for any person to transport or cause
to be transported any articles or commodities from the United
States, or any place subject to the jurisdiction thereof, in vessels
registered under the laws of the United States, to any foreign
cou:intry which is engaged in a dispute or conflict with another
natio.

Sncl.l‘z. Whoever violates the provisions of this act shall, upon

conviction thereof, be fined not more than $10,000, or imprisoned
for not longer than 5 years, or both.

The purpose, Mr. President, of that legislation is very
obvious. We are reminded that we may not be able to stay
out of another world conflict; that when countries engage
in war it might well be expected that one of them will be
buying from the United States supplies, munitions of war;
and that in their transportation to the purchasing nation
they will be attacked by another warring nation, our Ameri-
can shipping will be sunk. To such an act the American
flag must respond, and our soldiers and our sailors, our ships,
must be thrown into that world engagement. So I say, Mr.
President, that if we had legislation which left our markets
open to foreign countries that wanted to buy from us while
they were engaged in war, all well and good, but let them
come, carry it away in their own shipping, under their own
flag; not under the American flag, another great step in
security of peace would be won.

Another splendid purpose could be served in the lessening
of danegers of war by the adoption by the Senate of that
resolution which has been approved by the Military Affairs
Committee, approved by the Committee to Audit and Con-
trol the Contingent Expenses of the Senate, now on the
calendar of the Senate, introduced by the Senator from
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Michigan and myself, calling for a sweeping investigation
of the practices of our American munitions makers.

The question -arises, What part do these manufacturers
of arms play in the creation of wars and in the carrying
on of wars? To the end that the American people and we
ourselves in Congress might have knowledge of the very in-
fluential part which they do play in that emergency, I' am
hopeful that that particular resolution can very soon be
taken up from the calendar, its passage accomplished, and
a committee appointed to proceed with that sweeping study
which is contemplated.

That investigation can be expected to ascertain what part
of the American tax dollar ultimately reaches the manufac-
turer of munitions of war. It is known that in our normal
expenditures as a Government today 75 cents of every tax
dollar goes for the purpose of paying for war—past wars or
future wars, What part of that 75 cents, what part of our
total annual expenditures, is going to bolster up the com-
mercial strength of those who are engaged in the manufac-
ture of munitions?

We also ought to know how much of collusion there is on
the part of manufacturers of munitions in their sales to the
United States Government of armor plate and of other com-
modities that enter into our preparation for war.

We ought to know if it is true that American munitions
makers engage in South America in programs which are
intended to breed suspicion and fear between the countries of
South America, suspicion and fear that invite to one thing—
orders for more munitions to prepare for more war, to pre-
pare for more of the military engagements of which these
unfortunate countries have known so many.

What part do the munitions makers play and take in:
preventing the fuller accomplishments that are hoped for
from peace conferences?

What part did the munitions makers play while our
statesmen were in South America less than a year ago try-
ing to accomplish peace and understanding?

What are the holdings of American banking interests in
our munitions enterprises in America?

What part do the banks play in the accomplishment of
sales of American munitions to countries that are bank-
rupt, to countries that decline to meet their obligations
under their bonds? What makes it possible for them to keep
buying munitions while they are defaulting upon their
bonds? Do our American banking interests have any in-
terest whatsoever in munitions enterprises in our country?

Another question that the investigation might help satisfy
is how many Shearers are engaged by our American muni-
tions makers to ply their trade in the lobbies of Congress
and in the Legislative Halls of the Nation?

What part have the munitions makers played in prevent-
ing the successful outcome of efforts like that involved in
the arms embargo effort of a year ago?

What part—and this is all important, it seems, Mr.
President—what part of our preparation efforts as a nation
are occasioned by the commercial objectives of war or
preparation for war? How large an influence does the mere
commercial interest of American industries play in building
our preparation program, our plan to be prepared for an-
other war? What practices do the munitions makers resort
to in order to accomplish the awarding of contracts from
their own Government and from other governments?

It would be very interesting, too, Mr. President, to know
what part of the holdings, what part of the stocks of muni-
tions enterprises are possessed by men and by interests who
and which occupy dominating positions in our public life,
who are leading our public thought and opinion with respect
to national issues.

Those and other questions are such as we might hope to
have answered if the investigation of which I speak should
be undertaken. I repeat the expression of the hope that the
Senate is going to permit that investigation to get very
quickly under way. A poll of the Senate has revealed an
overwhelming majority in this body in favor of it.

Getting back to the pending amendment, it may be asked,
Mr. President, why should this amendment be pressed at
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this time? There are those who insist that there is no dan-
ger of war, that war is not imminent at all, that we ought
not to be concerned with it, and that we can deal with the
tax problems involved soon enough when and if war does
come. Mr. President, I think anyone who will face the facts
will agree that there is just as much prospect of war in this
world today as there was 2 or 3 months before the World
War broke, almost 20 years ago. If, indeed, preparation is
an invitation to war, then we may expect this world to be
moving very directly into another terrible conflict such as
was that of a very few years ago.

We find in the cause of preparation our own expenditures
in the United States multiplied almost by three today over
what they were in the years 1914 and 1915, before our entry
into the World War. Whereas in 1915 the total cost of
maintaining our Army and Navy was $343,000,000, during
more recent years it has mounted to $840,000,000. Economy
has pushed down expenditures slightly, but they are still in
excess of $700,000,000 annually, or well over twice as much
as we were spending in those years of peace before the
breaking out of the terrible and great World War, the war
that was going to end war. Our own preparations in
America rather indicate that we have been the leader in the
movement of preparing for more trouble. From 1913 to 1930
Great Britain’s cost of preparation for war increased 42 per-
cent, France’s 30 percent, Italy’s 44 percent, Japan's 142
percent, Russia’s 30 percent, and the United Sfates outdis-
tanced them all with an increase in that same period of 197
percent.

Mr, President, we never consider the danger of war
but that the finger is pointed toward that island over across
. the Pacific, and we are cautioned to keep our eye there;
that that is going to be the source of our next trouble as a
nation. Eleven years ago there was written for the maga-
zine Asia an article which, it seems to me, ought to be
brought to mind again, particularly here in the Senate.
Eleven years ago that article was written reciting how im-
possible, how improbable was an engagement between the
United States and Japan. The writer at that time de-
clared—and I quote from the New Republic—

The overwhelming opinion of naval experts on both sides of
the Pacific is that a war between these two countries would come
to nothing in any military sense. We could not possibly defend
the Philippines or successfully attack the Japanese territory. The
Japanese could not, except momentarily, invade the United States
either directly or through Mexico. Recent naval inventions, in-
stead of making long-distance warfare more feasible, has made
it less so. Such a war would develop into a stalemate and a

struggle of economic attrition. In this struggle the United States
would be overwhelmingly superior.

The New Republic declares:

We should like to call to the attention of the writer of that
article of 11 years ago this passage from his article:

“Tableau: Japan and the United States, four or five thousand
miles apart, making faces at one another across a no-man's water
as broad as the Pacific. Some genius might then arise to ask
what it was all about and what the use was of the atrophy of
national life and development. Or, to take a pessimistic view,
jingo councils might prevail in both Nations until one or the
other, or both, have bled to death through the pocketbook. If,
then, it were realized by the people of this country and of Japan
that a war would be a futile gesture, attended by no sufficiently
compensating results, each Nation might be In a fair way to
change its apprehensive habit of mind.

Mr. President, the writer of the article from which I have
quoted was none other than the President of the United
States when he was Assistant Secretary of the Navy or just
after his retirement from that particular office. He speaks
of a change in the “apprehensive habit of mind.” If only
such a change could be brought abouf, Mr. President, a
world of good could be accomplished and suffering, eco-
nomic and physical, could be avoided. Because we all want
to attain that end I press an appeal for the passage of that
kind of law at this time which will determine that in the
event of more war there will not be tolerated that degree
of profiteering which prevailed during the last war.

There has just come from the press a most interesting
publication, revealing the antics of our American munitions
manufacturers during the World War, and at other times,
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It is written by H. C. Engelbrecht and F. C. Hanighen, and
has been given a title which fits the situation beautifully.
Merchants of Death is the name of this new work. I wish
to invite the attention of every Member of the Senate
to this book which is deserving of their reading. It is a
remarkable work, one about which a great deal is going to
be heard. In this volume we find recorded some figures
showing the profits enjoyed during the last war, profits that
we certainly want to protect ourselves against in the event
of further military engagements.

During 4 peace years the United States Steel Corpora-
tion enjoyed an average annual profit of $105,000,000, while
during the 4 years of war its annual average profit was
$239,000,000.

.The du Pont interests during 4 years of peace found them-
selves enjoying an average annual profit of $6,000,000, while
during 4 years of war they enjoyed an average profit of
$58,000,000 annually.

The Bethlehem Steel Corporation in peace times had an
average annual profit of $6,000,000, and in war times an
average profit of $49,000,000 annually.

Anaconda Copper had an annual average profit of $10,-
000,000 in peace times, and an average in war times of
$34,000,000.

Utah Copper, $5,700,000 in peace times and $21,600,000
in war times.

American Smelting & Refining Co., $11,500,000 in peace
times and $18,600,000 in war times.

Republic Iron & Steel, $4,000,000 in peace times and $17,-
500,000 in war times.

International Mercantile Marine, in peace times $6,600,-
000 profits per year and in war times $14,000,000 in profits
per year.

Atlas Powder Co., $485,000 profit in peace years per-annum
and $2,374,000 per year in times of war.

American and British manufacturing, $172,000 profit in
peace times and $325,000 in time of war.

Canadian Car & Foundry, $1,300,000 in peace times and
$2,200,000 in war times.

Crocker Wheeler Co., another munitions institution, $206,-
000 annually in peace times and $666,000 in war times.

Hercules Powder Co. in peace times had an annual profit
of $1,200,000 and in time of war an annual profit of
$7,430,000.

General Motors in peace times had a profit of $6,900,000
per year, and in war times $21,700,000 profits per year.

Mr. President, why should we hesitate, why should we
delay for one moment writing now a provision which will
say to those who might have an interest in another war,
“In the event of another war your profits are going to be
limited almost to the point of confiscation of the huge
incomes which you take while men are bleeding, while
homes are being deprived of the support they so desperately
needed ”? Why should we hesitate doing this particularly
when we find our gigantic industrial enterprises in America
reaching out at all times to enlarge upon their profits, no
matter what the cost may be to humanity, no matter the
suffering of mankind?

This volume, Merchants of Death, reminds us of an ad-
vertisement published by the Cleveland Automatic Machine
Co. in the American Machinist, an advertisement having
to do with a new discovery, the discovery of some new
instrument that would bring death in terrible agony to men
engaged in the defense of flag and country. I am going to
insist upon reading this advertisement in part.

Speaking of the material this manufacturer had developed,
the advertisement declares:

The material is high in tensile strength and very special and
has a tendency to fracture info small pieces upcn the explosion
of the shell, The timing of the fuse for this shell is similar to
the shrapnel shell, but it differs in that two explosive acids are
used to explode the shell In the large cavity. The combination
of these two acids causes a terrific explosion, having more power
than anything of its kind yet used. Fragments become coated with
the acids in exploding and wounds caused by them meun death
in terrible agony within 4 hours if not attended to immediately.
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Listen to this further paragraph appearing in the adver-
tisement:

From what we are able to learn of conditions in the trenches,
it is not possible to get medical assistance to anyone in time to
prevent fatal results. It is necessary to cauterize the wound im-
mediately, if in the body or head, or to amputate if in the limbs,
as there seems to be no antidote that will counteract the poison.

I continue quoting the advertisement:

It can be seen from this that this shell is more effective than
the regulnr sh.ra.pnel. since the wounds caused DY mapnel balls
and fragments in the muscle are not as dangerous, as they have
no poisonous element making prompt attention necessary.

Now, here is a manufacturer, one who enjoys huge profits
in time of war, one whose greatest prosperity is dependent
upon war—here is one who develops not an instrument, not
a tool, that is going to accomplish alone death or the dis-
ability of someone engaged in war, but is going to accomplish
death “in terrible agony ”, to use his own language.

Profits! Profits! Mr. President, profit plays more of a
part in preparing for war, in occasioning war, than any other
one thing to which we might devote our attention. Because
that is so emphatically true I have deep interest and con-
cern in the amendment which I have offered, an amend-
ment which, in the event of another war, would take that
part of the profits of men in industries which is in excess
of $10,000 a year and tax it to the extent of 98 percent.

Mr. President, I hope the amendment may prevail.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, the pending amend-
ment to the tax bill proposes the virtual confiscation of all
war profits in the unhappy event of another conflict involv-
ing the United States. This raises, by implication, the whole
question of a practical peace program for our country. Too
much emphasis cannot be put upon the importance of the
challenge involved in the amendment. It represents com-
pulsory patriotism and practical pacifism. The length of
the step proposed in the tax amendment is far less impor-
tant than the direction of the step. The direction is the
thing I am rising to applaud heartily and to support with
all the earnestness at my command. The Senate here deals
with the most powerful peace impulse which can be flung
into the affairs of men.

It seems to me that the adoption of the amendment would
be a major frontal attack upon the commercial motive in
the war equation. The commercial motive in the war equa-
tion is public enemy no. 1 insofar as the promotion of prac-
tical peace is concerned. When an attack upon the com-
mercial motive wholly succeeds, I am persuaded that the
greatest possible peace insurance will have been developed.
By the same happy token, national defense insurance also
is promoted. The text of the pending amendment in its
immediate detail may or may not be the appropriate mathe-
matical calculation. That is immaterial. I repeat that it is
the intent and the direction and the philosophy of the
amendment which deserves the affirmative consideration of
a Senate dedicated to the common weifare.

I want to point out, first of all, Mr. President, that this is
no novel idea. It does not come here solely upon the re-
sponsibility of the author of this amendment which is offered
from the floor. It has behind it credentials of utterly for-
midable character. It has behind it the accumulated au-
thority of the work of the War Policies Commission, which
was created by formal act of Congress in 1931, a body which
met over a period of 12 months and devoted loyal service to
ihe faithful quest for a formula, quoting the original resolu-
tion, “ to promote peace and to equalize the burdens and to
minimize the profits of war.” That is a patriotic objective,
a Christian objective, a democratic objective.

The War Policies Commission was made up of representa-
tives of the Senate, appointed by the Vice President, repre-
sentatives of the House, appointed by the Speaker, and
representatives of the President's Cabinet, named in the
original resolution. I want to indicate the personnel of the
commission because I want to emphasize the importance of
the credentials that lie behind this purpose to take the profit
out of war by way of a tax amendment. It is not a matter
born of casual adventure. It is no mere passing fancy. It

LEXVIII—409

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

6475

is not a flash of pacific hysteria. It is the seasoned conclu-
sion of a governmental clinic which reached a solemn verdict
in the light of searching investigation.

These are the men who joined in the report of the War
Policies Commission: The then Secretary of War, Patrick
J. Hurley, chairman; Senator David A. Reed, vice chair-
man; Senator Joseph T. Robinson, of Arkansas; Repre-
centative John J, McSwain; Attorney General William D.
Mitchell; the then Secretary of the Navy, Charles Francis
Adams; the then Secretary of Commerce, Robert P. La-
mont; Representative William P. Holaday; the then Sec-
retary of Agriculture, Arthur M. Hyde; the then Secretary
of Labor, W. M. Doak; Representative Lindley H. Hadley,
who served as secretary; and myself.

I had the honor of being 1 of the 4 Members of the
Senate who, by designation of Vice President Curtis, sat
upon the War Policies Commission, who took this signifi-
cant testimony over the peried of a year, and who formu-
lated this subsequent report which was laid at the bar of
the Senate on March 5, 1932.

Mr. President, what is the crux, what is the kernel of the
recommendations which were submitted by the War Poli~
cies Commission for the purpose of demonetizing the mar-
tial impulse? What was the chief weapon which the War
Policies Commission forged in ifs effort to attack the com-
mercial motive as it may stimulate war purposes and war
programs?

I quote from the report of the commission, from its final
recommendation:

In addition to all other plans to remove the profits of war—

And the commission reported a series of recommenda-
tions—

In addition to all other plans to remove the profits of war, the
revenue law should provide that upon any declaration of war,
and during the period of such emergency, individuals and corpo-
rations shall be taxed 95 percent of all income above the previ-’
ous 3-year average, with proper adjustments for capital expendi-
tures for war purposes by existing or new industries.

In other words, Mr. President, it was the considered judg-
ment of a formidable joint official body representing the
Congress and the Cabinet in 1932 that the profits should
be taken out of war primarily by precisely the method which"
is proposed by the pending amendment., We blazed the
trail which is rediscovered today in the pending tax amend-
ment.,

The unfortunate and unhappy thing is that when this
thoroughly formidable and invincibly sustained report was
submitted to the Congress in 1932 it received no considera-
tion whatever of an affirmative, constructive character.
Congress had no time for this great antiwar program. I
introduced the legislation necessary to carry out all of these
various purposes. The legislation lingered in committees
and died in pigeonholes. Just one resolution finally passed
the Senate, and that was a resolution calling upon the then
Secretary of the Treasury to report to the Senate the
mechanics of a proposal to implement this taxing recom-
mendation of the commission. The then Secretary of the
Treasury replied to the Senate that it was impossible, in
advance of war itself, to develop a practical formula; that
we must wait for the event.

Mr. President, that response was and is utterly inadeguate
to the situation to which we address ourselves. That re-
sponse utterly negatives the purpose which we were and are
seeking to obtain, because the prime importance of the
whole movement is to notify in advance all American busi-
ness, to notify in advance all those who may be affected in
any degree, that if conflict ever again comes to the United
States it is going to be a demonetized conflict so far as we
can make it such, There are to be no more “ war million-
aires ”, because that phrase is not only a paradox but a curse
upon the very word * democracy.” There are to be no fur-
ther favorites at home who capitalize for their own gain
the sacrifices of their fellow citizens upon the battle line.
Cash registers, in other words, will join in playing the
national anthem, whether they wish or not.
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The essential, primary purpose of the legislation is that
its passage in time of peace shall notify all concerned that
if and when the unfortunate, unthinkable thing of war again
comes to the Nation, it must come on a basis without profits.
It must come on a basis in which the burdens of the
national defense are equalized. It must come on a basis
of universal service so far as possible. If must come upon a
basis which represents a fraternity in fact, a fraternity ot
effort to defend the flag and sustain the Republic. So I
submit, Mr. President, that this pending amendment is
nothing more nor less than the lengthened shadow of the
report of the War Policies Commission, put effectually to
work by way of repressive admonition.

It seems to me that one of the great influences of the
movement, as I have already indicated, is its advance noti-
fication to all our people that war profiteering is dead in
the United States; that no dollar sign ever again shall stain
our battle banners; that this democracy, if ever again sum-
moned to the martial reveille, will move forward in a com-
mon realization that it is all for one, and one for all in
respect to the national defense. Then, if there be' any
influences which hungrily encourage war in contemplation
of bloody dividends, cash from ecasualties—God save the
mark!—they will know in advance that our America is done
with all such death's head greed.

This is my idea not only of practical patriotism but also
of practical pacifism.

I would leave no inference that there was any lack of
fine patriofism on the part of many sectors of American
business in the last conflict. Many sturdy business men
dedicated themselves to the common cause with complete
unselfishness, But it is common knowledge that many a
pocketbook fattened at home while the A.E.F. was tramping
down the valley of the shadow abroad. No such offense to
equity and to democracy should be possible again, if ever
again we are unavoidably caught in the grips of war.

Mr. President, let no one think that this movement to take
the profit out of war, not only in the fashion indicated by
the pending amendment but by the further important evolu-
tion to which I shall advert in a moment, lacks any interest
on the part of the great mass of the American people them-
selves. The truth of the matter is that this movement to
equalize the burdens of war, this movement to create uni-
versal service in time of war, was originally born in the
conscience of our massed and embattled veterans. It found
its initial spokesmanship in the resolutions adopted at the
first national convention of the American Legion. The
veteran himself—the man who has paid the price—is the
man who is primarily interested and concerned in doing
the precise thing which is here undertaken; and year after
year the one great constructive dedication to which the
American Legion in convention after convention has pledged
its continuous faith is the movement to take the profit out
of war, and to equalize these burdens, and to create a
universal service in the national defense.

Nor is that all. The American Federation of Labor, at its
last national convention in Cincinnati, directly resolved upon
the necessity of an inquiry into the nationalization of the
entire munitions business, again, as it will be seen, pointing
its suspicions toward the malignant influence of the com-
mercial motive in respect either to the national defense or
to the preservation of the country in time of actual challenge.

We have the American Legion, we have the American
Federation of Labor, squarely joining in this challenge. I
suspect that we have every peace society in the land joining
in the challenge. I suspect that we have every religious
impulse in the land joining its prayers fo this movement.
It is a movement that cannot be wholly answered merely by
the pending amendment, because that only touches the outer
rim of the problem. But this is the only point at which the
Senate, in this particular consideration, can deal with this
phase of the national problem. Beyond the pending amend-
ment is the great fundamental question which is raised by
the pending Senate Resolution 206.

This, Mr. President, is the resolution which is sponsored by
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr, NYE] and me. For
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purposes of easy identification, it is known as the Nye-
Vandenberg resolution. It represents the consolidation of
two previous resolutions seeking in parallel lines to reach a
common focus, one presented by my colleague from North
Dakota and one presented by me.

This resolution has the unanimous recommendation of
the Senate Committee on Military Affairs. It has the
unanimous recommendation of the Senate Committee to
Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate.
It is pending on the calendar as Order of Business No. 623.
It goes into the larger implications of this problem, which,
I repeatl, are typified and personified in one phase by the
pending amendment.

I desire to read two or three sentences from the preamble
of this resolution, because in these sentences rests the chal-
lenge which finds its first expression in the pending tax
amendment, but which finds its larger expression in the res-
olution calling for the inquiry described in the resolution.

This resolution addresses itself to these propositions:

First, that the influence of the commercial motive is an
inevitable factor in considerations involving the mainte-
nance of the national defense.

Second, that the influence of the commercial motive is
one of the inevitable factors often believed to stimulate and
sustain wars.

In view of those theses, the resolution proposes that a
select committee of the Senate, to be named by the Vice
President, shall inquire into all phases of munitions in-
fluences at work in respect to the foreign policies of the
United States or our comtracts with any of its neighbors;
shall inquire into all the influences of a doubtful or question-
able character, if any, which may be at work within our
own country in respect to our own national-defense pro-
posals; shall review the antiprofits program of the War
Policies Commission and give them life; shall particularly
undertake to discover whether or not the actual nationaliza-
tion of the munitions business of the land, by license or
otherwise, may not be the most complete control of the
defense factor and the peace factor, and the greatest pos-
sible guarantee of a pacific net result in the contacts of
mankind.

The resolution is unanswerable in its challenge, Mr.
President, and I am unable to believe that the Senate will
permit it long to linger upon the calendar. As a matter of
wise procedure, Mr. President, I would gladly refer the
pending tax amendment to this new board of inquiry, in-
stead of risking a vote upon it here this afternoon, if the
Senate would interrupt its consideration of the pending bill
long enough to pass the so-called “ Nye-Vandenberg
resolution.”

I ask that the full text of the resolution may be printed
in connection with my remarks at this point.

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

The resolution (S.Res. 206) submitted by Mr. Nye and
Mr. VanpenBeErRG on the calendar day of March 12, 1934, is
as follows:

Whereas the influence of the commercial motive is an inevitable
factor in considerations involving the maintenance of the na-
tional defense; and

Whereas the influence of the commercial motive is one of the
inevitable factors often believed to stimulate and sustain wars;
and

Whereas the Seventy-first Congress, by Public Resolution No. 98,
approved June 27, 1930, responding to the long-standing demands
of American war veterans, speaking through the American Legion,
for legislation to take the profit out of war, created a War
Policies Commission, which reported recommendations on Decem=-
ber 7, 1931, and on March 7, 1932, to decommercialize war and to
equalize the burdens thereof; and

Whereas these recommendations never have been translated
into the statutes: Therefore be it

Resolved, That a special committee of the Senate shall be
appointed by the Vice President to consist of seven Senators,
and that sald committee be, and is hereby, authorized and
directed—

(a) To Investigate the activities of individuals and of corpo=-
rations in the United States engaged in the manufacture, sale,
distribution, import, or export of arms, munitions, or other im-
plements of war; the nature of the industrial and commercial
organizations engaged in the manufacture of or traffic in arms,
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munitions, or other implements of war; the methods used in
promoting or effecting the sale of arms, munitions, or other im-
plements of war; the guantities of arms, munitions, or other im-
plements of war imported into the United States and the coun-
tries of origin thereof, and the quantities exported from the United
States and the countries of destination therecf; and

(b) To investigate and report upon the adequacy or inadequacy
of existing legislation, and of the treaties to which the United
States is a party, for the regulation and control of the manu-
facture of and trafic in arms, munitions, or other implements
of war within the United States, and of the trafiic therein be-
tween the United States and other countries; and

(c) To review the findings of the War Policles Commission and
to recommend such specific legislation as may be deemed desirable
to accomplish the purposes set forth in such findings and in the
preamble to this resolution; and

(d) To inquire into the desirability of creating a Government
monopoly in respect to the manufacture of armaments and muni-
tions and other implements of war, and to submit recommenda-
tions thereon.

For the purposes of this resolution the committee is authorized
to hold hearings, to sit and act at such times and places during
the sesslons and recesses of the Congress until the final report is
submitted, to require by subpena or otherwise the attendance of
such witnesses and the production of such books, papers, and
documents, to administer such oaths, to take such testimony, and
to make such expenditures, as it deems advisable, The cost of
stenographic services to report such hearings shall not be in excess
of 25 cents per hundred words. The expenses of the Commission,
which shall not exceed $50,000, shall be paid from the contingent
fund of the Senate upon vouchers approved by the chairman.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, this afternoocon the
able Senator from North Dakota has submitted various chal-
lenging exhibits bearing upon this proposition. I doubt
whether any man who sat in this Chamber a few weeks ago
and heard the distinguished Senator from Idaho [Mr.
Borax] lay down an even broader challenge in respect to the
influence which the munitions influence has not only upon
the thinking of America but upon all of the pacific under-
takings of all this whole wide world can for a moment
decline the challenge which is here presented for a conclu-
sive investigation to find out whether or not we shall be
allowed to live at peace among ourselves and with our neigh-
bors without artificial encouragements to friction and to
misunderstanding, then to conflict, and then to disaster.
If our own land is free of these sordid intrigues which we
know to exist elsewhere, the proof of that cleansing fact
would itself more than justify this effort.

Mr. President, it is interesting to note, in this connection,
that one of the labor members of the Canadian Parliament
this same week has suggested in the Parliament across the
line that the governmental control of Canadian nickel might
be the control of the fundamental element necessary in the
production of the instrumentalities of war, because nickel is
of such a primary concern in all of these operations. That
is a precise paraphrase, in one aspect, of the proposal which
I am arguing to our own Senate this afternoon.

I ask that an editorial in the Evening Star entitled “ No
Nickel, No War? ” be inserted in the Recorp at this point.

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

[From the Evening Star, Washington, D.C., Mar, 31, 1934]
NO NICKEL, NO WAR?

It has remained for Mr. J. 5. Woodsworth, a Canadian Labor
member of Parllament from Winnlpeg, to propose a brand-new
method for preventing war. His remedy is simple. He would
make it impossible for nations to purchase nickel for armament
purposes, especially armor plate, in the manufacture of which
it is an essential ingredient.

As Canada has practically a monopoly of nickel, supplying 80
percent of the world’s needs, Mr. Wcodsworth favors nationalizing
the commodity. It is due to increased war preparations, he
suggests, that the output of nickel has more than doubled during
the past year. Canada, it is proposed, should control both the
output and its destination, so that nickel would not fall into the
hands of armament makers. With war clouds gathering on the
international horizon, Mr. Woodsworth thinks that the Dominion
has a wonderful opportunity to fight on a dozen different fronts
in this great war to end war.

It is a stlmulating notion. Its patentee intermingles realism
with his idealism when he admits that there would be some
difficulty in government interference with such a big Indus-
try, but he reverts to the utoplan by suggesting that in an inter-
national emergency the rights of stockholders should be sacrificed
to the cause of humanity.

Mr. Woodsworth proposes that the League of Nations be asked
to crack the nut and evolve a method of embargoing nickel along
with narcotics.
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Mr. VANDENBERG. Perhaps, as indicated in the edi-
torial, this effort is utopian. But it bespeaks a philosophy
and an ideal worth pursuing. Furthermore, this is sup-
posed to be a practical age; and the practical fact is that
competition in armaments is an impractical futility. I read
iiusg one contemporary news despatch from Sheffield, Eng-
and:

The latest armor-plercing shell made in Sheflield was deseribed
today by Sir Robert Hadfield, famous metallurgist. It weighs
nearly a ton. When fired at armor-plate thickness equal to the
caliber of the gun, it not only perforates the plate without break-
ing, but has sufficlent velocity to go 9 miles farther.

Who can speak of “the next war ” in terms of dependable
knowledge respecting the weapons with which it would be
fought?

‘Who knows? Nobody knows! We each strive to outsmart
the other. No; the effective attack upon the institution of
war is an attack upon the war psychology, and an atfack
upon the commercial motive strikes at the heart of the
problem. Indeed, I firmly believe it means more to honor-
able peace than either leagues or courts,

Mr. President, let me say very frankly that in many re-
spects the Senator from North Dakota and I approach this
problem from different viewpoints. Indeed, the interesting
thing to me is that men who do have different viewpoints,
relatively speaking, in regard to preparedness and in regard
to the national defense, can find such a completely common
ground as we find in respect to this particular pending
amendment and in respect to the resolution to which I have
adverted. The Senator from North Dakota, for example,
voted against the Vinson Navy bill. I voted in favor of the
Vinson Navy bill.

I do think if is important that the country should have
its attention more directly focused on the statement made
by the President of the United States when he signed the
Vinson bill, because he signed it in the spirit in which I
voted for it, and that is a totally different spirit from what
has been ascribed to it by many critics. I ask that this
statement may be inserted in the Recorp at this point in my
remarks.

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

TEXT OF STATEMENT

The President's statement follows:

*“ Because there is some public misapprehension of facts in rela-
tion to the Vinson bill, it is only right that its main provisions
should be made wholly clear.

“ This is not a law for the construction of a single additional
United States warship.

“The general purpose of the bill is solely a statement by the
Congress that it approves the bullding of our Navy up to and not
beyond the strength in varlous types of ships authorized, first, by
the Washington Naval Limitations Treaty of 1922, and, secondly,
by the London Naval Limitations Treaty of 1930.

“As has been done on several previous occasions in our history,
the bill authorizes purchase and construction over a period of
years. But the bill appropriates no money for such construction,
and the word ‘authorization ' is, therefore, merely a statement of
the policy of the present Congress. Whether it will be carried
out depends on the action of the future Congresses.

“It has been and will be the policy of the administration to
favor continued limitation of naval armament. It is my personal
hope that the naval conference to be held in 1935 will extend all
existing naval limitations and agree to further reductions.”

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, let it be noted that
we did not appropriate a single dollar for a single additional
battleship. We merely declared a policy, and thus put the
world on notice that arms limitations must be a matter of
mutual participation. I share President Roosevelt’s phi-
losophy in this respect, despite what I have said of the im-~
practical futility of competitive armaments.

With another naval conference pending in 1935-36, I be-
lieve the Unifed States is in an infinitely stronger position o
exercise a persuasive influence and an authoritative voice
in discussion with other major naval powers, if we shall
have made it plain that our international neighbors cannot
expect our naval power to be reduced except as they join us
in mutual limitations.

Despite all philosophy and metaphysics to the contrary,
I believe in the importance of rational preparedness.

But this is beside the present point.
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I have diverted only to indicate that two schools of
thought, which may differ respecting the national defense,
can find common ground, without division, without reserva-
tion, without equivocation, and without even a split hair
between us in dedication and objective, when the promotion
of peace by the demonetization of war is the issue.

The travesty of a competitive world race in armaments
is beyond mitigation. It is competition in the agencies and
instrumentalities of mass murder.

The travesty of war itself—except as a last defensive
resort—must impress the conscience of every citizen.

This does not depreciate the martial triumphs of the past,
nor the heroic sacrifice of our men in uniform who have
placed their hearts upon the altars of the Republic. This
does not deny our historic obligation to the defenders who
have consecrated our institutions with their blood. This
does not underestimate the desperately important service
still rendered us every hour by those who continue to hold
themselves in readiness again fo serve and save us in an
emergency. On the contrary, it is in their name that we
owe civilization our maximum effort to prevent needless and
futile and sterile conflict in this modern world.

I do not believe in disarming America in the midst of an
armed world. Such unshared idealism would be a menace
both to our own security and to the persuasive influence
which we might hope to exercise upon the armed aspirations
of others. It would not aid peace for us or for the world.

But I profoundly believe in stressing the formula and the
philosophy of mutual disarmament by international agree-
ment to the utmost limit. The United States must urge
ever forward in this cause. There is no uniform effort of
this nature to which we dare dissent. It is our tradition.
It is our creed. It is our praetice. It is our aspiration.

Yet when we are put upon notice that the world’s most
conscientious efforts in this direction are constantly jeopard-
ized by the intriguing influences of an international muni-
tions lobby, which thirsts for the blood of war as the well-
spring of its prosperity, we certainly are warned that prac-
tical paeifism must attack and conquer this commercial
motive before it can succeed in bringing its pacific benedic-
tion to the earth.

I do not know whether this malignant influence is in any
degree persuasive within our own United States or not.
Under the Nye-Vandenberg resclution we can find out; and
we can find out many other useful things.

I favor an everlasting end to anything that smacks of
a munitions lobby, here or elsewhere, or that reflects the
commercial war motive at work. Then, and only then, can
rational neighborliness have a fair chance to compose itself
in peace.

Many believe—and some undertake to prove—that the
profits factor not only engenders deliberate international
frictions which seek sordid toll out of resultant trouble but
also that wars often are prolonged by this same horrible
stimulant.

I favor an end not only to the stimulant but also to any
suspicion of an opportunity that it may ever again curse
and victimize our people.

Obviously, then, I favor the theory and philosophy of the
pending amendment to the tax bill, because it marches in
the right direction, and I repeat that the commercial motive
at work in this war equation is public enemy no. 1 as respects
the true cause of real peace. The tax amendment should be
adopted, or, far better, the Senate should suspend its regu-
lar order long enough to pass the so-called “ Nye-Vanden-
berg resolution” this very afternoon and then let the tax
amendment be explored, along with these other problems,
by the proposed board of inquiry.

My, President, I ask that at the conclusion of my remarks
a most illuminating article appearing in the Detroit News
on this subject be printed in the Recorp, and that a perti-
nent editorial from the New York World-Telegram may also
be printed in the REcCORD.

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

(See exhibits 1 and 2.)
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Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, in conclusion, I urge
that the pending amendment be agreed to, because it is the
first effort that has yet been made in Congress to carry
ix_:to effect the splendid report of the War Policies Commis-
sion, submitted 2 years ago upon the highest authority of
the Goxfen_:ment, and heretofore completely and utterly and
disappomthgly ignored; or I urge that the Senate take
the }arger view and the longer step and approve Senate Res-
ohation 206 and send the tax amendment to this new body
for review.

ExHIBIT 1
[From the Detroit News)

MUNITIONS MEN FACING SENATE INVESTIGATION—SPECTACULAR REVE=
LATIONS ARE IF INQUIRY Is AUTHORIZED—MOVE
I;nmcm BY VANDENBERG AND NYE To TAKE THE PROFIT OUT OF

“ -
By Jay G. Hayden

WASHINGTON, March 17.—The most interesting and spectacular
of all the parades of banking and industrial moguls which are
marching across the Senate stage these days may be the inves-
tigation of munition makers, scheduled to take place during the
coming summer.

The Committee on Military Affairs on Friday unanimously ap-
proved a resolution drafted jointly by Senators VANDENBERG and
Gerarp P. NYE (Republican) North Dakota, which calls for an
examination of the munition-making business in all its phases,
both domestic and foreign.

The resolution will be reported to the Senate Monday, and
before the end of the week it almost certainly will be passed and
the select committee of seven which it proposes to conduct the
investigation appointed.

PLANS ARE LAID

Under the tentative plan the committee will be headed by
Senators Morris SHEPPARD, Democrat, Texas, Chairman of the Mili-
tary Committee, and M. M. Loean, Democrat, Kentucky, chairman
of a military subcommittee which favorably reported the Vanden-
berg-Nye resolution.

The Republican members of the committee almost certainly will
be VanpEnserg, NYE, and WrLriam E. Boras, of Idaho, if the latter
can be persuaded to serve. BorRAH has been a leader in crusading
against excessive war profits throughout his nearly 30 years in
the Senate, and his former chairmanship of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee particularly qualifies him to deal with the inter-
national phases of the inquiry.

The resolution would authorize a thorough-going inquiry into
the export and import of war materials. One of the surprises of
the present situation is that the State Department, which here-
tofore has frowned on any such investigation on the ground it
might injure our relations with foreign nations, has entered whole-
heartedly into preparation of the Vandenberg-Nye resolution.

Not only is Secretary of State Cordell Hull thoroughly in sym-
pathy with the project, but his actions have been taken as in-
dicating that President Roosevelt also wants the investigators to
go the limit.

INTEREST IN REVOLTS'

There is, for example, the Interesting question, frequently raised
but never answered, as to the degree to which American munition
makers have figured in the frequent revolutions in the nations of
South and Central America.

The committee particularly Is expected to Inquire as to the
relationship between loans made by American banks in South and
Central America and orders for munitions placed with American
manufacturers. :

Further, it would like to know the extent to which military
factions in China have been supplied with equipment by American
plants, and, even more interesting, whether it is true as has been
charged that the United States has supplied a considerable part
of the war materials Japan has been so busily collecting.

It is remembered that a few years ago the country was startled
by the disclosure that three of the largest American warship
builders had paid Willlam B. Bhearer $25,000 to conduct propa-
ganda at the naval conference at Geneva In opposition to any
further limitation of armaments,

CITES ARMS DELEGATES

SBenator BoraH, speaking in the Senate a few days ago, brought
out the fact that a French delegate at the unsuccessful disarma-
ment conference in 1832 was Charles Dumont, an official of the
Schneider, Creusot firm of munition makers, and that the British
delegation included Col. A. G. C. Dawney, brother of a director of
Vickers-Armstrong, largest of the British armament manufacturers.

The committee would like to find out the extent to which mu-
nition manufacturers have figured in each of the disarmament
conferences held since Charles Evans Hughes first convened the
naval powers in Washington in 1821.

Senator BorAaH also read into the Recorp excerpts from a recent
magazine article, alleging that French munition makers joined
with those of Germany to elevate to power Adolph Hitler, * the
one man most eapable of stirring up a new outbreak of interna-
tional anarchy in Europe.”

The article declared further that when Hitler came into power,
the same French munition makers, through the newspaper which
they confrol, * immediately broke out in a fever of denunciation
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ggainst the Hitler regime and called for fresh guaranties of
security.”

“ Ccapone or Dillinger are not more heartless and bloodthirsty
than the man who builds up armaments in another nation for
the purpose of sending his own people to the front that he may
furnish the means by which to murder them ", declared Boras.

LAUNCHED BY LEGION

The present movement for taking the profit out of war arma-
ments had its inception in a resolution adopted by the American
Legion socn after its organization. Due fo continuing demands
of the ex-soldiers, Congress finally created a War Policies Com-
mission, which, in 1929, after an exhaustive hearing, reported in
favor of two major steps: first, to freeze all prices as of the day
on which a war is declared, and, second, to assess a tax of 95
percent on all profits, during the war, in excess of the average
during the previous 3 years.

Senator VANDENBERG was a member of this War Policies Com-
mission, and his interest in the subject never has lagged since
that time. In three successive Congresses he has introduced bills
to put the Commission’s proposals into effect, only to have them
tied up in the Committee on Military Affairs.

During the time that Senator Davip A. Reep (Republican), Penn-
sylvania, a State in which manufacturing of war materials Is a
major industry, was Chairman of the Military Committee it was
impossible even so much as to secure a hearing on the proposi-
tion—this despite the fact that Rep himself had been a member
of the War Policles Commission.

GOES STEP FARTHER

Senator VANDENBERG, in the present Congress, went farther. He
introduced a resolution to have a new investigation which would
not only review the work of the War Policies Commission but
would examine also profits from the manufacture of war materials
in peace time, particularly considering “the desirability of cre-
ating a Government monopoly in respect to the manufacture of
armaments and munitions and other implements of war.,”

Senator NYE about the same time introduced a resolution, call-
ing for investigation by the Foreign Relations Committee of
American imports and exports of arms and all the circumstances
surrounding them. These two resolutions have been combined to
provide for the present select committee.

iscussing the proposed investigation, Senator VANDENBERG said:

“1 believe in the maintenance of a completely adequate national
defense o long as we live in an armed world. But I believe in
promoting a disarmed world to the utmost limit. It is in this
direction that peace will be found. Of all the war factors that
need to be disarmed, the most powerful, and the most subtle, and
the most deadly is the profit factor. If the commercial motive is
cut out of war and defense, the greatest peace insurance on earth
will have been established.

PEOFIT FLAN BALEED

“ Three years ago I was one of four Senators who sat on the
official War Policies Commission, designed to equalize the burdens
of war and take the profit out of war. We made great progress.
Among other recommendations we set up a machinery for a profits
tax in time of war which would take 95 percent of excess earnings
from the time war was declared. But we never were able to legis-
late. The Treasury told us we must wait until we actually were
at war before we could expect to write any such legislation. But
that robs the movement of all its preventive ability.

“ This time we intend to get results. Not only do we seek to
limit war profits and equalize its burdens, but we Intend to probe
the whole field of propaganda which It is charged enters into
competitive armaments and actually into the fomenting of war
itself. Still more, we intend to study the fundamental question
whether the manufacture of all armaments and munitions should
or should not be a Government monopoly.

“In my view, this is the ultimate necessity. It cost £25,000 to

kill a man in the World War, according to authentic figures,
That s an utterly gruesome contemplation. It is horrible to
contemplate death in any such terms; yet, so long as war is dis-
cussed in this sort of fiscal arithmetic, it is obvious that the
commercial motive is a dangerous menace to all our peace
aspirations.”

The resolution as reported from committee provides $50,000 for
expense of the investigation. It is the plan of Senators VANDEN-
eERG and Nye first to employ a corps of expert Investigators to
examine books and records of munition-making concerns, to-
gether with the records of imports and exports, and data of the
Btate and Commerce Departments bearing on the subject.

When witnesses are called, it is expected the committee will be
armed with Information which will make their testimony worth
while. This is the technique of Senate investigations conducted
recently, and it has proved vastly more effective than the * fish-
ing expeditions " which congressional committees in the past were
wont to conduct.

Exmiprr 2
THE MunITIONS ROoOM

Without noise two Senate commitiees have been placing dyna-
mite that may blow the lid off the munitions racket. First the
Military Affairs Committee and now the Committee on Audit and
Control have reported out the Nye-Vandenberg resolution for such
an investigation.
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Ever since the League of Nations Commission reported that the
international armament ring was fomenting war, and the three
chief American naval shipbuilding companies were caught wreck-
ing the Geneva Disarmament Conference with their secret-paid
agent Shearer, there has been need for a thorough inquiry in this
country.

Recent reports of profiteering and alleged corruption in several
industries seeking Army, Navy, and aircraft contracts under the
vast new governmental expenditures have increased the incentive
for an investigation. .

Henry Ford declares that * the people in general don't want war,
but it has been forced on them by scheming munition makers
looking for enormous profits through the sale of arms.”

That doubtless is an oversimplification of the cause of war, but
the fact that the munitions racket is one of several major war
forces is universally recognized by the experts.

Last week Sir Robert Hadfield, In congratulating English stock-
holders on the bountiful prospects for the armament business,
said: * Happily a favorable turn of events has followed, with much
more hopeful results. We are, indeed, devoutly thankful for
present mercies, but may I add that for what I hope we are about
to receive may the Lord make us truly thankful.”

With less irreverence Americans may be thankful for the revela-
tions concerning the munitions boom which, we hope, we are
about to receive.

ROBEBING THE PEOPLE OF LOUISIANA OF THEIR HOME-LOAN FUNDS

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, on the 9th day of April 1934
I had occasion to submit to the Senate some statistics rela-
tive to the operation of the home-loan bank in Louisiana.
I submitted some figures which I wish to supplement and to
republish for the illumination of the Senate.

Down in Louisiana, as I presented on the floor of the
Senate a few days ago, a home-loan bank was opened up, and
we found that it had been variously alined, as I disclosed
to the Senate.

I said that they took the chief examiner out of one office
which was dominated by a certain Sullivan by name; that
they took the chief appraiser out of an office dominated by
the same gentleman, and that they toock many cof the other
employees in it, and finally we found that a very peculiar
condition had arisen there.

I hold in my hand a statement showing a few of the
loans we found had been made by a building and lcan com-
pany controlled by the same man Sullivan, who has wrought
havoc in these other matters. Here I have a statement of
two loans of the building and loan company. The Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. McKeLLar] was very much interested
in this the other day.

I have a statement showing the lcans of the Hibernia
Homestead Association, run by Sullivan, made with the
Home Owners' Loan Corporation. It shows that on the
20th day of March 1934 the home-loan bank put ouf
$1,989.35 of its bonds, and they brought on the market
$1,971. They were exchanged for home building and loan
stock of the Hibernia Homestead Association, which cost
only $800. The home cwner got $800, the Government put
out $1,971, and they took $1,171 of the amount to pay off to
the rackefeers.

Then there was a lady, perhaps she is a widow, by the
name of Mrs. L. J. Kline, a distressed home owner, and on
the 23d day of last month Mrs, Kline went to that building
and loan organization in New Orleans in order to take up a
loan amounting to $2,712.85. The Home Owners' Loan Cor=
poration issued bonds of the exact amount—$2,712.85. They
sold that on the market for $2,661. And how much did the
home owner get? Why, Mr. President, they bought up the
stock of the building and loan company for $1,120 on the
market, that is at $40 a share, and they gave the profiteer
$1,541—$300 more than the home owner.

In other words, Mr. President, we found these faults so
rampant that we concluded that since they were going at
such a rate, we should make a little examination into the
man Sullivan who was the man behind the gun; and while
they had allowed us to examine until we discovered out of
the first 67 examinations 65 cases of downright fraud and
rottenness to the core, the next thing, when we undertook
to examine the Hibernia Homestead, which was run by Mr.
Sullivan himself, the man who had put Mr. Leon Verges as
the chief appraiser of the lHiome Owners’ Loan Corporation,
the man who had taken another employee from the race
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track and made him the contact man, who took a lawyer
out of his office and made him the title examiner, who took
a nephew of his partner in this business and made him the
chief counsel, who took the man who was the president of
the board of governors of the race track and made him the
assistant manager, who took one of his political stool pigeons
whom he tried to make the city attorney, but he could not
make him city attorney, and made him the manager of the
home loan—when we had developed 65 cases of rampant
fraud, swindle, and rottenness in those funds, we went into
Mr. John P, Sullivan’s own Homestead, thinking at first that
he would have taken the precaution not to have been so
flagrant in his own transactions; but lo and behold, when we
got there, the home loan in Louisiana lifted up the banner—
they put up the shield—and announced that they would not
allow the State bank examiner’s department to examine
into the matter that affected John P, Sullivan’s Hibernia
Homestead.

Mr. FESS. Mr, President——

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

Mr. LONG. 1 yield.

Mr. FESS. I ask unanimous consent to have inserted in
the Recorp after the remarks of the Senator from Louisiana
shall have been concluded an article appearing in the Balti-
more Sun of this date headed “ The Home Loan Incident ”,
by Frank R. Kent.

Mr. McKELLAR. I did not hear the Senator.
the Senator from Ohio request?

Mr. FESS. The request was to insert the article “ The
Home Loan Incident ”, by Frank R. Kent, appearing in the
Baltimore Sun of this morning,.

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

(The article appears at the conclusion of Mr. Long's
remarks.)

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I desire to show the Senate
that there is no dispute of the facts I have just mentioned.
They have been admitted to be correct. Yesterday they were
admitted to be 100-percent true. That which I now send
to the desk was admitted to be 100-percent true under oath.
It was testified to by the banking department and it was
accepted, was not denied by Mr. Habans himself on the wit-
ness stand. I send four tables to the desk and ask that they
may be printed at the conclusion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibits 1, 2, 3, and 4.)

Mr. LONG. Then, Mr. President, the next thing we did
was to get the banking department, when they held up the
shield and said they would not allow Sullivan'’s own com-
pany to be examined, a company wherein we thought he
would have had enough caution to have been a Lftle dis-
creet; but lo and behold, when they would not let the man
from the State go in there to get the figures, we knew that
there was something rotten in Denmark, so we managed to
go to the mortgage records and get five cases, and we have
the details on all five of them. Two of them we have re-
verified. I want the Senate to listen to a telegram concern-
ing this one outfit, which I will read:

NEw ORLEANS, La., April 11, 1934.

What did

Hon. J. B, BrocE,
State Bank Commissioner of Louisiana,
¢/o Hon, Huey P. Long, United States Senator:

P. L. Miller owed Hibernia Homestead Association $1,989.35,
through transfers and retransfers, all dated March 29, 1934.
Association accepted $2,000 par value its shares, in full settle-
ment. H.OL.C. made available in bonds total amount due asso-
clation. Homestead shares surrendered worth on market $800;
H.OLC. bonds worth $1,971; profit in transaction to A, L.
Siezler—

That is the man whose name they put up——

$1,171. Eliminate profit to Siezler and shareholder forced to sell
his shares could have received $98 for each hundred instead of
840 per hundred paid to him. Mrs. L. J. Kline owed $2,712.85 to
Hibernia Homestead through transfers and retransfers, all dated
March 23, 1934, Homestead, received $2,800 par value its shares in
full settlement. H.O.L.C. made avallable in bonds full amount due
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assoclation. Homestead shares worth on market $1,120; H.O.L.C.

bonds worth $2,661; profit in transaction to John Henry Brown—
A man we have not been able to find. We have not been

able to find a man named John Henry Brown, but we guess

there is such a man as that. It is a very common-sounding

name—

fifteen hundred forty-one dollars. There are other transactions

by this Homestead of a similar nature, Item asks for release of
these transactions. Await your instructions.

W. E. Woob, Assistant Supervisor.

Mr. President, we in Louisiana are not going to get more
than 40 cents on the dollar of our money. They have set
aside for us our quota down there for the purpose of reliev-
ing the home owners, but they have resorted to the rotten,
swindling scheme of letting this racketeer put his chief ap-
praiser in there to appraise the property; they have let him
put the lawyer in there to examine the title; they have let
him put the lawyer in there to make the abstracts; they have
let him put his race-track henchman in there as the man-
ager; they have let him put his stoolpigeon in there as man-
ager; they have let him put his man from the race track
and made him the contact man; and with that rigged up,
Mr, President, he goes in there with his own building and
loan concern, this racketeer—and it is complimenting him
when I call him a racketeer—he goes in there with his own
outfit and takes $800 worth of his own stock that is selling
on the market for less than $800, and gets $1,971 worth of
Government bonds, puts $1,191 down in his own pocket, and
gives the poor little home owner $800 of the Government’s
money,

That is what we have to stand for in this land of the free
and home of the brave. It is admitted; it is confessed.
They know all about it. We are faced with such facts as I
?ave stated, Mr. President. That is what we are standing
or.

I am sending as a supplement to the tables I have already
offered another statement, which I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the REecorp at the conclusion of my
remarks.

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

(See exhibit 5.)

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I am not through yet. I
wanted to find out if this thing was being authorized. So
I summoned as a witness on yesterday Mr. John H. Fahey,
who is the Home Owners’ Loan manager in Washington,
D.C. I presented to him, not the last exhibit that I sent to
the desk today, because up until that time we had been
unable to get the facts out of the Hibernia Homestead, but
I presented to Mr. John H. Fahey the other exhibit which
I previously sent to the desk, containing 65 loans, 47 of
which went to the profit of Stanley W. Ray. So I sum-
moned Mr. Fahey, who is the head of the Home Owners’
Loan Corporation in Washington, and I presented to him
these exhibits, and I asked Mr. Fahey to give his opinion
of the matter after those exhibits had been explained to him,
which are not now denied and which will not be denied.
What did Mr. Fahey say? Eliminating the part of his
answer that is not material, Mr, Fahey said:

I would not hesitate to say this, Senator, that if our office in
New Orleans accepted from a speculator wholesale operations of
this sort without taking it up in advance with this board and
E:?ilanft out what the facts were behind it, he had no business

Senator Lonc. And if he had taken it up with your board, you
would not have stood for it, would you?

Mr, Farey. I express only my own opinion. I certainly would
do everything in my power to prevent it.

Benator Lowng. You expressed an opinion to me this morning
when I asked you about it that was more emphatic, did you not?

Mr. FAHEY. You can make it as emphatic as you please. I do
not believe in that kind of transaction.

I am quoting from volume no. 7, page 653, of the hearing
held before the Senate Finance Committee, dated the 11th
day of April 1934.

Mr. President, on the floor of the Senate the other day
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. Couzens] propounded an
inquiry, and suggested that if what I had said here could
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be proved, there would be developed a startling state of
facts. He wanted to know if it was possible to prove
certain things about this character whom I have described,
who is in control of the Home Loan Office, whose manipula-
tions and fleecing of the Government and distressed home
owners I have already shown by written evidence that is
admitted, and who is denounced by Mr, Fahey. The Sena-
tor from Michigan wanted to know if it could be possible
that the same man had placed three of his employees in
the internal-revenue ofiice and that some of those em-
ployees were also employed in his office, working there part
of the day after they had worked in the internal-revenue
office.

Well, what happened? Lo and behold, when we had tied
the rope of evidence around them so closely that they could
not escape from it, they took the stand themselves and
admitted that he had put not two ladies in, as I had stated,
but three, cne of them being his private secretary. He
testified and she testified that she works part of the time
in the internal-revenue office, and keeps the books of this
gentleman in the afternoon and is paid by him for the job
that she is doing there. Another one whom we traced going
into the internal-revenue office unfil 4 o’clock and then
coming back to his office, admitted that she went back
into his office 2 or 3 or perhaps 4 times a week and did
her private work there, took care of her private chores
there, writing her personal letters on the typewriter and
doing other work. Another cne we proved had made appli-
cation for a position and had stated in the application,
“ Resigned to accept this position”; and we proved that it
had been agreed by the coterie headed by Sullivan that she
was to be given the job even before she left his own office.
We proved that another one by the name of George P. Hay-
man had been put into the internal-revenue office from the
race track, the gambling institution which this gentleman
owns and controls or now claims to have had mortgaged to
him.

Hayman went into the internal-revenue office to work up
8 case against a man by the name of Gay, and when he
could not do that he was transferred to the office of the
Home Loan Corporation from the internal-revenue office,
into which he had been put from the race track. Thus it
'has been proven that four of them, net three of them, had
gone out of Sullivan’s office and the race track into the
internal revenue collector’s office, proving by the testimony
of two of them themselves that they went back to Sullivan’s
office and did work, and by one of them that she was
still paid for doing work in the office there which she had
left. Yet we are held up to denunciation; and in that State,
with its people needing help, with our home-loan funds
trafficked with in such a manner that the Hibernia Home-
'stead, operated by this same character, takes $1,194 out of
'$2,000, or thereabouts, which the Government puts up, we
‘are held to that kind of a condition, notwithstanding the
‘statement in writing that I have here from Mr. Fahey that
‘he does not approve of that kind of thing and he wants to
ido all in his power to prevent it.

[ Who keeps these men in there? Who is it that is respon-
'sible for the situation? With the head of the Home Loan
'Corporatmn of the United States denouncing what is going
On who is it that is keeping them there? Who is it that is
‘keeping them there today? Why is it that they cannot be
igotten rid of?

. Why is it that they are taking 60 cents out of every dollar
‘of the Government’s money that is supposed to go to the dis-
tressed and destitute home owner, money that has been put
‘up by the Government and that is supposed to take care of
‘the poor man who is in distress to keep his home? If a man
‘will steal 60 cents out of every dollar of this kind of money,
he is a great deal worse than the man who will go into a
‘grave and take a nickel off a dead man’s eye. I would
‘rather have a grave robber, 10 to 1, than to have to stand
rm Louisiana today for this kind of men who are taking 60
‘cents out of every dollar and robbing the home owner and
xobbing the United States Government of it.

| Mr. Fahey says that this is a most outrageous thing, that
-he disapproves of it, that he would not have it at all, and

yet when we get to the Hibernia Homestead, owned by this
character, Sullivan, from whose concern is appointed the
chief examiner, from whose office is appointed the abstrac-
tor, whose partner’s nephew was made. the attorney, from
whose race-track associates is appointed the chairman of
the board of directors of his race track in one position, who
appointed his stool-pigeon candidate for city attorney in an-
other position, who installed a man from the race track as
contact man with the public, we find that he goes to his
own Hibernia Homestead corporation with a widow’s appli-
cation for a $2,600 loan, of which she gets $1,100 and $1,500
goes to the profit of the racketeer, putting that deal through
the Hibernia Homestead, which was in it. We traced it
right in his teeth this time,

So it happens that we find that of the $2,000 of stock they
put in there and that was selling on the market for $800 on
that day, 17 of the 20 shares were owned by the secretary of
his Homestead; so that seventeen twentieths of the amount
of money made—$1,100 out of $1,700—actually was in the
hands of the secretary of his Homestead.

Mr. President, those are the conditions we are having to
put up with; that is what we are having to put up with in
my State; that it what he have to stand for. It is denounced
on the one hand, and yet we have got a white cloth up in
front of the Home Loan Corporation to keep us from finding
out anything else about Sullivan’s transactions. They have
put up the sheet. Out of the first 67 cases advanced we
found downright stealing and crookedness, according to the
estimate of Mr. Fahey, which I have here—in 65 out of the
67. Then, we went to investigate the Hibernia Homestead,
Sullivan’s own concern, of which his brother-in-law is presi-
dent and which he testified he controls; but when we at-
tempted to find fraud there, lo and behold, it was discovered
that they had some kind of a special ruling that prevented
the State banking department of the State of Louisiana
from finding out any further facts. No; they must find out
no more facts. When we came to the place where we had
reached the pivotal point as to the gentleman there who had
operated the gambling race track, whose business partner
and brother was one of the directors employed in the wire
service that went into every gambling house in the city,
whose chief of police went on the witness stand and testified
that he closed down the handbooks when Sullivan’s track
was operating, in order that the gambling houses would have
to send their clients into the race track to do their betting,
the shield of silk was stretched in front, and there has been
forbidden any more disclosures about him.

“Touch not mine anointed, and do my prophets no
harm.” We are not to see further into the matter. We had
been told that we were going to be allowed to go and find
out the balance; but I do not know whether we would be
or not.

Mr. President, once I was denounced on the score of this
man because I permitted him in my organization. The let-
ter which I bold in my hand was printed throughout the
South. It was extolled as true by the newspapers of that
State, including nearly all of them who were opposed to me
at the time; particularly the sole remaining newspaper|
syndicates gave it both their column and their editorial ap-|
proval. I had to stand it at the time. I think Senatfors|
will want to hear it, and I am going to send it to the desk|
and ask the clerk to read it as audibly as he possibly ca.n\
and not too fast.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the cl°“kl
will read, as requested.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

[State organization headquarters for Huey P. Lonc. Harvey E.
Ellis, State campaign manager; phones 103, 203, 303]
(Strictly personal and confidential)

CoviNGTON, LA., April 20, 1927.
Hon. Huey P. LonNg,
Shreveport, La.

My Dear Humy: Maloney recently jockayed Sullivan into sl
pocket and Sullivan was forced to support you on your own terms.
He had no other place to go. I tried to make this plain to you. |
You know my opinion of Sullivan. He stands for three things:
Racing, gambling, end whisky. Were I opposing you, Sulllvan|
would be the issue that you would have to meet, and I would win.|
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I do not know what, If any, commitments you have made for
Sullivan’s suppert; but unless you had a clear, definite under-
standing with him that he was to stay in the background and not
take a prominent part in the campaign, and that you were to be
free, if conditions arose, to make such declarations and commit-
ments as you saw fit in regard to the racinz and gambling evil in
New Orleans, you have, in my opinicn, placed yourself at a very
serious disadvantage, regardless of the support that Sullivan may
bring, and at best it is going to be difficult to make the general
public believe that you have not made commitments satisfactory
to Sullivan to protect racing and gambling in New Orleans,

Dog and horse racing and gambling will be one, if not the prin-
cipal issue in the coming gubernatorial campalgn, and you are
going to be forced to make public your position on this issue,
and if Sulliven has been permitted to take a leading part in
directing your city organization and you do not make 2 declara-
tion that is satisf fo Sullivan and the interests he repre-
sents, Sullivan will, at an inopportune time, bolt and disorganize
your organization. If you yleld to Bullivan as a matter of ex-
pediency, you will lose the respect and confidence of the people
of this State, which are worth more than a thousand governor-
ships. Your hands will be ticd, and, even if you are elected
Governor, your administration will be embarrassed and you will be
unable to give this State a clean, progressive, fearless, honest ad-
ministration, which is the reward that I hope to claim for my work
in your behalf,

I have made many pledges and promises to pecple who were
disinclined to suppert you, as to what your position would be on
all great moral public questions, and these people will hold me
responsible for your actions in the event that you are elected
Governor,

I understood and I thought that I had made it clear that I
would be consulted before you even agreed to accept Sullivan's
support, in order that I could protect you and keep your hands
free, which I could and would have done.

Now, I am unwilling to go any further until I hear from you
fully and definitely as to what commitments, if any, you have
made to Sullivan, what understanding, if any, you have, either
expressed or implied, and how you intend to meet the dog, horse-

race, and gambling issues in the State of Loulsiana, and particu-
larly in the city of New Orleans.

Very sincerely yours,
Harvey E. Ervuis.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I send to the desk my reply
to that letter, under date of April 21, 1907. I shall not take
the time to have it read, but I wish it to be inserted in the
REecorp at the conclusion of my remarks. The body of the
reply will show, as published coincidentally with the letter
just read, that whenever the minute arrived that the gam-
bling institutions of that city and of that State under Sul-
livan undertook to take control of Louisiana and to operate
in violation of the law, he would no longer be allowed to
have anything to do with the politics of the administration
of which I was the head. The record that has been dis-
closed shows whether or not that promise was kept.

I send these letters to the desk because, with other docu-
ments previously submitted, they will disclose that every
remark that has been made on the floor of the Senate by
me has not only been proved but has been admitted, not
by their undertaking to have generalities to obscure it but
by cold letters and documents and by the cold fact that
one has to admit his business, the kind of business he is in,
the kind of contrivances he is running, and exactly what is
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being done there, all shown to be in strict accordance with
the representations and statements I have made here on the
floor of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the let-
ter referred to by the Senator from Louisiana will be printed
in the REcorb.

The letter is as follows:

SamevePorT, LA., April 21, 1927,

(Strictly personal and confidential)

Hon. Harvey E. ELns,
Covington, La.

My Dzar Harvev: I have your letter of April 20, in which you
speak of Maloney, Sullivan, dog races, horse races, whisky, ete. I
have not secured the support of either Maloney or Sullivan at this
time, although I once had the promise of Maloney, which appar-
ently is not recollected by him. I have made no one any promises
and will not make any, either expressed, implied, or otherwise.
Further than this, my position on the questions of gambling,
whisky, and others have been established so long and so openly
repeated, that it would be useless for me to enumerate them now.
I have expressed them to you most thoroughly and they met with
your accord.

It is true that in my consistent antiring position that I have
worked under the same campaigns against the old-established New
Orleans ring, with all parties opposing them, regardiess of what
may have been their convictions and opinions on other questions.
Sullivan has frequently been in this antiring line-up, and all of
us have fought under the same banner when he was. For in-
stance, 95 percent of the ministers and bishops of this Etate,
Sullivan, and myself (as well as yourself) fought with him, leading
the city fight in 1920. Four years before that time I supported
Thomas C. Barrett and the prohibition ticket, you recall, when
Sullivan, Maloney, Sanders, Behrman, Carbajel, and yourself sup-
ported the other side. While Paul Maloney was usually with the
old organization for the part of the time I was fighting them,
when he has been away from them and under the banner under
which I have always fought, naturally I bhave been with him, toco,
The chances are if he stays away from them he will stay with me,
or If he goes back to them he will be against me. Also, the
chances are, I should imagine, that if Sullivan should make &
fight against conditions that exist under the ring rule that he
would naturally have to come to me, but that if he decided to fight
for them that he would have to be against me.

I never saw or bet on a horse race in my lifetime. I never
saw or bet on a dog race in my lifetime. Since I was a 12-year-old
youth, my stand on prohibition has been & stand of open public
record.

All parties who ever supported me must know of my consistent
public position; never has a promise or assurance which I made
to the public been violated in my entire career; no one can mis-
understand me. Anyone supporting me knows by a record just
whom it is he supports and for what he stands, They further
know that there has been no vane or weather marks to record
changes in my attitude or in the persons with whom I am afil-
lated or whose support I accept. All come on terms of Huey
Loxc which, in this State, with pardonable pride, I must say,
rather represents the highest order of principle and service, rather
than the title of many particular designated persons.

Since the year 1808, when as a 15-year-old boy, I took my stand
and handled a ward against the ring ticket being run in this State,
I have the honor to say that I have varied not a jot nor tittle,
neither back nor forth. Many there are who have, however, but
I have never joined the side when I thought committed to the rule
of a people's subjugation, or pronounced myself that way, and
naturally had to fight under the banner which I have never 1:ft,

Yours sincerely,

Hvuey P. Loxe.

Exmeir 1.—Liberty Homestead Associstion, transactions with Home Owners’ Loan Corporation handled through Stanley W. Ray

Homs Markst
OwnEs'Df_ M qu};;t.al.ian
Total Loan G arket ome
I Cashre- | Btockre i + | Profit to
Date of sale Name of borrower amount poration | quotation | Ownors
ceived ceived Ray
due bondsand | stocks | Loan Oot-
eash re- poration
ceived bonds
Nov. 18,1933 | Salazar, Mrs. M. D $7,600 | $4,265.00 ﬁ 82% $527, 59
Dec. 16, 1953 | ATbeanserd Do 0| Lo % B s
eC. 0se, J. e i e 50 et S e i -
Dec. 23,1933 | Wolle, Walter J. 2000 | 1,402.47 50 8334 1 51.45
Dec. 14, 1933 Daﬁs! Ida G. ... 8, 000 G, 341. 00 Bgﬁ Bid 760. 88
Dec. 23,1083 | Exkano, Pai e oo | 100000 74 S| ters
Jan. 0,194 | Gook, Mrs, Walter - 05 = 10,000 | 7,8%9.09 39 924 1,11279
Jan, 12,1934 | Acosta, J. P___.. 1, 500 1,158 19 8 92 151.36
e Ry AT B
an. Jooper, 7 2 X 1
s e I TR T N e S S et e s i L S D L T T e 5, 000 8,813.00 39 o6 528. 48
DETRN A S T L D I e R e A s 4, 000 8, 234.26 40 Q&r 37230
Jan. 80,1034 | Walther, . L________________ S 6, 500 8,787.08 3914 93 656, 15
Feb. 6,1034 | Bianca, Mrs. Louls._. = 4, 000 2, 233. 86 4044 07T 330, 54
Feb. 23,1834 | Weinmann, Mrs. J. M 2,200 2,388.93 40 0554 139.03
Mar. 31004 | Sheldon Erasst o oo | Gt b iy e
ar. on, Ernest. b L ! ;
Mar. 9,1934 | Buffet, A. J_____... o 2,000 8, 55109 -IO;/é 9744 207. 9
Mar. 15,1934 | Brown, et al., Mrs. Paul 3,250 1,625. 39 40 ol 27319
Mar, 23, 1934 | Christophe, F.J 2,200 | 213833 41 9838 227, 51




Exursrr 1 —Liberty [Iomestead Association, transactions with Home Owners' Loan Corporation handled through Stanlcy W. Ray—Continned
Home Market
Total ngnméfur Market . H g
' g Cashre- | Stock re- o | aaotati ooy | Profitto
{ sale Name of borrower amount H poration | quotation | Owners
Listed dus ceived ceived | pondsand | stocks | Loan Cor- Ray
cash re- poration
ceived bonds
Mar. 23,1934 | Horanz, Rosine. $5,210,39 | $3,300.00 $2,000 | $4,540.20 41 0814 $243.70
15 Lamarie, M. B 6, 019. 57 2,620.00 3, 5C0 4,540.20 41 081y 408, 70
Mar. 22,1934 | Mercier, Jos. B._... L4238 foee i 2,000 987. 77 41%]| 08 143.30
oo Rasmussen, H. F. W 5, 75L 66 1, 048. 00 5,000 3, 617.33 41 08 451 18
Feb. 21,194 | Ca 8. 3, 500. 00 1,018.33 2,000 2,840, 59 403 86 307.21
Total 110, 153. 02 | 24,412 55 90,150 | 79, 155.07 8,458.93
E xumnIT 2.— Transactions in the Acme FHomestead Association, New Orleans, La., sales for stock manipulated through the Home Owners’ Loan Corporation
Com- Esti-
Cash Bond | Attor- Esti- Other
Book Stock re-| mis- mated Bonds | Name of orizinal
te of sale Name of purchaser re- quots- | ney's | mated ax-
Date o P value | o | ceived g:lt:is Sy | g bond | o ces issued owner
Dec. 18,1933 | Briant, . A. (PI.L)- o [$6,443.31 $7,100 $284.00 | B4 | $384 $1,058.49 [$4,040.40 | $500 [$4,810.11 | H. A. Briant.
Jan. 27,1934 | Prieto, Virginia M. (P.J.L.).coao .| 8,402 53 8500, 00 3, 500 | 160. 00 05 .00 | 2,420.00 2, 558. 52 | George Huet.
Do.. do 2,063. 66 | 192 00 4, 500 | 187,68 95 841.81 | 2,923.81 3,077.70 | X B.a:t.?ld] Btrl'rs. A,
alot.
Feb. 23,1934 |.__.. B0 s S a e 1,615.67 | 102.40 2,000 | 8410 05141 621.66 | 1,584.05 1,042.03 | Luke Francis.
Mar, 5 1934 | Thrift Realty Co., Inc. (Sigeler). ... 9,105.23 | 560,00 11, 440 0634 1,285 83 | 6,080.83 6,873, 66 | Mrs, H. K. Elmer,
Do... do. ... 3,812.83 | 250.00 3,050 | 168.00 413.00 | 2,322.00 2,400.00 | E. J Col?a
0= Leaman, Mrs. Virginia P, (P.J.L.)....—| 5 209.81 | 360,00 6,100 | 238. 40 05 1, 287.60 | 4, 209.63 4,351 04 | Mrs. Eva Beelman,
Mar., 7,1934 ... do 6, 365. 25 | 900. 00 6, 200 | 355.00 1, 247. 03 | 4, 800. 93 4,971. 51 | Frank Di Georga
it e kel I Al L ey
Mar. 23,1934 | Dumaine Realty Co. (Moyor 6, . 355, 4 . A. Antoine.
umrf. ...... Dumaine Realty Co. mmeeeeees]| 6, 17L 78 | 300. 00 6,700 | 280.00 [0 466.16 | 3, 580.16 3,648, 58 | Clarence L. Smith.
Total : 8,800.78
Amount of bonds issued obtained from Home Owners’ Loan Corporation.
Btock quotations actual.
All transsctions calcnlated on basis of stock valuad at 42.
Exnummrr 3.— Transactions handled by Meyer Eiseman for Union Homestead Association, New Orleans, La.
Btock Bond Brokers”
Date Name of borrower Total dus Cg&g m’“’ Bg:od:&p- quota- | quota- | estimated
tions profit
Dee. 27,1933 | Builtman, 0. C $2,27L.73 | $700.00 $1,000 | $1,040.00 48 B4
Jan. 18,1934 | Gomez, Mrs. A. P 1,042 49 2,000 1, 500. 23 43 92
Dec. 12,1933 ;ronm,i.o 20, 484. 50 20,500 | 10,947.83 48 B
Jan, 12,1934 | Fenassci, E.J 1, 675. 41 1,750 1,102. 80 48 52
Feb. 1,134 | Dieck, H. T 3,008.37 300. 00 3, 850 1, 900. 00 48 0
Feb. 17,1934 | Eiserloh, N. W, 3,003. 24 £00. 00 2, 500 2427, 74 48 0534}
Mar. 21,1934 | Brown, Y. E 7,300, 07 553.41 7,000 4,600.01 51 0814
Mar. 27,1934 | Braquet, T. V. 1,93L35 447.90 1,700 1, 560. 24 51 88
Exumir 4.—Eureka Homestead Society, New Orleans, La., loans negotiated through Home Owners’ Loan Corporation by Stanley W. Ray
Home Bonds Btock
Owners’
Apparent o O
pparen Payment | Poration W
profit fig- | Date sold by Book Payment net Loan
Name ured from | essociation valus incash |2 ml u"f amount of C
bid prices valus Bid Offered Bid Offered | tion folio
nds is- no.
sued after
deductions
Peter Yuratich $133.06 | Mar. 21,1034 | £5200.00 | ___.___ $5,200.90 | $3, 265,04 84| o3 58 A-502
Frank Sullivan 1,449, 38 | Feb. 28,1934 | 10,012.27 | $4, 500, 00 5, 51227 9, 504. 40 M3 95, 57 A-321
. 20016 Lol 2, 609. 15 2,570. 08 974 98 57 A-330
7,090.60 | 6,000.00 | 1,600.60 | 7,600.60 8514 85! 57 A-Z7
5,333, 20 5,333 29 5,333.29 8324 84 53 A-80
17, 663. 85 17,663.85 | 13,010. 44 ﬂlk 92 56 G0 A-144
2, 619.63 2 610.93 2,604.28 B4ls 5% A-O1
4,823 08 4,823 08 4,108. 58 92 56 60 A-138
4, 788. 05 800. 00 3,993 05 4,232 35 963 o 5741 A-375
828, 2, 530. 84 2, 530.84 2,471.88 92 56 60 A-114
Uncas Tt 452.25 1933 1,675.39 1, 675, 39 1,675 39 84 57 5834 A-84
Mrs. Myrtle Schwarts. e 1,054, 58 | Nov. 15,1033 | 186, 500. 00 16,500.00 | 13,128 52 83 B84 58 A-8
B. B. Boree.. 263.93 | Dee. 29,1933 | 5 000.00 5,000.00 | 3,702 64 B4 843 b7 A48
Charles Goul 320.11 | Jan. 6, 1034 4,052 09 4,052 09 2,872.23 00 92 56 59 A-113
Mrs. Athene Harvey.. ...cerceccsesanmess| 1, 10197 do. 4,908.41 4,908 41 4,709.72 92 &6 A-115
Frank Albert____ 7 do. 1,259, 11 1,250.11 | 1,208,35 0034 92 56 A-118
Felix 8imms. __ 574.52 | Jan. 4, 1934 2,768. 45 2,768, 45 241.23 8634 8744 B R A-107
Joseph Brown 861.08 | Feb. 27,1934 2,28L43 2,281 43 2,231. 43 95 054 5TY 60 A-21
Jean and A. Perret 721.19 | Jan. 6, 1934 2,156.33 2, 156.33 2, 181. 59 0034 92 56 59 A-118
George C. Muhs. ... . 1, 160.65 | Mar. 15, 1034 3, 870.81 700. 60 3, 279.81 3, 85294 974 97 [ BN A4
Total. 17, 768. 56 108,052.86 | 12,000.00 | ©6,052.85 | 9276208 o= =
Exmierr 5.—Transactions of the Hibernia Homestead Association with the Home Owners Loan Corporation, New Orleans, La.
T Amount | Bonds g Btock re- | Cash value | Cash value| Profit to s
Date Name of mortgagor due prov ceived of stock | of bonds broker Name of brokers
Mar, 29, 1034.{P, L. Miller...-... $1,080.35 | $1,089.35 £2, 0C0 $300 §1,071 $1,171 | A. L. Sizoler,
Mar, 23, 1934 Mrs. L. J, Kline 2,712.85 | 2,71285 2, 800 1,120 2, 661 1, 541 Io]t;n Hanry
rowao.
-
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The article requested by Mr. Fess to be printed in the
Recorb is as follows:

[From the Baltimore (Md.) Sun, Apr, 12, 1934]
THE HOME LOAN INCIDENT
By Frank R. Eent

WasEmeron, April 11—No clearer case of devotion to the
spoils system has ever been given than that of House Democrats
in the vote yesterday on the amended Home Owners' Loan Cor-
poration bill. It was not only a degrading act but a stupid one.
It ought to arouse public resentment. It exhibits the House
leaders, who prate about patriotism and public spirit, as wholly
hollow and insincere.

The facts are these: Senator Norris, of Nebraska, had inserted
an amendment which provided that “no partisan political test
shall be permitted, but all agents and employees shall be ap-
pointed or promoted solely on the basis of merit and efficiency.”
It is hard to see how any man who believes in decent government,
or wants the administration to succeed, could oppose that. One
great weakness of the H.O.L.C. is that it is so largely manned by
politicians. In many States it is enfirely in their hands, and in
some, notably Illinois, this has led to festering abuses.

The Board endorsed the Norris amendment. The President en-
dorsed it and the Senate passed it. Mr. Roosevelt went further,
and personally communicated with Chairman SteEscaLn, of the
House Banking Committee, expressing hope the House would con-
cur, There seemed no ground upon which it could be decently
opposed. Yet the House committee deliberately dropped the Nor-
ris amendment, and reported the bill without it. Under the rule
by which it was considered last Wednesday no amendment not
proposed by the committee could be offered on the floor. There
was no chance to vote on the Norris proposal. This did not,
however, prevent discussion, and a stirring speech pointing
out the devastating effects of the committee’s action was made
by Representative JoEN HoLLisTer, of Ohio, who believed the
whole purpose of the plan can be defeated by the mire of politics
in which it is steeped. At that time there was no way to put
the House on record and the bill was almost unanimously passed
as it came from the committee,

But a way was found yesterday when a motion was offered
directing the House conferees to restore the Norris amendment.
On this a roll call was taken. It was defeated by 230 to 116.
All the negative votes were Democrats. Thus, the Democratic
House proclaimed itself unwilling to curb its appetite for pie even
at the risk of crippling an important administration policy, even
when proposed by friends of the administration, even when
adopted by the Democratic Senate, even when requested by the
Democratic President. A more indefensible act has not been
committed in Congress for a long time.

The primary purpose of the bill was to give Federal guaranty
to the prinecipal as well as interest of the home loan bonds,
which the corporation exchanges for distressed mortgages.
There was, however, an amendment put in that still further
shocks those who believe most of the mortgages taken over will
be a complete loss. This amendment sets aside $200,000,000,
which the corporation is authorized to loan in cash for main-
tenance, repair, rebuilding, and modernization. This, it is
claimed, ridiculously enlarges the scope of the scheme. It means
that after the Government has taken over a mortgage upon which
neither principal, interest, nor taxes can be paid, it will then lend
to the morigagee money to repair and maintain his home. Under
this, it is held, a man cannot only unload his mortgage on the
Government but borrow cash to paint his porch or put in a new
kitchen sink. All the Government asks for this additional cash
is another lien on the property.

It is a new idea that got by without discussion. The conten-
tion is that this extension of H.O.L.C. authority can ultimately
have but two results. Either the Government, forced to fore-
close, will find itself the owner of literally innumerable modern-
ized and repaired houses, with which it will not know what to
do; or Congress will wipe out all the obligations, leaving the
home owner with his house free of mortgage, repaired and mod-
ernized at Government expense. Most incline to the latter view.
They see another organized minority in the making, which will
be able to put pressure on Congressmen to be relieved from paying
the Government, just as the veterans do to have their pay restored.

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, as I came into the Chamber I
was advised that an amendment proposed to the pending
bill by the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. NYel was under
consideration. I am in sympathy with the general purpose
of the amendment but it occurs to me that in the considera-
tion of a revenue bill, limited in ifs scope and in its dura-
tion, it is not a proper vehicle to carry the important amend-
ment offered by the Senator. My recollection is that sev-
eral weeks ago a resolution was offered by a number of
Senators, including the Senator from North Dakota, which
called for an investigation of the manufacture, sale, and
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distribution of munitions and implements of war. The reso-
lution, as I recall, was comprehensive and went far beyond
what I have just indicated. Under that resolution a study
would be made of questions relating to war, and as ancillary
to the same, a study of what legislation should be enacted
for the purpose of raising revenues to meet military expendi-
tures.

The amendment offered by the Senator could, with pro-
priety, be referred to this committee in order that it might
consider what legislation should be enacted in the event of
war looking to the conscription of property to meet the ex-
penses of such conflict.

Several years ago I offered in the Senate a measure which,
in effect, declared that in the event of war all property
should be at the disposal of the Government in order to
enable it to successfully prosecute such war. I think a num-
ber of other amendments, similar in character, have been
offered since then.

I believe that the general sentiment in the United States
is that in the event of war our resources shall be devoted to
the cause of our country. The American people, upon many
occasions, have demonstrated their devotion to our country,
and their willingness to surrender property, as well as to
give their lives, in the defense of this Republic. It has been
my view that heavy as were the burdens of taxation imposed
during the war, larger taxes should have been imposed upon
those who derived enormous profits. Many corporations, as
well as individuals, derived colossal profits from their enter-
prises by reason of the war. Even before the United States
entered the war it is known that great fortunes were made
by many corporations and individuals in the United States.
They supplied the Allied, as well as the Central Powers,
with commodities of various kinds, as well as war munitions,
from which they derived stupendous profits, and after our
country entered the war the profits which flowed into the
coffers of various corporations, as well as individuals, were
entirely too great. It has been claimed that several thou-
sand millionaires were made during the war.

It is unfortunate that during periods of conflict such as
that through which the world passed, corporations and in-
dividuals should be enriched and that hundreds of millions
should be added to the wealth of those who furnished sup-
plies and munitions made necessary by war activities.

If the world should again be called upon to pass through
the tragedies and horrors of a great war, legislation should
be enacted that would prevent profits from being reaped and
war profiteers and millionaires being developed.

I repeat, Mr. President, that the amendment offered by
the Senator expresses, I believe, the views of a great ma-
jority of the people, and I have no doubt that in the event
of war, legislation would promptly be enacted that would
deny to individuals or corporations opportunities for profit
from the suffering and death of American boys. War is
hateful and horrible and it must not return profits and
fortunes to individuals and corporations.

I sincerely hope that the resolution to which I have re-
ferred and which was offered by a number of Senators sev-
eral weeks ago will be passed and that the comprehensive
investigation called for by the resolution will be made. As
I have stated, the amendment now before us would logically
and properly fall within the purview of such investigation.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I am very anxious, and
I know other Senators are very anxious, to move ahead as
rapidly as possible with the revenue bill now before us. I
think we can make a good deal of headway tonight. I
would make this suggestion. I do not know whether it will
meet with the approval of other Senators, but I see no ob-
jection to this course. The Senator from Michigan [Mr.
VanpeEneerG] referred to a resolution now on the calendar
providing for the appointment of a committee to investigate
this question. I would suggest that that resoclution be con-
sidered and adopted at this time and that the amendment
of the Senator from North Dakota be referred to that com-
mittee when it shall be appointed.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, that would be agree-
able to me.




1934

Mr. NYE. Mr. President, I know there are many Sena-
tors who would like to have a chance to vote upon the
pending amendment, and yet I realize there are good reasons
why there should be wider consideration given to the sort
of legislation that is required. For my own individual part,
1 shall b2 quite willing to have that course taken.

Mr. HARRISON. I hope it may be taken.

Mr. NYE. Then I will move—

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, if the Senator will
merely ask unanimous consent for immediate consideration
of the resolution, I think that will accomplish the purpose.

MANUFACTURE AND SALE OF MUNITIONS OF WAR

Mr. NYE. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent for
the immediate consideration of Calendar No. 623, being
Senate Resolution 206, providing for the appointment of a
special committee o investigate the subject matter which
we have had under discussion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the Senator from North Dakota?

There being no objection, the Senate proceeded to con-
sider the resolution (S.Res. 206) submitted by Mr. N¥E and
Mr. VaNDENBERG on March 12, 1934, and reported from the
Committee to Audit and Conftrol the Contingent Expenses
of the Senate with amendments, on page 2, line 2, to strike
out “five” and insert “seven”; in line 5, after the word
“ individuals 7, to insert * ﬁrms. associations ”; and in line
6, after the word “ corporations ”, to insert “and all other
agencies ”; on page 3, line 11, after the word * committee ”,
to insert “or any subcommittee thereof ”; and in line 21,
to strike out “ $50,000 " and insert * $15,000 ”, so as to make
the resolution read:

Whereas the influence of the commercial motive is an inevitable
factor in considerations involving the maintenance of the national
defense; and

Whereas the influence of the commercial motive is one of the
inevitable factors often believed to stimulate and sustain wars;
and

Whereas the Seventy-first Congress, by Public Resolution No. 98,
approved June 27, 1930, responding to the long-standing demands
of Amerlcan war veterans speaking through the American Legion
for legislation “to take the profit cut of war”, created a War
Policies Commission, which reported recommendations on Decem-
ber 7, 1831, and on March 7, 1932, to decommercialize war and to
equalize the burdens thereof; and

Whereas these recommendations never have
into the statutes: Therefore be it

Resolved, That a special committee of the Senate shall be
appointed by the Vice President to consist of seven Senators,
and that eaid committee be, and is hereby, authorized and
directed—

(a) To investigate the activities of individuals, firms, assocla-
tions, and of corporations and all other agencies In the United
States engaged in the manufacture, sale, distribution, import, or
export of arms, munitions, or other implements of war; the nature
of the industrial and commercial organizations engaged in the
manufacture of or trafic in arms, munitions, or other imple-
ments of war; the methods used in promoting or effecting the sale
of arms, munitions, or other implements of war; the quantities of
arms, munitions, or other implements of war impo into the
United States and the countries of origin thereof, and the quan-
tities exported from the United States and the countries of des-
tination thereof; and

(b) To investigate and report upon the adequacy or inade-
quacy of existing legislation, and of the treaties to which the
United States 1s a party, for the regulation and control of the
manufacture of and traffic in arms, munitions, or other imple-
ments of war within the United States, and of the traffic therein
between the United States and other countries; and

(¢) To review the findings of the War Policles Commission and
to recommend such specific legislation as may be deemed desirable
to accomplish the purposes set forth in such findings and in the
preamble to this resolution; and

(d) To inquire into the desirability of creating a Government
monopoly in respect to the manufacture of armaments and muni-
tions and other implements of war, and to submit recommenda-
tions thereon.

For the purposes of this resolution the committee or any
subcommittee thereof is authorized to hold hearings, to sit and
act at such times and places during the sessions and recesses of
the Congress until the final report is submitted, to require by
subpena or otherwise the attendance of such witnesses and the
production of such books, papers, and documents, to.administer
such oaths, to take such testimony, and to make such expendi-
tures, as it deems advisable. The cost of stenographic services to
report such hearings shall not be In excess of 25 cents per hun-

been translated
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dred words. e expenses of the committee, which shall not
exceed $15,000, aha.ll be paid from the contingent fund of the
Benate upon vouchers approved by the chairman.

The amendments were agreed to.

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, is the proposed investigation
to be conducted by a Senate committee?

Mr. HARRISON. Yes. The resolution was reported fav-
orably from the Committee on Military Affairs and then
referred to the Committee to Audit and Control the Con-
tingent Expenses of the Senate. The latter committee re-
ported the resolution favorably with certain amendments,
among which was one reducing the amount from $50,000 to
$15,000.

Mr. FESS. The Committee to Audit and Control has al-
ready approved the resolution?

Mr. HARRISON. Yes; it has been reported favorably by
that committee with certain amendments which have just
been agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing
to the resolution as amended.

The resolution as amended was agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I now ask unznimous
consent that the amendment submitted by the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. Nyel may be referred to the special
committee provided for in the resolution just adopted when
the committee shall be appointed.

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

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr.
Haltigan, one of its clerks, announced that the House had
passed without amendment the bill (S. 606) to authorize
the waiver or remission of certain coal-lease rentals, and for
other purposes.

The message also announced that the House had dis-
agreed to the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
2032) for the relief of Richard A. Chavis, requested a con-
ference with the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon, and that Mr. Hirr of Alabama, Mr. THOMP-
son of Illinois, and Mr. CarTeEr of Wyoming were appointed
managers on the part of the House at the conference.

The message further announced that the House insisted
upon its amendments to the bill (S. 828) to authorize boxing
in the District of Columbia, and for other purposes, dis-
agreed to by the Senate; agreed to the conference requested
by the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and that Mrs., NorTon, Mr. PaLmisano, and Mr,
WaITLEY were appointed managers cn the part of the House
at the conference.

ENROLLED BEILLS SIGNED

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

S.163. An act for the relief of Capt. Guy M. Kinman;

S.3022. An act to amend sections 3 and 4 of an act of
Congress entitled “An act for the protection and regulation
of the fisheries of Alaska ™, approved June 26, 1906, as
amended by act of Congress approved June 6, 1924, and
for other purposes; and

S.3209. An act limiting the operation of sections 109 and
113 of the Criminal Code and section 190 of the Revised
Statutes of the United States with respect to counsel in the
case of United States of America against Weirton Steel Co.
and other cases.

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 should like, if possible,
to clear up one or two matters before we take up the next
subject, which will lead to debate.

I send to the desk a clarifying amendment to the substitute
offered by me, on behalf of the committee, for the surtax
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amendment. The substitute was offered and adopted on
April 4.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be
stated. :

The LecrstaTive CLErg. In the second bracket, after the
phrase “ 7 percent ”, there should be inserted * in addition.”

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, in view of the adoption
of the so-called “Borah amendment” as to consolidated
returns, it is necessary to make certain clerical changes at
other places in the hill; and I ask unanimous consent that
these changes may be made.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendments will be
stated.

The LecisLaTivE CLERK. On page 155, it is proposed to
strike out lines 10 to 13, both inclusive.

The amendment was agreed to.

The LeeistaTivé CLERK., On page 158, it is proposed to
strike out lines 10 to 13, both inclusive.

The amendment was agreed fo.

On page 161 it is proposed to strike out lines 11 to 14,
both inclusive.

The amendment was agreed to.

The LecisLATIVE CLERK. On page 242, line 19, it is pro-
posed to strike out “ sections 131 and 141 ” and insert “ sec-
tion 131.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The LecisLATIVE CLERK. On page 76, it is proposed to
strike out “ this act or ” in line 2, and again in line 5, and
again in lines 10 and 11, and again in line 14.

The amendments were agreed to.

Mr., HARRISON. Mr. President, I ask that the order I
send to the desk may be enfered. It is the usual order
following the consideration of each of these bills authorizing
certain changes to be made.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The order will be read.

The order was read and agreed to, as follows:

Ordered, That in the engrossing of the amendments of the
Senate to the pending bill (HR. 7835) the Secretary of the
Senate be authorized:

(1) To make such changes in the table of contents as may be
necessary to make such table conform to the action of the Sen-
ate in respect of the bill;

(2) To make such clerical changes as may be necessary to the
proper numbering and lettering of the various portions of the
bill, and to secure uniformity in the bill in respect of typography
and Indentation; and

(8) To amend or strike out cross-references that have become
erroneous or superflous, and to insert cross-references made

bj’ reason of changes made by the Benate.

necessary
Ordered further, That the said bill, when passed, be printed
showing the Senate amendments numbered.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, there are two commit-
tee amendments remaining that have not as yet been acted
upon. One is with reference to “hot oil”, under which
informants are to be paid something. The committee struck
out the House provision. I do not think they knew much
about it, or made much investigation. I should like to have
the Senate act on the matter. The committee recommended
striking out the House provision.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, is it the Senator’s
desire that this matter should go to conference, or other-
wise? :

Mr. HARRISON. I think it would be very well for it to
go to conference. Only by striking out the House text can
it go to conference.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be
stated.

The LecistaTive CLERK. On page 210 it is proposed to
strike out lines 1 to 24, inclusive, and on page 211 it is
proposed to strike out lines 1 to 8, inclusive, in the following
words:

Sec. 514. Penalties and awards to informers with respect to
fllegally produced petroleum: (a) Any person liable for tax on
any income from illegally produced petroleum, who willfully fails
to make return showing such income within the time prescribed
by law, or 30 days after the enactment of this act, whichever
expires later, shall, in addition to all other penalties prescribed
by law, be liable to a civil penalty of $500 plus $50 for each day
during which such failure continues.
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(b) Any person not an officer of the United States who fur-
nishes to the Commissioner or any collector original information
leading to the recovery from any other person of any penalty
under this section may be awarded and paid by the Commissioner
a compensation of one half the penalty so recovered, as determined
by the Commissioner.

(c) As used in this section, the ferm *income from illegally
produced petroleum ™ means any income (not shown on a return
made within the time prescribed by law, or 30 days after the
enactment of this act, whichever expires later) arising out of any
sale or purchase of crude petroleum withdrawn from the ground
subsequent to January 1, 1832, in violation of any State or Federal
law (not including withdrawal in violation of any code of fair
competition approved under the National Industrial Recovery Act
or illegal withdrawal, the penalties for which have been mitigated
or satisfied in pursuance of law prior to the enactment of this
act), or arising out of any fee derived from acting as agent for
any seller or purchaser in connection with a sale or purchase of
such petroleum or products thereof, or any amount illegally received
by any person charged with the enforcement of law with respect
to such petroleum or products thereof.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, there is one other pro-
vision, with reference to the produce tax, on which I under-
stand the Senator from North Dakota desires to be heard.

I should like to get some idea about what other amend-
ments there are.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr, President, I desire to offer an
amendment to make income-tax returns public records. I
understand that the Senator from Missouri [Mr., Crarkl
has an amendment with relation to the taxation of tax-
exempt securities. Those are the only amendments about
which I can inform the Senator.

Mr. HARRISON. I understand that the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. Asrurst] has an amendment and that the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SuipsTEAD] has an amend-
ment. Unless some Senator raises an objection, it is my
purpose to accept the amendment that is to be offered by
the Senator from Minnesota. We might dispose of some
of these matiers now, and tomorrow take up the other sub-
jects that are to be discussed briefly.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Has the Senator abandoned any
hope of disposing of the bill today?

Mr. HARRISON. I really do not think we can dispose of
the bill today.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. In that case it will be perfectly
agreeable to me to withhold until tomorrow the offer of the
amendment in which I am interested.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. Crarxl]l, whom I do not see in the Chamber at the
present time, has a very important amendment.

Mr. HARRISON. I understood that the Senator from
Missouri was planning to offer that amendment and that it
might involve some discussion.

Mr. NORRIS. It will involve some discussion.

Mr, ASHURST. On what particular subject is the
amendment?

Mr, NORRIS. On the taxation of what are now called
“ tax-exempt ” securities,

Mr. HARRISON. Will the Senator from Minnesota offer
his amendment now?

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Yes, Mr. President. I send to the desk
an amendment which I ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be
stated.

The LecisLATIVE CLERK. On page 237, after line 20, it is
proposed to insert the following:

Section 2 of the Liquor Tax Act of 1934 is amended to read
as follows:

“Sec. 2. Paragraphs (3) and (4) of subdivision (a) of section
600 of the Revenue Act of 1918, as amended (relating to the tax
on distilled spirits generally and the tax on distilled spirits di-
verted for beverage purposes) (U.S.C., supp. VI, title 26, sec. 1150
(a) (1) and (2)), are amended to read as follows:

**(3) On and after January 1, 1928, and until the effective date
of title I of the Liquor Taxing Act of 1934, $1.10 on each proof-
gallon or wine-gallon when below proof and a proportionate tax
at a like rate on all fractional parts of such proof- or wine-
gallon; and

“*{4) On and after the effective date of title I of the Liguor
Taxing Act of 1934, $2 on each proof-gallon or wine-gallon when

below proof and a proportionate tax at a like rate on all frac-
tional parts of such proof- or wine-gallon.
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“¢ provided, however, That on and after the effective date of the
Revenue Act of 1934 any manufacturer finding it necessary to
use alcohol (other than denatured or specially denatured alcohol)
in the arts or sciences or in the manufacture, extraction, solution,
or preservation of any article of commerce which when manu-
factured and prepared for the market is unfit for use for intoxi-
cating-beverage purposes, may uce the same under regulations
which shall be prescribed by the Secretary of the Treasury, and
upon satisfying the collector of internal revenue for the district
wherein he resides or carries on business that he has complied
with such regulations and that such alcohol has been used therein
for no other purposes than hereinabove stated, and exhibiting
and delivering up the stamps which show that a tax has been
paid thereon, shall be entitled to receive from the Treasury of
the United States a rebate or repayment of 90 cents on each
proof-gallon or wine-gallon of alcohol when below proof and a
proportionate amount at a like rate on all fractional parts of such
proof- or wine-gallon: Provided, however, That such rebate or re-
payment shall not be made in the case of any alcohol withdrawn
from bonded warehouses prior to the effective date of the Revenue
Act of 1934,

“*‘The Secretary of the Treasury shall forthwith prescribe the
regulations provided for herein for the supervision and enforce-
ment of this act.””

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the
amendment of the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SHIPSTEAD].

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I simply desire to appeal
to the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Harrison] to take this
amendment to conference, because it is a matter which
ought to be given consideration.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I desire to join in that
request.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, the committee gave con-
sideration to the question of alcohol going into medicinal
preparations. We received many telegrams from over all
the country with reference to the subject. I thought it was
another amendment that the Senator was going to offer.
I did not know it was this one; but I am willing to let
the amendment go to conference and be considered there.

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, I desire to ask the Sznator
from Minnesota a question about the last sentence of the
amendment. There seems fo be a blank there.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. The last sentence of the printed
amendment has been stricken out.

Mr. COUZENS. The whole paragraph?

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. No; the regulations are provided for.

Mr. COUZENS. May I ask that the clerk read again the
last section of the amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will reread tho
last section of the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Provided, however, That such rebate or repayment shall not be
made in the case of any alcohol withdrawn from bonded ware-
houses prior to the effective date of the Revenue Act of 1934.

The Secretary of the Treasury shall forthwith prescribe the
regulations provided for herein for the supervision and enforce-
ment of this act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is advised that
the amendment has been modified from the form in which
it was originally printed.

The question is on agreeing to the amendment offered by
the Senator from Minnesota.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, I send to the desk an-
other amendment, which I ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be
stated.

The Caier CLERK. On page 236, line 10, it is proposed to
strike out “ $20 " and insert “ $75 ”, so as to read:

Sec. 607. Tax on furs: The tax imposed by sectlon 604 of the

Revenue Act of 1932 shall not apply to articles sold by the manu-
facturer, producer, or importer, alter the date of the enactment of

' this act, for less than §75.

Mr., SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, it will be necessary to
reconsider the action on the committee amendment that was
agreed to the other day in order to present this amendment;
and I hope the Senator from Mississippi will consent to have
that done.

Mr. HARRISON. I ask unanimous consent that the action

. on the committee amendment may be reconsidered for the

purpose of considering the amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from Minnesota.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none; and the vote whereby the committee
amendment was agreed to is reconsidered.

The questicn is on the amendment offered by the Senator
from Minnesota to the amendment of the committee.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, the Senator from Min-
nesota has talked to members of the committee with refer-
ence to this amendment with regard to fur ccats which are
used in the northern part of the country. May I ask the
Senator from Minnesota whether such coats cost $75 or
more?

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Not much of a coat can be purchased
for $75, but a persocn can get along with a $75 fur coat.
The amendment will save a poor man who has to have a
fur ccat for himself or his wife from paying a tax upon what
is really a necessary article. Though not of universal use
in the country, in the northern half of the United States fur
coats are necessities for the people.

Mr, COPELAND. MTr. President, I desire to add my app=al
to that of the Senater from Minnesota.

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator from Minnesota talked fo
me about this matter. We have had a great deal of trouble
about the fur section of the bill. I had hoped we might be
able to strike it out altogether, but we cannot lose the rev-
enue. If the Senate wishes to adopt this amendment, it will
be perfectly agreeable to me up to a value of §75.

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, has the Senator from Mis-
sissippi made an estimate of the amount of revenue that
will be lost in case this amendment shall be adopted?

Mr. HARRISON. We received $7,000,000 of revenue from
the whole fur tax. The experts think that if this amend-
ment should be adopted we probably would lose around
$2,000,000 of revenue.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the
amendment offered by the Senator from Minnesota to the
amendment of the committee.

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

The amendment, as amended, was agreed to.

Mr. McEKELLAR. I offer an amendment, which I ask to
have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the
amendment.

The Cuier CLERX. On page 127, after line 4, it is proposed
to insert the following new subsection:

(d) Under regulations prescribed by the Commissioner, with
the approval of the Secretary, every corporation subject to taxa-
tion under this title shall, in its return, submit a list of the
names of all officers and employees of such corporation and the
respective amounts paid to them during the taxable year of the
corporation by the corporation as salary, commission, bonus, or
other compensation for personal services rendered, if the aggre-
gate amount so pald to the individual is in excess of $15,000.
The Secretary of the Treasury shall submit an annual report to
Congress compiled from the returns made cont-am.lng the names
of, and amounts paid to, each such officer and employee and
the name of the paying corporation.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I hope the Senate will
agree to this amendment, because already the corporations
have to furnish the Secretary of the Treasury a salary list.
This amendment would merely direct that the Secretary of
the Treasury shall transmit that list of salaries, where they
amount to $15,000 or more, and of bonuses of $15,000 or
more, so that they might be published.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I was very sorry the
other amendment was voted down a day or two ago, but
this will compensate in part.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment of the Senator from Tennessee.

The amendment was agreed fo.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I ask the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. Frazier] whether we cannot now take
up the produce amendment and get it out of the way?

Mr. FRAZIER. I am perfectly willing to proceed at this
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the
amendment.

The Cmier CLERK., On page 237, after line 11, it is pro-
posed by the committee to insert the following amendment:
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Sec. 611. Stamp tax on sales of produce for future delivery: (a)
Effective on the day following the enactment of this act subdivi-
sion 4 of schedule A of title VIII of the Revenue Act of 1926, as
amended, is amended by striking out “5 cents " wherever appear-
ing in such subdivision, and inserting in lieu thereof “1 cent”.

(b) Section 726 (c) of the Revenue Act of 1932 is repealed.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr, Gore] and the Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
Smrte] are very anxious to be present when this amend-
ment is discussed. I now notice that neither of those Sena-
tors is present, so I hope some other amendment may be
taken up.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I should like to have an
amendment I desire to offer considered at this time.

Mr, HARRISON. Very well,

Mr. NORRIS. When the last revenue act was before the
Senate, the question was raised of the exemption from taxa-
tion of some of the farmers' cooperative organizations. A
construction had been placed upon the existing law to which
objection was made. The matter was referred by resolution
to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry of the Senate.
That committee took considerable testimony on the Senate
resolution which bore on the subject. As a result of the
hearings, at which appeared the representatives of the farm
organizations as well as the representatives of the Bureau
of Internal Revenue, no objection was raised to the change,
except that the representatives of the Bureau of Internal
Revenue contended that a construction which they had
placed upon the law was a correct one.

It was a controverted question. In order to settle it, I was
directed, as chairman of the committee, to propose an
amendment to the revenue bill which was about to be
brought before the Senate. I did that. We took it up in
the Senate; and after some debate on it and a full explana-
tion, the amendment was agreed to. It went into the
measure. Most Senators thought it remained in the bill.
As a matter of fact, it was one of the many amendments
which went out in conference. I am presenting now the
same amendment, and I send it to the clerk’s desk and ask
that it be reported. :

I might say that while I do not remember the exact figures
it would result in a very small loss in revenue. The com-
mittee was of the opinion that the decision of the Bureau
of Internal Revenue was too severe, that it was not correct,
but we felt that the way to remedy the situation was to
insert an amendment in the revenue bill, and that is how
it came before the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the
amendment.

The Cuier CLERK. On page 53, after line 186, it is pro-
posed to insert the following:

Neither shall any such association be denled exemption because
1t does not keep ledger accounts with nonmembers of the business
it transacts with such nonmembers, but it shall only be required
to keep such records of its business with nonmembers as will
show the actual business done with such nonmembers; and pro-
vided further, that the profits, if any, derived from its business
with nonmembers in any fiscal year of the association shall be
allowed to remain in the business of the assoclation, subject to
the right of such nonmember to use his share upon a patronage
basis to qualify as a member of the association,

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, the Senator from Ne-
brasks will recall that this matter was debated at length in
1932. As I understand, it is the same proposal that was
presented by the Senator at that time.

Mr. NORRIS. Yes.

Mr. HARRISON. The Senate adopied the amendment
then.

Mr. NORRIS. It did.

Mr. HARRISON. And it went out in conference.

Mr, NORRIS. It went out in conference.

Mr. HARRISON. It went out in conference at that time
because the conferees adopted the view of the Treasury
Department.

Mr. NORRIS. I might discuss the matter fully, since I
know all about it as far as the arguments go; but, as a
matter of fact, some of the representatives of the Bureau
of Internal Revenue at that time were unfriendly. I do not
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go any higher than those representatives, because I do not
blame the administration. I had an agreement with the
representatives of the Bureau, and with the attorney for the
farmers-union elevators in my State, and I thought the
whole controversy was to be settled. It was not settled,
because of the unfriendliness of some of the officials of the
Bureau of Internal Revenue.

I have reason to believe, from my conversations and from
my correspondence with the present officials of the Bureau
of Internal Revenue, that they would put a construction
on the law different from that put on it by their predeces-
sors, and no amendment of this kind would be necessary if
it had not been that they were confronted with the old
record, and they want some legislation in order to meet the
situation.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I am willing o let the
matter go to conference.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agree-
ing to the amendment offered by the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr, Norrisl.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, if the Senator from
North Dakota is ready to proceed with the produce matter,
the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Gorel is here. Follow=
ing that I think I shall move that the Senate take a recess,
if it will meet with the approval of the Senate. I should
like to get this matter out of the way tonight.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, may I supplement the
Senator’s statement by saying that the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. Smata] wanted to be present when this matter
was considered.

Mr. HARRISON. I sent for the Senator from South Caro-
lina, who is very much in favor of the Senate committee
action, and he came to the Chamber, but had a conference
to attend, so he left again, and I promised to send for him
if it was necessary. I had hoped that the Senator from
North Dakota might allow the amendment to be adopted,
and let us try it out this way for a while.

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, I do not intend to make
any serious objection to the adoption of the amendment, but
I want to speak on it before it is adopted. I am perfectly
willing to speak tonight, or when the Senate meets tomorrow,

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I desire to offer an
amendment to the pending bill, which T ask to have printed
and lie on the table. I should also like to have the amend-
ment printed in the REcorb.

The amendment was ordered to be printed and to lie on
the table, and to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

On page 45, to strike out, beginning in line 23, down through
line 5, on page 46, and insert:

“(a) Returns made under this title upon which the tax has
been determined by the Commissioner shall constitute public
records and shall be open to public examination and inspection
under rules and regulations promulgated by the Secretary and
approved by the President. Whenever a return is open to the
inspection of any person, a certified copy thereof shall, upon re-
quest, be furnished to any person under rules and regulations
prescribed by the Commissioner with the approval of the Becre-

. The Commissioner may prescribe a reasonable fee for fur-
nishing such copy.

“(b) (1) The Secretary and any officer or employee of the
Treasury Department, upon request from the Committee on Ways
and Means of the House of Representatives, the Committee on
Finance of the Senate, or a select committee of the Senate or
House specially authorized to investigate returns by a resolution
of the Senate or House, or a joint committee so authorized by
concurrent resolution, shall furnish such commitee sitting in
executive session with any data of any character contained in or
shown by any return.

“(2) Any such committee shall have the right, acting directly
as a committee, or by or through such examiners or agents as it
may designate or appoint, to inspect any or all of the returns at
guch times and in such manner as it may determine.

“(3) Any relevant or useful information thus obtained may be
submitted by the committee obtaining it to the Senate or the
House, or to both the Senate and the House, as the case may be.

“(c) The proper officers of any State may, upon the reqeust of
the Governor thereof, have access to the returns of any corporation,
or to an abstract thereof showing the name and income of the
corporation, at such times and in such manner as the Secretary
may prescribe.

“(d) All bona fide shareholders of record owning 1 percent or
more of the outstanding stock of any corporation shall, upon mak=
ing request of the Commissioner, be allowed to examine the an=
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nual income returns of such corporation and of its subsidiaries.
Any shareholder who pursuant to the provisions of this section is
allowed to examine the return of any corporation, and who makes
known In any manner whatever not provided by law or permitted
by regulation the amount or source of income, profits, losses, ex-
penditures, cr any particular thereof, set forth or disclosed in any
such return, shall be guiity of a misdemeanor and be punished by
a fine not exceeding $1,000 or by impriscnment not exceeding 1
year, or both. ;

“ (e) The Commissioner shall as soon as practicable in each
year cause to be prepared and made available to public inspection
in such manner as he may determine, in the office of the coilector
in each internal-revenue district and in such other places as he
may determine, lists containing the name and the post-ofice ad-
dress of each person making an income-tax return in such
district.”

RECESS

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, we have worked pret.t_y
hard today, and I move that the Senate take a recess until
12 o’clock noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4 o’clock and 45 min-
utes p.m.) the Senate took a recess until tomorrow, Friday,
April 13, 1924, at 12 o’clock meridian.
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The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D.D., offered
the following prayer:

Our divine Father, Thou whose heart throbs with yearn-
ing and who waits to forgive, let in Thy light, whose splen-
dor streams through the countless windows upon this old,
rugged world. Show us Thyself that we may see ourselves.
We thank Thee for divine love touched with pity. Oh, the
blending of majesty with sympathy, of strength with gentle-
ness, of passion with repose, of perfection with sinful, sor-
rowing men. Blessed Lord God, how inaccessible Thou art;
yet we see Thee in our Savior’s compassion, which arches
over all like a rainbow from sky to sky. Heavenly Father,
sustain us in our daily circumstances and experiences. Be
with us, bravely fighting, nobly living, patiently suffering,
and joyfully climbing, all because we live. Glory be unto
Thy holy name. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

A PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION

Mr. WARREN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to propound a parlia-
mentary inquiry.,

I have always thought that this fool discharge rule that
we have here in the House is an abomination; that it is an
ever-present threat to orderly procedure, party responsibil-
ity and leadership, and that it will finally club off the heads
of its proponents and those who seek to perpetuate it.
Believing as I do, I should like to see it made as odious as
possible. I therefore hesitate to propound this inguiry that
might make it more palatable.

In yesterday’s Washington Times there appeared an article
on the McLeod bill which stated that a petition was on the
Speaker's desk to discharge the committee. This article
carries the names of 123 Members of the House who have
signed the petition and it has been published now to the
world. We have a clear-cut decision on this rule, although
it was only adopted in December 1931. The first discharge
petition, as I now recall, was cne to discharge the Commit-
tee on Rules from a bill that was reported out by the Com-
mittee on Irrigation and at that time—February 23, 1932—
Mr. Hall, of Mississippi, called attention to the presence of
the petition on the Speaker’s desk. Speaker Garner at that
time ruled:

Any Member desiring to file such a petition may file it with the
Clerk and notiry the Members, as he sees proper, either from the
floor or by written communication. These signatures cannot be
made public until the required number of Members have signed
the petition.

Mr. Speaker, I desire to ask by what authority any Mem-
ber, officer, or employee of the House has given out this
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information in violation of the rules, or if there has been
any relaxation in that rule?

Mr. O'CONNOR. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WARREN. I yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. O'CONNOR. I am glad the gentleman has brought
up this point, because it recalls to me the time when there
was a petition on the desk, Mr. Longworth being the Speaker,
and the names were given out to the public in some way.
There was also an allegation at that time that somebody
had taken the petition book or paper off the desk and had
gone out on the steps of the Capitol and had it photo-
graphed, with a great hullaballoo and show about the mat-
ter. At that time Speaker Longworth suggested to some
of the leaders of the House that he would welcome an in-
vestigation and would gladly appoint a committee to in-
vestigate the matter and submit it to the House for proper
punishment to be inflicted upon anybody who was guilty of
disclosing the names on the petition before it had been com-
pleted. He felt, and the leaders did, that such conduct was
a gross violation of the rules of the House.

Mr. McDUFFIE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WARREN. 1 yield to the gentleman from Alabama.

Mr. McDUFFIE. I am glad the gentlemen from New
York, who is a prominent member of the Rules Committee,
is present, because I shall ask him as a member of that
committee if he thinks there is a possibility of having his
committee report a resolution that he has introduced, not
repealing the discharge rule, and I do not think the House
wishes to repeal the discharge rule, but to amend it so that
when a majority of the Members of this House signify their
intention or suggest by signing a petition for the dis-
charge of a committee, even the Rules Committee, from fur-
ther consideration of a bill, such a bill can and should be
presented to this House for consideration. May I say, as
the gentleman from North Carolina has so well said, I know
of nothing that this House could do that will interfere more
with orderly procedure than to continue to operate under
the present discharge rule.

It is an ideal thing, it is true, for a block or a minority, to
be used, not altogether for purposes of good legislation, but
for political purposes. It is a millstone about the neck of
the majority charged with the responsibility for legislation.
We, the majority, are held responsible for legislation. A
minority has its useful purpose. Under our form of govern-
ment indeed it is well to have a minority in the legislative
branch of the government.

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr, McDUFFIE. I yield to the gentleman from New York,

Mr. SNELL. The gentleman would not lay the adoption
of this rule to the present minority?

Mr. McDUFFIE, Not at all. Nor did I suggest that.

Mr. SNELL. I just wanted to know the gentleman’s atti-
tude.

Mr. McDUFFIE. I am hoping the gentleman, who is a
good legislator, will join with those on this side who wish
to eliminate or amend the rule so as to provide that a
majority of the Members of this House may have any leg-
islation considered that such a majority may deem neces-.
sary. It is wrong for 145 Members of this House to force
435 Members to consider and vote for bills that may not be
approved by a majority.

I have had gentlemen in this House who at first wers
thoroughly in favor of this discharge rule but who observed
its operation, tell me that they now appreciate the handi-
caps of such a rule, and that they are now willing to elim-
inate or amend the rule.

I am calling upon the leaders of this House, whose
hands I have tried to uphold, and especially upon the Rules
Committee, to report the resolution offered by the gentle-
men from New York, [Mr. O’Cownor] to amend the so-
called “ discharge rule.”

Mr. PATMAN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McDUFFIE. I yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. PATMAN. The gentleman realizes that 21 members
of a committee can get consideration of any proposal. The
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