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Government of the United States of America to confer the
rights and duties of citizenship upon those people of Filipino
birth who can qualify in the same manner as the peoples of
other lands who are afforded the opportunity of becoming
citizens of the United States; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs. :

3730. By Mr. JARRETT: Petition of the Young Women'’s
Bible Class, the Men’s Bible Class, and Young Men’'s Bible
Class of the First Methodist Episcopal Church of Warren,
Pa., endorsing the Ludlow amendment; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

3731. Also, petition of citizens of Sharon, Pa., endorsing
the peace amendment, or Ludlow amendment; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

8732. Also, petition of members of the Berea Evangelical
Lutheran Church of Freehold Township, Warren County,
Pa., endorsing the Ludlow amendment; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

3733. By Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON: Petition of the Cor-
sicana Nature Study Club, Mrs. J. E. McClung, correspond-
ing secretary, opposing Senate bill 2970, empowering the
President to transfer the National Forest Service, Soil Con-
servation Service, and the Biological Survey from the De-
partment of Agriculture to the Department of the Interior;
to the Select Committee on Government Organization.

3734. Also, petition of R. T. Keirsey, of Easterly, Tex.,
favoring increased pay for enlisted men in the Army; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

3735. By Mr. KRAMER: Resolution of the Board of
Supervisors of the County of Los Angeles, State of Califor-
nia, pertaining to granting Federal aid for flood control,
ete.; to the Committee on Appropriations.

3736. By Mr. O'NEILL of New Jersey: Petition of the
Lightfoot Schultz Co., protesting against any tax on toilet
soap; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

3737. Also, petition of the Jersey Match Co., protesting
against discriminatory tax; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

3738. By Mr. RUTHERFORD: Petition of residents of
Susquehanna County, Pa., favoring House Joint Resolution
199; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

3739. By Mr. SANDERS: Petition of citizens of Athens
and Overton, Tex., protesting against the entrance of the
United States into any foreign wars; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

3740. By Mr. THURSTON: Petition of citizens of Sigour-
ney, Iowa, protesting against the levying of excise or proc-
essing taxes on primary food products; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

SENATE

FRIDAY, JANUARY 7, 1938
(Legislative day of Wednesday, January 5, 1938)

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration
of the recess.

ELmeErR TrHoMAs, a Senator from the State of Oklahoma,
appeared in his seat today.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President of the United
States were communicated to the Senate by Mr. Latta, one of
his secretaries.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask unanimous consent that the Jour-
nal of the proceedings of yesterday be approved without
reading.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection——

Mr. CONNALLY. I object.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amend-
ment, as modified, offered by the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Lewis] to the amendment reported by the commitiee to
House bill 1507.
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Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I inquire what became of
the reading of the Journal?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Journal does not have to be
read, the Senate having taken a recess last evening.

CALL OF THE ROLL

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

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.

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

Adams Donahey Lodge Schwartz
Ashurst Dufly Logan Schwellenbach
Bailey Ellender Lonergan Sheppard
Bankhead Prazier Lundeen Shipstead
Barkley George MeAdoo Bmathers
Berry Gibson McCarran Smith

Borah Gillette McGill Steiwer
Bridges Glass McEellar Thomas, Okla.
Brown, Mich Graves McNary Thomas, Utah
Bulkley Guffey Miller Townsend
Bulow Harrison Minton Truman

Byrd Hatch Murray Tydings
Byrnes Hayden Neely Vandenberg
Capper Herring Norris Van Nuys
Caraway Hitchecock O'Mahoney Wagner
Chavez Holt Overton Walsh
Connally Johnson, Colo. Pittman Wheeler
Copeland King Pope

Davis La Follette Reynolds

Dieterich Lewis Russell

Mr, LEWIS. I announce that the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. Green] and the Senator from Delaware [Mr.
HucHES] are absent because of illness.

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. RapcLIFFE] is absent
because of a death in his family.

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Burxe] is absent on offi-
cial business as a member of the committee appointed to
investigate certain conditions in Puerto Rico.

The Senator from Florida [Mr. ANprRews], the Senator from
Mississippi [Mr. BiLgol, the Senator from Washington [Mr.
BonEel, the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Brownl, the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. CrLark], the Senator from Okla-
homa [(Mr. Lee], the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Ma-
LoNeEY], and the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Moorel are
unavoidably detained from the Senate.

Mr. GIBSON. I announce that my colleague the senior
Senator from Vermont [Mr. Austin] is necessarily absent
on official business by reason of service on a subcommittee
of the Judiciary Committee of the Senate. I ask that this
announcement stand for all quorum calls during the day.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Seventy-seven Senators have
answered to their names. A guorum is present.

REPORT OF SOCIAL SECURITY BOARD

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter
from the Executive Director of the Social Security Board,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the annual report of the
Board for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1937, which, with
the accompanying report, was referred to the Committee
on Finance.

OFFICIAL INSPECTION OF VEHICLES

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter
from the Secretary of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report entitled “Official Inspection of Vehicles,” which,
with the accompanying papers, was referred to the Com-
mittee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

. SKILLED INVESTIGATION AT SCENE OF ACCIDENT

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter from
the Secretary of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to law,
a report entitled “Skilled Investigation at the Scene of the
Accident Needed to Develop Causes,” which, with the ac-
companying papers, was referred to the Committee on Post
Offices and Post Roads.

REPORT OF UNITED STATES EMPLOYEES' COMPENSATION
COMMISSION

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter
from the secretary of the United States Employees’ Compen-
sation Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, the annual
report of the Commission for the fiscal year ended June 30,
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1937, which, with the accompanying report, was referred to
the Committee on Claims,

PETITIONS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a resolution
adopted by Cheyenne Post, No. 75, Regular Veterans' Associa-
tion, of Cheyenne, Wyo., favoring the enactment of legisla-
tion to increase the pay of enlisted men and junior commis-
sioned officers, and also a more just and suitable pension for
disabled enlisted men of the Regular Army and their de-
pendents, which was referred to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

Mr. LODGE presented a petition of sundry citizens of Bos-
ton, Mass., praying for the enactment of the so-called Wag-
ner-Van Nuys antilynching bill, which was ordered to lie on
the table.

BILLS INTRODUCED

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

By Mr. LONERGAN :

A bill (S. 3186) granting an increase of pension to Mary A.
Prior; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. McNARY:

A bill (S. 3187) authorizing an appropriation for the de-
velopment of a naval air base at Tongue Point, Oreg.; to the
Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. OVERTON:

A bill (S. 3188) for the relief of the Ouachita National
Bank of Monroe, La.; the Milner-Fuller, Inc., Monroe, La.;
estate of John C. Bass, of Lake Providence, La.; Richard
Bell, of Lake Providence, La.; and Mrs. Cluren Surles, of
Lake Providence, La.; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. MINTON:

A bill (S. 3189) for the relief of Earle Embrey; to the Com-
mittee on Claims.

By Mr. MILLER:

A bill (8. 3190) to authorize the appcintment of one addi-
tional United States district judge for the eastern and west-
ern districts of Arkansas; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MURRAY:

A bill (S. 3191) to amend clause (4b) of subsection (b) of
section 203 of the Motor Carrier Act, 1935; to the Committee
on Interstate Commerce; and

A bill (S. 3192) to authorize the appointment of an addi-
tional judge for the District Court of the United States for
the District of Montana; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GUFFEY:

A bill (S. 3193) to repeal section 2 of the act of June 186,
1936, authorizing the appointment of an additional district
judge for the eastern district of Pennsylvania; and

A bill (S. 3194) to repeal section 2 of the act of June 24,
1936, authorizing the appointment of an additional circuit
judge for the third circuit; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ASHURST and Mr. HAYDEN:

A bill (8. 3195) to provide for the erection of a monument
or plaque as a memorial to Anson H. Smith in a suitable
public place at the site of Boulder Dam, in Mohave County,
Ariz.; to the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation,

By Mr. SHEPPARD:

A bill (S. 3186) authorizing and directing the appointment
of Jefferson T. Baker as a captain of Infantry, Officers’ Re-
serve Corps, United States Army; and ;

A bill (8. 3197) authorizing the disbursement of funds ap-
propriated for compensation of help for care of materials,
animals, and equipment in the hands of the National Guard
of the several States, Territories, and the District of Colum-
bia; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

GOVERNMENTAL Anms'rm:o OF PURCHASING POWER OF THE

LLAR

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma submitted the following reso-
lution (S. Res. 216), which was referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry:

Whereas an unprecedented drop in basic commodity prices from
March to December 1937 preceded the collapse of other values and

has resulted in industrial paralysis, unemployment, and
burdens for taxpayers and the Treasury; and
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Whereas it has been the repeatedly announced objeccive of the
President to restore a price level equitable to creditors and debtors,
and thereafter to maintain economic stability: Therefore be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate that the Federal
Reserve Board, the Treasury, and the executive agencies of the
Government should proceed forthwith to adjust the purchasing
power of the dollar by the necessary monetary policies and meas-
ures to attain within the next 12 months the 1926 price level of
wholesale commodities, including farm products.

PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES OF RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE
FOR DISTRICT COURTS

Mr. HAYDEN, from the Committee on Printing, reported a
resolution (S. Res. 217), which was considered by unanimous
consent and agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That 9,000 additional copies of House Document 460,
current session, entitled “A Letter from the Attorney General of
the United States Transmitting the Rules of Civil Procedure for the
District Courts of the United States,” be printed for the use of the
Senate document room.

PAYMENT OF EXPENSES OF COLORED EDITORS AT FARM CONFERENCE

Mr. BULKELEY. Mr. President, shortly after the adjourn-
ment of the last session of Congress I received from a con-
stituent the following inquiry:

What truth is there in the news story that Secretary Wallace
invited the editors of the colored press to Washington to explain to
them the farm bill and wound up by paying their expenses out of
Government funds? If the story is true, what justification is thers
for such use of public funds? .

I submitted that inquiry to the Department of Agriculture
and received from the Agricultural Adjustment Administrator
a reply which I think is of general interest, and I ask that it
be printed in the body of the RECORD.

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

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ADMINISTRATION,

Washington, D. C., January 5, 1938.
Hon. RoserTr J. BULKLEY, e !

United States Senate.

DEAR SENATOR BULKLEY: Your letter transmitting an inquiry
irom one of your constifuents concerning a meeting of Negro edi-
tors in Washington on December 1 and 2 has been referred to the
Agricultural Adjustment Administration for reply, since the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Administration was instrumental in arranging
the conference,

The conference of Negro editors was arranged with the advice
and assistance of the acting director of the southern regional

A. A, In whoese territory the majority of Negro
farmers live, and with the cooperation of the Farm Security Ad-
ministration, which share the expense of the meeting.

The meeting developed out of the experience gained in previous
efforts to inform Negro farmers regarding A. A. A. farm programs
and other farm programs. These programs depend for their effec-
tiveness on the degree to which farmers understand them; and
there is a special problem in this respect among Negro farmers,
since their sources of information are often very limited.

How important it is to the entire Nation, as well as to the
Negroes themeselves, to have the soil-conservation program operate
effectively among Negro farmers can be instantly appreciated from
two essentlal facts: First, a substantial part of the agricultural
land of the United States, particularly in the South, is farmed by
Negroes; and, second, the heavy rainfall, steep slopes, and texture
of the soil have combined to cause the greatest destruction of soil
in the southeastern part of the country, where so much of the
farming by Negroes is done.

There are in the United States more than 855,000 Negro farm
families, of whom about 211,000 are landowners and 644,000 renters
and sharecroppers. These families cultivate approximately 18,000,-
000 acres of land.

Soil destruction is probably more acute in the South than in any
other area. The absence of snow, the lack of perennial grass cover,
and the persistent row cultivation of cotton, corn, and tobacco,
along with the heavy rainfall, have led to terrific losses from ero-
sion. Much of the land in the Southeast is riddled by gullies and
dotted with abandoned farms. In the Piedmont Plateau several
million acres have been stripped of their productive topsoil. The
high cost of tilling unproductive land has bankrupted many farm-
ers. Impoverishment of the people has gone hand in hand with
impoverishment of the soil. In three Southeastern States alone
during the decade from 1920 to 1930, 50,000 farms were retired from
cultivation.

Now, by direction of Congress, the Nation is trying to reverse this
process of destruction of soil. The Agricultural Adjustment Ad-
ministration is undertaking to help the farmers carry out co-
operatively a program of soil conservation. Obviously such a
program must depend for success upon widespread unde
and cooperation of farmers, If the purpose of conserving and
rebuilding soil resources is to be accomplished, it must have the
support of Negro farmers as well as white farmers. It could not



1938

be accomplished by leaving out of account a half million farm
families tilling 18,000,000 acres of land.

Congress by law has directed that in administration of the Soil
Conservation Act the rights of tenants, sharecroppers, and small
producers shall be protected. Needless to say, Negro farmers, so
many of whom are renters or croppers, have borne their full share
of the suffering caused by impoverished sofl and fluctuating farm
prices. No class of farmers stood more in need of assistance at the
time the farm programs were inaugurated in 1933, and no group
stands more in need of continued help now.

Generally speaking, Negro farmers have not been adequately
informed about the details and purposes of farm programs, This
1ack of information, which has been due to various factors, has
resulted in limiting participation, reducing the usefulness of the
program to Negroes and in continued losses of the Nation's soil
resources. Officials of the Southern Division of the Agricultural
Adjustment Administration and others entrusted with respon-
sibility therefor have tried consistently to develop methods and
agencies of better acquainting the Negro farmers with the programs
in general.

To that end, the cooperation of many public-spirited groups and
individuals in the South, including State of extension,
has been sought and given. The Negro land-grant colleges, exten-
sion agents, and vocational teachers and other leaders of the
Negro race have done what they could to help. Out of these efforts
grew a realization of the need for better channels of information
to Negro farmers. Claude A. Barnett, of Chicago, director of the
Associated Negro Press, who has taken a deep interest in efforts to
bring more information to Negro farmers through their news-
papers, In a letter to the Administrator of the Agricultural Ad-
justment Administration in October, p: a conference be-
tween Negro editors and officials of the Department of Agriculture.
His letter said in part:

“The great bulk of Negroes engaged in farming are in the South
and are concerned with producing cotton. In proportion as they
actually comprehend the various A. A. A. programs, such as acreage
adjustment, owner-tenant share of annual payments for adjust-
ment, the new tenant-ownership bill, ete., the better able they will
be to take advantage of the programs and secure the benefits
planned for them.

“It seems to me, therefore, that even greater care should be
used in getting over to Negro farmers material which might be
serviceable to them. The Negro newspapers of the country, while
not covering the rural South In any perfect sense, still have a
considerable circulation in that territory and represent the only
medium which do any sort of practical job other than ‘word of
mouth’' messages.”

In addition to the purpose suggested by Mr, Barnett, the A. A. A,

had uppermost in mind that the conference would bring to the
Agricultural Adjustment Administration the suggestions of the
editors for improvement in administration and increasing under-
standing of the program among Negro farmers.
- From their beginning, the A. A. A. programs, both as to develop-
ment and administration, have been worked out with the advice
and counsel of representatives of the interested groups of farmers
and others. In following this cooperative way of carrying out
farm programs the A. A. A. has held conferences from time to
time and the meeting of Negro editors was a part of this pro-
cedure. The Agricultural Adjustment Administration realized that
the payment of expenses for attendance at such conferences is
justified only in unusual circumstances. But inquiry developed
that a representative conference of Negro editors probably could
not be held unless the Government paid the travel expenses in-
volved. These expenses totaled approximately $1,150. The legal
authority to pay them, as already has been set forth in a letter
to the Senate Appropriations Committee, seemed clear. It also
seemed fair that the Government should bear the editors’ expenses
since it intended to make use of their suggestions in dealing with
practical problems of administration.

An effort was made to select a representative list of papers with
farm circulation and at the same time to keep down the expenses
of the meeting. With the help of extension officials and Negro
extension workers in the South a list of Negro newspapers was
compiled. One person was invited from each paper,

The editors were invited to discuss, and did discuss with Depart-
ment officials, virtually every phase of the agricultural problems
affecting the Negro farmer. There was no restriction whatever
upon their inquiries or the discussion which ensued. The pending
farm legislation was not on the agenda for the conference and was
not discussed on the initiative of administrative officials. Such
questions as were asked about it were answered in a factual way.
Becretary Wallace was invited to address the group informally,
which he did.

It is our opinion that this conference will result in substantial
improvement of administration of the national soil-conservation
program and that the expenditure required was a sound and eco-
nomical use of public funds. The entire work that I have been
describing has been gaining steadily in public esteem in the South.

May I thank you again for the genuine interest that led you to
give us an opportunity to supply the facts.

Sincerely yours,
H. R. TorreY, Administrator.

WELLS FARGO EXPRESS AND MODERN TRANSPORTATION—LETTER
FROM GOVERNOR OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. McADOO. Mr. President, the Governor of the State of
California was requested to send a communication to me in
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one of the original mail pouches used by Wells Fargo & Co.
during the days of the pony express. This pouch, contain-
ing the letter, was put in an airplane yesterday in California,
and the Postmaster General and I a few moments ago had the
honor of receiving this letter from a rider who received the
pouch at the airport. As this occurrence brings back the
memory of those historic days and shows the tremendous
advance which has been made in transportation since that
time, I desire the privilege of inserting in the Recorp this
letter from the Governor of California. I shall not read it.
I simply ask that it be incorporated in the Recorp at this
point as part of my remarks.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, reserving the right to
object, I inquire does the insertion of this matter in the
REcorDp require action by the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It requires the consent of
the Senate.

Mr. CONNALLY.
objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the letter
will be printed in the RECORD.

The letter referred to is as follows:

STATE OF CALIFORNIA,

GoVERNOR'S OFFICE,
Sacramento, January 5, 1938.

That is action, is it not? I have no

Hon. WiLLiaMm G. McApoo,
United States Senator, Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR McADOO: It affords me unusual to send
you greetings from California delivered to you in one of the original
pouches used by Wells Fargo, now in possession of the Wells Fargo
Bank in San Francisco. The makers of this pouch did not realize
that at some time it would be carried from San Franclsco to
Washington in 16 hours via United Air Lines.

The picture Wells Fargo depicts the development of transporta-
tion facilities in the United States and particularly the influence
the same had upon the early history of this great State of Cali-
fornia. The picture is a fitting commemoration to those persons
who took such an Important part in the progress of California
during the days of the gold rush.

With kindest regards, I am,

Very sincerely yours,
Frank F. MERRIAM,
Governor of California.
WATER CONSERVATION OF YELLOWSTONE VALLEY—EXCERPT FROM
ADDRESS BY SENATOR WHEELER
[Mr, Frazier asked and obtained leave to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from a radio address delivered by
Senator WHEELER at Billings, Mont., on November 12, 1937,
on the subject of Water Conservation of the Yellowstone
Valley, which appears in the Appendix.]
THE OUTLOOK IN CONGRESS—ADDRESS BY SENATOR REYNOLDS

[Mr. REynNoLps asked and obtained leave to have printed in
the REcoORrD a radio address delivered by himself on January
6, 1938, on the subject of The Outlook in Congress, which
appears in the Appendix.]

EQUAL RIGHTS AMENDMENT—ADDRESS BY MRS EMMA GUFFEY MILLER

[Mr. HarcH asked and obtained leave to have printed in the
Recorp an address delivered by Mrs. Emma Guffey Miller,
Democratic national committeewoman for Pennsylvania, be-
fore the National Conference of the National Woman’s Party
held in Washington, D. C., December 15, 1937, which appears
in the Appendix.]

THE BUSINESS CYCLE AND WOMEN—SPEECH BY RAYMOND G. SWING

[Mr. O’'MaHONEY asked and obtained leave to have printed
in the REcorp a speech delivered by Mr. Raymond Gram
Swing at the National Conference of the National Woman’s
Party, December 14, 1937, on the subject The Business Cycle
and Women, which appears in the Appendix.]

PREVENTION OF AND FUNISHMENT FOR LYNCHING

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R.
1507) to assure to persons within the jurisdiction of every
State the equal protection of the laws and to punish the crime
of lynching.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amend-
ment, as modified, offered by the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Lewis] to the amendment reported by the committee.

Mrs. CARAWAY, Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the Recorp at this point an editorial from
the Arkansas Democrat on the subject of lynchings in 1937,



138

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

[Editorial from Arkansas Democrat, published in Little Rock, Ark.]
LYNCHINGS IN 1937

The special session of Congress adjourned without adopting the
antilynching bill, thanks to the filibustering of southern Senators.
It adjourned before the Tuskegee Institute of public records and
research made its report.

Here are the records as submitted by the institute:

In 1937 there were eight lynchings. The 1936 total was the
same. In 56 instances officers of the law prevented lynchings that
would have involved 5 white men and 72 Ne . The eight 1937
and 1936 lynchings compared with 20 in 1935 and 15 in 1934.

‘While the Tuskegee figures are not needed to add to the evidence
that the antilynching bill was one of the most vicious aimed at the
South since reconstruction days, we do call attention to the fact
that the statement that in 56 instances lynchings were prevented
by officers of the law.

The “excuse” for the law is that officers fail to protect men ac-
cused of crimes and because of that dereliction of duty the county
in which it happened should be fined.

Could any more convincing evidence be produced? The Tuskegee
report should be sufficient to end the argument in Congress when
the antilynching bill bobs up again.

Mr, BORAH. Mr. President, this measure, in a slightly
different form but embodying the same principles, came to
this body about 25 years ago. At that time I was a member
of the Judiciary Committee of the Senate and was appointed
by the late Senator Nelson chairman of a subcommittee to
pass upon the measure, particularly its constitutional fea-
tures. I shall not at this time go into the history of the
action of the committee at that time. It may be necessary
to do so later in order to throw light upon some features of
this matter. It is sufficient now to say that I reached a con-
clusion as to the merits of the bill, which conclusicn I still
entertain.

Heretofore I have confined my remarks upon this bill
largely to the question of its constitutionality. Those ques-
tions still interest me, and probably I shall discuss them later.
Today, however, I desire to address my attention for a time
to the policy involved in this measure. Assuming for the
purpose of the argument that we have the constitutional
power to pass such a measure as this, I desire to invite the
attention of the Senate to the wisdom of doing so. I think
it only a little less important, perhaps no less important, than
the constitutional question itself,

Notwithstanding anything that has been said or that may
be said to the contrary, this is a sectional measure. It is an
attempt upon the part of States practically free from the race
problem to sit in harsh judgment upon their sister States
where the problem is always heavy and sometimes acute. It
is proposed to condemn these States and the people in them
because it is claimed that they have failed properly to meet
and adjust this most difficult of all problems. No more
drastic condemnation could be offered by a measure than
that which is offered by the measure now bhefore the Senate.

It proposes to authorize the national Government to enter
into the States, and to take charge of and prosecute as
criminals the duly elected officials of the States, from the
governor down. It proposes that the Federal Government
shall be the sole judge of the guilt or innocence of State
officials.

In my opinion that requires a review of some unfortunate
history, and the recalling of some unpleasant facts. These
States are not to be pilloried and condemned without a full
presentation of the nature of the task which fate and circum-
stances imposed upon them, and not without a complete
record as to the weight and difficulty of the task, what has
been done, and with what good faith it has been met. I shall
contend that the southern people have met the race problem
and dealt with it with greater patience, greater tolerance,
greater intelligence, and greater success than any people in
recorded history, dealing with a problem of similar nature.
Let us inquire what it is that the South has had to do, how
it has done it, and what reason there is now, after 70 years of
great effort, to pass censure or condemnation of those great
States and that great people.

Paraphrasing the language of one of the most eloguent of
men, when the Confederate soldier pulled his gray cap over
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his brow, and lifted his pallid and tear-stained face for the
last time to the graves which dotted the hills of old Virginia,
and started on his slow and painful journey home, what was
he to find? What were the problems, what was the task,
what were the conditions which confronted him? His home
was destroyed, his plantation devastated, his help gone, his
money worthless, his civilization imperiled. This was the con-
dition in addition to the other problem with which we are
more particularly concerned today, and which confronted the
South as it entered upon its great task of rebuilding.

I shall not go into details as to the reconstruction period.
I recall it sufficiently and only that we may understand
something of the antecedents of this problem and something
as to the good faith and the ability with which it has been
met. I recall a single instance in the way of illustration,
When Congress met in December 1865 the then leader of
the House—perhaps the most complete master of the House
of Representatives that history records—Thaddeus Stevens,
outlined the program with reference to the then pending
situation. Among other things, he said:

The future condition of the conquered power d
will of the conqueror. i 2 TR e

He said further that the conquered provinces
admitted as States— T i s

Only when the Constitution has been amended so as to
the perpetual ascendancy of the party of the Union— e

The Republican Party.

Ever; overnment is a despotism. * * =«
has ngtlfmg to do with it {pt.he program]. * Tl‘:e ‘co?ﬂg‘;m
to deal with you [the South] entirely by the laws of war, * * *
1he M Ay, o e st ripoal tu L ootre S0t
to do with them or {hey with it‘:v' o SRnpsIEON Resiteniion

Thus they were to take up the work of rebuilding and of
carrying the race problem with the threat of having all
constitutional guaranties withdrawn.

Mr. President, I have always felt that in many respects the
reconstruction period is the most regrettable page of Ameri-
can history. Had Abraham Lincoln lived through his second
term it probably would have been the most readable page,
one of the noblest pages in all history. It would have been
characterized by wide sympathy, by breadth of understand-
ing, and by that wisdom which flows from the heart as well
as the brain, which passeth all understanding. It would have
been free from that blind partisanship which disregards con-
stitutions and constitutional limitations as well as national
honor and national unity.

A short time before the Great Emancipator was removed
from the scene he had outlined his views on reconstruction.
What a different story would have been written had those
views prevailed! What a different national life would have
been lived had those views obtained! But before his body
had reached Springfield the committee had met and had
defermined upon the complete rejection of the entire policy
theretofore announced by the dead President. Ben Butler’s
views superseded those of Abraham Lincoln; and a more
tragic thing could not happen in a crisis confronting a nation.
These measures with reference to reconstruction therefore
were written from the standpoint of partisanship not un-
mingled with a desire to punish.

The measure now before the body embodies the same prin-
ciple upon which those measures were founded. The same
arguments are made in support of the pending measure, to
wit, that the southern people are to be distrusted and are
incapable of local self-government.

We know now what those measures in those days did.
They retarded and frustrated the coming together of the
people of the different States. They gave us the solid South.
They separated us politically, which separation continues
until this day. They implanted a sense of bitterness in the
minds of those people, not because of what had happened
upon the field but because of what happened in Congress.

It is not in the interest of national unity to stir old
embers, to arouse old fears, to lacerate old wounds, to again,
after all these years, brand the southern people as incapable
or unwilling to deal with the question of human life. This
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bill Is not in the interests of that good feeling between the
two races so essential to the welfare of the colored people.

Nations are not held together merely by constitutions and
laws. They are held together by mutual respect, by mutual
confidence, by toleration for conditions in different parts of
the country, by confidence that the people in the different
parts of the country will solve their problems; and that is
just as essential today as it was in 1865 and 1870.

In the beginning, Mr. President, I reject the pending
measure as fundamentally not in the interest of the white
people of the South, not in the interest of the black people of
the South, not in the interest of national unity nor of national
solidarity, not in the interest of eliminating crime. History
has proven that it will be a failure, and those who suffer
most will be the weaker race.

Mr. President, the race problem is the most difficult of all
problems, and, in addition to the conditions which I have
outlined briefly, the southern people had placed upon them
the race problem under circumstances and conditions never
before experienced by any people, so far as I know, in re-
corded history. In addition to and on top of all other
problems the South had to grapple with the race problem.
How well has it dealt with it?

At the close of the Civil War there were a little over
5,000,000 white people in the South; there were 3,500,000
Negroes. In Mississippi there were 100,000 more colored
people than white people. In South Carolina there were
something like 150,000 more colored people than white
people. There were the two races, living upon the same
soil, now equally free under the Constitution, one of them
untrained and unschooled in the affairs of state, and un-
trained in citizenship. The problem had to be met. Was
it easy of solution? Can one conceive of a more difficult
problem placed before a people? I wish we could place
ourselves in their position. It would help us to be sympa-
thetic, sane, and just.

I call attention to some facts which lead up to the question
of lynching. History shows that in the North in 1889, 1
Negro in every 185 was in jail; in the South, 1 in every 446.
In the North the percentage of Negro prisoners was six
times as great as that of the native whites, in the South
four times as great.

Monroe S. Work, of Tuskegee College, has said:

There is a much higher rate of crime among the Negroes in the
North than in the South.

That speaks volumes for the southern Negro and no less
for the whites.

Professor Johnson, of Fisk University, has said:

The rate for Negroes is much higher in the Northern States than
in the Southern States as to crime. Judging by the figures alone,
for a 10,000 Negro population, the commitments were 88 in the
South, 283 in the North.

In a volume entitled “Negro Housing” published in 1932,
I find the following:

The extent of property ownership by Negroes has in the past
been greater in the South than in the North.

It will be disclosed that in some of the southern cities the
percentage of Negro ownership of homes runs as high as
45 percent of the Negro population; in other places as high
as 30 to 39 percent of the Negroes own their own homes.

In a bulletin issued by the Department of Agriculture in
1930 we find the statement that the value of land and build-
ings of farm property owned by Negroes increased from 1910
to 1930 as follows, giving the round figures:

Percent

Virginia__ 58
North Carolina 140
Georgia 11
Florida_ 29
%msmna 142
XBE._ __ a7
Mississippi - 68
Alabama ____ 41
Oklahoma.________ b4
West Virginia__ 87
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I mention these figures to show the progress of the Negro
throughout the South in an economic way, for, after all,
only in proportion as he acquires property and economic
power can he hope to be secure in his political rights. That
is just as true of the white man as of the colored man.
And in proportion that he advances in eduction, in the ac-
quisition of property, and in the acquisition of economic
rights, in that proportion He will come to be regarded as an
essential factor of the southern civilization, and treated as
such; and to accomplish that has been the aim of the
southern Negro, encouraged and assisted by the white people
of the South.

I shall now read from a little volume to which I called
attention a few days ago during the debate on the farm bill,
a volume written by Gerald W. Johnson, who, I have been
informed, is one of the editors of the Baltimore Evening Sun.
He has written a remarkable volume upon the questions
which pertain to the southern portion of the country. On
page 8 of the volume he says, referring always to the South:

The problem of public education, for example, has not been
solved. It is further from solution in the South than in any
other region. But when one considers that the South has to teach
more Negro children than there are children of all kinds in New
England; and when one notes that it is spending far more of its
total income on schools than is spent by any other region, its
effort, even though but half successful, must command respect
and admiration.

They must educate more Negro children in carrying this
load than all the children of New England, and they are
doing so; and by educating them they are fitting them for
citizenship, schooling them against crime, and they are lay-
ing the only sure foundation there is for the extinguishment
of crime among the Negroes. They are laying at tremendous
cost the foundation for the good citizenship of the Negro,
and while lynching can never be justified, nevertheless there
is no more successful approach to the ending of lynching
than through education, through bringing both races to
understand their responsibility to society. I know of no
finer sense of duty than that displayed by the South in the
help it gives the Negro in bettering his condition as to
property, as to economical strength, and as to education,

I read again from this able writer:

It has been the fashion in some quarters to assume that the
Southeast has remained almost completely inert in the presence
of its social problems. This is far from the truth. A mere glance
at the educational statistics of the region is enough to dissipate
the impression that the Southeast has been indifferent or lethargic
in this respect. The State of Florida, for example, spends 5.76
percent of its total income for school purposes, and North Caro-
lina 4.38 percent; this is the largest percentage that is spent for
similar purposes by any other States save the Dakotas. * * =
The Southeast spends 3 percent of its total income for higher
education, the highest percentage in the Nation. It enrclled more
high-school students in 1930 than the whole country did in 1900,
and there are more accredited high schools In this region than
there were in the United States at the end of the century. Its
present army of 60,000 high-school graduates annually represents
an increase of 500 percent within the last two decades,

I pause to say that if we knew as much about the South
and what they have done and are doing as we pretend to
know, we would not be so free to criticize. It is a horrible
thing to see the body of a Negro burned to a crisp, swinging
from the limb of a tree; it is a horrible thing to have a
daughter or son, perhaps a mere child, snatched from your
homes, carried into hiding, perhaps murdered. These are
our problems, pressing for consideration, and they are making
as determined an effort to clear the stain from the honor of
the South as are we to rescue our honor in the North. “Why
beholdest thou the mote that is in thy brother’s eye and
considered not the beam that is in thine own eye.”

During the last session of Congress we had under con-
sideration in the Committee on Education and Labor what
is known as the educational bill, and, of course, it vitally
affected the Negro people of the South, and they appeared
in great numbers before the committee. At that time Sena-
tor Black, now Justice Black, was chairman of the com-
mittee. The most difficult problem was to work nut abso-
lute protection for the colored children in the enjoyment of
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the fund proposed to be set up. I must say that I never
knew a person more meticulous, more determined, more vigi-
lant to protect the colored students in the enjoyment of that
fund than was Justice Black. I was impressed with the
fact that there was a determination upon his part to reach
the Negro at that point in his life where he could best serve
him not only with reference to general citizenship but as to
the reduction of crime. Mr. Jéhnson states further in this
volume:

The most conspicuous characteristic of the southern population,
however, is its biracial character. A group of 8,000,000 people of a
different color from the other 17,000,000 is a feature so startling
that it may be expected to attract more attention than perhaps
it deserves.

L] L] L L - L] -

The inevitable result has been enormous waste of the Negro's
potential value to the social structure. Not all of this is the
fault of the white South by any means. The hasty and ill-advised
effort made in the sixties to project the newly emancipated slaves
into a political and social position they were not prepared to occupy
has made any realistic treatment of their position extremely diffi-
cult. Not only did it create appalling prejudices but it erected
very substantial legal barriers against any direct and forthright
approach, and forced southern political and social polity into a
sinuousness that has been productive of a thousand evils.

This is, however, water over the dam. What confronts the
Boutheast today is the problem of making the best possible use
of 8,000,000 blacks.

- - L] - L L] L ]

Only comparatively recently has any considerable effort been
made to treat the disease, rather than to alleviate its symptoms—
or, rather, only recently has the idea begun to spread that perhaps
there isn't any organic disease, but only a serles of functional
disturbances. Since the turn of the century the Southeast has
been making real, if not always adequate, efforts in the field of
Negro education. With the rise of the Negro in the cultural and
economic scale there has come also an appreciable reduction of
the rigor of civil and social disabilities. And with both there is a
strengthening belief that perbaps the traditional approach to this
situation has been faulty.

Everywhere we find a determination to find the right way.
The Negro is there. He is there to stay. The South knows
that he is there to stay, that he is a part of the wealth
of the South. We in the North may be interested in the
Negro politically. We care little about him economically.
But he is an indispensable factor in the economic develop-
ment of the South. They can and will do for him far better
without our interference or advice than with it.

Mr. President, the Negro has had a hard road to travel

even since he was given his freedom. A hundred-and-odd
years of slavery afforded poor training for citizenship in the
most advanced of nations. Almost overnight he went
from slavery to take up the obligations of a free man in a
free country; but, everything considered, he has done well;
his advancement has been marked. Restricted, not by the
Constitution of his country or the decisions of its highest
courts, but restricted, almost cabined and confined, by the
iron laws of society, nevertheless he has made progress. And
where has that progress been greatest? In the South. In
spite of prejudice, and statements to the contrary, facts and
figures show it has been greatest in the South. In the ac-
quisition of property and economic advancement generally
the Negro has fared better in the South than elsewhere.

It is true, as is contended here, that at times he has suf-
fered from mob violence in the South, but it is equally true
that he has suffered from race riots in the North. But in all
things which make for the advancement of the race as a
race, the North has no advantage over the South in the
story of the advancement of the Negro. We have shown no
greater patience, no greater tolerance, no greater ability to
deal with this race than have our brothers of the South.
And now, because there is the power, because there are the
votes, because it is possible to do so, it is proposed to call
these great States and these people before the bar of public
opinion and, after 70 years of arduous effort on their part,
condemn them as unfit and unwilling to deal with this great
problem, condemn them for having failed in the essential
principle of home government, of home rule. After these 70
years, and after 150 years, taking the Government’s history
as a whole, we now come to the time when we are asked to
say that home rule or local government has broken down in
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a number of the States of the Union. We call these States
and these proud people to judgment before the whole world
and spread upon the records of the Congress our condemna-
tion, our judgment that in the most vital things of free
government they have failed.

Broken down! Why? Because eight Negroes were lynched
last year. There were 20 kidnaping cases in the United
States last year. After all the efforts of the States and all
the efforts of the Federal Government, taking charge of
those who crossed State lines, we still had 20 kidnaping
cases as against the 8 lynching cases in the South. Is that
an indication that the South is not in good faith and with
honorable effort trying to protect the colored race and to
give it the same protection that it gives the white race?

Lynching is the one crime, Mr. President, that is dis-
tinetly and markedly on the decrease in the United States.

I shall take time to read briefly some facts and give some
figures.

Prof. Charles S. Johnson, of Fisk University, says:

Taking the period of 1889 to 1893 as 100 percent, it is of interest
to note that every 5-year period has shown a decrease in the total
number of individuals lynched.

He then gives the figures showing that from 1924 to 1928

there was a decrease of Negro lynching amounting to 84.8
percent. He concludes by saying:

It will be discovered from the accompanying graphs and tables
that at the present rate of decrease lynching will apparently cease
to be a problem in race relations due to its disappearance,

Further, he says:

In the 30-year period from 1889 to 1918, inclusive, there were
2,522 Negroes lynched.

That is about 84 a year.

He then calls attention to the fact that in 1924 the number
had dropped to 16. Last year the number was ecight. In
many of the Southern States lynching has practically disap-
peared. Virginia had only one case in 10 years. West Vir-
ginia had none during the past 5 years. South Carolina had
none during the past 3 years. Oklahoma had one in 10 years.
North Carolina had two in 7 years. Arkansas had three in
9 years. Maryland had two in 10 years, and none for the
past 3 years.

I call your attention to a statement from the great Tuske-
gee Institute located in the State of Alabama. It reads:

There are & number of Interesting features to be noted. From
1882 to 1885 there were more whites lynched than Negroes. Con-
cerning the decline of lynchings in the United States, I call atten-
tion to sheet No. 2, “Lynchings, white and Negroes, by periods,
1882-1936." You will note that there has been a steady decline
in the number of lynchings for each of the 10-year periods,
1887-96 to 1927-36. Judging from the trends shown in this table,
there is every reason to believe that there will be a further decline
in lynchings.

There are probably three major factors that have contributed to
this decline. The first of these is the tendency for frontier char-
acteristics in the South to disappear (lynching was a special char-
acteristic of the frontier in America, both in the West and in the
South). BSecond, the breaking down of isolation in the South by
increased facilities: (1) Rural free delivery; (2) more telegraph
offices; (3) more telephones in small towns and rural areas, and (4)
recently the radlo and paved roads. Third, increasing agitation
within the South during the past 40 years against lynchings,
This has resulted in an increasing sentiment against the evil,
This sentiment has expressed itself in the increasing efforts to
prevent lynchings.

From 1914 to 1919 the number of persons lynched was much
greater than the number of persons prevented from being lynched.
From 1920 to the present the number each year prevented being
lynched has greatly exceeded the number lynched.

These facts and trends seem to indicate unquestionably that
there will continue to be a decline in lynchings in the United
Btates. Not only in these statistics but in many other ways is
there employed a growth in the humanitarian attitude of the
American people. This growth, I believe, has paralleled the devel-
opment of educational and social agencies, all of which bid fair to
rid this Nation of the barbaric practice of lynching.

In other words, the problem is being met, the problem is
being solved, and it is being solved in the way that America
solves her problems when they are local and of a local
nature; and that is through the activity and the cooperation
and the determination of the people themselves.
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Mr. President, suppose Congress passes this bill; suppose
it becomes a law; where must we go for its enforcement?
The bill may be passed by votes from other States, but for
its enforcement we must go to the juries in those com-
munities which we condemn. The bill may be passed in
the theoretical atmosphere of Washington, but it must be
enforced down among the people in the realistic atmosphere
of the Southern States. There will be the southern district
attorney, the southern judges, the southern juries, and they
must be depended upon for the enforcement of the law.
Do Senators think they will more likely enforce the law
when they have been condemned in the sight of all the
world, and in the face of such condemnation, than when
they are appealed to from the standpoint of the sense of
duty of their State and their sense of duty of citizenry?

We get back, after all, to the people themselves for the
enforcement of the law. We have had an experience in
this country showing that we cannot enforce a law when
public opinion is not behind the law. The only way in
which we can hope to have the law enforced is by the
method that is now pursued by the southern people—that
is, to educate the people up to an understanding that it is
to their interest and to their honor to maintain law and
order in their communities—and that they are doing.

Some years ago a great southerner discussed this question,
and I cannot refrain from calling attention to some of his
language. It seems to me fair, just, and so in accordance
with the sentiments of the true patriot that it is worth while
for us to stop and hear the voices of those who are wrestling
with the problem at home.

Mr. Henry W. Grady said:

Nothing, sir, but this problem and the suspiclons it breeds,
hinders a clear understanding and a perfect union. Nothing else
stands between us and such love as bound Georgla and Massa~
chusetts at Valley Forge and Yorktown. * * *

I thank God as heartily as you do that human slavery is gone
forever from American soil. But the freeman remains. With him
a problem without precedent or parallel. Note its appalling con-
ditions. Two utterly dissimilar races on the same soil—with equal
political and civil rights—almost equal in numbers, but terribly
unequal in intelligence and responsibility. ¢ * * TUnder these,
adverse at every point, we are required to carry these two races in
peace and honor to the end.

Never has such a task been given to mortal stewardship.

Is that not true? Can we find anywhere in history a task
such as was assigned to the southern people at the close of
the Civil War, with slaves for 100 years released, free as they
should have been, but given the power to participate in
politics without any training and without any experience?
It was beyond their capacity, as it would have been beyond
the capacity of any race immediately to assume in full, and
properly discharge, the duties of citizenship. But those were
the conditions which confronted the South, and with which
they have been dealing.

The resolute, clear-headed, broad-minded men of the South * * *
wear this problem in their hearts and brains, by day and by night.
They realize, as you cannot, what this problem means—what they
owe to this kindly and dependent race—the measure of their debt
to the world in whose despite they defended and maintained
slavery.

If ;Fou insist that they are ruffians, blindly striving with bludgeon
and shotgun to plunder and oppress a race, then I shall sacrifice
my self-respect and tax your patience in vain. But admit that
they are men of common sense and common honesty, wisely modi-
fying an environment they cannot wholly disregard—guiding and

controlling as best they can the vicious and irresponsible of either
* * * admit this, and we may reach an understanding

race
without delay.

Let us admit that the South is dealing with this question
as best it can, admit that the men and women of the South
are just as patriotic as we are, just as devoted to the prin-
ciples of the Constitution as we are, just as willing to sacri-
fice for the success of their communities as we are. Lef us
give them credit as American citizens, and cooperate with
them, sympathize with them, and help them in the solution
of their problem, instead of condemning them. We are one
people, one Nation, and they are entitled to be treated upon
that basis.

Mr. President, I now turn briefly to another feature of this
measure. I shall discuss it later in more detail, referring to
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court opinions. But I call attention to this feature now
which must be of concern to every Member of this body, to
everyone who believes in our dual system of government.
This bill as it is drawn—observe my language—this bill as
it is drawn strikes at the very heart, at the very life of local
self-government. I ask Senators to reread the bill in the
light of that assertion. It would place a construction upon
the fourteenth amendment never contemplated by the men
who wrote it—in fact, specifically rejected by them—and
which, in my opinion, a fair construction in no sense sustains.

The bill openly and professedly declares in effect—and that
is the theory upon which it rests—that the people in these
States are either unwilling or unfit to maintain the most
ordinary principles of organized society, and that in the face
of the facts which I have shown, that they are really solving
the problem.

Permit me to say here before I go further that I make no
contention but that the fourteenth amendment has forever
placed it beyond the power of any State to deny any person
the equal protection of the laws, or to deprive any person
of life, liberty, or property without due process. I recognize
also that the State acts and speaks through its officers,
legislative, judicial, and executive. I am not going to take
refuge in technicalities, but I contend for what I believe to
be a fundamental principle, and that is that while you may
call a State thus acting and thus speaking to account, you
cannot take jurisdiction over or deal with acts and deeds not
done by the authority and by the direction of the State. It
must at all times be State action. You cannot deal with
acts under the fourteenth amendment not done by and under
the authority and direction of the State. The dereliction of
an officer in violation of the laws of the State, in disregard
of the sworn duty exacted of him by the State, and subject
to punishment by the laws of the State, cannot by any pos-
sible construction, either in law or in conscience, be the act
of the State. To establish any such principle would be to
undermine and break down the integrity of every State in
the Union. If a State may not be entrusted exclusively with
the authority and relied upon to exercise the authority to
punish those who violate its own laws, public or private per-
sons, then there is no such thing as local government, because
the State is deprived of the very instrumentality by which it
maintains State integrity.

Since this proposition first came before Cougress the Sen-
ators from the Southern States have borne the brunt of the
debate. They have been made to feel the criticism of those
who look upon opposition as mere local prejudice. We are
all prone to consider the race question as peculiarly a
southern problem, and we leave our southern friends to deal
with it without very much sympathy or interest. But as-
suming that we are going to continue this narrow and selfish
course, when we come to read this bill it is found that it
goes an arrow’s flight beyond any race question. The way
it is drawn and its legal terms lift the bill out of the region
of the race question into the region of governmental prinei-
ples.

I do not contend, of course, that the authors of the hill or
its supporters are taking advantage of the horror which we
all feel toward the crime of lynching to strike a blow at
our dual system of government, but that is precisely what
is happening; that is precisely what will happen in view of
the manner in which the bill is drawn. The constitutional
feature of this bill under its terms is just as vital to Idaho
as to Alabama; it is of just as much concern to Massa-
chusetts as to Georgia. If the Federal Government can
send a United States marshal into the State of Tennessee
to arrest a sheriff because he has failed to protect a colored
man from violence, it can, under the same principle, send a
United States marshal into the State of New York to arrest
a sheriff, or other officer on whom the duty is imposed, be-
cause he neglected to protect the life of a citizen against the
violence of thugs. It is just as much the duty of the State
to protect the citizen from violence not under arrest or not
assailed by three but by two or one. The Constitution does
not classify crimes. It does not say that lynching is subject
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to the terms of the Constitution and that death by the act
of thugs is not.

What does this bill provide? There is not a word in it
which indicates that the failure to protect in any instance
was due to the fact that the prisoner was a Negro. There
is no provision indicating that the States of the South or
their officers maintain one rule of conduct for the Negro and
another for the whites. There is nothing to the effect that
the laws of the States favor the whites and do not favor
the Negro. There is no indication or intimation in the bill
that the failure of the officers to act was due to the fact
that his prisoner was a Negro. This bill is not based in
its terms upon discrimination against the Negro, because of
unequal treatment of the Negro, but upon the theory the
States have broken down in maintaining order and pro-
tecting life. That is not a local question but a national
question. If the States no longer protect life and property
not because of discrimination but because of failure to
execute laws regardless of race then we have a great na-
tional problem to be met by constitutional amendment. The
fourteenth amendment does not cover any such question.

In all the cases which are cited in the briefs sustaining
this measure there will be found a specific provision in
the statutes concerning the failure of the officer to act
being due to the fact that the party in interest was a
Negro. There is no such provision in this bill. This is a
general proposition, dealing as much with one race as with
the other. Let me read from the bill:

Sec. 3. Whenever a lynching of any person or persons shall occur,
any officer or employee of a State or any governmental subdivi-
glon thereof who shall have been charged with the duty or shall
have possessed the authority as such officer or employee—

That would include the Governor and all his subordinates
in the executive department—
to protect such person or persons from lynching and shall have
willfully neglected, refused, or failed to make all diligent efforts to
protect such person or persons from lynching and any officer or
employee of a State or governmental subdivision thereof who shall
have had custody of the person or persons lynched and shall have
willfully neglected, refused, or failed to make all diligent eflorts to
protect such person or persons from lynching, and any officer or
employee of a State or governmental subdivision thereof who, hav-
ing the duty as such officer or employee, shall willfully neglect,
refuse, or fail to make all diligent efforts to apprehend, keep in
custody, or prosecute the members or any member of the lynchi
mob, shall be guilty of a felony and upon conviction thereof
be punished by a fine not exceeding $5,000 or by imprisonment not
exceeding 5 years, or by both such fine and imprisonment.

Where is the provision there that deals with the lack of
equality between the races or discrimination as to the races?
There are no provisions in the bill requiring a showing that
the failure of communities to protect a person was due to the
fact that he was a Negro. In all the cases cited, there will
be found a statute specifically requiring a showing that the
officer refused to act or failed to or did not act because of the
fact that race was involved and that a Negro was the person
involved.

Let us carry this a little further. It is the first duty of a
State, is it not, to enact laws to provide officers to protect
life, liberty, and property? That is the first duty of every
State. Suppose that a man is killed by thugs, we will say, in
one of the great cities, without mentioning any particular
one—and while the South lost eight Negroes by lynching last
year the North lost hundreds because of acts of violence com-~
mitted by thugs—and suppose that the State failed to take
proper action under its laws and by its officers to protect the
citizen on the highway or in his home against the acts of
thugs; may we not, under the principle of law invoked in
this bill, send an officer into that State to take charge of
those police officers? What is the distinction in this bill
between violence committed by a combination of thugs and
violence committed by those who are combined into a mob?
We are somewhat at a disadvantage in discussing the bill,
because its authors have been entirely silent in presenting
those features, and I am having to present it upon the briefs
which I have read.
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I think it might not be out of place here to call attention
to another matter. The proponents of the bill are undoubt-
edly maintaining that the Federal Government will protect
men in the South better than will the local communities.
They are undoubtedly basing the entire measure upon the
proposition that the Federal Government will execute the
law. Well, we have the Federal Government in control of
the city of Washington, which now, if not the first, is at
least the second capital city of the world which is most
plagued with crime. Seventy-five people here have been
robbed of their property in one night. How close the palice
were I do not know. I understand the police escaped being
robbed. -

We can all recall instance after instance published in the
papers of young women disappearing and their bodies being
found oufraged and the criminals never being intercepted.
Why is there any reason to believe that the Federal Gov-
ernment can enforce criminal laws better than can the State
Governments? The enforcement of law and the punishment
of crime depends upon the will and purpose of the community
where the crime is committed. Those advocating this bill
are on'a venture. They are going to take the responsibility
away from the people in the South; they are going to say to
them, “You are not qualified or willing to do the work; we are
going to do it.” Where is the record which shows that they
will do it? What is the record?

We have now at the head of the Crime Department, if I
may call it that, in the Department of Justice, perhaps the
greatest specialist in the world in the running down of crime
and criminals; We have a Federal kidnaping law by reason
of the fact that kidnaping crimes generally pass State lines;
but last year, 1937, there were 20 kidnaping cases in the
United States, with the State and Federal Governments both
working, and Mr. J. Edgar Hoover says that there never will
come a time when there will not, in all probability, be kid-
naping in the United States; that it is impossible to wipe out
the crime; that so long as greed and the appetite for money
are found in the human system, there will be kidnaping.
Mr. Hoover very frankly states that it is impossible to wholly
wipe out such crimes. They can be reduced to a minimum
and lynching has been reduced to a minimum in the South.

Coming back to our Capital as an example of Federal
enforcement, I read from a local paper:

The criminals of Washington are taking £30,000,000 a year from
the citizens of this city.

They are being deprived of life, liberty, and property,
certainly without due process of law as that term is applied
here. And the men in charge of the District seem to have
thrown up their hands; they do not know how to deal with
the situation. Yet the Federal Government is in control
here; the Federal Government is back of them. They are
not by any means doing as well as are the people of the
Southern States in meeting the crime problem.

Mr. President, we are dealing with the race problem. We
need not blind our eyes to that fact. And the race problem
is a problem which does not readily yield to legislative
solution, to the rigid demands of the law. Take, for instance,
the colored girl who, under great handicaps, has earned the
right to be employed by her Government upon an equality
with everyone else. She goes with a certificate of competency
from the Civil Service Commission to one of the depart-
ments here in Washington—here in Washington, under the
aegis of the Federal Government—and when she enters the
door and her color is discovered she is told that the place is
filled, which is probably false. That happens not once but
many times. She suffers injustice at the hands of her Fed-
eral Government. But that is a race question, and no law
was ever made tight enough or strong enough to remove all
its harshnesses and to eliminate all its injustices. Only the
patient process of education, the uplifting power of religion,
the tolerant, noble-minded men and women who give their
thoughts to the cause can remove or mollify such injustices
or such harshnesses. And that is being done; it is being
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done in the South; that result the South is achieving; the
record so shows: and the people of the South are entitled to
our commendation and not our condemnation. They are
entitled to our cooperation and support.

This, Mr. President, is another compromise with a vital
principle of our dual system of government. If is bartering
the future for the supposed and transient demands of the
present, and at a time when the present is taking care of the
problem. It is another instance in which our confidence in
our scheme of government is not strong enough to say to all
races, all creeds, all groups, and all factions: Your problems,
however serious, are subordinate to the principles of this
Government, and you must work them out within the com-
pass of the long-tested and well-accepted principles of
democracy.

Every American must feel a slight sense of guilt, if not a
sting of remorse, when he reads the Premier of Italy’s ref-
erence to the bellowing herds of democracy, to free institu-
tions as the decadent breeding grounds of insincerity and
confusion. The fundamental principles and precepts of popu-
lar government are not in doubt. There is no confusion
there. The confusion arises when we depart from those
principles. It was the embodiment of the precepts and prin-
ciples of popular government in the Constitution of the
United States which put confusion to rout in this country,
gave ordered liberty to the people, and strength and direction
to government. For centuries prior to the declaration that
the powers of government are derived from the consent of
the governed, and the dedication of a new continent to that
sublime conception, there had been nothing but confusion,
nothing but turmoil and misery, nothing but brute force and
enslaved masses. And all that will happen again if the
advocates of arbitrary power, now inveighing against free
institutions in the presence of their assembled slaves, have
their way and the world again comes under their sway. Con-
trast the conditions of those periods with the period since
the adoption of the Federal Constitution, with its establish-
ment of law and order, the spread of contentment and hap-
piness among the masses, with its unprecedented progress in
the arts and the sciences, and you not only have your answer
to those whose sole right to rule rests upon the law of force,
but you have the most powerful appeal that can be made by
mortal man to those who would compromise or weaken the
safeguards of popular power.

I am perfectly aware, as we all are, of the tide which seems
to be running against popular government everywhere, of
the base betrayal of the people in many countries where they
once had at least some authority and hoped for more, of that
profound egotism which regards as of no significance the
bitter experience of men and women in their long quest for
liberty. But against all these things, if we have the con-
fidence in our form of government which we profess, we can
place, not theory, not hopes, not ideals merely, but 150 years
of achievement, of demonstrated popular rule, with its wealth
of human happiness and human progress. How puny and
hollow and fleeting in comparison are the achievements of
usurped power, every hour of whose existence depends upon
the continued suppression of human liberty.

And, Mr. President, in conclusion, the progress, the de-
velopment, and the advancement of the South, including
the last 70 arduous years, her history from Washington and
Jefferson down, rich with the names of leaders, orators, and
statesmen; her soil, her sunshine, her brave and hospitable
people, her patient and successful wrestling with the most
difficult of all problems, are all a part of the achievements of
our common country and constitute no ignoble portion of the
strength and glory of the American democracy. I will cast
no vote in this Chamber which reflects upon her fidelity to
our institutions or upon her ability and purpose to maintain
the principles upon which they rest.

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

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will call the roll.
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The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Sen-
ators answered to their names:

Adams Lodge

warta
Ashurst Duffy Schwellenbach
Balley Ellender Lonergan Bheppard
Bankhead Fragler Lundeen Shipstead
Barkley George McAdoo Smathers
Berry Gibson McCarran Smith
Borah Glllette MeGill Stelwer
Bridges Glass McEellar Thomas, Okla.
Brown, Mich Graves McNary Thomas, Utah
Bulkley Guffey Miller Townsend
Bulow Harrison Minton
Byrd Hatch Murray
Byrnes Hayden Neely Vandenberg
Capper Herring Norris Van Nuys
Caraway Hitcheock O’'Mahoney Wagner
Chavez Holt erton alsh
Connally Johnson, Colo, Pittman Wheeler
Copeland King Pope
Davis La Follette Reynolds’
Dieterich Lewls Russell

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Seventy-seven Senators
have answered to their names. A quorum is present. The
question is on the amendment, as modified, offered by the
Senator from Ilinois [Mr, LEwis] to the amendment reported
by the committee.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, President, I have known the dis-
tinguished Senator from Idaho [Mr. BoraH] for many years.
I have heard him make many speeches. In all the time I
have served in this body with the Senator from Idaho I have
never heard him make a poor speech. Even before my
service here, when I was a Member of the House of Repre-
sentatives, I used to hear the Senator make speeches here
and enjoyed them. I do not think he ever made a better, a
more timely, a more generous, & more eloquent or a truer
speech than the one he has made here today. I do not
believe he could have presented the case more fairly, more
honestly, more justly than it has been presented. As &
southern man to a northern man, as one American to
another, I want to thank him for that speech, and I believe it
will be one of the longest-remembered speeches ever made
in this body.

Before going further, I desire to say that I realize what a
task it is to follow a speech of the kind that has just been
made by the distinguished Senator from Idaho, and it is
with some regret that I am so placed; but I desire to discuss
today the merits of this measure, and to some extent its
constitutionality.

The title of this bill, Mr. President, is—

A bill to assure to perso jurisdi
Btate the equal protection of ?hu‘:iatggmtﬁeto punis%t lgh?e mm
lynching.

In the 21 years T have been in the Senate, it has fallen to
me to oppose bills of this kind on three occasions. In 1922
substantially the same bill was introduced, and I think I
may say without fear of contradiction that it was then intro-
duced largely for political purposes. I opposed it at that
time with all the vigor and determination of which I was
capable, and the bill was not passed.

Later on, in 1935, substantially the same bill was again
introduced. There was a long contest, and the bill was not

In my judgment, Mr. President, no better conclusion could
possibly have been reached in either of those instances than
the failure of the bills to pass at those times. I think it
was better for the Nation, better for all its people, but espe-
cially better for the people of the colored race, that the bills
did not pass. So today I agree with the Senator from Idaho
that this bill, if passed, will be injurious to the entire Na-
tion, but more especially will it be injurious to the people of
the colored race, for whose benefit it is asserted that it
ghould pass.

Mr. President, the House passed the bill sometime ago,
The Senate committee has stricken out the text of the House
bill and reported another bill, which is in substance like the
House bill, though it goes further. It is the text of the bill
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as reported by the Senate committee that I wish to discuss
for a while this afternoon.

Before I enter upon a discussion of the merits of the bill I
wish to say that I was born and reared on a farm in southern
Alabama, in the heart of what is generally known as the
“black belt” of that State. In the county in which I lived
when I was a boy, if I recall aright, there were between 10
and 15 Negroes to one white person. I was reared among
Negroes, with Negroes all around, and, so far as I can recall,
I never had a difference with a Negro in my life. I have no
unkind feelings of any kind, nature, or description toward
the Negroes, never have had, and never expect to have. I
have the greatest sympathy and consideration for them. I
played with them when a boy. My father and mother were
both slave owners, and they treated the Negroes with the
utmost consideration and the utmost care. They taught their
sons to take the same attitude, and I hope I have never aban-
doned that teaching, and that I have always treated these
people with the greatest consideration. I have nothing
against the Negroes as a race and nothing against them as a
people. I would not do them a wrong for anything in the
world. When I moved from southern Alabama to the city of
Memphis, Tenn., I found that there were many Negroes in
Memphis. So I have lived surrounded by them, in the midst
of them, all my life.

While I was a practicing lawyer in the city of Memphis,
while I was not thrown with the Negroes a great deal, occa-
sionally, in both a business and professional way, I came in
contact with the colored people. I believe I have their respect,
and I know they have mine, and I think I can speak with
knowledge concerning them.

Not for the purpose of boasting but merely to show how I
feel about the Negroes as a race, I recall that in the busy
years in which I practiced law as a young man for a while I
represented the sheriff of the county, and one day a colored
man whom I knew came into my office and told me that a
sheriff’s deputy had come to his home that morning and
served a writ of ouster upon him and his family, and had put
his wife and all of his furniture and children out on the
street, and he wondered if I could do anything for him. I
immediately called the sheriff and told him to restore those
goods and to put this man and his family back into possession
of their home, and he did so.

I filed a bill in a chancery court against a man by the
name of Grimes, if I remember aright, although I have not
thought of this in 20 years, a man who came from either
Missouri or Illinois, I forget which, and who had bought up
tax titles against innumerable people, both white and
colored. This colored man had failed to pay his taxes for 1
year, and it was to enforce a tax title that the man and his
wife and his family had been ejected from the home which
they had owned for many years. I filed a bill, and the chan-
celor granted an injunction. The case was appealed by
Mr. Grimes, who had become very rich, having an income of
great proportions from just such cases. I filed a bill against
him. It was upheld by the chancelor, and then upheld by
the Supreme Court, and from that day to this a tax title
has not been held good in my State, and I think it was largely
on account of the enormity of the act of this man Grimes in
having this colored man dispossessed. He had no money to
pay me, I did not charge him a fee, and it was expensive to
take the case to the Supreme Court, but I paid the expense,
because there I found a stranger to Memphis coming within
her borders and undertaking to prey upon people who had
failed to pay their taxes and to take property away from
men and women when he had no moral right to do so.

Mr. President, I tell this story merely for the purpose of
showing that as long as I have lived, with knowledge of the
situation, I have never failed, when colored people around me
were wrongfully treated, to lend them a helping hand. I
have no prejudice against them; I have nothing but respect
and esteem for the colored race that happens to be in our
midst in the southern portion of our country.

At the very outset I wish to speak for a few moments about
the wonderful progress that has been made by the colored
people, especially in the South since the Civil War. They
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started with virtually nothing in 1866, and I know of no race
of people, certainly no black race anywhere on the face of
the globe, that have ever made such great progress, have ever
done so much for themselves, as the colored race have dcne
for themselves since 1866. With almost nothing to start with
in 1866, according to statistics they have acquired billions
of dollars of property. They have schools in which they can
educate their children. As I remember, in 1866, only 10 per-
cent of the Negro race above 10 years of age could read or
write. Today 80 percent of them can read or write. Won-
derful progress they have made, and I respect them for what
they have accomplished.

The cities of the South furnish the best of schools for the
colored people, infinitely better than the schools I attended
in the eighties and even in the nineties, infinitely better than
the schools were for many years after the Civil War. In the
city where I live there are five schools and excellent teachers
for the colored people, and the progress they have made in
education is a matter for which I feel they deserve great
credit.

They have developed in thrift, they have improved in edu-
cation, they have improved in business, they have improved
in agriculture, they have improved as industrial workers.
Perhaps they have improved more than anyone ever expected
they would after they were suddenly given their freedom at
the end of the Civil War, They have improved in the broadest
sense of the term. They have taken advantage of their
opportunities. They did not have the money with which to
build schoolhouses, they did not have the money with which
to pay teachers, they did not have the property to he taxed
for such purposes; but the white people of the South taxed
themselves and built schools and furnished teachers, so that
the literacy of the colored people was increased from 1866 up
to the time of the latest figures we have—those for 1930—
from 10 percent to 80 percent. What a marvelous progress
in education. And why is it desirable at this late date to
take from the local authorities legal control over the lives
and property of the colored man and put it into the hands of
Federal authorities?

Mr. President, it is said that lynching is a horrible crime
and that the Southern States do not enforce the laws against
it. Every one of those States has laws against it. Every
State in the Union has laws against it. But it is said the
laws are not enforced in the South. I wish to call the atten-
tion of the Senate and of the country to some figures which
absolutely disprove that contention. All we have to do is
to look at the figures, and it is the figures with respect to
colored persons that I am going to refer to now, not the
figures dealing with white persons.

Mr. President, unfortunately crime has greatly increased
in this country. The crime of murder generally, the crime
of arson, the crime of burglary, the crime of larceny, the
crime of kidnaping, crimes growing out of racketeering,
crimes growing out of operations of bandits and gangsters,
sex crimes of every kind have increased enormously. But
what about lynching? Has the crime of lynching been in-
creasing? I shall give the Senate figures with respect to
lynching which I take from the yearbook of that great
colored institution at Tuskegee, Ala.,, for a long time
presided over by Booker T. Washington, until his death, I
believe. That yearbook shows that while other kinds of
crime have increased, the crime of Iynching has steadily
decreased.

With respect to the crime of lynching we have statistics
since 1882, according to the yearbook. The crime of lynch-
ing reached its zenith, if we can so call it, its apex, its top
figure, in the year 1892, when 231 persons were lynched in
America. Since 1892, a period of 45 years, there has been
the most remarkable decrease in the crime of lynching ever
known. Steadily year by year—with an occasional small
exception—the crime of lynching has decreased until last
year, the year just closed, 1937, there were only eight persons
Ilynched in the entire United States.

Mr. President, I have the figures here and I am going to
call the attention of the Senate to the remarkable de-
crease, first as to the entire number of lynchings, and the
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decreases year by year, or increases in those years when
there were increases. Then I am going to call attention to
the decrease in the lynchings of white persons as well as of
colored persons, because this crime originally, and even yet,
is not confined to lynchings of persons of the colored race.

In 1892 there were 69 white persons and 162 colored per-
sons lynched in America, or a total, as I stated before, of 231.

In 1893 there were 34 white persons lynched in America
and 117 colored persons, or a total of 151.

In 1894 there were 58 white persons and 134 colored per-
sons lynched in the United States, or a total of 192.

In 1895 there were 66 white persons and 113 colored per-
sons lynched in America, or a total of 179.

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

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield.

Mr. CONNALLY. I may suggest to the Senator that the
lynchings which he cites were not all in the Southern
States. Many of them were in the West, of cattle thieves,
and in mining towns, and in the North—whites as well as
blacks.

Mr. McKELLAR. I shall speak of that when I come to a
discussion of the increase in the lynching of white persons
in America.

Let me continue to give the figures. In 1896 there were
45 white persons lynched in America and 78 colored per-
sons, or 123 in all.

In 1897 the number went up. Thirty-five white persons
and 123 colored persons were lynched in America, or 158
in all.

In 1898 the figure went down again. Nineteen white per-
sons and 101 colored persons were lynched, or 120 in all.

In 1899, 21 white persons and only 85 colored persons were
lynched. When I say “only,” I do not mean it in any other
sense than to show the great reduction. That was 106 in all.

In 1900 there was a slight increase; 9 white persons and
106 colored persons were lynched, or 115 in all.

In 1901, 25 white persons and 105 colored persons were
lynched, or 130 in all.

In 1902, 7 white persons and 85 colored persons were
lynched, or 92 in all.

In 1903, 15 white persons and 84 colored persons were
lynched, or 99 in all, It will be noted that in that particular
year the white lynchings almost doubled, while there was a
small recession in the number of colored persons lynched.

In 1904 there were 7 white persons and 76 colored persons
lynched, or a total of 83.

In 1905 there were 5 white persons and 57 colored persons
Iynched, or 62 in all.

In 1906 there were 3 white persons and 62 colored persons
lynched, or 65 in all.

In 1907 there were 2 white persons and 58 colored persons
lynched, or 60 in all.

In 1908 there were 8 white persons and 89 colored persons
lynched, or 97 in all.

In 1909 there were 13 white persons and 69 colored persons
lynched, or 83 in all.

In 1910 there were 9 white persons and 67 colored persons
lynched, or a total of 76 in all.

In 1911 there were 7 white persons and 60 colored persons
lynched, or a total of 67 in all.

In 1912 there were 2 white persons and 61 colored persons
lynched, or 63 in all.

In 1913 there was 1 white person and 51 colored persons
lynched, or a total of 52.

In 1914 there were 3 white persons and 44 colored persons
lynched, or 47 in all.

In 1915—Senators, listen to this—in 1915 there were 18
white persons lynched, an increase from 1914 from 3 to 18.
The reason is not given. In 1915 there were 57 colored per-
sons lynched. The total was 75 in that year.

In 1916 there were 5 white persons and 49 colored persons
lynched, or 54 in all. i

In 1917 there were 3 white persons and 36 colored persons
lynched, or 39 in all.
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In 1918 there were 4 white persons and 60 colored persons
lynched, or 64 in all.

In 1919 there were 6 white persons and 74 colored persons
lynched, or 80 in all.

In 1920 there were 7 white persons and 53 colored persons
lynched, or 60 in all.

In 1921 there were 4 white persons and 58 colored persons
lynched, or 62 in all.

In 1922 there were 6 white persons and 51 colored persons
lynched, or 57 in all.

In 1923 there were 4 white persons and 29 colored persons
lynched, or 33 in all.

I stop here long enough to say that these figures from this
Negro yearbook, compiled by a distinguished Negro research
official of the Tuskegee Institute, giving these figures, shows
that from 1882, when the first statistics were compiled, to
1924, there was not a year when no white persons were
lynched in America. The yearbook shows that the number of
white persons lynched is being reduced in the same way as
the number of colored persons lynched is being reduced. The
figure goes down in the same ratio.

I come next to the year 1924, In that year no white
persons were lynched and 16 colored persons were lynched.

In 1925 no white persons were lynched and 17 colored
persons were lynched.

In 1926 there were seven white persons lynched. I do not
know whether that was about the time that they lynched
seven white persons out in the West or not. I cannot say
as to whether that is true. I will have to look it up. But
in 1926 there were 7 white persons lynched and 23 colored
persons lynched, or 30 in all.

In 1927 again there were no white persons lynched and
16 colored persons were lynched.

In 1928 there was 1 white person and 10 colored persons
Iynched, or 11 in all.

In 1929 there were 3 white persons and 7 colored persons
lynched, a total of 10.

In 1930 there was 1 white person and 20 colored persons
lynched, or 21 in all,

In 1931 there was 1 white person and 12 colored persons
lynched, or 13 in all. ’

Listen to the figures for 1932. It is the first time I ever
heard anything good about 1932, because it will be remem-
bered we were in a very bad way in 1932. I think everyone
who is now living remembers 1932. In 1932 there were only
2 white persons and only 6 colored persons lynched, or 8 in
all.

In 1933 there were 4 white persons and 24 colored persons
lynched, or 28 in all.

In 1934 again there were no white persons and 15 colored
persons lynched.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp at this point, as part of my remarks, the list
of lynchings as given in the World Almanac, as prepared by
Monroe N. Work, director, department of records and re-
search, Tuskegee Institute, Alabama, and editor of the Negro
Year Book.

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

Year White Negro Total
64 49 113
77 53 130

160 51 211
110 74 184
4 74 138
50 70 120
68 68 137
76 g 170
11 85 96
72 113 185
69 162 21
b nuz 151
58 134 192
66 113 170
45 8 123
35 123 158
19 101 120
21 85 106
k'] 106 115
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Year White Negro Total
1901 25 1056 130
1902. 7 85 92
D ot e e 15 B84 99
) 76 83
5 b7 62
3 62 65
2 58 60
8 89 7
13 69 82
] 67 76
7 60 67
2 61 63
1 51 52
3 44 47
1915 18 57 76
1816 5 40 b4
1917. = 3 36 39
ey e i A b S o M 4 60 64
1919 ==l [} 74 80
1920_ iy 53 60
1921, 4 58 62
1922 6 51 57
1923_ 4 29 33
1024 0 16 16
1925_ S 0 17 17
1926. 7 z 30
1927_ . 0 16 16
N R . - | 10 11
L e N R R et N s RS A S 3 7 10
i, TR, ST LAY ST T A T AP 1 20 21
L R P IR SRR ET 1 12 13
i e e e e e S e, Sl 2 6 8
1043 5 4 24 2
1934.. - 0 15 15
Total 1,21 3,352 4,643

Mr. McEKELLAR. Mr. President, I have here another
statement which gives the number of persons lynched in the
United States since that time. In 1935 there were 2 white
persons and 18 colored persons lynched.

In 1936 there were no white persons and nine Negroes
lynched.

In 1937 there were no white persons and eight Negroes
lynched.

That is the story of lynching. That is the story of the
reduction in lynching as brought about by State authorities,
by local authorities, by local self-government. For more
than 60 years there were infinitely more people lynched per
year than there are now. Under the rule of the States,
under the laws of the States, under the jurisdiction of the
States, what has happened? They have blotted out white
lynchings entirely and practically blotted out colored lynch-
ings. Mr. President, in my judgment, we should proceed
along the same lines along which we have been proceeding
since 1892, when the enormous number of 231 persons were
Iynched, since which time we have succeeded in reducing
Iynchings to a small number. However, if men are so
wedded to it, if there are so many advantages in politics to
be gained out of it that they cannot let it alone, yet if they
will just postpone it for 3 or 4 years, at that time I do not
believe there will be a single lynching of a colored person,
just as there is no lynching now of white persons. Think of
it! I wonder how many Senators who are now trying to put
this bill upon us, who are trying to rape the Constitution of
the United States, wholly disregarding it, as the Senator
from Idaho has time and again stated—I wonder how many
of them were for it in 1891 when there were 72 white people
lynched in this country, or in 1892 when 69 white people were
lynched, or in 1893 when 34 white people were lynched, or
in 1894 when 58 were lynched? No one then presented such
a bill as this.

Think, Mr. President, of the record that has been made. I
wish to thank again the Senator from Idaho for the state-
ment that he believes that the Southern States are doing the
best they can to eliminate the horrible crime of lynching. I
believe it should be eliminated. There is no man in the
United States of America who wants it eliminated more
sincerely than do I. It is a blot upon the name and fame of
any State to have a lynching occur within its borders. I
say, frankly, that if I were Governor of my State, there would
never be a lynching in the State if it were humanly pos-
sible to prevent it, as I believe it is. I abhor the crime. I
abhor crime generally, but particularly a crime of the nature
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of lynching. I will talk about another one a little later. But
I ask the Senators from Illinois and Indiana and New York
and any other State to name the crime and name the gov-
ernment or the State that has made such marvelous progress
in bringing about a decrease in crime as has been made by
the Southern States in bringing about a decrease in the
crime of lynching. Forty-five years ago there were 231
Iynchings, but the number has constantly decreased, year by
year, until last year only 8 lynchings occurred.

When we have solved the problem so far as lynching of
white people is concerned, and have almost solved the prob-
lem in its entirety, what do we find? We find probably a
majority of the Senate of the United States paying no atten-
tion to other crimes, tying up the business of the Senate in
order to inflict a wrong and injury upon the Southern States
that have done so much to eradicate the crime, I challenge
any Senator on the floor, or any Senator who may come on
the floor, to mention a single other crime that has been so
steadily decreased, and in the same proportion, as has this
crime, There are a number of Senators on the floor. I
challenge any one of them who thinks that there is some
other crime that has been decreased more rapidly than has
the crime of lynching to stand up and interrupt me, and I
will gladly yield.

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

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield.

Mr. CONNALLY. Let me suggest to the Senator from
Tennessee that the Senator from New York [Mr. WacGNEr]
and the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Van Nuvys], the authors
of this bill, are not present, and, in fairness to them, at
least, they ought to be invited into the Chamber and remain
here to hear this discussion. I therefore suggest the absence
of a quorum.

Mr, McKELLAR. No, Mr. President; do not let the Sen-
ator do that now.

Mr. CONNALLY. Insofar as the Senator was challenging
Senators to reply to his statement——

Mr. McKELLAR. I am afraid their minds are closed. I
have heard a few expressions from the Senator from New
York; I do not think I have heard the Senator from Indiana
express himself yet about it, but his bill shows what it is.

Mr. CONNALLY. Since the Senator is challenging the
Senators, he cannot very well decline to afford them an op-
portunity to be present.

Mr. McKELLAR. I am challenging them for the REcorD.
They can answer tomorrow or at any other time they please.

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator cannot challenge them
when they are over in their offices writing letters when we
are staying here attending to the business of the Senate. I
want to call attention to the fact that the Senator from
New York, who is so eloquent with his mouth when he is
here, is now busy in his office with other affairs.

Mr. McKELLAR. With the understanding that I will not
lose the floor, I yield.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I make the point of no
quorum.

Mr. MINTON. I make the point that no business has been
transacted since the last roll call.

Mr. CONNALLY. Business has been transacted, in that
there was a reference of a bill fo a committee, and other
business was transacted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll.

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

Adams Chavez Harrison McCarran
Ashurst Connally Hatch 4 McGill
Balley Copeland Hayden McEellar
Bankhead Davis Herring McNary
Barkley Dieterich Hitchecock Miller
Berry Donahey Holt Minton
Borah Duffy Johnson, Colo Murray
Ellender King Neely
Brown, Mich Frazier La Follette Norris
George Lewis O'Mahoney
Bulow Gibson Lodge Overton
Byrd Gillette Logan Pittman
Glass Lonergan Pope
Capper Graves Lundeen ds
Caraway Guffey McAdoo Russell



Schwartz Bmith Truman Walsh
Schwellenbach  Steiwer Tydings Wheeler
Sheppard Thomas, Okla. Vandenberg

Shipstead Thomas, Utah Van Nuys

Smathers Townsend Wagner

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SCHWELLENBACH in the
chair). Seventy-seven Senators having answered to their
names, a quorum is present.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, President, just before I was inter-
rupted I had made a challenge which I desire to repeat.
I had made the statement that 231 persons were lynched
within the United States in 1892, and that that number
has gone almost steadily down since then, until during the
past year only 8 persons were lynched. I challenge any
Senator on the floor, or off the floor for that matter, or any
other person, to show a single other crime in the case of
which there has been any such decrease in number; and I
pause here long enough to permit a reply.

I see the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Van Nuys] present.
I see another proponent of the bill, the Senator from New
York [Mr. WacnNer] present. I challenge them now to name
another crime in the case of which there has been a steady
decrease each year, almost year by year, from 1892 until
1938, in the case of which there has been a corresponding re-
duction, anything like it, or anything that remotely ap-
proaches it. Indeed, I will go further in my challenge, Mr.
President. I challenge any Senator on this floor to show
that any other crime has decreased at all.

There are some crimes which are peculiar to one part of
our country and some crimes which are peculiar to others,
of course. We in the &outh do not have so many gangster
murders and racketeering murders and other kinds of mur-
ders as there are in some other portions of our country.
I have looked at the figures about gangster murders. Last
year there were more than 300 gangster murders in the
United States, as against eight murders by lynching; and
yet when this bill came out of the Senate committee it con-
tained an express provision—not an inferential provision,
but an express provision—of this kind:

Provided, however, That “lynching” shall not be deemed to in-
clude violence occurring between members of groups of lawbreak-
ers such as are commonly designated as gangsters or racketeers,
nor violence during the course of picketing or boy-
cotting or any incident in connection with any “labor dispute” as
that term is defined and used in the act of March 23, 1932.

Think of it! Over 300 gangster killings during the past
year, the taking of human life sometimes in a most dia-
bolical way, as against only 8 lynchings; and yet the com-
mittee which reports this bill reports it to the Senate ex-
cluding from its terms these 300 gangster lynchings, saying
they must not be considered; leaving them out, and taking
care to deal only with failure to punish the few other
lynchings.

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

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator from Alabama.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Can the Senator from Tennessee tell
us how many of the 300 gangster killings were in the city
of New York?

Mr. McKELLAR. I have not the figures as to New York.
I refer the Senator from Alabama to my distinguished friend
the junior Senator from New York [Mr. WaeNEr], who in
part represents that State and, I have no doubt, knows
exactly how many gangster murders occurred there last
year, because there were a great many. He can give the
Senator from Alabama better and more accurate informa-
tion on the subject than I can. But throughout the country,
and particularly in the cities, there were over 300 gang
murders last year. While we may not think much about
the subject, because most of us are in good health and we
expect always to be in good health, the taking of human
life is the taking of human life. The taking of human life
by gang murder is just as hurtful to the person whose life
is taken as if it were taken by lynching, and generally the
crime may be said to be more hurtful, because there are so
many more of the gang murders. I cannot imagine what
particular motive animated the mind of any member of the
committee who was willing to say, “We are going to pass
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this unconstitutional bill about lynching,” and yet was so
very careful to excuse lynching by gangsters. I do not
know why it was done. Why should it be done?

Now our distinguished and eloquent friend from Illinois
[Mr. Lewis] wants to take gangsters out of the bill. I be-
lieve it is claimed that the bill does not apply to them, any-
way; but I do not know how that contention can be success-
fully made. Gangsters are in the bill as it now is, and there
is something strange about the matter.

Senators, that just goes to show that this is a political bill.
This is not a bill to enforce law. It is a bill to get votes.
That is the purpose of it. The bill cannot have any other
purpose. The idea of taking up the time of the Senate on
three occasions in the past 15 years with a bill of this kind.
Three separate bills having this purpose have been brought
before this body since 1922; and, by the way, I do not wonder
that the authors and supporters of the bill are anxious to
have it passed as soon as possible, because if it is not passed
pretty soon the States are going to see to it that there are
no lynchings, and then the supporters of the bill will be in an
awful fix. They will have no excuse for going before the
colored voters and telling them what they have done for the
colored voters. The States will have done it. We have al-
ready done it so far as white persons are concerned, and we
shall do it so far as colored persons are concerned if we are
just left alone.

I know that every man who is going to vote on this bill is
conscientious about it. I will not say anything to the con-
trary on that; but I have never seen a more misguided lot of
men in my life, because I know the Members of this body,
and I know that each and every one of them has enough
sense to know that there is no necessity for stirring up race
prejudice at this time. There is no necessity or even reason
for stirring up race prejudice at this time in the interest of
the colored people when this crime is about to pass out of
existence. It is down to ifs last ebb. What you are going
to do, Senators, is not to decrease the number of lynchings,
but my fear is that you will increase the number. Why?
Because the ignorant members of the colored race—not the
more intelligent members, but the less intelligent members,
especially among the men of that race—will believe that they
may commit any crime with impunity and that the Federal
Government will protect them by the overlordship provisions
of this bill. I am not a prophet, but it would not surprise me
at all if there were more than eight lynchings next year,
should this bill be enacted.

What I am interested in—and I know I am as honest about
the matter as any other man in this Chamber—is to keep
lynchings from happening. I pray to my God that there
may not be a single lynching in this country during the
present year. I believe the small number that occurred last
year will be reduced this year if we leave the law as it is, if
we leave law enforcement to the local authorities, if we
leave local self-government to deal with this subject in the
way it has so splendidly dealt with it during the past 45
years, In my humble judgment, never in the history of this
country has a crime been so lessened, never in the history of
this Government has the happening of crime dropped down
to the same extent, as in the case of the crime of lynching
under our present system of control.

I am going to prove that by a very distinguished author-
ity. I have it right here. I am still reading from Professor
Work’s statement, compiled by the department of records
and research at Tuskegee Institute, in Alabama, my na-
tive State, in 1934. In that year 15 persons were lynched,
and this is what Professor Work had to say about it:

Of the 15 persons lynched, all were Negroes. The offenses
charged were: attempted rape, 4; rape, 2; murder, 2; wounding
man in altercation, 1; associating with white woman, 1; striking
man, 1; writing insulting letter, 1; talking disrespectfully, 1; in-
sulting woman, 1; implicating others in a charge of stealing tur-
pentine and bootlegging it, 1.

I call the attention of the Senate to the fact that 9 of
these were crimes that should have been punished, and
should have been punished by the law. Nobody is more in
favor of enforcing the law as it is written than I am. The
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law should have taken its course. I sincerely regret that
there were any lynchings at all in that year or any other
year; but I desire to quote further from Professor Work
when he tells us what the States are doing today.

Frequently we hear the expression that the State authori-
ties are failing to do their duty; and this bill is aimed first at
the sheriffs of the South, although it is aimed at all officials
having authority. Professor Work says:

There were 51 instances—

This was in 1934. I want to show you what is being done.
This is not from a white man. This is not from men hunting
votes. This is from a colored man in a great institution of
learning in the State of Alabama, who evidently is giving the
facts and figures just as he finds them. Everybody knows
that this Negro Year Book that comes out annually is a re-
liable authority. It is referred to by all the newspapers and
magazines in the country.

Here is what Professor Work says:

There were 51 instances in which officers of the law prevented
lynchings.

There is nothing in the bill about such cases. Here it is
stated that State authorities prevented 51 lynchings. Who is
going to do that work when jurisdiction is taken over by the
Federal Government? On what officers will you depend?
Will you depend on a United States marshal? He is not given
authority. Who is to be depended upon to do the work to
which Professor Work is referring? He says:

There were 51 instances in which officers of the law prevented
1 :

Why are they not given credit? We have not heard a word
about the credit due to these officials, but all officers, all
sheriffs, if they reside in the South, are being condemned.

Why could not someone who is in favor of the bill have a
pleasant thing to say, as the Senator from Idaho suggested
g while ago? Why could there not be a kind word for these
State officers who prevented 51 lynchings in 1934, and prob-
ably more last year? Not a kind word is said, not a word of
commendation, not a word of encouragement. Oh, no, you
are thinking about bigger things, you are thinking about the
eight men who were lynched last year and the effect the bill
will have in another way.

There were 51 instances in which officers of the law pre-
vented lynchings. Seven of these were in Northern and
Western States.

This bill is aimed at the South, aimed at the Southern
States. You want to humiliate them, you want to grind us
down, you want to denounce us as lawbreakers.

Beven of these were in Northern and Western States and 44 In
Bouthern States.

I again issue a challenge. Tell me how many sheriffs have
prevented gang murders in the great cities where such
murders occur. Professor Work tells of 44 officers doing
everything they could to prevent lynching, yet no attention
is paid to them; but the bill specifically excludes lynchings
by gangsters.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President——

Mr. McKELLAR. I will yield in just a moment. Forty-
four sheriffs prevented lynchings in the South in 1934. There
were 51 instances in all, but 44 were in Southern States, 7
in Northern States. In all the States of the Union there
are not 44 who tried to prevent gang murders or prevented
such murders. Why are Senators so lacking in solicitude
about 300 gang murders last year and so solicitous about the
8 lynchings? What is the motive behind it? What is
the reason that sister States are denounced under such
conditions?

I now yield to the Senator from Texas.

Mr. CONNALLY. Is it not true that in the 44 cases brave
officers risked their lives in many instances to uphold the
dignity of the law and to secure men charged with the most
heinous and diabolical of crimes a trial in court? :

Mr, McKELLLAR. Of course that is true. The only ap-
propriate comment I can think of is what the Savior of
mankind once said:
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Cast out first the beam out of thine own eye, and then shalt
thou see clearly to cast out the mote that is in thy brother's eye.

I do not wish to question motives; but why is it that men
are so much concerned about 8 lynchings and so little con-
cerned about over 300 gang murders? It shows a peculiar
trend of mind.

I look at my distinguished and beloved friend the junior
Senator from Utah [Mr. Tromas], one of the ablest men of
the Senate, and one of its great philosophers, one of its great
students and one of its great thinkers, a man who is really
a great professor, and I wonder just from the psychological
and philosophical standpoint, what is passing through his
mind. How can he excuse himself for voting for a bill
concerning only 8 people who are illegally dealt with, when he
is perfectly content to leave out of consideration 300 people
who are the victims of gang murders?

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield?

Mr. McEELLAR. I yield.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I will tell the Senator exactly
what was passing through my mind.

Mr. McKELLAR. I shall be delighted to hear it.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I was wondering, in every way that
I know how to wonder, how the Senator from Tennessee could
make a comparison between gang murdering and lynching.

Mr, McKELLAR. Both crimes are committed by gangs.
That is why I make the comparison. A gang in the South
that murders a colored man or a gang in Illinois or in Utah
that murders a colored man is just the same kind of a
gang. A gang in New York or Chicago or Cincinnati or any
other of our great cities that takes a man out by violence
and hangs him up or shoots him to death is the same as
a gang down South that does the same thing. They are
both gang murders. That is why I am comparing the two.
If they had not both been gang murders, the committee cer-
tainly would not have reported that the bill applied only
to the crime known as “lynching” and that it did not
apply to crimes known as “gang murders” or “racketeer
murders” or other kinds of murders.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I am wondering, further, whether
the Senator from Tennessee does not realize the thoughts
going through the minds of a mob in the South which de-
liberately resorts to lynching, which knows exactly what it is
doing and the example it is setting in attempting to take
the law into its own hands and using a type of punishment
to accomplish an indirect instead of a direct purpose. The
idea in the minds of such mobs is surely not merely the low,
heastly idea such as that which is in the mind of a gangster.
They are of a different sort. Lynching in the South, I hope,
at any rate is perpetrated in an endeavor to protect virtue
and set an example to make conditions better.

Mr. McEELLAR. Was the Senator ever in the South?

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Oh, yes.

Mr. McKELLAR. Has the Senator been there for any con-
siderable time?

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Not for very many days.

Mr. McKELLAR. I dare say the Senator has not been
there many days or he would not have asked a question such
as the one he propounded. The motives which govern the
mobs are exactly the same in my State and the Senator’s
State and in Illinois and in every other State in the Union.
There is a disregard for law. In some places they have
greater provocation, in some places less provocation. I have
sent for the morning newspaper, and if the Senator will wait
just a moment I will give him an illustration.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I am just wondering whether the
Senator has caught my point.

Mr. McKELLAR. I am afraid I have not.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Has the Senator ever heard of a
gang murder in the North—and I use the sectional deserip-
tion so that we will not become mixed in our statements—
has the Senator ever heard of a gang murder in the North
by which those participating thought of attempting to infiu-
ence anyone else except the person killed? Is the murder
committed for the purpose of seiting an example, is it done
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for the purpose of putting fear in the minds of others, is it
done to improve conditions? Is there any deliberation in
the same sense in which a mob in the South exercises
deliberation?

Mr. McKELLAR. It is precisely the same. If the Sena-
tor were familiar with both situations he would know that
it was. Let me tell him what happens in the South. For
instance, a female is wantonly seized by three or more per-
sons and assaulted, a crime that is known as rape. By the
way, in 8 of the 15 cases of lynching in 1934 that crime had
been committed. The taking of a helpless, innocent female
by a gang or by one person and assaulting her incenses the
people. That raises one idea in their minds. On the other
hand, a gang of thugs, racketeers, gangsters, whatever they
may be called, get together in a room and conclude that
some bank has some money they want. They know what
the consequences of robbing that bank are. If it is a house,
they know what the consequences of robbing the house are.
If their conspiracy is against a person, such as the owner of
some dive, as frequently happens in the North, they know
exactly what it means. If means that if necessary they will
take human life. It is premeditated. Everyone knows it is
premeditated. A crime of that kind is necessarily pre-
meditated. Of course, the analogy between the two is
Jjustified.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Are there any instances among
the lynchings in the South of colored people having lynched
a member or members of their own race for the commission
of a crime?

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, yes; they are rare, but there are
such cases.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Where a mob of colored people
lynched a colored person for committing a crime against a
white person?

Mr. McKELLAR. I am not sure about that phase of it,
but there have been lynchings at the hands of colored people,
I know, and I think probably in a very limited degree as the
Senator has suggested in his question.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Does the Senator know of an
example in the North—and I dislike using these sectional
expressions——

Mr. McEELLAR. There is no objection to it; I am not
offended at all.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Does the Senator know of an
example among gangsters of gangsters having killed one
another because one group of the gangsters belonged to one
race and another group belonged to another race?

Mr. McKELLAR. I have no personal knowledge of that,
but I think there are such cases. I think that in New York
there have been a number of cases where the action of the
gangsters was against a certain number of Italians, whom
they wanted to get out of the way because they were Italians.
There was a bitter feud between the members of one race
and the members of another. But what difference does it
make so long as life is taken by means involving bloodshed
and violence? The killing of a human being is the killing
of a human being; and it makes no difference whether it
takes place in New York, in Utah, in Illinois, in Tennessee,
in Mississippi, or in any other State.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. That is true; but there is a differ-
ence between an ordinary killing and a lynching. The
Senator will grant that, I am sure.

Mr. McKELLAR. A racketeering killing is not very dif-
ferent from a lynching.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. No; but there is a difference.
That is the whole point. I was wondering how anyone imag-
ined there could be a similarity between a lynching in the
South and the gangster killings in the North, both of which
are bad.

Mr. McKELLAR. They are both bad. I desire to read
an article which appeared in this morning’s newspaper,
which will probably indicate how bad they are.

Mr. CONNALLY. And whether killed as a result of gang-
ster warfare or lynching, in both cases the victims are
dead.
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Mr. McKELLAR. As my friend the Senator from Texas
says, in either case when they are dead they are dead.
[Laughter.] Whether killed at the hands of gangsters or
Iynchers, they die just the same.

Senators, listen to this article, which I read with some
degree of pride. A lesson is contained in it:

COLORED JURYMAN VOTES DEATH FOR TWO OF HIS RACE IN ASSAULT
MARION, ARK.—

Marion, Ark., is a little town of some 1,200 or 1,500 people
across the river about 15 or 20 miles from Memphis, where
I live. This is an Associated Press dispatch which I now
read:

MARION, ARK., January 6.—

That was yesterday—

An elderly colored man who helped make southern history by
taking his place in a jury box to help try a rape case tonight
voted with 11 white men to send two members of his own race to
the electric chair on charges of criminally assaulting a white girl.

The death verdict came at the end of a 1-day trial in Crittenden
County’s old courtroom, packed with tense spectators. The jurors
required 7 minutes to reach a verdict.

Immediately after the verdict—

Here is one important thought right now:

Immediately after the verdict was reported the prisoners were
escorted back to their cells by heavily armed officers to guard
against possible excitement as the aftermath of the girl victim's

-witness-stand appearance.

White-haired John Claybrook—

I digress long enough to say, all honor to him!—

‘White-haired John Claybrook, 65, wealthy colored farmer and
timberman, had solemnly agreed he would vote to send the de-
fendants to the electric chair if the State proved them guilty.

He was believed to be the first member of his race since recon-
struction days to sit on & southern jury trying a rape case against
colored men,

The defendants were Frank (Buster) Carter, 26, and Theo
Thomas, 25, both of Memphis,

Memphis is just across the river,

The assault was alleged to have occurred Iin the “bottom lands™
west of Memphis on Christmas night.

Another lesson is to be drawn from that article, Senators.
Not only did those local officers exert every effort to protect
the prisoners from mob violence, but there is in this case
an underlying thought which ought to animate every Sen-
ator in this body before the bill is passed. Senators are
thinking of those who committed the assault. Did it ever
occur to Senators what must be the frame of mind of that
poor white girl today, this very moment, this very hour?
She has been assaulted, ruined in the estimation of her
friends forever, her life of no practical value, her family dis-
graced and ruined for ever and ever.

According to the record goften up by Professor Work,
8 of the 15 cases of lynching in 1934 were on account of
rape. Did Senators ever think of that? While we are dis-
cussing this bill, while it must come ahead of the tax legisla-
tion, while it must come ahead of the farm legislation, while
it must come ahead of reorganization legislation, while it is
preferred over all other legislation now before the Congress,
while every other kind of legislation that comes before the
Congress must be held up by legislation dealing with eight
crimes of lynching committed last year—while all that is
being done, can we not think also of the poor victims of
most of these crimes? It is true that they are women, but
ought we not to have a little respect for them? Ought we
not to have a little feeling in our hearts for what their lives
are to be hereafter, after being thus despoiled? Ought we
not to give them a little consideration? Ought we not to
work out this plan by mutual cooperation between the States
and with the States, rather than have the Federal Govern-
ment take it over, and in that way excuse in the minds of
the ignorant the crimes which bring about lynching?

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. La ForLETTE in the
chair). Does the Senator from Tennessee yield to the Sena-
tor from North Carolina?
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Mr. McEELLAR. I yield.

Mr. REYNOLDS. The able Senator from the State of
Tennessee has just brought to the attention of this body an
article which he advises us he observed in the columns of
this morning’s Washington Post, being the description of a
colored man in one of the States of the deep South who had
been a member of a jury of 12 selected by the prosecution
and the defense for the trial of one of his race for the com-
mission of an offense against the law. That incident illus-
trates the fact that the colored people of the South, as a
matter of fact, as so ably presented by my distinguished col-
league, are cooperating with the white people of the South
in seeing to it that the laws of the Nation and the States are
carried out.

In support of the fact that we of the South are giving every
single possible protection to those of the colored race, I desire
at this time, with the permission of my friend, to bring to the
attention of this body an editorial which I chanced upon this
morning appearing in the Saturday Evening Post of the 8th
instant. The heading of this editorial is:

The South speaks a kind word for itself.
Dr. High speaks a kind word for the South on another page.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to
me right there?

Mr. REYNOLDS. I yield to my friend the Senator from
Texas.

Mr. CONNALLY. Is this the Dr. Stanley High, who is so
well know and who has had so active a part in public affairs
in recent years?

Mr. REYNOLDS. I rather imagine so. I am not sure. I
do know that there is another article in this week’s Saturday
Evening Post written by Dr. High, in which he gives great
praise to my State of North Carolina; and I imagine that he
is a man well informed and highly respected by the Nation,
in view of his very illuminating and accurate description of
my State. Ithank the Senator from Texas for that contribu-
tion. I am going to ascertain whether or not this Dr. High
is the one whom the Senator has in mind.

The editorial says:

The South spoke a kind word for itself on November 29—
Just about 30 days ago—

when a jury of six white citizens of Charlotte, N. C., held for
the grand jury a white policeman who had shot and killed a fleeing
Negro who had a police record.

Mr. President, it is sometimes asserted that members of
the colored race are mistreated in the South. That does
not occur in my State. That does not occur in Charlotte.
We do not have any trouble of that kind at all. We provide
the colored people the same educational facilities that we
provide the white people. We give them every protection
of the law.

The editorial continues:

When policemen no longer can kill “bad niggers” without an
accounting, Dr. High is not overoptimistic of a changing South.

William Connor, Negro, was arrested, after a chase, for stealing
a suit of clothes from a store. He was searched by a policeman
and a constahle and turned over to two motor patrolmen to be
taken to police headquarters. The arresting policemen failed to
search Connor’s hat. As the Negro reached the police station, he
drew a knife from his hat, slashed at his captors, cutting in two
the Sam Browne belt of one, and fled again. The two officers
pursued and one fired, fatally wounding Connor,

The theft of the sult was attested, Connor's bad reputation was
attested, but the Association for the Advancement of the Negro
Race immediately termed the killing one of “unjustifiable mur-
der,” and retained white lawyers. The Charlotte City Council in-
structed the city manager to make a full investigation and report
to the council, and councilmen attended the coroner's hearing.
The coroner's jury, after 50 minutes’' deliberation, brought in a
verdict of unjustifiable homicide.

The killing may or may not have been justified; that can be left
to the courts. The importance of the incident is that in a city
and State where the Negro is politically powerless, the white citi-
zenry and officials moved to protect the black population in those
fundamental legal rights guaranteed to every man, regardless of
color, creed, or station.

The prosecution of white men, even their execution, for the
murder of blacks was not unusual in the South before the Civil
‘War. The North has forgotten that lynching and other wanton

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

JANUARY T

killings of Negroes are largely a heritage of that reconstruction
which the North enforced upon the South.

That is what takes place in North Carolina, Mr. President.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I think the same thing
takes place generally, and as much in the South as in any
other part of the Union. I think the views of Senators who
live in the North and West have been greatly influenced by
propaganda, and that some Senators have not had the facts
before them. I know these Senators well enough to know
that they would not be in favor of punishing one class of
murderers through Federal instrumentality and leaving an-
other class—a class many times larger, known as gang mur-
derers—to go absolutely free and unwhipped of justice.

Mr. President, I wish to read all of the guotation from
Professor Work:

There were 51 instances in which officers of the law prevented
lynchings. Seven of those were in Northern and Western States and
44 in Southern States.

If those mobs in the Northern and Western States had
effected their purpose—and they were mobs, they were gang-
sters just like ours were mobs and gangsters—the difference
in the number of lynchings in the Northern and Western
States and the lynchings in the Southern States, assuming all
eight lynchings parpetrated in 1937 to have been committed
in the South, would have been only one.

In 46 of the instances the prisoners were removed or the guards
augmented or other precautions taken. In the five other instances
armed force was used to repel the would-be lynchers.

A total of 74 persons—14 white men, 57 Negro men, and 3 Negro
women—were thus saved from death at the hands of mobs.

That was in-1934. A similar situation prevailed in 1935,
1936, and 1937, except that the officers of the law have been
more vigilant in later years; they are becoming more vigi-
lant all the time. With only eight men being lynched, there
is not the slightest reason for the passage of this bill as a
matter of policy, or for any other reason. To my mind, Mr.
President, these figures are astounding. They show the re-
markable effort on the part of the officers of the law in
Southern States to deal with the problem. They show, be-
yond question, that the only way to handle this problem
is through the local State governments, through local self-
government.

No means are set up in the pending bill by which it can
be enforced. Just as the Senator from Idaho [Mr., Borau]
stated this morning, we can pass it here, yes; but the local
district attorneys and the local marshals and the local juries
have to pass upon these matters. The authors of the bill
will get nowhere with it, but they think that great results
will come by reason of the provision imposing fines on the
counties. To my mind, Mr. President, that section of the bill
is almost cowardly. The counties and the officials of the
counties may not be in the slightest degree to blame and
yet they have got to withstand prosecution when there is a
lynching. ILet me illustrate it. Suppose, instead of that
rape case Christmas night in the wilds of Crittenden County,
Ark., three men, either white or colored, had gone from
Memphis into Marion, Ark., and strung up a man, either
white or colored, without the knowledge—it might have been
at night, just as this rape occurred at night—or approval
of a single citizen of Marion or of Crittenden County; that
county would be punished unless it could show—and the
burden would be put upon the county under this bill, to
show—that it was not at fault., Under the bill the county
would have to put up from $2,000 to $10,000. It is a bill to
punish the counties of the various States for what may have
happened elsewhere.

Take the State of the Senator from New York. What I
am about to say is not a reflection on his State; it is a mere
statement of facts; but we all know certain sections of New
York City are as full of gangsters as a dog is full of fleas.
Suppose the proviso is eliminated from the bill and three
gangsters from New York go over into New Jersey through
the tube—I believe they could walk through the tube; if not,
they could ride through or walk over on a bridge—and lynch
a man in New Jersey. Under this bill the New Jersey au-
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thorities would have to stand a suit involving a penalty of
$10,000. How far do the proponents of the bill think they
are going to get with legislation such as that? How are they
going to get from two to ten thousand dollars? Then, what
is to be done with it? It is to be turned over, if it is ob-
tained, to the family of the victim. Suppose that man was
lynched for the crime of rape. Is it not fair to give some
thought and consideration to the woman who was raped?
The crime of rape is just as bad as is the crime of lynching.
I challenge any Senator here to stand up and say that rape
is a crime less heinous than lynching. Is there any Senator
who wants to stand up and take that position? If so, I
yield to him so that he may arise and defend rape as against
lynching as a crime, One is virtually as destructive as is
the other; one is as damnable as is the other. Here it is
proposed to protect one and to give an excuse for the other.
That is what this bill does. A

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

Mr, McEKELLAR. I yield.

Mr. CONNALLY. Has the Senator noted the fact that the
care of the authors of this bill has been exercised to give

money damages to the victim of the mob, but the relatives

of the poor woman, and the woman herself, who has been
despoiled, and perhaps murdered, get nothing even in the
form of damages or recovery from the author of her degrada-
tion and shame?

Mr. McEKELLAR. I wish to refer to an instance. I may
not be absolutely accurate as to the facts, because I read
them in a newspaper at the time, though the subsequent
events came under my observation. Several years ago a
young woman from my State, living near the District of
Columbia line, went home in a streetcar. Her house was
nbout 200 yards, as I remember, from the end of the car line.
On her way from the car to her home a colored man seized
and raped her and cut off her fingers so as to get the rings
she wore. We sent that lovely young lady back to Tennessee
in a coffin, but the perpetrator of that dastardly crime has
never been punished. I never heard a Senator say a word
in behalf of that poor woman, despoiled of everything that
she held dear, and then murdered; even her jewelry being
taken in the hideous manner I have described. That fiend
has gone unwhipped of punishment to this day.

Oh, Senators, let me appeal to you and ask why are you
thinking so much of the eight men who have been lynched?
Will you not cast a thought upon the poor female who is
subjected to treatment worse than lynching, who is raped
and then lynched? How can you give consideration and
help to a man who commits such a crime without having
some little degree of feeling in your hearts for the poor
woman in the case? There is not a line in the bill about the
poor woman; there is no proviso about the poor woman. She
may be of the highest character, she may be a young, sweet,
lovely, beautiful girl, but not a single solitary letter of con-
sideration for her is found in this bill; not a single dime is
provided to assuage her wounds, while the doer of the evil
deed is encouraged to go further and repeat the offense.

If ever I was sincere in my life, I am sincere in the belief
that this bill, instead of deterring lynching, will provoke
lynching; instead of deterring crime, it will lead the ignorant
and the lustful and the criminal to indulge in crime. I
know Senators do not want to do that. They can say they
have the votes to pass the hill, but it seems to me someone
ought to rise and defend it. I do not know who wrote it.
There are various stories as to how this bill reached this
body. I do not know how it got here, but, as I remember,
in 1922 the Judiciary Committee of the Senate reported a
similar bill. That bill was reported by Samuel M. Short-
ridge, then a Senator from California. I uttered some chal-
lenges then. If there was a man in the Senate who believed
in his heart and in his mind that that bill was constitutional,
I wanted to hear from him. My able friend, former Senator
Shortridge, rose and said that he believed it to be consti-
tutional. I said, “There are 16 other members of the com-
mittee, Senator; are there any others who believe it to be
constitutional?” At first he said he could not say, that the
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other members of the committee would have to speak for
themselves. Then he said that the then Senator Sterling
thought it was constitutional. Senator Sterling, however,
came on the floor and denounced the statement and said he
did not believe the bill to be constitutional, but he was will-
ing to put it up to the Supreme Court. Not another member
of the committee in 1922, although they reported the bill to
the Senate, believed it to be constitutional. I wish to say,
in all truth and sincerity, that I was never more astonished
in my life than I was the other day when I asked the Sen-
ator in charge of the bill, the Senator from New York [Mr.
WacenER], who so long adorned the bench in his State, if he
really thought the bill was constitutional, and he replied that
he thought it was. I do not see how any lawyer, who has
the slightest knowledge of the law, can believe that this
measure comes within the purview of the Constitution.

By the way, that brings me to the excuse that is given for
it in the committee report.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. Presidenf——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Tennessee yield to the Senator from New Jersey?

Mr. McKELLAR. I am glad to yield.

Mr. SMATHERS. Did I correctly understand the Senator
to say that he believed the passage of this bill would increase
the crime of lynching?

Mr. McEELLAR. I think it would have that tendency. I
do not know that it would increase lynching, but I think it
would have that tendency, and I will tell the Senator why.
The ignorant people of the country would assume that the
bill was for their benefit, that it was to protect them, that
it was in their favor, that it meant that the Federal Govern-
ment would protect them in case they committed a crime and
in that way it would tend to increase lynching in this country.

Mr. SMATHERS. Will the Senator submit to another
question?

Mr, McKELLAR. Certainly.

Mr. SMATHERS. Assuming that a sherif had in his
custody an offender wanted by a mob, would not the very
fact that this law was written on the statute books, and that
the sheriff might be called on to spend a thousand dollars
in lawyer’s fees to defend himself, in itself actuate the sheriff
to tell the boys to go on home and mind their own business,
that the law was going to take its course in dealing with a
man whom he had in his custody?

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not know that that would affect
the matter very greatly, for I have no doubt that almost any
good man, when a gang tells him it is going to violate the
law, would say, “Go along, friends, and don’t you do it. The
law is here.” But the Senator from New Jersey evidently did
not hear the argument I made on the basis of the statement
made by Professor Work, the colored statistician of Tuske-
gee Institute, in which it was said that in 1934 there were
51 instances in which officers of the law prevented lynchings.
Seven of these were in Northern States and 44 were in
Southern States. The officers of the law are now doing that;
but when you put over potential offenders the cloak of this
law—which many of them, especially the more ignorant of
them, will regard as a Federal protection—they will indulge
in the crimes that bring about lynching. Let the Senator
make no mistake about that.

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

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator from Alabama.

Mr. BANKHEAD. On the subject under discussion, if a
mob was gathering to take charge of and deal with an
assailant, or however he may be described, prior to his arrest,
and the sheriff saw that there was a determined mob which
very likely would take the man if he did arrest him, is it
not natural that the sheriff, instead of arresting the man
and subjecting himself to the Federal law if the mob seized
the offender and mobbed him, would simply sidestep and let
the mob get the offender first?

Mr. McKELLAR. Why, of course. It is just as natural
and just as straight as the martin flying to his gourd. What
would happen is this: If a sheriff had on his hands a case
like that, he would not take charge of the offender. He
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would just step aside and let the mob take charge of the
offender, and that would bring about infinitely more distress
and infinitely more crime than is now being committed, espe-
cially in our Southern States; and the bill does not apply to
the Northern States. As the bill is reported out, it excepts
the Northern States from its provisions.

Mr. President, there is not a Senator here who disapproves
of what has been done by the States in the way of reducing
the erime of lynching; or, if there is such a Senator, I want
him to rise and say so. I am going to ask the Senator in
charge of the bill, the Senator from New York [Mr. WAGNER],
whether he disapproves of the splendid work the States have
done in reducing the crime of lynching from 231 cases in
1892 down to 8 cases last year. Does the Senator disap-
prove of it?

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, on the contrary, I very
highly commend it.

Mr. McKELLAR. Iam glad to know that the Senator does
commend it. Would the Senator commend it even more if
this bill should not pass, and if during this good year of 1938
there should not be a single lynching in the United States?
‘Would not the Senator commend that?

Mr. WAGNER. Of course I would.

Mr. McKELLAR. I hope the Senator will commend that.

Mr. WAGNER. I do not want to interrupt the Senator
from Tennessee.

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not object to the Senator interrupt-
ing me.

Mr. WAGNER. I am going to wait for my own time to
discuss this question. The Senator says I have been silent
on the question of constitutionality. I wanted to have the
advantage of hearing at least the legal arguments of those
who are opposing the legislation, because I am absolutely con-
vinced of the constitutionality of the bill as it is before us.
The argument the Senator from Tennessee has made shows,
I think, that he has not studied every provision of the bill
as carefully as he studies most things, because he is a very
busy Senator; but in my own time I shall present at least
the legal view. I am hopeful that we shall do away with
lynching altogether, and I know the Senator from Tennessee
is willing to cooperate with anybody in that regard.

Mr. McKELLAR. Indeed I am.

Mr. WAGNER. We may disagree as to method, of course.

Mr. McKELLAR. Can the Senator from New York think
of any method by which there could have been an accelera-
tion in the annual decrease in crime during the years I have
enumerated, which brought lynchings down from 231 to 8?
Does he know of any other crime in the country which has
been reduced in the same proportion by the Federal Govern-
ment or by any State government?

Mr. WAGNER. There are other phases of this matter
which I shall discuss.

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, yes; that is the trouble. There are
other phases.

Mr. WAGNER. I think the enactment of this measure
will altogether eliminate lynchings. I am convinced of that;
and if the Senator from Tennessee disagrees with me in that
regard, that is frequently the habit of good men. We have
our conflict of views about various questions.

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes. The Senator from New York
voted for the antikidnaping bill, did he not?

Mr. WAGNER. Yes.

Mr. McKELLAR. Certainly he did. Did the passage of
that bill altogether eliminate kidnaping? How many kid-
napings were there during the year 1937? Instead of the
passage of that bill eliminating kidnapings, it did not even
reduce them. There were just as many prosecutions for kid-
naping since the Federal Government undertook to deal
with the crime as when the States exclusively dealt with it.
The trouble is that every crime except this one has increased,
whereas this crime has been steadily decreasing almost year
by year all the way along the line; and yet the Senator from
New York desires to take it out of the ordinary process, take
it out of the hands of the States, and put it in the hands of
the Federal Government, with no means of enforcing the law
after it is passed. How could it be enforced? The Senatox
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proposes, after a lynching occurs, to bring a prosecution
against the county.

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

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield.

Mr. WAGNER. Does the Senator understand that under
this bill the Federal Government is to step in and prosecute
those who are guilty of the crime of lynching?

Mr. McEKELLAR. Of course.

Mr. WAGNER. No, Mr. President; that is left entirely
to the States. The bill deals only with the officials or politi-
cal subdivisions of the States who, through their willful
neglect, permit lynchings to take place.

Mr. McKELLAR. Has the Senator from New York read
his bill? I do not mean to be at all cffensive by that inquiry,
but let me read one provision of the bill to the Senator. He
says there is no direct Federal offense.

Mr. WAGNER. From what part of the bill is the Senator
about to read?

Mr, McKELLAR. Page 17, section 3:

Whenever a lynching of any person or persons shall occur, any

officer or employee of a State or any governmental subdivision
thereof who shall have been charged with the duty or shall have

‘possessed the authority as such officer or employee to protect such

person or persons from lynching and shall have willfully neglected,
refused, or falled to make all diligent efforts to protect such

or persons from lynching and any officer or employee of a State
or governmental subdivision thereof who shall have had custody
of the person or persons lynched and shall have willfully neglected,
refused, or falled to make all diligent efforts to protect such person
or persons from lynching, and any officer or employee of a State
or governmental subdivision thereof who, having the duty as such
officer or employee, shall willfully neglect, refuse, or fail to make
all diligent efforts to apprehend, keep in custody, or prosecute the
members or any member of the lynching mob, shall be guilty of a
felony and upon conviction thereof shall be punished by a fine not
exceeding $5,000 or by imprisonment not exceeding 5 years, or by
both such fine and imprisonment.

Mr. WAGNER. Yes; that refers to the officials.

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes. All that it is necessary to do is
to find that a lynching has occurred, and at once the county
officer or the State officer becomes a criminal. You make a
felon out of him, whether he is the Governor of the State
or any prosecuting attorney. It is a distinct crime. Does
the Senator from New York know of anything in the Con-
stitution which even hints that the Federal Government has
a right to prosecute that kind of a crime?

Mr. WAGNER. Does the Senator from Tennessee with-
draw the statement he has been making all afternoon that
this bill invades the right of the States to prosecute those
who are guilty of crime?

Mr, McEELLAR. I did not make that statement. I said
that the bill creates a distinct offense, and undertakes to
prosecute and to punish the officers of the law for a lynch-
ing with which they may not have a thing in the world
to do.

Mr. WAGNER. If it is due to their neglect of duty.

Mr. McEKELLAR. And the burden of proving that they
did not neglect their duty is put upon them. The Senator
will not deny that.

Mr. WAGNER. But they may establish that they were
free from any negligence. The offense punished by the bill
is not a violation of a provision of State law; it is a viola-
tion of the fourteenth amendment of the Constitution.

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator and I differ entirely about
that matter.

Mr, WAGNER. I think I shall be able to convince the
Senator on the legal phase of the matter, if not on the de-
sirability of the legislation.

Mr. McKELLAR. I happen to have in my hands the pro-
vision of the Constitution to which reference has been made.
This is the constitutional authority which the report gives
for the enactment of the bill; and since the Senator has
raised that question I shall be very happy to come to it
right now.

The report says:

BASIS OF BILL

The legislation here proposed rests for its authority on the due-
procgsa and equal-protection provisions of the fourteenth amend-
ment.

Those provisions are as follows—
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This is a quotation from the Senator’s own report.

Mr. WAGNER. The report of the Judiciary Committee.
Mr. McKELLAR. I read from the report:

No State—

Not “no officer of a State,” not a sheriff, not a marshal in
charge of a prisoner, but—
No Btate shall make or enforce any law—

The Senator from New York cannot have looked at it care-
fully.

Mr. WAGNER. Oh, I did!

Mr. McKELLAR. Listen to this:

No State shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge the

privileges or immunities of citizens of the United States; nor shall
any State—

Not an official of the State—
nor shall any State—
By legislation—
deprive any person of life, liberty, or property, without due proc-
ess of law; nor deny to any person—
That is, no State shall deny to any person—
within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws.

That is no foundation for a bill punishing State officers
ior a crime that is made such by this bill.

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

Mr. McKELLAR. Certainly; I yield to the Senator from
New York.

Mr. WAGNER. May I ask the Senator through whom the
State acts?

Mr. McKELLAR. The State acts through its officials.

Mr. WAGNER. Ezxactly.

Mr. McEELLAR. Precisely; but this bill does not say,
“The State, acting through its officials.”

Mr. WAGNER. That is the only way in which it can act.

Mr. McEELLAR. Listen to this:

No State shall make or enforce any law—

What law is the Senator talking about that he seeks to
correct? There is not any law that the Senator is under-
taking to correct.

Mr. WAGNER. That part of the report is reciting the
fourteenth amendment.

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; it is.

Mr. WAGNER. Read down further:
nor shall any State deprive any person of life, liberty, or prop-
erty, without due process of law; nor deny to any person within
its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws.

Mr. McEKELLAR. There is not the slightest statement in
the bill which I have been able to find—if there is, I should
like to have the Senator put his finger on it, and I will
yield to him for that purpose—that any law passed by the
legislature of any one of the 48 States denies to any person
within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws.

Mr. WAGNER. That is not necessary.

Mr. McKELLAR, The State does not do it.

Mr. WAGNER. Of course not. No State would pass a
law authorizing or permitting lynching. That is not the
point here. The bill deals with according to persons within
a State the equal protection of the laws and due process of
law. May I refer the Senator to the Scottsboro case. In
that particular case, the judge who presided at the trial, as
the United States Supreme Court has held, was guilty of giv-
ing a very unfair trial to the defendants. He was probably
acting contrary to the laws of his own State; but he being
an official of the State, the Supreme Court said that was the
action of the State, because a State acts only through its
officials. Therefore, without any express statute, the Su-
preme Court took jurisdiction, and held that since that indi-
vidual was an official of the State, he represented the State
in failing to comply with the requirements of due process
and equal protection, and therefore, that the State violated
the provisions of the fourteenth amendment, which the Sen-
ator just read. The Supreme Court sent the case back.
There was an intervention without any legislative act, be-
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cause there was a record of the proceedings upon which the
Court could base its decision. That answers the Senator’s
question.

Mr. McEKELLLAR. Oh, no, it does not. If the Senator
will yield to me for a moment, I will show him that it does
not answer the question at all.

Under our dual system of government, where a Federal
question is involved, and it is tried by the State court, the
nisi prius court, as it was in the Scottsboro case, which case
went to the Supreme Court——

Mr. WAGNER. No.

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; it did.

Mr. WAGNER. The ground of jurisdiction of the Federal
court was the fourteenth amendment, which was violated
when the judge did not afford the defendants due process or
the equal protection of the laws.

Mr. McKELLAR. When the Supreme Court of Alabama
determined for the State of Alabama what the law was in
their opinion, then, that having been the act of the State of
Alabama, of course, the Federal question was raised, under
the provision of the Constitution cited, and the Supreme
Court of the United States had the power to review the
decision, and it did review it. But the bill does not refer to
a State; it refers to an official, an administrative official, not a
court, but an administrative official, which is a wholly differ-
ent thing.

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, will the Senator tolerate
me for a moment?

Mr. McKELLAR. Certainly; I should like to hear what
the sponsors of the bill think about this question.

Mr. WAGNER. Perhaps I should read the whole of this
decision.

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; I think it will take more than the
whole of it, even. It will necessitate another opinion of the
Court to justify the Senator’s position.

Mr. WAGNER. 1 agree with the Senator; I am afraid I
cannot persuade him; but all I can do is read what the
Court said. The Court stated:

It is doubtless true that a State may act through different

agencles, either by its legislative, its executive, or its judicial
authorities; and the prohibitions of the amendment—

That is, of the fourteenth amendment—

extend to all action of the State denying equal protection of the
laws, whether it be action by one of these agencies or by another.
Congress, by virtue of the fifth section of the fourteenth amend-
ment, may enforce the prohibitions whenever they are disre-
garded by either the legislative, the executive, or the judicial
department of the State. The mode of enforcement is left to its
discretion—

Meaning Congress. Later on I will cite other cases.

Mr. McKELLAR. Inasmuch as the Senator has expressed
the view that gang murders are to be included in the bill,
suppose three gangsters in the Senator’s own county take a
man away from an officer, just as is referred to in the bill,
and lynch him; and the measure now under consideration
is brought into play; and then, after the act is committed,
the State undertakes to punish those very people. What
would become of the law we are considering under those
circumstances?

Mr. WAGNER. The State would punish whom? I did not
understand the Senator’s question.

Mr. McKELLAR. In the Senator’'s State, as in mine, if a
prisoner is taken from an officer by a mob and killed it is a
State offense.

Mr. WAGNER. Yes.

Mr. McKELLAR. Suppose, after this measure becomes a
law, the State does not act as fast as the Senator thinks it
might—it might be previous to an election, or something of
that sort——

Mr. WAGNER. Let us forget the election for the moment.

Mr. McEELLAR. We will forget the election for the mo-
ment, but suppose for any reason the State does not act as
fast as the Senator thinks it should act, and suppose the Sen-
ator is the judge——

Mr. WAGNER. Suppose I am the sheriff.

Mr. McEKELLAR. Very well; suppose the Senator is the
sheriff, and a Federal proceeding is brought. Suppose the
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State sets in motion the necessary State machinery, and the
men are tried and convicted of taking a man away from an
officer; what would the Senator do under his law? It is so
involved, I do not know what he would do.

Mr. WAGNER. It is very simple,

Mr. McKELLAR. What would he do?

Mr. WAGNER. The Senator will find it simple when he
reads it.

Mr. McEELLAR. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. WAGNER. Let me see if I can get the facts of the
hypothetical case which the Senator cites. A lynching takes
place in my own State, the Senator says.

Mr. McCKELLAR. In the Senator’s own county.

Mr. WAGNER. Some gangsters—we call them “gang-
sters”—take a man out and lynch him. If any peace officer
of the State having jurisdiction over the particular individual
who was lynched willfully neglects to apprehend him or hold
him in custody, and through his neglect the gangsters get
hold of the individual and lynch him, he becomes guilty
under the proposed law, and would be punished by the Fed-
eral authority because he violated the fourteenth amend-
ment, and would have violated the provisions of the act. It
does not matter where it occurs.

Mr. McEKELLAR. The Senator evidently misunderstands
the question I have asked him. Suppose a high-minded
official of some State, any State, the Senator’s State, for
instance, the State prosecuting attorney, the man whose
duty it is to draw indictments——

Mr. WAGNER. Draw indictments?

Mr, McEELLAR. Yes.

Mr. WAGNER. That has nothing to do with apprehend-
ing a criminal.

Mr. McEELLAR. It is a violation of law in the Senator’s
State.

Mr. WAGNER. What?

Mr. McKELLAR. If a mob takes a man from the authori-
ties——

Mr. WAGNER. Yes.

Mr. McKELLAR. The authorities are guilty of a crime.
Suppose the State undertakes to prosecute and does prose-
cute and finds the man guilty; is the Federal Government
going to find him guilty again? Suppose the Stfate per-
forms the very duty that is put upon the Federal Govern-
ment by this measure, and a man is indicted and tried and
convicted for letting a prisoner go, and is fined or otherwise
punished

Mr. WAGNER. If the State acts, there is no reason for
the intervention of the Federal Government.

Mr. McKELLAR. It does not say so in the bill.

Mr. WAGNER. The Federal Government never does in-
tervene, as the Senator knows. If the Senator will read the
record of the cases of lynching, he will find that only one-
eighth of 1 percent of the perpetrators of the crime have
ever been convicted.

Mr. McKELLAR. In the Senator’s State?

Mr. WAGNER. No; in the history of lynching cases, the
entire history. There is no such record as that.

Mr. McKELLAR. Assuming all the lynchings in the last
year were of colored men, there was one lynching to over a
million colored citizens. Those are the facts.

Mr. WAGNER. Even one is too many.

Mr. McEELLAR. I agree with the Senator that one is too
many.

Mr. WAGNER. If we can prevent it.

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; if we can prevent it. But when
we find the States doing everything in the world they can
to prevent it, why should we interfere?

Mr. WAGNER. I do not wish to discuss this question
piecemeal, but statements have been made to the effect that
we are interfering, in the proposed legislation, with the prose-
cution of criminals by the States. The bill has nothing to
do with the prosecution of criminals by the States, nor does
it in any way interfere. The bill deals only with the offi-
cials of a State who, through their willful neglect, permit a
lynching to take place, and that is not only a State offense,
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but that is a Federal offense, as all the decisions of the United
States Supreme Court will persuade the Senator if he will
read them. If is only because of the Federal offense which
takes place, when equal protection of the law is not given to
persons within the State’s jurisdiction, that we are dealing
here with the subject at all.

Mr, McKELLAR. Mr. President——

Mr. WAGNER. I know the Senator does not agree with
me——

Mr. MCKELLAR. The Senator does not understand the
question I am asking at all. This is what the bill provides:

Whenever a lynching of any person or persons shall oceur, any
officer or employee of a State or any governmental subdivision
thereof who shall have been charged with the duty or shall have
ggssessed the auth;:rity lss sggzg officer or employee to prot«ec? such

rson or persons from lync and shall have willfull ec
refused, or failed to make all diligent efforts to 1:::-1:11:&«:%r ﬁ pb:g:
son or persons from lynching and any officer or employee of a
State ororgot‘l;e:mnentnl subdivision thereof who shall have had
custody person or persons lynched and shall have willfully
neglected, refused, or failed to make all diligent efforts to protect
such person or persons from lynching, and any officer or employee
of a State or governmental subdivision thereof who, having the
duty as such officer or employee, shall willfully neglect, refuse, or

fall to make all diligent efforts to apprehend, keep in custody, or
prosecute the members or any member of the lynching mob, shall
be guilty of a felony, ete.

That is the State law in nearly all the States in substance.
I do not mean the State laws are drawn in those exact
words, but in substance that is the State law in all the
States. I am sure it is in mine, and I think it is in all the
States.

Does the Senator intend that this measure shall apply
and the Federal Government go ahead and prosecute people
under it, although they may have been prosecuted before
under State law?

Mr. WAGNER. If an individual has already been pun-
ished for a crime which he has committed, he will not be
punished again. That is so axiomatic and trite that I
hesitate to assert it.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator from
Tennessee yield?

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield.

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator from New York says it is
axiomatic and trite; and to show there is nothing to his
contention at all, a crime may be a crime under a State law
and a crime under a Federal law, and the party may be
punished under both laws for the same offense because of
the separate jurisdictions.

Mr. McEKELLAR. There is nothing more trite than that.

Mr, CONNALLY. The doctrine of jeopardy applies only
to the same jurisdiction. I am surprised that the Senator
from New York, who poses here as a great constitutional
lawyer and whose name is whispered around as a candidate
for the Supreme Court, does not know that fundamental
principle, which any justice of the peace lawyer in my State
knows; that is, that the Federal Government can punish
for the same act for which the State punishes, provided it
is a crime.

Mr. McEKELLAR. If it is a crime under the Federal law,
the one who commits the crime can be punished under the
Federal law; and if it is a crime under the State law, he
can also be punished under the State law. I say that one
should not be punished under both laws, and there should
be some provision in the Senator’s bill, under any circum-
stances, which would prevent such a hardship upon anyone.

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, I shall not press the point
any further now, but I suggest that if there is any whisper-
ing about my candidacy for the Supreme Court it has not
been by the junior Senator from Texas.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I may say that there has
not only been whispering but lots of laughing.

Mr. WAGNER. I can understand that.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I desire to analyze the
bill g little. I wonder how many Senators have read the bill
through. Will they hold up their hands? I count three.

Mr., WAGNER. Has the Senator read it? [Laughter.]
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Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; I have.
New York hold up his hand?

Mr. WAGNER. Yes; I held up my hand.

Mr. McEELLAR. He ought to read his own bill. I did
not see the Senator’s hand raised. I did see three hands
raised. When I asked how many had read the bill, only
three Senators held up their hands.

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, there are not more than
three or four of us here.

Mr. McKELLAR. I will count them. I want to be frank.
There are 13 Senators present. Three out of the 13 have
read the bill, and there are only 13 here now.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. President, will the Senator from
Tennessee be good enough to name the Senators who held
up their hands? I should like my constituents who read
the ConcGrEssioNAL REecorp to know the names of those
Senators.

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator from North Carolina held
up his hand. There is no question about that.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of
a4 quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Neery in the chair),
Does the Senator from Tennessee yield for that purpose?

Mr, McEKELLAR. Yes.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry,
in order to settle that question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it.

Mr. BARKLEY. The last point of order that no quorum
was present was made during the speech of the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. McKeLLAr]l, when he yielded for that pur-
pose. The question naturally arises whether business has
been transacted since the last call.

Mr. McKELL.AR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to
me?

Mr. BARKLEY. In just a moment. The only business
that has been transacted, if it is business, was the insertion
in the Recorp of an article of some kind presented by the
Senator from California [Mr. McApool. If, under the rules
of the Senate, that is the transaction of business, I have no
point to make on it. I simply want to ascertain the fact
whether under the parliamentary rules that does constitute
the transaction of business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The present occupant of the
chair will say, in response to the parliamentary question
asked by the Senator from Kentucky, that through the alert-
ness of the efficient Parliamentarian, Mr. Watkins, a de-
cision in point is now before the Chair. It is to be found
on page 6621 of the ConcrEssIONAL REcorp for April 30, 1935,
on which page the following colloquy appears:

Mr. ConnarLy. Would the printing in the Recorp of any com-
munication which requires the consent of the Senate that it be
done be the transaction of business?

The Vice PresIDENT. In the opinion of the Chalir, that would be
the transaction of business.

Mr. BARKLEY. In that connection the Chair would rule
that there has been business transacted?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In view of the fact that it
is stated that a request was made for consent to print certain
material in the Recorp, and that the request was granted,
in the light of this decision the Chair would be obliged to hold
that business has been transacted.

Mr. BARKLEY, Mr. President, while I am on my feet I
wish to make a further inquiry. In the same connection the
Vice President made a ruling that when a request was made
for the insertion of something in the REecorp, and objection
was made, that did not constitute business, and would not be
ground for asking for a new roll call.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is true; provided the
objection was sustained.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I wish to say that I have
not anywhere nearly finished my speech, and I do not care
a thing in the world about having a roll call at this time, of
course. It is absolutely immaterial to me whether a roll call
is had or not. The proponents of the bill evidently feel that
they do not have to argue the case, and that it is a matter
which they can simply carry by force of numbers; so the

Did the Senator from
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question of raising the point of no quorum is immaterial to

me, I shall be glad to go on, or to suspend my remarks in

order that a roll call may be had, whichever the Senator from

f’ll‘exas desires. However, I do not want to be taken off the
0oor.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, the Chair has sustained
the point of no quorum. We are entitled to a quorum call.
I am amazed that any question should be raised about it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair has sustained the
point of no quorum, and a roll call has been ordered. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Sen-
ators answered to their names:

Adams Donahey Lodge Schwartz
Ashurst Duffy Logan Schwellenbach
Balley Ellender Lonergan Sheppard
Bankhead Frazier Lundeen Shipstead
Barkley George McAdoo Smathers
Berry Gibson MeCarran Smith

Borah Gillette McGill Steiwer
Bridges Glass McKellar Thomas, Okla.
Brown, Mich. Graves McNary Thomas, Utah
Bulkley uffey Miller Townsend
Bulow Harrlson Minton Truman

Byrd Hatch Murray Tydings
Byrnes Hayden Neely Vandenberg
Capper Herring Norris Van Nuys
Caraway Hitchcock O'Mahoney Wagner
Chavez Holt Overton ‘Walsh
Connally Johnson, Colo., Pittman Wheeler
Copeland Pope

Davis La Follette Reynolds

Dieterich Lewis Russell

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seventy-seven Senators hav-
ing answered to their names, a quorum is present.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MCKELLAR. I yield.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, on December 14 last, at
the national conference of the National Woman’s Party in
the city of Washington, Mr. Raymond Gram Swing, a na-
tionally known editor and lecturer, delivered a most interest-
ing and effective talk upon The Business Cycle and Women.
I ask unanimous consent that this paper may be printed in
the RECORD.

Mr. RFYNOLDS. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent—— .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Carolina object?

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, was consent granted to
the Senator from Wyoming?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. That was my understanding.

Mr. BARKLEY. Ishall not raise the point in this instance,
but, inasmuch as the Chair has held that during a speech
being delivered on the floor the insertion by unanimous con-
sent of anything in the Recorp constitutes business, which
may justify later a point of no quorum, I feel that these mat-
ters can be inserted at other times and that they ought not
to be inserted during the delivery of speeches. I am not
going to object, however, in this instance.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I would not have made
the request had I understood the parliamentary situation.

Mr. BARKLEY. There will be ample opportunity to insert
such matter in the Recorp before the Senate adjourns or
takes a recess.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the mat-
ter referred to by the Senator from Wyoming will be printed
in the RECORD.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, when I was interrupted
I had just reached the point where I wanted to analyze the
several sections of the pending bill. Section 2 contains really
the gravamen of the bill. I read it as follows:

Sec. 2. Any assemblage of three or more persons which shall exer-
cise or attempt to exercise by physical violence and without author-
ity of law any power of correction or punishment over any citizen
or citizens or other person or persons in the custody of any peace
officer or suspected of, charged with, or convicted of the commission
of any offense, with the purpose or consequence of preventing the
apprehension or trial or punishment by law of such citizen or citi-
zens, person or persons, shall constitute a “mob” within the mean-
ing of this act. Any such violence by a mob which results in the

death or maiming of the victim or victims thereof shall constitute
¥ " within the meaning of this act.
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As I stated awhile ago, the committee in its report bases
the constitutionality of the bill solely on the following provi-
sion of the Constitution:

No State shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge the
B s s e, bty OF Erdomty bl e
;?goesa of law; n;'ngiegay to any pérson githm its jurisdiction the
equal protection of the laws.

The Senator from New York says that provision applies
to citizens who happen to be administrative officers in the
States. I submit the distinguished Senator from New York
is mistaken as to that. It is not contended for a moment by
anyone that any State has made or has enforced or at-
tempted to enforce any law abridging the privileges or the
immunities of citizens of the United States, nor is it argued
or attempted to be argued, nor can it be argued, that any
State has deprived or intends to deprive any person of life,
liberty, or property without due process of law; nor has any
such State denied to any person within ifs jurisdiction the
equal protection of the laws. It was never intended in the
remotest degree that the crime of taking a prisoner away
from an officer in a State should come within the purview
and control of the Federal Constitution and Federal au-
thority. I challenge the Senator from New York to show
me a word in the Constitution that sanctions any such
contention. The only reference which can be made is to the
provision of the Constitution which prohibits the States
from passing through their legislatures or having finally
afirmed by their courts of last resort any law abridging
the privileges or immunities of citizens of the United States.
Any such law is prohibited, but the Senator from New York
would undertake to deprive the States of their control of
their local self-government.

The whole constitutional theory on which this bill rests
collapses, Mr. President, whenever the light of reason is
focused on it. Every State in the Union has enacted laws
prohibiting the taking of a prisoner from the custody of
peace officers or preventing the apprehension or trial or
punishment by law of a person charged with crime.

There is not the slightest question that the State has the
power to deal with such crime; it has been done for 150
years; and only the Senator from New York and the Sen-
ator from Indiana have finally found that the Federal Gov-
ernment, in some inexplicable manner, without any provi-
sion of the Constitution, has the right to invade the au-
thority and constitutions of the States. That the United
States Government has such power is not hinted at in the
Constitution; there is nothing in the Constitution about it.
There is no Senator present who can put his finger on the
provision of the Constitution which would authorize a bill
such as that now pending before the Senate.

The provision of the Constitution to which reference has
been made has not the slightest application to what is in-
tended to be done by this bill. On the contrary, the very
wording of the Constitution specifically excludes the as-
semblage of “three or more persons” referred to in the act.

If, under this pretext of authority, a county can be pun-
ished for permitting a lynching, why cannot the Federal
Government take supervision over all the criminal laws?
Why can it not be said that if three or more gangsters kill
another person and such gangsters are not apprehended and
punished, the counties shall be fined as in the case of a
Iynching? Why could not it be said if three or more
racketeers kill a person or commit any other crime and
are not apprehended and punished, the county shall be
liable to a fine? Indeed, a majority of members of the
Judiciary Committee evidently thought that gangsters and
racketeers were included, because they put a clause in the
bill specifically excluding them. If such a law can be ap-
plied to lynchers or gangsters or racketeers, why cannot the
same rule be applied to any three or more people who en-
gage in a labor dispute, in the course of which some person
is killed, and why cannot the county be fined for the killing?
Such occurrences were attempted to be excluded, showing
that the committee thought that such deaths by violence
could be supervised by the Federal Government. Why could
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not the bill also include the crimes of burglary, larceny,
breach of trust, assault and battery, or any other crime?
If the Federal Government has the power thus indirectly
to punish for lynching, then it has a similar power to pun-
ish for any other crime which the Congress saw fit to in-
clude in the provisions of the law.

I am not surprised when I find that this bill is not being
measured by the Constitution; that it is being measured by
some other force. Where that force comes from I do not
know. As I recall, there were 13 Senators present in the
Chamber a while ago. I challenged every Senafor at that
time who had read the bill to hold up his hand, and there
were only 3 hands out of 13 held up. I do not know what
the ratio of the whole Senate would be, But the Senators
are not voting for this bill under their oath under the Con-
stitution. They are voting for this bill because of propa-
ganda. Some say it is one thing and some say it is another.
I am not going to tell tales out of school, but I remember
when a similar bill was brought before the Senate on a prior
occasion—and bills such as this have been here ever since I
have been a Member of the body—that one of the leading
Members of the Senate at that time told me that he did not
approve the bill; that he did not think it was constitutional;
but he said he would be defeated in his State unless some
action were taken on it. Action was not taken on it; but,
as he was reelected by only a very slim majority, someone
must have undertaken to punish him.

I do not know why some of the Senators should be so
strongly in favor of this bill when they do not even do the
bill the credit of reading it; when they do not examine its
provisions.

Mr. CONNALLY. They are afraid to read it.

Mr. McEELLAR. The Senator from Texas suggests that
they are afraid to read it. I do not see how any man who
attempts properly to perform his duty could read this hill
and then vote for it. It is utterly inconceivable to me that
anyone who has ever read the Federal Constitufion could
for a moment imagine, much less believe, much less feel sure,
that the bill is constitutional. I do not see how anyone could
imagine it to be constitutional. If this bill is constitutional,
then the Federal Government has the power to punish any
State for permitting crap shooting. If a couple of colored
boys in my State were to shoot craps the Federal Govern-
ment could make that act a crime and send down there an
officer and arrest and punish them for shooting craps or for
violating any other law. In other words, if the principle of
this bill is correct, we have no State rights; State rights pass
out of the picture; the Federal Government may control
everything. There ought to be but one government; the
whole system of dual government of States and the National
Government are absolutely destroyed if the policy of this
bill is accepted as the law of the land. Of course, it will not
be accepted. I think that is the way many Senators think
that they will get out of the dilemma; that they will vote for
the bill and then let the Supreme Court declare it unconstitu-
tional. That may be the way to get out of it; I do not
know; but that is not the way for us to get out of it. In my
judgment, the people will forgive a man if they think he is
doing right. I remember when our good friend former Sena-
tor Shortridge took the same position some of the proponents
of the present bill are now taking he thought it would aid
in returning him to the Senate; but his place has long been
filled by another. I do not believe there is much force in
such a contention.

Every State in the Union has a law prohibiting taking a
prisoner from the custody of a peace officer. Why do Sena-
tors want to double up on their own States? Take the
State of the Senator from Alabama. That State has a pro-
vision in its law, in substance, the same as that in the pend-
ing bill, making it an offense to take a prisoner away from
the custody of an officer.

The State authorities can punish those guilty of such an
act, and they do punish them. What is the reason behind
this bill? Why is it that Senators claim that the bill is
going to pass by an overwhelming majority, and yet they
have not even taken the trouble to read it?
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A bill ought to be read by a Senator before he votes for it.
There are very few justifications for a bill passing this body
without being read. I am quite sure that nine-tenths of the
Members of this body did not know that gangsters and
racketeers were exempted from the provisions of the bill until
that fact was brought out here on the floor of the Senate.
I presume it would be undignified to address this question to
Senators—and I do not want to put my brethren in an undig-
nified position—but, frankly, if the question were put to them,
“Are you in favor of passing a bill that will deal with the
crime of lynching when only eight instances of it occurred
last year, and will not deal with the crime of murder by
gangsters, of which over 300 instances took place last year?”
I doubt if there is a man or a woman in this body who would
vote to enact the one and to exclude the other; and yet that
ic what this committee reported in favor of doing. I am
wondering whether any member of the committee voted for it.

I remember that in 1922, when a similar bill was reported
out by former Senator Shortridge, it was found that the
committee had not voted on it. They just let the bill be
reported out. Senator Shortridge was anxious to report out
the bill. He thought it would do him a great deal of good
in his State, and the bill was reported out. The result was
that the fine old gentleman who reported the bill did not get
by with it. He lost out on it in the Senate; and then, mar-
velous to relate, when he went back home the very folks he
had voted for and worked so hard for went back on him and
he was defeated.

Senators, it is just a question of what is right. What
have you against your States, that you want to take away
their rights? What have you Democrats—and I want to be
a little more direct—against States’ rights and local self-
government, for which you have always stood? What have
you against them, that you want to take away the rights of the
States and put them in the hands of the Federal authorities?

If it would work some marvelous good there might be some
excuse for your position; but you have left this problem
right here in this body for all these 45 years. At a time when
there were 231 lynchings of white persons and colored per-
sons in a year, you never did a thing about it; but now it is
proposed to take action at a time when the States are about
to solve the problem, and lynchings are about to occur no
more. I hope we shall never have another lynching; and

" we shall not have any more of them if we can prevent the
passage of any such ill-advised bill as this, It is a foolish
bill; it is a useless bill; and in my judgment it is going to
stir up more trouble than you ever dreamed of. Every State
has laws on the subject, and they are working well. They
are the only criminal laws we have that are working well,
either State or Federal.

Take the case of the law against kidnaping: The Fed-
eral Government took over that subject, and yet we had
more kidnapings in 1937 than in 1936, and we had more in
1936 than in 1935. We did not do any good with that law;
and, incidentally, we are spending about $5,000,000 annually
to help enforce it. We are spending a great deal of money
to enforce the antikidnaping law. That is the principal
thing that is being done under it. What good has it done?
Why do we waste our time over this subject under the wild
idea some persons may have that this bill, which last year
would have applied to only eight persons in the entire coun-
try, deals with a subject that needs further enforcement?

Mr. President, it is perfectly axiomatic—as the Senator
from New York [Mr. WaceNeR] said awhile ago about another
matter which was not axiomatic at all—that if we have the
right to try a man for killing another by lynching, or to
supervise his trial, we have a right to supervise the trial of
a man for murder by lying in wait, for murder by poison, for
murder by shooting, for murder by the use of a knife, or any
other kind of murder, or any other kind of violation of a
State law. Of course it is axiomatic; and such a thing never
ought to be done.

I now come to section 3 of the bill, which makes guilty of
a felony—

Any officer or employee of a State or any governmental subdi-
vision thereof who shall have been charged with the duty or shall
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have possessed the authority as such officer or employee to protect
such person or persons from lynching and shall have willfully
neglected, refused, or failed to make all diligent efforts to protect
such person or persons.

Somebody said it had to be some act of the officer or some
dereliction on his part. If he merely fails to protect the per-
son, the authority of the United States comes in, and he is
fined or imprisoned.

Mr. President, in 1931 there were 13 murders by lynching.
In 1937 there were 8 murders by lynching. In 1931 there
were 2,911 murders of other kinds in the cities of the country
having more than 100,000 population. Under the proposed
law, if all of the 2,911 prisoners had been taken from the
officers of the State or county, there would have been no
offenses against the Federal law. The offenses against the
Federal law would have been simply the 13 crimes of lynch-
ing, or, in the case of last year, the 8 crimes of lynching.

If the United States can punish a sheriff or other cus-
todial officer of a State for failure to do his duty, why can
it not punish the Governor of the State? Are we going to
do away with our Governors? Are we going to put them in
jail? If a crime is committed in a State, are we going to
do away with the officers of the State, fine them and punish
them, and send them to jail? What are we thinking about?
Here we are asked to pass a bill which would authorize the
Federal Government to step in and fine the Governor of a
State from $2,000 to $10,000 and put him in jail for not
exceeding 5 years. How would you like to have that happen
in your State?

The Governor of my State is not very friendly to me, and
I am not exceedingly friendly to him, but I am not that
much opposed to him. Even though I do not care particu-
larly for the Governor of my Sfate, I would not have him
put in jail for 5 years because a lynching took place in
Tennessee; and yet I want to say that I am so much op-
posed to lynching that if I were Governor of a State I never
would permit a lynching to take place in it. What I have
said shows how far we are going under this hill.

If the United States can punish sheriffs and Governors in
the way I have stated, why can it not punish the treasurer
of a State who absconds with the State’s money? Why
can it not punish the attorney general of a State who will-
fully refuses to do his duty, or any other officer of a State
who fails or neglects willfully to do his duty? If the United
States can thus take over the right of the States to punish
for crime or failure of State officers to do their duties, why
does not that turn over to the Federal Government entire
control of the States?

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boran] was entirely right
about the matter in his speech today. The Senator from
Idaho is a very wise man. He has a very splendid brain.
He is honest with himself, and he is honest with others, and
he is not afraid of what his action and votes will do to him
politically. I said the other day, in speaking of the senior
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grassl, that the question of
politics had not concerned him and need not concern him;
he would be elected in Virginia under any circumstances.
Why? Because he has the courage to do what he believes is
right, and to do what he believes the Constitution and laws
require him fo do.

Senators, let us not be carried away by fear of losing posi-
tion, or failing to be nominated, or failing to be elected.
Let us do our duty under the Constitution as we see it. Let
us not do it by closing our eyes and failing to read a bill that
is before us. Let us do it after reading the bill and after
considering it carefully in all of its provisions.

Mr. President, I say there is absolutely no power in our
Federal Government upon which this bill can be based.

Section 5 of the bill, which punishes the counties or other
governmental subdivisions of a State for permitting the
crime of lynching to happen within its jurisdiction, by fining
the county not less than $2,000 nor more than $10,000 for
the benefit of the next of kin, is so patently outside the
power of the Congress that if it were not a serious question it
would be laughable. How any lawyer—and I speak with due
respect to those who reported this bill—could believe, after
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having read the Constitution of the United States even cas-
ually, that such a provision is constitutional it is difficult
to understand.

The county is an integral and well-defined part of a State.
Three persons may get together and overpower an officer
and lynch a person in the custody of the officer. Those
three murderers may be from Asia, or Africa, or any other
foreign country in the world. Every single citizen of the
county—every man, woman, and child in the county—may be
absolutely opposed to the lynching of the person; and yef,
under the terms of the bill, if the county officers failed in
their duty in the slightest degree, the property of the people
of the county to the extent of $10,000 may be taken from
them and given over to the family of the person lynched.

Three racketeers from Chicago, or three gangsters from
New York City, might come down to Memphis and lynch
a person. Three tramps from Missouri might get on a
*Frisco train and come down from St. Louis and lynch a
person in Shelby County, Tenn., without the knowledge, ap-
proval, or consent of a single citizen in Shelby County; and
yet the county would be liable to the family of the lynched
person for the crime of these alien lynchers!

Is that the equal protection of the laws? Is that a power
delegated to the United States by the Constitution? The
county has done no wrong, and yet it is punished just as if
it had done wrong.

Furthermore, Mr. President, this section of the bill is abso-
lutely in the teeth of section 2 of article III of the Consti-
tution. That section provides for the settlement of a con-
troversy between the United States and a State. Section 2
provides that the judicial power of the United States—

Shall extend * * * to controversies to which the United
S8tates shall be a party; to controversies between two or more
States; between a State and citizens of another State; between
citizens of different States, * * *

In all cases * * * in which a State shall be party, the
Supreme Court shall have original jurisdiction.

So, under the very terms of the Constitution, where a
State or any of its subdivisions or any of its counties or mu-
nicipalities or other part of the State is sued, necessarily that
suit must be brought in the Supreme Court of the United
States, and this section does not so provide.

Mr. President, what is the need of such a law? I have
already shown that there has been a steady decrease in the
crime of lynching. In 1935, as I said before, 20 persons were
Iynched in the United States—2 whites and 18 Negroes.
Nine persons—all Negroes—were lynched in 1936. Eight
persons—all Negroes—were lynched in 1937. A reduction in
the number of lynchings from 231 in 1892 down to 8 in 1937
is a remarkable record, and I sincerely hope there will not be
a single lynching this year. But, Senators, if we pass this
pill, it will be regarded by many Negroes—ignorant, of
course—as a license to commit crime. They will think, after
its passage, that the Federal Government will see that they
are not lynched, and the crime for which lynching is prin-
cipally inflicted will increase, and perhaps lynchings also will
jnerease. Why not let well enough alone? Why not leave
the matter to the States, which have made such wonderful
strides in eradicating this crime?

The Negroes, too, are making a better record. The crimes
for which lynchings occur in most cases are being decreased.
You gentlemen may not know it, but you are playing with
fire. If you let the country generally know that the Federal
Government is taking steps in this matter by the passage of
a bill of this kind, you will find that ignorant Negroes,
learning about it, will be more and more inclined to commit
the crime which in most cases causes lynching. The policy
of your bill is bad, and in my judgment the purpose of it is
purely political. If left alone, there would not be a half
dozen Senators in this body who would be really interested
in the passage of this bill. The first day the bill was up
for consideration by the Senate there were not three Sena-
tors on the floor who were really interested in it, and there
were not enough Senators present to constitute a quorum
tntil roll call after roll call. I am referring to yesterday,
and the attendance today is not mueh greater.
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Senators know the bill is not a proper measure. They
know the policy underlying it is not a good one. They are
just being bludgeoned into passing it. The whites and Ne-
groes, for the most part, are getting along splendidly. Why
disturb that situation? Hundreds of murderers go unpun-
ished every year in the United States, and no hills have
been introduced to have the Federal Government take over
supervision of such crimes, but because eight people were
lynched last year it is proposed to do away with the Con-
stitution and do away with the good feeling now existing
between the races. To enact such a law would be doing the
Negroes a great injustice, and would be doing the whites a
great injustice. It would be doing the white women a great

Mr. President, if I may be pardoned for referring again to
the celebrated controversy in 1922, I recall that one of the
leading advocates of the Dyer lynching bill—and the bill
before us is practically the same measure—was the then Sen-
ator Edge, of New Jersey, and while he was pulling the motes
out of the eyes of the Southern States, in his own State
there was an open season, apparently, on preachers, My
recollection is that I read—and I think I have the clippings
yvet—that several preachers, perhaps seven, were murdered in
the Senator’s own State in that particular year. Was any-
one ever punished for those crimes? One of them was a
celebrated case, and all will recall it when I mention the
facts. It was a case of a preacher being murdered for being
very friendly with a choir singer. Everybody knew who
murdered him, the authorities all knew, but the lady impli-
cated in the case was not punished. We all know that in
our States there are other crimes besides lynching the per-
petrators of which are not punished. If there is a desire to
enforce the law, if there is a wish that the Federal Govern-
ment take over the enforcement of all State laws, why not do
it boldly, and take over the enforcement of every State law?
The States are enforcing the law against lynching. Laws
against lynching are the best enforced of all laws, by com-
mon consent. I challenged any Senator on the floor today
to mention any other crime the perpetrators of which were
being more generally punished, and no Senator could name
one such crime. Lynchings have fallen from 231, in 1892, to
8, in 1937. Why single out this one crime in order to rape
the States of their authority?

Mr. President, that is not the worst effect the enactment
of this measure would have. The relations between the
white people and the colored people in my State are ex-
ceedingly pleasant. The colored people in Tennessee, and I
think the same situation prevails in the surrounding States,
are daily improving. They are getting along well with their
white neighbors; their property is increasing; they are pro-
gressing in education; they are making wonderful strides,
and I feel proud of them. I am glad they are making such
progress. They are making strides such as no colored people
on the face of God’s globe ever made before. Why disturb
that condition? Why enact a law the necessary effect of
which would be to disturb that situation? Why enact a law
unless there is some real reason for so doing? To my mind it
would be utterly idle to enact the measure before us, and it is
idle to devote the time of the Senate to considering it.

I wish to call attention to some of the things the Negroes
have done. Their progress since the Civil War has been re-
markable. When that war ended the Negroes owned prac-
tically nothing. Today they own probably $3,000,000,000
worth of property. They own more than 25,000,000 acres of
land today, and their land holdings amount to over 35,000
square miles of territory, which is more territory than there
is in all New England.

Colored people operate over a million farms. They have
over 70,000 businesses. Over two and a half million colored
children are in school, and the schools are furnished sub-
stantially by the white people of the country. They are built
from taxes nine-tenths of which come from white people.

The property of the colored people for higher education is
worth more than $50,000,000. The expense of their educa-
tion probably reaches $75,000,000 annually, of which Negroes
raise about $4,000,000. They have over 50,000 churches and
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over 5,000,000 communicants in those churches. They have
more than 36,000 Sunday schools, and probably 2,500,000 of
their children are pupils in Sunday school. The value of
the church property is more than $200,000,000. In 1866 only
10 percent of their children over 10 years of age could read
or write, while now over 80 percent can read or write. That
is a story of progress more remarkable than that of any
other race of people. Why is there a desire to change that?
Why enact a law the inevitable effect of which would be
to disturb the conditions under which the colored people are
progressing? No one can give a good reason for such action.
There is no good answer to the guestion. The colored people
are doing splendidly in Memphis, in Tennessee, as a whole,
and in the South generally.

Many Senators will vote for the bill who perhaps never have
been associated with Negroes and do not know anything
about their problems, except, perhaps, how individual Negroes
in their particular States, or a few of them, affect the Sen-
ators. Yet, without looking at the bill, without reading the
bill, Senators will undertake to pass it.

Mr. President, those who are the so-called friends of the
colored people think they are doing them a favor in passing
this bill, but let me tell them something more about the
problem. I refer now to a Federal census. I have spoken
of the property the Negroes own, about their schools and
their colleges and various other things touching their wel-
fare. From the Federal Census of Negroes in the United
States, 1920-22, page 324, I find that there are in the United
States among Negro% the following:

Actors 2,626
Showmen 1, 504
B e e T e 63
Artists, sculptors, and teachers of art & 430
Authors, editors, and reporters i 425
Chemista assayers, and metallurgists______________________ 361
Clergymen ———- 25,034
College presidents and prnfpnﬂnm 2, 146
1ok RO SRS SR AT i ~Z 1,973
Designers, draftsmen, and inventors B 217
Lawyers, judges, and justices. R, 7 o
Musicians and teachers of music 4 10, 583
Osteopaths. = 19
PhEatGgraphers. = L 545
Physicians and SUrgeons. o —— o o ocecoeoae -- 3,885
Teachers A e e LA SN VKT 54, 683
Technical engineers_ =y 351

Civil engineers and surveyors__._
gl e Y Ot ke Ty e e e R o AT e e S el
Mechanical engineers.
Mining engineers
Trained nurses
Veterinary s ons

Other professional pursuits-_
County agents, farm demonatrat.ors R S
Librarians 'Y

Social and welfare workers.___________
Semiprofessional and recreational pursuits.

Abstractors, notaries, and justices of the peace._._-__.___. 57
Architects’ apprentices it 6
Ballroom, dance-hall, and akating-rink keepers ____________ 1,935
Chiropractors ___ e e 184
Moving pictures___ 5
Healers not elsewhere classified_ « 201
Eeepers of charitable and penal institutions_______________ 201
Keepers of pleasure resorts, race tracks, et _____ 109
Officials of lodges and societies.._ 451
Radio announcers ..... 4
Religious workers___ e I I L
Technicians and laboratory assistants 196
Theater owners, managers, and officials 166
Attendants to professional men. . oo oo 16, 098
Attendants in poolrooms, bowling alleys, and golf courses.. 2,420
Dentists’ assistants___ S hatt f 270
Helpers, motion pictures. = 14
Officlals and inspectors of States and United States________ 203
FPolicemen A gt} 1. 207
Soldiers, sailors, and marines. 4, 601
In other public-service pursuits. 1, 769

Senators, that is one of the most remarkable records that
the black race has ever made anywhere on the face of the
earth. Why do Senators want to break up this steady march
of progress? Why do Senafors want o change that situa-
tion? In 1866 these people started from scratch. They
were without funds. They were ex-slaves. Yet in the time
that has elapsed since 1866 they have made such progress as
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is indicated by what I have just read. At the behest of
somebody, I do not know whom; at the behest of some in-
terest, I do not know what; because of some suggestion, I
do not know where it comes from, the proponents of the bill
are doing everything they can to destroy what these good
people are doing. Why do the proponents of the measure
want fo interfere with the improvement of the Negroes in
education, their improvement in the artistic world, their im-
provement in the arts and sciences and in the professions?
It ought not to be done, Senators,

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

Mr. McKELLAR.. I yield.

Mr. COPELAND. I am notf sure whether or not the Sena-
tor mentioned dentists.

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; I mentioned dentists.

Mr. COPELAND. I have had contacts with literally hun-
dreds of professional men and women of the colored race.

Mr. McKELLAR. There are 1,773 Negro dentists in this
country.

Mr. COPELAND. Yes. I want to speak of the dentists
particularly.

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator from New York
for that purpose.

Mr. COPELAND. They have a very conspicuous record in
dental surgery. I have come in contact with them in the
medical profession, in the nursing profession, as laboratory
technicians, and in many branches of scientific work. I
endorse all that the Senator has said about them. We have
a very large colored population in my city and in my State,
and I have found these persons possessing all the fine quali-
ties spoken of by the Senator from Tennessee. I am glad he
has brought to the attention of the public the capabilities of
this race in the many activities of human life.

Mr. McKELLAR. I thank the Senator from New York.
I wish to say as a southern man, as the son of parents who
owned Negroes, that I feel proud of the progress of the
Negroes in this world. I think they have done well. I feel
in my heart naught except friendship for them. I do not
think they ought to be exploited for political purposes. I do
not think the present status ought to be interfered with.
I do not believe we should sit here and vote for laws that will
not have the effect Senators expect them to have.

I speak with some degree of knowledge of this matter. As
I said in the very beginning, I have lived in the same com-
munity with Negroes all my life. I have never had a differ-
ence, that I know of, with any Negro. I have never had an un-
kind thought about them. All my thoughts about them are
to aid them and to help them in their improvement in this
world. I want to see them improve. I want to see them go
forward. They are going forward, and I feel kindly toward
them. But why interfere with the progress they are making
by introducing this legislation at this late hour, when lynch-
ings have gone down from 231 annually to 8 annually?
Why, at this late hour, should the proponents of the meas-
ure undertake to bring up this question?

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

Mr, McKELLAR. I yield.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I am fully appreciative of the
very fine attitude which the Senator has toward the Negroes
of the South and of his State. I do not mean to convey any
other implication in my question. However, a few minutes
ago the Senator said that the enactment of this bill would
detract from the education of Negroes, and would tend to
stop their advancement in the arts and the sciences. I just
do not see how that can be.

Mr. McEELLAR. I did not say it in that way, Mr. Presi-
dent. I said that under the conditions as they now exist,
when we have enforcement of State law, and enjoy loecal
self-government, the colored people have made wonderful
strides. We have now had 72 years of experience under the
present laws. At one time there were nearly as many as 200
colored persons lynched in 1 year, which was horrible, which
no man can defend and no man would attempt to defend.
Now, when we have nearly blotted out lynching, and both
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white people and black people are opposed to it, at this late
date, when only eight lynchings occurred last year, why
should we undertake to stir up the race question again in
this country? I do not want it done. I want to get along
with the colored citizens of this country in peace and har-
mony. I want them to go on and prosper. I would not
take from them any right at all. I want to say to Senators,
knowing the situation as I do, that if they pass this bill and
put it on the statute books, so long as it is on the statute
books—I do not think it will stay there long, even if it is
passed—but so long as it is on the statute books the ignorant
members of that race will be led to believe that they have a
right to commit crimes which they should not commit, and
which will undoubtedly bring about more lynchings.

Mr., SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, will the Senator
again yield?

Mr. McCKELLAR. I yield.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. What is there in this bill which
would lead to the conclusion the Senator stated a few mo-
ments ago, that it might have some effect so far as advance-
ment in the arts and sciences by the: Negro race was
concerned?

Mr., McKELLAR. They will believe that the Federal Gov-
ernment is now taking charge of punishment for lynchings
and that there will be no more lynchings; and the ignorant
among them, the uninformed among them—and there are
still many of them who are ignorant and uninformed—the
uneducated ones, for the most part, and even some of those
who are educated, will, in some cases, commit crimes which
they would not commit unless they thought the Federal Gov-
ernment was going to protect them somehow under this
measure.

Mr, SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, I repeat my ques-
tion. Certainly those who have had advancement in the arts
and sciences are not these who are ignorant.

Mr. McEKELLAR. No; I am not counting those. I am
counting the ignorant among them and the criminal among
them, because there are some among them who are ignorant
and who are criminal.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. The Senator has not answered
the question I wished him to answer. The Senator said he
believed the passage of this legislation would retard the ad-
vancement of the Negroes in the arts and in the sciences.

Mr. McKELLAR. The stirring up of race hatreds, of prej-
udices, of differences, all that is bound to retard the ad-
vancement of the Negroes. There is no other answer to it.
The Senator probably has not lived in a mixed-race com-
munity, and he does not know about it. If he had lived in
Memphis for 6 months, he would know that what I say is
absolutely true.

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

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield.

Mr. COPELAND. The Senator is a great lawyer and a
great legislator. The implication of what he has said carries
to me the idea that he thinks the passage of law promotes
crime. I cannot understand that.

Mr. McKELLAR. Will the Senator permit me to inter-
rupt him at +that point?

Mr. COPELAND. Yes.

Mr. McKELLAR. I learned that in part from the Sena-
tor from New York. I have voted for prohibition in this
body time and again, and I have heard the Senator from
New York say a thousand times on this floor that the enact-
ment of the prohibition bill had infinitely increased crime in
this country.

Mr. COPELAND. I think the Senator from Tennessee is
right in his criticism.

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; I am right, because I heard the
Senator from New York say it a thousand times, and that
is what I am saying about this bill. I am right again.

Mr. COPELAND. I did say that about prohibition, and I
think the rebuke the Senator has given me is a very just
one. I did think, and I still think, that that particular law
promoted crime; but I can hardly think of the prohibition
law as parallel with this law. I also want to resist at once
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the thought which may be in the Senator’s mind that any
man favoring this bill seeks to refiect at all upon fine
characters such as the Senator from Tennessee,

Mr. McEKELLAR. Oh, I know there is no such thought. I
do not charge the Senator with that.

Mr. COPELAND. There can be no doubt that the Sena-
tor from Tennessee and others opposing this bill are just as
sincere in every sense as those who are proposing the bill
My observation has been, however, that in my own com-
munity—and I live in a community having perhaps the
largest colored population of any city in the world—the fine
persons represented by the long list mentioned by the Sena-
tor are shocked and humiliated by what they feel to be an
attack upon their race. To my mind, the strongest argu-
ment the Senator could make would be along the line of the
invasion of the rights of the State and the obligations of the
State. I should feel about the people of any other race and
any other color exactly as I do about the people of this
particular race and this particular color.

Mr. McEELILLAR, Mr. President, I wonder if the Senator
does feel that way. For instance, in 1934, according to the
Negro Year Book of that year, there were 15 lynchings of
colored people; 8 of the 15 were due to the crime of rape.
Has not the Senator some little feeling in his kindly heart—
I know it is kindly, because I have seen its workings exhibited
many times—for the eight females who were raped in those
cases? Has not the question two sides? Will not the Senator
admit that, while he has the kindest feeling for the colored
race, he also has some little sympathy for the eight poor,
helpless, defenseless white females who were injured in
connection with those crimes?

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I should not care what
the color or race of the violator of the law might be; if there
is proof in any case that a colored man or a white man
or a yellow man has committed that terrible crime I should
be in favor of dealing with him to the extreme limit of the
law. I want it done under the law, however.

Mr. McKELLAR. I agree with the Senator entirely.

Mr. COPELAND. I do not want to have that man, whether
he is white or black, taken out to be hanged to a telephone
pole or to have the bottom of his feet burned. I want
him dealt with in accordance with the humane laws of all
the States of the Union, If that had been the experience
of the past, this bill would never be here. I do not pretend
for a moment to say that I live in a State which is pure and
that indecencies do not occur in it; but whether violation of
law occurs in my State, or the State of Tennessee, or any
other State, I want the violator of the law to be dealt with
vigorously and speedily in accordance with the law.

Mr. McEELLAR. Mr. President, let me ask the Senator
a question. Does he not feel exactly the same way about
the commission of the crime of rape? Why not include
the crime of rape as well as the crime of lynching? Here is
an Associated Press dispatch of January 6 from Marion, Ark.,
which is right across the river from Memphis—I do not
believe the Senator from New York was here at the time I
read it before, and I call his attention to it again—stating
that two young colored men from Memphis went over into
the swamps of Arkansas and found on the road a young
white girl and raped her. Has not the Senator a little
sympathy for the victim of that kind of a crime? Why not
put that sort of a crime in this bill? Does not the Senator
believe in punishing under the law the crime of rape?

Mr. COPELAND. 1 certainly do, whether the sinner is
white or black; and I can think of no more terrible crime.

Mr. McKELLAR. I am glad to hear the Senator say that.

Mr. COPELAND. I have in my heart the feeling that we
do not deal very wisely with our youth. -A great many
young children, young boys and girls, grow to manhood and
womanhood who are without character, and in whose behalf
no effort has been made on the part of the public authorities
to see that they are led by the hand into decent, moral
ways of living.

If the Senator will bear with me, there is a great moral
obligation resting upon the American people; and, to my
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mind, the public schools, both North and South, must be
used with the thought of the development of character
more than of scholarship.

So I do not see that the case mentioned by the Senator
from Tennessee has any particular bearing upon the argu-
ment. We want to prevent lynching and every other illegal
act in cases in which individuals assume the authority of
the law. I do not care whether the illegal act relates to
lynching, or rape, or what it may be. We have orderly
government in America, and we expect the Government to
deal with such cases. We expect the Government to be
preserved and to be protected, and to be so molded that
it can deal with these great problems; and I think we are
failing in many directions.

Mr. McKELLAR. Before I go further, let me say to the
Senator from New York that according to the records of the
Senator’s own State, while I have not the exact number,
there were in his State many more racketeer or gangster
killings last year that have not been punished than there
were lynchings throughout the whole country. Does not
the Senator think gangster and racketeer killings ought to
be included in this bill if the States fail to punish them?

Mr. COPELAND. If the Senator will recall, I have been
and am chairman of the Committee on Crime; and, if the
Senator will remember, I brought forward from my com-
mittee many bills dealing with the racketeer and the kid-
naper.

Mr. McKELLAR. But the enactment of those bills has
not prevented those crimes.

Mr. COPELAND. I think I may say I am the father of
the law which gives rise to a presumption of interstate crime
if a period of 6 days elapses after the disappearance of an
individual. I then favored an increase in the power of the
Federal Government to deal with these offenders. I feel just
exactly as unkindly toward the racketeer and the kidnaper
and the gambler——

Mr. McKELLAR. And the rapist.

Mr. COPELAND. And the rapist, and all other criminals.
I do not care whether they live in the State of New York,
in the county of Rockland, or in the State of Tennessee; I
want them vigorously dealt with. If that can be betier done,
to the protection of society, by the enactment of Federal
laws, I am willing to go far in that direction; and I confess
that the only doubt I have about the propriety of enacting
this bill is the question of the invasion of the right and duty
of the State. That is where my problem lies. It does not
deal at all with what we should do with the rapist. It does
not deal at all with what should be done with the eriminal
of any other type. Any man who is a menace to society
should be dealt with by some branch of our law in order that
society may be protected.

I will go as far as the Senator from Tennessee will go, and
I think perhaps a little bit further, because I have already
said that I brought to the Senate and am glad to have had
enacted into law various Federal statutes which have to do
with racketeers and kidnapers. I have no brief for them.
I wish they might all be boiled in oil tomorrow morning, if
that could be done by legal enactment.

Mr. McKELLAR. Then, as I understand the Senator, if
an amendment is offered to include in the bill racketeers and
gangsters and rapists, the Senator will vote for it.

Mr. COPELAND. I shall be very much inclined to do so.

Mr. McKELLAR. I just wanted to ascertain the position
of the Senator.

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

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. I understand that the Senator from
Tennessee will not be able to finish his remarks tonight.

Mr. McKELLAR. Not tonight.

Mr. BARKLEY. Therefore we might as well suspend
at this time.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I understand that the
Senator from Kentucky is about to move a recess until
tomorrow.

IEXEOT—11
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Mr. BARELEY. Yes, Mr. President.

Mr. HARRISON. Is there to be an all-day session fo-
morrow?

Mr. BARELEY. The plan is to meet at 11 o’clock and
adjourn earlier than we adjourn on other days.

Mr. HARRISON. I give notice that on Monday next, at
the convening of the Senate, I shall address myself to this
bill, not with the idea of delaying or filibustering in any
way but of discussing it on the facts.

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

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield.

Mr. CONNALLY. I had understood that the Senator
from Kentucky had heretofore advised a number of Sena-
tors that there would be no session tomorrow. I was hope-
ful that that was the case. A great many Senators wish
to be out of the city, and I doubt very much if the Senator
will make a great deal of progress by having a session on
Saturday.

Mr. BARKLEY. I will say to the Senator from Texas
that on yesterday I was asked whether or not we would
have a session tomorrow, and in practically every case I
said yesterday that I did not know; but after conferring with
numerous Senators on both sides it seems to be the desire
that we have a session tomorrow, beginning earlier and
adjourning earlier than usual. It is true that a number
of Senators are absent because they have gone away to at-
tend Jackson Day banquets, and no criticism can be di-
rected toward them for their absence on that account. In
all probability there will be no vote tomorrow on anything
in connection with the bill, and it has occurred to me and
to other Members of the Senate that we ought to spend
the day in part, at least, in debating this measure. For
that reason I contemplate moving that the Senate take a
recess until 11 o’clock tomorrow morning.

Mr. CONNALLY. Let me say to the Senator that no per-
sonal consideration moves the Senator from Texas, because
he expects to be here tomorrow.

Mr. BARKLEY. I appreciate that.

Mr. CONNALLY. My suggestion was on behalf of Sen-
ators who would be inconvenienced by a session tomorrow.

Mr. BARKLEY. I really do not think any Senator will
be inconvenienced by a session tomorrow, because in all
likelihood those who are away will not miss any vote; and
it seems to me those who are in the city, constituting more
than a quorum, can come here for a while fomorrow and
work on this measure.

INTERNATIONAL SEED TESTING ASSOCIATION CONGRESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate a mes-
sage from the President of the United States, which was
read, and, with the accompanying paper, referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations, as follows:

To the Congress of the United Stales of America:

I commend to the favorable consideration of the Congress
the enclosed report from the Secretary of State to the end
that legislation may be enacted authorizing and requesting
the President of the United States to invite the International
Seed Testing Association to hold its ninth congress in the
United States in 1940 and to invite foreign countries to par-
ticipate in that congress; and also to provide an appropria-
tion of $500, or so much thereof as may be necessary, for the
expenses of official entertainment by the United States at
the Ninth International Seed Testing Congress.

FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT.

TreE WHiTE HouUsE, January 7, 1938.

[Enclosure: Report.]

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

As in executive session,

Mr. McEELLAR, from the Committee on Appropriations,
reported favorably the nomination of Will G. Metz, of Wyo-
ming, to be State administrator in the Works Progress
Administration for Wyoming,
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He also, from the Committee on Post Offices and Post
Roads, reported favorably the nominations of several post-
masters.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reports will be placed
on the Executive Calendar.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NeeLy in the chair), as
in executive session, laid before the Senate messages from
the President of the United States submitting several nomi-
nations, a treaty, and a convention, which were referred to
the appropriate committees.

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

RECESS

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate take a recess until
11 o’clock tomorrow morning.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o'clock and 10 min-
utes p. m.) the Senate toock a recess until tomorrow, Satur-
day, January 8, 1938, at 11 o'clock a. m.

NOMINATIONS

Erxecutive nominations received by the Senate January 7
(legislative day of January 5), 1938
AMBASSADORS EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY
_ Hugh R, Wilson, of Illinois, now an Assistant Secretary of
State, to be Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary
of the United States of America to Germany, vice William E.
Dodd.

Joseph P. Kennedy, of New York, to be Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the United States of
America to Great Britain, vice Robert Worth Bingham,
deceased.

Envoy EXTRAORDINARY AND MINISTER PLENIPOTENTIARY

Norman Armour, of New Jersey, now Envoy Extraordinary
and Minister Plenipotentiary to Canada, to be Ambassador
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the United States of
America to Chile, vice Hoffman Philip, retired.

NatroNAL MEDIATION BOARD

George A. Cook, of Illinois, to be a member of the National
Mediation Board for the remainder of the term expiring Feb-
ruary 1, 1939, vice James W. Carmalt, deceased.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
FRIDAY, JANUARY 7, 1938

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered
the following prayer:

Thou who art the light of the world, light for the morning,
light for the noonday, and light for the eveningtide, help us
to fasten our trust on truths which will bring ever-brighten-
ing triumphs. We pray Thee that we may have that vision
of God which no man or nation can leave out. The whole
universe is a temple of Jehovah; it throbs with the infinite
presence of the Most High. May we see His hand of salva-
tion and hear His voice proclaiming that justice, good will,
and the rule of Jesus are the hope of the world. Almighty
God, make us unafraid and fearless in the presence of criti-
cism and opposition. Grant, our Father, that the present-
day problems may challenge the resources of our Christian
faith and courage. Instead of the thorn shall come the fir
tree, and instead of the brier shall come up the myrtle tree;
and it shall be unto the Lord for a name, for an everlasting
sign that shall not be cut off. In the name of our Savior.
Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
A message in writing from the President of the United
States was communicated to the House by Mr. Latta, one of
his secretaries.
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RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE, UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURTS

Mr., LAMBETH. Mr, Speaker, from the Committee on
Printing I report back favorably (H. Rept. No. 1663) a reso-
lution and ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read as follows:

House Resolution 395

Resolved, That 9,000 additional coples of House Document 460,
current session, entitled “A letter from the Attorney General of
the United States transmitting the Rules of Civil Procedure for the

District Courts of the United States,” be printed for the use of the
House document room.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield
for a question?

Mr, LAMBETH. I yield.

Mr. COCHRAN. Does not the gentleman feel that it
would be fairer to the Members of the House if the dis-
tribution were through the folding room instead of the
House document room? This is a very, very important
document. I think it would be more fair if the resolution
provided for the distribution of the documents through the
folding room; then we would all get our fair share. I have
had four telegrams this morning asking me for copies of this
document.

Mr. LAMBETH. Replying to the gentleman from Missouri
I may say that if this quantity, which is the amount re-
quested by the chairman of the Committee on the Judiciary,
should not be sufficient, there will be a reprint. Replying
further to the gentleman I may say that it has been the
experience of our committee in relation to the distribution of
documents that when the distribution is through the folding
room with equal quantities allotted to each Member, there
is always an unused surplus piled up. That is the reason
for having the distribution through the document room. I
can assure the gentleman that if this quantity should not
prove adequate, additional copies will be made available.

Mr. COCHRAN. That will be satisfactory to me.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the resolution offered
by the gentleman from North Carolina.

The resolution was agreed to.

ELECTION TO COMMITTEES

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr, Speaker, I offer a privileged reso-
lution, which I send to the Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

House Resolution 396

Resolyed, That the following-named Members be, and they are
hereby, elected members of the standing committees of the House
of Representatives, as follows:

Naval Affairs: WiLriam S. Jacossew, Iowa.

Public Lands: GomMeErR SmiTH, Oklahoma.

Patents: CHARLES L. SouTH, Texas; CHARLEsS A. BuckxLEY, New
York.

Revision of the Laws: Gomer SmrrH, Oklahoma.

World War Veterans' Legislation: THomaAs A, FLAHERTY, Massa~
chusetts.

Expenditures in the Departments: THoMAS A.
FLaaerTY, Massachusetts.
Roads: BeverLy M. VincenT, Eentucky.

The resolution was agreed to.

ANNIVERSARY OF THE BATTLE OF NEW ORLEANS

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Speaker, tomorrow being the one
hundred and twenty-third anniversary of the Battle of New
Orleans, I ask unanimous consent to extend my remarks at
this point in the REcorp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Louisiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Speaker, January 8 marks the
one hundred and twenty-third year since the great Battle of
New Orleans, Because of its importance to the welfare of
our Nation, I offer an appropriate treatise in commemora-
tion of the Nation’s second greatest battle, which ended the
War of 1812.

After its unsuccessful attack on Fort McHenry, Baltimore,
during the War of 1812—the attack which inspired Francis
Scott Key to write The Star-Spangled Banner—the British
Fleet, consisting of some sixty-odd great ships, transported
the British Army down Chesapeake Bay, and approximately
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late in October of 1814 sailed for the West Indies, where
these forces were augmented by several veteran regiments
of the British Army, waiting in the West Indies, to make a
concentrated assault on the city of New Orleans. On No-
vember 26, 1814, this great fleet, half of which were formida-
ble warships, disembarked for the Louisiana shore. Con-
siderably over 10,000 men were aboard this fleet on the way
to attack New Orleans.

On December 23, 1814, an advance guard of the British
forces floated across Lake Borgne and up Bayou Bienvenu
and effected a landing. From there they proceeded to ad-
vance to within 8 miles of the city, capturing the Villere Plan-
tation. The peril that beset New Orleans had been realized
in advance by Andrew Jackson, who had proceeded to com-
mand a force of Americans for defense of the Crescent City.
General Jackson had mustered Volunteers from Kentucky,
Mississippi, and Louisiana. When the British forces were
capturing the Villere Plantation, Major Villere, however,
had escaped and went to warn General Jackson of their
coming., The great bell of St. Louis Cathedral rang out in
alarm, and then the militia and Volunteers poured into
Place de’Armes from all quarters of the city. General Jack-
son had time to construct earthwork defenses against his
opponent’s artillery and to mobilize an army of approxi-
mately 6,000 men, which consisted of Kentuckians, Mississip-
pians, and Louisianians. Then the day came on which the
British were to climax their campaign. As soon as darkness
and fog lifted, General Pakenham, in command of the
British forces, ordered an attack on the American entrench-
ments. As the British advanced they were met by a furious
rifle fire. Pakenham and two of his generals fell mortally
wounded. In less than 2 hours the British forces on the
east side of the Mississippi River were routed and so de-
moralized that the British command ordered a retreat on
the western bank also.

The Battle of New Orleans was the last engagement be-
fore the Treaty of Ghent became effective. The treaty was
ratified by the United States on February 17, 1815, 40 days
after the Battle of New Orleans.

The Battle of New Orleans ended the wars with Great
‘Britain.

The grateful people of New Orleans will on the morrow
commemorate the one hundred and twenty-third anniver-
sary of this great battle on the plains of Chalmette, where
they erected a suitable monument. Development of the
Chalmette area as a historical reservation commenced in
1840 and was continued by the State of Louisiana and the
Louisiana branch of the Daughters of 1812, who took a
prominent part in erection of this memorial. It was de-
clared a national reservation in 1907, since which time it
has been under jurisdiction of the United States Govern-
ment.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp on the subject of the
Tom Mooney case.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent t8 extend my own remarks in the Recorp and
to include a radio address I delivered.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Washington?

There was no objection.

THE LUDLOW RESOLUTION

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for 2 minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Alabama?

There was no objection.

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, just as we frequently pass
familiar objects without seeing them, and fail to hear famil-
iar sounds, loud though they be, we are all too prone to
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assume that facts which are by their very nature common
knowledge to us are equally well known to our neighbor and
the public.

There is a matter of widespread national—yea; interna-
tional—interest which is so well known to us here that I
think we, including the gentlemen of the press, have over-
looked the fact that it is not also common knowledge through-
out the world. I regard it as highly important to the welfare
of the Nation that all possible publicity be given to the
correction of the widespread misunderstanding which I am
sure exists in the minds of so many of our people and our
friends in foreign countries relative to the Ludlow petition,
which will have our attention Monday.

Having very seriously reflected upon the possible effects
of the completion of the distinguished gentleman from In-
diana’s petition to amend the Constitution so that a national
referendum will be necessary before war may be declared
except when our country is invaded, I have frequently won-
dered from the beginning if our people were not laboring
under a misunderstanding of the conditions leading up to
the completion of this petition only 2 days following the
sinking of the Panay. I have hoped that some one whose
every word is eagerly devoured by the public would explain
the situation. If this has occurred it completely escaped
my attention, although my natural interest has prompted
me to follow the matter very closely in the press.

All Members of the House know, and this knowledge is
probably rather widespread among our people, that this war
referendum has been the hobby and the main objective of
one of the most highly respected and greatly beloved Mem-
bers of this body for several years, and that he has written
a very interesting book on the subject. All Members of the
House know, but I do not think the public does, that this
petition was filed on April 17, 1937, several months before
the beginning of the unpleasantness between China and
Japan and much longer prior to the sinking of the Panay.
We all know, but the public does not, that many Members
of the House who do not believe in the principle involved,
were sorely tempted to sign the petition because of their
friendship and regard for its distinguished author, and their
knowledge of the depth of his interest therein. Some doubt-
less did so sign it many months ago. We know, but many
citizens of America, Japan, and other foreign countries do
not, that when the regular session adjourned last August,
several months before the sinking of the Panay, approxi-
mately 180 names had been signed to this petition.

These facts present an entirely different situation from
the one I am confident is generally believed to exist by those
outside of this body and the one across the Capitol. To
illustrate, while in conversation recently with an attaché of
an embassy which is peculiarly interested in the meaning,
possibilities, and outcome of this resolution, inquiry devel-
oped the fact that even he labored under the impression
that this petition was filed only recently, and that Members
of the Congress all but ran over each other as they rushed
up 218 strong and attached their signatures thereto since
the sinking of the Panay.

I believe the great majority of my colleagues, including
those who signed this petition, will heartily share my keen
desire that the world realize that neither the far eastern
situation in general nor the sinking of the Panay in particu-
lar threw the Congress of the United States into such panic
and that only a comparatively few signatures were attached
to it after this incident. [Applause.]

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES—INTER-
NATIONAL SEED TESTING ASSOCIATION (H. DOC. NO. 472)

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following mes-
sage from the President of the United States, which was
read, and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs and ordered printed.

To the Congress of the United States of America:

I commend to the favorable consideration of the Congress
the enclosed report from the Secretary of State to the end
that legislation may be enacted authorizing and requesting
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the President of the United States to invite the International
Seed Testing Association to hold its ninth congress in the
United States in 1940 and to invite foreign countries to par-
ticipate in that Congress; and also to provide an appropria-
tion of $500, or so much thereof as may be necessary for the
expenses of official entertainment by the United States at
the Ninth International Seed Testing Congress.
FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT.
TrE WHITE HOUSE, January 7, 1938.
[Enclosure: Report.]

SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the provisions of title 20,
section 43, United States Code, the Chair appoints as
Regents of the Smithsonian Institution the following Mem-
bers of the House: Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH, Mr. CanNoN of Mis-
souri, and Mr. GIFFORD.

INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATION BILL, 1939

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House
resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill
(H. R. 8837) making appropriations for the Executive Office
and sundry independent executive bureaus, boards, commis-
sions, and offices for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939,
and for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill H. R. 8837, the independ-
ent offices appropriation bill, 1939, with Mr. Lanaam in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to
the gentleman from New York [Mr, O'CoNNOR].

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Chairman, on Monday
next when the so-called Ludlow petition comes before the
House for consideration there will only be 20 minutes’ debate,
10 of which may be allotted to me in opposition. Part of
this time I propose to allot to other Members. For this rea-
son in advance of Monday I should like to submit to the
House certain views which I entertain in reference to the
resolution, first, from the parliamentary standpoint, and,
second, in connection with the merits of the resolution.

Mr. Chairman, when the so-called Ludlow discharge peti-
tion was completed with its two hundred and eighteenth sig-
nature on December 14, 1937, I then called the attention of
the House to the anomalous parliamentary procedure in-
volved.

The discharge petition was directed against the Rules Com-
mittee to “discharge” it from the consideration of a matter,
the Ludlow referendum on war, which was never before that
committee but is still pending before the Judiciary Committee.

It is true that the procedure underlying the petition was
technically correct under the discharge Yule as it now stands,
but such a vehicle for parliamentary procedure should never
have been created and should have long since been repealed.
It is senseless.

It is true again that there was pending before the Rules
Committee a resolution or a “rule” to bring the Ludlow
amendment before the House, and that just cne Member of
the House communicated with the chairman of the Rules
Committee in reference to it. But the bill itself, or the House
Joint Resolution 199, for a referendum on war, was, and still
is, before the Judiciary Committee and has never been acted
on by that committee.

The Rules Committee is one arm of the representative
system of government long established in this country and
continued in this House. The Members of the House repre-
sent their districts and the country. The committees of this
House represent the Members. The Rules Committee repre~
sents the organization of this House and its committees.

It would be entirely destructive of that representative sys-
tem if the Rules Committee should act on a matter pending
before a legislative committee before the latter committee
had taken action on the measure. Such a usurpation would
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not be tolerated for one moment by the committees or the
Members.

There has been a great deal of confusion recently in the
minds of the public, inflamed by newspaper accounts, as to
“usurpation of power” by the Rules Committee. That con-
fusion of thought prevailed to a great extent in reference
to the wage and hour bill, which represented the situation
where a legislative committee had reported the bill. The
same situation existed as to the Frazier-Lemke bill. Both
bills had been reported by a legislative committee. The Rules
Committee is not a legislative committee. No bills are re-
ferred to it, and consequently no bills can be smothered in
the Rules Committee, as is the constant charge in the press
and sometimes on the floor of this House.

The Rules Committee did not “block” or “smother” the
wage and hour bill. It could not do so if it so desired. That
bill was on the regular calendar of the House and was before
the House and would be reached in its regular order. The
only complaint filed against the Rules Committee was that
the committiee would not expedite the consideration of the bill
out of its regular course. The ultimate fate of the bill, after
its forced consideration ahead of time, was the same as that
of the Frazier-Lemke hill.

The situation as to the Ludlow amendment, as far as the
Rules Committee is concerned, is identical with that of the
antilynching bill, neither of which measures were or ever
could be before the Rules Committee. Complaint could have
properly been made against the Rules Committee if it had
presumed to act on either measure.

So it is ridiculous to refer to this motion as one to dis-
charge the Rules Committee.

To point out the vagaries of atlempting to legislate by
the discharge-petition method, let me narrate the following
from recent experiences:

No bill has ever yet become a law by the method of dis-
charging a committee.

It has been widely hailed as a democratic method. It
surely is not any vehicle of representative government.
Rather is it the town-meeting method or “pure democracy”—
the first invitation to a dictator.

For instance, 218 Members signed the Frazier-Lemke peti-
tion. They were immediately enshrined as the “friends of
the farmer,” but only 142 Members voted for the bill.

As to the wage and hour bill, 218 signed the petition.
Immediately labor organizations throughout the country
hailed these 218 as the “friends of labor,” and the only
friends of labor in the House of Representatives. One
enthusiastic labor group published their names in a brochure
so that posterity might read.

Within a few days, however, 10 of these friends of labor
changed their minds and voted against discharging the Rules
Committee and bringing the bill before the House for con-
consideration.

Of the 218 who signed the petition to discharge, 31 voted
for the motion to recommit the bill—in effect, to kill the bill.

Two hundred and eighty-five Members voted to discharge
the Rules Committee so that the wage and hour bill might
be considered. Of these 285, however, 85 Members voted to
recommit the bill—in effect, to kill it.

Already the signers of the Ludlow petition have diminished
by three, because one signer has died and two have resigned
their seats.

In a representative set-up, such as this House has, there is
absolutely no need or justification for any discharge rule,
There is not 1 chance in 100,000 that any committee would
arbitrarily refuse to act on any bill which commanded the
interest and support of a majority of the Members of this
House. The committees are elected by the House. The ma-
jorities on the committees are members of the majority
party and subject to the will of that majority in party caucus
and otherwise. An arbitrarily recalcitrant committee could
be readily made to act through the organization of this House
without this extra legislative method of petition—one of the
greatest vehicles for demagogy ever devised.

To show further the practical impossibility of legislating by
petition rather than through the representative system of
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committees, let me point out the enormous amount of busi-
ness before Congress at all times and the impossibility of the
consideration of every measure introduced in any one Con-
gress.

Take the Seventy-fourth Congress, the last, for instance.
In that Congress, like most Congresses, there were introduced
in the House of Representatives 14,292 bills, joint resolutions,
concurrent resolutions, and simple resolutions. In the Senate
the number was 5,453, making a grand total of 19,745 meas-
ures introduced in both bodies.

It is true that of this number 11,346 were private bills,
usually for the relief of one individual, but this left 8399
public bills, those of general interest to and affecting all the
people.

In this clogged legislative mill our committees of the House
ground out, or reported, 3,087 bills. It is also interesting to
note that of the 3,087 bills so reported, the House of Repre-
sentatives passed 2,845 bills, or only 242 bills less than the
total number reported. All this labor of picking the wheat
from the chaff involves tremendous labors on our committees,

The bills which finally became law totaled 1,722, of which
985 were public bills and 737 private bills.

So that of the total of 19,745 entrants in this legislative
contest only 1,722 finished.

No method other than the representative committee sys-
tem has yet been devised that could equal this record. If
legislation were considered to any extent by the discharge-
petition method, not one-tenth of the above work could ever
be accomplished.

So much for the parliamentary situation arising out of
this Ludlow petition. That situation should alone justify the
defeat of the motion to discharge.

Now, as to the merits of the Ludlow amendment for a
referendum on war. That proposal, House Joint Resolution
199, seeks to amend the Constitution of the United States
to provide, in its important part, that—

Except in the event of an invasion of the United States or its
territorial possessions and attack upon its citizens residing therein,
the authority of to declare war shall not become effective

until confirmed by a majority of all votes cast thereon in a Nation-
wide referendum * * *,

It should be at once noted that unless both contingencies
happen, an invasion and an attack upon our citizens, the
existing right in Congress to declare war is taken away from
the representative branch of the Government. There could
be an invasion by the enemy occupying our country, but
unless they attacked our citizens, Congress and the President
would be powerless. Such a proposal is pure democracy to
the nth degree, and its possible consequences are beyond
conception.

The Members of Congress are directly elected by the
people and subject to removal at least every 2 or 6 years.
It is beyond imaginable possibility that they could ever be
so unacquainted with the attitude or the wishes of their
constituents as to declare war against the will of the people.
That just could never happen in a representative democracy.

This proposal, however, would tie the hands of Congress
from exercising the most important power vested in it under
the Constitution, unless there was an attack, until there was
held a Nation-wide referendum oh the question: Shall the
United States declare war on ?

Machinery would have to be set up for this referendum.
How long it would take to arrange for the balloting and how
long it would take to count the votes no one has suggested.
In the meantime, the enemy could be sitting on all our door-
steps and possibly ocoupying our beds; and in the meantime,
the “attack™ might come.

Suppose the vote were taken and suppose it only ecarried
by a bare majority or even by 2 to 1. What & consolation to
the enemy or other nations that our house was divided
against itself. Could compulsory conscription ever be sue-
cessful under such circumstances? And how far would con-
scription succeed, say, in some State where the votes, possibly
because of racial affiliation, were cast against declaring war?

No one wants war; and there is no indication that Congress
is in any mood to declare war against any nation; but it is
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the opinion of many thoughtful persons that the passing of
this proposal would inevitably lead to war rather than keep
us out of war.

There is no question that the present sentiment of this
country is against war and that the majority of the pro-
ponents of this measure in Congress and among our citizens
are sincere in their support of this proposal. Such support
from the fathers and mothers in our country, the women's
organizations, our churches, and other bodies is prompted
by the highest patriotic motives.

Honest pacifiicism cannot be criticized.

The same cannot be said, however, of some organizations
which have been active in the drive and in disseminating
propaganda. Some are inspired by racial ties to other na-
tions. Others have played upon the emotions of our people
and developed a “racket” to enrich themselves by collecting
dues and being paid for speeches. For some time an investi-
gation of this “racket” has been under consideration.

Who, on the other hand, are against the proposal?

The President of the United States, charged with negotia-
tions with other nations, is well known to be opposed to the
measure, and especially at this time of war in the Far East.

Our distinguished Secretary of State, Mr. Hull, is well
known to be opposed to the proposal.

Others included are leading editorial writers of the coun-
try; Mr. Henry L. Stimson, former Secretary of War; ex-
Governor Landon, of Eansas; and the Veterans of Foreign
Wars and the American Legion. Surely the latter two or-
ganizations should, after their experience, be unbiased
authorities on the subject.

Their reasons have been set forth at full in the public
press and need not be restated here except to say that they
all agree that—

Instead of preventing war the Ludlow proposal would in-
volve us in war.

It would require a tremendous increase in our Army and
its fortifications.

Our Navy would be useless because mere invasion would
not justify any defensive action. Indeed, it might be en-
tirely sunk in foreign waters before we could act.

While other unfortunate possibilities might be enumer-
ated, it should be sufficient to say that the plan would
paralyze our Nation’s defense in some great emergency, from
which catastrophe we might never emerge. [Applause.]

Mr, WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes
to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. ENuTsoN].

Mr. ENUTSON. Mr. Chairman, it is very patent to me
that preceding speakers were not Members of this body dur-
ing the war Congress or I think they would have phrased
their talks along other lines. Champ Clark used to say,
“If there is anything more cowardly than one Congressman
it is two Congressmen.”

The trouble with continuing the power to declare war in
our national legislative body is that there are too many Mem-
bers of the House who are potential candidates for the Senate,
and in the Senate there are too many potential candidates
for the Presidency. That is one reason I am for the Ludlow
amendment.

Mr, Chairman, I was a Member of this House when the
war resolution came before it for consideration back in
April 1917, and I recall that there were scores of Members of
the House who at that time would have voted against the
declaration of war if there had been a secret ballot, but by
reason of pressure put on them by highly organized minorities
from back home, in the form of telegrams, long-distance
calls, and so forth, were coerced into voting for it. They
lacked the backbone to vote against war, as they wanted to.
I recall a Member from a Midwestern State who had lost
a son on the Mexican border a few months before the war
resolution came up for consideration. This man repeatedly
stated, “I cannot vote for war.” What did the war crowd
do? They sent him a couple of bushels of telegrams from
back home telling him to “stand by the President,” and he
gave in, as did scores of others under similar circumstances.

Mr. Chairman, this thing is too big to longer lodge in the
hands of a political body. Let us give this power to those
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who will have to do the fighting and pay the bills. Mention
has been made of the delay in getting a war referendum
through. We know in 2 days who has been elected Presi-
dent. I can only recall one time to the contrary, and that
was in 1916 when it took perhaps 3 or 4 days before the final
determination was known.

It is plain to me that some of the Members who have
taken occasion to speak against the Ludlow amendment, de-
claring that it would place us at the merey of the world,
have not read or studied the resolution. Let us read the
resolution and see just what it says. It reads as follows:

Joint resolution proposing an amendment to the Constitution of
the United States to provide for a referendum on war

Resolved, by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled (two-thirds of
each House concurring therein), That the following article is pro-
posed as an amendment to the Constitution of the United States,
which shall be valid to all intents and purposes as a part of the
Constitution when ratified by the legislatures of three-fourths of
the several States.

“ARTICLE —

“SectioN 1. Except in the event of an invasion of the United
States or its Territorial possessions and attack upon its citizens re-
siding therein, the authority of Congress to declare war shall not he-
come effective until confirmed by a majority of all votes cast thereon
in a Nation-wide referendum. Congress, when it deems a national
crisis to exist, may by concurrent resclution refer the question of
war or peace to the citizens of the States, the guestion to be voted
on being, Shall the United States declare war on ? Congress
may otherwise by law provide for the enforcement of this section.”

Wherein does the Ludlow resolution place us at the mercy
of a foreign foe? I call your particular attention to section
1, which reads:

Except in the event of an invasion of the United States or its
Territorial possessions and attack upon its citizens residing therein,
the authority of Congress shall not become effective until con-
firmed by a majority of all the votes cast thereon in a Nation-
wide referendum.

That language is, of course, susceptible of but one con-
struction and that is that our Army or Navy shall not be sent
to foreign countries to fight without the express approval of
g majority of those voting in the referendum. Is there any-
thing wrong with giving that power to the people? Is it
undemocratic? Is it contrary to our form of government?
Will anyone seriously maintain that the people are not quali-
fied to vote on peace or war?

Those who are opposed to the Ludlow amendment show
by their action that they do not believe that the people
are competent to vote on the question of war. If they are
not competent to vote upon war, they are not competent to
vote on anything else, including President and Members of
Congress.

History is repeating itself. We well recall the propaganda
that we were smothered with prior to our entrance into the
World War. The country is again being deluged with propa-
ganda, most of it inspired in London, Paris, and Moscow. A
part of this propaganda is aimed at the Ludlow amendment
because those who want to drag us into another war in
order to save their investments and territorial possessions of
grasping European nations realize that they will not be able
to drag us into a war for those purposes if the decision is
lodged in the hands of the people. Consequently, they want
to see the power to declare war remain in the hands of Con-
gress. That would be very well if the people could depend
upon their representatives voting their honest convictions,
but, unfortunately, our experience back in 1917 was such
that we feel that Congress cannot be depended upon to stand
firm for the people in a great crisis.

All preceding speakers have sought to create the impres-
sion that back in 1917 the American people were more ready
for war than was Congress. If that were true, why were the
enlistments so slow that it was necessary to pass a draft
law? It is my recollection that right after our entrance into
the war the enlistments were only a little better than 1,000 a
day. Had that war been so popular, and had it had the
hearty support of our people we could have raised an army of
4,000,000 in 3 or 4 months, and it would not have been
necessary to resort to the draft.
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I contend now, as I did then, that the election of 1916 was
a referendum on war and that a majority of the American
people voted against it. I also maintain now, as I did then,
that in voting to enter the war Congress disregarded the
mandate of the people. Woodrow Wilson was reelected on
the slogan “He kept us out of war.”

Certainly, the people should have the say as to whether or
not they want to engage in a foreign war. In the final an-
alysis it is they who will have to do the fighting and pay the
bills.

I can understand the objection of the President and of
Congress to surrender the power they now have to make war.
It is human nature to resist having power taken away.

I maintain now as I did back in 1917 that the question of
declaring a foreign war is too great to rest in the hands of
a comparatively small group of officeholders, none of whom
will be called upon to do any fighting. I am one of those
who believes in the intelligence of the voters. I doubt if at
any time in the history of the country our people have taken
a greater and more intelligent interest in the affairs of gov-
ernment, and I do not believe that there has been a time in
the past 20 years that they have shown more concern and
apprehension over the direction in which our foreign policy
is taking us, and well they may, for it is slowly dragging us
into war and make no mistake about it, so I feel very strongly
that the quicker we can transfer the power to make war into
the hands of the people the better it will be for our country.

Some of the arguments that have been made against the
Ludlow amendment are just too silly for words. One speaker
contends that if the power to declare a foreign war is lodged
in the hands of the people we would not be able to fight off
an invading fleet or army until a plebescite had been had.
Again, to such of you as really believe that, let me suggest
that you read and study the Ludlow resolution. Under it the
President would still have the power to send our fleet out to
sea to meet a hostile fleet heading for our shores without any
vote. Again let me say to you that the Ludlow amendment
merely provides that before we can enter into a war on for-
eign soil the proposal must be approved “by a majority of all
votes cast thereon in the Nation by referendum.”

Let us not be deceived in this matter. Neither should we
be misled when the Ludlow resolution comes before the House
on Monday. Let it be considered openly and dispassion-
ately, free from misrepresentation and prejudice. As for me
I shall take my side with those who favor the proposal to
give to the people the right to vote on whether they wish to
engage in a foreign war for it is upon them that all of the
burdens will fall.

I would like to amend the Ludlow resolution to include
the proposal of the American Legion that in case of war all
wealth and industry shall be conscripted. Then we would
take the profit out of war and once that is done the nations
of the earth may “beat their swords into plowshares and
their spears into pruning hooks.”

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes
to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. HoFFMaN].

JACKSON AND ICKES ADD TO UNEMPLOYMENT—VIOLATE SPIRIT OF

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, with the President’s pro-
gram to curb monopoly and prevent the exploitation of the
great mass of our people by a combination of those engaged
in industry and commerce, many of us are in full accord and
wish to pledge our sincere, earnest cooperation.

We wish to engage, however, in a real, not in a sham,
battle. We wish to fight not men of straw but those who
actually create monopolies, who arbitrarily raise prices, who
stifie competition, and seek to regiment labor as well as
industry.

To the end that we may know that our efforts are directed
toward the real battle front, it is well to strip the mask of
hypocrisy from the faces of some of those who would direct
the assault toward the wrong front. On some future day,
when more time is at my disposal, that effort will be made.

Proceeding in a lighter vein, attention is called to the fact
that one of the President’s spokesmen, Assistant Attorney
General Robert H. Jackson, condemns monopolies and activ-
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ities which violate the spirit of the Sherman antitrust laws,
charges business with causing unemployment, and deplores
that fact.

A Cabinet member, another administration spokesman,-

Secretary of the Interior Harold L. Ickes, follows a like course.

Yet each does the very thing which he condemns. Each
contributes to the unemployment situation ‘which he deplores.
This charge is made deliberately, and I ask that you give it
at least as much—no more—weight than you gave to the
foolish and absurd charges made by these two gentlemen.
But on the charge made here and now let me give you the
record.

Speaking at Philadelphia Wednesday night, December 29,
Mr. Jackson said:

When Government through the R. F. C. saved the capital struc-
tures of big business from going through the wringer it also saved
many incompetent managements from going through the wringer
at the same time.

Secretary Harold L. Ickes, speaking at Washington Thurs-
day night, December 30, said:

As an Inevitable byproduct of preserving the capital structure
from going through the wringer to squeeze out water, it preserved
the management structure from going through the wringer to
squeeze out incompetence and big salaries.

Mr. Jackson, speaking at Philadelphia Wednesday night,
said:

As the President stated In Chicago during the campaign, these
Bourbons now feel strong enough to throw their crutches at the
doctor.

Mr. Ickes, speaking at Washington Thursday night, said:

As the President said in his Chicago speech, the patients—over
their panic and raising their salaries—felt strong enough to throw
their crutches at the doctor,

Mr. Jackson, speaking at Philadelphia Wednesday night,
said:

The Government faces a general strike—the first general strike
in America—a strike against the Government—a strike to coerce
political action.

Mr. Ickes, speaking at Washington Thursday night, said:

Unless they are once more free to do all these things, then the
United States is to have its first general sit-down strike—not of
labor, not of the American people, but of the 60 families and of the
capital created by the whole American people, of which the 60
families have gained control.

The foregoing is taken from the New York Herald Tribune
of yesterday, which quotes an Omaha World-Herald edi-
torial, and the excerpts seem to be correct.

Now I ask you, is it fair, when from seven to eleven million
are unemployed, are seeking jobs; when a third of our popu-
lation is in distress, for this Assistant United States Attorney
General and for the Secretary of the Interior to join forces
and deprive a ghost writer of a job?

Assuming, as well we may, that such a writer has a family
of four, here are five people thrown upon the public relief
rolls by the direct action of these two high, well-paid public
officials. Why should Congress be asked to appropriate for
the unemployed, for those in distress, when Ickes and Jack-
son willfully, deliberately—and I may say unintentionally—
employ the same man to write their speeches, or speaking
more accurately, use the product of the same writer of
speeches, for it is a fair presumption that the Government
employs the gentleman and that he draws his inspiration
from the White House?

Please do not misunderstand. I said these two gentlemen
deliberately selected and used the language attributed to
them, but I do not charge—and do not wish to be under-
stood as charging—that each knew that the other intended
to use practically the same language, for neither would enjoy
being “caught with the goods.”

Someone, however, is guilty of gross negligence. Someone
acting for the Commander in Chief should have compared
the two speeches and at least have changed the phraseology
so that the oneness of authorship would not be so apparent.

Those of you who have been speaking here from day to
day, advocating the spread of employment, do you believe it
right for an Assistant Attorney General and a member of the
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Cabinet to center the source of their inspiration and their
utterances in one ghost writer, when there may be another
waiting for a job? Does it not tend toward monopoly to
have one man produce just one speech and have it given
utterance by a group of the administration’s speakers?
What do you think about it, boys? [Laughter.]

If it is economy they are attempting to practice, why not
have the ghost writer compose the speech, deliver it, make
an electrical transcription, or better yet, put it on a phono-
graphic record and let Jim Farley distribute it.

Then, too, if we are to have less of deception, as the Presi-
dent suggests, why not have the name of the author of the
speech given either at the beginning or at the end, instead
of using a distinguished Assistant Attorney General and a
Cabinet officer as loudspeakers?

Not only do the two gentlemen contribute to the sum fotal
of unemployment but their acts give encouragement to those
who would create a monopoly.

When two such eminent gentlemen, with the resources of
a nation as rich as ours at their command, and when there
is no patent protecting the product which they use, volun-
tarily, and apparently by prearrangement, confine their
public utterances to the emanations of one ghost writer, by
their very patronage they tend to give him a monopoly of
speech writing—and monopolies, as we know, are wicked
things.

While one in my humble position should not presume to
suggest to men so high in Government councils what they
should do, it may not be wholly improper to express the
hope that hereafter, when directed by the Commander in
Chief to undertake and press home an assault against those
men who create jobs and meet the pay rolls and who are
now charged with contributing to unemployment, they them-
selves use weapons which have not been produced by a
speech-making royalist at the expense of a less well-known,
hard-working ghost writer.

Do you believe it right that this one unnamed man should
furnish the thought and the words for both Assistant Attor-
ney General Jackson and Secretary of the Interior Ickes;
that one should use the speech on Wednesday, the other on
Thursday? They do not even change the phraseoclogy to
any great extent.

Mr. SIROVICH. Is the gentleman addressing himself
to me?

Mr. HOFFMAN. Anyone may answer,

Mr. SIROVICH. I am going to answer my distinguished
colleague by stating that Harold Ickes does not need any
ghost writers, because he is one of the most brilliant Secre-
taries of the Interior this Government has ever had.

Mr. HOFFMAN. That is fine. Then why does he not
give us some of his own product instead of using this thing
that Jackson used the night before that apparently was
written by an unnamed man? That is what I cannot
understand. Is he “cribbing” from Jackson or is Jackson
“cribbing” the Ickes product? Or are they both using the
work of a well-known producer?

If they are using a standardized produet, then, under the
Federal law, it should be trade-marked and given to the
public for what it is, under the name of its author, and not
under the sponsorship of a Jackson or an Ickes.

Mr. SIROVICH. He is giving you his product. If you
pecple would cooperate with him to carry into fruition and
realization the sentiments he has expressed, we would get out
of this recession immediately.

Mr. HOFFMAN. We would liquidate Ford, according to
the opinion expressed by Secretary Ickes. We would get rid
of those 60 families. Then after they have been destroyed,
would you follow Ickes or Mme. Perkins and depend upon
them to furnish employment? Or would you follow John L.
Lewis, who, according to an A. P. dispatch in the morning
paper, is quoted as having said yesterday at Tucson, Ariz.:

Democracy is on trial today in this country as it is over the
whole world. * * * Perhaps it is time something else is tried.
¢« * + T cannot say what may happen, but I do know that
some people have found they could live happily, successfully, in a

communal form in which the whole and not just a few were given
consideration.,
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Did Lewis, knowing as he must that in the last 5 years
something like $15,000,000,000 have been spent for relief pur-
poses, imply that all in this country of ours were not given
consideration? Did he mean that we should adopt here a
communal form of government?

A commune is defined to be a political division of France,
governed by a mayor and a council, or a similar division else-
where, as in Italy and Spain; again, as one of several revolu-
tionary committees which took the place of the municipality
of Paris between 1789 and 1794. “Communal” means of or
pertaining to a commune, especially to the Parisian commune
of 1871.

Mr. SIROVICH.
he was right.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Was Ickes right when he said business
should purge itself of the Rands, the Girdlers, the Fords?
If you believe he was right, attributing the ordinary and
accepted meaning to “purge,” would you cut off Ford's head?

Mr. SIROVICH. If Ford does not live up to the laws
which have been passed by the Congress of the United States
and signed by the President, he is not carrying out his obli-
gations as an American citizen.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Yes; but the only body which has said
Le is not living up to those laws is the N. L. R. B.

And that Board smells to high heaven. Misinterpreting
and misusing the Wagner law, it has stirred up strife not
only between employer and employee but in organized labor
itself.

William Green, president of the American Federation of
Labor, has charged that it is the mouthpiece of the C. I. O.

The American Federation of Labor, at its annual conven-
tion, condemned as unfair and arbitrary the activities of the
Board.

Many of those best informed know it has acted as the
witch burner of the present administration; the tool used to
intimidate, to coerce business, to persecute those who might,
except for this persecution, have kept the wheels of industry
turning. [Applause.]

Were it not for the President’s record of disregarding his
promises and his contradictory statements, his last message
would contain much of encouragement.

At Pittsburgh, on October 19, 1932, he told us that the
government which continued to pile up deficits was on the
road to bankruptey. Ever since that time his administra-
tion has shown a yearly deficit.

In 1936, at Pittsburgh, on October 1, he said that national
income was thirty-eight billions in 1932, fifty-three billions in
1935, and would be well over sixty billions in 1936, and that,
if it kept on rising, it would be sufficient to care for all ordi-
nary and relief expenses and to balance the Budget.

Yet, Monday, January 3, 1938, after telling us the national
income had increased to sixty-eight billions and that his ob-
jective was to raise it to ninety or one hundred billions—a
practical impossibility, in view of present conditions—he told
us that Government expenses could not be reduced much
below seven billion, and we all know that this administration
has added to the national debt during the past 5 years over
$15,000,000,000.

Labor: There are two statements in the message which,
if they could be accepted at their face value, would indicate
that the President believes labor leaders should assume some
degree of responsibility. He said:

The ownership of vast properties, or the organization of thou-
sands of workers creates a heavy obligation of public service. The
power should not be sought or sanctioned unless the responsi-
bility is accepted as well.

This is fair enough and, were it not for the fact, now un-
disputed, that the President stood back of the C. I. O. in its
lawless activities, would be decidedly encouraging.

In another part of the message he said:

In the case of labor, as in the case of capital, misrepresentation
of the policy of the Government of the United States is deception
which will not long decelve. In both cases we seek cooperation.
In every case power and responsibility must go hand in hand.

Again it is undisputed that the C. I. O. in its organization
work used literature which contained these statements:

I would follow anyone when I believed
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Join the C. I. O. organization under the banner of the C. I. O,
headed by John L. Lewis and backed by President F. D. Roosevelt,

A message to you from the President.

The President wants you to join the union.

If the President objects to this use of his name, he should
have said so in no unmistakable terms, not left it to infer-
ence. The President too frequently says one thing, then does
the opposite.

High prices—low prices—inconsistency: The President
touched on unnecessarily high prices for materials and also
certain hourly wage scales. Yet all who care to read know
that for months the administration made a drive for high
prices. You should not forget that on April 25, 1936, he said:

Reduction of costs of manufacture does mot mean more pur-

chasing power and more goods consumed; it means just the
opposite.

While on November 27, 1937, he said:

Increased costs mean reduced consumption. Reduced consump-
tion, in turn, means a decline in someone's business and someone's
employment.

Monopolies—trust busting: For several wecks preceding
the message the antimonopoly crusade was on, climaxed, with
the President's sanction, by the speech of Assistant Attorney
General Robert H. Jackson bitterly denouncing industrial-
ists, and by that of Secretary of the Interior Harold L. Ickes,
who stated flatly that business “should put its own house in
order * * * by purging itself of its Fords, its Girdlers,
and its Rands,” or, as the newspapers have it, they should be
liquidated.

Ford—honor—persecution: We should not assume that
Mr. Ickes meant that Ford should be executed—that is,
hanged, or shot, or his head cut off—but, if he meant any-
thing, he meant that he should be put out of business. Buf
Ford is not a monopolist; he has the fiercest kind of com-
petition, competition which is backed by the financiers of
Wall Street.

Illustrating the contrast between the apperception of the
King of England and the President of the United States,
attention is called to the action of England’s King, who, in
recognition of the great contribution he had made to the
general welfare of the British Empire, conferred the rank of
baron upon Sir Percival Perry, head of the Ford Motor Co.
in Great Britain. The President of the United States sets
his howling pack, headed by the Senate Civil Liberties Com-
mittee and the N. L. R. B, with Jackson and Ickes bringing
up the rear, to persecute and annoy Henry Ford.

Following the attempt to create an antimonopoly cru-
sade and distract public attention from the Roosevelt de-
pression, the President, on January 4, at his newspaper con-
ference, ignored the fact that the N. R. A. suspended the
operation of the antitrust laws in some particulars and advo-
cated that businessmen should get together and agree upon
the necessity for and the amount of new production, which
are, as all realize, the first necessary steps if monopolies are
to be created and prices and production conirolled. The
President seems to approve monopolistic practices, if by the
Government; to condemn, if by individuals.

Farm legislation: If the President means what he said in
this message, he intends to insist upon legislation giving a
Government agency authority to determine “what the plant-
ing of each crop should be.” He said his plan of Government
control has “two enemies—those well-meaning theorists who
harp on the inherent right of every freeborn American to do
with his land what he wants - * * *.” The other group
“includes those who for partisan purposes oppose each and
every practical effort to help the situation and also those who
make money from undue fluctuations in crop prices.”

The President has sought and obtained control over Con-
gress. His administration, through a wage and hour bill,
seeks confrol over labor. His administration, through the
Senate Civil Liberties Committee, the Wagner law, and the
N. L. R. B, has control over industry. He sought, but was
denied, control over the Court. He now seeks, if his purpose
is disclosed by his own words in this message, control over
farms and farmers.
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If Government control, planned economy, regimented busi-
ness and worker is what the people of this country want;
if they wish to forsake their form of government and try
this new plan which is being demonstrated in foreign coun-
tries, that is their privilege. If they do not wish to adopt it,
it is time they bestir themselves.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr, Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the
gentleman from Indiana {Mr. Grayl.

Mr. GRAY of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, first I want to
wash my hands of the odor, of the grotesque and fanciful
explanations, of the cause of this relapse or recession, and to
disassociate myself with that class of economists who take
fanciful and unwarranted positions and then draw on their
imagination to sustain themselves.

I refer particularly at this time to the very illuminating
and plausible positions taken, one by our friends, the minor-
ity side here, that this recession was caused by a want of
business confidence, and the other, by the majority here,
that capital went out on a sit-down strike.

CONFIDENCE AND INVENTORIES

The full warehouses and surplus inventories of material,
stocks, and manufactured goods makes the claim and ex-
planation of both the want of confidence and that capital
went on a sit-down strike as fanciful, imaginative, and
visionary as the Jack and Bean Stalk story written to amuse
and entertain children.

THE WANT OF CONFIDENCE

And the charge of wanting confidence and the claim of
capital on a sit-down strike, the surplus inventories, and
bulging warehouses prove that capital was acting with too
much confidence, too much confidence in business conditions
and the times, too much confidence in the continuing buying
and consuming power, too much confidence in the people
taking what industry produced.

CAPITAL ON A SIT-DOWN STRIKE

And if capital had gone on a strike, sit-down or otherwise,
then the warehouses would have been empty; then the in-
ventories would have been running low; then the people
would have been calling for goods which the merchants
could not supply; then the merchants would be giving orders
which the wholesale houses could not fill because the inven-
tories were exhausted and the warehouses were empty.

The charge that capital went out on a strike is as trivial
as a juvenile court gesture. And the claim of wanting and
failing confidence had nothing to do with it. Buf while none
of these men caused the panic, some of these men did try
to take advantage of it—advantage of the administration’s
consternation and confusion—to force a repeal of certain
restricting laws against them.,

WHAT HAD NOTHING TO DO WITH IT

Taxing surplus and undistributed profits had nothing to
do with it. The T. V. A. yardstick and the profiteering hold-
ing companies had nothing to do with it. Restricting Wall
Street and the stock-market gamblers had nothing to do with
it. The want of confidence had nothing to do with it, all as
claimed by one party camp.

And eapitalists on a sit-down strike and going out to play
golf had nothing to do with it as claimed by the other politi-
cal camp.

Both the hue and ery of giving business a chance and the
want of confidence coming from one side of the aisle, and
the countercharge of business on a sit-down strike coming
from the other side of the aisle is all horseplay for tempo-
rary advantages and is as trivial, ridiculous, and absurd as
children pointing and making faces.

WAS NOT HIGHER WAGES OR PAYING THE BONUS

And it was not the payment of higher wages, increasing
the buying and consuming power of labor, the power of the
laboring man to buy, take and consume more of the food
products of the farm, more of the products of factory, mill,
and workshop that caused the wheels of industry to slacken
and stand still and bring this relapse of the 1929 panic.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

169

And even more conflicting and at variance with economic
principles and monetary laws is the claim of financiers and
bond bankers that it was the payment of the bonus to the
soldiers that brought the slack in industry and left the ware-
houses full and overflowing and ushered in this relapse of
recovery.

The soldiers’ bonus explanation of the cause of this relapse
of the 1929 panic is an alibi plea to detract attention from
the order of the Federal Reserve Board entered but not an-
nounced January 30, 1937, increasing bank reserves a second
time 50 percent, which brought the fatal contraction of cur-
rency and credit.

THE CAUSE OF THIS DEPRESSION CAN BE EXPLAINED

I believe that the cause of this depression can be found,
analyzed, and explained upon rational economic principles
and grounds, and in a way to fix responsibility and to safe-
guard the future and the generations to come after against
the repetition of a like disaster.

And to this end I have made a study of the industrial
conditions of the times under which this relapse came, the
control and operations of currency, and the functions of
governmental agencies which have exerted a control or in-
fluence to hinder and retard industry or trade.

From this study, inquiry, and investigation I consider that
the faithful discharge of my duties requires that I give to the
House membership the benefit of the facts I have found and
the conclusions I have reached regarding the cause of this
depression, and the remedy to prevent a recurrence.

AN TUNEXPLAINABLE MYSTERY IN SCIENCE

If this relapse or economic recession had not come as it
Las come, and at the time it has come, and as it has pro-
gressed and come, with the fall of prices and return of
unemployment, it would have been an economic phenom-
enon, an unexplainable mystery in science, a contravention
of all economic laws.

THE FALL OF FPRICES AND VALUES

Every panic and economic depression which has come in
this country since the organization of the Government to the
present time has come with a fall of prices and values,
coming, preceding, or coincident with the failure of earnings
and income and the buying and consuming power.

The first great panic of 1837 came with a fall of prices
and commodity values. The panic of 1873 came with a fall
of prices and values. The panics of 1884 and 1883 came
with the fall of prices and values, and the panies of 1920 and
1929 came with the same fall of prices and values.

And this relapse or economic recession has come with a
like fall of prices, the same decline of commodity values,
the same failure of earnings and income, the same loss of
buying and consuming power, and following with the same
unemployment of labor.

This relapse or recession has come the same as all other
panics have come, and from the same major cause of operat-
ing, and is only different from other like depressions as the
economic conditions of the present time and other causes
incidentally contributing, differ from the conditions under
which other panics came.

PROSPERITY WILL RETURN WITH RISING PRICES AND VALUES

And prosperity and economic recovery has always come
back and has only come back from each and every one of
these panics with a rise of prices and commodity values,
coming, preceding, or coincident with a return of -earnings
and income, and a restoration of the buying and consuming
power.

And when prosperity shall now come back again pros-
perity will return and only return as recovery from other
panics or depressions, with a rise and restoration of prices
and values leading a return of earnings and income, and a
restoration of the buying and consuming power.

A PRIVATE PRICE-FIXING SYSTEM

The Federal Reserve Bank System controlling and regu-
lating the money supply is a private price-fixing body or
agency, with power to make high prices, with power to msuke
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low prices, with power to make changing and fluctuating
prices or power to maintain a constant and even price level.
THE LAW OF PRICES

The law controlling prices and values, under the supply
and demand of money, is stated by John Stuart Mill, still
recognized as the highest authority in the monetary and eco-
nomic world today, briefly and concisely in the following
words:

That an Increase in the quantity of money raises prices, and a
diminution lowers them, is the most elementary proposition in the
history of currency. If the whole money in circulation was dou-
bled, prices would be doubled. If it was only increased one-fourth,
prices would rise only one-fourth.

And it would Iollow conversely that a decrease in the
quantity of money lowers prices and an increase of money
raises prices, is alike the most elementary proposition in the
history of currency and money operations.

BORROWING FOR RELIEF AND RECOVERY

It makes no difference or matters little whether money is
borrowed and paid out for relief and recovery, or whether
new money is issued by the Governmeni and paid out to
remain in permanent circulation for use to serve as public
currency. The effect is identical for the time to restore and
maintain prices and commodity values.

Money borrowed and paid ouf in the form of relief and
recovery expenditures has the same effect for the time as
increasing the currency circulation; or as so-called currency
expansion, to restore and maintain prices and values and
to create earnings and income and the buying and consum-
ing power.

The fifteen billicns of money appropriated from money
borrowed at interest on bonds and from the levy of increased
taxes and paid out and thrown into circulation in the form
of relief and recovery expenditures has operated in effect
for the time to restore values and the general price level,
the same as a temporary expansion of the currency.

While I am opposed to borrowing and spending as a relief
policy and to restore industry, let it be said in defense of this
policy that it was this money, borrowed at interest and paid
out for relief and recovery, which went to halt the depression,
bringing a restoration of prices and values and the measure
of prosperity realized to this time.

And it was this money, borrowed at interest, and increased
taxes, and paid out for relief and recovery and going into
circulation and use which in large part brought a rise of
‘prices and values, restored earnings and income to the people,
brought a return of buying and consuming power and started
the wheels of industry going.

BORROWING WHEN JUSTIFIED

While the policy.of borrowing for relief is a costly, extrava-
gant recovery program, yet, regardless of the cost and the
debt created, if there had been no ofher means or way to
replenish the money supply and restore prices, it would be
justified by the recovery and the restored prosperity brought

ab%ut

ut there was another and better way to have restored
prices and property values, and to bring the same or greater
recovery without creating an interest-bearing debt and the
burden of taxes, and under which the recovery program
could and would have been continued permanently, uninter-
rupted without a fall of prices and a relapse of recovery in
another panic.

THERE IS A BETTER WAY

This other way was by the Government issuing and using
its own money direct to restore the normal currency circula-
tion whereby to raise prices and values, instead of issuing and
turning its money over to the bond bankers and financiers,
and then borrowing back the same money at interest.

A SUSPENSE OF BORROWING FOR RELIEF AND RECOVERY

And a suspension of borrowing money and used and paid
out for relief and recovery has the same effect for the amount
and the time as a contraction or withdrawal of currency to
bring a fall of prices and values, of earnings and income and
the buying and consuming power, and a halt to the progress
of business and industry.
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Ever since the program was declared and entered upon of
borrowing for relief and recovery, it was inevitable and cer-
tain that, in time, the debt limit would be reached, that, in
time, the taxing paying power would be strained, that, in
time, there would come a suspension of borrowing, a curtail-
ment of expenditures for relief and recovery, and which was
uncertain only in the time of its coming.

And when the policy of suspension of borrowing and the
curtailment of relief and recovery payments was afirmatively
entered upon last March, without other money provided to
take its place, the time was fast nearing and at hand when
prices and values would fall or decline and a recession would
halt the progress of recovery.

EBEGINNING EARLY IN 1937

Beginning early during last year, 1937, watching the
mounting interest-bearing debt, and listening to the groan of
taxpayers, and goaded and struggling to balance the Budget,
a policy of suspending borrowing at interest and the with-
drawal of relief and recovery payments was declared as a
policy to be carried out, and by March was a movement in
full swing.

And gradually, consistently, and deliberately, but without
special notice or announcement, borrowed money was with-
held from payment, and, as no other money was provided to
take its place, the curtailment of relief and recovery pay-
ments operated as a contraction of the currency or as money
being withdrawn from use and circulation.

MILLIONS DROPPED FROM RELIEF ROLLS

As the policy of curtailment and withdrawal of relief and
recovery expenditures progressed, millions were dropped from
the relief and employment rolls, with the loss of their buying
and consuming power, and, abiding the law of supply and
demand, money appreciated and prices and values fell, and by
October we were far on our way back from where we started.

IF NEW MONEY HAD BEEN ISSUED

If new and permanent money had been used for relief and
recovery payments, it would have gone out in circulation to do
its work over and over again, and to stay out until it was
recalled for reissue or redemption or other changes, and this
relapse could have never come.

Or if new and permanent money had been provided and
issued to take the place of borrowed money as the same was
withdrawn from relief and recovery, or if the Federal Reserve
Board and banks had not conspired to create a money
scarcity coincident and at the time of withdrawing relief
money, as will be hereafter shown, the transition from relief
and public works to private employment and industry would
have come and passed without a crisis, without a fall of the
price level, without a failure of earnings and income, the
buying and consuming power, and without this relapse and
economic recession,

And then if new money had been issued and paid out
into use and circulation to a certain increased volume and
amount and until the relative value of money was less or no
more than the value of property and business, or until prop-
erty, business, and enterprise was more valuable and profit-
able than idle money.

This new and additional money going out would not only
have stayed out in use and circulation, but old, idle dollars,
loitering in the banks, would have left the shadows of hoard-
ing and hiding and would have come rolling in frenzied
haste, seeking investment in property, business, and enter-
prise to save themselves from loss by depreciation under the
law of defense and self-preservation.

But the suspension of relief and recovery money might
have passed without a crisis even without new money to take
its place, but which was not plausible or probable, if the
Federal Reserve bank had not issued an order increasing
and doubling the bank reserve requirements making cur-
rency and credit contraction imperative, swift, and certain.

BUSFENSION OF BORROWING ONLY PART OF CAUSE

But the suspension of borrowing at interest and the with-
drawal of payments and expenditures for relief and recovery
under public works was not all that caused the currency
contraction to bring a fall of prices and values of earnings
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and income, the buying and consuming power, and to force
a relapse and an economic recession. This was only a part
of the cause operating.

Far greater and more controlling was the action of the
Federal Reserve Board and banks and the steps taken to
contract and withdraw the currency by increasing again and
again bank reserve requirements and by sterilizing incoming
gold as a currency basis to stop the normal increase and flow
of money and to force down prices and commodity values.

And it was at this crucial time when not only a full,
normal supply of money was vital and necessary to main-
tain and stabilize the wavering price level but when new
and an additional volume of money was imperatively needed
to take the place of the relief and recovery payments with-
drawn that the Reserve bankers from ambush struck the
fatal blow to recovery and returning prosperity.

THIS RECESSION CAME SWIFTLY AND SUDDENLY

The effect of the Federal Reserve bank movement, with-
drawing billions in currency and credit criminally or wan-
tonly carried out at the time of the withdrawal of relief
and recovery payments, was to make the fall of prices,
wages, and values doubly swift, drastic and destructive, and
more violent and rapid than ever before in all history.

To this greater effect resulting was the comment of the
Monthly Survey of Business, a publication issued by the
American Federation of Labor and released to the press
Friday, December 1, 1937:

This has been one of the most severe and rapid business reces-
sions in our history, reducing business activity in 3 months to a
level of a year and a half ago.

It was this double, converging money movement, these
centering and accumulative causes operating, resulting from
both withdrawing relief and recovery money and the Re-
serve bank contraction of currency and credit coming and
brought coincident at the same time which gave the recession
a force and momentum greater than in any former panic or
depression.

THE BANKERS UNDERSTOOD

The following is from the National City Bank Letter, a
publication issued by the National City Bank of New York, of
date November 1937, page 143, column 2, and shows the
bankers understood the problem and were aware of the crisis
which suspension and withdrawal of relief and recovery pay-
ments would bring:

The Government has been a prolific creator of purchasing power
during the recovery.

It has covered its deficit in part by borrowing from commercial
banks as above indicated.

And this has created credit (bank check money).

This credit has been new purchasing power.

It has been expanded In construction, relief, farm payments,
and in other ways.

And has put money directly into the people’s pockets.

And in such large totals as to be a major influence in the
upswing.

The following is from page 144 of the National City Bank
Letter, the publication already referred to, and shows that
the crisis coming on the way was known, understood, and
under observation during which to cooperate with the Gov-
ernment, or to conspire to take advantage:

It has long been apparent that the end of the policy (borrowing
for relief) would afford a test of the recovery vitality.

(And) an expansion of private spending would be necessary to
compensate for the Government's curtailment.

That stage in the recovery has been reached during the last

months.
Therefore the Government is no longer expanding credit and cre-

ating purchasing power. !
CHAIRMAN ECCLES WRITES TO EXPLAIN

Early in March, Chairman Eccles, of the Federal Reserve
Board, had warned with apprehension of “price and wage
inflation,” meaning that prices and wages were too high,
preparing the public mind to accept or acquiesce in a second
order increasing bank reserves, entered to reduce the supply
of money and credit.

On March 15, 1937, Governor Eccles, of the Reserve Board,
issued and published a prepared statement assuming “to cor-
rect erroneous interpretations” (put upon his explanation of
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the Reserve Board in ordering an increase of bank reserves),
and took up a defense of himself and the Board of the criti-
cism of the action of himself and the Board.

CLAIMS ERRONEOUS INTERPRETATION

This statement was published in the Washington Post, of
date March 16, 1937, at page 14, column 2, and from which
the following excerpt is taken:

I wish to correct erroneous interpretations which have been cir-
cu.}.rtmg with reference to my position on credit and monetary
pol ;yave been and still am an advocate of easy-money policy and
expect to continue to be an advocate of such policy so long as
there is a large number of people who are unable to find employ-
ment in private Industry.

This statement was evidently prepared and published by
Eccles to silence or drown out the criticism against him be-
cause of his warnings that high prices were making money
too cheap and easy while withholding from the public that
the Reserve Board had already entered the order to cut
down the money supply and reduce prices.

On reading the Eccles statement in March I took out this
page of the paper and placed it in my file for reference, and
later in the summer when conditions became wavering I toock
out this page for further consideration and I realized that
something had been said, that something had been done,
that something had occurred.

And then on making further investigation, I discovered the
disturbing factors, the subject of the complaint and criti-
cism of Chairman Eccles and the Reserve Board, and why
he was being attacked and was being accused of violating his
duty as Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board.

THE FEDERAL RESERVE BOARD ORDER

The following excerpt is from the Twenty-third Annual
Report of the Federal Reserve Board for the fiscal year end-
ing July 1, 1937, from which at page 10 is shown the follow-
ing order entered:

On January 30, 1937, the Board took action to increase

requirements by another 50 percent of those prescribed in the

Federal Reserve Act, one half of this second increase to become

ggaegtlve March 1 and the other half [to become effective] May 1,
THE EFFECT OF INCEEASING RESERVES

Under our banking and currency system reserves are the
measure fixing the limit to which banks may go in making
loans and the amount of credit they can extend, and controls
the amount of bank credit money which may go out in use
and circulation, and by which to lower and raise the price
level.

Lowering the bank-reserve requirements is to increase
bank loans and credit and the amount of bank-check money
which the banks can issue and put into circulation, and in-
creases the available money supply, raises prices and com-
modity values, and goes to make the property more valuable
than money.

Raising and increasing bank reserves is not only to stop
banks making loans, but is to compel banks to collect in
their loans, or to call back and cut down their loans, and
to reduce the amount of money in circulation, and forces
down prices and commodity values, and makes idle money
more valuable than property,

Sterilizing gold is to prevent its use as the basis for the
issue of new money, and is to prevent an increase of currency
of the money supply in use and circulation, and forces down
prices and commodity values, and goes to make idle, hidden,
and hoarded money more profitable and valuable than prop-
erty and enterprise.

This was one of the several artful maneuvers which misled
many men, including myself, and threw them off their
guard and left them depending and relying on the Federal
Reserve Board to maintain a full, normal supply of money
at this critical policy transition time of suspending relief
and recovery payments.

MISLEADING THE PRESIDENT

The following is an excerpt from the United States News,
of date January 3, 1938, page 3, column 5, in giving a his-
tory of the money operations leading up to the relapse or
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recession which culminated with a crash in October and
November:

President Roosevelt was warned about rising prices in April
(1937) and the Federal Reserve Board started to tighten up credit.

David Lawrence in his column, generally published in news-
papers, on November 30, 1937, included the following com-
ment:

Eccles (Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board) induced Presi-
dent Roosevelt to make comment at his April 4 press conference
and to suggest the price of certain commodities might be getting
too high.

The President was thus unwittingly misled to lend his place
and position to sustain the Federal Reserve Board and banks
in their secret movement to contract currency and credit
and too, at the critical time of suspending relief, and bring
a fall of prices and values, and the crisis of this relapse
and recession.

A RULE OF CRIMINAL LAW

While Chairman Eccles, of the Reserve Board, disclaimed
any intention to contract the currency and solemnly declared
that he was in favor of “an easy money and credit policy,”
yvet every act and order of the Board at the time was being
taken and carefully directed to bring about a contraction of
credit and currency, and at the very critical time at which the
Government was to suspend and withdraw relief and recovery
payments. :

There is an old time-honored rule of law declared and
resorted to by the courts in eriminal trials, and which, applied
here, will not allow Chairman Eccles to shield himself and
the Federal Reserve Board and evade responsibility for this
depression. It is the rule of evidence in criminal cases that
the law presumes that every man intends the reasonable and
probable effects of his acts.

And under this rule of criminal law, Chairman Eccles can-
not be heard to say, while ordering and directing an increase
of reserves, the effect of which was to contract the currency,
that he favored an easy-money policy and was opposed to
currency contraction and he must be held guilty of the crime
of this depression.

STERILIZING GOLD

Then the Secretary of the Treasury, misled by the Chair-
man of the Federal Reserve Board, was further misled to
sterilize incoming gold to prevent its being used as a basis
for increasing and relieving the strain of the money supply
which was at this critical time necessary to sustain prices
and values.

BANKERS UNDERSTOOD THE EFFECT OF THEIR ORDER

The bankers and financiers knew and understood their
secret power with money over prices and values—the power
of contracting money to make low prices—and with such
knowledge and understanding they moved in their course
stealthily and deliberately to force a fall of values and the
commodity price level.

And they knew the result of their acts in sterilizing in-
coming gold, which was to prevent its use as money as well
as to increase bank reserves, to recall or cut down loans
and credit, and bring a want and scarcity of money.

After their repeated and persistent steps taken in the early
part of the year to strike down currency and credit and
force down prices, and after billions of dollars in value had
been taken from property, labor, and industry and trans-
ferred to the value of money, and after the steed had been
stolen, the Federal Reserve bankers and financiers came
forward to rescind and withdraw their excess reserve re-
quirements, to lift the ban of gold for currency, and, in
great flourish of trumpet, call in the use of the open-
market operations, all to make ‘“easy money and credit,”

THE RESULTS OF WHAT THEY HAD DONE

Later the currency recovery movement and the public
cooperation of the banks in their courageous war against
deflation and to maintain “an easy-money policy,” were
given out and released for publication to be printed in bold,
display type.
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The following excerpt from the United States News,
November 29, 1937, appearing at page 1, in column 5, is a
fair sample of the publication referred to:

FOR FREER BANK CREDIT

New moves by Treasury and Federal Reserve System to loosen
bank credit still further undoing the effects of the deflationary
moves early in this year.

AFTER THE STEED HAD BEEN STOLEN

Buf the steed had already been stolen before the order was
entered to lock the door. Money and credit had already
been withdrawn. Prices and values had already been forced
down, The buying and consuming power was already fail-
ing under the 8 months of secret money contraction begin-
ning early in the year January 1937.

THESE ARE SOME OF THE WAYS AND MEANS

These are some of the dubious ways and means, some of
the steps taken by the Federal Reserve Board and banks
which are open or are required to be made of record, and
some of the straws in the currency winds showing the un-
observed money movements to bring a scarcity of money and
credit and the fall of prices and commodity values.

The Federal Reserve Bank System is not a public or gov-
ernmental system—as many people are misled to believe—
but is owned and operated by private financiers assuming to
act under public regulation and control; but many of its
operations are secret, and its more controlling powers are
hidden, covered, and concealed.

THE PEOPLE WILL NEVERE ENOW

The people outside of the official world will never know of
the full and further steps which were taken under a gentle-
men’s agreement among the private owners of the Federal
Reserve banks which contributed to this vicious contraction
of the currency and which took billions in money from prop-
erty and transferred it to their money and bonds.

FEDERAL RESERVE BANK CONTROLS GOVERNMENT

While the Federal Reserve bank system was created and
given control over money upon the theory and positive as-
surance that its operations would be under public control
by the Government through its authorized officials, and in
theory the Government controls the system, but in practice
and in fact the system controls the Government.

WHAT THE PANIC HAS COST THE FEOFLE

Among the systems for measuring values and the move-
ments from lower to higher or higher to lower prices, we
have the Labor Statistical Bureau. From last March prices
or the commodity level and the value of money, the dollars,
have changed from the higher level of 121 points to a lower
commodity price level of 113 points, or a fall of 8 points in
the general price level.

Under a recognized rule or yardstrick for computing the
values shown or represented by each and every point of fall
or increase of price makes each and every point of the gen=-
eral price level transfer $4,000,000,000 in value either from
property to money and money contracts or from money to
property and industry.

THIRTY-TWO BILLIONS TAKEN FROM THE PEOPLE

Under this recognized rule or yardstick a change in the
general commodity price level, from 121 to 113, or to 8 points
lower from last March to December 1, 1937, as shown by the
Labor Bureau statistics, transferred 32 billions of dollars in
value from property and labor products to money and money
contracts.

Under this recognized rule or yardstick, the Labor Bureau
of Statistics shows that during these last 10 months of 1937
by the operation of the fall of prices that 32 billions of dol-
lars in value has been taken from the property of the people
and automatically transferred to the money of bankers and
financiers.

This 32 billions of dollars in value is what this relapse or
economic recession has cost the people of this country from
March up to December 1 last, and what the Federal Reserve
bankers and financiers have gained in appreciation of their
money from the operations of the recession thus far.
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ENOUGH TO PAY THE NATIONAL DEBT

If Congress had ordered, last March, an assessment and
levy of taxes to pay the whole of the national debt on or be-
fore December 1, last, the amount of property required
sacrificed and the amount of the wages and earnings given
up by the people would not be equal to the staggering sum
which has been taken from them by this last depression.

The levy and assessment of such amount of taxes to be
paid in such given brief time could not have been enforced
or collected, and if attempted would have brought a revolu-
tion. Yet this vast, bewildering, staggering sum has been
levied and taken from the people without notice, protest, or
apprehension by the secret manipulations of money.

THE IMMEDIATE EMERGENCY

The relapse or recession coming at this time is a calamity
and brings us to a crisis. We cannot go forward in borrow-
ing without piling higher the national debt; we cannot go
backward without abandoning and losing the gains thus far
made; and we cannot stand still without suffering greater
relapse and recession.

We are passed the parting of the ways. We are facing
an impossible impasse. Confronted with this pressing emer-
gency there is only one step to take, there is only one
course to pursue—to provide relief and continue recovery.

Instead of borrowing more money and piling still higher
the national debt, or increasing or continuing high taxes, the
Government should issue non-interest-bearing money in the
form of United States Treasury notes to meet Government
expenses, to provide for relief and employment, and to pay
off bonds and stop interest until the money supply is nor-
mally increased.

THE PRESIDENT HAS THE FOWER

The law is already on the statute books authorizing and
empowering the President to issue this money for the use
as required in the sum of three billions of dollars, and by
the stroke of his pen this money can be made imme-
diately available for every purpose now needed to meet the
emergency.

And, to forestall the objections and protests of the bond
bankers and financiers who have been reaping a harvest of
billions by lending back to the Government our own money,
we should desterilize our idle gold supply and base every
dollar of the new money issued upon 100-percent gold for
redemption.

CONGRESS CANNOT AVOID ITS RESPONSIBILITY

Congress cannot avoid or evade its responsibility by wait-
ing for the President to act. The Constitution imposes upon
Congress and not upon the President, an executive officer,
the duty to issue and regulate the money supply and to fix
its relative value by controlling the volume of the currency
maintained in use and in circulation.

THE CONSTITUTION VESTS POWER IN CONGRESS AND NOT PRESIDENT

While the Federal Constitution, under article I, section 8,
clause 5, vests Congress with the sole power to coin, issue, and
regulate the control of money, Congress has abdicated and
surrendered that power to international bankers and finan-
ciers, to be used for private profit and gain.

A FALSE BELIEF

It is a false and misleading belief that the Federal Reserve
banks are Government banks or public agencies. They are
the same as other private banks, only they assume to be under
public control, but the Government has not been able to
control the banks, and the banks have been controlling the
Government.

The character of public banks claimed is misleading, a de-
ception, a delusion, The only feature public about Reserve
banks is the assumed name of “Federal.” They are private
banking institutions, only larger and exercising more power
than other private banking corporations.

BANKERS ONLY DEALERS IN MONEY

Private bankers are only dealers in money and they are no

more entitled to claim the right to control public currency
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than grain dealers and speculators are entitled to claim the
power to control and regulate crop reduction and the distri-
bution of the farm food supplies.

The same private financiers and money manipulators who
were in the control of the public money supply during the
violent panic of 1873 and the panics of 1887, 1893, and 1907,
as well as the panics of 1920 and 1929, and men in the control
of money when this depression came remain in the secret
control of money today with power to bring a scarcity ot
money at will.

NOTHING DONE BY CONGRESS

Following the panic of 1920 there was nothing done by
Congress to recover back its power over money to control
and regulate public currency as provided for under the Con-
stitution and the power to control the money supply was
left to continue in the control of private bankers.

And with Congress still abdicating its constitutional power
over money and with the private Reserve banks still holding
the power to control public currency, the panic of 1929 fol-
lowed the panic of 1920 as like begets like in succession.

Then following the panic of 1929 nothing has been done by
Congress to reclaim back its constitutional power to control
and regulate the public currency and the private Federal
Reserve banks have been left to continue in control and the
1937 relapse has followed the 1929 panic.

THIS WILL BE FOLLOWED BY ANOTHER PANIC

And now, unless this Congress will renounce its naive, ser-
vient abdication and assert its vested constitutional power
to control and regulate the public currency and will take
that power away from the private banks, the 1937 recession
will be followed by another panic in the same or like cycle of
time.

If Congress would assert its constitutional power and re-
claim and recover back its control to coin, and issue and
regulate public currency, in full and adequate volume or
amount, this recession could be called to a halt, this panic
soon brought to an end, and recovery started again and on
the way in 30 days.

Mr. TRANSUE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the gentleman from Indiana may proceed for 5 addi-
tional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair informs the gentleman that
that request cannot be made in the Committee of the Whole.

Mr. DIRESEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield one-half minute to
the gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. CAsgl.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, in view of the
probability that the so-called Ludlow resolution will come up
for consideration on Monday, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include therein my
own views on some amendments that might well be incor-
porated in that resolution.

The CHATRMAN. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr, CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, the unknown
soldier amendment and the accompanying exposition were
set forth in a talk to the Fortnightly Club of Rapid City,
8. Dak,, in December 1935. The amendment was introduced
in the House of Representatives as House Joint Resclution
238 February 19, 1937. The wording embodies some features
that might well be incorporated in any war-referendum
proposal.

THE "UNENOWN SOLDIER"” AMENDMENT—EBY MERE. CASE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

The right to declare war abroad is hereby restored to the people.

1. The C shall not declare war, except the territory of
the United States be in imminent danger of attack, until a pro-
posal for a declaration of war shall have been approved by a
majority of those voting in a special national election in which all
citizens over the age of 18 years may participate.

2. The President, as Commander in Chief of the Army and Navy,

in defense of Doctrine, until after such a declaration
of war by the people.
3. The Congress shall provide for carrying out the provisions of

thuamlabyappmu'iaulasiﬂmm.
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The aims of neutrality are good, but a neutrality that rests
on embargoes or sanctions means taking sides, that can lead
only to war.

This amendment does not interfere with defensive pre-
paredness; on the contrary, it makes clear that our prepared-
ness is for defense and not aggression.

It permits cooperation in an international police but stops
short of an army.

This amendment is called the “unknown soldier” amend-
ment for the unknown soldiers of wars past and future.
Your sons, perhaps. It lets those who pay for wars say
whether the cause is just and worthy.

It does not say we will never fight abroad; it says that
when we do we go by the mandate of a determined people.

It serves notice on capital to seek security from the land of
investment. This will increase capital for development at
home.

It is the fairest and most effective way to curb shaky sales
and unsecured loans to warring nations and eliminates the
risky business of determining aggressor or nonaggressor.

It says plainly for all time that our defense policies are not
militaristic. The consequent elimination of suspicion will
enlarge America’s influence for peace and avenues for trade.

It implements the will of the people for peace. This gives
them a way to say so—or to say if the issues are worth war.

It permits us to develop proper national defense without
any nation being able to say that we are pointing our guns
at them. The removal of suspicion reduces points of friction.
It gives a cooling-off spell for war hysteria. And no great
danger can ever come to America because we delay sending
soldiers abroad until we have a referendum. Indeed, history
would say that a little reflection might save us a great deal
of trouble.

It will not stop wars, but it may prevent one.
be worth every effort.

Let us recall the counsel of George Washington:

Our detached situation invites and enables us to * * »
choose peace or war, as our interest, guided by justice, shall counsel.
Why forego the advantages of so peculiar a situation? Why quit
our own to stand upon foreign ground?

Mr. DIRESEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 minutes to the
gentleman from Vermont [Mr. PLuMLEY].

Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
to insert three tables and one short excerpt from a newspaper
in my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair advises the gentleman from
Vermont that aside from extension of his own remarks the
inclusion of excerpts and extraneous matter requires per-
mission from the House rather than from the Committee.

Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Chairman, I am interested in this
proposition of appropriating money for the continuation and
extension of the T. V. A., because, as I have said before, I
cannot forget that it was not the intention of the founding
fathers in granting the power to impose taxes directly upon
the people to confer an unlimited power of appropriation.
They tried to insure, and intended to provide, that the Fed-
eral Government could only expend money as provided by
article I, section 9, wherein it is stated:

No money shall be drawn from the Treasury but in consequence
of appropriations made by law, and a regular statement and ac-

count of the receipts and expenditures shall be published from
time to time

I am fully cognizant of the fact that notwithstanding this
limitation Congress has made large lump appropriations and
justified them by and under the assertion that Congress
deemed them to be for the general welfare, and by virtue of
that clause of article I, section 8, which originally read:

Bec. 8. The Congress shall have power to lay and collect taxes,
duties, imposts, and excises to pay the debts and provide for the
common defense of the Nation.

To this section was added these words: “and for the gen-
eral welfare of the United States,” which words have been
construed to mean that whatever Congress, or a majority
group, deems to be “for the general welfare of the United
States” is a legitimate subject for the expenditure of money
raised by virtue of the preceding power granted to Congress.

That will
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Many of us will remember the powerful arguments and the
elucidating and instructive statements made on this floor by
one, than whom there has been no greater legal authority as
8 Member of Congress, the late Congressman James M. Beck,
who said in my presence and in that of some of you, that
there could be no grosser misinterpretation, and that old
“General Welfare” was a usurper constantly destroying the
purposes of the Federal Government and converting a gov-
ernment of theoretically limited powers into one of almost
unlimited powers.

I do not agree with those who contend that Congress has a
right to so construe this article as to assume that it is an
unlimited grant of power which warrants Congress in grant-
ing stupendous amounts, not only for the special and exclu-
sive benefit of sections and States but for that of special
classes. To my mind this has too often, as in the case in
hand, meant a subversion of the Constitution.

Subversion? Yes; it is my opinion that the act creating
the T. V. A. is unconstitutional. I do not now believe, and I
never have believed that the Federal Government has any
authority under the Constitution to engage in such a project
as this, obviously primarily designed for the production of
electric power.

The claim of the T. V. A. that its power production is
merely an incident to improving navigation is so big a joke
as to be almost a fraud, and it ought not to be permitted to
be perpetrated.

Those of us who listened to the testimony at the time we
were drafting the McSwain bill amending the T. V. A. know
that neither navigation nor flood control, nor national de-
fense were the primary purposes of T. V. A. but were only
incidental to the main idea and the plan of the originators,
and for power production.

Now under the cloak of authority in this T. V. A. Act,
the T. V. A. as I see it has arbitrarily and with usurpation
invaded the constitutional rights of the States, if the States
have any rights left, or play any essential part in our scheme
of Government. If the figures which are submitted mean
anything, and they do say that figures will lie just as long
as liars will figure, there is but one conclusion to be drawn
from them, and that is that T. V. A. is engaged in unfair
competition with and has deprived private companies of their
business and their property without compensation or due
process of law, and that the metheds it has employed have
not only been illegal, but unconstitutional.

It is repetitious, but, I nevertheless reiterate that I was
long ago satisfied in my own mind that the electricity to be
generated, and that being generated under the program of
the T. V. A. would not be and is not incidentally produced
by any bona fide navigation program.

On the other hand it is deliberately and purposely pro-
duced for and by an entirely independent power program in
which there is actually and incidentally included and in-
truded some navigation facilities.

Out of the window with all this talk about national de-
fense and the general welfare, as a smoke screen.

I do not and cannot now be made to believe either that
a high-power dam project costing $500,000,000, and producing
half a billion kilowatt-hours of primary power and a billion
and a half kilowatt-hours of secondary power is a necessary
adjunct to or incidental to navigation or flood-contirol de-
velopment of a river.

Why, gentlemen, think it over, it stands to reason, as has
been said, that power development is never the incidental
result of flood control, but in fact is antagonistic to it, and
necessarily so.

Bona fide flood control requires that reservoirs be kept
empty; not filled to capacity! Xept empty so that they will
be ready to receive any flood that comes along. That is
flood control.

I will not take time to enumerate many other reasons,
which satisfy me, as I have said, that Congress when it
enacted the T. V. A. Act, went beyond its constitutional
power and wished onto the taxpayers of this country, without
authority under the law, the burden of the terrific expenses
incident to the completion of this gigantic and tremendous
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T. V. A. program, which will eventually cost the taxpayers at
the lowest estimate from a half a billion to a billion dollars.

It is not solely a question of appropriation of money which
is confronting you, as you consider this independent offices
appropriation bill in connection with the T. V. A. Thereis a
great deal more involved than appears on the surface. All
these matters and things need, and must and eventually will
have, a very thorough and a very complete investigation. I
tell you Members of the House on both sides of the aisle that
the eventual determination of all the legal questions involved,
and they are very many, will have a very important bearing
upon the question as to whether we are going to change our
form of government; and as to whether or not a new social
system is going to be established and evolved; and as to
how extensive the changes are which will be made in the
present system.

While the underlying principles involved in this T. V. A.
legislation may not affect your State or your constituents
today, no man knows what the morrow may bring forth.

I am of that group which has come to Congress since the
original enactment of the Tennessee Valley Authority legis-
lation.

However, as & member of the Committee on Military Af-
fairs I listened to hearings had before that committee on the
McSwain bill. And in connection with discussions and argu-
ments on the floor when that bill was before us for consider-
ation, I said, in effect, I was satisfled that the three men
who were at the head of the T. V. A. were usurping unwar-
ranted and undelegated authority and were failing to comply
with the purposes and intent of the Congress and the strict
and unambiguous letter of the law. I said, moreover, they
were impervious to any suggestion they were wrong; inclined
to be intolerant of anything and everything with which they
did not agree.

I also said that their zeal and enthusiasm had led them
to ignore the fact that as a Federal agency created by an act
of Congress it was their obligation to carry out the intent of
Congress as specifically provided in the act and that they
would be held responsible for their failure so to do. I said
that as a Board they labored under the obsession that they
were above and beyond the law and responsible to nobody.

That was said 2 years ago, in substance, and I reiterate
the statements with all the emphasis in my power. The
time has come for an accounting and for holding these
gentlemen responsible for their acts or their failure to act as
provided by the act of Congress which created the T. V. A.

It really is regrettable, from the standpoint of the welfare
of the people, that the Board does not, will not, and has not
rendered a full account of its stewardship, taken Congress
into its confidence with respect to its plans, cease to arrogate
to itself a nondelegated power and authority, and give Con-
gress the opportunity which it reserved to itself—the right
to have and to approve or disapprove the plans to be sub-
mitted by this Board, in order that Congress by so doing
could keep its hands on the control against wasteful extrava-
gance or unnecessary expenditure of the peoples’ money.
And, further, in order that Congress may exercise the power
which it reserved unto itself, and the right to regulate, guide,
and to control the extent, sequence, and nature of the
development to be advanced by the T. V. A. by and through
the expenditure of public funds.

Then again, I am interested, and particularly so, because
in the last analysis the big T. V. A. problem involves those
“little regional T. V. A.’s,” which some people, pursuant to
the program of the President and his advisers, would set up
in the different areas of the country, among others one
being that containing the New England group of States.

I go along 100 percent with the Governor of my State and
its people, who are everlastingly and forever opposed to de-
livery, ownership, or direct control of all natural resources—
water, minerals, and land and industries of the country—into
the hands of a centralized authority. I agree with him and
them that “the State exists for the people, not the people for
the State.” We of New England, and Vermont particularly,
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have thought, and still think, that the States have retained
and should retain some rights.

You will find upon examination that Governor Aiken, of
Vermont; Governor Barrows, of Maine; Governor Murphy,
of New Hampshire; Governor Hurley, of Massachuseits; and
Governor Cross, of Connecticut, to name only those in the
New England area, are on record in opposition to the cen-
tralization program of the so-called regional planning pro-
posals as drawn.

I have spent several hours reading and digesting 168 pages
of testimony before the Independent Offices Subcommittee,
including the statements of the three directors and eight
executives of the Tennessee Valley Authority. First, I should
like to say a word of commendation of the subcommittee for
its painstaking zeal in exploring the justifications presented
by T. V. A. in its demand for a $40,000,000 appropriation.

Before proceeding with my general remarks I should
like to set forth certain marginal notes of comment adduced
from the record of the hearing itself:

Page 933: Speaking of the effect of T. V. A. as a flood-con-
trol project, Carl A. Bock, assistant chief engineer, stated
that in the disastrous flood of January 1937 T. V. A. had
reduced the peak of that flood at Cairo by about 6 inches.

Chairman WoobpruM then asked:

What difference would that have made in the damage, the inun-
dation?

Mr. Bock replied:

That might have made the difference between Calro being dry or
being completely fiooded,

This is a gross misstatement of fact. I have here a photo-
graph appearing—caption thereof “Exhibit A”—in the New
York Times of February 4, 1937, showing the Cairo water
front at the moment the crest of the flood was passing that
point. This picture conclusively demonstrates the truth of
the caption below stating that there was still 3 feet 6 inches—
not 6 inches—to spare at that time. Mr. Bock may not
have realized that Cairo was saved by the cutting of the
Birds Point spillway, which reduced the crest some 3 feet.
This spillway was previously built by the Army engineers at
a cost of $5,000,000 as against T. V. A.’s $500,000,000.

Page 947: There are some tables presented as to estimated
land purchases of Tennessee Valley projects, completed or
under construction, and also on land areas flooded on Ten-
nessee Valley projects, completed or under construction,
which shed a new and startling light on some of the aspects
of this program that have received too little consideration in
the past. The five main river dams and reservoirs are Gil-
bertsville, Pickwick Landing, Wheeler, Guntersville, and
Chickamauga, and the tributary stream projects are Norris
and Hiwassee.

The total area of land to be purchased for reservoirs and
clearance on these 7 of 11 dams amounts to 912,950 acres.

Bear in mind that this is a flood-control project. In the
table below we find that the total “area flooded in the area
occupied or to be occupied by reservoirs by average 5-year
flood before the dam was started is 382,600 acres.” Along-
side of this we find an estimate of the area flooded under
maximum conditions amounts to 541,800 acres.

In short, to control the floods, we take out of useful pro-
duction nearly a million acres to protect ourselves from occa-
sional temporary floods of four and five hundred thousand
acres. The average price of this land was $49.11 per acre,
or $44,834,572. No figures are included as to the tax yield
of this property.

The 68,000 acres for the Chickamauga Reservoir averaged
$101.52 per acre, which in these times means it must have
been highly fertile and productive farm lands.

I wonder if this Congress dreamed when the act was en-
acted in 1933 the-gigantic scale upon which this program
would be carried out; the extent to which the Government
would be launched upon a program of drowning out fertile
acres, while in the West another branch of the Government
is reclaiming desert land at the cost of as high as $600 per
acre.
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Pages 971-977: In this connection I should like fo call
your attention to a series of tables on pages 971 to 977,
inclusive. Discussing the principal features of Wilson Dam,
Norris Dam, Wheeler Dam, Pickwick Landing Dam, Hiwassee
Dam, Guntersville Dam, Chickamauga Dam, and Gilbertsville
Dam, for the first time we see revealed many vital factors
that should be borne in mind in the consideration of further
appropriation for this project. How many in this House
realize that on these 8 dams alone—and there will be 11 or
12 in all—T. V. A. has created inland lakes with a shore line
of 5,701 miles? This is greater than the American shore line
of the Great Lakes; it is comparable with the shore line of
the United States on the Atlantic, the Gulf of Mexico, and
the Pacific coast.

How many of you realize that the schedule of land pur-
chases, including the normal reservoir area of Wilson Dam,
is 1,457.9 square miles? Remember that, according to the
Army Engineers’ survey of the Tennessee River—House Docu-
ment 328, Seventy-first Congress, second session, page 730—
the sort of flood that comes but once in 500 years would cover
but 666,154 acres of land, or 1,040.8 square miles.

Surely the Seventy-third Congress did not dream that
enactment of this law would mean the destruction of the
hearths of 10,442 families; the uprooting of whole villages;
the relocation of 8,776 graves. Under the heading of “Towns
Affected” these tables show that 13 towns, with a total popu-
lation of 37,900, will be affected.

“Whether these towns will be wholly or partly drowned out,
or in what way they will be affected, the tables do not
indicate.

They do show, however, that 601.5 taxpayer-built high-
ways and 8 major public bridges will be “relocated” by the
greatest man-made flood in history. They show that 61 miles
of railroad and 16 major railroad bridges will also be “relo-
cated.” Bear in mind these figures do not show the record
for the proposed Coulter Shoals, Watts Bar, or Fontana
Dams, which would add materially to all totals.

Under leave to extend my remarks, I shall incorporate an
analysis which I have made of some of the important data
which I have totaled from these tables—exhibit B.

Page 980: We find here a discussion between members of
the committee and T. V. A. experts about the very advan-
tageous power contracts which the T. V. A. has concluded
with certain industrial firms which it has induced to settle
in T. V. A. territory. These include the Monsanto Chemical
Co., the Electro Metallurgical Corporation, the Aluminum
Co. of America, and the Victor Chemical Co., all of which
enjoy a rate of approximately 2 mills per kilowatt-hour—
one-half the cost of production.

It was brought out that T. V. A. stipulates in its contracts
with municipalities the resale rates by which the advantages
of the low rates are passed on to the consumer, but that in
these large industrial contracts no provision is made for the
passing on in reduced prices of the benefits of T. V. A’s low
rates. I think the Members of both sides of this House will
agree to the remarks of Mr. DIRKSEN at this point:

There are two questions I think are important here: If the
Federal Government is going to spend some $505,000,000 for the
development of this power and these people go in and get the
benefit of that cheaper power, at least some of those benefits ought
to be passed on to the consumers. And if it is not being passed
on to the consumers, then we are just throwing millions of dollars
into the development of these projects that is not going to do the
taxpayers of this country any good, and they are going to have to
pay for the plants through taxation.

And the second question is very important, in my judgment,
and that is whether through the development of cheaper power the
Tennessee Valley Authority is inviting industry frocm other areas
so that at some time, when this development is completed, by
reason of the necessity of meeting this competition they will have
to move into that area and the result will be the closing down of
plants in other sections and throwing more men out of employ-
ment, necessitating an adjustment in employment as well as loca~-

tion of industries. So far as my city of Peorla, Ill., is concerned,
we would have some objection to that.

Page 1005: I wish to call your attention at the bottom of

page 1005 to the reluctant admission by Dr. Martin G.
Glaeser, acting chief power planning engineer—for the first
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time, to my knowledge, by any T. V. A. official—that, to
quote Mr. Fitzpatrick, it—

Might be just as reasonable to produce it (electricity) by coal
and oll or gas as by water power.

Page 1007: That the T. V. A. has been in the business of
selling electricity and making of rates for nearly 5 years
now without ever having determined that part of its capital
costs should be allocated to power. This in spite of the fact
that for nearly 5 years it has asserted that its rates were
to establish a “yardstick” by which the reasonableness of
rates by private utilities is to be measured. Moreover, al-
most 2% years ago in the amendments to the T. V. A. Act,
approved August 31, 1935, T. V. A. was specifically directed to
Wimder_tske such a study and report it to Congress by January

, 1937,

It was given a year and 4 months to get up the study,
and now, 2 years and 4 months later, in defilance of the
law and the will of Congress, that allocation is not forth-
coming.

The same amendments require that allocations must be
submitted in each annual report thereafter, and the annual
report that was submitted December 31, 1937, did not con-
tain such allocation. If the stockholders of a private cor-
poration were so cavalierly treated and their wishes so
ignored there would at least be a wholesale investigation—
such as Mr. Maverick and Mr. May propose for T. V. A—

followed by a thorough housecleaning.

As has been suggested on this floor, in the lobbies, and in
the press, for a long time the Tennessee Valley Authority
has been handicapped by a split within its directorate. The
differences between Chairman A. E. Morgan, on one side,
and David Lilienthal and Harcourt Morgan on the other
are deep-seated. The failure of these officials to agree upon
management and control of the T. V. A. experiment is
obviously a factor contributing to the confusion of the
administration’s power policy.

President Roosevelt must have been concerned over this
split for some time, for the T. V. A. is one of the favorite
undertakings of the New Deal. But he has not succeeded in
ending the row. In the recent hearing to determine the
value of Senator BEerrY’s marble leases, concerning land
flooded by the Norris Dam, the fight within the T. V. A.
reached an explosive point. When the majority directors
accuse the chairman of making false and malicious infer-
ences, all hope of bringing about a harmonious working
relationship between them seems to have passed.

The President may find it necessary fo intervene to bring
some modicum of accord into the management of this vast
experimental project. But the matter ought not to end
there. Originally this was not a row between antagonistic
personalities. Rather it was a clash between conflicting
policies. Chairman Morgan favors cooperative dealing with
the private power industry, while the other two directors
seem more inclined to use T. V. A. facilities to force private
companies into line with Government policies,

The very fact that such widely different policies are possible
under the terms of the T. V. A. Act suggests the vital interest
of Congress in the matter. Policies of such vital importance
ought to be determined by legislation and not by one Director
who chances to hold the balance of power between T. V. A’s
two Morgans. Certainly, then, this far-reaching controversy
indicates a very serious deficiency in the law itself. That
management of the Authority is also in need of attention is
pointedly indicated by Dr. Morgan's virtual request for a
congressional inquiry.

In these circumstances an investigation into the T. V. A.
ought to be one of the first items in the program of this
1938 session. By such a move Congress could give the T. V. A,
a sense of direction that now seems to be lacking. It could
turn to more constructive uses the energy that now goes into
bickering and internal dissention. And, finally, such a move
would give constructive impetus to efforts now being made to
bring about an understanding hetween the Government and
the private-power industry.
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The fruits of such an inquiry should be rich. They might
do more than court decisions to confine or eliminate the
threat of T. V. A. to private business, which has paralyzed
necessary refinancing in that territory and hampered it in
other regions. The power to compete with industry and on a
favored basis in one region involves the power to do the same
thing in others.

Congress should investigate before it invests another nickel
of the people’s money.

The responsibility for cleaning the house of the T. V. A,
rests with its landlord, Congress, and not with the neighbors.
In fact, every Member of Congress should approve such a
congressional investigation as is contemplated. [Applause.]

We are informed now that this allocation will be com-
pleted sometime this spring. Would it be fair to suggest
that the T. V. A. deliberately chose to violate this law, rather
than risk the introduction of its allocation of cost into the
testimony now being taken in a trial at Chattanooga, which
will test the constitutionality of the act and their adminis-
tration of the act? I suggest this motive, inasmuch as this
so-called navigation and flood-control program is at least
45 percent an out-and-out power program, according to the
Comptroller General's annual report for 1937. Acting
Compirolier General Elliott therein states that, of the costs
of the annual audit, 45 percent is charged to the generation
and transmission of power.

Pages 1008-1009: We discover on pages 1008 and 1009 the
method by which T. V., A. intends to find a market for its
power. A list of projects under the supervision of the chief
project engineer at Chattanooga as of December 1, 1937,
shows pending P. W. A. allctments to municipalities for the
construction of systems competing with the privately owned
utilities. In the State of Alabama, P. W. A, is ready to lend
eight cities a total of $1,296,000 and, as a further induce-
ment, make an outright gift of $974,999. Two cities in
Mississippi will get loans amounting to $149,000 and gifts
of $121,909. In Tennessee, 11 cities and towns will borrow
$4,975,000 and receive as gifts $6,440,777. Middlesboro, Ky.,
also will receive a gift of $89,000. The grand total of
P, W. A, loans in the four States is $6,420,000, and the gifts
are $7,626,085. But the total estimated cost of these 22
distribution systems will amount to $23,897,802 because,
while all cities accepted grants, some of them were able to
borrow money at cheaper rates than the Government’s 4
percent.

At this point I should like to insert into the Recorp a
startling ccmparison of ultimate power capacity of the
Tennessee Valley Authority as against installed capacity of
privately owned utilities within transmission range of T. V. A.
power (exhibit C). The ultimate rated capacity of the
Tennessee Valley Authority will be 1,878,000 Kkilowatts,
whereas the combined steam and hydroelectric installed
capacity of the privately owned utilities in the T. V. A.
region amounts to 1,859,258 kilowatts. In other words, the
T. V. A. is increasing installed capacity in its area by 100
percent, and to find a market for this power another arm of
the Government is bribing cities by 45-percent gifts to build
their own municipal plants to the destruction of private
industry.

No eloquence of mine could be more persuasive than these
cold figures as to one of the root evils of this administration’s
policies which have brought about the present collapse.

Page 1019: On page 1019 we find an interesting item in
the fact that this $320,000,000 Corporation pays taxes. And
how much do you suppose it pays? Exactly $136,000. If
T. V. A. paid 10 times as much, it would not compensate for
the land alone that it has taken off the tax roll. Any pri-
vate corporation owning $320,000,000 worth of real prop-
erty would be forced to pay many millions in taxes, whether
or not it earned a dime. In my opinion, and in the opinion
of many Members of this House on both sides of the aisle,
one of the most harmful and hypocritical phases of the
T. V. A. program is its assumption of the role of a tax-
payer., The fact is that it pays 5 percent of its gross revenue
in lieu of taxes. There is not a private utility company in
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the country that pays less than 14 percent of its gross reve-
nue in taxes, and many of them, including T. V. A’s chief
competitor, the Tennessee Electric Power Co., pays close to
17 percent. At the proper time and place, the T. V. A. Act
should be appropriately amended so as to add another inch
to this 1-foot yardstick by forcing it to pay its just dues
in taxes. I doubt very much if the advocates of public
ownership will have the courage openly to oppose such an
amendment, although it may cause them much secret
anguish.

On the same page, 1019, is first revealed the astounding
fact that to this day the audit for T. V. A’s first full fiscal
year of existence, 1934, has not been completed, and that
there remains a large number of items which the Comp-
troller General has challenged, and for which no compro-
mise has been accepted.

Page 1010: Mr. Glaeser makes an illuminating admission
which is contradictory to all of T. V. A’s claims. T. V. A.
has insisted that because of its competitive presence in this
territory rates have been sharply reduced.

Mr. Glaeser says:

There was, throughout the country, a very slow recession in rates;
and with the advent of the depression and other factors, the rate
reductions were accelerated,

Then what becomes of T. V. A’s claims of forcing rate
reductions?

Page 1044: On page 1044—I hope while we are considering
this appropriation some member of the subcommittee will
favor the House with a discussion of the data submitted for
the record, but which was tco voluminous for inclusion in
the record, as noted on page 1044. This data is on the sub-
ject of land purchases, showing the number of acres pur-
chased, the names of former owners, the assessed values, and
the prices paid. It seems to me that we would learn much
of the policy of T. V. A. from such g report if it were made
public.

Page 1076: A letter from Representative Georce A. Don-
DERO, Michigan, to Chairman WoobrumM, dated December 20,
1937, contains an amazing charge, challenging the integrity
of the T. V. A. in presentation of its evidence in support of
the initial appropriation for Gilbertsville Dam construction.
The letter is short and to the point and is self-explanatory.
With leave to insert it in full in the extension of my remarks,
I should like to quote this excerpt:

On Monday, December 13, the T. V. A. directorate asked you for
an appropriation of $2,800,000 to begin building a dam at Gilberts-
ville with a total reservoir velume of 4,850,000 acre-feet of water.
On Friday, December 17, James 8. Bowman, T. V. A.'s head project-
planning engineer, swore under oath that in August the T. V. A.
plan for Gilbertsville had been compieted, calling for a volume of
6,150,000 acre-feet of volume, or 1,300,000 acre-feet larger than the
plan submitted to you. He further stated that T. V. A. plans
favored a dam b5 feet higher than indicated to you.

Naturally all costs of the project must be revised in the light of
this discrepancy. It would appear that addition of 24 percent to
the volume of the project would increase its cost proportionately
from $112,000,000 to $138,000,000, which may explain the strange
behavior of T. V. A.'s officers before your committee.

It occurs to me that the Congress is indebted to the alert-
ness and perspicacity of the gentleman from Michigan, who
has discovered an important discrepancy, if not downright
misrepresentation, on the part of T. V. A. officials when they
presented their case for the construction of the Gilbertsville
Dam. It is to be hoped that this discovery will lead to a
thorough investigation of the whole problem, to the end
that this dam of doubt “be shelved forever and the people
save $112,000,000.”

Inasmuch as Mr. Donpero is present, I shall yield to him
such time as he desires to present the facts of the case.

I thank the gentleman from Michigan for his clear presen-
tation of this case. And I take this occasion to warn the
gentlemen on the other side of this aisle that if they permit
such mismanagement to continue without a wholesome and
wholesale investigation and housecleaning, they will one day
have on their hands a scandal greater than the Teapot Dome.

Exumsir A
(Photograph—omitted in the Recorp)
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ExHIEIT B

Tennessee Valley Authority reservoirs, relocations, and areas
[From data submitted to Appropriations Committee of the House by Tennessee Valley Authority directorate, December 1937]

JANUARY 7

Human reloeation | Highway relocation | Railroad relocation
Po = Reservoir| Land ac-
Name of reservoir ! Towns aflected thon shore line ?ntrsl
Families | Graves | Miles | Bridges | Miles | Bridges | (miles) | (acres)
Norris. Caryville, Tenh. oo ceenscacnscasenens 300 2, 900 5,225 104. 5 1 3 3 705 153, 000
L R R B o e B A S S S i e o s 1o T A R B L S e 127 1 16, 000
Wheeler Decatur, Ala. 16, 000 842 170 33.0 3 (] 2 1,003 104, 000
Pi&gomlk Landing .. . ... Sheﬂield. Ah ----------------------- && 500 400 48.0 0 3 3 406 63, 000
H L Murphy, N. C 1, 600 200 100 20.0 0 5 3 150 22,000
ghl torsv ;_. t av%‘ne, la %% 1,000 125 106.0 1 6 2 660 107, 000
AR o o i ayton, Tenn. ..
To. . R TR R 2 200 1, 500 750 115.0 L] o 0 500 68, 000
G ille ¥, 600
Do 400
Do 500 3, 500 2,000 166.0 3 38 3 2,000 400, 000
Do 400
Do Birmins!mm Ky-----.._-..-_.,“-“ 300
Total__. 37,900 10, 442 8,776 GOL 5 8 61 16 5,701 | *933,100
Acres
Total area of the Tennessee Valley i dated the g ir ded flood 480, 000
Excess of ey Authority reservoir land above smtest. recorded fiood 6453, 100
Percent of excess of Tennesses Valley Authority reservoir land above greatest r ded 193
Total area that would, according to Army enginwrs survey, be covered by greatest flood in 500 years 7 ¥ 506, 154
Net excess of reservoir arca over area inundated by 500-year flood ¥ 266, 046
Percentage of above excess. oo eeaaan 40
1 Data for ptopomd Coulter S8hoals, Watts Barr, and Fontana Dams not included. $707.8 square miles.
1 Normal reservoir areaonly T Bee p. 730, pt. 4, H. Doe. 328, 71st Cong., 2d sess.
31,457.9 aqu #1,040.8 square miles.
¥lood of 1867, Army Engineer estimate. #417.1 square miles,
#765.6 square miles.
Exmamir C
Tennessee Valley Authority—Power capacity and cost
Rated capacity, kilowatts Estimated
- Date of com- i = sizined
s Initial Ultimate Initial stage | Ultimate stage
Wilson. 1924 42 184, 000 H4. 000 $46, 950, 748 $57, 950, 748
Wheeler 1636 128, 000 256, 000 37, 157, 657 44, 757, 657
Norris_. 1936 100, 800 100, 800 36,310, 370 36, 310, 370
Guntersville 1639 &ll, 000 100, 000 34, 123, 660 38, 524, RGO
2y e A NSNS S ST LT 1943 None 162, 000 05, 000, 000 112, 000, 000
Hi 1940 None 80, 000 17, 206, 061 22, 491, 561
Pickwick. 1838 7’% 000 216, 000 33,199, 497 42,431, 497
g e T S et A I b A 1942 None 150, 000 20, 200, 000 39, 800, 000
Chick 1940 50, 000 100, 000 40, 435, 645 45, 333, 645
Coulter Shoals. 1943 None 60, 000 25, 000, 000 30, 000, 000
Font, 1841 None 180, 000 40, 000, 000 &1, 000, 000
Totals 84, 800 1, 878, 800 434, 673, 638 520, 600, 338
Privately owned electric utilities in Tennessee Valley Authority area
Installed capacity, kilowatts o # I o
OWDS 'opulation nstomers
Fixed capital! served s%rved (electric)
Bteam Hydro
Alabama Power Co 157, 262 414, 500 $179, 782, 265 564 593, 000 120, 710
G Power Co. 287, 387 265,011, 771 401 900, 000 179, 754
M ippi Power Co 18, 593 20, 367, 080 147 224, 000 40, 198
Electric Power Co. 100, 697, 420 443 5185, 000 132,413
Mem Power & Li ht Co. 000 30, 938, 918 [} 812, 000 55, 787
B ham Electric 11, 700 28, 501, 075 9 337, 00u 64, 971
Carolina Power & Lisht Co 43, 93, 248, 516 267 500, 000 83, 838
Tennessee Public Service Co. 3, 17,276, 020 29 139, 000 31, 360
Mississippi Puwat & Light Co. 19, 146 34, 799, 795 200 303, 000 45,373
Kentucky Utilities Co... Al 48, 405 41, 134, 960 282 301, 880 1%, 751
mngt.nn Utﬂi Co.. 8, 000 5, 716, 467 25 101, 280 18, 029
Louisville Gas & Eleen-lc Co 191, 320 77, 43, 42 10 320, 000 05, 859
0ld Dominion Power Co 12, 500 4, 286, 452 11 25, 130 5,74
Mwmt&l’owoo (mmmEmEbctﬂDCo) ......... 8,710 10, 303, 805 15 79, 500 15, 890
Total . 660, 005 910, 008, 525 2, 490 4, 650, 800 907, 605
Total capacity, kil ts.
1 Fixed capital includes electric and other utility properties.
Federal power projects—Capacity and cost
Date of Rated capacity, kilowatts Appropriations | Amount required| Total ultimate
completion to date to complete cost
Initial Ultimate
Boulder 1036 247, 500 1, 348, 910 $112, 760, 000 $52, 240, 000 $165, 000, 000
B ille 1037 80, 400 432, 51, 000, 000 20, 000, 000 71, 000, 000
Grand Coulee. o | e AR R 2, 025, 000 68, 550, 000 117, 450, 000 1 186, 000, 000
Central Valley 1042 280, 000 350, 000 24, 000, 000 146, 000, 000 170, 000, 000
C -A‘imm- 1939 24, 000 36, 000 13, 857, 000 8, 843, 000 22, 700, 000
Fo 1039 ™ 105, 000 71, 000, 000 37, 500, 000 108, 500, 000
Cal “ Bla 'l"hnmmnﬂ 30, 000 140, 000 900, 000 43, 100, 000 44, 000, 000
Bluestone____.__ = () ® 1, 000, 000 000, 13, 000, 000
Bureau of Reclamation, 28 plants. _. (O] 134,337 134, 337 0808000 ) o ST 9, 328, 000
Total 802, 237 4, 572, 047 852, 395, 000 437, 133, 000 780, 528, 000
1 Plus $208,000,000 for irrigation system. 1 None authorized. ¥ None yet authorized. 4 Various; since 1905,



Privately owned utilities in area of Federal power projects (Pacific coast)
o i
owa
Towns Population | Customers
Flzoc capifal} served served (electric)
Steam Hydro

Pua]gnt Bound Power & Light Co. 104, 500 200, 745 $120, 724, 068 411 775, 000 1786, 221
California Oregon Power Co_._ Ry e S R 15, 000 100, 430 35, 018, 142 59 117, 000 29, 905
Washington Water Power Co o SRR A 203, 634 , 823, 260 129 , 000 71,813
Northwestern Electric Co. . ooo ... 42, 500 9, 600 21,029, 370 21 354, 000 44,317
Portland General Electric Co. .. = 75, 500 93, 190 62, 958, 200 87 525, 000 143, 508
Washington Gas & Electric Co. Fr i 1 RERSSERE 15, 349, 590 3 11, 100 4, 668
g T T SR e g ety s 71, 500 38, 888, 068 74 196, 000 50, 599
P L) S et P T e A g P e N e R A s e s A AL 8, 000 22, 567 33, 063, 516 115 189, 000 7, 439
e Y e e S S - e A s 360, 800 876, 704 671, 480, 016 103 2, 900, 000 811, 467
Nevada-California Electric Corporation 8, 157 60, 825 44, 569, 658 43 ak6, 200 236, 790
Bouthern California Edison Co__.. 415, L0 486, 840 344, 359, 244 220 1, 350, 000 509, 840
Total 1, 066, 217 2,135, 175 1, 464, 155, 431 1,345 7, (24, 300 2, 136, 567

Total ity, kilowatts. 3, 201,

1 Fixed capital includes electric and other utility properties,

Mr, PLUMLEY. Mr. Chairman, inasmuch as the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. DonpEro] is present, I now yield
back the balance of my time that the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts may yield it to the gentleman from Michigan.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman yields back 10 minutes.

Mr, WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 min-
utes to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DoNDERO].

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I hope the gentleman
from Vermont [Mr. PLomLEY] who preceded me is correct,
that the people of the country will be saved this $112,000,000
which it is estimated will go into the Gilbertsville Dam if it
is built. I thank the gentleman for his observation on that
subject. As he stated, my letter is largely self-explanatory.
I know, however, that on the same date I wrote the letter to
Mr. Woobrum, our distinguished colleague, chairman of the
Subcommittee on Appropriations handling this bill, for whom
I have the greatest admiration and respect, that the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority at Knoxville directed a letter to the
chairman of the subcommittee revising their figures in line
with my charge. I assume that T. V. A. is not mystic and
did not know of my letter which could not have been re-
ceived until the next day. I presume that the Tennessee
Valley Authority took its action because of the local publicity
at Chattanooga when this disclosure was made at the trial
that two sets of figures had been used, one here in Washing-
ton, and one under oath at the trial in Chattanooga. In
fact, but for newspaper accounts I would not have been
aware of the discrepancy myself.

While the Authority confirmed my charges in full that
the dam they really had in mind will be 5 feet higher and
1,300,000 acre-feet larger than the dam they told the sub-
committee they wanted to build, I take vigorous exception
to two points raised:

First. The T. V. A. letter states:

These figures (the December 13 Appropriations Committee esti-
mates) were compiled from the best preliminary data avallable to
budget officers of the Authority when the table on page 10 was
prepared and printed in September.

Either that statement is a deliberate misrepresentation or
its writer, John B. Blandford, Jr., general manager, is too
incompetent to be in charge of such a vast enterprise. I
made that statement advisedly on the basis of the testimony
of James S. Bowman on December 17, under oath, at the
Chattanocoga T. V. A. trial. Bowman is head project plan-
ning engineer for the Authority and the man in charge of all
of these plans.

Bowman stated specifically that the new revised plans for
the larger dam were completed last summer, and were com-
pleted either in July or August—either 1 or 2 months before
the December 13 estimate was printed, on September 29.

Attorney Jackson for the defense was gquestioning Mr.
Bowman as to the date en which the plans for Gilberts-
ville—with the higher volume figure—had been reached. I
quote from the record:

Question. The only point I am ng to get at now is when it
reached the stage shown on this exhibit, and your best Judgment
is how early last year? Was it '36 or '37 first?

Answer. No; it was '37 that we finally came around to this data.
And I should say that in July or August, sometime, we arrived at
these conclusions.

The excuse of T. V. A. that it prepared their appropriation
justification for Gilbzrtsville from the latest data available on
September 29 is an explanation that, at best, convicts it of the
grossest incompetency, certainly as an agency not trust-
worthy to be given the stewardship of large sums of money.
The heads of a private business concern who showed such
carelessness would soon deserve their discharge.

Second. My second objection to the T, V. A.'s letter lies in
the fact that while they now admit that the dam they really
are contemplating building is 24 percent greater in volume
and 5 feet higher, they still say that they can build a dam con-
taining 1,300,000 more acre-feet of water for the same price
that they could have built the smaller dam. I think this is &
graver matter than the question of whether the discrepancy
of December 17 was intentional or a mere incompetent
blunder.

Certainly a dam containing that much more water would
require many thousands of acres more reservoirs, its walls
must be thicker, and its foundation deeper. If their estimate
of $112,000,000 for the smaller dam was correct, then their
estimate for the larger dam is a blunder.

But, on the other hand, if they can build the larger dam for
$112,000,0¢0, then the cost of the smaller dam was grossly
overestimated.

After all, it might have been discovered, after the waters
had covered the land, that beneath the waves were very val-
uable mineral deposits—marble, for example—as unfortu-
nately was the case at Norris Dam, where a gentleman in
another House got at least two members of the T. V. A. board
to agree to conciliate claims for several million dollars’ worth
of alleged marble land before the third member, the chair-
man, denounced the scheme as a plan to defraud the United
States Government. [Applause.]

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. SHANNON].

Mr. SHANNON. Mr. Chairman, sometime ago a noted
statesman, William Jennings Bryan, asked, “Shall the people
rule?” The greatest statesman this Nation has ever known,
Thomas Jefferson, once said, “In the last analysis, the people
can be trusted.”

I am sorry to say that a great many members of the party
with which these two great men were affiliated do not be-
lieve in trusting the people on the great question of or-
ganized murder. They think that question can be decided
much better if the people are not trusted and if it is done in
secret.

ROAD OF PEACEMAN ALWAYS ROUGH

Mr, Chairman, the Ludlow resolution, House Joint Reso-
lution No. 199, which will come before the House on next
Monday, January 10, proposes an amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States to provide that—

Except in the event of an invasion of the United States or its
territorial possessions and attack upon its citizens residing therein,
the authority of Congress to declare war shall not become effective
until confirmed by a majority of all votes cast thereon in a
Nation-wide referendum.
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The road of the peaceman has always been a rough one.
Likewise, the Ludlow amendment has traveled a rough road,
and even yet there is no assurance that it will be given a
full hearing. As I understand it, the first question to come
before this House on next Monday will be, Shall the com-
mittee be discharged? That question will be voted upon
after a 10-minute statement for each side. And, unless a
majority vote “yea” on that question, there will be no debate
on the merits of the resolution itself. Instead, it will be sent
back to the committee that once before had it and stifled it.

NORMAL REACTION OF PUBLIC FOR PEACE

It is only because resort was made to the rule providing
for the discharge of a committee, failing to act within a
reasonable time, by a petition signed by 218 Members, that
this resolution is on the House Calendar at this time at all.
And yet a “nay” vote by a majority of the Members of this
body on the committee-discharge question will bar a full dis-
cussion of this important proposal. g

Hence it becomes the absolute responsibility of each Mem-
ber of this body to say whether the House of Representatives
of the United States is an open forum for the discussion of
momentous questions such as the one involved in this reso-
lution, which affects every home in America, or whether its
function is to silence such discussions.

The militarists and the private and corporate interests who
profit through wars recognize that the normal reaction of the
men and women called upon to pay the price of all wars—
in suffering, privations, and loss of loved ones—is for peace.
Hence they feel very strongly that open and honest discus-
sions of the issues involved in wars should be withheld from
the masses. They argue that the voters are uninformed;
that they do not have the secret information necessary to a
wise vote.

‘WAR PROPAGANDA POWERFUL FORCE

I say that in deciding whether the lives of Americans
should be sacrificed in aggressive wars there should be no
secrets from those vitally concerned.

The late Newton D. Baker, in his book Why We Went to
War, made some startling revelations concerning the behind-
the-scenes maneuvers on the part of foreign representatives
in this country of the belligerents. He said:

Both sets of countries were represented in Washington by diplo-
mats of long experience and high intelligence, and the situation
made every word and act of the United States important to their
countries, not only in the conduct of their warlike operations but
also in the mobilization of the moral sentiment of the world,
which each side recognized as an imponderable but powerful force
in the ultimate outcome.

One of the most experienced diplomats in America
throughout this period was Sir Cecil Spring Rice, the British
Ambassador. Long after the conclusion of the war, in 1929,
his private letters were published. From those letters it was
shown, as so well stated by Mr. Baker, that Sir Cecil was
“at least diplomatically suspicious of everybody’s professions
and temperamentally impatient of idealisms. As a conse-
quence, he had difficulty in concealing from Mr. Bryan what
he revealed very fully in his letters to his friends—his im-
patience with Mr. Bryan’s desire to discuss peace treaties and
peace objectives in any general sense,”

DIPLOMAT ANNOYED BY FEACE TALK

In a letter to Sir Arthur Nicolson, dated November 13, 1914,
Sir Cecil wrote:

Bryan spoke to me about peace, as he always does. He sighs for
the Nobel prize, and, besides that, he is a really convinced peace-
man. He has just given me a sword beaten into a plowshare
6 inches long to serve as a paperweight. It is adorned with gquota-

tions from Isalah and himself. No one doubts his sincerity, but
that is rather embarrassing for us at the present moment, because
he is always at us with peace propositions. This time he said he
could not understand why we could not say what we are fighting
for. The nation which continued war had as much responsibility
as the country which began it. * * * He said that all the powers
concerned had been disappointed in their ambitions. * * * Why
should they not make peace now, if they had to make peace a year
hence, after another year's fruitless struggle? It would be far
wiser if each said what it was fighting for and asked the United
Btates to help them in arriving at a peaceful conclusion.

Thus we see that Sir Cecil was annoyed and embarrassed
because the American Secretary of State, William Jennings
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Bryan, insisted upon talking peace and upon asking such
unreasonable questions as what the warring nations were
fighting for.

There were others—some even in our own country—who
were equally annoyed by Mr. Bryan’s peace talks, and who
no doubt were greatly relieved when he resigned his office
rather than sign a note which he felt headed his country
toward war.

And so it is today. It is annoying and embarrassing to
the Sir Cecils and to the munition makers and war profiteers
to be continually hearing this talk of peace. They want it
shut off. They want the Ludlow resolution strangled. They
want the American people to be kept in ignorance of the
objectives of war, which are always known to only a few.

CONSCRIPTION REJECTED BEY AUSTRALIA

But let us look into the question for a moment and see
if there is any valid reason why the people should not be
allowed to vote on war. I do not believe there is.

When the World War was at its height in Europe, Eng-
land appealed to her dominions and colonies for more men.
The Parliament of Australia passed an “act to submit to a
referendum a question in relation to military service abroad.”

On October 28, 1916, the referendum was held, the ques-
tion before the electors being:

Are you In favor of the Government having, in this grave emer-
gency, the same compulsory powers over citizens In regard to
requiring their military service, for the term of this war, outside
the Commonwealth as it now has in regard to military service
within the Commonwealth?

It will be seen that the question was framed in such a
light as to suggest a “yes” vote. But with 82.75 percent of
the electorate voting, the proposal was rejected.

Mr. ENUTSON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SHANNON. I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr, ENUTSON. The election held in this country in the
year 1916 was virtually a plebiscite on whether we should
enter the war?

Mr. SHANNON. I think so. That was in the minds of
the public when they voted for Woodrow Wilson.

Mr. ENUTSON. The people voted against the Republican
candidate, fearing his election would mean our entrance into
that war?

Mr, SHANNON. I think the gentleman is stating it cor-
rectly.

The results of the first referendum being highly unsatis-
factory to those who desired compulsory enlistment, it was
charged that the vote was fraudulent, and a second refer-
endum was held on December 21, 1917. The question on
that occasion was put as follows:

Are you in favor of the proposal of the Commonwealth govern-
ment for reinforcing the Australian Imperial Force oversea?

Again the proposal was rejected, with 81.34 percent of the
electorate voting.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman
3 additional minutes.

DECISION ON WAR SAFE IN HANDS OF PUBLIC

Mr. SHANNON. Mr. Chairman, remember that these two
referendums were held in Australia when war sentiment was
at a fever pitch, and when so-called patriotic feeling was
running high. If the people of Australia, in such a crucial
period, could sanely and soberly pass on the question of
whether her citizens should, by compulsory enlistment, be re-
quired to serve overseas, surely the voters of this country can
be trusted to do likewise.

Today we are at peace. The immediate effect of the pas-
sage of the Ludlow resolution by Congress at this time would
be to quiet the fears of our people that we might be rushed
into other nations’ wars without adequate deliberation. The
resolution does not discard the present system whereunder
Congress is authorized to declare war, but adds to it the safe-
guard of a final and controlling vote by the people before the
authority of Congress can become effective.

The resolution would have to be ratified by the legislatures
of three-fourths of the several States, a process which would
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require considerable time. But that element of time is im-
portant because it would furnish ample opportunity for the
entire question of war to be thoroughly studied and discussed.
Decisions on all great questions should be reached on the
basis of a studied and deliberate judgment, when all the facts
are known. They should not be reached on the basis of
prejudices and passions and selfish interests which are bound
to arise when the state of war exists or is imminent.
‘WIDE SUPPORT OF WAR REFERENDUM RESOLUTION

America wants her Representatives in Congress to discuss
the question of peace as fearlessly as Bryan did. Of course,
Bryan lost his Cabinet post by reason of his strong feeling for
peace, but he won the gratitude and a lasting place in the
hearts of all peace-loving Americans.

The Ludlow resolution has the enthusiastic support of a
great part of our populace. The least its supporters are
entitled to is a fair hearing upon the part of their elected
national Representatives. No Member of this House can say
he gave the proposal a proper hearing if he votes to send the
resolution back to committee. Anyone so voting knows in
advance that such action means the death of the proposal,
insofar as this Congress is concerned, and further that it
means the death sentence was pronounced without benefit of
hearing. In fairness to all concerned, the resolution should be
debated and the “yea” or “nay” vote of every Member re-
corded thereon so that the people back home may know how
their chosen Representatives stand on the subject.

If a majority of this body vote against sending the resolu-
tion back to committee, 6 hours will be set aside for a dis-
cussion of its merits and demerits. Surely, it is not too much
to ask 6 hours’ time for the consideration of a proposal de-
signed to keep America from again being drawn into that
nightmare of hell, the deluge of foreign wars. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr., FITZPATRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota [Mr. BErNARD] such time as he may
desire.

‘WE PLANNED IT SO

Mr. BERNARD. Mr. Chairman, enemies of the President
and of the people, those same enemies who were repudiated
in 1932 and again even more vehemently in 1936, repeat the
phrase as an accusation today, “You planned it so.” You
say yourselves that recovery did not just happen. And now
that recovery has been stopped midflight by recession, we
charge that recession is the result of your planning. That
is the charge that is made again and again in the press that
has fought the plan from the beginning, in the upholstered
clubs that have sabotaged the plan from the beginning, and
even here in Congress, significantly enough by Members who
have tried on every roll call to defeat every attempt to
legislate the plan into fact.

Yes, “we planned it so”—the President, the people, and
their representatives who support the President’s program
planned for a recovery from the dark days of 1932, and
planned that that recovery should be based on the sound
foundation of increased mass purchasing power and a more
equitable distribution of wealth in this rich country. Some-
thing went wrong with our plans. Was it accident? We
who are accused of seeking alibis reject the alibi of accident.
We affirm that we planned it so, but that powerful forces
threw a monkey wrench into our plan.

Our plan provided for increased purchasing power through
affording American workers some protection of the basic
American right to organize and bargain collectively. Only
through the free exercise of this right can they protect their
jobs and their wages. What happened? From August 1936
to August 1937 the membership of the A. F. of L. increased by
831,671 new members. The C. I. O. grew from 1,440,000
members in December 1936 to 3,718,000 in October 1937.
For the first time in American history American workers
were in a position to meet with big business on something
like an equal footing. They were stabilizing employment
through signed agreements, seniority rights, protection of
jobs from discriminatory firing. They were stabilizing pur-
chasing power through wage agreements.
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And what happened then? We have heard a lot about
sit-down strikes. This Chamber resounded to the wails of
doom when workers sat down, demanding no more than the
enforcement of their right to organize, already guaranteed
them by law. And now we hear that capital has sat down
on its money bags, not to hatch more money, not to hatch
profits which are born of investment, but to keep its money
from flowing into new enterprises and to disrupt the plan
of the President for marching to recovery through purchas-
ing power. Is it true that capital has sat down? Let us not
ask Robert Jackson or Harold Ickes. Let us ask the spokes-
men of capital itself. What capital’s spokesmen say in the
press or in this House is one thing. What they say among
themselves is another thing—is the truth.

One of capital's most respected organs, The Annalist,
of November 26, proves statistically that the sharp decline
in production was not brought about by administration eco-
nomics, nor even by so-called natural economic laws, buf
deliberately by capital itself. In the words of The Annalist
“the only ultimate answer to a strike on the part of labor
is a strike on the part of capital.”

Let us listen to the voice of capital, speaking not in the
specious demagogy it employs for the public’s ear, but in the
outspoken language it keeps for its private consumption.

I quote from The Annalist:

Sudden curtailment of demand, amounting almost to complete
cessation of buying in the heavy industries, has obviously been the
ogttistl?;ndlng characteristic of the present decline in business
activity.

One hundred and thirty million people do not suddenly decide
to curtail their expenditures. Hence we witness the unprecedented
spectacle of steel ingot production dropping In 11 weeks from 84 to
31 percent of capacity, while at the same time we read reports of
what amount in some cases to record-breaking sales of automobiles
at retail.

When automobile manufacturers comment on the demand situa-
tion it is no longer clear whether what they are saying is intended
for the ears of the consuming public or the labor leaders. It seems
safe to conclude, nevertheless, that there has been no such drastic
curtailment in retail demand for motorcars and other luxury items
as would be indicated by the current curtailment of production.

The answer to this riddle probably lies largely in an attempt on
the part of the manufacturers to deal with the labor situation,
which is still obviously very bad. In the case of Ford the C. I. O.
leaders set the beginning of new-model production as the date for a
big membership campaign. Ford, no doubt, realizes how difficult
it must be for a union to secure new members in an empty factory.

Under the Wagner Act employers have only one recourse—
namely, to curtail orclose * * *. Under this law the only ulti-
mate answer to a strike on the part of labor is a strike on the part
of capital. Yet Congress fiddles around with the idea of farm relief
and tax relief, both of which are of no immediate importance in
the present crisis.

I have here another quotation from another business
source which bears out the gentleman’s point.

The Wall Street clique admits its sabotage in its own pub-
lications. The Railway Age of October 20 states:

Complete recovery and real prosperity will be achieved when,
and only when, there has been frank and full acceptance of the
fact that capital, as well as labor, can strike; that the failure of
recovery and the present business situation are due to a strike of
capital.

This is not idle talk. The railroad magnates are active in
this strike. Their equipment deteriorated by 25 percent dur-
ing the crisis and depression, which made large new pur-
chases necessary. These purchases were begun toward the
end of 1936. In May 1937, immediately after the meeting of
the American Association of Railroad Presidents, the railroad
magnates suddenly stopped these purchases, although they
had ordered enly a small portion of the necessary equipment.

Mr, WIGGLESWORTH. Mr, Chairman, I yield 15 minutes
to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CRAWFORD].

PRICES AND THEIR EFFECT ON PROSPERITY OF OUR PEOPLE

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr, Chairman, it is pertinent to ask,
What forces operate to fix prices? Has the administration’s
policy the past 5 years been designed and administered in a
manner to cause prices to move very definitely upward? Do
large corporations, rich families, combinations in restraint of
trade, monopolies, fix, freeze, and maintain prices through
their own power and manipulations, or is the price fixing and
freezing, about which we hear so much these days, largely
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due to the policies of the administration as it operates
through its agencies, such as the Federal Reserve Board, the
Commodity Credit Corporation, and many other instru-
ments? Now, let us look at the record for a while.

First, let us admit the growth of the modern corporation
in the United States during the past 50 years has been quite
phenomenal. This growth has been accelerated by at least
three important factors:

(a) Our people are neither lazy nor inefficient but they are
ambitious and thrifty. They have not had to be prodded by
the overseer’s whip or the bailifi’s or steward's importu-
nities—although the steward did come into the picture within
the last few months. Our people are intelligent, well or-
ganized, instructed, and supplied with more and better equip-
ment than any other group in the world. Accordingly their
per capita production has been greater.

(b) The general disposition of the Anglo-Saxon is to live
within his means or, as some would say, his income. Until
within recent years we were even inclined to keep our na-
tional affairs on a balanced Budget basis. With a high per
capita production, frugal living, an ambition to have some-
thing for the “rainy day” we produced, saved, invested in
life-insurance estates, and savings and thrift institutions,
thereby piling up great reserves of what we call cash so that
they in turn could be invested in the industries of this
country.

(c) We brought into operation what is known as the stock
exchange or, as some would say, we created a trading
mechanism. Through its perfection and operation it has
served the investor, large and small, and enabled him to place
his savings in the stream of capital funds which supplied the
capital structures of the modern corporation and thereby
provided for the bringing together the mortar, brick, and
machinery which we now accept and use as our productive
capital for the production of the goods our people expect,
demand, and enjoy.

Consider the difficulties that would have been in the path
of corporate enterprise and development had our people been
illiterate, lazy, unskilled, thriftless, without instruction, of
a vagrant disposition, with little pride of ancestry and hope
of posterity, inadequate tools and crude machinery, without
a stock exchange where capital “in and out” of the money
market would have moved as sluggishly as it does, for in-
stance, “in and out” of the mortgage field. aHd these last-
mentioned forces been in control, it is reasonable to assume
that our progress along the lines of modern industrialism
would have been no more than that of countries to our south
or in western European or the Asiatic countries. Certainly,
Mexico has climate; it has natural resources, people. The
same can be said of many of the Central American and of
South American countries, as well as some of the Asiatic
states.

If the American farmer had been able to enjoy some kind
of an artificial mechanism serving his interest—as the stock
exchange has served organized industry—and through which
he could have financed his capital, enjoyed low rates of in-
terest, and had been able to participate in the same degree
of liquidity, his position would be entirely different to what
it is today. However, there are very definite reasons why
this country has set the pace in production, savings, life-
insurance reserves, transportation agencies, new productive
capital, and capital goods and consumption.

THE REAL CONTEST

Mr. Allen W. Rucker has made the observation that this
country is today—

Engaged in a struggle to determine which of two economic ideas
ghall prevail just as a hundred-and-sixty-odd ago it was en-
gaged in a struggle to determine which of two political ideas
should prevail. Then it was a question of whether the reactionary
European conception of political subservience to an autocratic
state or the liberal American conception of political freedom should
prevail. Today it is a question of whether the reactionary Euro-
pean philosophy of a controlled economy or the liberal American
doctrine of freedom of individual enterprise, with rewards propor-
tionate to individual effort, shall prevail. A hundred and sixty
years ago Americans were fighting to establish the political free-
dom of the individual; today we are fighting to preserve the eco-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

JANUARY 7

nomic freedom of what has become to be known as the American
system.

Mr. Chairman, the American Revolution led to the adop-
tion of a Constitution. It guaranteed the individual—for 150
years, at least—from the tyranny of government. Certainly,
such a step had a world-wide effect, just as recent movements
in Russia, Germany, Italy, and Japan have tended to change
the course of events and empire throughout the world. There
came the French Revolution, the onsweep of the French
National Armies, and the spirit of liberty was born. This
called for the scrapping of planned and controlled economies,
all of which, in most every country, were consigned to the
political ashcans.

The people of ihe earth suffered 18 centuries of stagnation.
Then, within about 75 years, there came political freedom,
and with it economic freedom, in most every prinecipal country
on earth except Russia. Sir George Paish tells us that—

In the century up to the war the world's income expanded five-
fold, after having taken all the other centuries to grow up to a

very small figure, and that was principally due to the fact that
international trade expanded no less than twelvefold.

IMPROVEMENT AND PRODUCTION GREATEST IN AMERICA

Where do you find the greatest degree of technological im-
provement? In what countries have individual effort and
man’s creative genius flourished the most? Of course, the
answer to these questions can be found in the United States
and in England. Count the contributions made to mankind’s
movement upward by free-acting individuals—citizens of the
United States and Britain. Ask yourself what has come out
of countries like Russia and Spain. Why have despairing
people since the World War turned away from individual
freedom, gone in search of new gods, only to return with dis-
interred idols of ancient history? Why is it men seem to
enjoy being pawns of arbitrary rulers more than they do
being free men? Does history not conclusively prove that war
has been the ultimate weapon of such rulers?

Our own leaders—particularly the President—are now de-
manding that we rearm. From diminishing resources we
shall no doubt proceed to forge new instruments of destruc-
tion this very session of Congress, and all under the leader-
ship of President Roosevelt. Does not the salvation of ecivi-
lization depend upon mutual cooperation, the exchange of
goods between communities and nations, the freedom of
individual enterprise?

SELF-RULE OR DICTATORSHIP?

As for me, I prefer the right to participate in the form of
government under which I shall live to that of any type or
kind of dictatorship. I believe that under a system of self-
rule and free competition, wherein the creative energy of the
individual can operate uncircumscribed by a government
bureaucracy, that the people of today and those to come
tomorrow will have a far higher standard of living and a far
fuller life than they can possibly otherwise share. In addi-
tion to material income, I am one who attaches much impor-
tance and a great amount of value to those spiritual forces
which we know as individual liberty, free speech and thought,
the right to choose one’s own vocation in life, and to worship
the divine Creator according to one’s own philosophy—rights
guaranteed by our Constitution.

FUNCTIONS OF GOVERNMENT

It is difficult for one to define our Federal Government. I
can only try to submit my conception of its functions in this
regard and say that I believe its reserve powers should be
used in protecting citizens and units of local government in
their support of our institutions. I do not believe our na-
tional and individual characters should be weakened and
partially destroyed through government making moves which
relieve the individual of his responsibility to his neighbor or
of private institutions to the public, local governments to
their State, or State government to the Federal Union. In
exchange for the protection which the Federal Government
extends to the citizen, the public, to local and State units,
these individual parts should contribute to the preservation
of the whole. The Federal Government has the right to
demand such reciprocity.
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Rapid-fire experimentation is not only dangerous, it is
destructive to the fabric of our civilization, our institutions,
our form of government. Experimentation creates uncer-
tainty, destroys faith, and kills hope. Organic development
is as important in the building of a form of government and
its supporting institutions as it is in the creation of a species.
There must be something, we might say, “outside of govern-
ment” and upon which government may rest. Organic de-
velopment, not experimentation, gives this very thing. A
people must believe in and support certain ideals, must as-
sume the necessary individual and collective responsibilities
and duties, must not be afraid of trouble when it arrives.
To be afraid means that ideals, institutions, forms may be
deserted. To insist that ideals, institutions, and organic de-
velopment be deserted when the storm arrives is nothing
short of tyranny.

It is not liberalism. It leads to a state-controlled, state-
directed, and state-planned economy. If calls for the regi-
mentation of men for autocratic bureaucracy, for the dicta-
tion of policy by a central staff, and the extinction of liberty,
of hope, and of opportunity. It controls the private citizen
in a very similar manner to that exercised over the private in
military life.

DEFINITION OF ‘PROSPERITY"

Webster defines the word “prosper” as meaning—

To be successful, fortunate, or prosperous; to succeed; to thrive;
to turn out well; to grow; to increase; to grow strong or potent.
The word “prosperity” is defined—

State of being prosperous; advance or gain in anything good or
desirable; successful ; attainment of the object desired;
good fortune; success; opposed to adversity.

Then Webster defines “adversity” as—

A condition or circumstance attended with severe trials; a state
of adverse fortune; misfortune; calamity; affliction; trouble; trial;
opposed to well-being or prosperity.

Sweet are the uses of adversity,
Which, like the toad, ugly and venomous,
Wears yet a precious jewel in his head.

Our people have desired good in the form of freedom of
speech, a free press, the right to own and operate property,
to worship God as we choose, to pursue happiness, to par-
ticipate in the formation of the government under which we
shall live, to be literate, skilled; to produce goods and services
as best we can under our own initiative and enjoy the mate-
rial things which modern life offers to us. And in making
our advance toward things good and desirable we have kept
in mind that the great Creator has made “many things
possible but very difficult.”

In the course of 150 years our people, under our form of
government and our policies and institutions, have had days
and years of prosperity and as well of adversity. When the
days of adversity are upon us—and come they must—it would
be and it has been wise for the Federal Government to pro-
vide leadership for the people in the exercise of their cour-
age, initiative, and fortitude. But in doing this the Federal
Government should be very sure that it does not in any way
destroy the fabric of individual, community, and State re-
sponsibility. Certainly the leadership furnished by the Fed-
eral Government should carefully coordinate all existing
agencies for good; it should go one step further, if necessary,
and create new agencies to run for the duration of the
emergency—during the days of national adversity—but these
new creations should be permitted to pass away as soon as the
day of adversity has ended.

For instance, a doctor would not handicap his patient by
having him wear a splint on a broken arm beyond the time
required to knit the bone and heal the break. He removes
the splint as soon as possible to afford freedom of action of
that temporarily incapacitated member of the body. Just
so should the Government, in assuming the role of the doctor
to the country’s economic ills, remove the burdensome and
handicapping splints of these new emergency agencies when
they have served their purpose, and all so that there may be
renewal of freedom of action and individual enterprise.
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And the character of such agencies as are created should
-never be of such a nature as to supplant, weaken, or destroy
by one jot or tittle the self-reliance, initiative, or enterprise
of the people. The newly created instrumentalities, mecha-
nisms, and benefits should be so designed as to serve all
the people and administered always in a manner which
strengthens and encourages the individual in his desire to
support a stable government and be self-supporting.

GOVERNMENT INTERFERENCE WITH PRICE STRUCTURE

What is the meaning of the word “price”? Price as herein
discussed means “in the broadest sense the quantity of one
thing that is exchanged or demanded in barter or sale for
another; the exchange value of one thing expressed in terms
of units of another thing.,” Price as herein discussed has to
do with material things such as foodstuffs, household goods,
tools with which to work, clothing, shelter, travel, literature,
education, buildings, and machinery—not limited to these,
but including items named. The ownership of these, our
teeming millions seek. It has been observed that one
group or school “would have the Government do more
and more about more and more of our economic activities
until ultimately government will do all about everything.”
This school is called the liberals. There is another group it
has been observed that would have “government do less and
less about less and less until eventually government would
do nothing about anything.” The self-styled liberals would
achieve their ends by making government the director of all
economic activities; and when, through cupidity and stupid-
ity common to such mutations born of reactionary economics
and radical politics, their failure comes home to roost, shoul-
der the cost upon the hapless backs of the citizenry.

War on a large scale leads to the withdrawal of men from
normal production, to increased Government expenditures,
to national debts, to specialized production and consumption,
This in turn encourages an unnatural rise in the price value
of certain commodities and goods. History teaches us that
in due course, following the end of hostilities and return to
peaceful activities, prices over a period of time, in the ab-
sence of artificial stimulation and support, decline sharply.
But what has been the situation in this country since the
World War? During the twenties the Government partici-
pated in stimulating activities, purchased commodities on a
large scale, advanced credit to foreign nations for the pur-
pose of promoting sales and thereby bringing about a greater
competitive condition for goods and labor through the use of
Government credit and powers and did many other things in
support of an unnatural price level and the stimulation of
speculative profits.

Then came the 1929-32 debacle with all of its misery, which
the last 5 years of planned economy and an increase of
$20,000,000,000 in the direct national debt have not erased.
The New Deal, failing to profit by the condemned pro-
gram of its predecessors, immediately viewed the wreck-
age and launched a program of price stimulation unequaled
in all the pages of all previous history. With the world
only 14 years from the close of the Great War, the present
administration proceeded to leave little undone to restore
an artificial and damaging price structure that has been con-
stantly breaking from its war-stimulated pinnacle. Of
course, some would justify all of this, claiming that it had
to be done by reason of previously contracted debts of
farmers, businessmen, and other individuals. But have not
far greater debts been contracted in this unnatural program?
And, in its effort to maintain an unnatural price level, the
New Deal is doomed to ultimate failure. Eventually, prices
will come down. Let us call the roll for some of the specific
steps the administration has taken.

(1) The N. R. A, with its price-fixing, monopoly-breeding,
trust-evading character.

(2) The unconstitutional A. A. A., with its crop-destroying,
civil-war-proveking, wealth-transferring—from one State to
another—and regimenting philosophy. Just recently I called
the attention of the House to large payments of $10,000 or
more by the A. A. A. to those in big business.
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(3) The Guffey Coal Act, with all of its pelitical spoilsman-
ship, hesitating administration, price-fixing and regional-
planning provisions.

(4) The Wagner Labor Relations Act, which is still, like
a child, a “becoming.” It has not yet grown up. Its own
friends do not yet know whether to fear or praise its provi-
sions. Into the camps of organized labor it has appeared as
a great disturber and disorganizer. Its consequences are not
yet known, and to its provisions the people have not given
their secondary reaction. Of course, it, too, was designed to
assist in raising prices of industrialized products and thereby
cast a greater degree of inequity on the backs of the agricul-
tural workers.

(5) The Gold Purchasing Act.

(6) The Gold Devaluation Act.

(T) The Silver Purchasing Act.

(8) The Exchange Act.

(9) The arbitrary increase of rail rates, which any student
knows will not in itself solve the most difficult rail problem
we all now face.

(10) The relief appropriations, Commodity Credit Corpo-
ration purchases, and commodity loans. These hold produc-
tion back from distribution and clog the channels of exchange
and actually prevent production coming on behind.

Entirely too many of these steps were taken in response to
specific pressure groups and for the purpose of attempting
to undo some unfair proposal previously enacted. These
acts here mentioned have been put into operation for the
purpose of stimulating, buoying up, and maintaining prices
above their natural level. Every step has created an ever-
widening gap between what would be fair for those who per-
form “stoop” labor on the farm in an effort to produce the
foodstuffs for the Nation and as related to those who work
in the organized industries. The farming group is as far
from being up with the procession now as when the parade
began. The whole program has been a will-o’-the-wisp
chase in an effort to please all classes and types. It is all
typical of Government-planned economy. It repeats what
has gone before. The program has drawn to its support
many groups who wanted special consideration and extraor-
dinary protection. The program has led to false promises,
deluded our people, and entirely too many have been induced
to seek profits of speculation instead of taking the only safe
and sure way to profits—through the production of goods
and services. Such a program coddles, cajoles, and caters to
those who would have government build an easy path over
which they might travel. It makes unnecessary, for the
time being, the gearing down of production costs to a basis
which will permit goods to flow, and enable honest men to
make their own way and the productionist to acquire profit
through production., Such a program encourages specula-
tion and inevitably leads to the complete destruction of that
which civilization holds dear and which has been so aptly
described by Dr. Virgil Johnson, wherein he said:

The civilization by which we live is a vast, Invisible web ever
woven anew of countless acts of sacrifice, fortitude, faith, and fore-
sight by unnumbered nameless men. Thread by thread these un-
seen strands of individual aspiration, effort, adventure, and accom-
plishment are spun into those indestructible cords of endurance,
industry, independence, and integrity of spirit which bind scciety
together. This frail fabric from the ceaseless loom of generations
of unremembered lives is the strongest and most precious sub-
stance in the world, for by it alone we hang suspended above the
abyss of savagery * * *. We shall win prosperity only if we
have the strength to suffer poverty; leisure, only if we have the
will to labor endlessly; security, only if we have the courage to
risk all; and peace, only if we have the pride to die fighting for
freedom, truth, and honor.

The program is a clear demonstration of the response of
demagogic government to pressure groups and the cries of
those who command or control large numbers of votes. “New
Dealism"” is so saturated with the philosophy of price “upism”
that within 1 week after Mr. Robert Jackson had delivered
his diatribe against the “price fixers” the President, respond-
ing to the call of the “silver bloc,” and by proclamation,
“fixed” a new price for silver, which, after all, is just another
commodity like wheat or corn or cotton; it is not the “stand-
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ard of value” of our money, as some would have us believe;
that high position is held by the yellow metal—gold.
SOFTENING THE IMPACT OF DECLINING PRICES

Mr. Chairman, the administration has been attempting to
soften the impact of declining prices. The error has been
in the method used, and which has resulted, not in the
softening of the impact but instead the price level has been
supported and even materially advanced. What we need is
a method of procedure which softens the impact through
“productive enterprise.” I contend that unless we resort to
such a productive procedure we shall have an increasing

‘Government relief load, with more debt, less employment, less

production, and more poverty, and eventually, after the
citizenry has tired of the whole deal, will sweep away both
economic and political freedom before its force is spent.

What else do I mean by “price”? By price, I mean
production multiplied by price, which equals income. You
impair production if you attempt to control price. That is
what the administration is guilty of, and all of this has led
to a decrease in production, a decrease in consumption, with
its cousins of want and distress. In addition, it has led to
an endangering of the national credit, it has competed with
individual enterprise, and, according to Messrs. Ickes and
Jackson, placed constitutional government in jeopardy. In
spite of all that has been done, “price” is still out of kilter
and production, as necessary as it is, has been almost for-
gotten. Even Governor Eccles would now have us go “spend”
instead of “produce.”

Let us return to the philosophy that price is not wealth but
that wealth in the form of goods, not money, not gold,
but goods, more goods is what the people—all people—want.
It is the cry of the ill-fed, ill-housed, ill-clothed. To bring
about production, why is it so impossible for us to compre-
hend that it is necessary for markets to be constantly cleared
and that crop quotas, sanctions, barriers, stored tonnage,
restricted hours and acreage, days spent in haggling over
detail, are all but hurdles over which we must jump before
the stream of goods can flow to our people? Why are we so
dumb that we cannot see these things that are so necessary?
What is there to divide unless we produce it first?

To clear these markets, prices and wages must be kept in ~
balance with each other. This leads to the exchange of
goods for services in volume and on a parity basis.

AGRICULTURAL INCOME

Those who would lead the farm group to believe they are
interested in parity of income for the farmer and for him a
high standard of living must not overlook the fact—as has
been the case—that industry must balance its “prices” with
the monetary income of basic producers and consumers.
When this is accomplished, the farmers will furnish a mar-
ket that will positively startle this American Continent.
Until this is done, the buying power of the farm group will
continue to decline and industry will languish, and there will
be less and less hope for the preservation of our private-
property system and constitutional form of government and
a greater demand that the land laws be revamped so that
Government agencies can supervise the ownership and opera-
tion of farm lands as advocated by Secretary Wallace in
1935.

Keeping business prices in line with farm prices means
that production costs—material and labor—will or must be
flexible and in line with farm prices. We have learned dur-
ing the past few years, whether we admit it or not, that
farm production and costs and income are beyond the con-
trol of human agencies. When we once learn—and I con-
tend we have not yet done so—that total annual organized
pay rolls in dollars are limited by total “gross farm income,”
we shall be making progress. These two factors rise and fall
together.

‘When labor, politicians, and industrialists learn how to
maintain production on a declining price level, gathering
income from production multiplied by price, and discon-
tinues resorting to Government practices, sharp and other-
wise, in attempts to maintain an unnatural and speculative
price level through the prevention of the production of goods,
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we shall then be making real progress. When the price of
finished goods is below farm income, we find that industrial
activity and the flow of goods are above normal. When
finished-goods value rises above farm income, the curve on
factory activity falls below normal by about the same per-
centage.

For labor to enjoy a large support from farm workers it
must learn that wages are to vary downward with farm
income. When wages rise above farm income, unemploy-
ment will increase and man-hours of work purchased by
factory management will decline, by exactly percentage
wage rates, rise above farm income.

The distortion of wage rates and prices can and does
reflect very disastrously on our entire economy and in turn
it disturbs our people, drives them backward and forward—
first toward poverty then toward better living conditions, but
continually whiplashing them into a greater and greater
degree of animosity against the institutions that are. This
is very easy of correction and we have no right to continue
our demagogery, deficit financing, and bulldozing of the
farmers and wage earners of this Nation. In the end we all
lose as in 1929-32.

It has been clearly pointed out that if we but control the
production variable in income, our progress in the produc-
tion and exchange of material things is practically unlimited.
By doing this we can have expanding production, increased
employment, pay off our debts, enjoy a rising standard of
living, and at the same time preserve our free society with
political liberty and economic freedom. In no other way
can we attain the $100,000,000,000 national income in goods
and services, to which the President has referred in his
annual message.

Within the last few years we have jeopardized all of these
worthy and valuable blessings and in our attempt to bring
about something unnatural and impossible we have inglori-
ously failed.

Mzr. Chairman, I do not advocate or believe in a policy of
laissez faire. I do not approve of a policy of punitive con-
formance of awaiting the commitment of the crime and
then proceeding to punish; but I do demand and beg for a
Government program which will give encouragement, which
will cultivate, protect, and absolutely guarantee, freedom of
enterprise and a competitive economy. Never can we attain
the desired and necessary goal through simply threatening to
punish., The law of self-preservation will defy and defeat
such a punitive approach.

The N. R. A. codes accomplished very definitely one
thing—the codes neutralized what competition there would
have otherwise been. They destroyed competition. They
prevented the freedom of enterprise Messrs. Jackson, Ickes,
and Cummings—yea, and the President—now demand.
They encouraged, built, and made monopoly thrive. This
is the truth, and it is bad. Yet the President condemns the
Supreme Court for its opinion which held the N. R. A. Act
unconstitutional, and this very week the President goes
further and leaves the distinct impression that he now de-
sires to give the N. R. A. philosophy and plan a new birth.

Secretary Ickes says:

Concentrated wealth and power in the hands of a few is just as
dangerous today as it has been in times past.

That is so very true, whether it be the power of a totali-
tarian state, of central economic planners, political spoils-
men, a demagogic administration, or a vindictive autocrat.

The reactionary philosophy of a controlled economy,
which was practiced and which so miserably failed and
which was finally discarded by enlightened Europeans and
others many years ago, is now being advocated again by the
President. Its approach is another danger signal to our
American institutions. It will bring no good. It will create
greater adversity and bring to our homes more poverty.
No one knows this better than Secretary Ickes, who through-
out his preachments prepares the way, breaks down the re-
sistance to, and places our people in a frame of mind for
the acceptance of a return to the long-ago worn-out and
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discarded philosophy. Political parties, entrenched bureaus,
and publicly financed demagogs can strut the boards as
proudly and nonchalantly and as destructively as feudal
lords, knights, barons, and earls. There is no monopoly on
“strutting,” and it is a wise people who exercises the neces-
sary intelligence to see that no group “sfruts” too much af
the expense of the taxpayer. The Secretary of the Interior
would curb the press, prevent criticism of the President,
prevent the practice of the legal profession, and never have
the demagogic legislative proposals questioned by anyone,
although the administration is noted for its submission to
pressure groups.

The “planned economy” of the administration—all-
planned economy—calls for much paper work. Instructions,
regulations, plans, orders, reports, and estimates must flow
in unceasing rivers of papers until all workers, from the
most highly skilled engineers down to the floor sweeper, find
themselves up to their necks in a sea of red tape and still
more paper. This is indicated by the ever-widening stream
of books, leaflets, press releases, reports, moving pictures,radio
broadcasts, and cross-firing between Cabinet members and
department heads of the present administration.

Current Russian history is replete with proof of the curse
that can come to a nation operating under the control of a
central staff of political planners and commissars. The
“outs” are always trying to get rid of the “ins.” To be sure,
this is true of political parties, but there is a vast difference
between political parties—with one of them out of office—
and two different but fighting groups of political planners,
both of which are working on the inside, but only one of
which is in charge of the “works” at the moment. It isa war
to the death at all times, with resorting to underground con-
spiracy and industrial sabotage and all at the expense of the
industrial and agricultural worker and the taxpayer. One
only needs to compare the recent utterances of Messrs. Jack-
son, Ickes, Cummings, Eccles, and the President to realize
what happens when the “camp” begins to break up as a result
of the failure of the “planning” to bring the desired results.
Each begins to sing his respective song of alibis and let forth
his hatred for such opposition as may appear to be developing.

To work at all, the planned economy will require the high-
est degree of delicate adjustment to the end that corrective
methods can be applied instantly, and this is not possible
under political control. Rigidity of plans will not permit the
individual units to function in a manner to meet the con-
stantly changing conditions which occur under a democratic
constitutional form of government. From the top and from
the bottom, under free press and free speech, there will al-
ways come a brutal barrage of criticism and officious inter-
ference from the layers of society; from the individual voter
and from pressure groups a constant hammering process will
emerge, and to this the political group in power will tend
to respond.

Let government act as an impartial overseer. Let goy-
ernment keep out of the price-fixing, price-“upping,” and
increased price-promotion fields. Certainly, as Mr. Jackson
has said, monopoly prevents continuing production at rea-
sonable prices. It maintains a rigid and unwarrantably
high price level for products of monopoly. This in turn pre-
vents consumption and holds back production and dislocates
and disorganizes the entire capitalistic system as so recently
discussed by Secretary Ickes and Messrs. Jackson and Eccles.
If, as Mr. Jackson says, government is “to act as impartial
overseer of our industrial progress,” he certainly must mean
that in this field the function of government shall be strictly
limited to maintenance of “free competition.” Anything
short of this means encouragement of monopoly, whether it
be in the form of an N. R. A. or a new proposal of the Presi-
dent or some other method. When government goes beyond
this it sets up competition “with” small business and promotes
monopoly, as under the N. R. A. codes.

Again, in the words of Mr. Jackson, in considering the
economic consequences of proposals made, whether they be
submitted by big business, by special pressure groups, by the
administration, or by the President himself, “the best way to
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do that is to examine the actions, not the speeches.” Again,
having in mind the statement of Mr. Jackson, we must not
overlook the fact that increased prices and decreased pro-
duction bring about a consequent decrease in purchasing
power of a great mass of our people. Certainly Mr. Jackson
amd others who are sympathetic to his philosophy will not
contend New Dealism has been negligent in promoting the
economy of scarcity and high prices. That has been its
theme. If the small-business man is to receive a different
kind of cooperative effort to that which Mr. Jackson has so
scathingly denounced, certainly it will be necessary for Gov-
ernment and the New Deal to do less in the way of creating
and encouraging monopoly and big business.

For 5 years the forces of government have impelled small
business to conform to Government supervision and oversee-
ing and on Government’s own terms. This has definitely pro-
moted and protected the interest of the large operators as
against the interest of the small industries.

COSMIC FORCES ARE STILL AT WORK

Mr. Chairman, the individual body and I dare say the
race we call Americans are both the product of cosmic forces,
governed by natural laws as immutable as the law of gravi-
tation and the laws of mathematics. Those who have lived
on the frontiers, who have studied nature, can understand
something about the forces which guide the honey bee, the
beaver in his engineering, insects, and other animals in
making provisions for food and abode. There is a force
which operates and gives to these creatures in advance, the
knowledge of the functions each is designed to discharge.
None argue with its destiny. Perhaps, if these creatures
could talk, each would say, “I act through free choice and I
am guided by my wisdom.”

Should we claim that by legislative fiat, drafted and en-
acted by the butcher, the baker, the candlestick maker, the
lawyer, the banker, or others, we can change the nature of
man—the American man—quickly and in such a manner and
to such a degree that he will conform to an economy of
scarcity and high prices? I do not believe that such a trans-
formation is possible. Trace the history of man back for
750,000 years and bring it down to the last moment and you
will find that his progress has not been due to the work of
reformers. What progress he has made is due to the “pro-
mulgation of laws made when the foundation of this world
was laid down.” When I am today told that those laws are
worse than futile, that they should be discarded and replaced
by some invention of the limited intellects which make up
our legislative bodies, and which inventions fail to square
with those of Nature’s own dicta, I am brought to the irm
conclusion that we are headed in a direction which, if con-
tinued, means the doom and destruction of our race and
civilization.

What fitness does our Constitution require for running a
government? Does the philosophy of our democracy permit
us to assume “any man or woman is so ignorant or so inept
as to be disqualified to pass judgment upon economic or
social problems, whether of national or international scope”?
Do we require that our legislators and Chief Executives and
Cabinet members of Commerce and other departments
“know how to transact the smallest or simplest business of
their own”? Do we not, under the sign of our democracy,
consider all fully competent?

It is my prayer that we look for the light; that as we
deal with social and economic problems that we give the
laws of Nature a chance to work as the physician who in
this day of modern thought removes the obstacles and lets
Nature restore the physical strength of the one who is ill
The reformer who is trying to teach his horse to live with-
out food may find that the beast will die before he becomes
used to the abstinence and that high prices and scarcity
does not provide the means for growing bones and tissue.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks in the Recorp and include therein some very brief
quotations.

The CHAIRMAN. May the Chair inquire the nature of
the quotations to be included?
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Mr. CRAWFORD. Some of the quotations I have read,
and there are two or three others of one or two lines each.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, permission will be
granted to the gentleman to extend his own remarks; but
the Chair is of the opinion permission to include extraneous
matter should be obtained in the House.

There was no objection.

Mr. VOORHIS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD. 1 yield to the gentleman from
California.

Mr. VOORHIS. I believe I understand the philosophy the
gentleman has expounded, and I believe he has made the
statement that the presence of monopoly makes it difficult,
if not impossible, to carry forward the kind of order about
which he has been talking.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Monopoly will utterly defeat the insti-
tutions of free competition, which I more fully set forth in
my extension of remarks. At the same time, having prices
pushed up, buoyed up, and maintained by legislative fiat and
Government support is as destructive, and has been as de-
structive during the past few years, as any power which has
ever been exercised in that direction by a monopoly in this
country. [Applause.] -

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time
as he may desire to use to the gentleman from Maine [Mr.
OLIVER].

A BRIEF OBSERVATION ON OUR “DEBT” MONEY SYSTEM

Mr. OLIVER. Mr. Chairman, the annual interest load of
our Federal debt, just short of $1,000,000,000, was the item
of most significance to me in the President’s Budget mes-
sage. Obviously, interest charges are predicated on debt.
Debt immediately ealls to mind our outmoded and aborted
money system. Debt also calls to mind the tremendous im-
pact which the debt structure, both private and public, in-
volves upon our productive capacity. Under our present
money system which is based on debt, the banks sometimes
colorfully called merchants of debt are in a key position so
far as the issuance of new money is concerned. At the pres-
ent time we are suffering a stoppage of production because
our citizens individually are not “taking on” new debt. In
other words, they are loaded with time or installment pay-
ments on old debt. At the same time corporations such as
our railroads, for example, cannot make new debts because
of their existing debt structure. Our Federal Government
does not need to offer new debt on the financial markets be-
cause, according to my understanding, it is collecting enough
from the pay rolls of the Nation in the form of social-security
taxes to make cash outgo and income balance. Thus we
have the banks, temporarily at least, undergoing a cessation
of opportunity of creating new debt money. Now, I believe
that it is time that we, the people, realize that the Constitu-
tion gives us through the Federal Government the power to
coin, issue, and regulate the value of money. It is time that
we replaced a money system based on debt with a money sys-
tem based on productive capacity and labor. To effect this
result we should take over the Federal Reserve System under
Federal Government ownership and then mandate the board
of governors designated as a monetary authority to require
100-percent Reserve requirements for all demand deposits on
the part of our banks.

Furthermore, under a money system based on productive
capacity and labor in lieu of the repudiated present system
based on debt, America, through its monetary authority, will
be in a position to correct the present conditions of unem-
ployment, insecurity, and poverty which are now dragging
millions of our citizens down to a level which constitutes an
ever-increasing menace for society as a whole.

Henry Ford in recent statements has called attention to the
break-down of our money system which in my opinion is an-
other name for distribution. This issue is the key log in our
present jam. Shall we continue to pay tribute to a money
system which has demonstrated again and again its inade-
quacy or shall we, boldly and courageously, reassert our con-
stitutional rights as a Congress and formulate a money
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policy which will make possible a continuance of our free
political and economic institutions?

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
man from Washington [Mr. CorreEe] such time as he may
desire to use.

“CONFIDENCE" AND THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MANUFACTURERS

Mr. COFFEE of Washington. Mr. Chairman, yesterday
the gentleman from Pennsylvania offered us a solution for
the problem of unemployment. His solution is “confidence.”
It is a familiar solution. It was put forward most vigorously
by the National Association of Manufacturers in their recent
convention. I believe that no man in the history of this
country has done more to restore confidence than has Frank-
lin D. Roosevelt. In his recent message to Congress he said,
and his words were earried out across the land to millions of
anxious and hungry people:

I do not propose to let the people down.

Do you think these words, backed by the assurance that
this administration holds the human budget more sacred
than the fiscal budget, backed by the assurance that no one
in America will be allowed to starve—do you think these
words did not breed confidence?

Who needs confidence, anyway? General Motors Corpora-
tion, with more than $450,000,000 in undistributed surpluses,
or the 30,000 General Motors workers recently laid off? Who
needs confidence: the 11,000,000 unemployed, or those who
have made a mockery of their hypocritical defense of the
“right to work”?

WHOSE PROGRAM EREEDS CONFIDENCE?

Whose program is more likely to bring confidence to Amer-
ica’s anxious millions? The program cf the President of the
United States, contained in his message to the Congress, or
the program of the N. A. M., which has been and will con-
tinue to be opposed to the President’s program in this
House?

SAVE OUR "“SELECT” GROUP, AND ADVENTITIOUSLY A MODICUM OF

PROSPERITY MAY DRIP DOWN TO THE PLAIN PEOFLE

This N. A. M. program has nothing to offer to workers, con-
sumers, farmers, small-business men, and the great majority
of our population except unemployment and want. The self-
styled “industry’s program for 1938" is in fact a program not
for America’s 130,000,000 people, nor even for all of industry,
but a program for America's “60 families” only; and its
attempt to represent itself as anything else is pure demagogy.

The N. A. M. demands the cooperation of the public and
the Government for its program. Without such cooperation,
it proclaims “the American standard of living will be re-
duced.” This is blackmail.

The N. A. M. program is a program of “Hands off!” Hands
off the trusts and monopolies. Hands off great concentration
of idle wealth. Hands off the exploitation of labor by cor-
porate czars.

Shorn of its beguiling phrases, this is a program for reliev-
ing the tax “burden” of the rich by transferring it to the
bowed shoulders of the poor; of defeating the wage and
hour bill; of repealing the National Labor Relations Act, or
so “amending” the act that it becomes an instrument for
the oppression of the workers it was intended to serve.

N. A. M. “COOPERATION" MEANS WORKER SUBMERGENCE

What the N. A. M. has in mind is illustrated by what it
dares to call “equitable employment relations.”
find that N. A. M. calling upon workers to “cooperate,” not
only to surrender rights gained during the past few years but
also the right to strike which Anglo-American workers won
only after centuries of struggle, American workers will
know how to value an invitation from Girdler, Weir, and
Rand to meet in individual conferences, or to herd them-
selves into company unions for the sake of preserving the
forms of collective bargaining.

LIBERALS HAVE A HOPEFUL PROGRAM FOR THE FUTURE

Have we a better program to offer the American people?
We confidently assert that we have. The right of every
American to a job was not mentioned in the N. A. M. bill
of rights for big business. But this is g right which millions
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of jobless workers dare to claim, a right which has been
cruelly denied them by the program makers recently con-
vened at the Waldorf-Astoria. We place the realization of
this right first upon our program.

We place next the preservation and strengthening of the
National Labor Relations Act and the passage of an effective
wage and hour hill shamefully defeated in the special session.

We want adequate relief for those who stand in need.

Our program calls for the protection of small-business men
and small investors through strengthening and enforcement
of the antitrust laws and continued supervision of the stock
exchanges.

The N. A. M. protests what it calls “policies which have the
effect of redistributing existing wealth and income instead
of endeavoring to produce more national wealth and income.”
We deny that such a contradiction exists. We affirm that
only by more equitable distribution of wealth and the result-
ing increase in mass purchasing power can the conditions for
producing new wealth prevail. We, therefore, advocate the
policies of redistribution which the N. A. M. condemns, and
will continue to support the President in his pursuit of such
policies.

The N. A. M. asserts that “prosperity for the farm and
prosperity for the factory go hand in hand.” This is a spe-
cious misstatement of the truth that farmer and factory
worker are interdependent. The small farmer, the tenant,
and the sharecropper have nothing to gain from the profits
of speculators and moncpolies. We support all Federal legis-
lation which aids the farmer directly or which aids him indi-
rectly by raising the income of city workers.

LIEERALS WANT TO SAVE DEMOCRACY

Ours is a program based on the conviction that private
enterprise and democratic government can and will endure
in the United States. It is particularly significant that the
N. A. M. heard without comment a contrary view expressed
by Virgil Jordan, chairman of the National Industrial Con-
ference Board. Mr, Jordan stated that in his opinion the
chances are “overwhelming” that in the next 5 years our
present system will collapse and the only question in America
will be “communism or fascism.” We have no doubt that
Mr. Jordan has made his choice. We, too, have made ours.
We denounce the choice of alternatives Mr. Jordan tries to
foist upon the American people. The American democratic
system, we insist, is not doomed. It need not collapse, either
in the next 5 years nor at any future date within the province
of men to predict. It will not collapse unless it is wrecked
by those who, I'ke Mr, Jordan, have chosen fascism.

We denounce industry’'s program for 1938 as an attack on
democratic government and the rights of the American
people. We shall fight, in Congress and out of it, for the
people’s needs, for our own constructive program, and for the
permanence of American democracy. Many of us reafirm
the pledge mede in our name by the President—the pledge
that we shall not let the people down. We recognize the
program of the N. A. M. whenever it is offered here by Mem-
bers of whatever party or section, no matter how cleverly it
may be disguised. We shall fight for the defeat of this pro-
gram on every issue and for the triumph of the program we
and the President have pledged to achieve for the American
people.

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as
he may desire to use to the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. CasEY]l.

Mr. CASEY of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I note, with
grave concern, that the bill now before us cuts the appro-
priation for the Civilian Conservation Corps in a very drastic
manner. The appropriation for this year was cut 35 per-
cent. This will mean a decrease of more than $124,000,000.
Such a reduction, coming as it does after a large reduction
during the previous year, means that the Civilian Conserva-
tion Corps will not be able to take care of some 75,000 boys
who will be presumably deposited in a world that has dis-
played but little friendliness toward them in the past.
Where can they go? There is but little hope for them in
civil service because they have no preference provisions
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operating in their favor. Industry cannot provide for them
at present. Insofar as this Government is concerned, it
means returning them to the poolrooms, to the boxcars,
and to the former hang-outs, from which, it has been so
often said, we saved them in the past.

I yield to no man in this Congress in my desire to econo-
mize. But there is wise economy and there is wasteful
economy. If we do not take care of these boys through the
C. C. C. camps, we will have to take care of them on our
relief rolls. This might be a more expensive method. I do
not know. But I certainly believe it is not the wiser policy
to pursue where the youth of our counitry is concerned.
From the standpoint of economy it is not wise because I
understand that 300 of these camps will have to be aban-
doned if this cut is put into effect. Virtually all of these
camps will be unable to finish the splendid work they haye
been performing before July, when, if this curtailment is
approved, the camps of necessity will be abandoned. All
of this work in the 300 camps is of a most useful and praise-
worthy nature and to abandon it uncompleted is to waste the
money, time, and labor which has thus far been expended
by the Federal Government.

The present bill makes appropriations for a great many
agencies of the Government and yet it selects for its most
drastic cut that agency which has received and earned the
approbation of all classes, and of all political parties. If
you vote for this reduction, you are abandoning 75,000 boys
who otherwise would be prepared for manhood and citizen-
ship in the wholesome environment of C. C. C. camps, and
you are doing this at a time when almost every avenue of
employment is closed to them. Our Civilian Conservation
camp program was an investment in American manhood,
training young men in mind and body to be good citizens.

I appreciate that it is human nature to believe in economy
for everyone else excepting one’s self and one’s own pet
projects. This is not my failing, however. I am willing to
accept a cut of 15 percent in C. C. C. appropriation
which is as much, if not more, than the reductions contem-
plated in other departments of the Government. I believe
that the strictest economy possible in the operation of our
Government, is necessary at the present time. This bill,
however, goes far beyond that and selecis one of the worth-
jest departments in our New Deal as the object of its most
drastic economy. Only over my most relentless protests shall
you make the object of a false economy the youth of our
country, now provided for in C. C. C. camps, who are without
political influence.

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. SuMNERS].

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chairman and members of
the Committee, I want to talk to you in a plain, conversational
way about what, under the circumstances, is one of the most
important matters that we will have to deal with during this
Congress or any other Congress, as a matter of fact, and
that is whether or not what is known as the Ludlow amend-
ment should be brought to the floor of the House through
exercise of the power of discharge of the Rules Committee
which the House of Representatives possesses.

This resolution proposes a fundamental change in the
functioning machinery of this Government with regard to
that which in many respects is the most important matter
that this or any other people have to deal with. The propo-
sition is concrete, whether or not after the Congress shall
have determined that this Nation cught to go to war, the
matter should then be submitted to the people by referen-
dum. We have got to get this clear. The proposition is
that after the Congress, having taken the matter under con-
sideration and having debated and concluded that under the
circumstances it has become a national necessity for this
country to call into operation its military power, that power
shall be held suspended until the referendum is taken, and
thereby give the advantage of that delay to that country
which the Congress believes we are compelled to fight. That
is not all, but that is one of the concrete, definite propositions
involved here. You may regard it as not important, but you
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cannot get away from that fact. God grant we may not have
war. If we want peace, why now, of all times, do that thing
calculated to create an erroneous impression as to how much
can be done to us before we will fight?

I want to be respectful to my colleagues who have a differ-
ent view. This is a matter about which we may have honest
differences of opinion. When I do not agree with the other
fellow I know somebody is wrong, and I may be that some-
body. I yield to the other person the same honesty of pur-
pose that I claim for myself. It is in that spirit that I
approach this discussion.

I have seen Members here play politics. I do not pretend
I have not done that, but I never have seen this House of
Representatives yet fail in a crisis to stand upon its judg-
ment and answer to its people for the exercise of the best
judgment God has given them. I have never seen that fail-
ure yet. [Applause.] I believe with as firm a conviction as
I have ever had that this proposed movement is a mistake,
possibly a tragical mistake. These are dangerous times.
Things are tense. Nations are apparently doing whatever
they can do and get away with it. Our Government is deal-
ing with delicate diplomatic problems. Diplomacy is our
first line of defense.

We have in this situation, as we always have under our
form of government, certain diplomatic agents who represent
us—the President of the United States and the Secretary
of State. We have no other agents. Our whole dependence
for the effective functioning of our first line of defense is
upon them. It is their job. The President of the United
States and the Secretary of State tell us that this resolution
interferes with this country in protecting the public interest
in a great national crisis. In my judgment, it seems probh-
able that the statement is true. I mean it is supported by
my own judement and by reasoning and the probabilities of
things which are apparent. That is aside from and in addi-
tion to the confidence which we have a right to have in
our diplomatic agents.

What are we going to do about it? It is a mighty serious
thing for the legislative branch of the Government to ignore
this warning by our copartners in governmental responsi-
bility who are bearing the burden of our protection against
acts which every American who knows our people realizes
might turn loose among us the passions of war.

We have no other representatives in that undertaking.
Will we assume the responsibility of hardicapping them?
They are hired men of the Nation. They have been hired by
the American people to do this job. The concrete question
now is whether or not the House of Representatives in a
situation of this sort will itself, by its own action, do that
thing which these hired men, hired to do this particular job,
tell us will hinder them in rendering a service which the
interests of the Nation require. We know two-thirds of this
House is not going to vote to send this proposition to the
country now. But if that were not true, it is no time even to
debate this matter. The whole world is nervous. One ex-
treme follows another. No people were ever in greater dan-
ger of swinging to a militaristic extreme than when they
have gone far in the other direction. I saw a nation reelect
Woodrow Wilson on the ground that he had kept us out of
war. I wasin Congress then. I saw that same pecple swing
to the other extreme and the red passions of war run
through this country like a prairie fire.

With all respect to my constituents and your constituents,
this question of national security cannot be dealt with and
settled by the resolutions now being stirred up by propaganda.
[Applause.] We sympathize with their desire for peace.
Above all things, I want the peace of this country to be pre-
served. But as I see this resolution it points not to peace but
to war. It would weaken our first line of defense. Diplo-
macy is our first line of defense. Our diplomats tell us this
proposition would weaken their ability to make that line
hold. We know when it does not hold the American people
will probably fight. It is not in harmony with a desire for
l;u;p.ﬁet.ockatha.tcalculat.edt.odecelveot.herpeopleonthat’.
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I have great respect for the people. I helieve an advised,
intelligent public opinion is the only safeguard of a free
country, but I know as a matter of common sense that when
a nation stands upon the brink of war, when its security is
in peril, in the very nature of things you cannot have that
matter settled in the forum to which you propose to refer it.

As a practical proposition, in a world like we have now, it
seems remarkable that anybody would actually be willing,
after it had gone forth to the Nation that the Congress
believes the country must go to war, that we would lend
approval to such a procedure, as to delayed action, as is pro-
posed by this resolution. It is not to hold power in Congress
that we are concerned.

The Members of this Congress are sent here as the selected,
trusted agents of the people of their respective districts.
Your people are there, your kinspeople are there, the boys
and girls of your childhood are there, the people who sent
you to Congress are there, and who will say that the Members
of the American Congress are so alien to all the normal inter-
est and sentiments which inhere in such a relationship that
they would send this country to war lightly?

You, you—you! Would you vote the approval of that
criticism as a correct estimate of the American Congress?
Boys, you ought not to do it; it is not the truth. I was here
during the Wilson administration. I sat in this Hall at 3:15
one night. Talk about the expression, the weight of respon-
sibility, or the sense of responsibility! I never had any con-
ception of what it meant until I was called upon to answer
at a quarter after three one morning. I would have been
glad to take my name from the rolls of the living and to
have gone out forever in that night if I could have saved my
people—could have escaped that vote.

I know it is a fact that my constituents wanted to go to
war long before I was willing to vote to send them. They
referred to me as the silent man, I was under criticism by
my people, and I tell you now—and I make the statement
upon my honor for whatever it may be worth—in my judg-
ment, you can more quickly make the American people
willing to fight than you can make this Congress willing to
send the Nation to war. [Applause.] This is not a move-
ment for peace, as I see it. We are not a democracy in the
sense that everybody can sit in judgment in the councils
of the Nation. We are a democracy that has outgrown it-
self,. We must act and govern through representatives.
The American people could not all come here, and that is
the only reason that you and I are here. They have said
to Bill and John and Tom, “You go down there and repre-
sent us; we cannot all go." They have picked you to do
that; they have selected you. You are the American people,
sitting by proxy in the councils of the Nation. There is not
a nation on earth that has the method of dealing with the
issues of war and peace, preserving the prestige, and guard-
ing the safety of the people that is proposed in this
resolution,

It will not work; it cannot work. I would not vote to put
my Nation at the disadvantage of having a systam under
which our Army and Navy could not take the initiative in
protecting our people, and have that advantage lost to the
other nation during the interim between the time when the
Congress had acted and the time when a referendum could
be taken. We know, as a matter of fact, that the action of
Congress referring to the people would be a declaration of
war to all intents and purposes insofar as putting cur enemy
into action is concerned, and this proposed arrangement
could operate only to handicap my country. There never
will be a time when the Congress and the people will be so
out of accord that the Congress in so grave a matter, so
great a responsibility, will act contrary to the public will. I
would not vote for the proposition to save my right arm, and
I am not parading myself, under which I would make it im-
possible for the agerfties of the Government to get into opera-
tion as quickly as the enemy could and protect the people,
until we could vote on a referendum among my people. [Ap-
rlause.]

I would not vote to give that advantage to a nation that
I thought we would have to fight. Would you? That is
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what it is. You can talk all this propaganda and all this
stuff that they are turning out over the radio, but it is a
clean-cut proposition to vote against the interest of the
Nation, as I see it, to deny my Nation the right equal to the
enemy to use its naval arm and its military arm to defend
my people. Do you suppose any nation that has good sense
would hold up in getting all the advantage it could between
the time when Congress had declared we must go to war and
the time that we could take a referendum? In a repre-
sentative government such as we have the House and the
Senate are under the terrible responsibility of voting to send
our people to war. People can talk about this matter, but
nobody will ever know what it means to vote for war until
he sits right where you sit and fact the responsibility of that
vote.

When this matter of locating this responsibility of declar-
ing war was considered by the Convention in the organiza-
tion of this Government, the only objection that was offered
to the plan that we have adopted was that it would be too
slow to trust the Legislature to act. The Constitutional Con-
vention discussed the proposal to give Congress power “to
make war” on August 17, 1787. I quote from Madison’s
Papers with reference to Messrs. Pinkney and Butler.

Mr. Pinkney opposed the vesting this power in the Legislature.
Its proceedings were too slow. It w! meet but once a year. The
H* of Rep* would be too numerous for such deliberations. The
Senate would be the best depositary, being more acquainted with
foreign affairs, and most capable of proper resolutions. If the
States are equally represented in (the) Senate, so as to give no
advantage to (the) large States, the power will notwithstanding be
safe, as the small have their all at stake in such cases as well as
the large States. It would be singular for one authority to make
war and another peace.

Mr. ButrLEr. The objections ag®* the Legislature lie in (a) great
degree ag*' the Senate. He was for vesting the power in the
President, who will have all the requisite qualities, and will not
make war but when the Nation will support it.

Mr. Madison, Mr. Gerry, Mr. Sharman, Mr. Elsworth, and
Mr. Mason favored the plan, which was adopted, but nobody
from the beginning until the end of the Constitutional Con-
vention suggested such a plan as is proposed by the Ludlow
amendment.

We have been doing a lot of top-water thinking, but we
cannot do it any more for things are running deep now.

This is no child’s job here now. We have been placed at
the steering wheel. The road is narrow and much ob-
structed. We have got to take the responsibility. We all
sympathize with the desire, the objective of those who are
sending us petitions. Three great nations in the world have
broken loose, and the diplomatic representatives of my
Nation are confronting the most difficult problems that ever
confronted them, and we, the Congress, are threatening to
do that which they say upon their honor will prevent them
from properly representing the interests of our country and
preserving the peace of our Nation.

Think of it! We have not been thinking this thing
through. We are thinking about it now, and I will give you
some interesting indications of that fact. We all love Louis
LupLow. He is wrong this time. It is just a question of
hitting an average. Sometimes you are on the wrong foot
and sometimes you are on the right foot. This happens to
be the time when Louis got started on the wrong foot, and
I believe he knows it. Maybe the next time I will be wrong.

This thing Louis had was all right until he got right up
against the proposition of doing something about it. It was
pretty fine stuff. Then he got to looking at it, and he said:
“Boys, it won’t do; I've got to patch her up.” [Laughter.]
The resolution as now drawn provides:

Secrion 1. Except in the event of an invasion of the United
States or its territorial possessions and attack upon its citizens
residing therein, the authority of Congress to declare war shall

not become effective until confirmed by a majority of all votes
cast thereon in a Nation-wide referendum.

Following the submission of the matter by Congress to the
people the involved nation could move within striking dis-
tance of our shores and could do anything short of actual
invasion of our country. He got to looking way off down here
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at South America. They have discovered a Monroe Doc-
trine which they are going to defend.

They are going to propose an amendment under which, if
a foreign force invades Patagonia, for instance, Congress can
call the fighting machine of this Government into operation
and without a referendum declare war. I believe an amend-
ment is going to be proposed that if a hostile fleet is headed
this way we can shoot them. [Laughter.] But if they are
sailing sort of sideways and we do not know whether they
are coming this way, then, boys, we cannot do it. [Laugh-
ter.] Now I mean that in all seriousness. I want to call
attention to some of these proposed amendments.

Mr. Chairman, how much time have I remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas has 8 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Do you know what I am going
to do right now? I am going to do a foolish thing. I am
not going to finish my speech but yield for questions. We
all want to do what is right about this matter. We all want
to protect the interest, the influence, and the peace of this
Nation. It is just a difference of opinion as how best to do it.

Mr. SIROVICH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr., SUMNERS of Texas. Yes; but I ask the gentleman
to please make his question short.

Mr. SIROVICH. Does the distinguished chairman of the
Committee on the Judiciary feel that the cumulative wisdom
of the President of the United States and the Secretary of
State is superior to the cumulative wisdom and knowledge of
the Congress of the United States?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. That is a fair question. With
reference to their job that we have hired them to do, I
think we had better let their judgment control. [Applause.]

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield.

Mr. MAY. I think this question resolves itself to this
illustration: If my child is out on the street and a man says
he wants to kill it, I say, “It is all right, but you cannot come
into my dooryard and do it.”

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield.

Mr. WALTER. I believe one of the principal reasons why
the proponents of the Ludlow resolution think it should be
adopted is because they are afraid that there might be too
much haste in the declaration of war. I call the gentleman’s
attention to the fact that never before without a declaration
of war has this Nation been confronted with an episode that
might have justified the declaration of war more than that
which happened in China.

On yesterday it was my privilege to view the uncensored
pictures of this incident. I am firmly convinced that the
Japanese Government sought out the Panay and deliberately
bombed it, because there is no question about the identifica~-
tion marks on the vessel. The fact that our State Depart-
ment did not declare war indicates that there should be no
apprehension of that kind.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. It is the things done before a
declaration of war which lead to war. It is the prevention
of the doing of those things or their settlement by diplomacy
which prevents war. This resolution strikes at the efficiency
of our diplomatic agencies in doing that work, so they declare.

There is another aspect of this matter. It is a very simple
proposition. We tested it out when we used to go to school
I do not believe that anything would be more calculated to
get us into war than to create an erroneous impression in
the world that we are so anxious for peace we would not
fight. [Applause.]

You do not have to read a lot of history books to learn
this. Just think back of your experiences in school days
when some boy created the impression that you could do
anything to him and he would not fight. Sometimes you
made a mistake. [Laughter.] It takes at least two to keep
the peace, but only one to start a figcht. It is not a good
idea for a fellow, if he wants to live in peace, to fasten a
“Kick me"” sign on the seat of his trousers.
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In my judgment, to press this resolution—which will never
be adopted by the States, three-fourths of the number re-
quired, when they get to thinking about it—just has not
got any sense to it. I say that with all respect. To bring
this thing out now, in as critical a situation as our diplo-
matic agents have ever had to deal with, over their protest
may be good sense according to some people’s ideas, but it
does not analyze out that way for me.

Mr. PATRICK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, SUMNERS of Texas. Yes; I yield for a question.

Mr., PATRICK. Under the provisions of this resolution,
how long would it be, if war became imminent, before war
could be declared by the people of the United States?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. That just depends., To take the
deliberate judgment of the Nation, I believe the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Fisg], in his recent speech in favor of
this resolution, said would require 4 or 5 days. I believe my
friend will agree that you could not get the machinery started
in that time, I do not know.

Mr. LEAVY. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield.

Mr, LEAVY. I have a most profound respect and regard
for the genfleman’s knowledge of the Constitution. Congress
is empowered to declare war. Why could not the Constitu-
tion be amended to provide that the people by referendum
shall have the power to declare war? Is not that the pur-
pose of the Ludlow resolution?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Congress initiates, Congress acts
in the first instance. This is the language:

The authority of Congress to declare war shall not become effec-
tive until confirmed by a majority of all votes cast thereon in a
Nation-wide referendum. Congress, when it deems a national
crisis to exist, may by concurrent resolution refer the question of
war or peace to the citizens of the States.

Mr. LEAVY. And then this further question, if the gen-
tleman will permit, Would it at all be necessary for Con-
gress to take any action whatever? Would not the referen-
dum be taken pursuant to Executive proclamation?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. No; but let us be sensible about
it. When a nation must determine whether or not it should
go to war—that determination must be based upon many
other things—the state of its preparedness, its potential
strength, its present and possible allies, and innumerable
similar important things with reference to itself and its po-
tential antagonist—which cannot be brought into the open
for popular discussion. The Congress was wisely chosen
for this responsibility. It is a fair cross section of the
country. It is the selected representatives of all the other
people. Its membership contacts intimately in the aggre-
gate all the people. It is sufficiently numerous for the bene-
fit of council and sufficiently small to act deliberately,
guided by the facts which it can possess without the dan-
gerous disclosure of military secrets.

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, SUMNERS of Texas. I yield.

Mr. O'MALLEY. The Gallup poll shows that about 70
percent of the people of the United States would like an op-
portunity to pass upon whether or not they should be sent
to death either by their President or by their Congress. Does
the gentleman think that we as Members of Congress have
a right to hold ourselves up to our constituents as knowing
more about that question than they and then deny them
the right to pass upon our opinion?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I am not at all afraid of my
constituency. I am not afraid to go to my people and analyze
this situation and get their approval of the vote I cast. You
need not be afraid of your constituency either. They send
us these petitions which indicate their desire for peace in
which we all concur, but they expect us to use our best, most
advised judgment toward that objective. They have em-
ployed us for that purpose. We need not be afraid of the
people if we cast an honest vote which we can defend.

Mr. VOORHIS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, SUMNERS of Texas. I yield to the gentleman from
California.
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Mr. VOORHIS. In view of the fact that at present the
Executive has to have a declaration of war by Congress, in
what way would the Executive be hampered in dealing with
emergencies or in what way would our armed forces be
hampered if the Ludlow amendment were passed than at
present?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I was speaking of the difficult
and delicate diplomatic duties just now of the Executive. It
is their understanding that this resolution will be regarded
as a sort of declaration to the world that you can kick us
from now until doomsday and you need not expect much
reaction. It is a bad situation, but the strength of diplomacy
and its powers to avoid war-provoking acts rest upon the
fact that the governments which these diplomats represent
have the ability and the will not to tolerate such acts.

That is the best safeguard against them being committed.
A contrary impression is the best assurance they will be
committed. We know, as a general proposition ,that wars are
not initiated by declarations. For instance, take the Japa-
nese-Chinese conflict today. They have been fighting over
there for a long time and have not had any declaration of
war to date. This resolution does not touch these acts. Such

“as the Veraeruz bombardment and some fighting in China
some years ago. Declarations of war do not create wars.
They acknowledge their existence.

Mr. EATON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield to the gentleman from
New Jersey.

Mr. EATON. Are we to understand that Mr. LupLow is
in favor of having his amendment modified in the way indi-
cated in the gentleman’s address?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I understoed that is so, and I
am sure of it. May I say this: I have no authority to speak
for the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Luprow], but I believe
that that old big boy is thinking things over now as he faces
his responsibilities as the author of the bill. He does not
want, I believe, to embarrass the President and the Secretary
of State while trying to hold effective our diplomatic agencies,
our first real line of defense against foreign aggression. I am
just guessing, but I believe it is a safe guess that in view of de-
velopments he is not any too proud of this proposition, when
the President and the Secretary of State say this agitation is
hindering them when they are trying to protect his Nation
in a great national crisis. [Applause.] I have no authority
to speak for him, but I will tell you now that I believe if you
could read his mind you would find that is true.

Mr., SIROVICH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield to the gentleman from
New York.

Mr. SIROVICH. If the Ludlow amendment were passed
by the House and agreed to by three-fourths of the States
of the Union, does the distinguished gentleman feel it would
establish a precedent that for any future legislation of a
major nature which we might pass here it would have to be
referred back to the people for approval?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Anything might happen. If
is a modification, at least, of our plan of government. You
just cannot do it on this question of war. It will not work.

Mr, GEARHART. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield to the gentleman from
California,.

Mr. GEARHART. The Ludlow amendment deals with but
one subject, the power to declare war. Dces the gentleman
not think it is an idle act to include a regulation of the
power to declare war when no modern nation of the world
indulges in that practice any more?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. That is what I stated. They
do not do it any more, because they are fighting generally
before they declare war. I yield to the gentleman from
Minnesota.

Mr. ENUTSON. I asked the gentleman if he was a Mem-
ber of the Sixty-fifth Congress, the war Congress.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Yes; I was.

Mr, KENUTSON. The gentleman recalls how this House
was stampeded into voting for the war resolution by hun-
dreds and hundreds of telegrams.
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Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. There were many telegrams.

Mr. ENUTSON. The tenor of all of them was, “Stand
by the President.” Do you think you could stampede the
people any easier than you could Congress?

Mr. GEARHART. Was it not the people with their tele-
grams that stampeded Congress?

Mr. ENUTSON. Not the common people.

Mr. GEARHART. No; the people.

Mr. ENUTSON. No; it was not.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. My own judgment is the people
wanted to go to war long before we declared war,

Mr. RANDOLPH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield to the gentleman from
West Virginia.

Mr. RANDOLPH. The Ludlow resolution, which will be
before us shortly for consideration, is certainly not a new
thing. It has been before the Congress of the United States,
in one form or another, either through some Representative
or some Senator, for more than 20 years; is that not true?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Yes; it has been here a good
while. It is not a new thing.

Mr. LANZETTA. Will the gentleman yield? -

- Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield to the gentleman from
New York.

Mr. LANZETTA. Does not the gentleman think that with
the map of the world as it is today, that there will be many
wars in the near future and that we are apt to be involved
in all of these wars under our present policy?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I do not know that I exactly
get the gentleman’s question. I may say we are living in a
world that is fighting, and nobody knows what is going to
happen.

Mr. LANZETTA. Most of the nations that have not all
that they think they should have will continue fighting until
they get what they want, and under our present policy we
may become involved in all their wars.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I know we are a pretty juicy
sort of a proposition, and I think we had better be pretty
watchful of our step. We had better let the folks back
home know that.

Mr. IZAC. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield to the gentleman from
California.

Mr. IZAC. Does the gentleman think this will put us at
a disadvantage in case we pass the measure?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Yes.

Mr. IZAC. In the first place, does not the gentleman
realize the President of the United States, regardless of the
passage of this measure, will still be able to send an expedi-
tionary force wherever he wants to and that the fleet of the
United States will be a barrier and a line of defense from
the middle of the Atlantic to the middle of the Pacific and
nobody may cross that line?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Well, a good deal of what the
gentleman says is true. Those facts make the resolution as
a protective measure of no value. The President of the
United States can do these things, which by their nature are
provocative of war, and this resolution cannot touch him.

He can do these things anyway. But the resolution does
create an erroneous impression, so we are told by people
who are in position to know. We have no right to disregard
them. If we cannot take the solemn statements of men in
responsibility on this point, I do not see how we are to run
this Government. This field in which they are working is the
field of their responsibility, fixed for them by the Constitu-
tion. It is a mighty serious matter for us, the legislative
branch of the Government, to inject something into the situa-
tion to increase and complicate their difficulties. That con-
duct on our part, if I may be candid, and I am certain I mean
no offense, is aggravated by the fact that we know that it
will take two-thirds of each House and three-fourihs of the
States to make this resolution a part of the Constitution, and
we know absolutely that that vote cannot be had now. But
we are doing something. We are giving an opporiunity for
the creation of the impression abroad that nobody need pay
much attention to our diplomatic spokesmen.
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The first thing we know somebody will believe it. Some-
body will act on that belief and upon a mistaken notion as to
how much they can kick us around, and the next thing we
know we will swing away from the present extreme to the
other extreme. I agree with the gentleman that the Execu-
tive can do all these things, provocative of war and this res-
olution does not touch that power, but they tell us they are
trying to avoid the possibility of having to do them, and that
this action on the part of the Congress is hampering them
in that great effort.

Mr. IZAC. I know; but we must realize that you cannot
equip and send an army across the seas into foreign lands if
this resolution passes, and this is our objective, to put into
the hands of the people the decision on whether or not they
are willing to send their sons and themselves into foreign
lands to be killed. [Applause.]

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. In other words, to bring about
a condition over here under which they may come to this
country and kill American citizens on American soil. Wait
a minute; I seem to have that wrong. Let me get it
straightened out.

Mr. IZAC. Absolutely; there cannot be sent into our
waters a foreign fleet which our fleet cannot turn back when
it gets anywhere near the territory of the United States.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. You mean we could fight them
then? This Ludlow resolution would not permit declaration
of war by Congress short of invasion.

Mr. IZAC. If you expect to dictate a policy of peace
throughout the world, then you are going to need a bigger
fleet than you have at the present time. If our fleet is
brought up to full strength, it will keep any other fleet away
from our shores. If we have control of the waters surround-
ing the United States a foreign fleet will never be able to
land on our shores. Likewise, if this resolution passes, we
cannot send a body of troops to another land without the
consent of the American people. I believe, therefore, it is
the right of the American people through their enlightened
votes to say whether or not they want to be killed.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Let me ask the gentleman some-~
thing, man to man. The gentleman does not claim to be
any better than the average Member of Congress, I imagine.

Mr. IZAC. Not quite as good, I should say.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Well, let us make it an average.
Does the gentleman mean to tell me that, coming from a
constituency which contains his kinfolks, his family, his
loved ones at home, under his responsibility to his Nation,
he cannot be trusted to get in touch with his people and
reflect the will of his people on the question of whether or
not they should go to war?

Mr. IZAC. Absolutely, I expect to be able to vote exactly
as my people would like to have me vote.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Yes; and the gentleman is a
good, fair, average, and a smart Member. He has told the
truth about it, and that is the trufh all over the House.

I was here during the war Congress, and my friend the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Enurson] was here, If he
says he voted contrary to the will of his people, I am not
going to agree with him, because he is just too good a man,
and his constituents would not have kept him here if he had
done such a thing.

As a practical proposition, you do two things by this reso-
lution as I see it. You create an erroneous impression in
the world as to what they can do to us without our fighting.
That would tend toward war. Perhaps I am wrong about
this, but the President thinks so and the Secretary of State
thinks so. And then you provide for the giving of notice to
the prospective antagonist of the fact that it is the judgment
of the Congress we are going to fight. That gives the break,
the advantage, to the prospective antagonist between the time
of that notice and the time when the country says we should
go ahead. It is a resolution calculated to provoke war and
to handicap us in its prosecution. At least that is the way
the analysis works out for me.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield to the gentleman from
Michigan.
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Mr. HOFFMAN. What is the gentleman’s opinion as to
the purpose and the effect of the news reels which are being
shown in the theaters?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I say we have to watch our
step. I cannot answer that question now.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 additional
minutes to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield to the gentleman from
Waisconsin.

Mr. O'MALLEY. Would it not be true that if the Ludlow
resolution passes it would give the world the impression this
Government could not cooperate with other governments
in a foreign war without the permission of the people, and
is not this the real fear of the people who do not want the
resolution passed?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. When this Nation went to war
in the great World War this Nation wanted to go to war;
there is not a bit of doubt about it. We were disappointed
in the results of the war, many of us were disappointed.
Now the people have not thought this matter through. I do
not say they want to lay the blame for the war we had on
Congress, but it was an unfortunate and an unhappy experi-
ence of the people. They do not want to repeat it. I do not
want to repeat it. But that does not mean this resolution is
wise or would be helpful.

Let us think this matter over. We have to vote on the
resolution Monday. I may be wrong about it and you may be
wrong about it, but this is a solemn hour in the Nation's life
and in our responsibility. No man has a right to cast his
vote next Monday who is looking to see whether or not as
the result of that vote he can be returned here at the next
election. We are not going to do it. The men and the
women who sit in this Chamber are not going to do it.
[Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 min-
utes to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN].

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, there is something a bit
ironic about the situation today, because the distinguished
scholar who preceded me a few minutes ago sat in this
Chamber on the night of April 6, 1917, and solemnly intoned
a vote in response to the reading of the roll call by the
Clerk which sent this country to war. I was one of those
who went to war as a result in part of the vote that was
registered by my distinguished friend, the gentleman from
Texas. I served in that war for 18 months overseas. I
served at the front, and I hope there will be no aspersions
and no derogatory remarks as to my patriotism when I say,
that I signed the Ludlow petition, that I intend to vote to
discharge the committee, and I intend to vote for the pro-
posal. [Applause.]

First of all, we ought to realize the basic reason why the
Ludlow proposal is pitched into the lap of Congress today.
It is not here particularly because 218 Members appended
their names. Oh, no; there is a more fundamental and
moving reason. This reason had its inception in the war
which was concluded 20 years ago this present year. That
war is one of the reasons. If you think you can bereave
thousands of American homes, if you think you can erect
54 veterans’ hospitals as memorials to the wreckage of war,
and if you think you can spew out $400,000,000 a year for
pensions and compensation, and then expect the American
people to forget the ghastliness and all the hideous attributes
of war, you are mistaken and too naive as to their capacity
for forgetfulness.

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Not now.

We are considering at the moment the independent offices
appropriation bill. On page 1 starts the justification for the
Veterans’ Administration. Take the hearings with you to
your office tonight and read them. What will you find?
First of all, 57,000 veterans of the World War languishing
in the hospitals of the country today. You will learn from
The Adjutant General’s office that 530,000 veterans have died
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since the armistice was signed in November 1918. You will
find that 37,000 were killed in action. You will find that
185,000 were maimed, gassed, or wounded; men who swal-
lowed chlorine and mustard gas and who reached out convul-
sively for breath that never came.

Do you believe you will eliminate these pictures from the
minds of the people of this generation?

Those same hearings will disclose that about 387,000 World
War veterans and 107,000 dependents are on the compensa-
tion rolls today. They can hardly be enthusiastic about war,
in view of the niggardly treatment they received during the
last several years. Those same hearings will disclose that
there are 27,000 mental cases today and that it will go to
44,000 cases, in the judgment of the Veterans’ Administra-
tion. On page 45 you will find the testimony of General
Hines, in which he states that the peak load of veterans’
cases will not be reached until 1965. Think of it! The peak
will not be reached until 47 years—nearly a half century—
after the close of the World War. Through the posts of the
American Legion and the Veterans of Foreign Wars these
facts have been for years brought to the aftention of the
people. Unlike other wars, the ghastly and brutal truth of
war is coming home to our people, and they want to give
effect to the declaration of George Washington when he
wishfully said that “war, the shame of mankind, might be
abolished from this earth.”

This has been the driving force behind this proposal to
invest in the hands of the people this confirmatory power
before we can plunge them into another war.

Examine some more of that testimony, and what do you
find? The total pension compensation and hospital cost is
over $21,000,000,000 since 1790. It is little enough for those
who bore the brunt of battle. Nor do the people com-
plain about taking care of these comrades. But they
are moved to inquire whether this is necessary for the
future and whether restraint on the war-making power
may not obviate these heavy burdens as a result of future
troubles.

There is a bill before you now asking for $595,000,000 for
the Veterans’ Bureau for the fiscal year 1939. These are
the things that are in the minds of the people. They have
not been effaced by time, and so they are reaching out now
by petition and supplication, by letters and telegrams to
those who represent them here, that something be done to
preserve the peaceful integrity of this country and give as-
surance that our soldiers shall not fight on foreign soil.

This is one reason the petition is here. It is not because
Louis LupLow’s name is attached to it. It might have been
John Jones or Abraham Lincoln, or someone else. Behind
it is the moving force of history. Behind it is the inexorable
truth in the law of compensation as enunciated by Emerson
a long time ago.

Secondly, do you gentlemen realize, and do you, my col-
leagues on this side realize, that for 4 or 5 years Republican
orators, Republican spellbinders, and others have gone up
and down the land talking about what? We have been
talking about dictatorship in the White House. We have
been talking about dictatorial power, the usurpation of
power, and the broad delegation of power by the Congress.
You cannot talk that way for 5 years, you cannot make
speeches over the radio for 5 years, or stress that belief
in magazines and newspapers without ultimately striking in
the minds of the people the thought that perhaps there is
some truth in it. Yes; we are responsible in part for that.
We have talked about dictatorship. Thousands of editorials
have been written on the subject. Campaign orators in the
last campaign spoke feelingly on the subject.

People humbly and willingly submitted themselves to, and
encouraged enactment of many sweeping bills that came into
this Chamber, such as the Agricultural Adjustment Act, the
N. R. A, the Guffey Coal Act, and many others that pointed
to broad control of the internal economy of this country; but
while we were talking about and raising the suggestion of
dictatorial powers, it remained for the public mind, agile as
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it is, to suddenly infer, “Oh, if that is true, suppose that the
President should exercise such power and should project us
into war?” There we had misgiving and fear. There we
had doubt and perplexity. Who will deny that such fear
exists today and has kindled the interest of the people in
the Ludlow resolution.

It is in answer to what my distinguished friend from
Texas said a little while ago when he talked about reposing
confidence in the hired men at the other end of the Avenue.
This confidence has been disturbed over 5 years by talk of
dictatorship, insofar as it relates to the danger of war. How
else can one account for the tremendous interest in this
matter and the demands of the people for assurances against:
wars on foreign soil.

There is another element in the picture. You have gone
home, as I have gone home, after Congress adjourned, and
picked up the newspapers in your district, and often and
often and often you have read editorials about a “rubber
stamp” Congress. I did not like this. I have always sought
to so demean myself as a Member of this body as to earn
the respect of my people, of the newspapers, and all that go
to make up that district. It disturbed me a little to see
constant allusion to the Seventy-third Congress, to the Sev-
enty-fourth Congress, and the first session of the Seventy-
fifth Congress as a “rubber stamp” Congress. Could these
constant repetitions of a “rubber stamp” Congress have
any other ultimate effect than to impair the confidence of
the people in the Congress? Could it have any other effect
than to persuade the people that in the event the inter-
national stage was so set as to produce circumstances that
might lead to war, that the “rubber stamp” Congress might
supinely yield and declare war? How could the people of
this country escape that conviction? And today they are
manifesting that conviction in their demand for a further
check on the war-making power.

Put them together. Talk of dictatorship. Talk of a “rub-
ber stamp” Congress. You persuade the minds of the people
that here you have a combination of circumstances, which,
when brought into the light of war and the possibilities of
war, may suddenly project us into a conflict with a foreign
country. This is another reason why the Ludlow petition is
before us today. This is the moving spirit behind it. One
can talk about the signatures and about what the proposal
will or will not do, or how it departs from the traditions of
the past, but you cannot escape the fact that there is a
great, fundamental force pushing it on, and the answer is
inevitable. And if we fail on this matter this time, it will
only be a failure that will come ahead of ultimate victory,
and the people, the source and fountain of all power in this
country, will eventually take back some portion of that power
that was given to the Congress when the Constitution was
fabricated.

That is another question that was brought up by my dis-
tinguished friend from Texas [Mr. Sumners]l. Go back and
read the preamble to the Constitution. What does it say?
There in flaming letters it says, “We the people.” For what
purpose? To establish a more perfect union and provide for
the common defense, do ordain and establish this Constitu-
tion, and therein give to the Congress war-making powers.
The people are responsible for our being here today. We
exercise only so much power as the people gave us. The
people can give and the people can take away, and so this
great spirit that is manifest and rife in America today is
only the rumbling of a great desire upon a part of the
people who are disturbed and apprehensive to modify that
war-making power and place further constraint upon their
representatives.

Is there anyone so bold as to stand in his place and say
that the people do not have this authority? Is there anyone
so bold as to assert that the people cannot do as they will
in this matter? Hark back to the days when the Supreme
Court issue was before the country, What was the most con-
vincing argument against enlarging the Court, an argument
used by Democrats and Republicans alike? It was that this
is a government of the people, and that if the people desire
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changes in the highest judicial tribunal of the land. the peo-
ple can speak through their power to amend their own Con-
stitution. What, then, is before us today? Nothing more
than a proposal to let the people speak through representa-
tives of their choice in the legislatures or in special conven-
tions as to whether they want their Constitution amended
with respect to the power of Congress to declare war. That
and nothing more. Who then dare deny this right to the
people when they ask to be permitted to consider this pro-
posed amendment?

It is frightful that this Ludlow proposal should have been
invested with a lot of brutal misinterpretation. It is tragic.
There is a distinguished gentleman from Michigan who
likened this proposal to having a meeting of the town council
before you can put out a fire. God save such an inept meta-
phor, to persuade and influence the people of this country.
If he had said it is calling a meeting of the fire department
in the town to see whether or not they should impress civilians
into duty for the purpose of putting out a fire in a town over
in another country, that would have been far more apt.

That is a brutal misinterpretation of what is before us
today. They say it will hamstring the activities of the Presi-
dent in his capacity as Commander in Chief of the Army and
Navy to deploy the Army and Navy and send them whereso-
ever he will. I do not remember, but I believe my friend
from California [Mr. Izac] was a naval officer during the war.
In fact, he is a graduate of the Naval Academy, served as a
naval officer with high distinction, and holds the Congres-
sional Medal of Honor. He is an outstanding service man.
He knows something about this thing. He has had some
experience as a naval officer, and that is why he could and
did testify in answer to the distinguished gentleman from
Texas a short while ago, and testify as an expert. When he
talks about the defense of this countiry and the vulnerability
and the invulnerability of our Navy and the prospects of
invasion, I am glad to accept that testimony. The fact of
the matter is that the proposal, if adopted, will not affect
or impair the power of the President as Commander in Chief
of the Army and the Navy. Let us look at history a little bit.
When Franklin D. Roosevelt was Assistant Secretary of the
Navy you may remember that early in 1917 we went down
and threw a few shells on the city of Veracruz. It was
48 hours later, as I remember it, before the President asked
the Congress to give its approval and tacit consent to what
had been done. In 1927 our warships threw shells on the
city of Nanking. Did they have to come here and ask Con-
gress or ask the people for authority to do that? Did the
President have to seek authority? No. That is a right that
inheres in the Commander in Chief of the Army and the
Navy. So I say that when by brutal misinterpretation they
say that this Ludlow proposal will hamstring the President,
I say there is not an iota of truth in it. It is unfortunate
that we have that sort of interpretation.

They have tried to read into this proposal, that addresses
itself to the hearts and minds and the introspection of the
American people, something that is not there. I want to
make it just as emphatic as I know how that I have been
-thinking about this referendum proposal for a long time. I
think of it in terms of the tragic difficulty that happened in
December, better known as the Panay incident. My friends,
it seems to me it will be a golden opportunity lost if we vote
down consideration on Monday and not harken to the wishes
and views of the people and give them a chance to register
their sentiments on this matter. All we are trying to do is
this. We are submitting under the Constitution to conven-
tions or to legislatures the right to determine by the people
whether or not the people shall have the right of a referen-
dum on war. We are simply the medium by which that
question is submitted to them. Let them vote it up or vote
it down. I, in my representative capacity, with almost 15,000
signatures in my office from the people in my district in be-
half of this proposal, am going to do a righteous and solemn
thing in saying to them, “You determine whether or not in
the future, if Congress ever declares war, you shall first con-
firm that declaration and indicate to the country that you
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want to make your little contribution of arms and legs and
blood and eyes and ears and all the rest.”” We give the
people so many rights. In every city and State the people
have the right to determine whether to bond themselves in
order to build a sanitary district to preserve the health of the
people. Is it not, then, more important that we also say to
them, “If you want it, you shall have the right to determine
whether your sons and your sons’ sons shall go into action
and make these sacrifices when perhaps it is not necessary.”

There is a deep thrill of patriotism that goes through
every American citizen when he is charged to defend his
country. Our citizens would rise as one man to repel inva-
sion. But wars on foreign soil to which this proposal is
addressed is another matter. As we go back to the World
War in 1917 we see in perspective all those strange things
that happened behind the scenes, and how quickly we were
plunged into action just a few months after a President had
been inaugurated on the platform that he kept us out of war.
Yes, the people have the right to feel that there ought to be
some restriction on this war-making power.

Mr. O'MALLEY. Is it not true that after we got out of
the World War the party that got us into the World War
was defeated? Apparently the people must have disagreed
with the views of the party that got us into it.

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. 1 yield.

Mr. ENUTSON. The gentleman has heard it repeatedly
stated that in 1917 the American people were ready for war
long before Congress voted it. If that be true why did we
enlist only 62,000 men and finally have to resort to the
draft?

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is right. That is a very fair ques-
tion and one of real interest today. In the face of that
spirit, and without for a moment criticizing the President
of the United States I want to allude to some of the things
that have happened in the last few months.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I hope the gentleman will let me proceed.
I will yield later if I have time.

A short while ago a newspaper criticized me by saying that
I had appended my name to the Ludlow petition to annoy
the President of the United States. Let me say to you, my
colleagues, in refutation of any charge that I have ever
attempted to annoy or thwart the President, that in the early
actions of the Seventy-third and Seventy-fourth Congresses
I voted for 16 of the first 30 major measures that the Presi-
dent of the United States requested. I was going to subli-
mate my partisanship and announce to the people of my
district that the interests of the country was manifestly more
important than my own political fortunes. I did not append
my name to this petition to annoy the President. I do say,
however, that I have felt some misgivings about what has
happened in the last few months. In the first place, the
President announced from his yacht in southern waters some
time about the 6th of September that the 7,780 American
nationals must come out of China or remain there at their
peril. That was given out in a news release. One month
later he came to Chicago and there dedicated a bridge on the
outer drive. That is when he made the stirring speech that
lawless nations should be quarantined. As I recall, he in-
quired of our naval experts as to the ability and capacity of
our Navy to protect our shipping in the Orient. Yet only a
month before he had warned our nationals out of China.
But they were still there. Two months later the Panay was
bombed. A dispatch came to the New York Times over the
signature of Mr. Norman Soong, who was on board the
Panay. Get out a copy of the newspaper and see what it
said. That dispatch was dated December 17. The Panay
was convoying three oil tankers on the Yangtze River, Yes;
that is the historic fact. I ask those Members who referred
to the pictures to refer also to Mr. Soong's dispatch. It is
related that sewen members of the Panay crew were visiting
on board one of the oil tankers at the time.

I repeat, on the 6th of September the President told our
nationals to get out of China or remain at their peril. A
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month later comes the Chicago speech while our nationals
were still there. Two months later comes serious trouble. I
begin to see conflict in this international and national
decorum, and it begins to persuade me that all is not right.
Can these incidents have a different effect upon the fears and
apprehensions of 130,000,000 people who compose the citizenry
of this country? These are the things today, my friends, that
have given point and poignancy to the Ludlow resolution.
It will get a hearing, whether or not, in this Congress, because
the people have addressed their hearts and minds to this
subject fully cognizant of the bereavements of the World War,
and filled with dread about another war as they read their
daily newspapers.

I am willing to go back and give an accounting of my
stewardship to my people and say to them: “You wanted the
right to pass on this question. I, as your Representative in
the Congress of the United States, irrespective of the pres-
sures that may have been exerted, have tried to give you that
right.” By sustained and determined effort, success will
crown the people’s efforts. This proposal may lose now but it
will be converted into ultimate victory. [Applause.]

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. RANDOLPH. The gentleman, I am certain, is a stu-
dent of history and well remembers that President Wilson
said that he feared governments going to war with other gov-
ernments but he never feared peoples going to war with other
peoples. Is not that true? [Applause.]

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is true.

Mr. SOUTH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. SOUTH. The gentleman has very graphically pic-
tured the horrors of war and particularly the horrors of the
recent World War. Will the gentleman tell this Congress that
the American people, if permitted to vote as to whether they
would have gone into the World War, would have voted to
stay out?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I do not know what the American people
would have done.

Mr. SOUTH. What is the gentleman’s best judgment?

Mr. DIRKSEN. First of all, I was a student in college
when war was declared. Then I found myself in the
Army and in the training camp. Obviously there was there-
fore no real opportunity for me to make a determination
as to what the people would have done. I had absorbed
the Army viewpoint and was at an age when one accepted
the war as a matter of fact.

Mr, SOUTH. The gentleman will admit that is the crux
of this question, and if the people would have voted to go
into war then all this talk about the horrors of war is
simply energy wasted, is it not?

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is true. Whenever the people con-
firm it, then that is all out of the window, but it can cer-
tainly be presumed that after the tragic experience of
1917 and 1918, when over 12000,000 young men from 22
nations were slaughtered on the battlefields, they are going
to be pretty cautious about entering into another war.

Mr. KITCHENS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DIRESEN. I yield to the gentleman from Arkansas.

Mr. EITCHENS. I understood the gentleman to say that
a few years ago the President had our battleships fire some
shells into Veracruz and also some shells into Nanking.
The gentleman also stated the President had full authority
to do that and that he would not be interfered with by this
resolution if it were made an amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States. That being true, what is the
use of having the amendment to the Constitution?

Mr. DIRKSEN. My dear sir, I am glad you brought the
matter up, and I will answer. The President of the United
States can always employ and deploy the professional sol-
diers and sailors of this country any time he wants to,
wheresoever he pleases, but it is another thing to permit
the Congress of the United States to ultimately conscript
millions of civilian soldiers in this country and pour out
their blood on the battlefields of a foreign country.
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Mr. KITCHENS. No.

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is the crux of the whole thing.

Mr. KITCHENS. If they can fire shells into cities of
foreign countries, thereby bringing about a war which would
result in the destruction of our fleet and the destruction
of everything else in America without the Congress or the
people participating, then I ask, Why the necessity of the
resolution?

Mr. DIRKSEN. In the first place, the gentleman must
not presume his own President would be precipitate in that
action, because he would not. Those things actually hap-
pened and I cited them to show that the President has the
authority. I cited those things in order to rebut a current
misinterpretation of a very simple resolution that comes
before us on Monday next.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DIRKESEN. I yield to the gentleman from EKentucky.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. On the point whether the
people would have voted to enter the World War, may I say
that I traveled around through the country and know some-
thing about the conditions then existing, War was de-
clared in April 1917. In the first election and at the first
opportunity the American people had to vote on the ques-
tion, they turned out a tremendous majority of Democrats
in this House and put in a big majority of Republicans.
The people overturned the administration. There was a
landslide throughout the country, which was an expression
of the people in opposition to our entering the World War.

Mr. DIRESEN. The history of that time speaks for
itself.

Mr. KNUTSON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. 1 yield to the gentleman from Minne-
sota.

Mr. ENUTSON. If that war was as popular as the gen-
tleman from Texas seems to think it was perhaps the
gentleman can inform the House why the enlistments for
60 days were only 1,000 per day? If it was a holy war, we
should have enlisted 5,000,000 in a week.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentleman from South
Dakota.

Mr, CASE of South Dakota. May I call the gentleman’s
attention to a considered statement on war and peace, made
by the President since he has been President of the United
States? After a declaration for proper national defense, as
the second point in a positive program be proposed:

A simple declaration that no nation will permit any of its
arraet;ll forces to cross its own borders into the territory of another
nation.

Then he stated further as follows:

I did not make this suggestion until I felt assured, after a
hard-headed practical survey, that the temper of the overwhelm-
ing majority of all men and women in my own country as well
as those who make up the world's population, subscribes to the
fundamental objective I have set forth and to the practical road
to that objective. The political leaders of many of these peoples
interpose and will interpose argument, excuse, befogging amend-
ment—yes, and even ridicule. But I tell them that the men and
women they serve are so far in advance of that type of leadership
that we could get a world accord on peace immediately if the
people of the world spoke for themselves.

Mark you, those are the words of Franklin D. Roosevelt
since he became President, spoken in a prepared address,
calmly considered, away from the heat of an emergency.

And he said further:

Through all the centuries and down to the world conflict of
1914 to 1918, wars were made by governments. Woodrow Wilson
challenged that necessity. The challenge made the people who
create and who change governments think. They wondered with

Woodrow Wilson whether the people themselves could not some
day prevent governments from making war.

Is that not exactly what the people wonder today? And
the President concluded:

It is but an extension of the challenge of Woodrow Wilson for
us to propose in this newer generation that from now on war by
government shall be changed to peace by peoples.

[Applause.]
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This was the conclusion of the President’s address on the
birthday anniversary of Woodrow Wilson, delivered on De-
cember 28, 1933. The gentleman from Illinois has given an
admirable exposition of the war-referendum idea—in reality
a proposal to turn from war by governments to peace by
peoples. [Applause.]

Mr. O'MALLEY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. O'MALLEY. One of the other misinterpretations of
the effect of this measure which seems to be broadcast is
that its passage would create an erroneous impression in
foreign countries that we would not go to war. Is it not the
gentleman’s opinion that instead of creating an impression
in foreign countries we would not go to war, it would create
among the people of the foreign countries a further resist-
ance to being sent into foreign wars by their dictators, as a
result of the example of the United States?

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is a rather broad matter on which
to make an answer, but, as was remarked this morning, if
we have implanted the seed saying there shall be restored
to democracy the right to determine whether or not they
shall be immolated on the altar of war that may have a
happy and felicitous effect on the thinking of the people of
other countries and advance the cause of a receding democ-
racy.

Mr. O'MALLEY. Of course, the diplomats would not agree
to that.

Mr. RANDOLPH. A Member has mentioned the turning
out of one party and the placing of another party in power.
The principle enunciated in the Ludlow resolution was a
part of the Democratic platform of 1924. The young Demo-
crats in session last year made it a part of their purposes.

Mr. DIRKSEN. And did not a young man by the name
of James Roosevelt preside over the meeting when that
proposition was accepted?

Mr. RANDOLPH. Yes. Mr. James Roosevelt.

Mr. COX. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr,. COX. Does the gentleman not think it would be bet-
ter for all of us to cooperate with its sponsors in finding
a way, if they want to find a way, of withdrawing it from
present or early consideration, thereby sparing the mothers
of this country, in whose bosoms there swells up this senti-
ment and this demand for peace, the shock that would result
from dragging it out here on the floor next Monday and
defeating it by an overwhelming vote?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I may say to the gentleman from Georgia
that we held a meeting this morning in reference to the
matter and some 65 or 70 Members were present in the
caucus room of the old House Office Building.

As I recall, we were there from 10 until 11:30. The
matter was discussed pro and con. I do not suppose I am
violating any confidence or telling any tales out of school
when I say the resolution which had for its purpose the
deferment of action on this matter was withdrawn, and so
the question will come up on Monday.

Answering the gentleman's observation very directly, it
seems to me all these great moral issues sort of slumber
along, as it were, until suddenly they are clothed with some
kind of dramatic raiment, and there they are full-blown.
Thus the signatures were affixed, probably on the day the
Panay was bombed, and this thing was brought right out
into the limelight and pitched into the minds and hearts
of the American people. Shall this opportunity now be
foregone? Shall we deliberately foreclose an opportunity to
get this thing before the Congress and the people?

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 addi-
tional minutfes to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I think of it in terms of a little story
about an old farmer in Arkansas, whose barn had a lot of
holes in it and boards blown out of the roof. Somebody
came along and said, “Why don’'t you fix your barn?”
“Well,” he said, “Mister, when it’s raining I can’t, and when
it ain’t raining it don’t need it.”
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When there is not a dramatic moment on which to base
this thing, it is going to slumber along for a little while;
but here is the opportunity, and it is up to the Members of
Congress to determine whether or not they are going to
dispose of this opportunity, as I hope they will.

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DIRESEN. I yield to the gentleman from Connecti-
cut.

Mr. PHILLIPS. I understood the gentleman to refer a
moment ago to the Panay incident as a little difficulty. I
wonder if I did not misunderstand the gentleman. I wonder
if the gentleman refers to the cold-blooded and premedi-
tated slaughter, the shooting down and wounding of Ameri-
can citizens, as a little incident. I do not call it that. I
call it murder.

Mr, DIRKSEN. Maybe it is murder, and perhaps the
term was not aptly chosen if I used that term. It is not a
little incident, if I said “a little incident.” It was an incident
sufficient to alight the world. Yes, it is a serious incident,
and it has serious implications for the millions of people
who would be eligible for a uniform in this country. Yes,
it is very serious, and very important.

Mr. GEARHART. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr. GEARHART. To borrow from his story the gentle-
man’s analogy about rain, suppose it were raining fire
throughout the world. !

Mr. DIRKSEN. But it does not rain fire.

Mr. GEARHART. Suppose it were raining fire on the
American Nation, and I mean by that there was a possi-
bility of war, and the American people were leisurely prepar-
ing to go to the ballot box to decide whether or not they
should participate. Can the gentleman tell me what the
other government might be doing while we were debating?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I may refer the gentleman to the obser-
vation which has just been made by the gentleman from his
own State [Mr. Izacl, who has a splendid naval background.
I prefer to ride with his opinion rather than my own. I
think the gentleman answered a little while ago the question
of whether or not this country can be invaded.

Mr. GEARHART. I do not believe he did answer it. He
did not say, and nobody on the floor has said, what the other
nation might be doing while the American people are
leisurely debating  and preparing to go to the ballot box.
Does the gentleman believe the other government would
wait for us? :

Mr. DIRKSEN. If the record can be relied on, I suggest
the gentleman look at the statement in quotation marks in
a recent extension of remarks by the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Fisa]. In his remarks the gentleman quotes
Captain Fox, Admiral Yarnell, Major General MacArthur,
and several others on whether or not this country can be
invaded or can be invaded successfully.

Mr. IZAC. I would like to give the answer, if the gentle-
man will permit.

Mr. DIRESEN. I will let the gentleman’s colleague from
California answer.

Mr, IZAC. There is not a nation on the face of the earth
which can throw 100,000 men onto our shores inside of 6
months right now. ;

Mr. GEARHART. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
for one more question?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. GEARHART. Would it not be a good plan to amend
the Ludlow resolution to provide that a Federal court should
be given jurisdiction to issue an injunction against any other
country’s marching upon us while we are holding such an
election in the United States?

Mr, DIRKSEN. Do not be so facetious about this, There
are tied up here all the aims and the yearnings of millions
of the American people. You cannot laugh this thing off. If
you think you can, wait until you go home. [Applause.]

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr, DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. It has been repeatedly
brought out that under the wise leadership of the President
and Secretary Hull we have been able to stay out of war fol-
lowing the Panay incident. Assuming that under the same
leadership we would continue to stay out of war, is it not
true that somewhere down the line we might have a mili-
taristic regime which would not be so eager to keep the
world at peace and might get us into war?

Mr, DIRKSEN. It is always a possibility.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN.
ginia.

Mr. RANDOLPH. The gentleman from Georgia in ad-
dressing an inquiry to the gentleman from Illinois stated
that if the resolution came before the House on Monday it
would be overwhelmingly defeated. Is it not a fact that
whether or not it is defeated in the House on Monday, it will
simply be just one more step toward the final enactment of
such a principle into the law of this land?

Mr, DIRKSEN. My answer is that the people march on
to their proper destiny. I am not only not afraid of the
people but I have faith in their ultimate judgment and
innate sense. The course is ever onward and upward toward
a better articulation of democracy. In the material field we
have moved from candles to incandescent lamps and from
the pony express to the air mail. In the domain of po-
litical liberty we have moved from the divine right of kings
to a representative democracy in which the people and not a
king hold the power. In the economic sphere we have
moved from slavery and labor bastiles toward collective bar-
gaining and a shorter working day and working week. In
social relationships, we have moved from a time when
witches were burned at the stake to an era of clinics and
sanatoria supported at public expense. So in the field of
international relationships we move forward to a time when
the people and not a small group of representatives under
pressure shall determine whether we shall resort to that
form of international political action known as war. There
is light ahead.

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. TaoMm].

Mr. THOM. Mr. Chairman, in 1936, Representative Um-
sTEAD, of North Carolina, chairman of the Subcommittee on
Naval Appropriations, and myself made an inspeetion of the
Great Lakes Naval Training Station located on Lake Michi-
gan some miles from the city of Chicago. There is located
at the station a modern, up-to-date hospital manned by
surgeons and physicians of experience and equipped with
meodern facilities, including all sorts of appliances ordinarily
used in a hospital. We discovered that this hospital could
care for an additional number of patients, niot less than 75,
and that there were temporary quarters on the ground which,
if ordered into service, could accommodate 75 or 100 more
patients. Mr. UmsTEAD, feeling as I did that this number of
unused beds was a source of waste, communicated his opin-
ions to the chairman of the Appropriations Committee, the
late Mr. Buchanan. It was his suggestion that these extra
beds should be used by the Veterans' Administration.

When we came back to Washington in 1937 and held hear-
ings on the naval appropriation bill, this situation at the
Great Lakes Naval Training Station was brought to the
attention of the Surgeon General of the United States Navy.
He produced for our information a table showing that on
January 13, 1937, which was 6 months after our trip of
inspection and after Mr. UmsTEAD had written the letter
above referred to, the bed capacity of the Great Lakes Naval
Training Station was 150 beds and of this number 143 were
occupied. It was apparent that the letter of Mr. UMSTEAD
might have been the cause of this increased use of the facili-
ties of that hospital.

The same report of January 13, 1937, for all naval hospitals
showed a bed capacity of 5,088 and beds occupied 4,116.
This left 972 vacant beds. The bed capacity of the New

I yield to the gentleman from West Vir-
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York hospital was 484, of which 257 were occupied; Norfolk,
Va., bed capacity 403, occupied 294; Parris Island, bed ca-
pacity 151, occupied 60; Pensacola, bed capacity 142, occu-
pied 89; Portsmouth, bed capacity 150, occupied 22. The
Surgeon General of the Navy promised the committee that
he would keep before the Veterans’ Administration at all
times the existence of this unused bed capacity and would
do his best to promote the use of unoccupied beds by that
branch of the Government.

We have just concluded hearings before the Subcommittee
on Naval Appropriations for the 1938-39 fiscal year. The
Surgeon General of the Navy has reported to us that on
December 1, 1937, total bed capacity of the naval hospitals
was 4,967, of which 3,716 beds were occupied. This leaves
a surplus of 1,251 beds—an increase in the number of un-
occupied beds as compared with the report of January 13, -
1937. We find that the Great Lakes Naval Training Station
hospital, concerning which we made complaint, has 150 beds
and only 86 occupied. In other words, the status of that
hospital has now again returned to that which we found
upon the occasion of our inspection trip.

We are today discussing the independent offices appropria-
tion bill, in which is contained appropriations for the Vet-
erans’ Administration, including the maintenance of veterans’
hospitals. In the testimony of the hearings I find that Gen-
eral Hines said that he was asking in the Public Works bill,
which will be introduced later, a sum of more than $11,-
000,000 for remodeling of hospitals and construction of new
ones. He estimated the additional new construction at $8,-
690,000. For ordinary surgical and medical cases he reported
that 300 additional beds were needed in North Carolina, 250
beds at Aspinwall, Pa., and 600 beds at the Bronx in New
York. When you turn now to the statement of hospitaliza-
tion furnished by the Surgeon General of the United States
Navy as of December 1, 1937, you find that the Philadelphia
naval hospital has 484 beds, of which 225 are occupied; the
Norfolk naval hospital 403 beds, of which 333 are occupied;
Parris Island 151 beds, of which 23 are occupied; Pensacola
142 beds, of which 76 are occupied.

The purpose of these remarks and of the presentation of
these facts is to ascertain why it is that the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration is asking for additional appropriations for hos-
pital construction when in the very vicinities where added
facilities are to be proposed there are now, as above indi-
cated, vacant beds in the naval hospitals. I submit that
this is a live question. If we are to economize, we ought not
to have a situation where over 1,200 beds in our naval hos-
pitals are unused while another department of the Govern-
ment is proposing the expenditure of millions of dollars to
provide additional facilities for hospital purposes.

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
for a question?

Mr. THOM. Yes.

Mr. TERRY. I believe last summer there was a bill before
the Congress authorizing the erection of a new naval hos-
pital here in Washington at a very large expense, amounting
to several million dollars. I am wondering, in view of the
statement made by the gentleman about the number of
vacant beds in naval hospitals in various sections of the
country, why it is necessary further to increase the number
of beds in such hospitals.

Mr. THOM. I do not know whether the proposed new
hospital in Washington will increase the number of beds or
not. The argument for a new naval hospital in Washing-
ton does not rest upon the need of additional beds, but
upon the argument that the present hospital is antiquated
and the buildings not properly constructed and not prop-
erly located to carry on the purposes of the hospital.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 min-
utes to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Mason]l.

Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
extend and revise my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.
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Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, after listening to a discus-
sion of the greatest problem before the Nation today, the
greatest problem before this Congress, it seems an anticlimax
to discuss the bill that is before us, or the President’s Budget,
or other such affairs. I hesitate to do it at this particular
moment. Yesterday we listened to a vigorous protest by the
gentieman from Oklahoma [Mr. JoaNsoN] against balancing
the Budget at the expense of the C. C. C. camps. In those
remarks the gentleman from Oklahoma pointed out very
clearly that these C. C. C. camps have demonstrated the value
of their service, have proven their value, and have been ap-
proved by a great majority of the American people, and
perhaps have demonstrated that they should be continued as
a permanent institution in this Nation, their value has proven
so great. I wondered when he was making that protest
- whether the officials of this Nation that have the duty and
the obligation to point out the essential functions of govern-
ment to be maintained and to point out those that are per-
haps nonessential and to be lopped off in the interest of
economy, can and do discern the difference between essen-
tial government activities and nonessential activities; and
I think the answer to that is perhaps one of the greatest diffi-
culties that confronts the Nation today and that confronts
this Congress. I think it is the duty of this Congress to at
least determine what are essential functions that should be
or must be maintained, and what are nonessential functions
that may be lopped off. We cannot shirk that responsibility.

Today I am entering an emphatic protest against balancing
the Budget at the expense of Federal aid for roads, because
I know, not from my own knowledge, but from the testimony
of experts, that the dollars spent in Federal aid for hard
roads go further, help more unemployed people, and bring
in more results than perhaps any other Government dollar
expended in any other way, and for that reason I am pro-
testing against selecting the essential functions of govern-

ment and those that aecomplish the greatest good to the

greatest number, those that have been approved by the
American people in great majority, as the functions that
shall be lopped off or greatly curtailed.

. Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. MASON. Yes.

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Does the gentleman not re-
gard it as the poorest kind of economy to strike out or seri-
ously curtail such a fine program as our Federal-aid road-
building program has proven to be in this instance?

Mr. MASON. I not only regard it as the poorest kind of
economy, but I regard it as silly and foolish to do that.

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Does the gentleman not
realize that money expended on highways will furnish em-
ployment all over the country to factories that furnish the
cement, or other building material, the structural steel, ma-
chinery, and supplies as well as to local labor?

Mr. MASON. My speech will show that 91 cents out of
every dollar spent for hard-road construction goes into the
pockets of the wage earners.

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. I agree with the gentleman
in that respect.

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MASON. Yes.

Mr. TERRY. I am very much interested in the gentle-
man’s statement, and I realize the value of roads, but I am
just wondering what items of governmental expense the gen-
tleman would recommend we curtfail or abolish to start the
balancing of the Budget?

Mr. MASON. I am very glad the gentleman has asked me
that question. I have some ideas about items of expense
that should be curtailed in order to start balancing the
Budget. I would say, first, that our policy of spending mil-
lions of dollars each year in the purchase of silver at an exor-
bitant price is a useless expenditure and could very well be
curtailed. Second, I would say that not only the millions but
the billions of dollars that we have spent in buying up the
world’s supply of gold and burying it in Kentucky could very
well be curtailed. That useless expenditure in itself would
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balance the Budget. I would say, third, that the money that
we have been expending for dams out West to impound water
to irrigate desert acres to put those acres into competition
with fertile acres, as long as we have enough fertile acres
available, is a useless expense and should be curtailed; and I
do not expect several gentlemen in front of me to agree with
me, but those are my sentiments. And fourth, I would say
that the millions of dollars we have been expending during
the past years and propose to expend this coming year to
keep fertile acres out of production, and at the same time to
invite a billion and a half dollars of agricultural products to
be brought into this Nation, one-third of which are in direct
competition with our agricultural products, is a useless ex-

-penditure and that it should be curtailed. Fifth, I would say

that of the billion and a half dollars that we appropriated last
year for relief, if the proper method of handling it had been
adopted, we could have saved a half billion dollars and got as
much relief into the hands of the people who need it as we
did under this process, and that means that we should put
the administration of relief back into the local communities
and largely the support of it.

I think I have suggested enough things.

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. MASON. I yield.

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Considering only the first
three of those propositions, I positively disagree with the
gentleman 6624 percent.

Mr. MASON. I expected as much.

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Concerning the purchase of
silver by the Government, I think it should go further than
the Executive order recently issued did go.

Mr. MASON. That, of course, is a difference of opinion.

 Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. I am not able in a short time

to say what should be done with regard to the purchase of
gold, but with regard to the building of dams and the recla-
mation of arid lands, I call the gentleman’s attention to the
fact that there is not enough level land to meet our agricul-
tural needs. Very soon in this couniry we are going to have
to cut out the tilling of hillside slopes, as well as worn-out
level lands. There is not enough good level land in this
country to raise the Nation’s food necessities, to say nothing
of those seminecessary, succulent crops ordinarily grown on
irrigated lands.

Mr. N. I disagree with the gentleman on that point;
and now, . Chairman, I must refuse to yield further
because time is precious.

The President’s Budget message, dealing as it does with our
present astronomical national expenditures, is of such im-
portance that it deserves close study by each and every Mem-
ber of Congress. The comparisons he makes in his message,
the estimates that are offered, and the conclusions drawn, will
bear careful scrutiny and analysis. I shall leave that task
to the members of the Appropriations Committee and shall
confine myself today to the President’s one specific recom-
mendation for reducing the Budget, namely, his recommenda-
tion that we cut in half the appropriation for Federal aid
in the construction of highways.

My home town, Oglesby, Ill., is one of the cement centers
of the United States. Our two mills produce more than 80
percent of the cement produced in Illinois, and when pro-
ducing at capacity they have an output of some 7,000,000
barrels of cement each year. I feel, therefore, that I know
something about the production of cement, the amount of
employment given and the wages paid by the industry, the
enormous gquantities of coal required and consumed in the
production of cement, and the number of workers in other
industries that are kept busy when our basic product, cement,
is being used in construction. But when I challenge a state-
ment made by the President in his Budget message, and I
do challenge his statement, I am not foolish enough to base
that challenge upon my own knowledge, but predicate it upon
the greatest authorities we have in the field of road building,
the leading engineers of the Bureau of Public Roads.
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The President said in his message:

This year I recommend that such items be curtailed. First, be-
cause expected Government income will be less; and, second, be-
cause it has been amply demonstrated that they do not provide as
much work as do other methods of taking care of the unemployed.

This statement is not founded upon fact, and I make the
claim that Government dollars spent in building hard roads
represent more value received, more actual wages for Ameri-
can workingmen, and a better investment for the future than
Government dollars spent in almost any other way. In
support of my claim I offer the following table prepared by
T. H. MacDonald, engineer in charge of the United States
Bureau of Public Roads, the table being a break-down of
$1,000 spent for concrete highways, and shows the approxi-
mate total amount that actually goes to wages and salaries:

Labor and salaries
Contractor receives $1,000, of which direct labor on road

construction recelves. e ccmem e e —— §141.00
Contractor's 859 remaining is distributed as follows:
$184 for getting onto job, equipment, bonds and in-
surance, gross profits, etc., of which direct labor
R D e e o ey i ah e e b £ e e 44.70
And $675 to mills and gquarries, of which direct labor
BB R PO . o o i e e e e o e 117. 00
The $697.30 remaining ($139.30 from contractor and
$558.00 from mills and quarries) after this distri-
bution, is spent as follows:
Freight eventually receives $406.70, of which
direct labor recelves. . oo 175. 00
Fuel eventually receives $57.20, of which direct
Inbhor Tecelven. - i eame e 38.90
Repairs and depreciation eventually receive
$188.75, of which direct labor receives_ _______ 56.00
Materials and supplies eventually receive $170.80,
of which direct labor receives o 157.66
Taxes and redistribution items eventually equal
$49.50, of which direct labor receives ... 40.60
Profits, interest, rents, and depletion eventually
equals $209.15, of which direct labor receives 139.15
Labor eventually receives o occocaeea 910.00
Owners expend 90. 00
1, 000. 00

Believe it or not, this table actually shows that 91 cents
out of every dollar that is spent upon concrete highway con-
struction goes to pay wages and salaries. Can you show the
same for other Government dollars spent?

How labor is benefited may be judged by the fact that two
trainloads of materials, of 50 cars each, are needed to build
1 mile of concrete pavement. These materials, of which
only a fifth or a sixth is cement, must be mined or guarried,
manufactured or processed, and transported to the site of the
new road. The high return to labor is credited to the fact
that there are no intrinsically valuable materials used in
road building.

Because of the requirement for raw materials and the
need for such large quantities, few, if any, activities offer so
great a return to labor as road construction. And the re-
turn is widespread—not purely local—to the benefit of
workers in many industries over wide areas. For these rea-
sons highway construction was made a major outlet for
P. W. A. funds in the battle against unemployment. Be-
cause of pressing highway needs and the ability to quickly
draft plans, State highway departments were able to keep
more men at work for much of the time than were employed
in all other types of P. W. A. construction. Aside from im-
proving road surfaces, supplementary structures, such as
rail-highway grade separations, highway grade separations,
and bridges, also require workers in large numbers.

In further support of my contention, I quote from the
report, An Economic and Statistical Analysis of Highway
Construction Expenditures, prepared by Associate Highway
Engineer C. F. Rogers, of the Bureau of Public Roads. On
page 2 of that report we find the following enlightening
statements, statements that amplify and bear out the
previous table:

An annual highway expenditure of $100,000,000 results in an
average annual employment on the highway work and in indus-
try of approximately 102,690 persons continuously employed for
12 months at an average annual cost of approximately $970 per
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person employed. For each of the 37960 persons employed di-
rectly on highway-construction projects, approximately 1.71 names
of individuals appear on project pay rolls.

For each person employed directly on highway jobs, approxi-
mately 1.71 persons are employed indirectly in industries fur-
nishing materials, equipment, supplies, and services.

An annual highway expenditure of $100,000,000 initiates a
movement which eventually involves, in the handling and
processing of materials by industry, a total value of business
transacted of approximately $315,000,000.

In addition to affording economic and unemployment relief,
highway construction eventually provides a connected highway
system which is a distinct national asset, promoting agricultural
and industrial expansion and fostering social values. Highway
expenditures are providing a connected highway system composed
of various road types and containing a varlety of materials. The
raw materials used in highway construction have widespread oc-
currence in Nature. The adaptation of these natural resources
to highway use requires numerous stages of processing. Stone
must be quarried, tramsported, crushed, separated into sizes, and
proportioned with other materials in proper amount. Clay must
be dug and converted into brick and tile. Limestone and gypsum
must be quarried and manufactured into cement and plaster,
Petroleum must be produced and refined into fuels and asphalts,
Iron ore must be mined and shipped, and blast furnaces and steel
mills must operate to produce structural and reinforcing steel.
Cotton must be grown, ginned, and woven into fabric for tires
and containers. Coal must be mined, and timber felled and
milled. Finally these materials must be concentrated in various
proportions at numerous sites of construction, and, after the ap-
plication of a high degree of mechanization in the direct con-
struction operation, they emerge in the flnished highway.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I shall oppose the Presi-
dent’s recommendation to curtail the amount appropriated
for Federal aid for the construction of hard roads, for the
following reasons:

First, because these Government dollars spent for building
hard roads represent more value received, more wages for
American workingmen, and a better investment for the fu-
ture than Government dollars spent in almost any other
way.

Second, because the American motorist pays special taxes,
over and above all the other taxes that every citizen is re-
quired to pay, amounting to nearly one and a half billion
dollars, of which the Federal Government collects $314,-
000,000 each year. $214,000,000 of this huge sum is now
being returned to the several States for road-building pur-
posess—a direct benefit to the motorists. The balance of
the amount, $100,000,000 is being diverted to other purposes.

A member of the opposition is criticized when he finds
fault without offering an alternative. I therefore offer as
an alternative plan the suggestion that the administration
get rid of some 300,000 useless employees, excess baggage
that has been added to the Federal pay roll during the last
3 or 4 years. Such a step would accomplish more toward
balancing the Budget than the President’s recommendation
that Federal aid for road building be greatly curtailed. It
would bring about a saving of approximately $400,000,000,
an item worth considering even in these extravagant times.
I claim we should make a start toward balancing the Budget
by first eliminating all unnecessary and useless expenses of
the Federal Government.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr, WOODRUM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to
the gentleman from California [Mr. VoorHIS].

Mr, VOORHIS. Mr. Chairman, in partial answer to the
speech just made by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Mason], I merely point out that the purpose of reclamation
projects is not to bring land into cultivation in competi-
tion with good agricultural land. In the first place, it is to
make homes for the people. In the second place, it is to
bring land into cultivation to replace seriously depleted soils,
of which we have in the neighborhood of 300,000,000 acres
in this country. I refer the gentleman to an extension of
remarks I made on January 5, which appears on page 96
of the Recorp for that date, in which I deal with some of
these matters, and in which I also point out that if the
Tennessee Valley Authority had not donme a single thing
other than what it is now doing in the developing of cheap
and easily transportable phosphates, the most valuable chem-
ical element perhaps in soil fertility, its existence would be
entirely justified.
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Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. VOORHIS. I yield.

Mr. McFARLANE. And this bill seriously limits the pro-
duction of fertilizer in that project.

Mr. VOORHIS. I so understand. I hope it will be
restored.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VOORHIS. I yield.

Mr. DIRKSEN. When the bill is read for amendment, I
intend to make some observations on that very matter. I
want to offer an amendment.

LUDLOW RESOLUTION

Mr. VOORHIS. Although I had not intended to talk on
the subject this afternoon, in view of what has been said so
far on the question of the Ludlow resolution, I shall make
my brief statement in that regard. In the first place, I signed
this resolution way last spring shortly after it was put upon
the desk.

My signing of it, therefore, can by no stretch of the
imagination be construed as criticism of the work of the
State Department. Indeed, I believe that to put that
construction upon support of the resolution is a stretching
of the truth. It has nothing whatsoever to do with that.
Neither does it in any way restrict the Executive in deal-
ing with emergencies, or weaken in any way the national
defense. But if we believe in democracy as a form of
government we must recognize that the question of send-
ing an American army across the sea to engage in a foreign
war is the most fundamental question and comes closer to
the everyday life of the American people than any question
in all the world. [Applause.] On that particular issue we
believe that the American people who will pay the price
and make the sacrifice should have the right to make their
decision. For this reason I intend to vote for that resolu-
tion. And further, I believe there is no argument so vital
or important and none which will be answered with such
great difficulty by opponents of the Ludlow resolution as
the argument that to give the people a right to have a say
about the question of foreign war is fundamentally right
and fair and just; and on these grounds I shall support
the resolution.

The question has been asked what other nations will be
doing in the meantime. We have been called upon to look
upon this thing practically, let us do it for a moment. As
a matter of actual fact the question of war for the United
States will undoubtedly present itself to us, if it does, in
almost the same way that it presented itself to us in 1917.
I am not sure how the people would have voted in 1917 had
they been given the opportunity, but it does not seem to
me that that is the essential question. The essential ques-
tion is whether they should not have a right fo express
themselves in a situation of that kind. I believe they
should. Other nations will be wondering what this Nation
is going to do. They will be wondering and they will be
knowing that if this Nation by a popular decision decides
to enlist itself in the struggle that the decision will carry
with it a greater conviction than could otherwise possibly
be the case.

It does not seem to me that this consideration involves in
any degree a lack of unity in the American people, but,
rather, that it involves a fundamental fact that will operate
in the interest of democracy and justice and change the old
way of having a few people decide about wars that other
people fight. I believe that the people who are asked to
make the sacrifices are the ones to make the decision.

Mr, KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VOORHIS. I yield.

Mr, ENUTSON. Does not the gentleman think that if the
matter of declaring war were left to the people in all nations
that it would virtually outlaw war?

Mr. VOORHIS. I am inclined to believe that it would.

Mr. KNUTSON. Was not the election that was held in
1916 virtually a plebiscite on whether or not this country
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was to participateqdn the World War? It was so considered,
was it not?

Mr. VOORHIS. I was a schoolboy at that time.
sure that that is the way I understood it.

Mr. ENUTSON. Was not the issue “He kept us out of
war” the dominating issue of that campaign?

Mr. VOORHIS. It certainly was one of them. I have
several other matters I very much want to discuss.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
for one question?

Mr. VOORHIS. Yes; I will yield to the gentleman.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Does the gentleman believe that the
Japanese invasion of China would have taken place if the
Japanese people themselves had the final decision of the
matter instead of those in militaristic control?

Mr. VOORHIS. I believe there would not have been an
invasion of China had the people decided the question and
ghat the recent Japanese elections are indicative of that
act.

Mr. DUNN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VOORHIS. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. DUNN. Is it not a fact that by giving the people the
opportunity to vote on the Ludlow amendment it demon-
strates beyond any doubt we are demoecratic, and if we do
that other nations in the future and the near future will
do likewise?

Mr. VOORHIS. I hope so. Of course, we only have one
nation for which we are responsible, and we have to do the
best we can.

I doubt that anything is to be gained for the American
people by attempts on anyone’s part to fix blame for the
present recession. I believe much is to be gained by earnest
effort to get at the facts regarding it. And today I want to
answer some of the statements made recently on this floor
in criticism of the program of this administration in dealing
with the economic problems of America. May I preface
those remarks by pointing out that our fundamental trouble
comes from the fact that we are confronted with a situa-
tion in which our system of distribution of purchasing power
and wealth has been demonstrated over a period of time to
be an inadequate system to keep our productive machinery
operating at full capacity. Something or other must be done
about this. r

I am

THE CURE FOR 1937 IS NOT ANOTHER 1929

When people say, “Look at the recession of 1937,” and try
to blame it-on administration policies they usually advocate
a return to the very policies that led us into the depression
of 1929 and it seems to me, therefore, their arguments are
very much like saying that the patient is at present ill; we
know how to kill him, so let us do it.

I do not believe that the pre-1929 policies are the answer.
I think but few close students of our economic question will
doubt that the main cause of the 1929 collapse was faulty
distribution of our national income, consisting of two ele-
ments, first, too much of a concentration of reserves and
surpluses in the hands of certain individuals and corpora-
tions, and, second, the fact that the common people of this
Nation in attempting to take off the market the goods that
had been produced by industry went into debt to the tune
of $7,000,000,000 in the form mainly of installment purchase
obligations. We have been trying to correct this situation.
Those who criticise the program of the President of the
Unifed States, it may be noticed, do not offer any program
to take the place of his.

I further call the attention of the Members to the fact
that the President’s program has not been carried through
in its entirety. Certain of the most essential measures have
not been passed by this Congress, which if passed, might
materially alter the story.

THE PRESIDENT'S PROGRAM IS RIGHT

The program in barest outline consists of these funda-
mentals of government: It is the job of the Government to
protect the welfare of the poorest people, those who are eco-
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nomically helpless, and those whose power to buy the neces-
sities of life is most precarious, through a program of work
for the unemployed, through an encouragement of collective
bargaining, through minimum-wage legislation providing
protection for those people whose wage standards are the
lowest, through an expanding system of social security, and
by protection for those farmers that cutthroat competition
and the manipulation of speculators will otherwise ruin.
That is the principle and philosophy of the present adminis-
tration, and it is a sound principle and philosophy.

WHY A COMPLETELY FREE ECONOMIC SYSTEM WILL NOT WOREK TODAY

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CRAWFORD] expressed
another philosophy that has unity and a strong theoretical
appeal. All must agree with him when he says we need
more, not less, production. If you could eliminate monopoly
and take from private financiers the power to create and
destroy money, if you could really free the people and have
an entirely free and competitive economic system, then there
would be something very challenging in arguments against
measures of control by government. But to eliminate mo-
nopoly is a gigantic task; one, indeed, if possible at all,
which will require the best effort of a generation. The pro-
gram of the administration is a program that must be car-
ried through in view of the fact that the task of overcoming
monopoly power is one so tremendous that it is necessary to
have governmental protection of other population groups in
the meantime in order to protect the people from absolute
insecurity and poverty and hopelessness. Some day all of
us hope for a new -true freedom such as we have never
known before.

THE IMMEDIATE QUESTION

At this moment the question very largely is: When 30,000
men are laid off in 1 day by a corporation which possesses
hundreds of millions of dollars of reserves and which made
$238,000,000 of profit last year, what are we to do? What,
indeed, are we to do with other unemployed thousands?

Here they are, good American citizens, until a few days
or weeks ago the essential workers in our industry. What is
to be done about them?

No one offers any other answer except that their fate is a
Government responsibility—until such time as industry wants
them again.

And some of us, agreeing wholeheartedly with what the
President said in his message, stand ready to defend with
all our strength the right of these heads of American families
to work at useful labor. We are utterly unwilling to see them
put upon a dole, because we believe that is unsound eco-
nomically, unfair, un-American, and un-Christian.

MEANING OF OUR DEBT

As long, then, as our governmental policy is based upon
justice, the expenditures of the Government must reflect in-
versely the extent of private employment.

Not only that. The Federal Reserve Board reports that
there are ample reserves for a healthy expansion in our
banks. If only the money now in the banks were put to work,
says the Board, all would be well,

But there is no way to get it to work., The powers of the
Federal Reserve Board are inadequate to the task. At pres-
ent we must depend for necessary expansion of buying
power upon the willingness of banks to lend, plus the willing-
ness of business to borrow. Failing to get this combination
to work, but one possibility remains to us if business itself
is to be spared the consequences of depression. That one
possibility is for Government to expand its expenditures and
to create new money by going into debt. That worked in
1933. It will work again. Buf no one likes the method.
And our critics are half right when they complain about this
method. But they are only half right.

NECESSARY STEPS TO AVOID FURTHER DEBT

For the thing they overlock is that this necessity for gov-
ernment to contract debt is basically due to two fundamental
causes: First, the failure of our economic system, unaided by
government expenditures, to keep the people employed; and
second, the fact that government today has surrendered to the
banking system its right to create money. It goes farther
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than that. Not only does government refrain from expand-
ing the volume of money in accord with the expansion of the
Nation’s need for it and leave the Nation at the merey of an
uncertain and highly variable supply of bank credit, but we
permit a private banking system to expand credit upon
fractional reserves while government with $12,000,000,000 of
gold in its possession does not expand upon it at all for credit
purposes but borrows at interest privately manufactured
credit instead.

Correct some of these things and the task of budget bal-
ancing, the task of providing ample credit for secured loans
at low rates of interest and many another problem would be
solved.

Now a word or two about corporation surpluses. And
what I have to say comes from one who believes the un-
divided-profits tax should be revised and small corporations
exempted from it. But a lot of misinformation has got
abroad about that tax.

ABOUT CORPORATION RESERVES

We hear over and over that large corporation surpluses are
an unmixed blessing.

We hear about the billions of dollars spent by corporations
out of reserves during the depression to pay wages and
dividends.

No one who has studied the record carefully can doubt that
many business enterprises did make earnest and heroic efforts
to keep men employed during the last depression.

Neither can any fair-minded person doubt that, generally
speaking, this was done far more by small business than by
big business; nor can he doubt that right now some of the
corporations with the very largest surpluses of all are the
readiest to reduce their pay rolls and pass to government the
task of employment.

EKEEF THE RECORD STRAIGHT

Just to keep the record straight, we ought to know what
really happened to those big corporation reserves during the
depression. For while'it is true that a careful study of the
income accounts of all corporations during the 3-year period
1931-33 reveals an aggregate net deficit after taxes of $6,600,-
000,000, it also reveals that not more than a small fraction of
this deficit is accounted for by payments of dividends or
wages .out of surplus.

Of course, there were exceptions. These figures refer to
the aggregate of all corporation-income accounts.

EXPERT TREASURY FINDINGS

The findings of the Division of Research and Statistics of
the Treasury on this point were summarized by Dr. L. H.
Seltzer of that division in an article in the Tax Magazine
for July 1937.

Dr. Seltzer says in part:

If we consclidate the income accounts of all corporations for
each of the 3 years 1931-33, inclusive, we find that they reported
an aggregate net deficit for this 3-year period, after taxes, of six
and six-tenths billion dollars. We also find, however, that this
aggregate deficit was arrived at after deducting some eleven and
two-tenths billion dollars for depreciation, some seven hundred and
sixty-one milllons for depletion, some three and seven-tenths bil-
lions for bad debts, and some five and one-tenth billions for loss
on the sale of capital assets; deductions which, in the main, did
not represent current cash outlays sustaining employment, pay
rolls, ete.

In other words, the aggregate net income of corporations before
these valuation deductions, but after taxes, for these 3 years of
the worst depression in history, was a little more than $14,000,-
000,000, and their cash dividends a little more than thirteen bil-
lions, For corporations as a whole, dividends, wages, and other
payments came out of current receipts, primarily, and not from
accumulated liquid surpluses. The book surpluses of corporations
were, indeed, reduced; but they were reduced, in the ate,
not by actual cash disbursements but by the writing down of
assets on the books of corporations. The cash and investments of
all corporations aggregated nearly $11,000,000,000 more at the end
of 1933 than at the end of 1929.

This is the answer to the charge that the tax policies of
the administration are responsible for the current recession,
if, indeed, such an answer is needed. It is well also to re-
member that in 1929 there were no such taxes, no Govern-
ment “interference,” and yet some people still remember
what happened in that year.
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FORMER EMPLOYERS SHOULD BE THE LAST TO COMPLAIN WHEN GOVERN=-
MENT EMPLOYS THEIR LAID-OFF WORKERS

There are good reasons for revision of the undistributed-
earnings tax. One of these reasons is not that large corpo-
ration reserves have in the past reduced unemployment to
any appreciable extent or been used deliberately to keep peo-
ple employed. For such is not a fact when we consider
industry as a whole.

And to those businessmen who did make sacrifices to keep
workers employed we are forced to say something like this:
“Your patriotic action cannot be forgotten by this Nation, but
unfortunately your efforts have been swamped by the failure
of our great monopolies to follow your example.” And the
age-old question must then be raised, If a man cannot find
work in private industry to support his family, whatever the
reason may be, what then is he to do? We have said that
he could turn to government for a useful job. As a matter
of plain justice we have got to go on saying that, and those
who once employed these workers, and either cannot or do
not choose to continue to employ them, should be the last to
complain when government spends money to pay them
wages for work performed, gives them buying power in this
manner, and preserves their morale and their skill against
the day when there will be private work again.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr, WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. DITTER].

Mr. DITTER. Mr. Chairman, in the midst of the turmoil
this afternoon I take a certain degree of pleasure in bringing
to the House what I believe to be a rather comforting and
encouraging word. I have the honor of representing the

Seventeenth District of Pennsylvania, which district is made

up of one county, the county of Montgomery.

On the 30th of December that county paid off the last
dollar of its indebtedness and today I believe my district can
make a claim that few others can make in the Nation.
Montgomery County started the year free of debt, with its
current obligations paid, its bonded indebtedness discharged,
and with a comfortable cash working balance.

I am sorry there are not more of my Pennsylvania col-
leagues present, because I take a great degree of pride in
saying that Montgomery County is under the administration
of a group of substantial, old-fashioned Republicans [ap-~
plause] and that its affairs have been administered for a
great many years by good, substantial, old-fashioned Repub-
licans.

Mr. DUNN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DITTER. I would suggest to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania that I might embarrass him if he should ask
me a question. I do not yield.

Mr. Chairman, the county of Montgomery has provided for
the needs of its people. Year in and year out it has re-
turned substantial Republican majorities. I do not believe
there is one-third of the population of that county ill-
nourished, ill-clad or ill-housed. I believe the county of
Montgomery through its frugal, honest, and careful admin-
istration of the public needs, including the needs of those in
distress, has established an enviable record which might be
followed with profit by the Federal Government.

I make this further declaration, that we probably would
have had a more comfortable cash balance in the county of
Montgomery today had it not been for the present State
administration’s operation and its intrustion into our own
county affairs. Had it not been for the overreaching of the
present Democratic administration in Harrisburg in trying to
put on a small-sized edition of the New Deal in Pennsylvania,
I believe we would have had even a better cash balance in
Montgomery than we have today.

May I say to my brethren from Pennsylvania that I am
not assuming a boastful attitude. I am prompted by a
desire that my words may be an inspiration to those poor
debt-ridden counties which have long languished under the
spell of a Democratic regime, and I hope that by my words
they may be inspired to go out and do what Montgomery
has done in taking care of its fiscal affairs with honesty,
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with forthrightness, and with a degree of splendid effi-
ciency such as only a Republican, and a capable Republican,
administration can demonstrate.

These remarks have been just by way of preface. What
I really wanted the time for this afternoon was to make
an observation or two on one of the outstanding character-
istics of the President.

The ability of the President to do unexpected things is
recognized by all. He seems to delight in springing sur-
prises. Vacillation is a characteristic. He appears to enjoy
changing his course more than getting into port. Running
true to form, he astonished the American people in his
message on Monday by adding a new gqualification to the
requirements for helpful citizenship. Most of us had under-
stood that the marks of good citizenship were pretty well
defined, and while the demands of the New Deal had dis-
torted the original feature to some extent by condemning
thrift and industry and extolling profligacy and shiftlessness,
nevertheless we were unaware that an entirely new obligation
was required of those who aspired to the role of good citizens.
According to the new formula of the President, a helpful
citizen must be able to provide the ways and means of getting
the country out of the financial mess into which the New
Deal has plunged it.

For the most part the President’s message on the state
of the Union was delivered without gesture and in a serious
mood. The outstanding exception was the recital of his
method in dealing with those who have pleaded with him for
a balanced Budget. Apparently for the purpose of discredit-
ing those who have emphasized the importance of squaring
national outgo with national income, the President assumed a
facetious role. Adding a touch of humor to a very serious
situation, the President attempted to sidestep gracefully the
personal responsibility of inaugurating and maintaining a
sound national fiscal policy. He told the Congress that he
asked those who pleaded with him for a balanced Budget the
question, “What present expenditures would you reduce or
eliminate?” Thereupon, with a studied effort to make the
answer appear ridiculous, the President said that those to
whom the question was addressed would reply invariably
that it was none of their business and that they knew nothing
about the details. He then dismissed the subject by estab-
lishing the new qualification for citizenship—the qualifica-
tion that the individual citizen should provide the answer
to the question which the New Deal has faced from the begin-
ning—how to provide the ways and means for continuing its
joy ride of extravagance and wastefulness.

The nonchalant air of the President was a surprise. Such
a carefree atfitude had not been expected. A perplexing
problem is before the American people. The administration
alone has the power to provide a satisfactory answer. The
effort of the President to avoid the responsibility of bal-
ancing the Budget is in marked contrast to statements which
he and his party leaders have made in times past. The
country cannot help but remember the assurances which
were given in the party platform that a saving of not less
than 25 percent in the cost of the Federal Government would
be accomplished. The country cannot help but remember
the President’s declaration that he accepted the party plat-
form and that he looked upon it as a covenant with the
American people. The country cannot help but remember
that as early as September 1932 he asked the American
people to delegate to him the task of reducing the expendi-
tures of the Federal Government. In his speech at Sioux
City on September 29, 1932, he used these words:

On my part, I ask you to assign to me the task of reducing the
annual operating expenses of the National Government

At that time he did not suggest that it was the duty of pri-
vate citizens to advise and suggest the method or the means
of reducing the national expenditures. At that time he did
not suggest that he felt that the standard of helpiul citizen-
ship required a contribution of methods and means for re-
ducing the spending of public funds. At that time he re-
quested the American people to assign to him the responsi-
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bility, the power, and the obligation of reducing the operating
expenses of the National Government. And now after 5
years—after 5 years of intimate contact with the fiscal affairs
of the country—after 5 years of opportunity and experience,
after 5 years of study and deliberation, the President sug-
gests that private citizens be charged with the duly of put-
ting a stop to the orgy of spending which his administration
has indulged in from its beginning. Are we to assume that
the declaration in 1932 was made in a facetious mood? Are
we to assume that the request of 1932 was made for vote-
getting purposes? Are we to assume an admission of in-
ability and a desire to give up the task? Are we to assume
that the President is faced with political objection, which
makes it inadvisable and inexpedient for him to reduce the
spending of public funds? The Congress and the country
have a right to know what it is that now prompts the Presi-
dent to sidestep the issue—to pass the buck—to expect the
answer to this pressing problem from the citizens of the
country.

No good purpose can be served by repeating here the
many, many promises which have been made by the pres-
ent administration that the fiscal affairs of the country
should be put in order. Suffice it to say that it has become
almost a habit for some one or more of those identified with
the administration to try the soothsayer’s art by telling the
people that the Budget would be balanced. Promise has
been piled upon promise. Assurance has been added to as-
surance. All of them, with a definite purpose of impressing
upon the American people that our national household
would be put in order—that the spending spree would stop,
that extravagances and wastefulness would be ended,
that mounting debts and deficits would be curtailed, and
that the joy ride of profligacy and squandering would come
to an end. Now, we are startled to learn that the admin-
istration seeks to surrender the management of the fiscal
affairs of the country. By so doing the administration ad-
mits either its unwillingness or its inability to put into
operation a sound fiscal program which would result in the
attainment of the desired objective. The country is not only
startled, amazed, surprised: the country is alarmed over
this very serious and perplexing problem. Something more
than nonchalance is expected. Facetiousness will not suf-
fice. Something can and should be done of a practical and
substantial nature, and that without any further delay.

I submit, Mr. Chairman, that there are certain things that
this Congress can do to help the American people out of
the dilemma in which they find themselves as a result of
the President’s effort to avoid the responsibility for putting
our national affairs in order. I believe the Congress owes
a duty to the American people in this emergency. I submit,
Mr. Chairman, that our first duty in this connection is to
refuse to make any lump-sum appropriations whatever. No
more blank checks would be an excellent rule to adopt at
once. This Congress has the right to levy taxes. This is a
large grant of power handed to us by the people.

Our responsibility to the people, including all the people,
to spend their money wisely, judiciously, and honestly is just
as great. I submit, Mr. Chairman, that while the power to
tax has long been recognized as a power to destroy, by the
same token the power to spend can have just as great a de-
structive effect as the power to impose taxes. In view of
the President’s desire to avoid the responsibility, let us take
up the job for the American people at once.

1 sub Mr. uld refuse to make any
mfwd_rmg%wm the
money will spen ere the money will be spent, when
{he money gﬂ be spent, and how miucH more will have to
be spen | the project for which we
originally begin to sgepql___the money Let us insist on a
justification which will require every spending agency to
prove that they need the money for which they ask. And
let us insist as well on a justification which will warrant us
in giving them the money for which they ask. In many in-
stances projects have been authorized, appropriations have
been made, and little, if any, thought has been given as to
what the ultimate cost of the project will be. Let us set
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our own house in order by changing our policies in appropri-
_ating public TEE.!:ILS know before a project is author-

“ized, or at least before any money is appropriated for it,
what the cost of completion will be and what the future
maintenance costs of these projects will be. In many cases
we have found ourselves forced to appropriate money for
the completion of a project or be embarrassed by having a
partially finished job on our hands. This should and can
be avoided. Emphasis likewise should be laid upon the
future maintenance costs of every Federal project which is
authorized.

The mistake which has been made in many cases in
spending public funds is the same mistake which has been
made in many cases by individuals. We have gotten into
the habit of considering only the purchase price of our auto-
mobiles, for instance, and rarely, if ever, do we take into
account the upkeep and operating expenses of the machine.
What is true of automobiles is likewise true of many other
private expenditures. The colossal machine operated by the
Federal Government has been run in much the same hit-or-
miss fashion. Projects are presented here. Authorizations
are made. Appropriations are provided. Little, if any,
thought is given as to the upkeep and maintenance of these
innovations. If the Federal Budget is to be balanced, there
is but one way to do it, and that is to reduce the spending
of money. It is not a question of trying to find ways and
means of getting more money out of the taxpayers’ pockets.
Our job is to find ways and means of keeping more money
from being squandered and wasted. What we need here is
a change in method, more investigation of spending sprees,
and less inquiry on ways and means of wheedling out of the
taxpayers' pocket additional dollars. We cannot have a bal-
anced Budget as long as we have an unbalanced spending
policy. The Ways and Means Committee may work from
now until doom’s day on a tax program, but it will mean
nothing if a wasteful and purely political spending policy is
countenanced and continued. If the President’s promise of
1932 meant anything, and if it was worth anything then, it
should mean something now—and it can mean much if an
about face is started at once. If he cannot do it, we should.
If we are to live within our means as a nation, then we must
conform our spending to the means which we have at hand.
Instead of saving until it hurts, we have been spending until
it not only hurts but threatens to kill.

I am persuaded, Mr. Chairman, that if economies are to be
effected, if extravagances are to be stopped, if wastefulness
is to be avoided, then much of the needless personnel in every
department must be eliminated. And, what is probably
more important, Mr. Chairman, I am convinced that this
needless personnel can be eliminated in almost every depart-
ment without any appreciable or material decrease in effi-
ciency. Many of us have found that efforts to reduce per-
sonnel have been unavailing, As some of us have sought to
reduce appropriations the excuse has been offered that no
reduction is possible because most of the appropriation is
required to maintain the present personnel. I submit, Mr.
Chairman, this is not a proper justification for continuing
on the pay rolls of the Federal Government the large army
of job holders that have been enlisted under the banner of
the New Deal. Of course, I know, Mr. Chairman, that this
is a highly controversial subject, but it all depends on the
objective which we have in mind. If our purpose is to con-
tinue as many as possible on the public pay roll, so that
patronage privileges will not be curtailed, then this increased
army of Federal employees is justifiable. In that case
patronage privileges take first place and economy in Govern-
ment trails along in the rear. But let us remember the
responsibility for continuing these people on the pay roll is
the responsibility of the administration, which cannot be
shifted by a facetious remark or a nonchalant attitude. The
Federal pay roll was never intended as a maintenance fund
for any political outfit. Padding the public pay rolls with
needless employees can only be justified by the professional
politicians. Their philosophy is jobs, irrespective of need or
merit.

[Here the gavel fell.l
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Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 addi-
tional minutes to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. DITTER. I submit further, Mr. Chairman, that sub-
stantial savings could be made in almost every department if
the present propaganda machines which flourish on all sides
were dispensed with. Printing presses and mimeograph ma-
chines grind out tons of reports, pamphlets, brochures, maga-
zines, and books, all of them flavored with political touches
and all of them intended as a part of the colossal advertis-
ing scheme of selling the New Deal to the American people.
Nor is this propaganda effort confined to either printing
presses or mimeograph. The public platform and the radio
resound with a continuing din of what the New Deal is doing
for the American people. Paeans of political praise are
crooned and sung into the ears of the listening public. These
effusions printed and spoken, all cost money and the point is
that they cost the taxpayer money. The taxpayer pays the
bill. No legitimate excuse can be found for this squander-
ing of the public funds for the purpose of perpetuating a
political party in power. If the New Deal wants to put on
an advertising program, let the New Deal foot the bill and not
expect the American public to provide the wherewithal.

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DITTER. I will yield in just a moment.

There is a real difference between the dissemination of
useful public information and the wholesale distribution of
purely political printed matter with which the country has
been flooded during the past 5 years. The one serves a use-
ful purpose. It may be overdone at times but, generally
speaking, it can be justified at least in part. But the second
cannot be justified under any circumstances. “It pays to ad-
vertise” has been a slogan in the business world for a long
time. I believe in it. But the thing which we are concerned
with here is whether it pays the American people to stand
the cost of this avalanche of New Deal advertising which has
rolled down upon the country in recent years.

Here again, Mr. Chairman, the responsibility of squaring
the expenditures of the Federal Government with the in-
come of the Federal Government rests upon the shoulders
of the administration. If the President’s hands are tied so
that he cannot act, or if he does not choose to stop the
spending spree, you can render a real service to the country
by enlisting in a real economy drive.

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York rose.

Mr. DITTER. I yield for a brief question.

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. In all the gentleman’s
meanderings has he ever gazed upon that individual, here
or elsewhere, who ever read any of that propaganda?
[Laughter.]

Mr. DITTER. May I answer the gentleman by saying that
unfortunately I feel that probably only too many susceptible,
unguarded souls have come under the spell and the unfor-
tunate influence of it. It is a calamity, I realize, and I am
sorry I must admit it, but the American people, many of
them, are rather credulous. I am afraid, therefore, that I
shall have to admit that a good many people do read it and,
unfortunately, from past records, apparently, they have be-
lieved too much of it. [Laughter and applause.]

Of course, Mr. Chairman, this whole problem of spending
or saving depends upon the attitude, the purpose, the frame
of mind of those who have the power to determine national
policies. The present administration seems bent on impress-
ing upon the American people the value of spending money.
Thrift has been tabooed; in fact, thrift has been penalized
and profligacy has been placed upon a pedestal. The old
sayings and axioms of the value of thrift have been thrown
into the wastebasket. “A penny saved is a penny earned” has
been branded as a bit of foolishness coming out of the “horse
and buggy” days. Instead of the old copybook in which the
children wrote and rewrote on the value of saving, there has
been substituted a radio in the classroom which dins into
their ears the advisability of spending. A hysteria for spend-
ing prevails. It has taken on the fervor of a religion. It is
part and parcel of the New Deal. There is no worry about
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the source of supply—not where do we get the money but
where can we spend more money.

The excuse cannot be offered that this spending policy q
has"Been Necessary as a part of the relief program. I submit,

“M¥, Chairman, that the needs of those in distress could have

been met, and adequately met, without indulging in the wild
orgy of spending which has characterized the New Deal pro-
gram. The truth of the matter is, Mr. Chairman, that the
shameful waste of the administration has taken thousands|
of dollars out of the hands of those on relief and added
immeasurably to their distress.

I am persuaded that more and more Members of the House
realize the seriousness of our present plight—the gravity of
our present situation. I am encouraged with the hope that
more and more Members are convinced that our financial
affairs must be put in order—that the credit of the country
cannot be put in further jeopardy by disregarding accepted
and tried practices, and that the homely virtues of thrift,
industry, and frugality are as applicable and worth while in
managing national affairs as they have proved to be in run-
ning the affairs of every individual citizen. [Applause.]

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. CANNON].

MARCELLUS C. SHEILD

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, while it is the
custom in some circles to give Congress little credit and much
blame, on all possible occasions, nevertheless, from the fact
that the Republic is still a going concern after 150 years, it
necessarily follows that Congress must have at times rendered
some modicum of worth-while service.

But, Mr. Chairman, the truth is that Members of Congress
are entitled to even less credit than is usually given them. As
a matter of fact, much of the work they are supposed to do

‘and many of the accomplishments with which they are cred-

ited are the work of members of the staff of the House who,
working modestly in the background, give their committees
and its members credit for all that meets with public approval,
and accept blame for all congressional mistakes and short-
comings,

One of the most efficient members of the staff of the House,
one of the ablest; one of the most indefatigable, who has
served in that capacity in its history, is the clerk to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, Marcellus C. Sheild, who, with the
close of business tonight, completes 30 years in the service of
the committee and the House. He came to the House January
8, 1908, in the first session of the Sixtieth Congress, and in the
30 succeeding years has served under 7 Presidents: The
elder Roosevelt, Taft, Wilson, Harding, Coolidge, Hoover, and
Franklin D. Roosevelt; under 8 Speakers: Cannon, Clark,
Gillett, Longworth, Garner, Rainey, Byrns, and Bankhead;
and under 10 chairmen: Tawney, Fitzgerald, Sherley, Good,
Madden, Anthony, Wood, Byrns, Buchanan, and Taylor.

Mr, Sheild occupies one of the key positions of the House
and the Nation. Every dollar that is appropriated passes,
directly or indirectly, over his desk. During his service the
Government has spent more money than has ever been spent
by the United States, or any other nation on earth, in a sim-
ilar period of time. In those crowded years the American
Congress has levied and borrowed, has debated and disbursed
sums so stupendous as to stagger human comprehension.
and yet if Marc Sheild, in those hectic sessions, ever made an
appreciable mistake; if he ever failed his chairman; if he ever
at any time faltered in the most meticulous service to the
committee and the House and the country, I have never
heard of it.

Mr. Chairman, in my opinion, Mr. Sheild has saved the
Treasury more money and contributed more effectively to
the orderly and economical disbursement of Government
funds than any one man who ever sat in either branch of the
Congress. Without fear or favor, without personal or party
consideration, calmly, dispassionately, and unerringly he has
discharged the duties of an office it is given few men to fill,
and with a fidelity and capacity it is given few men to possess.

I am certain I express the sentiment of every man who
sits in this Chamber when I felicitate him on the completion
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of 30 busy, fruitful years, and wish for him another 30
years of devoted service to the House and the Nation.
[Applause.]

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. McFARLANE].

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to revise and extend my remarks in the Recorp and
include therein certain excerpts.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, permission will be
granted the gentleman from Texas to revise and extend his
own remarks, but permission to include excerpts must be
obtained in the House.

There was no objection.

RADIO MONOPOLY STILL UNCHALLENGED

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Chairman, we are hearing a good
deal these days regarding the monopolistic control big busi-
ness has over almost every field of endeavor, and it now
seems that something constructive may be done to check
these evil practices that have gone on almost unmolested in
this country since the Wilson administration. The Demo-
cratic platform through the years has called for strengthen-
ing our antitrust laws and the elimination of monopolies,
the effectiveness of which has largely been destroyed by the
Supreme Court decisions and the friendly attitude toward
big business taken by the Republican administration and
the appointees under them in charge of the enforcement of
these laws, which include the Federal Trade Commission and
the Department of Justice.

Under this administration, the emergency having passed,
we are now trying to really do something to correct these
unfair and unlawful practices which have made the monop-
olies more powerful through the years and now threaten to
destroy individual enterprise and small business. I opposed
the provisions in N. R. A. and other legislation which
exempted these measures from the provisions of the anti-
trust laws. I thought then as I think now that it would take
stronger remedies and measures to curb these monopolistic
practices than the “being a good fellow” tactics used up
to now on such legislation. I have spoken on numerous
occasions concerning these monopolistic practices and have
tried to point out reasons why they should be curbed.

The Democratic platform of 1932 and 1936 on monopoly
stated: \

In this time of unprecedented economic and social distress the
Democratic Party declares its conviction that the chief causes of
this condition were the disastrous policies pursued by our Govern-
ment since the World War, of economlic isolation, rosterl.ng the
merger of competitive businesses into monopolies. *

We advocate strengthening and impartial enforcement of the
antitrust laws, to prevent monopoly and unfair trade practices, and
revision thereof for the better protection of labor and the small
producer and distributor. * * *

Monopolies and the concentration of economic power, the crea-
tion of Republican rule and privilege, continue to be the master
of the producer, the exploiter of the consumer, and the enemy of
the independent operator. This is a problem challenging the
unceasing effort of untrammeled public officials in every branch of
the Government. We pledge vigorously and fearlessly to enforce
the criminal and civil provisions of the existing antitrust laws,
and to the extent that their effectiveness has been weakened by
new corporate devices of judicial construction, we propose by law
to restore their efficacy in stamping out monopolistic practices and
the concentration of economic power.

PRESIDENT ON MONOPOLY

The President in his message to Congress, on January 3,
discussing monopolies, said:

Capital is essential; reasonable earnings on capital are essential;
but misuse of the powers of capital or selfish suspension of the
employment of capital must be ended, or the capitalistic system
will destroy itself through its own abuses.

The overwhelming majority of businessmen and bankers intend
to be good citizens. Only a small minority have displayed poor
citizenship by engaging in practices which are dishonest or
definitely harmful to society. This statement is straightforward
and true. No person in any responsible place in the Government
of the United States today has ever taken any position contrary
to it.

But, unfortunately for the country, when attention is called to,
mamkmmdummedﬂemumo{mplm.themhmbeenn
deliberate purpose on the part of the condemned minority to
distort the criticlsm into an attack on all capltnl That is willful
deception but it does not long deceive. * *
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There are practices which most people believe should be ended.
They include tax avoidance through corporate and other methods,
which I have previously mentioned; excessive capitalization, invest-
ment write ups, and security manipulations; price rigging and
collusive bidding, in defiance of the spirit of the antitrust laws
by methods which baffle prosecution under the present statutes.

FARMERS RESPONSIELE FOR ANTITRUST LAW
Hon. Robert Jackson, Assistant Attorney General, in
charge of the antitrust division, has forcefully called to the
attention of the Nation the seriousness of this situation, and
in an address to the American Farm Bureau Federatlon at
Chicago, Ill., December 13, said:

The antitrust laws perhaps more than any other public policy
owe their existence to the insistence of the farmers. They first

.came into State legislation in the agricultural States as a result

of farm support. They took their place in the national statute
books In 1890, supported largely by the influence of the farm-
protest movement. They constituted a part of what was known
as the “granger laws"” and came to enactment as the result of the
granger movement or “populist” uprising which caused more jit-
ters among conservatives of that day than the New Deal does
today.

The philosophy of the antitrust laws was simple American
philosophy. It was their doctrine that competition, left free of
restraint, would be a sufficient regulator to assure fair prices and
good service to the public. They were based on the theory that
the Government owed the duty of policing the economic system
to see that no one interfered with its functioning as a system of
free enterprise. They were intended to prevent the necessity ever
arising for Government control of prices or for Government regu-
lation of business life. They were not designed to get the Govern-
ment into business, but they were designed to keep the Govern-
ment out of business.

JACKSON CHALLENGES MONOPOLISTS
On December 26, in a radio address, Mr. Jackson stated:

Economic power in this country does not reside in the mass of
the people. Economic wealth is alarmingly concentrated in a few,
and its management is even more centralized. About one-half of
the wealth of the country is in corporate form, and over half of
the corporate wealth of the country is controlled by 200 corpora-
tions, which in turn are controlled by what a commentator has
called “America's 60 families.”

Private enterprise in such a form the American people fear.
Their fears produce the laws regulating business in this country.
Until big business can reconcile its attitudes with the aspirations
of our people for democracy and freedom from arbitrary economic
power, the suspicion of the masses will find their way to the
statute books.

What should government do in the present situation?

In my personal opinion, it would give private enterprise all the
assistance and encouragement that can be given without sacrific-
ing the progress toward the preservation of American democracy
which we have made in the last 6 . It can give financial
assistance to help private enterprise break into new flelds like
housing. It can correct specific inequities in the application of
tax laws without, however, abandoning our American doctrine
that taxes shall be paid in proportion to ability to pay.

ICKES ILLUSTRATES EVILS OF MONOPOLY

Hon. Harold Ickes, Secretary of the Interior, in a recent
speech has forcefully pointed out the evils of this monopo-
listic set-up and the effect allowing them to run rough-shod
over the country has had on the great masses of our people.

Secretary Ickes states:

Practically all of our greatest historical figures are famous be-
cause of their persistent and courageous fight to prevent and con-
trol the overconcentration of wealth and power in a few hands.
Thomas Jefferson, our first great leader in this fight, knew what
it was to be cursed as a Jacobin and a destroyer of the Constitu-
tion by the wealthy tycoons of his time.

Andrew Jackson, in his determination to curb the power of the
Bank of the United States, felt the fury of the Wall Street of his
day. He, too, was denounced as a dictator, as a wrecker of our
institutions, in language even more vitriolic than the condemna-
tions which are now being hurled by some of our financial earls
at Franklin D. Roosevelt.

MEMBERS OF CONGRESS WANT ACTION

I listened with considerable interest on yesterday to the
speeches made by the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
WiceLEsworTH] and the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
WoopruM] on the activities of the communications monop-
oly, and the Federal Communications Commission charged
with the supervision of this known existing monopoly.

I have previously spoken pointing out as best I could the
monopolistic set-up of the communications field, especially as
it applies to radio. Several other Members of Congress in
both branches, during previous sessions have spoken on this
same subject and so far no Member of Congress has taken
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the floor to defend the known existing evils of this monopoly
and in the Communications Commission, as was admitted
on yesterday by the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Woop-~
rRum], chairman of the subcommittee, conversant with the
conditions existing in the Federal Communications Commis-
sion indicated that the conditions needed correction and to
my mind the only correction that can be made is through
a congressional investigation, which I have asked for.

As was pointed out on yesterday by the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. WiccLESworTH] based on the hearing
before the House Appropriations Committee it seems that
these evil practices which have been repeatedly complained
about during recent sessions of Congress, still continue to

exist in the Communications Commission and in the com- -

munications monopoly. These evils were forcefully pointed
out on yesterday by the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
‘WIGGLESWORTH].

THE INDICTMENT

Let us review some of these known existing evils that no
one in Congress has yet defended.

(1) It was demonstrated that radio censorship and dic-
tatorship exists, not by the Government or any Federal
agency but by the vested interests and the radio monopoly.

(2) That radio and motion pictures, the main means of
controlling and molding public opinion, are in the hands of
the Telephone and Radio Trust, with television about to be
added.

The Natural Resources Committee pointed out that televi-
sion may become a wonderful boon or if misused and mis-
regulated a horrible monster. To permit the present Com-
munications Commission, as it has in the-past regulated
radio, or rather misregulated, is a thing that Congress must
prevent, and one way we can do it is by cleaning up the
radio cesspool.

. (3). That the public was apparently in the process of
being fleeced by stock racketeering in radio securities.

(4) Specific evidence was presented to show that the
S. E. C. is helpless to cope with the present Columbia Broad-
casting System’s stock-issue registration and distribution,

which has the appearance of fleecing an innoecent investing

public; neither can it cope with the issuance of securities
by R. C. A., which controls all of the stock of N. B. C.

(5) That the trafficking in radio frequencies, for which
broadcasting companies pay the Government nothing, has
proven a flourishing racket.

(6) That the F. C. C. was on the verge of giving two fre-
quencies allotted to the Navy to the Columbia Broadcasting
System. A situation which has all the appearances of
another Teapot Dome.

(7) That the F. C. C. officials have admitted the present
existence of the radio monopoly and its racketeering prac-
tices and are either unwilling or unable to protect the public
and enforce the law. And this monopoly costs the Govern-
ment $2,262,375 annually to maintain the Federal Communi-
cations Commission to grant free licenses to this monopoly
to enable this monopoly to take from the public through
advertising over $140,000,000 annually, with no regulation of
the advertising rates to be charged.

(8) That unfair competition prevails whereby privileged
individuals, with unusual political connections, are enriched
by millions of dollars through the continued holding of so-
called experimental licenses.

(9) That the consent decree of 1932 contains elements so
suspicious that they fairly shout for complete exposure.

(10) That two governmental agencies, the F. C. C. and the
F. T. C., specifically instructed to protect the public against
monopoly and monopolists, are either unable or unwilling
to enforce the law.

(11) That the Radio Trust has a complete monopoly of
the 40 cleared channels.

(12) That 93 percent of all the broadcast power is in the
hands of this monopoly.

(13) That radio control of newspapers is a widespread
evil.
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(14) That the illegal monopoly conditions existing before
the consent decree of 1932 were not changed by that decree
and still flourish.

(15) The dissemination of indecent, vulgar, nightmare
broadcasting programs, which excite the children so they
cannot sleep and nauseate the grown-ups in thorough dis-
gust of such programs.

THE COMMISSION DUCKS AND DODGES

Some time ago the Commission found it necessary, to ap-
pease public demand, to call for a transcript of what was
alleged to be an indecent, profane, and blasphemous pro-
gram, which many have contended ravished the American
home.

I note on page 1253 of the hearings that the Commission
admits 1,140 separate communications concerning the com-
plaints against the program service of radio service was
referred to their legal department. Also, the statement that
a large number of individual complaints in letter form have
been received, of which no record has been kept for the
year 1937. Yet, despite all of these complaints, this Com-
mission, which some Members of Congress are hopeful will
correct these indecent conditions, have taken no action
toward punishing any station, despite those thousands of
complaints, and throughout these hearings I note that the
Commission in a number of instances, when asked their
recommendations, have repeatedly stated that it is up to
Congress to direct the Commission, and the best way to secure
the facts is through congressional study or investigation.

The plea was made here on the floor again on yesterday
to give the Commission time and they will clean up this
mess. What action of the Communications Commission
since the appointment of Mr. McNinch and Mr. Craven
would indicate to anyone that they have done or plan to do
anything which will eliminate the monopolistic and other
conditions which they admit exist? Nothing has been done,
and I unhesitatingly predict that nothing will be done until
Congress makes its own study. They knew these evils and
conditions existed at the time of their appointment, and yet
have taken no action nor offered no recommendation to pro-

' tect the American people and the American home.

Mr, Craven had been chief engineer on the Commission
since 1935, and as such was thoroughly familiar with the
entire set-up. Chairman McNinch has had 5 months now to
show what he intends to do—and, as the Good Book says,
“By their fruits ye shall know them"”—and by his votes, since
he has been Chairman of the Commussion, he has shown that
he can be included with the other known friends of the
monopoly on the Commission. For example, one of his first
official acts was to vote with the monopoly favoring the
unconstitutional usurpation of authority to bar a fellow mem-
ber of the Commission with whom he did not agree.

It so appears that this fellow member, Hon. George Henry
Payne, was then, and is now, trying to clean up the mess that
supposedly MeNinch and Craven were added to the Commis-
sion to clean up. Instead of cleaning up we now find both
of them voting with Sykes, Brown, and Case, and as opposed
to Payne and Walker. One of the first chances they had to
start cleaning up was the cleaning out of the illegal practices
going on before the Commission, as was so well pointed out
on yesterday by the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
WIGGLESWORTH].

Paul Segal and George M. Smith, two of the so-called
leading radio attorneys of Washington, D. C., were charged
by the Commission, after an official inquiry directed by the
Commission, with the following illegal and unethical practices
before the Commission:

In a regular meeting of the Federal Communications Commis-
sion May 19, 193T:

Whereas the Commission having conducted an investigation into
the facts and circumstances concerning the alleged unauthorized
and unlawful interpolation of documents into the records of the
Commission in the case of Richard M. Castro, Docket 4212, and
having inquired into the demeanor, good faith, and conduct of
Paul M. Segal and George S. Smith, attorneys for the said Richard

M. Casto, in the making and prosecution of the application in the
sald case; and
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Whereas the Commission having further inquired into the de-
meanor, good faith, and conduct of said Paul M. Segal and George
8. Smith in connection with the organization of and filing of
applications with the Commission by or for the Palmer Broad-
casting Syndicate, Inc.; and

It appearing that the demeanor, good faith, and conduct of the
said Paul M. Segal and George S. Smith may constitute unbecom-
ing, unethical, and unprofessional conduct and demeanor as prac-
titioners before this Commission; may constitute concealment in
obtaining admission to practice before the Commission of material
facts with reference to their legal qualifications, professional stand-
ing, character, or integrity; or may constifute a violation of their
oaths taken upon admission to practice before the Federal Com-
munications Commission, that they would demean themselves as
practitioners before the Commission uprightly and according to
law, and that they would support the Constitution of the United
States and would conform to the rules and regulations of the
Commission; and

It a 3 that charges should be preferred against the said
Paul lgpg:g?lgmﬁ George S. Smith, affording them an opporfunity
to be heard as to why they, and each of them, should not be
suspended, disbarred, or their right to practice before the Com-
mission revoked or their further appearance as attorneys before
this Commission should not be prohibited:

It is ordered, That charges be, and they hereby are, preferred by
the Commission against the said Paul M. Segal and George S.
Smith for alleged unbecoming, unethiecal, and unprofessional con-
duct and demeanor; for the alleged concealment in obtaining ad-
mission to practice before this Commission of material facts with
reference to their legal qualifications, professional standing, char-
acter, or integrity; or for the alleged violation of their oaths taken
upon admission to practice before the Federal Communications
Commission; that they would demean themselves as practitioners
before the Commission uprightly and according to law; that they
would support the Constitution of the United States and would
conform to the rules and regulations of the Commission in the
following particulars, to wit:

1. That the said Paul M. Segal and George S. Smith did, on or
about the 9th day of December 1936, knowingly and with intention
to deceive, interpolate, or aid and abet in the interpolation of,
eertain signed and notarized depositions into the files of the Com-
mission in the case of Richard M. Casto, docket 4212, contrary to
the rules and regulations of the Commission.

2, That the said Paul M. Segal and George S. Smith did repre-
sent said Richard M. Casto in the preparation and filing of his
application for a radio station construction permit and in hearings
before this Commission on such application, all of which was done
with the knowledge that the sald Richard M. Casto was not the
true applicant, that he did not own the funds as represented, and
that he was a subterfuge or dummy applicant for another person,
or persons, all of which was done to deceive and mislead the Com-
mission in its consideration of the said application and other ap-
plications; and to hinder and delay other applicants from obtain-
ing or operating under authorizations of this Commission.

3. That the said Paul M. Segal and George S. Smith did conceive,
organize, and cause to be chartered the Palmer Broadcasting Syndi-
cate, Inc., for the purpose of using said Palmer Broadcasting
Syndicate, Inc., as a dummy applicant for authorizations from the
Commission, and for the purpose of deceiving and misleading this
Commission in its consideration of applications to be filed by the
Palmer Broadcasting Syndicate, Inc., and applications of other
applicants, and to hinder and delay other applicants in obtaining
or operating under authorizations of this Commission.

4. That the said Paul M. Segal and George S. Smith did knowingly
and with the intention to deceive have the sald Palmer Broadcast-
ing Syndicate, Inc., file applications before the Commission for
stations or construction permits at Portland, Maine; Lewiston,
Maine; and Cheyenne, Wyo. for the purpose of deceiving and
misleading the Commission in its consideration of said applica-
tions and applications of other applicants, and to hinder and delay
other applicants in obtaining or operating under authorizations of
this Commission.

It is further ordered, That the said Paul M, Segal and George 8.
Smith shall file with the Commission within 31 days from the date
hereof their several answers under oath to the foregoing charges,
which shall include a statement as to whether they wish to appear
and be heard thereon.

It is further ordered, That the Commisslon enter upon a hearing,
gt a time and place hereafter to be fixed, to determine the truth or
falsity of the said charges, and to determine whether the said
Paul M. Segal and George 5. Smith and each of them should be
suspended, disbarred, their right to practice before the Commission
revoked, or their further appearance as attorneys before this Com-
mission prohibited.

In a meeting of the Federal Communications Commission, Sep-
tember 16, 1937:

Whereas the Commission having inquired into the demeanor,
good faith, and conduct of Paul M. Segal and George S. Smith in
connection with the organization and fill of applications with
the Commission by or for the Commercial Broadcasters, Inc., and
the Great Western Broadcasting Association, Inc.; and

Whereas the Commission, having further inquired into the de-
meanor, good faith, and conduct of said Paul M. Segal and George
8. Smith in the making and prosecution of the application of
Geraldine Alberghane, Docket 4387, and
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It appearing that the demeanor, good faith, and conduct of
the said Paul M. Segal and George 5. Smith may constitute unbe-
coming, unethical, and unprofessional conduct and demeanor as
practitioners before this Commission; may constitute concealment
in obtaining admission to practice before the Commission of ma-
terial facts with reference to their legal qualifications, professional
standing, character, or integrity; or may constitute a violation of
their oaths taken upon admission to practice before the Federal
Communications Commission, that they would demean themselves
as practitioners before the Commission uprightly and according to
law, and that they would support the Constitution of the United
States and would conform to the rules and regulations of the
Commission; and

It appearing that charges should be preferred against the said
Paul M. Segal and George S. Smith affording them an opportunity
to be heard as to why they and each of them should not be sus-
pended, disbarred, or their right to practice before the Commission
revoked, or their further appearance as attorneys before this Com-
mission should not be prohibited:

It is ordered, That charges be, and they hereby are, preferred
by the Commission against the saild Paul M. Segal and George S.
Smith for alleged unbecoming, unethical, and unprofessional con-
duct and demeanor; for the alleged concealment in obtaining
admission to practice before this Commission of material facts
with reference to their legal qualifications, professional standing,
character, or integrity; or for the alleged violation of their oaths
taken upon admission to practice before the Federal Communica-
tions Commission, that they would demean themselves as practi-
tioners before the Commission uprightly and according to law,
that they would support the Constitution of the United States and
would conform to the rules and regulations of the Commission in
the following particulars, to wit:

1. That the said Paul M. Segal and George S. Smith did con-
celve, organize, and cause to be chartered the Commercial Broad-
casters, Inc., for the purpose of using sald Commercial Broad-
casters, Inc., as a dummy applicant for authorizations from the
Commission, and for the purpose of deceiving and misleading this
Commission in its consideration of applications to be filed by the
Commercial Broadcasters, Inc., and applications of other appli-
cants, and to hinder and delay other applicants in obtaining or
operating under authorizations of this Commission.

2. That the said Paul M. Segal and George S. Smith did know-
ingly and with the intention to decelve, have the sald Commer-
cial Broadcasters, Inc., file application before the Commission for
a station or construction permit at Moorhead, Minn., for the
purpose of deceiving and misleading the Commission in its con-
sideration of said application and applications of other applicants,
and to hinder, and delay other applicants in obtaining or operat-
ing under authorizations of this Commission.

3. That the saild Paul M. Segal and George S. Smith did con-
ceive, organize, and cause to be chartered the Great Western
Broadcasting Association, Inc., for the purpose of using said
Great Western Broadcasting Assoclation, Inc., as a dummy appli-
cant for authorizations from the Commission, and for the purpose
of deceiving and misleading this Commission in its consideration
of applications to be filed by the Great Western Broadcasting
w“m’;"gl?c“ atgd appﬁcatt&ns of other applicants, and to

nder and delay other applicants in obtaining or operating under
authorizations of this Commission. i %

4. That the said Paul M. Segal and George 8. Smith did know-
ingly and with intention to deceive have the said Great Western
Broadcasting Association, Inc., file applications before the Com-
mission for stations or construction permits at Provo, Utah, and
Logan, Utah, for the purpose of deceiving and misleading the
Commission in its consideration of said applications and appli-
cations of other applicants, and to hinder and delay other ap-
plicants in obtalning or operating under authorizations of this
Commission.

5. That the said Paul M. Segal and George S. Smith did repre-
sent Geraldine Alberghane in the preparation and filing of her
application for a radio-station construction permit and did appear
for sald Geraldine Alberghane, and that they knew or should
have known that said Geraldine Alberghane was not the true
applicant, that she did not own the funds as represented and that
she was a sub or dummy applicant for another person,
or persons, all of which was done to deceive and mislead the
Commission in its consideration of the said application and other
applications; and to hinder and delay other applicants from obtain-
ing or operating under authorizations of this Commission.

It is further ordered, That the said Paul M. Segal and George
B. Smith shall file with the Commission within 15 days from the
date hereof their several answers under oath to the foregoing
charges, which shall include a statement as to whether they wish
to appear and be heard thereon.

It is further ordered, That the hearing on the foregoing charges
be consolidated with the hearing on the charges against said
Paul M. Segal and George S. Smith contained in the order of
the Federal Communications Commission dated May 19, 1937,
and that said hearing be set before the Commission en banc on
Tuesday, October 5, 1837, at 10: 30 a. m., at the offices of the Com-
mission in the city of Washington, to determine the truth or
falsity of said charges and to determine whether the said Paul M.
Begal and George S. Smith and each of them should be suspended,
disbarred, their right to practice before the Commission revoked,
or gingize;urther appearance as attorneys before this Commission
prohibited.
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COMMISSION CONDONES CRIME

Their answer in substance was “all such acts and conduct
were in conformity with a prevalent and sanctioned practice
before the Commission.”

The Commission after many weeks’ delay in a typical
justice of the peace decision found them guilty, but for
some reason best known to themselves, instead of meting
out disbarment which should have been rendered, they sus-
pended Segal for 60 days and gave Smith a reprimand.
However, I find Mr. Smith on December 16 appearing in a
case representing Smith and Segal, despite the fact that the
Commission’s disbarment of Segal is effective until Febru-
ary 6.

Let us get back to the meat in the coconut. Here we have
three broadcasting chains, National, Columbia, and Mutual,
controlling all 40 clear channels on the radio dial, 93 percent
of the power consumed in the Nation over the radio, and
these three chains are known through their control and co-
operation with American Telephone & Telegraph who com-
pletely control the molding of public opinion in the United
States. These chains hold exclusive contracts with Ameri-
can Telephone & Telegraph whereby only American Tele-
phone & Telegraph wires are use for chain broadcasts.

Under this communications set-up this monopoly is almost
airtight and complete.

FINANCIAL SET-UP OF RADIO MONOPOLY

I have previously given the financial set-up and back-
ground of the Columbia Broadcasting System in my remarks
of July 19, 1937. In my remarks of August 10, 1937, I par-
tially covered the financial set-up and background of Radio
Corporation of America. In order to present a little clearer
picture of Radio Corporation of America’s background we
should review the basis upon which this monopoly receives
its control. Let us first look at the financial set-up. The
General Electric Co. purchased the Marconi holdings in the
United States in 1919 and paid the Marconi Co. in this
manner. The Radio Corporation of America was organized
by issuing 2,000,000 shares of its $5 par preferred stock and
2,000,000 shares of its common stock. The preferred stock
was in payment for the tangible assets including the wireless
stations, and so forth, and the common stock was in pay-
ment for the patents and goodwill of the Marconi Co.
The net worth of the Marconi Co. thus acquired was about
ten and one-half million dollars, and the net worth of Radio
Corporation of America, 100 percent subsidiary of General
Electric just after being thus set up, was estimated to be
worth $20,500,000. This $10,000,000 difference was carried
on the books and based on the supposed increased value of
the patents and patent rights held by Radio Corporation of
American after the act was issued of the property patents
and patent rights of the Marconi Co., and the contracts this
subsidiary had with General Electric.

Five hundred thousand shares of Radio Corporation of
America common stock at the time of organization was
issued to the American Telephone & Telegraph Co. pre-
sumably to have their rights in the De Forest patent three-
element tube.

The General Electric Co. also took 77,772 shares in addi-
tion to their 2,000,000 shares of preferred stock for its serv-
ices in negotiating the Marconi contract. At the time of this
organization, as previously pointed out by me, General Elec-
tric and its subsidiary Radio Corporation of America entered
info an exclusive contract wherein Radio Corporation of
America was required to purchase all of its apparatus and
equipment from General Electric at General Electric prices,
and it also agreed to sell exclusively to Radio Corporation of
America.

THE HOOVER CONSENT DECREE

As previously pointed out by me in May 1930 the Depart-
ment of Justice filed a suit to enforce the antitrust laws and
to dissolve the Radio Trust. This suit which I will go into in
more detail at a later date dragged along until after Hoover's
defeat in 1932, when the Hoover appointees realizing that
an honest administration would take office in 1933 entered
into a conspiracy to defraud the American people by allow-
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ing through court action the continuance of this known Radio
Trust. The fraudulent practices indulged in in securing this
notorious, and to my mind, illegal consent decree have been
well concealed until recently. I have no hesitancy in stating
that I believe as soon as the facts now available are pre-
sented to Congress the Department of Justice may find it
necessary to institute proceedings to clean out some of the
judicial parasites on the public pay roll.

The stock of the radio monopoly has been reshuffled and
the monopoly continued. The question now is since we are
going to break up these monopolies, what are we going to do
about this one?

THE FINANCIAL SET-UP OF RADIO CORFPORATION OF AMERICA

If ever a monopoly has taken the people for a ride, the
R. C. A. has certainly taken the stockholders and the people
for one. The gross income of R. C. A. for 1920 to 1936 was
$1,100,079,148. Their cost of doing business during this
period was $959,152,625, leaving a net income before deduc-
tion of $140,886,523. After deducting their losses, recognized
expenses, Federal income taxes, and other deductions, their
statement shows a net profit transferred to surplus amount-
ing to $73,416,088. However, after other deductions, write-
down, shake-down, and so forth, they only show a net profit
of $11,669,328. Who reaped the profit from this gigantic
monopoly? It was certainly not the stockholders, the people,
or the Government. Then who was it?

WHITE ELEFHANTS

The management of this concern, headed by David Sarnoff,
on Morgan’s preferred list, the record shows. They have
been well taken care of through salary, bonuses, and so forth,
although he and other members of the management, as
stated in public advertisement paid for by Radio Corporation
of America, own less than one-half of 1 percent of the out-
standing stock. The records will show that they have looted
the treasury for themselves and for the preferred-stock
holders until there is little or nothing left for the real owners.
As a matter of fact, until last month the common-stock
holders have never received a dividend; yet during the infla-
tion days of Hoover and Mellon, in 1929, this stock reached a
high of $549 a share.

Let us look at some of the white elephants wished off on
the stockholders by the collusion of the investment bankers
in cahoots with each other:

(1) The purchase of the Victor Talking Machine Co. at
a time when it should have been apparent to any radioman
that radio inevitably would do to talking machines what the
automobile did to the horse and buggy; and

(2) The purchase of more than a 65-percent interest in
R.-K.-O. when the apparent purposes of the investment could
have been served with a 30- to 40-percent interest.

(3) The sale of the R.-K.-O. interest, at a substantial loss,
at a time when it was not only unnecessary to sell it but
when the motion-picture industry itself was beginning, if it
had not already actually started, an upswing.

(4) The execution of lease agreements for space so sub-
stantially in excess of reasonably predictable requirements
that it cost over $6,000,000 to effect a reduction of R. C. A.
leases, and the prospects, as already noted, are that nearly
twice that sum will be the cost of adjusting the R.-K.-O.
leases.

(5) In other words, the profits of this monopoly have
been siphoned off for the management in cahoots with the
investment bankers,

Another prize white elephant, of which they are too
numerous to mention, was a famous deal in which General
Electric and the Westinghouse Cos. took their baby, Radio
Corporation of America, for a ride in 1930, receiving 6,580,-
375 shares of R. C. A. common stock in exchange for an
indebtedness of 20 percent in value. Since these two com-
panies already had control of most of the shares, this last
gift brought their holdings up to about 73 percent of the
outstanding shares, less, of course, any they had sold. On
the date of issue the market value of these 6,580,375 shares
of common stock was about $263,000,000, as compared with
some $40,000,000 value stated to have been received for
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them. Up until the entry of this consent decree at’ Wil-
mington, Del., November 1932, Radio Corporation of America
had been under the dictatorial control of General Electric
and Westinghouse—the Power Trust. Under the consent
decree and the reshuffling of the stock, this transfer of con-
trol to R. C. A. management was headed by David Sarnoff,
who previously was office boy to Swope and Young, of the
Power Trust, which Power Trust last year received more
than $150,000,000 from the American people for power con-
sumed in radio receiving sets alone, as shown by our House
Appropriaitons Committee hearings (p. 1240). The effect of
this transfer was really to change masters of the Radio
Trust. The stockholders are still holding the bag, and so is
the public.
SHAKE-DOWN CONTINUES

Another steal on the part of those in control was the sale
of the holdings of the Electric & Musical Industries, Ltd.,
of England, in 1934, in which the Radio Corporation of
America had an investment of $13,189,432. Although this
company declared a 10-percent dividend on the ordinary
shares, Radio Corporation of America's holdings of this
stock amounted to $327,809.40 after deduction of British in-
come tax at the source. Despite the handsome profits Radio
Corporation of America was receiving from this subsidiary,
the investment bankers’ set-up taking the stockholders for
another ride in 1935 liquidated their investment for $10,-
225,917, or a supposed loss of $2,963,515, on a subsidiary divi-
dend-paying company in one of the most promising business
fields known. The sale of Radio Corporation of America’s
English holdings is especially significant to the United
States now, in that within less than 1 year from the so-
called alleged sale of this company the new company in-
augurated television in England for the benefit of the
English public, in December 1936. Thus to me indicating
greater interest in the welfare and entertainment of the
English people than they have shown for these in America
who make their profits and existence possible. Thus we
find England has had television since December 1936, while
the American people are denied television in order that the
radio manufacturers may liquidate their present near-obso-
lete radio sets and unload them on an unsuspecting
American public.

This evidently with the consent or, at least the connivance,
of the Federal Communications Commission, which was
created to protect the American public and for which we
are asked to again appropriate almost $2,000,000, in reality
for the benefit of the radio and other communications
monopolies.

FARMERS DEPRIVED OF TELEVISION

Incidentally, we hear a lot on this floor of the interests
which the Congress has in the farmers and in the Ameri-
can people. The American farmer is clean and wholesome
and respectable, and looks to Congress to protect his home
from the ravishment of indecent, profane, nauseating, and
blasphemous radio programs. The city dwellers are entitled
to the same protection.

I have already called attention to the fact that the Ameri-
can home is entitled to that protection which the Con-
gress specifically provided for in the Communications Act
of 1934,

The radio monopoly and its investment banker set-up
has indicated its lack of interest in the American farmer,
and but for the strong opposition of one Prof. Charles
Francis Harding, head of the Purdue School of Electrical
Engineering, would be in a position today to deprive the
American farmer in the rural area of ever getting the
benefits of television.
asked to appropriate some $2,000,000 to maintain, was
specifically charged with backing large companies—monop-
olies against the smaller organization in the battle for the
control of television.

The New York Times of July 17, 1936, reporting on a
hearing held by the F. C. C. credited Charles Francis
Harding, head of the Purdue School of Electrical Engi-
neering, that its action in depriving Purdue school of
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This Commission, for which we are’
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experimental licenses then held in reality, depriving rural
United States, permanently of the benefits of television
which experts agreed has passed into the stage of prac-
tical operation. Those appearing for Purdue University
warned the Commission that it dare not become a body of
suppression and repression, as they opposed an order issued
by the F. C. C. withdrawing two radio frequencies from
television experiment then held by that school. The with-
drawal of these grants by the F. C. C. made possible the
application by R. C. A. for these experimental licenses.
However, because of the opposition of Purdue University
and its desire to serve the rural population of the United
States, the F. C. C. withdrew its previous action after Pur-
due had turned on the heat.
CONGRESSIONAL INVESTIGATION NECESSARY

In view of the facts known to the Congress that the
appropriation asked for by the Federal Communications
Commission is used primarily for the promotion of monop-
oly, I do not believe we are justified in appropriating any
money at this time. I believe that the appropriation for
this Commission should be recommitted and a congres-
sional inquiry instituted and Congress not asked to appro-
priate money for the perpetuation of a monopoly until all
the facts are truthfully known and can be properly acted
upon by the House. Such an appropriation as may be
necessary to maintain this organization until such time
as the Congress has established all the facts can be cared
for in a deficiency appropriation bill.

Yesterday we heard speeches by the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr, WiceLEsSwWORTH] and the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. WoopruM] and others regarding what I think is
recognized as one of the most outstanding monopolies at the
present time. I refer to the Federal Communications Com-
mission. The gentleman from Massachusetts very thoroughly
and properly went into that matter, covered the situation as
well as it could be covered in the brief time that he had, and
pointed out the many abuses known to exist in this Commis-
sion. If the gentlemen will refer to the hearings they will find
that the activifies of this Commission were very thoroughly
gone into and these facts that have been known to exist for
several years were brought down to date, which shows that
little if any progress has been made in curbing this monopoly.
Mr. Craven appeared for the Commission before the com-
mittee, and referring to some tables which Mr. Craven had
submitted, Mr. WiGGLESWORTH asked this question:

I may be mistaken, but I think these tables fail to include the

Westinghouse leases to the National Broadcasting Co., but you
might check them up in revising the tables,

Then, the record, on page 1247, contains this statement:

Mr. Craven later supplied the following information concerning
the lease agreement entered into between the Westinghouse Elec-
tric Manufacturing Co. and the National Broadcasting Co.:

“The records of the Commission do not reveal any leases having
been entered into between these parties with respect to any broad-
casting station.”

Despite that statement I have in my hand a stipulation
which was entered into in the consent decree in the district
court of the United States at Wilmington, Del., which shows
that the statement filed by Mr. Craven, one of the members
of the Communications Commission, is wholly and totally
false. The Westinghouse Co., as shown by an exhibit to the
pleadings filed in this case—and under the Federal com-
munications law it is necessary when these leases sre in ex-
istence for them to be filed with the Federal Communications
Commission—had entered into such a lease, and that this
lease continues until 1942. If gentlemen will check the state-
ment and the testimony as given in these hearings on this
subject, they will find that that is just a sample of many such
inaccuracies as appear in the hearings every time the ques-
tion of policy comes up, which policy is admitted!ly wrong,
such as monopolistic control by the newspapers of radio, such
as the monopolistic control of 40 clear channels on your radio
dial, and of their control of 93 percent of the power that goes
over the air, which gives them practically the control of the

molding of public opinion in this country through these facili-
ties—and when you know the chain tie-up and the exclusive
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contracts that are in existence between the American Tele-
phone & Telegraph Co. and these three broadcasting com-
panies it simply proves that a monopoly does exist.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas
has expired.

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 2
minutes more.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gen-
tleman 3 minutes.

Mr. McFARLANE. There seems to be no disagreement on
these facts. In fact, no one has taken the floor in this
House or in the other body and denied that these monop-
olies do exist, despite the consent decree entered into in 1932.
While there was a reshuffling of the stock, there was no
change in the monopolistic set-up then or now, and it is
known to exist today, and that the newspaper chain broad-
casting control does exist today and that radio control is in
the hands of a very small group of individuals who have the
right to control this entire set-up.

Under the platform pledges referred to, under the solemn
statements made by our great leader in the White House who
says he wants to curb these monopolies, under the speeches
recently made by Mr. Jackson, who is in charge of the anti-
trust enforcement division of the Department of Justice, and
by Secretary Ickes, an important official of the Government,
I am wondering when we are going to begin to enforce the
antitrust laws against this known monopoly.

Mr. CONNERY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McFARLANE. Yes.

Mr. CONNERY. I compliment the gentleman upon the
fine work that he is doing in exposing these conditions, and
I say to him that I hope to join with him and others in press-
ing for the passage of the resolution of the late William B.
Connery, Jr., my brother, which was introduced in the first
session of this Congress calling for an investigation of the
Federal Radio Commission.

Mr. McFARLANE. I thank the gentleman for his con-
tribution, and say that I was with the gentleman’s brother,
the late Mr. Connery, and others, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. WiccLEsworTH], and other Members of this
body as well as of the other body, trying to force this matter
as best we could and bring these matters to the attention of
the membership of the House, and they have not been con-
tradicted or denied.

There does not, however, seem to be any driving force
in the Rules Committee that will permit these resolutions
to be brought out and this investigation carried on, when
I know, as you know, that it is the only way that we can
efficiently and for the benefit of the great mass of the peo-
ple get the desired results and get the facts upon which we
can recommend legislation to the Congress to correct these
known existing evils.

I have called these matters to the attention of the House
on numerous occasions. I have pointed out the existence
of this monopolistic tie-up. It is in control not only of the
entire communications field of this country, but a careful
study will show that it has just as complete and almost
as much control of the entire communications system of the
world. I am just wondering when we will wake from our
slumber, when the Rules Committee will have a meeting and
take some action on these resolutions that are pending and
report back to this House at least affirmatively or otherwise
what their action has been in regard to them.

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McFARLANE. I yield.

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. We have had several
meetings on the matter, but we have not had it under
thorough consideration. Some 14 years ago I myself called
attention to the same situation about this monopolistic con-
trol. Personally, I heartily agree with the gentleman, that
two or three companies do control radio. The Rules Com-
mittee, of course, never issues adverse reports. When they
do report they report affirmatively. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]
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Mr, WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes
to the gentleman from New York [Mr. BacoN].
MARCELLUS C. SHEILD

Mr. BACON. Mr. Chairman, my colleague the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. CannoN] paid a well-deserved tribute to
Marecellus C. Sheild, clerk of the Committee on Appropria-
tions, who tomorrow celebrates his thirtieth anniversary with
the Appropriations Committee. I do not think that in the
entire Government service there is a more faithful servant
of the people than the clerk of the Committee on Appro-
priations. He was appointed assistant clerk in 1908 by the
Honorable James A, Tawney, of Minnesota, to succeed Ken-
nedy F. Rea, who is now clerk of the Senate Committee on
Appropriations.

In 1916 the Honorable John J. Fitzgerald, of New York,
was chairman of the Committee on Appropriations. He ap-
pointed Marc Sheild as clerk. It is interesting to note that
Mr. Sheild was first appointed assistant clerk by a Republi-
can and was promoted to be clerk by a Democratic chairman
of the Appropriations Committee. He has served for 30
years under 10 chairmen of the committee, namely, Chair-
man Tawney; Chairman Fitzgerald, of New York; Chairman
Shirley, of Kentucky; Chairman Good, of Iowa; Chairman
Madden, of Illinois; Chairman Anthony, of Kansas; Chair-
man Wood, of Indiana; Chairman Byrns, of Tennessee;
Chairman Buchanan, of Texas; and now under our present
chairman, Taylor of Colorado.

Thirty years of faithful service to the House of Repre-
sentatives; 30 years of faithful service to the people of the
United States. I am glad of the opportunity of joining with
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CaANNON] in paying trib-
ute to this faithful, efficient man. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Fappis].

Mr. FADDIS. Mr. Chairman, some weeks ago the very
able and distinguished gentleman from Texas [Mr. SUMNERS]
addressed the House briefly upon a subject upon which I
had been thinking for several years. It is a subject of such
vast proportions, so befogged by intricate ramifications, so
filled with abstract answers, that I have hesitated in ap-
proaching it. This is the question—not new to this world
by any means—of whether or not we are overdoing ourselves
in the matter of technological advancement.

Now, I am not one who desires to return to the “horse
and buggy"” days. I do not believe that all the work of the
world is completed and that progress is no longer possible.
I do believe that there are unexplored realms far beyond our
present power of conjecture. I believe, however, that in our
journey into these realms we must keep in view goals other
than those which are purely mechanical. If we are to main-
tain a proper national balance and provide for the general
welfare, which is the highest purpose of government, we
must learn to distinguish between labor-saving, labor-creat-
ing, and labor-displacing machinery.

When we examine the business index for the past year,
we discover that while the production curve was running
high the employment curve was running low. Industry was
functioning with less labor per unit of production than it
had in former times. While manufacturing the required
amount of commodities with an economy of labor, the num-
ber of consumers were decreased. Now, I will state quite
frankly that there is much regarding this question about
which I am ignorant. I do know this, however: An em-
ployed man is a consumer. An unemployed man is not a
consumer. Therefore, it is beyond dispute that an employed
man is an asset to industry and to the Nation and an unem-
ployed man is a liability to industry and to the Nation.

At the risk of being branded as nonprogressive and lack-
ing in vision, I am going to say that in my humble opinion
this Nation has become supersaturated with labor-saving
machinery. I know that the cry throughout the world since
labor-saving machinery began to be introduced has been that
labor-saving machinery in the end creates more demand and
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therefore creates more employment. That I believe was true
up until about 15 years ago.

Today, however, we have millions of honest men walking
the streets in search of employment. Also we have taxation
imposed upon those who are employed, in order to maintain
these unemployed in a state of quasi-charity—a state which
is alike unnatural and undesirable to the unemployed and to
the Nation. Our millions of unemployed are not an abstract
theory. They are a concrete condition, a condition which no
set of trick figures or theoretical dissertation of the glories
and advantages of the machine age can eradicate. It is a
condition which should no longer be ignored.

I am not going to advocate the abolition of technological
advancement. I realize that, in general, it is desirable. I
realize the validity of the argument that it has released
millions from dangerous and arduous slavery. I realize
that it has brought us mass production, luxuries, conven-
iences, and even necessities to the masses. I do know, how-
ever, that there is a vast difference between labor-saving
machinery, labor-creating machinery, and machinery which
is only labor displacing. The only virtue of some labor-dis-
placing machinery is that it speeds up production. At the
same time it saves nothing to the consumer, but throws thou-
sands out of employment. These men are human beings and
are entitled to an opportunity to earn a living. If they are
denied this opportunity, from whatever cause, their minds are
fertile fields for the seeds of such doctrines as “the Govern-
ment owes us a living.” Small wonder that they should be-
lieve so. “Self-preservation is the first law of nature,” and
economic security is the desire of all normal human beings.
That is the chief reason why men join labor unions, pay dues,
engage in strikes, and even resort to industrial violence. The
wolf at the door is more than a chimerical vision to more than

. 50 percent of the breadwinners of this Nation.

- Every well-regulated industry in this Nation has its re-

search department: This department is continually at work
endeavoring to develop new products for that industry or the
utilization of the byproducts to economical advantages.
Wonders have been accomplished and the time element is
always in the forefront. I believe that we have reached the
stage in our national history where we should engage in
research in order to determine whether so-called labor-
saving machinery is or is not displacing more men than it
employs. If the only advantage is the saving of the time
element, at the cost of displaced labor, which must be sup-
ported by the taxpayers, then its use is of very questionable
value, to say the least. If labor-saving machinery does not
lessen the price of the commodity to the ultimate consumer,
who is also the taxpayer, sufficient to compensate for the in-
creased taxes necessary to assist the displaced labor, then its
value is detrimental. I am going to give to the House some
instances in which I am personally acquainted, where I be-
lieve the labor displacement has been to the disadvantage of
the general welfare.

At one time in my life I worked in the steel mills. I was a
heater in what was known as the hot mills. We made the
sheet which was later coated with tin and became tin plate.
Having a knowledge of this industry and in sympathy with
the industry and those employed in it, I have watched the

technological advancement within it closely. Thirty years [

ago we worked in charcoal iron. This was smelted into
billets in small furnaces, run through the bar mill, and there
rolled into bars which were cut into billets. In the hot mills
these billets were rolled into sheets. There were 9 of us
on a crew—3 crews a day—27 men on a mill. Due to labor-
saving machinery throughout the last 30 years a very large
percent of the labor was eliminated before the operation
reached the hot mill. I know that much of this labor was
reemployed because of increased use of the products and the
development of allied industries, such as the manufacture of
automobiles. Today we are faced with a different situation.
We are faced with a step which will displace labor at an
unprecedented rate.

Hot strip mills are being put into operation in which
15,000 men will do the work of 100,000. A displacement of
85,000 men, How and where are they to be reemployed?
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The question of their reemployment is a concern of the
Nation, just as much as it is the concern of these men.
Certainly it is a question which will affect the regulation of
taxation which certainly falls under the jurisdiction of
government. By virtue of this fact it will also be a question
of Government regulation of business. The labor of the
workers of this Nation is just as much a part of our national
resources as our oil, coal, timber, water, soil, or mineral
resources, and its conservation and economical utilization is
just as much a national concern. There is also the social
and moral side of the question as well. Are the taxpayers
of this Nation willing to leave the reemployment of these
men to the law of chance? If so, they must be willing to
assume their share of assisting them until they are reem-
ployed—if they ever are.

Let me give you another example from my personal expe-
rience. I was engaged in the general contracting business
for 8 years. Let me show you some of the labor displace-
ment during those 8 years, as it relates to road construction.
At the start grading was done by steam shovels. On a steam
shovel we had an operator, a fireman, a man with a team
hauling coal and water, and two men in the pit who leveled
the ground and helped handle the mats upon which the
shovel ran. We had from 6 to 10 teams hauling the dirt
from the shovel fo the grade. On the grade we had from
three to five men building the grade and a man on a roller
rolling it.

Eight years later we had a gasoline shovel which ran on
caterpillar tracks. One operator ran it. From three to five
trucks carried the dirt to the grade where one man super-
vised the dumping and one man with a bulldozer spread
and éolled it. Eleven men out of nineteen had been elimi-
nated.

In the laying of the concrete payement in those 8 years
I saw the elimination of 17 out of 24 men. During those 8-
years in road construction I saw at least a 50-percent dis-
placement of labor due to mechanical progress.

Also, during those 8 years, I saw the cost of road con-
struction increase one-third. The taxpayer—the ultimate-
consumer in this case—was paying one-third more for the
roads and in addition had the burden of supporting the dis-
placed labor thrown upon his shoulders. The contractor was
not getting the increase in the price of construction. Why
had he installed this labor-displacing machinery? Because
of the demand for more rapid construction. The taxpayer
was demanding the elimination of time. At the end of this
8 years we had eliminated half of the time as well as half
of the labor. It is all very well to say these men are or will
be employed in other lines of industry. That is the abstract
answer. The concrete answer is that they are employed—if
at all—on the W. P. A,

Many other industries can be cited as like examples. It is
conservatively estimated that labor-displacing machinery in
offices has displaced 1,000,000 white-collared workers. It is
also conservatively estimated that 13,000 individuals are en-
gaged in manufacturing this machinery. Where have the
other 987,000 gone? That is a question which should not
receive an ahstract answer.

I believe that this is_a question which deserves some;
gﬁ‘ggglj{_,_md research. I believe it is high time that we began
to examine our policies and to find out whether or not our
unemployment is the concrete answer to our abstract policy
of fighting for time at the expense of decreasing purchasing
power. This Government owes to the workers and to the
taxpayers of the Nation, in the interest of the general wel-
fare, that they shall not be displaced and left either to starve
or become public charges merely as sacrifices to the idol of
time.

We have departments to keep trace of the movements of
the fowls of the air, the beasts of the forests, and even the
fishes of the sea, in the interests of conservation and econ-
omy. Our experts on entomology carefully watch the depre-
dations of injurious insects with a view to eradicating or
minimizing their injurious migration and multiplications.
Our health departments are continually combating the in-
roads of disease. Let us give some thought to the possibilities
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of combating unemployment among our citizens and we will
have less taxation to maintain our penal institutions, less
industrial disturbances, and less taxation to maintain C. C. C.
camps, W. P. A, P. W. A, and similar alphabetical insti-
tutions. [Applause.]

Mr. ROMJUE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FADDIS. 1 yield to the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. ROMJUE. I am sure the gentleman heard his col-
league from Pennsylvania a few minutes ago when he spoke
about the wonderful county of Montgomery. So far as I have
been able to learn, this is the first time Montgomery County
has been out of debt in 100 years; also, it so happens that
Montgomery County, like the rest of Pennsylvania, is now
operating under a Democratic President and a Democratic
Governor. May I ask the gentleman if Montgomery County,
like all other counties throughout the United States, has
not received benefits and assistance from the Government
through W.P. A. and P. W. A.?

Mr. FADDIS. Absolutely.

Mr. ROMJUE. Does it not appear to the gentleman that,
since Montgomery County is now out of debt, and under a
Democratic Governor and a Democratic President, it may well
be called a New Deal child?

Mr. FADDIS. Certainly. I imagine Montgomery County
is like every other county in Pennsylvania. The contribu-
tions of the Federal Government in the form of the W. P. A.
and the P. W. A. have assisted that country in getting out of
debt.

Mr, DUNN. I want to substantiate that statement, too.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Dunn].

Mr. DUNN. Mr. Chairman, last week I visited the Aspin-
wall—Pittsburgh—Hospital in Allegheny County, Pa., in
which our ex-service men are permitted to be hospitalized at
Government expense. I know it is a fact that other Con-
gressmen have been called upon to assist ex-service men to
obtain hospitalization but when we contact the hospital we
are informed by the staff that because of insufficient beds
they are unable to admit the patient. It is the duty of the
Government to provide hospitalization for our ex-service
men regardless of whether they are Spanish-American War
or World War veterans. It is an absolute fact that there
are many thousands of ex-service men in the country who
are not only in need of hospitalization but also in need
of employment. I have had many Spanish-American War
and World War veterans and the widows of ex-service
men come to my office for assistance. It is true that some
ex-service men are receiving compensation from the Federal
Government because of a disability which they received
while in line of military duty. The amount of compensation
obtained is insufficient for the ex-service men to meet their
necessary obligations; for example: An ex-service man is
informed that he is about 15 percent or 25 percent disabled
and for that disability he receives from $15 to $30 per month.
It is also true that many mills, factories, and other business
establishments will not employ an ex-service man, nor any
other person who is in any way incapacitated. Since it is
extremely difficult for our Spanish-American War and World
War veterans to obtain employment, then I maintain
that it is the duty of the Government to give them adequate
compensation or a position which will enable them to obtain
sufficient funds with which to provide themselves and their
families with a decent livelihood If any class of people in
our country is entitled to a position or an adequate pension it
is the Spanish-American War and the World War veterans,
and the widows of ex-service men who have dependent chil-
dren., These men are the ones on whom the United States
Government had to depend for its existence. Let us give our
ex-service men the consideration to which they are justly
entitled.

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. Murpock].

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Mr. Chairman, not only in
the remarks of the gentleman preceding me but earlier in
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the day quite a lengthy statement was made concerning
the number of beds being used, and those not being used,
in the naval hospitals throughout the country. May I call
attention to the fact that there are hospitals, especially
veterans’ hospitals in certain parts of the country, which
are sadly lacking beds. I call particular attention to this
situation that in the Southwest, where the climate is unusu-
ally healthful, especially for people afflicted with tubercu-
losis, sinus trouble, asthma, arthritis, and other diseases of
middle life which diseases now afflict the ex-service men,
we have hospitals short on beds and long waiting lists of
applicants.

I believe the committee ought to give attention to a
readjustment of such facilities. It may be that 30 percent
of the hospital beds in some parts of the country are not
in use, but I can point to such hospitals as the veterans’
facility at Tucson, Ariz., and at other places in the land
of sunshine, where there are waiting lists and an insufficient
number of beds. It may be that we cannot expect to trans-
fer sick veterans and service men from all parts of the
country to these particularly favored spots, but I do believe
the committee ought to take these facts into consideration
when providing hospital facilities for our ex-service men.
The curative quality of our warm, dry climate on the south-
western deserts is a positive factor in the healing of the
sick, and the faith of those sick men in the curative climate
of that country lends them hope and contentment which
is a powerful aid to the healing process.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Chairman, I move that the Com-
mittee do now rise. =

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. Langam, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under consideration the inde-
pendent offices appropriation bill (H. R. 8837), had come to
no resolution thereon.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks in the Recorp and include therein
certain excerpts.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
revise and extend the remarks I made today in the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union and
include therein certain excerpts and a couple of tables to
which I made reference in my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Vermont?

There was no objection.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks in the Recorp and include therein
some very brief quotations.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr, HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp and include therein an
article by Mary Roberts Rinehart.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. MAAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks in the REcorp by printing a letter of my
own.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Minnesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. CONNERY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks in the REcorp and include therein

certain excerpts.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Massachusetts?
There was no objection.

RESIGNATION FROM COMMITTEE

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following com-
munication:
Hon. WiLLiaM B, BANKHEAD,

The Speaker, House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.

My DeAr MRr. SPEAKER: I herewith tender my resignation as a

member of the Committee on Claims.
Respectfully,
CHARLES L. SOUTH.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the resignation is
accepted. :

There was no objection.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to

Mr. BrapLEY, until further notice, on account of illness.
ADJOURNMENT OVER

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that when the House adjourns today it adjourn to meet on
Monday next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Virginia?

There wgs no objection.

SENATE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS REFERRED

Bills and joint resolutions of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker’s table and, under the rule,
referred as follows:

S.993. An act for the relief of Chazkiel (or Charles) Lew-
kowski; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

S.1649. An act for the relief of Philipina Baca Klemencic;
to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

S.2257. An act for the relief of Helene Landesman; to the
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

8.2707. An act conferring jurisdiction upon the Court of
Claims to hear and determine the claim of the Mack Copper
Co.; to the Committee on War Claims.

S.3043. An act to provide for loans to farmers for crop
production and harvesting during the year 1938 and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture.

S.J. Res. 161, Joint resolution authorizing the Bureau of
Labor Statistics to collect information as to amount and value
of all goods produced in State and Federal prisocs; to the
Committee on Labor.

S. J. Res. 204. Joint resolution authorizing the President to
issue a proclamation with respect to commemoration of the
four hundredth anniversary of the journey and explorations
of Coronado in western America; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do
now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 42
minutes p. m.) the House, under its previous order, adjourned
until Monday, January 10, 1938, at 12 o'clock noon.

COMMITTEE HEARINGS
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY
The subcommittee of the House Judiciary Committee ap-
pointed to inquire into the courts of the District of Colum-
bia, pursuant to House Resolution 287, will hold a public
hearing at 10 a. m. on Monday, January 10, 1938, in the House
Judiciary Committee hearing room, regarding the Court of
Claims.
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE
There will be a meeting of the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m. Tuesday, January 11,
1938. Business to be considered: Hearing on S. 69, train-
lengths bill.
COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES
The Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries will
hold public hearings on H, R. 85632, to amend the Merchant
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Marine Act of 1936, and for other purposes, Tuesday, Janu=
ary 11, 1938, at 10 a. m.
COMMITTEE ON RIVERS AND HARBORS

The Committee on Rivers and Harbors will meet Tuesday,
January 11, 1938, at 10:30 a. m., to hold hearings on a report
recommending the improvement of the Houston Ship Chan-
nel and Buffalo Bayou, Tex.

COMMITTEE ON IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Immigration
and Naturalization in’ room 445, House Office Building,
at 10:30 a. m. on Wednesday, January 12, 1938, for the
public consideration of H. R. 8711 and H. R. 7369.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive communications
were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

971. A letter from the Executive Director, Social Security
Board, transmitting a copy of the Second Annual Report of
the Social Security Board; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

972. A letter from the Secretary of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a section of a report on a study and
research of motor-vehicle traffic conditions in the United
States, together with recommendations of measures for their
improvement, entitled “Skilled Investigation at the Scene of
the Accident Needed to Develop Causes.” This is the second
of a series of reports based upon investigations conducted by
this Department (H. Doc. No, 462, pt. 2); to the Committee
on Roads and ordered to be printed, with illustrations.

973. A letter from the Secretary of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a section of a report on a study and
research of motor-vehicle traffic conditions in the United
States, together with recommendations of measures for their
improvement, entitled “Inadequacy of State Motor Vehicle
Accident Reporting.” This is the third of a series of reports
based upon investigations conducted by this Department
(H. Doc, No. 462, pt. 3); to the Committee on Roads and
ordered to be printed, with illustrations.

974. A letter from the Secretary of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a section of a report on a study and
research of motor-vehicle traffic conditions in the United
States, together with recommendations of measures for their
improvement, entitled “Official Inspection of Vehicles.” This
is the fourth of a series of reports based upon investigations
conducted by this Department (H. Doc. No. 462, pt. 4) ; to the
Committee on Roads and ordered to be printed, with illustra-
tions.

975. A letter from the Secretary, United States Employees’
Compensation Commission, transmitting the Annual Report
of the United States Employees’ Compensation Commission
covering the fiscal year ended June 30, 1937; to the Com-
mitte on the Judiciary.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII,

Mr, BACON: Committee on the Territories. H. R. 8403.
A bill to ratify and confirm Act 23 of the Session Laws of
Hawaii, 1937, extending the time within which revenue bonds
may be issued and delivered under Act 174 of the Session
Laws of Hawaii, 1935; without amendment (Rept. No. 1664).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union,

Mr. CROWE: Committee on the Territories. H. R. 8404.
A bill to authorize the Territory of Hawaii to convey the
present Maalaea Airport on the island of Maui, Territory of
Hawaii, to the Hawaiian Commercial & Sugar Co., Ltd., in
part payment for 300.71 acres of land at Pulehu-Nui, island
of Maui, Territory of Hawaii, to be used as a site for a new
airport; without amendment (Rept. No. 1665). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.



214 CONGRESSIONAL

CHANGE OF REFERENCE

Under clause 2 of rule XXII, committees were discharged
from the consideration of the following bills, which were
referred as follows:

A bill (H. R. 8769) for the relief of the heirs at law of
Barnabas W. Baker and Joseph Baker; Committee on Claims
discharged, and referred to the Committee on War Claims.

A bill (H. R. 8709) to provide for the payment of war-risk
insurance to the dependents of officers and enlisted men who
lost their lives at the time the U. S. 8. Lakemoor was tor-
pedoed and sunk on April 11, 1918; Committee on Claims
discharged, and referred to the Committee on War Claims.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. O'CONNOR of Montana: A bill (H. R. 8871) to
amend clause (4b) of subsection (b) of section 203 of the
Motor Carrier Act, 1935; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

Also, a bhill (H. R. 8872) granting to certain needy persons
the right to obtain fuel from lands of the agricultural experi-
ment station near Miles City, Mont.; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. TREADWAY: A bill (H. R. 8873) to authorize the
construction of levees, dikes, pumping plants, and related
works for the protection of the city of Holyoke, Mass., from
floodwaters; to the Committee on Flood Control.

By Mr. CLASON: A bill (H. R. 8874) to authorize the
construction of levees, dikes, pumping plants, and related
works for the protection of the cities of Chicopee, Nor-
thampton, and Springfield, Mass.,, and the town of West
Springfield, Mass., from floodwaters; to the Committee on
Flood Control.

By Mr. COCHRAN: A bill (H. R. 8875) to limit the time
for filing claims in the General Accounting Office, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Expenditures in the
Executive Departments.

By Mr. SPAREMAN (by request): A bill (H, R, 8876) to
amend the Classification Act of March 4, 1923, as amended,
to create a mechanical service, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on the Civil Service.

By Mr. SCRUGHAM: A bill (H. R. 8885) for the benefit
of the Goshute and other Indians, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. PATMAN: Resolution (H. Res. 397) to adjust the
purchasing power of the dollar by the necessary monetary
policies and measures to attain within the next 12 months
the 1926 price level of wholesale commodities, including farm
products; to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. CELLER: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 555) pro-
posing an amendment to the Constitution of the United
States relative to disapproval of items in general appropria-
tion hills; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. O'CONNOR of Montana: Joint resolution (H. J. Res.
556) to amend the joint resolution entitled “Joint resolu-
tion making funds available for the control of incipient or
emergency outbreaks of insect pests or plant diseases, in-
cluding grasshoppers, Mormon crickets, and chinch bugs,”
approved April 6, 1937; to the Committee on Agriculture.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. CULKIN: A bill (H. R. 8877) granting an increase
of pension to Lenora D. Stone; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. GINGERY: A bill (H. R. 8878) granting an in-
crease of pension to Alice Paul; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8879) granting an increase of pension
to Barbara Weber; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8880) granting an increase of pension
to Elizabeth Koontz; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
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Also, a bill (H. R. 8881) granting an increase of pension
to Sarah E. Kennedy White; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8882) granting a pension to Lydia Frances
Nyman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. NELSON: A bill (H. R. 8883) granting a pension
to William J. Day; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. POLK: A bill (H. R. 8884) granting a pension to
Roscoe Martin; to the Committee on Pensions.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were
laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

3741. By Mr. CONNERY: Petition of the Portuguese-
American Civic League of Peabody, Mass., protesting, by
unanimous vote, against the present tariff policy of the
United States Government with that of Czechoslovakia; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

3742. By Mr. CULKIN: Petition of the nonpartisan meet-
ing of employer-manufacturers of Troy, N. Y., December 10,
1937, urging repeal of the undistributed-profits tax, repeal or
amendment of the capital-gains tax, reduction in costs of
Government, and that Government cease competing with
private business; also opposing passage of a wage and hour
bill; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

3743. Also, petition of the Capital District .I‘ypot.hetae.
Albany, N. Y., at a meeting December 16, 1937, urging repeal
of the undistributed-profits tax, repeal or amendment of the
capital-gains tax, reduction in costs of Government, and that
Government cease competing with private business; also
opposing passage of a wage and hour bill; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

3744. Also, petition of the nonpartisan meeting of em-
ployers in the town of Littleton, N. H., Decelnber 15, 1937,
urging repeal of the undistributed-profits tax, repeal or
amendment of the capital-gains tax, reduction in the costs of
government, and that Government cease competing with
private business; also opposing passage of a wage and hour
bill; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

3745. Also, petition of the Eleventh National Asphalt Con-
ference at Memphis, December 9, 1937, opposing the pro-
posed reduction in Federal highway aid; to the Committee
on Roads.

3746. Also, petition of the Watertown Local No. 78, Interna-
tional Molders Union of North America, Watertown, N. ¥,
opposing enactment of the 70-car train limit bill; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

3747. Also, petition of members of the DeRuyter Seventh
Day Baptist Church, DeRuyter, N. Y., urging passage of the
Ludlow constitutional amendment providing for a referendum
on war; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

3748. Also, petition of a nonpartisan meeting of employers
in the city of Watervliet, N. Y., December 10, 1937, urging
repeal of the undistributed-profits tax, repeal or amendment
of the capital-gains tax, reduction in costs of Government,
and that Government cease competing with private business;
also opposing the passage of a wage and hour bhill; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

3749. By Mr. CURLEY: Petition of the Alabama State In-
dustrial Union Council, urging enactment of the McCormack
and the Bigelow bills to provide, respectively, a 5-day week
and a Civil Service Court of Appeals; to the Committee on the
Civil Service.

3750. Also, petition of the New York County Lawyers As-
sociation, New York, N. ¥., recommending disapproval of
House Joint Resolution 515, which seeks to amend the United
States Constitution in relation to permitting the President
to disapprove or reduce items in appropriations; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

3751. Also, petition of Local 49, Portsmouth, Va., United
Federal Workers of America, urging enactment of the Mc-
Cormack bill providing for a 5-day week and the Bigelow
bill providing for a Civil Service Court of Appeals; to the

Committee on the Civil Service.
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3752. By Mr. FITZPATRICK : Petition of the Social Justice
Council, No. 1, of Yonkers, N. Y., urging the passage of the
Ludlow bill giving the people the deciding voice in wars
which necessitate the use of American soldiers on foreign
soil; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

3753. By Mr. GWYNNE: Petition of sundry citizens of
Waverly, Iowa, protesting against the imposition of new
processing taxes on primary food products; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

3754. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the Regular Veterans’
Association, Washington, D. C., petitioning consideration of
their resolution passed by executive action of Post No. 75,
Cheyenne, Wyo., dated December 20, 1937; to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

SENATE

SATURDAY, JANUARY 8, 1938
(Legislative day of Wednesday, January 5, 1938)

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

Homer T. BoNE, a Senator from the State of Washington,
and Hiram W. JoHNsoN, a Senator from the State of Cali-
fornia, appeared in their seats today.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by unanimous consent, the
reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calendar
days Thursday, January 6, 1938, and Friday, January 7, 1938,
was dispensed with and the Journal was approved.

CALL OF THE ROLL

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

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Adams Duffy La Follette Pittman
Ashurst Ellender Lewis Pope
Bankhead Frazler Lodge Reynolds
Barkley George Logan Russell
Bone Gibson Lundeen Schwartz
Borah Gillette McAdoo Schwellenbach
Bridges Glass MecCarran Sheppard
Bulkley Graves MeGill Shipstead
Bulow Guffey McKellar Smith
Byrd Harrison McNary Steiwer
Byrnes Hatch Miller Thomas, Okla.
Capper Hayden Minton Thomas, Utah
Caraway Herring Murray Truman
Chavez Hitchcock Neely Tydings
Connally Holt Norris Vandenberg
Copeland Johnson, Calif. Nye Van Nuys
Davis Johnson, Colo. O'Mahoney Wagner
Donahey King Overton Wheeler

Mr. MINTON. I announce that the Senator from Rhode

Island [Mr. Green] and the Senator from Delaware [Mr.
HucrEs] are absent because of illness.

The Senator from Maryland [Mr, RapcrLiFrFe] is absent
because of a death in his family.

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Burke] is absent on
official business as a member of the committee appointed to
investigate certain conditions in Puerto Rico.

The Senator from Florida [Mr. Anprews], the Senator
from Mississippi [Mr. Birsol, the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. BRown], the Senator from Missouri [Mr, CLARK],
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Gerryl, the Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. Leel, the Senator from New Jersey
[Mr. Moorel, and the Senator from Florida [Mr. PEpPER]
are unavoidably detained.

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. BarLey], the Sen-
ator from Tennessee [Mr. BErry]l, the Senator from Michi-
gan [Mr. BRown], the Senator from Illinois [Mr, DIETERICH],
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. LonercaN], the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. Mavroney], the Senator from New
Jersey [Mr. SmatHERS], and the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. Warsg] are detained on important public
business.

Mr, GIBSON. I announce that my colleague the senior
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AusTin] is necessarily absent on
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official business by reason of service on a subcommittee of
the Judiciary Committee of the Senate. I ask that this
announcement stand for all quorum calls during the day.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Seventy-two Senators
having answered to their names, a quorum is present.

READING OF WASHINGTON'S FAREWELL ADDRESS

The VICE PRESIDENT, pursuant to the order of the Sen-
ate of January 24, 1901, designated Mr. ELLENDER, a Senator
from the State of Louisiana, to read Washington’s Farewell
Address on February 22 next.
STATISTICS OF AMERICAN NATIONALS, ARMED FORCES, AND INVEST-

MENTS IN CHINA

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter
from the Secretary of State, transmitting, in response to
Senate Resolution 210 (submitted by Mr. STEIWER on Decem-
ber 20, 1937, and agreed to January 5, 1938), certain infor-
mation concerning American nationals, American troops, and
American capital in China, which, with the accompanying
paper, was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations
and ordered to be printed.

REPORT OF SURGEON GENERAL OF THE PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter
from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the Annual Report of the Surgeon General
of the Public Health Service for the fiscal year ended June
30, 1937, which, with the accompanying report, was referred
to the Committee on Finance.

“INADEQUACY OF STATE MOTOR-VEHICLE ACCIDENT REPORTING”

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter
from the Secretary of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report entitled “Inadequacy of State Motor-Vehicle
Accident Reporting,” which, with the accompanying report,
was referred to the Committee on Post Offices and Post
Roads.

SPECIAL ASSISTANT ATTORNEYS, DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter
from the Attorney General, transmitting, pursuant to law,
a report showing the special assistants employed under the
appropriation “Pay of special assistant attorneys, United
States courts,” together with the rates of compensation, the
amounts paid, and a description of their duties, as of Janu-
ary 1, 1938, which, with the accompanying report, was
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

REPORT OF NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCE

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter
from the president of the National Academy of Sciences
transmitting, pursuant to law, the annual report of the
Academy for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1937, which, with
the accompanying report, was referred to the Committee on
the Library.

PETITION AND MEMORIAL

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter in
the nature of a petition from Samuel W. Getzen, of Gaines=
ville, Fla., praying for an amendment to the so-called Wagner
housing bill to make loans in any amount immediately avail=-
able for college fraternities, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

Mr. SHEPPARD presented a memorial of sundry citizens
of Rotan, Tex., remonstrating against the United States be-
coming involved in war, which was referred to the Committee
on Foreign Relations,

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED

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

By Mr. CHAVEZ:

A bill (8. 3198) for the relief of Filomeno Jiminez and
Felicitas Dominguez; to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. REYNOLDS:

A bill (S. 3199) to provide that it shall be a criminal of-
fense to advise, advocate, or teach principles of government
based in whole or in part in opposition to or discrimination



		Superintendent of Documents
	2017-08-11T19:07:15-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




