1927

table talk now, under Republican rule. You do not even dis-
cuss millionaires at Republican breakfast tables now; you talk
of billionaires. The other night—I referred to that occasion
the other day—you had a Belshazzar's feast here in the Capi-
tal. The richest men of the Nation were here for “ some pur-
pose.” Mr. Mellon was there with the other high lights in the
financial world, a half dozen rich Republicans worth $5,000,000,-
000, and that is more money than all the money allowed, under
Republican rule, to circulate in this Nation to-day—$200,000,000
more than the circulating medium of the United States to-day.
Big bankers with their agents are here now; they are in the
gallery of the Senate, watching and waiting to see this meas-
ure pass. More power is being given to the big moneyed inter-
ests of the Nation ; more power is being taken from the masses
of the people, more curtailment of their currency supply, more
opportunities to deflate credits, to contract the currency, and
to produce panic, and more opportunity to kill the spirit of
ilngependent banking in the United States. These are the things
ear.

Mr. President, why should we hurry about giving a perpetual
charter to these banking systems? We have eight years yet for
the uninterrupted operation of the Federal reserve system, and
as its friend I ean not see the necessity for hurrying this thing
through. Why do we want to give the New York interpretation
of its meaning a hundred years more just now? Why not wait
and let all these banks prove by their good conduct their right
to have another lense of life? Let them demonstrate by their
conduct in responding fairly and generously to the business
needs of the people in every community their right to live
longer, all of them. Why not do that?

Anybody who knows about this question at all knows that
we have not got now enough money in circulation in the United
States. All of the old masters of political economy and of fair
and honest banking are at war with the small sum that our
financial masters now permit to circulate per capita in the
United States. Four billions and a little more is all the money
that you permit to circulate amongst one hundred and odd mil-
lions of people. The business, speculative and otherwise, of
New York require a billion and more for its ordinary transac-
tions; and now what is happening? Why, Mr. J. Pierpont
Morgan is loaning large sums of money to England and France,
and the American supply of money is being drained out. Gian-
nini, of California, has a branch system in Rome, Italy, and he
is sending money over there; so these foreign connections are
taking money out of the channels of business that should stay
here at home to answer the needs of our own people. And here
you Republicans have a bill pending in Congress to permit Mr,
Mellon to give back to the big and special favorites of the
Republican Party a refund of $175,000,000 more, and we have
not a single scintilla of testimony, not one line of reason for
refunding that money, not the name of a single person to whom
it is to be given. He does not tell us why he is handing it out
to them.

My ! my! what are we coming to in the Senate of the United
States; men sent here supposed to be competent to represent
their sovereign States sitting about with their arms folded and
permitting Mellon to engineer through Congress a bill carrying
$175,000,000 to be deposited down there and handed out to
these favorites at his will and pleasure.

Senators, it is outrageous. It is scandalously wrong. It
ought not to be. The Senate ought to require him to give the
list of names, with the amounts opposite the names, with the
judgments rendered or the reasons why the refund is made,
Is that asking too much? Have we reached the time when
we can not require that much of the dreaded money power
of the Nation? Have we become truckling cowards, and do we
fear these people so much that we dare not lift our hand against
them and their miserable and criminal taectics? Mr. Presi-
dent, before that bill is passed I want a roll call on it.

Let me say this in conclusion. My time is about up.

Mr, President, I am profesting against the passage of this
measure because I am afraid of some of its provisions. It has
some very dangerous provisions in it, I wish we had a chance
to discuss it and amend it; but the Senator from Connecticut
[AMr. McLeax], I understand, objected to-day to the Semator
from Nebraska [Mr. Howerr] even offering an amendment, so
we are tied hand and foot. The steam roller is under way.
The decree has gone forth. The money lords have spoken.
The Republican leaders are demanding that they have their
way, that the bill must become the law and no amendment
can be offered, God knows it ought to be amended. You have
stripped it of the features that made it at all fair and just;
and it stands here now just as the big banking interests want
it, and you have decided to put it over. You will hear from
it long after this Congress has adjourned and this system
begius to fasten its octopus tentacles about the throat of inde-
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pendent banks and State banks and the Interests of the com-
mercial and agricultural business of the people that they mow
serve. I shall vote against its passage.
RECESS

Mr. CURTIS, I move that the Senate take a recess until 12
o'clock to-morrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4 o'clock and 38 minutes

p. m.) the Senate took a recess until to-morrow, Wednesday,
February 16, 1927, at 12 o'clock meridian,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Turspax, February 15, 1927

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

Our prayer unto Thee, O Geod, is: I will lift mine eyes unto
the hills from whence my help shall come; my help cometh
from the Lord which made heaven and earth. Behold, He that
keepeth Israel shall neither slumber nor sleep. O there is one
God who is the Father of us all, who is above all, over all, in
all, and blessed for evermore. Come Thou and stoop to our
needs, minister to our weakness, light the lamp of hope, lead
the way. Extend our horizon; may it expand and widen until
at the last we shall behold that eity that hath foundations,
whose bnilder and maker is God. In the name of Jesus of
Nazareth we pray. Aiuen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.
MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, its principal
clerk, announced that the Senate had passed with amendments

House bill of the following title, in which the concurrence of

the House is requested :

H. R.13446. An act to restore the rate of 1 cent each to
private mailing or post cards.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed Sen-
ate concurrent resolution and Senate resolution of the follow-
ing titles, in which the concurrence of the House is requested :

Benate Concurrent Resolution 27

Concurrent resolution relative to the employment of Federal pris-
oners in United States penitentiaries, United States Industrial Home
for Wouren, and the United States Industrial Reformatory.

Scenate Resolution 351

Resolved, That the Benate has heard with profound sorrow the
announcement of the death of Hon. Amerosg B, B. Srepmuxs, late
& Representative from the State of Ohio.

Resoived, That a committee of 11 Senators be appointed by the Viee
President to join the committee appolnted on the part of the House of
Representatives to attend the funeral of the deceased Representative.

Resolved, That the Becretary communicate these resolutions to the
House of Representatives and transmit a copy thereof to the family
of the deceaged.

Resolved, That as a further mark of respect to the memory of the
deceased the SBenate do now adjourn,

Pursuant to the foregoing resolution, the Vice President ap-
pointed Mr. WiLLis, Mr. Fess, Mr. SHORTRIDGE, Mr. TRAMMELL,
Mr. CoperAxp, Mr. RoBinsoNy of Indiana, Mr. Ferris, Mr.
Dexeex, Mr, Erxst, Mr. Dinr, and Mr. NeFLY as members of
the committee on the part of the Senate to attend the funeral
of the deceased.

HOUSE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. CAMPBELL, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills,
reported that that committee had examined and found truly
enrolled House bills of the following titles, when the Speaker
signed the same:

H. R.1231. An act for the relief of Mary Moore ;

H. R. 3432, An act for the relief of Joel C. Clore; and

H. R.9319. An act to authorize certain officers of the United
States Navy to accept from the Republic of Chile the Order of
Merit, first class, and the Order of Merit, second class.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION REFERRED
Under clanse 2 of Rule XXIV, Senate concurrent resolution

of the following title was taken from the Speaker's table and
referred to the Committee on Rules.

Senate Concurrent Resolution 27

Concurrent resolution relative to the employment of Federal prisoners
in the United States penitentiaries, United Btates Industrial Home for
Women, and the United States Industrial Reformatory.
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RATIFICATION OF CHILD-LABOR CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT

The SPEAKER laid before the House a communication from
the Governor of the State of Montana in regard to the ratifica-
tion by the Legislature of that State of the proposed amendment
to the Constitution relating to the labor of persons under 18
years of age.

PETITIONS, MEMORIALS, AND RESOLUTIONS

Mr, HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimouns consent to
insert in the Recorp a report filed by the secretary of the
Guarantee Fund Commission of the State of Nebraska.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Nebraska asks unani-
mous consent to insert in the Recomp a reporf of the secretary
of the Guarantee Fund Commission of Nebraska. Is there
objection?

Mr, UNDERHILL, Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob-
ject, I would like to know what the gentleman seeks to accom-
plish ?

AMr. HOWARD. Answering the gentleman, I have presented
a bill for the guaranty of deposits in national banks, and I
want to show to the country the vast success of the Nebraska
State law to guarantee bank deposits, under the terms of which
no depositor has ever lost a dollar since it went into operation.
I have received thousands of letfers from all over the country
in reference to this legislation, and I can think of no better way
of carrying to the country the truth of the success of the
Nebraska guaranty law, along the lines of which my own bill
for guarauteeing the deposits in national banks has been drawn.

Mr. UNDERHILL. Mr. Speaker, in order that I may have
an opportunity to discuss this question briefly, I raise the point
of order that this is out of order.

The SPEAKER. It is out of order except by unanimous con-
sent.

Mr, UNDERHILL. I ask such time as may be necessary to
present my objections.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman reserves the right to object.

Mr. UNDERHILL. The rules of the House, Rule XXII, on
petitions, memorials, and resolutions, provides:

Members having petitions or memorials or bills of a private nature
to present may deliver them to the Clerk, indorsing their names and
the reference or disposition to be made thereof ; and said petitions and
memorials and bills of a private nature, except such as, in the judgment
of the Speaker, are of an obscene or insulting character, ghall be entered
on the Journal, with the names of the Members presenting them, and
the Clerk shall furnish a transcript of such entry to the Official Re-
porter of Debates for publication in the RECORD.

That seems to me fo be a very clear rule providing for the
very thing which some of the Members are asking to do in an
entirely different way in violation of a House rule. Mr.
Speaker, the Journal of the House is supposed to record the
proceedings of the House. Recently it has become an adver-
tising medium, a medical journal, a medinm of propaganda,
a press-clipping bureau, a national scrapbook.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The gentleman means the Recorp and
not the Journal,

Mr. UNDERHILIL. I mean the RECORD.

Mr. GARNER of Texas. If the gentleman will yield, I am
in sympathy with the gentleman in cutting out such things
that ought not fo be in there. A number of us undertook that
some years ago and failed. I want to ecall the gentleman's
attention to this situation: If he will look in the proceedings
of the Senate he will see absolutely page after page containing
not only resolutions of legislatures and societies but private
letters to Senators. We have no way of reaching that. The
suggestion has been made that, in view of the fact that the
Senate admits resolutions from legislatures to be placed in
the Recorp, there is no reason why the membership of the
House should not have the same opportunity and privilege.

Mr. UNDERHILL. I think the gentleman from Texas is
absolutely correct so far as he goes with reference to this
frequently ridiculous pastime, but we must not criticize and
can not correct the procedure of another body. One of my
objections is that State memorials and other matter have been
placed in the Recorp by House Members which have already
been inserted in the Recorp at the other end of the bulilding.
There is no need of duplication, even though it does give our
colleagues the same opportunity, the same privilege that others
abuse elsewhere.

When I am wrong I want to be corrected. I withdraw the
objection I have expressed recently and will withhold similar
objections in the future, I do want the House to understand
that nothing of a personal nature, nothing of a political or
partisan nature, nothing in opposition or support of any legisla-
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tion which may have been before the House at the time has in-
fluenced my frequent objections,
Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?
Mr. UNDERHILL. I yield to the gentleman from Oklahoma.
Mr. McKEOWN. The rule the gentleman reads from applies
to bills of a private nature?
Mr. UNDERHILL. Oh, no. Let me read again:

and the reference or disposition to be made thereof ; and sald petitlons
and memorlals and bills of a private nature * * =,

And then it goes on to say in paragraph 3:

All other bills, memorials, and resolutions may, in lke manner, be de-
livered, Indorsed with the names of Members introducing them, to the
Speaker, to be by him referred * * =,

Mr, DOWELL. Mr. Speaker, I demand the regular order.

Mr, UNDERHILL. I hope the gentleman will withhold that
for a moment until we settle this matter. I yield to the gentle-
man from Nebraska.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I accept the explanation of the
genfleman, and I state further that I stand with him, but what
am I to do? I see these things inserted in the Recorp day after
day. Am I not entitled to speak through the Recorp for my
home people as much as any other Representative on the floor?
I am only asking for myself that which is every day accorded to
others. I am frankly in sympathy with tlie view taken by the
gentleman from Massachusetis [Mr. UxpERHILL], but unless
there can be a general rule to forbid all of these things, I do
not want to be made the special object of an objection, even
though I understand the objection is not personal. That is my
explanation to the gentleman for my desire to have this state-
ment printed in the RecORD,

Mr. UNDERHILL. Mr. Speaker, I have tried to the best of
my ability to present to the House the abuses which have oc-
curred and which will continue to occur under “ unanimous-
consent "’ requests, but I am no-longer going tg be the “ goat"”;
I am going to let these requests by when presented by my
colleagues, because it is so general on the other side of the
Capitol. I withdraw my objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

FIFTEEN YEARS OF GUARANTY ¥FUND

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, under the leave to extend my
remarks in the Recorp, I include the following:

GuaRaNTEE FoNp COMMISSION,
Lincoln, Nebr.

Birs : The audit in detail of each insolvent bank in Nebraska rince
the depositors’ guaranty fund law took effect is now completed, As the
report covers some 800 pages of typewritten matter, we trust you will
appreciate the amount of time and labor which has been required in its
making, The report covers the work up to the close of the fiseal year,
June 30, 1926. This audit is avallable in the office for the inspection of
anyone interested.

We found no trouble in ecompiling the work as performed by the com-
mission, but in the 58 receiverships handled under the old system by
individual receivers it was dificult to obtain accurate information,
because g0 many of the records are entirely missing. For that reason
the figurés given as applying to the old receiverships in the hands of
individual receivers may mnot be absolutely correet, but are approxi-
mately so. Errors are so small that they would change the results
shown but slightly.

No subject is more widely discussed either in this State or surround-
ing States than Nebraska's guaranty law; neither is any subject more
insidionsly attacked or its condition more exaggerated. 8o it seems
very apprepriate that accurate figures shounld be furnished at this par-
ticular {ime to show what has been accomplished, the condition of the
fund at this time, and a general comparison of the results obtained
under the two systems employed in the handling of insolvent banks
gince the law has been in effect.

A condensed summary of the audit follows, to which T have added a
brief explanation of the different items.

Itl;flposltars guaranty law became effective Januﬂ.
closed January B, 1911, to June 30,

On June 30, 1926:

8, 1911,
6

Banl:s i)eing nreruted ag going ns a8
nks in 102
Banks fully uqntaatea- i3, 13
Total A - 151

Bummary of asscts

realized :
Shown at date of !
Additional coming into hands of receiver_ _______

Total 47, 428, 198, 55
o _

To be

$486, 517, 537, R6
910, 660, 69
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Realized :
By old receiverf-ceceecacece—— 58,071, 450. 34
By commission e 18, 770, 125. 87

Not rea'.iizt'd—;lune 30, 1926 :
In going ns____ 11
In r:-cpivershlps____.___-..__ﬁ__-..

27, 841, 576. 21

1, 124, 943, 22
8. 0a1, 679, 12

20, 086, 622. 34
47, 428, 198. 55

Summary of Habilities
To be liguidated:

Shown at date of suspension_._.____ CA e e 8 842 134, 128. 35
Additional liabilitigs proved 1, 377, 328. 94
ey L e L AL 43, 511, 452. 29
quuld.tll'tl ¥
By old Tecelvers_ . _________ $£14, 610, 966. 356

By ¢ ission _ 16, 325, 458. 58

Not liquidated—June 30, 1920 :
In golog concerns______________
In receiverships - ... e e -

20, 936, 419, 93

g
mhs oD REE JoUNTe0N2 20

Total 43, 511, 452. 29

Analysis of tiquidation

Total lignidation : Per cent
From realization on RSSEtS._ - e 53, 19
From depositors' guaranty fund__ . 06
From receivers’ certificates___ . ____ __ . _____ T7.25

100. 00
=

Comparison of lignidation ;

from realization on assets—
Qg reodere 43, b4
Commissfon ______ — - .2
From depositors’ guaranty fund—
Old recelvers........- >, 48, 35
ComMmREIoON = o f sl s S e S e S TR - 28,03
From receivers’ certificates— .
1d recelvers__ TIEY e 11
Commnissi EEER ST ETS
Operating costs in receivershi,

Old receivershllpx - Cents
Cost per dollar on total realization by old receivers_.__ 6.7
Cost per dollar on total realization by commission_ 2.
Cost per dollar on cash realization by old receivers 11. 6

ost per dollar on cash realization by commission__ 15.

Commission receiverships :

Cost per dollar on total realization 2.1
Cost per dollar on cash realization_______________________ 4. 01

Balances due depositors’ guaranty fund
From G8 old receiverships ,

. $7, 708, 211. 89
From 57 new receiverships_ . __

4, 531, 195. 76
12, 237, 407. 63

Total resources az of June 30, 1926

Cash on hand e $£2. 214 176. 50

Bills recelvable_ - __ b H. 898, 812,16

T T ) s e R R P P L B S i S e s 619, 761. 61

PO e R S SR e e A SR L B DT am. 299. 08

Other assets. 1, 032, 375. 60

Totadlui Lot Al Seg Ti tees 0 L 23,100, D24, 43
Total Habilities as of June 30, 1926

Going concerns, deposhts. - e - §10, 615, 705. 82

Receiverships :

Preferred claims £32, 962, 42
Depogits not classified._ 346, 959, 16
Recelvers' bills payable 1, . 00
Trust funde . 13, 594. 86
Receivers' certificates —- 2,241, 961, 00

- 2,630, 477. 44

O e e sy 13, 252, 273. 26

(General clalms of $624,802.20, not being liabilities of the guaranty
fund and claims in dispute of $619,501.15 are not included in above.)

Valuation of assets as of Jume 30, 1926

Cash on hand_ . $2, 214, 176. 50
Assets in going concerns (63 per cent of face value)—_. 6, 509, 773, 40
Asgsets in recelverships:
0Old (10 _per cent of face value) o __i.. P 330, T07. B
New (25 per cent of face wvalue) 1, 321, 423. 75
Bale ussets (bought at public sale) - SIS TR 160, 102, 63

Total estimated value

Total liabilities of guaranty fund
Total value of assets

10, 536, 274. 14

13, 252, 278, 20
10,536, 274. 14

2, 715, 999. 12

l.eaving a difference of
Against which will be appl plied the realization upon
contingent stockholders’ liability of______________ 3, 088, 284. 07
In explaining the staltement, it might be well to consider the items
separately.

TOTAL BAXKS CLOSED

During the 16 years the guaranty law has been in effect, 151 banks
were closed by the department of frade and commerce. Fifty-eight
of these were prior to May 4, 1023, the date the guarantee fund com-
mission took office, leaving 83 which have been handled entirely by
the commission, The status of the 151 banks is stated.
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SBUMMARY OF ASSETS

Under our form of bookkeeping “ To be realized ' denotes the total
assets which come into our hands for realization. This Is divided into
two Items—the amount shown on the books of the bank at the time of
its closing and those assets which are later acquired or discovered by
the receiver. * Realized” denotes those assets which have been eol-
lected or exhaunsted elther by their collection in eash or through com-
promise settlements. In the above statement the amount of assets
realized by the old receivers and the commission is separated. * Not
realized " denotes the amount of assets on hand June 30, 1926, and
uncollected, H

SUMMARY OF LIABILITIES

“To be liquidated " denotes total liabilities coming inio the hands of
the receiver for liquidation, and is shown under two heads—those shown
on the books of the bank at date of closing and those established after
the appointment of the receiver. * Liguidated ” denotes those liabilities
which have been pald in full. * Not liquidated " denotes the amount
of labilities as of June 30, 1926, and unpaid. ‘The principal item, you
will note, is that of deposits in going concerns, which will be explained
under the head of “ Golng banks.” The larger portion of the liabilities
shown in receiverships are claims for which the guaranty fund is not
lable, consisting prinecipally of general claims and items which must
be carried on the books until authorized by the court to be charged off.

= ANALYSIS OF LIQUIDATION

By referring to the item of * Liabilities liquidated,” you will note
that $30,036,419.93 has been paid to claimants since the guaranty law
has becn in effect. It is a very material point in the liguidation of
insolvent banks to know where the funds to pay depositors are derived.
In our State the guaranty fund pays all depositors in full immediately,
and is subrogated to the rights of depositors thus paid. So any de-
ficiency between the amount realized from assets and the payments
made to depositors must be borne as a loss by the guaranty fund. In
other States where there is no guaranty fund the dividends paid to
depositors depend solely npon the percentage of realization. The value
of any system of handling receiverships or the work of any receiver
may be rightfully judged by the pereentage of liabilities which is paid
from assets,

In Nebraska we have had two systems. During the first 12 years
the Hguidation of insolvent banks was carried on by individual receivers
under the direction of the department of trade and commerce. For the
past three years and a half this work has been centralized under the
management of the guarantes fund commission,

Under the iwo systems a total of over $30,000,000 in cash has been
paid to claimants. We find that 53.19 per cent was obtained from
vollectlon on assets, 30.56 per cent from drafts drawn on the depositors’
guaranty fund, and 7.25 per cent from the sale of recelvers' certificates.

It is interesting to note the amount of liguidatiom obtained under
each system and where the funds were derived.

The story is thus told:

CASH DERIVED FROM REALIZATION ON ABSETS

Under old receivers (0. R.), £6,861,027.01 or 43.54 per cent.
Under commission (Com.), $£8,508,317.15 or 58.24 per cent.

CASH DERIVED FROM DRAPTS OX DEPOSITORS’ GUARANTY FUND

Under old receivers (0. R.), $7,084,016.58 or 48.35 per cent.
Under commission (Com.), $4,575,175.43 or 28.03 per cent.

CASH DERIVED FROM SALE OF RECEIVERS’ CERTIFICATES

Under old receivers (0. R.), $1,185,922.76 or 8.11 per cent.

Under commission (Com.), $2,241,961 or 13.73 per cent.

The above figures are net after all expenses have been paid. All
items of expense are pald ont of the collection on assets, and the
commission follows the practice of keeping such accounts paid up to
date. Under our system there are no receivers' salaries as the com-
missioner in each district acts as the receiver and draws but $10 per
diem for the time actually employed, which is paid each month. At-
torneys' bills are not allowed to run, but are pald promptly. £

It will be noted from the statement that a large amount of assets
remain to be realized. When this is done, it will very materially raise
the percentage shown as realized from assets and decrease that drawn
from the guaranty fund.

It is very Interesting to compare the above figures and percentages
with those obtained in like work elsewhere. In Nebraska the receivers
of national banks which have falled between Januvary 1, 191G, and
December 1, 1925, paid the depositors 25 cents on the dollar. This
necessarily eame from realization on assets, as they had no other
source of funds. Our realization has been more than twice that ob-
tained by mational bank receivers in Nebraska. We do not have accu-
rate figures showing the average percentage of liguidation pald from
realizntion on assets over the entire United States, but are reliably
informed that it is about 30 per cent.

OPERATING COSTS

Probably no item in the liguidation of insolvent banks catises more
comment or is more abused than the item of operating costs. Under
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our system of bookkeeping, operating eosts include all receivers' per
diem @nd expenses, rollectors’ salaries and expenses, attorneys’ fees
and expenses, court costs, as well as the other general items of collection
eosts, and all expense of the general office at Linecoln.

The eosts in receiverships as handled by the old recelvers and by
the commission have been scparated. In figuring the cost per dollar
on total realization we have taken the face amount of total realization,
while in fizuring the cost per dollar on ecash realization we have takem
only the actual eash which was realized.

The commission can be proud of the record they have made in the
cost of collection. The cost is so low that many people are surprised
that it can be true, 'The commission has reduced the cost of collec-
tion 68 per cent, which, on the amount of assets realized, amounts
to £633,647.09.

COST PER DOLLAR ON TOTAL REALIZATION

Under old receivers (0. ), 6.7 cents,
Under commission (Com.), 2.1 cents.

COST PER DOLLAR ON CASH REALIZATION

Under old receivers (0. R.), 11.6 eents.

Under eommission (Com.), 4.01 cents.

In the above fizures and graphs the costs by the commission in the
old receiverships were omitted, and only like work compared. The
realization in the old receiverships by the commission was on the re-
maining assets which were turned to us by the old receivers after
they had been worked on for about two years. It will be noted, how-
ever, that the cost per dollar on total realization on these assets was
reduced more than 50 per cent, while the cost per dollar on the eash
realization was increased. The increage in the latter cost was due to
the fact that the commission bandled only very doubiful and worth-
less assets from which the percentage of cash realized was very small
More than a million dollars in ecash, however, has been realized from
these assets, so we feel no apology is needed for the costs shown.

BALANCE DUE DEPOSITORS’ GUARANTY FUND

This item shows the amount drawn from the guaranty fund to pay
depositors less the refunds made. The items have been separated in
order that anyone interested might know the amounts drawno to pay
depositors in each class of receiverships, Referring to the staternvent,
one will see that under the old receiverships $14,610,966.85 of liabill-
ties were liquidated. This required drafts on the guaranty fund of
over 87,500,000, In the new receiverships, under the handling of the
commission, $16,325,453.58 of liabllities were pald, and of this amount
but a little over $4,500,000 was drawn from the guaranty fund. The
difference in the ratio should convince anyone of the fact that it would
have been impossible for the guaranty fund to have survived if the
drafts had continued up to this time in the same percentage as they did
for the first 58 banks which failed.

RECEIVERS' CEETIFICATES OUTSTANDING

The issuance of receivers' certificates is a system of financing author-
ized by law whereby certificates are sold to investors to obtain cash
with which to pay depositors. These are retired semiannually, and at
uo time has a certificate ever been issued which eould not be paid when
due. Since being handled by the commission, there has never been a
defanlt either In the payment of interest or the principal at due date.
In fact, no certificate has ever run until maturity.

TOTAL RESOURCES A8 OF JUNE 30, 1928

These include all items at their face value in the hands of the comw
mission as of that date and are divided under the different heads so
those interested may know what the assets are.

TOTAL LIABILITIES AS OF JUNE 50, 1826

Thesc Include the liabilities for which the guaranty fund is lable.
The item of “ Claims in dispute” of $619,501.15 is an item for which
we think there is very Httle lability, but are claims on which the
courts have not passed so are carried on our books in this manner

- until disposed of.
VALUATION OF ASSETS

In order to show an approximate idea of the present condition of the
guaranty fund, a valuation has been placed on all assels. As a basis
for this valuation we have used the percentages which we have been
able to realize on assets in the past as well as our estimate of the
loss in each individual bank. This, we believe, is a conservative valu-
ation and that it will be realized in full. If sufficient time is given,
the actual eash realized will no doubt be more. Using the figures
shown it will be noted there is a difference of approximately $2,700,000
between the cash value of assets on hand and the Habilities to be
paid. To reduce this is an item of considerable valune which has not
been listed as an asset, and that is * stockholders’ lability.” The
capital stock of all banks which have failed since the guaranty fund
law has been in effect is $4,268,000, which would give a stockholders’
linbility of the same amount. Of this, but $679,715.93 bas been col-
lected, leaving a possible collection upon $3,688,284.07. Unfortunately,
and resulting in much loss to the guaranty fund, our constitution
provides that no action can be maintained against a stockholder on
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' his stockholder’s liability until all assets have been exhausted. This
is one of the greatest handicaps we have to meet. It is eertaln, how-
ever, that a very large sum will be realized from this amount, and
during the past few months a large number of suits have been started
on this stockholders’ lability.

Assessments to the guaranty fund available for the payment of
losses amount to approximately $1,700,000 per year., Collections from
the assets will average more than $1,000,000 per year, thus making at
lenst $2,700,000 avallable for the payment of losses. It is very evident
from these figures that all losses could be pald during this year and
next. If immediate actlon could be secured on stockholders’ lability,
it is more than probable that all losses could be cleaned up within
one year.

GOING CONCERNE

The operating of an insolvent bank as a going concern by the Btate
is something entirely new in banking, but has proven of inestimable
value not only to the gnaranty fund but to the community as well.

The statement shows liabilities on account of deposits in going
concerng as of Jume 30, 1926, of $10,654,950.93. While this item
will probably be a liability against the guaranty fund, yet it has mot
been so determined at this time; peither should it be so considered.
A large amount of this will be paid during the operation of the banks
a8 going concerns. Our practice of handling insolvent banks as going
concerns is to carry on a regular commerclal banking business, We
recelve deposits and pay checks. In some instances we have to refuse
the transfer of funds to other banks for redeposit, but wherever a real
need is shown for the money it i paid to the depositor. We have but
very little complaint from the depositors on account of the way their
business i8 handled.

The amount of realization and liguidation secured in going conccrns
is a surprise to most people. In the banks operated we have obtained
a realization on $5,005,452.92 of assets and reduced the deposits
$3,104,426.02, The net cost to the guaranty fund of operating 73
banks over a period of three years was $371,848.75. This item includes
not only the cost of collectlon on asseis but the cost of operating a
going bank as well. This ineludes taxes, clerk hire, stationery, interest
on deposits, and all the other general expenses of & going bank, yet the
cost per dollar on the assets realiged was but 7.2 cents.

SUMMARY

Truly, Nebraska is a remarkable State and tells a story no other
Biate can tell. For more than 15 years no depositor has ever lost a
cent of money through depositing in a State bank, and during that
time practically $31,000,000 have been paid to claimants. The deposi-
tors’ guaranty law is the biggest asset possessed by Nebraska, and has
brought to it more publicity than any other resource it has. This
wonderful record has been made possible by the State bankers, who
have borne all of the expense. It has cost them more than $12,000,000,
yet taken over a period of 156% years this represents but a trifle over
40 per cent of the capital of the Btate banks of Nebraska, or about 3
per cent per year. The perfod covered includes the worst period of
deflation ever experienced. It is very hard to figure the results ob-
tained by the banks through the operation of the guaranty law, but it
is very generally conceded that the much better business conditions
which we have experienced as compared with other surrounding States
is largely attributable to the guaranty law. Each day it becomes more
apparent that the benefit derived by the banks is more than the cost.

While this report covers the work up to July 1, 1926, the condition
as of January 1, 1927, is but very little different. During the last six
months of 1926 we took over 18 banks, but the loss In these banks is
not as much as the loss pald during the same period. On Japuary 1
we were operating 44 banks as against 86 on June 30, but the deposits
of these 44 were $100,000 less, The average loss per bank closed is
continnally growing less and we do not feel that there will be a very
large number of banks yet to be closed in which there wiil be a loss
to the guaranty fund.

Respectfully submitted. .
Vax E, PETERSON, Secretary.
LINCOLN, NEBR., January 22, 1927.

WATERS OF THE BELLE FOURCHE AND CHEYENNE RIVERS

Mr. SMITH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to take
from the Speaker's table the hill 8. 4411, granting the consent
of Congress to compacts or agreements befween the States of
South Dakota and Wyoming with respect to the division and
apportionment of the waters of the Belle Fourche and Cheyenne
Rivers and other streams in which such States are jointly inter-
ested, with House amendments thereto, insist upon the House
amendments, and agree to the conference asked.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Idaho asks unanimous
consent to take from the Speaker’s table the bill 8. 4411, insist
on the House amendments, and agree to the conference asked.
Is there objection?

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
the amendment placed on the bill in the IHouse authorized an
appropriation to take care of the expenses of the Government
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officials acting in this negotiation. It provided that the appro-
priation should be from the reclamation fund. As I understand
it, the objection of the Senate to that amendment is based upon
the fact that the appropriation is to come from the reclamation
fund. Personally I should object to the appropriation coming
from any other fund, because the only purpose of the negotiation
is to cover certain claims as to the use of water for irrigation
purposes. Feeling as I do with reference to that, and believing
that the bill would not have passed here unless the appropria-
tion was to be made from the reclamation fund, as those in-
vestigations generally are, I should object to this going to
conference unless we could have assurance that the conferees
will not agree to a charge being made on the General Treasury
outside of the reclamation fund. I may say that if they agreed
to muake the charge upon the States concerned I would not
object.

Mr. SMITH. I think that in conference we can adjust the
matter satisfactorily to the gentleman from Michigan.

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

Mr. SMITH. I will say to the gentleman from Michigan that
we will bring the matter back to the House if we can not
adjust it satisfactorily.

Mr, CRAMTON. I know the gentleman will bring it back,
but under entirely different conditions than prevail now. For
the present 1 shall object, Mr. Speaker,

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard.

EUROPEAN COEN BORER

Mr. WOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for the
present consideration of House Joint Resolution 359, making
an appropriation for the eradieation or control of the European
corn borer,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana asks unani-
mous consent for the present consideration of House Joint
Resolution 359, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read the title of the joint resolution.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? ¢

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the joint resolution, as follows:

Resolved, ete., That to enable the Secretary of Agriculture to carry
into effect the provisions of the act entitled “An act to provide for the
eradication or control of the European eorn borer,” approved February
9, 1927, including all necessary expenses for the purchase of equipment
and supplies, travel, employment of persons and means in the District
of Columbia and elsewhere, rent outside the District of Columbia, pur-
chase, maintenance, repair, and operation of passenger-carrying vehicles
outside the District of Columbia, and for such other expenses as may
be necessary for executing the purposes of such act, there is appro-
priated, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated,
the sum of $10,000,000, to remain available until June 30, 1928 : Pro-
vided, That no part of this appropriation shall be expended until all
the States in the proposed coutrol area ghall have provided necessary
regulatory legislation and untll 4 sum or sums adequate in the judgment
of the Secretary of Agriculture to the cooperation of all the States in
such area shall have been appropriated, subscribed, or contributed by
State, county, or loeal auothorities, or individuals or organizations:
Provided further, That a report shall be made to Congress at the begin-
ning of the first regular session of the Seventieth Congress setting forth
in detail a classification of expenditures made from this appropriation
prior to November 1, 1927.

. With the following committee amendment:

On page 1, line 9, after the word “ Columbia,” Insert the word
Ll prlntlng'll

Mr. WOOD. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, the
purpose of this resolution is to carry out the determination of
this House enacted a few days ago in the authorization of an
appropriation of $10,000,000 for the purpose of eradicating or
controlling what is known as the European corn borer. After
the bill passed the House and the Senate a very full hearing
was had before the Committee on Appropriations on Saturday
last. The BSecretary of Agriculture omd bhis assistants were
present and gave us all of the information then at hand with
reference to this corn borer. It was made evident by those
hearings that if this appropriation is to be of any use it must
be made immediately, the testimony being to the effect that it
should be available not .later than the 18th of this month,
Members will see by the map which I have here just what the
infested area is. It is marked in black. There are 2,500,000
acres represented there in the States of New York, Pennsyl-
vania, Ohio, Indiana, and Michigan. The Secretary of Agri-
culture and his assistants tell us that it will be impossible to
eradicale this corn borer with this appropriation and that the
only purpose to which the $10,000,000 may be put is to demon-
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strate the possibility of checking its ravages until some efficient
plan may be adopted later for its eradication. |

This corn borer came into this country about 1910 and com-
menced infesting the sweet-corn fields about the city of Boston
in the State of Massachusetts.

This pest spread northward and westward until he was intro-
duced in the States of New York, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Indiana,
and Michigan, and about the same time he was introduced into
this country he was introduced into Canada. He has been more
destructive and has proved a greater pest in Canada than in
this country. The evidence discloses that the fields of corn in
Ontario have been 100 per cent destroyed. He has not been so
destructive in this conntry ; that his commercial devastation has
not been great except in a few isolated fields, where he has
destroyed 10 to 15 or 20 per cent of the growing crop of corn.
But he is moving rapidly westward. He has also come from
Ontario down to this country, and he comes across water, flies
across water—it does not seem to affect him—and the purpose
of this appropriation is to aid the Secretary of Agriculture to
make a demonstration showing the farmers how they can pro-
tect themselves against its ravages and assist eventually in the
extermination of this pest. Now, the purpose of this $10,000,000
is to employ the necessary man power and necessary machinery
to do the work.

It seems this moth lives upon some 200 or 250 succulent plants,
but he has a preference for corn when he can get corn, and when
he can get it he does not bother anything else in particular. So
it is the purpose to go into the cornfields in this affected area,
which I have pointed out, and assist the farmer in destroying
the cornstalk and everything adjacent to the cornfield in which
this animal may find lodgment. Among other things, they pro-
pose to show to the farmer the work which is required of him,
which he himself must ordinarily do as a practical farmer. In
other words, if he has been in the habit of plowing his stalks
under rather than destroy or burn them, they would assist and
show how they should be plowed under—everything on the top
of the ground plowed under—so when this worm comes to the
top he will find nothing on which to live, and be destroyed or
starve or picked up by birds, or something of that character.
Another demonstration is in machinery used for gathering and
grinding up of all this material; also in burning. Secretary
Jardine says that in order for this to be effective all the
States that are affected must join in this cooperative work ; and
if one of the States should fail, there would not be any use in
spending any portion of this money. That affords another
necessity for the immediate action of Congress. The legisla-
tures in each of the States in the area affected are now in
session. The Secretary felt that he has had no authority to
request of those States to take action in reference to passing
regulatory laws, making appropriations, and so forth, until he
could assure them that they would have the support of the
Government. Now, in order for the Secretary of Agriculture
to go into the States or fields and do work that is contemplated
we must have regulatory police provisions in this infested
area. When that is done they will commence their operation
at once; and in order that that may be effective these several
States must be notified at the earliest possible moment of the
action of this Congress in making this appropriation, They
have been advised of the regulatory laws that they must pass
in order for the United States to act upon it.
bﬂMr.?EDWARDS. How many States are affected by the corn

rer

Mr. WOOD. Five—New York, Pennsylvania, Indiana, Ohio,
and Michigan, and very near the Illinois line,

Mr. RAINEY. It has been discovered in Illinois in two or
three fields.

Mr. WOOD. The gentleman from Illinois says it has been
discovered in Illinois. The evidence shows it travels or flies
at the rate of about 10 miles a day.

Mr. BYRNS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOOD. I will

Mr. BYRNS. I think it should be made very clear to the
House and the country that the Secretary of Agriculture pro-
poses this only as a demonstration, because it was evident if
this kind of work be carried on throughout the country, if
this corn borer continues to expand and extend, it will take
hundreds of millions of dollars to do it. I think the State
farmers themselves should understand clearly this is only a
demonstration on the part of the National Government, so they
themselves, if the corn borer should begin to infest their land,
should take proper steps to eradicate it.

Mr. WOOD. There is another thing that should be im-
pressed upon the several States, that they should not be slow
in passing the most drastic police regulations in order that the
eradication of this corn borer may be had.
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In our State, the State of Indiana, and I dare say in most
of the States throughout the West, we have a law compelling
a farmer to take and remove Canada thistles that are found
growing upon his farm or in the highway adjacent to his
farm, and, failing to do that, he is subject to a heavy penalty.
We have likewise a law requiring him to cut his weeds. That
same kind of a law may now be necessary to eradicate this
corn borer, and the farmers of this country ought to be im-
pressed with the idea that this is to them a matter of self-
defense and that the action of the United States Government
now is for the purpose of aiding them in this initial work, and
that the Government of the United States must not be de-
pended upon to do the work which they themselves should do
in order to protect their own individual property.

Mr. WEFALD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOOD. Yes. .

Mr. WEFALD. Can not the passage of this resolution wait
until we have taken a vote on the Haugen bill?

Mr. WOOD. No. We have got to get rid of the corn borer.
Otherwise there may be no necessity for the Haugen bill

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the consideration of
the resolution?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the joint resolution.

The joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed and read a
third time. was read the third time, and passed.

On motion of Mr. Woop, a motion to reconsider the vote
whereby the joint resolution was passed was laid on the table.

FIRST DEFICIENCY BILL, 1027

Mr. WOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move to take from the Speaker's
table the bill H. R. 16462, the first deficiency bill, containing
Senate amendments, that the conference asked by the Senate
be agreed to, and that conferees be appointed.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana moves to take
from the Speaker’s table the first deficiency bill, with Senate
amendments, insist on the disagreement of the House to the
Senate amendments, and agree to the conference asked. The
question is on agreeing to that motion.

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman
yield for a guestion? :

Mr. WOOD. Yes. :

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I understand this is the third time
we have disagreed to these amendments and sent them back
to the Senate. I think the Recorp ought to show and the Sen-
ate be advised that at one time we took a vote of 187 to 1 and
the next time a vote of 349 to 1. It seems to me the gentleman
ought to assure the Senate and the House that in case we
can not get an agreement of this kind the next motion shall
be to adhere, so that the Senate may understand that this is a
matter that has been thoroughly discussed and thought out by
the House, and that the House insists on its disagreement.

Mr. WOOD. We did not ask for a further conference our-
selves at the last conference, and would never have asked it
had not the Senate itself asked for it.

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the motion
of the gentleman from Indiana.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Chair announces as the conferees on
the part of the Hounse Mr. Woobp, Mr. CramrToN, and Mr. Byrx~s.

CONFERENCE ON LIMITATION OF ARMAMENTS

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I desire to present a rule for
printing in the Recorp only.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York presents a
privileged report from the Committee on Rules, which the Clerk
will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Report to accompany House resolution providing for the considera-
tion of House Jolnt Resolution 352, to provide for the expenses of the
participation of the United States in the work of a preparatory com-
mission to consider guestions of reduction and limitation of armament,

The SPEAKER. Referred to the House Calendar and

ordered printed.
SENATE FARM RELIEF BILL

Mr., SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I call up House Resolution 421,
with a privileged report from the Committee on Rules: and,
pending that, I wish to ascertain if we can arrange for a divi-
sion of time.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the resolution.

The Clerk read as follows:

[H. Res. 421, 69th Cong., 2d sess.]

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this resolution the Committee

on Agriculture be discharged from the further consideration of the
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bill 8. 4808, to establish a Federal farm board to ald in the orderly
marketing and in the control and disposition of the surplus of agri-
culturel commodities, and it shall be in order to move that the Housa
resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union for the consideration of said bill. After gemeral debate
which shall be confined to the subject matter of sald bill and shall
continue not to exceed two hours, to be equally divided and controlled
by the chairman of the Committee on Agriculture and the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. AswrLL], the bill shall be read for amendment
under the five-minute rule. At the conelusion of the reading of the
bill for amendment the committee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have been adopted, and the
previous question shall be considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage.

Mr. SNELL. I would like to see if I can make a unan mous-
consent agreement with the gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr, Pou] as to time to be used in the discnssion of the rule.

Mr, POU. There have been quite a number of requests for
time on this side. In view of the importance of this legislation
I suggest an hour on a side. I can take care, I think, of all
requests on this side within the hour.

Mr. SNELL. I know it is important legislation, and we are
anxious to get it to a vote as soon as possible. If that is the
gentleman’s idea, I will submit the unanimous-consent request
that the debate on the rule be limited to two hours, one hour to
be controlled by the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr., Pov]
and one hour by myself and that the previous question shall
then be considered as ordered.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks unani-
mous consent that the general debate on the rule be limited to
two hours, one hour to be controlled by the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. Pou] and the other hour by himself, and
that at the end of that time the previous question shall be con-
gidered as ordered. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER.
nized for one hour.

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle-
man from Iowa [Mr. RAMsSEYER].

The BSPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa is recogni- o for
10 minutes.

-Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Speaker and Members of the Honse,
in the time yielded to me, I shall devote myself entirely to the
rule and the reason for it.

We have a practical situation to meet here. Monday a week
ago, I think it was, we adopted a rule for the consideration of
House bill 15474, which is commonly known as the Haugen bill.
On Saturday last there came from the Senate the bill S, 4808,
which is commonly known as the MeNary bill. The MeNary
bill introduced in the Senate was almost in the identical lan-
guage of the Haugen bill as introduced in the House. The pur-
poses of the two bills are absolutely the same.

Now the situation that confronts us here is unusual in this
only, and that is that after the Hounse commenced consideration
of the agricultural relief bill, H. R. 15474, and before we got
through with the consideration of this bill, the Senate passed
an identical bill, S. 4808, which was messaged to the House
last Saturday. Now, it frequently happens that a House com-
mittee reports out a bill which goes to the House Calendar,
and before such bill is called up for consideration the Senate
passes an identical bill or a bill on the same subject, and then
the Committee on Rules, instead of granting a rule to eall up
the House bill, grants a rule to call up the Senate bill. The
reason for that is plain, I think, especially to the older Members.

If we go on with the Haugen bill here and pass it, even
though we should amend it so it will read exactly as the Senate
bill now reads, that bill would have to go to the Senate for
consideration before the bill can be sent to conference or sent
to the President for his action. In order to expedite consider-
ation and to bring the farm-relief legislation to a head, the
Committee on Rules unanimously agreed it ought to be made
in order by a rule to consider the Senate bill, 8. 4808. If the
rule is adopted we will then consider the Senate bill in the
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. If
this Senate bill goes through with amendments, it will be sent
to conference, and if it goes through without amendments, of
course, it will go directly to the President for his action thereon.
If this rule is adopted, further consideration of the Haugen
bill, H. R. 15474, will be discontinued. If this rule is adopted,
then the chairman of the Committee on Agriculture, having the
bill in charge, will move to go into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the consideration of Senate
bill 4808.

I think I have presented to you the purposes of the rule and
how it will work. I do not wish to take up the time of the
House to-day to speak on any other phase of the problem now

The gentleman from New York is recog-
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before us. Therefore, Mr. Speaker, if there are no questions
on the rule, I yield back the balance of my time. .

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, how much time has the gentleman
used?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman used five minutes. The
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. Pou] is recognized for
one hour.

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, I very cheerfully support the special
rule now being presented, which provides that the so-called
MeNary-Haugen bill, which was passed by the Senate on Fri-
day last, be substituted for the bill also denominated the Me-
Nary-Haugen bill, which has been considered during several
days by the House of Representatives. Even if I had the
power to do so, I would not put any obstacle whatsoever in the
way of the consideration of farm-relief legislation by this Con-
gress. While I can not divest myself of serious doubts as to
the wisdom of this legislation, I speak the truth when I say
that I hope these doubts are without any basis whatever. I
hope 1 am mistaken in my views with respect to this legislation.
My course from the beginning has been to place no obstacle
whatsoever in the way of consideration of farm-relief legisla-
tion. I realize, I hope, as fully as any man living the depressed
condition of agriculture not only in the Northwest but in the
South as well.

Mr, Speaker, I can not help the fears I entertain as to the
effect of this legislation, particularly upon the cotton farmers
of my own State. Cotton is raised in North Carolina at great
expense. The land is not by nature sufficiently fertile to justify
the raising of cotton without the application of plant stimu-
lants. There are many farmers in North Carolina who each
year buy for each aere of cotton planted commereial fertilizer
which costs as much per acre as these farmers received for a
bale of cotton in 1894. Having this in mind, knowing it to be
true, I stated in a short address delivered last week that the
cost production per pound of cotton in North Carolina was not
less than 15 cents. Since delivering that address I have re-
ceived communications from men who have made a study of
the question, which confirm my belief that the cost price of a
pound of cotton produced in North Carolina is more than 15
cents per pound. Just what the effect of this legislation is
going to be upon the cotton farmer of North Carolina, whose
cotton costs him not less than 15 cents per pound, as compared
with the effect upon the cotton farmer of States very much far-
ther south, where lands are fertile by nature, where commer-
cial fertilizer is not necessary, and wherein the cotton farmer
can produce the staple for 9 cents per pound, no man can pre-
diet with safety.

In discussing this danger with a gentleman some days ago
I was confronted with the suggestion that I if the cost pro-
duction price of a pound of cofton in North Carolina was
15 cents as against the cost production price in States very
much farther south of not more than 9 cents per pound, then
the logic of the situation would require the North Carolina
cotton farmer to abandon the cotton-raising industry entirely.
Herein to my mind lies a danger which has not been fully con-
sidered by gentlemen in my State who are insisting upon the
enactment of this legislation. Omne thing is certain if this bill
becomes a law and the Federal farm board goes upon the
market through its agencies, and purchases cotton at a price
based upon the average cost price of cotton throughout the
cotton section, such price probably will not yield any profit
whatsoever to the farmers of North Carolina and sister States
where vast sums are expended for commercial fertilizer. The
result may be disastrous.

There is also one feature of the Senate bill concerning which
I will make this observation: It really looks as if an effort has
been made to obscure the payment of the equalization fee by
the verbiage of the bill. Nevertheless, there is no escape from
the conclusion that, if the bill becomes a law, every bale of cot-
ton produced in the Nation will be subject to a tax, called in
the bill an equalization fee, which must be paid in the end by
the farmer, whether the fee is collected at the gin, or from the
railroad, or from the cotton factory. Likewise, there is no
escape from the conclusion that the amount of this equaliza-
tion fee is to be fixed by the 13 members of the Federal farm
board, sitting in the city of Washington.

Of course, I cherish a particular interest in the effect of this
legislation on the cotton farmers of this Nation. The district
I represent is largely a cotton-producing district. The county
in which I live produces annually about 72,000 bales of cotton.
I can not help considering the effect of the bill upon the cotton
producers of my State, my district, and my home county.
Johnston County is a large, progressive, splendid county, but
the cost of producing the fleecy white staple is necessarily high.
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If this bill becomes a law, conditions will surely arise which
will invite, which will force action by the Federal farm board.
When this board decides to stabilize the price of cotton what
will be the basis of the price offered by the board through its
agents? Let us suppose the Federal farm board is in existence
now and ready to function. What would be the price offered
for cotton? By what process would the board decide upon a
price to be offered? What would be the basis upon which the
price offered would rest? Would that basis be the production
cost of cotton in North Carolina or the average production cost
throughout the cotton-raising section of the Nation? I imagine
the board would instruct its experts to investigate and report
the average cost of produeing cotton throughout the entire Na-
tion ; and using that as a basis, I imagine the board would add
a reasonable profit. But there is no yardstick in the bill to
measure and fix profits as there was in the bill considered in
the last Congress whereby the price offered for grain and cotton
was to be established. 1 say there is in no line of the bill any
guaranty whatsoever that the North Carolina ‘cotton farmer
will receive any profit whatsoever under the operations con-
templated by the bill. On the conirary there iz a danger, a real
danger, that the price put in operation by the board might inflict
loss upon the cotton farmers of my State. There is danger that
the action of the board may be disasirous to the cotton farmers
of my State. If the board uses the average cost-of-production
price per pound of cotton throughout the Nation as the basis of
action, adding to such average-cost price a fair and reasonable
profit, then the cotton farmers in States like North and South
Carolina, where enormous sums are expended every year for
commercial fertilizer, might be injured rather than helped. In
my State there are but few acres which will produce cotton
without the application of expensive plant stimulants, mostly
commercial fertilizers. There is no guaranty that the stabi-
lized price put in operation by the board will yield any profit
to the farmers of the States in which commercial fertilizers are
necessary, but every pound of cotton produced in such States
must pay the tax or equalization fee fixed by the board. There
is no uncertainty about that provision of the bill. The equaliza-
tion fee is the very heart of the bill, and there is no limit as to
the amount of this tax. It must be paid whether the stabilized
price yields a profit or inflicts a loss upon the cotton farmers
of the Nation.

I very cheerfully agree, Mr. Speaker, that the time has come
when the Government must pay more attention to the interest
of the farmers of the Nation. Under policies pursued in the
past all manner of obstacles have been placed by legislation in
the pathway of agricultural prosperity. Of course, it goes with-
out saying that prosperity in agriculture means nation-wide
prosperity to all. If the McNary-Haugen bill becomes a law
and brings even measurable prosperity to the farmers of the
Nation, I, for one, will devontly thank God for this result. If,
however, the bill shall not become a law, let no man suppose this
fight is ended. It can never be ended until the handicaps which
have prevented agricultural prosperity have been removed, It
may require years to accomplish this result. One thing is cer-
tain—present conditions can not continue indefinitely.

1 say in conclusion, Mr. Speaker, that while fears which I can
not remove forbid my support of this legislation, I cherish the
hope that, if this legislation fails, before the end of the next
Congress some measure will be presented not out of harmony
with economiec law which the Congress will pass. I realize
the plight of the American farmer to-day. I realize that
present conditions must not be permitted to continue. Out
of just such conditions revolutions have been born. 1 realize
that there must be a change in the relation of the Government
to the agricultural producers of the Nation. Just what legis-
lative action can be properly taken is a challenge to the states-
manship of the Nation.

If the legislation we are now considering shall become opera-
tive, if the President shall see fit to sign the McNary-Haugen
bill, if prosperity comes as a result of the law, no man will be
happier than I, and no man will be guicker than I to say, “I am
thankful that I was mistaken.”

Mr. Speaker, I have consistently supported the Aswell bill
and would gladly vote for it to-day. There is no discrimination
in the Aswell bill, as 1 understand it, against the farmers of
my State. I might even go further and support the Crisp-
Curtis bill, in which I see no discrimination. Just why the
McNary-Haugen bill has been selected as the one measure to
aid agriculture, I for one have never been able to understand.
If the McNary-Haugen bill shall not become a law, T for one
hope the President will immediately reconvene Congress in
extra session for the sole purpose of considering legislation
helpful to the agriculture of America. If the President will -




3860

do this, in my humble judgment, the agricultural toilers of
America will rise up and call him blessed. [Applause.]

Mr, Speaker, I reserve the remainder of my time and yield
flve minutes to the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
Burwinkre]. [Applause.]

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, I am going to vote for
this rule in order mnot to delay the consideration of the so-
called farm relief bill, but there are some things I ecan not
understand. I ean not understand why it is, word has gone
out from the proponents of this bill that no amendments that
are offered will receive the consideration of this House. Last
year we were told the Haugen bill was the acme of perfection
and that nothing should be done either to cross a “t” or dot
an “1.” Last week another bill was presented to the House
and the proponents of the bill told us no change should be
made in it, yet another body made changes in it; the proponents
of the Haugen Dbill in the House now say they want to adopt
the Senate bill and that no changes shall be made in that bill.
Do the proponents of the bill mean to suoggest, as has been
stated in the papers and as has appeared in conversations,
that no amendments will be considered even though they be
meritorious?

The legislature of the State of SBouth Carolina the other
day asked, in regard to the equalization fee, that it be safe-
guarded. I for one would like to offer an amendment that
in no case should the equalization fee on cotton exceed $5 a
bale. That is in accord with information I have received from
the cooperatives, that my figures of $6.15 a bale were too high
and that §5 was sufficient. Then, why not let us limit it to
$5 a bale? Why not change the cumbersome machinery pro-
vided for in the bill? Amnother amendment could provide that
the commissioners of agriculture in every State should ‘act
as members of the advisory council, without pay, but we are
told that nothing can be dome because, according to a telegram
I received, this bill was framed by the best agricultural minds
of the United States. Who they are I do not know and I
doubt- whether 10 per cent of the Members of this House know
who they are.

Mr. MAcGREGOR. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BULWINKLE.

Mr, MAcGREGOR. I am interested in North OCarolina, your
State, inasmuch as I have been over most of it. I.have
noticed its wonderful prosperity.

Mr. BULWINKLE. The gentleman's observations are cor-
rect.

Mr. MacGREGOR. Millions and millions of dollars have
been spent on cotton mills in North and South Carolina. What
would be the effect of this bill upon those new industries in
that country?

Mr. BULWINELE. I do not know what the effect would be
and I am not speaking about that.

Mr. MAcGREGOR. It would drive them out, would it not?
It could not do anything else.

Mr. BULWINKLE. I doubt whether it would drive them
out but it would increase the cost of operation.

Mr. MAcGREGOR. It wounld mean cheaper manufacturing
costs abroad and an increased cost in the United States, would
it not?

Mr. BULWINEKELE. Yes; it is true that if the surplus is to
be dumped abroad and sold at a cheaper price abread than in
America, of course it will hurt every American manufacturer,
and it could not help but have that effect. It would injure them
seriously, but for the present I will have to confine my remarks
on the subject of how it will affect and hurt the farmers. I
wounld like to bring to the attention of the'proponents of this
bill the fact that there are some amendments which, if adopted,
will benefit the producers in America. I am going to support
the rule, and again I say I am going to support the Aswell bill,
and I say again, as I have said before, I shall vote against the
Haugen bill if it is not amended in many particulars.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from North Caro-
lina has expired.

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. LoziEr].

Mr. LOZIER. Mr. Speaker and Members of the House, in the
five minutes allotted to me it would be impossible to discuss the
details of this bill. I have, however, a few observations te
make. I have something to say to my friends and colleagues
who come from the industrial districts of this Nation.

We have heard a great deal about prosperity. I want to say
to you, my friends, that the prosperity which we have in this
land is not a nation-wide prosperity; it is not a universal pros-
perity; it is not a prosperity that touches every section and
every voeational group. It is a lopsided prosperity, a jug-handle
prosperity, a sectional prosperity, which is vouchsafed to certain
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vott:iaﬁonalgroupsanddeniedtothosaenmedinotheroccu-
pations.

My friends, the industrial classes, the transportation com-
panies, and the big business inferests have been enjoying un-
precedented prosperity. About the first of the year in New
York City more than a billion dollars were distributed in
dividends to stockholders in great industrial concerns. Similar
distribution of profits were made in every other great industrial
and commercial center. Many of the class I railroads have
been making from 16 to 23 per cent on their common-stock
valuation.

I quote from an Associated Press dispatch sent out from New
York on November 18, as follows:

In contrast with the poverty plens of the railroads a few years ago
the current earnings appear almost unbelievable, Per cent of earnings
on common stock this year, with three months estimated, is here shown
for some of the leading stock: Atchison, 23; Chesapeake & Ohio, 23:
Norfolk & Western, 25; Nickel Plate, 22; Atlantic Coast Line, 24:
Union Pacific, 17; Baltimore & Ohilo, 16.5; Southern Raillway, 16.5:
New York Central, 14; 8t. Louis & San Francisco, 15.5; Southern
Pacifie, 12. These figures seem to justify a confident fecling among
holders of railroad stocks. Some of them are selling considerably above
a reasonable income basis ealculated on current dividend rates, but in
the case of roads with large current earmings and huge accumulative
gurplus there is the hope of increased dividend to buoy them up.
Directors are naturally slow to make additional distributions to stock-
holders in view of the effect such action might have on agitation for
reduced freight rates and increased wages,

Bear in mind that, in addition to these enormous dividends,
most of the Class I roads have been piling up huge surpluses
which augment tremendously the earnings of the great trans-
portation companies. It will not be contended that we have a
healthy economic condition in the United States when the rail-
roads and big business interests are paying these enormous divi-
dends while the American farmer is not able to balance his
budget or sell his commodities at a price that will return to him
the cost of production much less yield a profit.

The United States Steel Co., with a capitalization of approxi-
mately $1,000,000,000, one-half of which represents watered
stock, in 1923 paid a dividend on its common stock of 16.41 per
cent. Its dividend on common stock in 1924 was 11.756 and in
1925, 12.81 ; and, to cap the climax, in 1926 a stock dividend was
declared equivalent to 40 per cent.

The enormous earnings of the United States Steel Corpora-
tion has been duplicated by practically all of the big business
concerns of the Nation. The industrial classes have been mak-
ing money “hand over fist” for the past few years, while agri-
culture has been drifting rapidly toward bankruptcy.

But let me say to my colleagues from the industrial district
that you are living in a fool's paradise.

You are enjoying an artificial prosperity that is bottomed on
special privilege and that can not last indefinitely. You are
enjoying a prosperity created by law and that is a result of dis-
criminatory legislation. The prosperity which the manufactur-
ing classes are enjoying is depriving the agricultural classes of
this Nation of a fair return for their labor, a reasonable degree
of prosperity, or any worthwhile participation in the increase
of our national wealth.

The indusfrial classes of this Nation in dominating Congress
and dictating legislation are destroying the purchasing power
of the American farmer. When the farmer is in economic dis-
tress he ean not buy the products of your factories. Why are
your textile mills in trouble even under an exceedingly high
tariff? Why are your factories in the New England States clos-
ing? Why are the boot and shoe factories in Massachusetts
moving to Missouri and other western communities? Why are
the textile mills moving from New England to the South?

We have approximately 38,000,000 spindles in the United
States. Abont 6,000,000 of these spindles are idle, and 5,000,000
of the idle spindles are in the New England States, and practi-
cally none of the idle spindles are in the Southern States.

You men from the industrial districts who are trying to
defeat this legislation are destroying the purchasing power of
the American farmer. You are destroying your best outlet for
your manufactured products. You are destroying the best mar-
ket for your goods, because when the farmer is not prosperons
he can not buy your manufactured products and his lack of
prosperity will be reflected in reduced sales of manufactured
commodities, in the slowing down of production, and in a reduc-
tion of the prosperity of the industrial classes. -

The time is not very far distant when the industrial districts
of the New England States will be gradually abandoned as
great centers of produetion in the industrial world, and that is
because you are not willing to give your best customer, the
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farmer, a square deal and are not satisfied to let the other
voeational groups share in the increase of our national wealth.

From 1920 to 1925, according to official statistics, there was
a decline of $21,000,000,000 in the agricultural wealth of the
United States. In 1820 the agricultural wealth of the United
States was nearly £78,000,000,000, as against $44,000,000,000
invested in manufacturing and as against $22,000,000,000 in-
vested in railroads. Until six years ago agriculture was the
greatest basic industry of this Nation, yet it has been denied
equal opportunity with other vocational groups and has not
been permitted to enjoy a fair share of our ever-increasing
wealth. The accumulation of wealth in the New England
States does.not represent newly created wealth, but represents
a shifting of wealth from the West to the East. In faet, it
represents a congestion of wealth in certain favored sections.
This wealth that is being concentrated in the East has been
drawn largely from other centers of population,

After all, my friends, there is but one thing in this whole
world that has ever created any wealth or can create any
wealth, and that is labor—labor on the farm, labor in the fac-
tory, labor in the mills—labor is the only creator of wealth;
aund the farm laborer is worthy of his hire. Mr. Lincoln said
in one of his memorable debates with Mr. Douglas, “This
country can not exist half free and half slave.” So I say to
you, my colleagues, this country can not long survive half pros-
perous and half on the verge of insolvency. [Applause.]

The SPHAKER. The time of the gentleman from Missouri
has expired.

My, POU, Mr, Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. GREENWOOD].

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the
House, 1 have supported the MeNary-Ilaugen bills that have
been proposed in the previous Congresses and I am going to sup-
port this bill. I believe it is a better bill than either one of its
two predecessors. [Applause.]

I am in favor of the rule that will substitute the Senate
bill for the House bill. One of the aspirations of any legis-
lator or of any body that is enacting a law is to legislate so
the law will pass the judgment of the Supreme Court, I
think the present bill has been prepared with a great deal of
care, I think it has been strengthened during its consideration
by the Senate and I feel the constitutionality of the present
bill is sound.

I know it has been attacked in certain details. One is that
it curtails the appointing power of the Predident. It is always
true that whenever the President makes an appointment some
one advises him. He does not undertake to know of his own
knowledge who will fill a particular position with the greatest
credit or with the most ability. Many times his adviser is a
Member of Congress or some man engaged in politics. This
law is not different in its operation concerning the appointing
power of the President from the first railroad labor bill, which
provided that of the three groups the labor unions should
nominate their group, that the operators of the railroads
should nominate their group, and the group representing the
public should be selected by the President without nomination.
It is not altogether different from the civil service law, which
permits the three eligibles under the law to be submitted to the
President.

Does not this enrtail the power of the President and limit
his power to the three eligibles? Then this law is not different
in that particular.

Further, the President ought to be glad that the nominating
power is given to the group that is going to be benefited by
the law. He wants his appointees to be efficient to administer
the law as it is written. Therefore let those who are nominated
come from that group. 1 should think the President wonld
welcome this provision in the law rather than have to listen
to some one who is disinterested.

Furthermore, who is golng to raise thisz question if the
President does not do it himself? If he feels that this power
of nomination is giving him a better opportunity to make a

wise selection and if he does not see fit to raise the guestion |

as a curtailment of his power, who then will raise it? I sub-
mit it will pass the muster of the Supreme Court, because we
have hnd many laws similar to it.

There seems to be some distress about the equalization fee
being unconstitutional.

Some of my colleagues have mentioned this as a tax, If they
use it as a burden on the carrying power in a general sense
it is a tax, but if they mean that it amounts to the legal
requirements of a tax they are in error. Mr. Cooley, an
authority on taxation, says:

Taxation is the exercize of the sovereign power to raise revenue
for the expenses of the Government.
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This is not an attempt to raise revenue for the expenses of
the Government. It is simply placing a ecarrying charge on
these used channels of commerce in order that a more orderly
marketing and exporting of products may be better earried
out, and will be for the benefit of those engaged in the
business.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREENWOOD. I will.

Mr. BANKHEAD. What effect does the gentleman think
thizs would have on the constitutional situation, the appropria-
tion being made out of the Treasury and afterwards refunded
to the Treasury out of the fees?

Mr. GREENWOOD. I think it would be like any other
appropriation that goes into a revolving fund to assist industry.
You have appropriations for the assistance of transportation.
Under the Hsch-Cummins bill there is a maximum charge
for earrying, and when the earnings of the railroad are in
excess of a certain percentage the excess goes into the general
fund to be used, not for the benefit of the railroad earning
that money but, for the benefit of the railroad below in earn-
ing power, Is not that similar to levying a carrying charge
in order to help the marketing and export of commodities—
none of the money being used except for the benefit of that
class on which it is levied? ;

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, GREENWOOD. I will yield to the gentleman from
Texas.

Mr. BLANTON. The question that bothers us is this; If
under the Hangen bill, the board agrees to pay farmers the
average cost of production of cotton, which we will say is 12
cents, the point made by the gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. Pou] is that that would not benefit the farmers of North
Carolina becanse their cost of production is 15 cents; then
the bill would only help those in the States where the cost of
production was low.

Mr. GREENWOOD. On the theory that cotton goes into the
export trade, and on the theory of the bill that the price is
fixed by the board and they are all being stabilized and
regulated for the benefit of export and orderly marketing, it
results in a benefit to the people of North Carolina as well as
Texas and other States.

Mr, BLANTON. Suppose the board holds the surplus and
finally sells it at an immense profit. Will any part of that
profit be returned to the farmers who raised the product?

Mr. GREENWOOD. None under the bill; it is kept in the
fund for stabilization for the future.

Mr. BLANTON. And much of jt will be used, probably, to
raise salaries of the army of employees who administer?

Mr. GREENWOOD. No; it will be reflected in the following
year by lowering the equalization fee, because the profit will be
held for that purpose, thus putting the whole system of export
and stabilization on that basis.

Mr. BLANTON. Will not a lot of it be used to raise
salaries?

Mr. GREENWOOD. I have no right to presume that it will.
I know that many presume that these men will not be honest
men.

Mr. BLANTON. Will not it be used just as they used re-
ceipts in the Shipping Board, to raise salaries?

Mr. GREENWOOD., The Shipping Board and the Interstate
Commerce Commission are acting within the scope and purpose
of the legislation as it was enacted.

Mr. WEFALD., If they do good work, they will be entitled
to a raise.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Yes; as the details of the business
become more difficult and they are working for the benefit of
the farmers, we are willing to pay the cost of operation of the
system. I am not one of those who think that every piece of
new legislation is vicions. I am willing to experiment in any
legislation that I think will be of benefit to a large class of
the community, and that is the purpose of government. When

| the Constitution of the United States was first proposed they

| But for 140 years it has served faithfully.

said it would never stand with all these innovations in it
When the trans-
portation act and the Federal reserve act were proposed it
was said, * Oh, this is an innovation in legislation; it is new,
and it will be vicious because it is new, and it iz unconsatitu-
tonal.” But when it was found to be beneficial, the Supreme
Court found a way to find it constitutional, because the pur-
pose of law is to bring benefit to those who come under its
operation. [Applause,]

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
from Indiana has expired.

Mr., SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. CHINDRLOM],

The time of the gentleman
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Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Speaker, I am glad that the gentle-
man from Indiana [Mr. Grezxwoop] saw fit to give some at-
tention to some of the constitutional questions involved here.
The time was when the House and the Senate of the United
States were the great forums for the discussion of constitu-
tional questions. I ecan imagine the species of debate which
would have occurred on the floor of this House 50 or 75 or 100
years ago if such legislation as is here proposed had then been
under consideration by the intellectual giants whq fought the
constitutional battles in this House. Now, when you raise a
constitutional question there is a shrug of the shoulder, and
the remark is heard, “ Oh, well, I shall take my chances on
the Constitution—my constituents want this."” Mr. Speaker, the
Constitution no longer means anything *among friends,” and
yet every Member of this House has taken an official oath to
* support the Constitution” of the United States. There has
not been a serious discussion of the constitutional guestions
involved in this legislation so far, and yet we have spent by
this time fully 16 hours of debate upon it. In the five minutes
I have at my disposal I want to suggest what is to my mind
a very important constitutional question, and I want it raised
here and now, because it will be raised hereafter, and it should
not be said that the House of Representatives sat supinely by
and permitted its prerogatives, its duties, and its obligations
under the Constitution to be overridden by another body.

If this equalization fee is supported on any ground, it must
be supported upon the ground that it is a tax. If it is not a
tax, what is it? A service charge? If it is a service charge,
it must be exacted in proportion to the value of the services
rendered, and that is not done in this bill. This is a tax be-
canse it is levied for the purpose of paying the cost of adminis-
tration and for the purpose of paying back to the Government
the revolving fund of $250,000,000 which is advanced. If it is
not a tax, it will never stand the serutiny by any court. If
it is a tax, what then? Section 7 of clause 1 of Article I of the
Constitution reads as follows:

All bills for raising revenue shall originate in the House of Repre-
sentatives ; but the Benate may propose or concur with amendments as
on other bills.

Not long ago we had under consideration a post office bill,
which we sent back respectfully to the Senate with the mes-
sage to the Senate that the House insisted upon its preroga-
tives to originate taxation legislation, to originate revenue
legislation. That is not merely a prerogative of the House. It
was not intended merely to be a privilege granted to its Mem-
bers. It was put into the Constitution, drawn from the prac-
tice in England in the House of Commons, because our fore-
fathers recognized that in this body the purse strings of the
people should be controlled in order that the people might be
the better protected against unfair, unjust, and vicious taxa-
tion. What has happened in the consideration of this very
bill, which is a measure to raise revenue? They tell us now
that we must accept this bill just exactly as it comes from the
Senate for the purpose of convenience of legislation,

The very reason this clause was inserted in the Constitu-
tion was to prevent the Senate, the upper body, from coming
to this body, which comes fresh from the people at the bien-
nial elections, and attempting in this way to coerce it. The
argument now is that we must accept this bill, not exercise
our judgment upon it, not adopt any amendment to it—as
one gentleman said yesterday—mnot to cross a “t"™ or dot an
“L” but accept it exactly as it passed the Senate. Why?
To facilitate this legislation and to prevent any amendments
which would have to go to conference! The prevention of
that very thing was intended by the framers of the Constitu-
tion, when they provided that such legisiation must originate
here, so that we may not be permitted to accept legislation of
this kind coming to us from the other body. It was intended
that we must give it serious and prior attention right here in
the House of Representatives without any preconceived pro-
posal or action by our coordinate body.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman
from Illinois has expired.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to revise and extend my remarks in the Recorp.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection?

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I shall not object, because
we still have one of the intellectual giants left who can ex-
pound the Constitution.

CHINDBLOM. If the gentleman wants to be facetious
I thlnk he has not chosen a good time. What is the purpose
of the gentleman’s remark?

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman intimated that we were
lacking in this Congress in intellectual giants to uphold the
Constitution——
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Mr. CHINDBLOM. I did not say anything of the sort.

Mr. BLANTON. Such as we had 50 or 75 years ago. And I
was felicitating the House on still having one left.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Does the gentleman object to my dis-
cussing a constitutional guestion?

Mr. BLANTON. Not at all. As a matter of fact the gentle-
man and I think very much alike on this hill,

Mr. CHINDBLOM. We do?

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, the gentleman is getting s0 lhe does
not like facetious remarks,

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Oh, no.

Mr, BLANTON. I am glad we still have an intellectual
giant left, to uphold our Constitution.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I just wanted to give the gentleman
plenty of time to express himself.

Mr. BLANTON. I did.

The SPEARKER pro tempore, Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Speaker, under the leave to extend
my remarks, I want to say that the =atirical attitude of the
gentleman from Texas [Mr, BranTtox] proves my remark that
constitutional guestions do not receive earnest and serious
consideration in this House, particulurly on this legislation.
The condition is actually such that Members hesitate to dizcuss
constitutional issues in the House because such debate is
frowned upon and ridiculed by many of their colleagues. It
is surprising that those who are advoeating the Mc¢Nary-Haungen
bill are not interested in protecting their procedure against
successful attacks in the courts. 1t is certainly hazardous now
to take up the Senate bill, when we have concluded the general
debate on the House bill and could well proceed with it. If
the Senate bill, as I have suggested, be held to contain revenue
legislation by virtue of the equalization fee, the bill, if it be-
comes a law, will very likely be held unconstitutional by the
Supreme Court. This question, however, goes only to the mat-
ter of procedure on the Senate bill. Personally, I ain convineed
that both the House and the Senate bills are subject to consti-
tutional ohjections by reason of both the equalization fee and
the methods provided for appointment of the Federal farm
board. For these reasons alone, asgide from the economic
unsoundness of the proposed legislation, of which I am also
convinced, I can not support the rule for the consideration of
the Senate bill, 8. 4808, or the bill itself if the rule should be
adopted.

Mr. LOZIER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous counsent to re-
vise and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore,

There was no objection.

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the genile-
man from Missouri [Mr. Uaxxox].

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from North Car-
olina [Mr. Pou] is more considerate of the McNary-Huaugen
veterans in the allotment of time than our friend the gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr. KiNncHELOE].

The gentleman from Kentucky seems to have proceeded on
the perhaps justifiable assumption that the position of the origi-
nal advocates of the McNary-Haugen principle—thoze who have
borne the heat and burden of the day and who have stood by
in the hour of adversity—is so well known and their conten-
tion so well established as to require no further elucidation;
and that the time allotted for the discussion of this bill should
be monopolized by these new converts, who have suddenly seen
the light and have rallied to its support at the eleventh hour;
that they naturally should be given ample opportunity for
belated deathbed repentances and time in which to make their
peace with their political creators and commend their political
sonls to the mercies of their farming constituencies which gave
them.

Chief among these is the gentleman from Kentucky himself;
and it is most gratifying to see one who for five long, obstruc-
tive years has busily utilized every resource and embraced
every opportunity in an industrions endeavor to kick the spokes
out of the rear wheel, not only climbing up on the band wagon,
but taking the front seat and seizing reins and whip.

There is only one other event that could oceasion equal grati-
fication and equal surprise. And that would be to see our
esteemed friend from Kansas [Mr. Tixncaer] likewise coming
down to the mourners’ bench on the last ballot, I take this
opportunity to remind the gentleman from Kansas of that old
revival hymn:

And while the lamp holds out to burn,
The vilest sinner may return.

And 1 believe I ean assure him that if he will come over and
take his place on the McNary-Haugen band wagon, now moving

1s there objection?
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vesistlessly forward over all opposition, we will give him a
place in the front seat right up beside the gentleman from
Kentucky. [Applause.]

The SPHAKER. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. POU. I think this has exbausted debate on this side.

Mr. SNELL., Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle-
min from Minnesota [Mr. NEwTox ).

Mr. PO1I. Mr. Speaker, does the gentleman wish to yield on
his side now?

Mr. SNELL. If it is agreeable.

Mr. POU. It is entirely agreeable.

Mr. SNELL. I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr, NEwTON].

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, I have heard
much during the course of the three debates on the Haugen
type of legislation about “ orderly marketing.,” I want to call
attention to-day to something equally important at least in the
House of Representatives and that is * orderly legislation.”
We certiinly are going far afield in this respect when the
Committee on Rules reports a resolution to the House asking
that a great committee of the House be discharged from the
consideration of one bill and that the House take up another
bill which has not been considered by the committee. And yet
that is exactly what we are asked to do.

Mr. PURNELL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Yes.

Mr. PURNELL. The gentleman does not expressly contend
that we have gone very far afield when we have brought in
an identical bill with a very few minor and I might say in a
large degree unimportant amendments?

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota, The gentleman from Minnesota
contends exactly that—that we have gone far afield.

Mr. LEAVITT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. I can not, I am sorry. I only
have a limited time. If I have time later I will be glad to
yield. The gentleman presenting this legislation ean not pro-
duce a precedent to sustain this procedure. Talk about your
minor amendments! The original Senate bill and the House
bill differed in two different particulars. The difference is in
the declaration of poliey.

The Senate bill was amended on the floor of the Senate in
23 or 24 different places. Here is a great committee of the
House charged with responsibility to the House, It receives a
bill one day. Two days later after having failed to consider
it, it asks for a rule that it be discharged from being required
to pass judgment upon it and to submit its report to the
House. Now let us see what was done here.

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. I can not yield just now. Let
us see what was done. The Committee on Agriculture met dur-
“ing the present session of Congress, considered the Haugen
bill which was reported to the House. They asked for a rule
that it be made a special order for consideration in the House.
The House adopted the rule; I voted for it not hecause I be-
lieved in the bill but because I thought there was sufficient
sentiment behind it so it ought to be considered on the floor of
the House.

While we were in the consideration of the Hangen bill in
the House the Senate considers similar legislation over there,
They pass it. It comes over here, a different bill, and is re-
ferred to the Committee on Agriculiure in due course. The
Committee on Agriculture, instead of meeting, taking up the
bill, the new features in it, and considering it, and making a
report to the House as to what it contains, advising the House
what the changes were and just wherein they affected the
bill, does nothing of the kind whatever. They did not even
read the bill, did not even diseuss the amendments or consider
them. They held no hearings or anything of the kind. Yet,
they ask for a rule that it be discharged from econsideration.

Now, gentlemen of the House, if we consider our responsibility
here 1z Members of the House, why is it that we are asked to
sacrifice every fundamental prineiple of legislation in the
House?

What changes were made by the Senate bill? There were
23 of them. But before I discuss that let me add to what was
said here by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr, CaispBrom] in
reference to the constitutionality of this Senate bill. Of course,
1 doubt very much whether on any other subject matter this
thing could oecur. The equalization fee is clearly a tax, as the
genfleman from Illinois peinted out. The Constitution requires
bills to raise revenue shall originate in the House. This bill
originated in the Senate. It comes over here in violation of the

Constitution,
Now, what are the changes? Let me call attention to several
of them. In the first place, in the_declaration of policy there

is a change. The House bill had a provision about preventing
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surpluses from unduly depressing prices. That is not in the
Senate Dbill. Yet we are going to be asked here to pass this
bill—that is the plan—without chauging it even to the extent
of the dotting of an “i" or the crossing of a “t.” What is the
nse of considering it, then? As long as this is the plan, why
did not my good friend from Indiana [Mr. Pur~enn] ask for
a rule which would have called for a consideration ef the
Senate bill withont any opportunity of amending it in any par-
ticular whatever?

Mr. ELLIS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman permit me a
question right there?

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Yes.

Mr. ELLIS. Should not the rule have recited that the vote
adopting the rule also adopted the bill? We have been playing
horse here all the rest of the week, judging from the sentiment
and spirit descending here from all guarters.

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Certainly.

Here is a change in reference to commodities. Tobaceo is put
in, and yet a distinction is made with reference to tobacco as
apart from all other commodities. They are authorized to levy
an equalization fee against one grade of tobacco and exempt
another. Now, I would like to know how the cotton and wheat
farmer will think about a diserimination of that kind., It was
put in there for the purpose of getting a few votes and nothing
clse, :

Mr. BLACK of New York. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield there?

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. In just one moment.

Now, I want to call attention to page 21 of the bill in the
“ comparative print.” Let me read it:

{b) For the purpose of developing continuity of cooperative services,
including unified terminal marketing facilities and equipment, the board
is authorized, upon such terms and conditions and in accordance with
such reguiations as it may prescribe, to make loans out of the revolv-
ing fund to any cooperative association engaged in the purchase, stor-
nge, sale, or other disposition, or processing of any agricultural com-
modity.

Note the phrase “including unified terminal marketing facili-
ties.” Twenty-five million dollars is to be available for that
purpose. I read further:

(1) For the purpose of assisting any such association in the acquisi-
tion by purchase, construction, or otherwise, of facilities to be used in
the storage, processing, or sale of such agricultural commodity.

What is concealed in this language? Who is it? Who is it,
I say, who has warehouses, elevators, grain concerns, packing
plants, or other facilities to unload?

This provision was inserted for no other object. We are
asked to put it in here without recommendation from the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, and later they are going to ask you to
vote it without changing it in any form. I have it that the
inspiration for this particular provision comes from a source
very close to an outfit that has had some very great diffi-
culties in getting along. We at least should find out.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AckERMax), The time of
the gentleman from Minnesota has expired.

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, I ask for five
minutes more,

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman five
minutes more,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Minnesota
is recognized for five additional minutes,

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota., On page 22 you have an insur-
ance feature. In the 1924 Haugen bill and in the 1926 Haugen
bill there was no discussion of a provision about insuring any
producer or any organization of producers against fluctuations
in price. No such thing of that kind was involved, and none
such was ever considered by the Commitiee on Agriculture in
the House. But little consideration was given to it in commit-
tee in the Senate; and the provision placed on the bill on the
floor of the Senate is different from the one discussed in com-
mittee. What manufacturer, what man in business can enter
into an insurance agreement for the purpose of maintaining
prices? Yet we are asked to take this up under this rule and
to vote for it simply beeause it is in the Senate bill.

Mr, CHINDBLOM. DMr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Yes.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The gentleman does not intend to forget
the tobacco feature on page 87

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. I have already mentioned that.

Mr. BLACK of New York. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota, Yes.

Mr. BLACK of New York. Did the Senate put anything in
the bill to safeguard consumers against extravagani prices?
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Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota.
to ascertain.

Now, take the provision on page 25 of the comparative print.

Mr. LEAVITT. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Not now. Wait until I get
through with this particular feature. In the House bill the
equalization fee on cotton was assessed at the ginning. In the
Senate bill the equalization fee is assessed at the cotton mill
That is a very fundamental change. It has always been
ussessed heretofore at the gin. To-day in the Senate bill we
have it at the cotton mill.

Now 1 yield to the gentleman from Montana.

Mr. LEAVITT. The question 1 wished to ask is this: Has
the rule done anything in this connection that is not entirely
agreed to by the Committee on Agriculture?

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. 1 do not know what the Com-
mittee on Agriculture agreed to, but I know that the duty of
any committee of the House in receiving a bill referred
to it

Mr, McLAUGHLIN of Nebraska.

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota.
made my statement.

Mr, McLAUGHLIN of Nebraska. The gentleman said he did
not know and I want to tell him.

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota~ I do not yield now. I know
that the duty of any committee to which a bill has been re-
ferred is to report it back to the House with its recommenda-
tions, in order that the House may have an opportunity to
consider it. This committee never considered anything of the
kind. I now yield to the gentleman from Nebraska.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Nebraska. The Committee on Agri-
culture had a meeting and voted unanimously to ask for this
rale.. .

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. But let me ask the gentleman
this : Did the committee read the Senate bill?

Mr., McLAUGHLIN of Nebraska. I read it myself.

Mr, NEWTON of Minnesota. Well, the gentleman is not
answering the question. Let me ask the gentleman if the com-
mittee read any one of the amendments and discussed them?

Mr. TINCHER. Will the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. 1 yield.

Mr, TINCHER. The gentleman’s statement no doubt is not
intentionally wrong, but I did not vote to ask for the rule,
and I am sure other Members who agree with me did not ask
for the rule.

The gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. Forr] asked to be
recorded “ no,” and I heard some other noes. There was no roll
eall; but it is not fair to state that the committee unanimously
voted to ask for this rule because I did not. The faet that you

Not so far as I have been able

Will the gentleman yield?

do not obstruct a proposition does not mean you are for {it.

1 am not for the rule and do not believe in the rule,

Mr, JOHONSON of Washington. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Yes.

AMr. JOHNSON of Washington. Following out that line of
argument, if the House itself should vote to adopt this rule, then
the House goes into the Committee of the Whole and finds
itself actually foreclosed on the question of the adoption of the
amendments inserted by the Senate.

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Yes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. If the rule is adopted, then
the intention is to take the Senate bill as we find it and not
to change it in any degree which will jeopardize it. I believe
the gentleman is right. This House should look into this mat-
ter of permitting the purchasing of warehouse sites, and so on.
The clamor may be to buy them all in one State and we will
find purselves sold out before we get started. It is a very dan-
gerous proposition and yet the suggestion is made that all
amendments will be voted down.

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. The purpose is very clear
to object to any sort of an amendment to this bill. T do not
think this House ounght to revolutionize its procedure even in
the face of the cry for this sort of legislation. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman
from Minnesota has again expired.

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. BARKHEAD],

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House,
the gentleman from Minnesota, who has just taken his seat, has
indulged in some direct and indirect eriticism of the action of
the Committee on Rules in reporting this resolution. I think,
in view of his statement, it might be well for me to briefly state
upon what facts the action of the Committee on Rules were
based in offering this resolution.

2 It will be admitted, of course, that the Committee on Rules
has great power. The rules of the House themselves bestow
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upon this committee the right to bring in forms of procedure
that possibly have no precedents in the past. But the facts are
that the chairman of the Committee on Agriculture appeared
before the Committee on Rules and stated that he desired a
rule effectuating the purpose embraced in the bill now pending.
At the first meeting of the Committee on Rules the chairman of
that committee stated to the gentleman who made the proposal
that unless the Committee on Agriculture had a formal meeting
of its committee and decided by a majority vote to ask the
Rules Committee to take this action it would not be eonsidered
by our committee. Immediately thereafter we were informed
that the Committee on Agriculture was called into session ; that
after that it bad a meeting and the chairman of the cominittee
reported back to the Committee on Rules that by a large major-
ity of that committee they had directed him to appear before
the Committee on Rules and ask for this particular and specifie
resolution.

Now, gentlemen, the true conception, as I understand it, of
the duties of the Committee on Rules is not to obstruct, but as
far as possible to facilitate legislation. As a matter of fact, n
majority of the individual members of the Committee on Rules
is opposed to the Haugen bill and the Senate amendments; and
if that majority had desired to assume a narrow attitude upon
this question, they had the power, if they chose to exercise it,
to prevent the House from having the opportunity now offered
of passing this resolution and considering the Senate bill.

We legislate here, gentlemen, by a majority; and if the pro-
ponents of the Senate bill have a majority of the membership
of this House, they are entitled to an opportunity to express
their will, and I think the action of the Committee on Rules is
not subject to the criticism leveled at it by the gentleman from
Minnesota, but, upon the contrary, if we had stifled the apparent
desire and the expressed desire of the majority of the legisla-
tive committee and had refused their request, I think we would
bhave laid ourselves open to the criticism that we were not
giving the House of Representatives a fair and distinet oppor-
tunity to legislate by this majority, if that majority exists,

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr., BANKHEAD. 1 yield to the gentleman.

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota, Does not the gentleman think,
under the regular procedure of the House, the House is en-
titled to have the benefit of the judgment of the Committee on
Agriculture as to the Senate bill, and in particular the changes
that were made in it?

Mr, BANKHEAD. 1 assert that the House is going to be
entitled to have and is going to have the benefit of the judg-
ment of the Committee on Agriculture, because by its majority
report it requested this action, and time is provided under the
resolution, if adopted, to afford a fair opportunity to the
Committee on Agriculture to express its views and to carry out
its recommendations. [Applause.]

'Il‘his is all I desire to say, Mr. Speaker, with reference to the
rule.

Mr, PURNELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, we might just as
well be perfectly frank with the House and with the country
and say that if we are fo get farm-relief legislation at this
session of Congress we must adopt this resolution and pass
this bill as it came to us from the Senate without the crossing
of a “t" or the dotting of an *“i"” [Applause.] We are not
seeking to fool anybody. We are trying to get that which we
have been working for for six years—farm-relief legislation.

These bills were identical in character when they were intro-
duced in the House and In the Senate, and such amendments
as have been put on in the other body have not vitiated it, but
have left intact the strong, outstanding, underlying. basic
prineiples upon which the legislation is founded.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield just for a
question?

Mr. PURNELL. Yes.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. T simply want to ask whether the two
bills were identical in phraseology. I noticed the gentlemun
used the word “character.”

Mr. PURNELL. I think also in phraseology. 1 did not
compare them carefully for that purpose, but I think they were
identical in phraseology.

Now, 1 do not find any fault with my good friend from
Minneapolis [Mr. NEwTox], who feels constrained to come in
here and make a fight for the farmers of his district, [Laugh-

ter.] I do not have any complaint to lodge against my good
friend from Chicago [Mr. CHinbpBLOM], Who does represent a
few farmers and who is very jealous of the Constitution: but
we are meeting exactly what we have met in every fight we
have had before—the combined opposition of the gentlemen in
the House who represent -the cities, coupled with all fthe
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strength that can be mustered by unfriendly newspapers, repre-
sentatives of consmmers, and a few gentlemen of great wealth
throughout the country, who are overzealous in their effort to
protect the consumers of this country against what they believe
will be an increase in prices,

Every morning we still must read the stinging editorials in
-that great agricultural paper here in Washington known as the
Post [laughter] seeking, as it does, to shape the agricultural
policy of the Congress of the United States. One of their
recent statements is to the effect that the farmers themselves
do not want this legislation. I can not imagine by what
streteh of imagination this gentleman whom I termed a feather-
bed farmer the other day can read the minds and the hearts
of six and a half million farmers in this country and announce
to us that they themselves do not want the thing which the
Representatives who have been with us for six long years have
told us they want. I do not recall that the gentleman who
wrote this editorial or anybody connected with his paper has
ever crossed the threshold of the Committee on Agriculture
offering a single suggestion.

Some of these gentlemen feel constrained to wait until we
have labored night and day as we have for six years before
expressing themselves, They wait for us to bring out a bill
and then sit back and try to pick it to pieces—some of these
men who could not build a house but are artists in destroying
houses. [Applause.]

Then, I noticed this morning in the paper that that other
great farmer and agriculturalist, Henry Ford, has denounced
as asinine and senseless this proposed legislation. He sug-
gests as a remedy for the present agricultural problem that the
farmers all move to town and drive out to their farms daily—
in Fords, of course—and do all of their farming by machinery.
He advocates further the doing sway with cattle and chickens
in the country as a solution of the farm problem—driving us
all to Fords. I have had some experience in my lifetime in
cranking Fords and I know they will kick, but 1 never knew
before that they would give milk or lay an egg. [Laughter
and applause.] I will just say, in passing, if Henry Ford
knows no more about the settling of this agricultural problem
than he knew about setiling the World War, he would better
confine his activities to manufacturing Ford automobiles. How-
ever, he did more than many others have done—he suggested
a remedy.

Also, in the morning press, as another part of this great
program fo stifle what six and a half million farmers want, our
Secrefary of the Treasury has seen fit to send up a letter,
which is his custom, thereby seeking to influence the member-
ship of this House. 1 have no objection to this, and I have
great respect and admiration for the Secretary of the Treasury,
Mr. Mellon. I think when he takes his rightful place in his-
tory he will stand out perhaps as second to none, and will
surely be entitled to a pluce beside the great Alexander Hamil-
ton; but I can not forget that this same gentleman who tells
ug it will cost $800,000 per year to administer this law and
that the equalization fee will be hard to colleet is the same
gentleman who, on the 10th of November, 1923, in a letter ad-
dresised to the chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means
of the House, when we were considering the bonus question,
said that the bonus bill, if passed, would postpone tax reduec-
tion, not one year but for many, many years to come; and
that, indeed, it would probably mean an increase in taxes.

I have a great respect for Mr, Mellon and for his great
ability and his judgment, and he may be right when he says
the equalization fee will be hard to collect, but if he thinks
that is hard to collect, let me snggest now that “he ain’t seen
nothing.” He ought to own and depend for a living upon a
160-acre farm, with a first and second mortgage on it, and try
to collect enough from the sale of his produects to pay his taxes,
buy clothing for his family, and educate his children. He
would then understand what we mean when we say that is also
very hard to collect. [Applause.]

My good friend from Maine [Mr. Hersry] yesterday, in an
effort to bring in more power and influence against this bill,
dragged 1n our good friend, Will Rogers, who in a humorous
squib from Augusta, Ga., suggested that the way to settle the
farm problem for you fellows in the cotton counfry is to hit
with a hammer between the eyes every one of your farmers
who continue to raise cotton year after year.

Gentlemen, there appeared a little article a few days ago
in the Progressive Farmer, written by Gee Magee, who has
laid down 10 specific rules for helping your cotton farmers.
His rules will also apply with equal force to those in our
country who raise corn, wheat, oats, hogs, and cattle. Here are
the rules:
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1. Rent a good farm for part of the crop, and shoot your landlord
if he ever mentions his part to yon.

2, Buy your guano on credit. Sieal your mule feed and plow tools
from your neighbor. Give checks for groeceries.

3. Btay away from church, so's your preacher won't expect you fo
pay him apything, and if he sends a collector around, why, turn him
down.

4. Borrow a shoat to raise on halves. When he gets fat kill him,
and tell the man you got it from that his hali died.

Bb. Bpend every Sunday with your wife's kinfolks;, if she's got any -
fit to go to see, and borrow enough ratlons to live on through the
following week.

6. Hire a hand and promise him two bales of cotton for his services,
and run him off before you begin to gather your crop. (N. B.—Make
him board himself while working for you.)

7. Get some man to indorse your note for $50 and don’t speak to
him again.

8. Trade at every store you find that will sell you on credit till
“next Saddy.” If any of them turns you down—buy one load anybow
with a check,

0. As soon as crops are laid by—take your mules back to the man
that you bought them from, apd tell him you are ruint. (He will be
glad to get his mules back by that time.)

10." Pick your cotton as fast as it opens. Have it ginned, and charge
the ginning to your landlord. S8ell your seed and cotton as soon as

possible. Dodge everybody you owe, and move just as soon as you
think that somebody else is thinking that you are planning to leave the
State. That's all.

[Laughter.]

Gentlemen, you can not laugh out of court this problem. Like
the poor, you have it with you always, and you will have it until
we seftle it. In 1920 the farm indebtedness in this country
was $3,500,000,000. In 1926 that indebtedness had grown until
it was $12450,000,000. Since 1920 hundreds of thousands of
farmers have lost their homes and nearly a million people have
left the farms and gone to the cities. They tell us that the
bright lights of the city aresenticing the farm boys and girls
to the city and away from the farms. Let me tell you, coming
as I do from one of the finest agricultural sections in the whole
United States, that there is a great army of farmers leaving
the farm for the city, and it is because the farms are not
profitable. When once they are made profitable, or become so,
we will find the same army anxious and willing to come back
and enjoy the pleasures of the farm, because there are pleasures
on the farm. There likewise should be a reasonable profit.

Mr. McDUFFIE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PURNELL. I will yield.

Mr. McDUFFIE. Every Member of this Congress recognizes
and wishes to relieve the emergency and distressing conditions
of agriculture. I am wondering if the gentleman has considered
the proposition that this legislation will probably be tested out
in the courts, even if the President approves it; and does not
the gentleman fear that for at. least two or three years, if we
pass this bill, there will be no relief for agriculture? Should
we not try to meet the emergency by passing some other bill,
which is more satisfactory to the President, and without provi-
gions which so many contend are unconstitutional?

Mr. PURNELL. Let me say this in reply to the gentleman:
Men came from every nook and corner of the United States
before our committee; and without deviating one whit in their
several stories—and they had not talked them over in advance—
they all agreed upon and detailed certain conditions which exist
in our country, They were agreed; and it is not now dis-
puted that agriculture is mot on an equality with indusiry
and labor; that agriculture is not now on a paying basis. It
was agreed that the time had finally come when we must
seck a legislative remedy. Not 2 per cent of them who came
before the committee detailing conditions in agriculture had the
temerity to walk in and lay down any conecrete remedy by which
they thought it might be =solved. That duty they were all
willing to leave with the Committee on Agriculture. The repre-
gentatives of more than 4,000,000 farmers, however, did agree
finally upon the proposal that is now before you: and in the
almost nnanimons jundgment of our committee this is the best
plan that is offered. We fhink it is sound. We think it is
fair and that it will work. If it does not, we will as quickiy
urge its amendment or repeal. I hope the resolution will be
agreed to and that the bill will be passed without amendment,
[Applause.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. ACKERMAN).
of the gentleman has again expired.

Mr, O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, T vield 10 min-
utes to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. KvaLe].

The time
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Mr. KVALE. Mr. Speaker, I am very glad to support this
rule and I shall vote for it and vote for the bill. I do not share
the fear that some people have expressed this afternoon of a
steam roller on the part of the House, As I understand it, the
House will be given ample opportunity to vote on every amend-
ment, and if the majority votes down the amendment it is at
least the steam roller of the majority, and that should be per-
missible. For that matter, if it is applied in this instance, I,
for one, =hall be glad to see the time arrive in this Congress
when the steam roller for once may be applied in favor of the
farmer. [Applause.] Let us apply it the way it was applied in
the last session of this Congress when we took $85,000,000 out
of the Treasury of the United States and refunded it to a few
millionaire families in this country. I would say to the Secre-
tary of the Treasury, who has complained of the cost of $800,000
a year for the operating expenses of this bill— :

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KVALBE. I would rather wait until I am through with
my statement. I have only a little time. If I have time then,
I shall gladly yield.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. But the gentleman says that he has
complained. That is not fair. Neither the Secretary of the
Treasury nor myself, who obtained the letter, complained about

the cost. I wanted to find out what the cost would be and I
- asked him.
Mr. KVALE. 1 eall it complaint on his part.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Read the letter.

Mr. KVALE. I have read the letter.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Is there any complaint in it?

Mr. KVALE. He says there will be an expense of $300,000
a year.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Does he complain?

Mr. KVALE. I say that it amounts to a complaint. I say
again, let us take the $85,000,000 that we took out of the Treas-
ury and refunded to a few millionaires and apply that here and
we can operate the MeNary-Haugen bill in favor of the farmer
for 100 years. [Applause.]

But, Mr. Speaker, I want fo speak about one phase of the
subject that has not been touched npon very much by any of the
speakers, and 1 have listened attentively for days. Before
going into that, however, let me say that it is gratifying to those
of us who have led the van in the fight for the recognition of
the rights of the farmers to find so many agreeing with us at
this time,

Six years ago Senator SHipsTEAD, then Doctor SHIPSTEAD,
was on the hustings in Minnesota, and some of the rest of
us joined him. We pleaded for the rights of the farmer, and
men smiled; some laughed out loud, and some of them said
things about us that wonld not look well in the CoNGRESSIONAL
Recorp. Those same men are not laughing now. During the
last 10 days two key banks in county seats in my district
have closed their doors.

We are gratified that the Nation has at last been aroused to the
necessity of doing something for the farmer. It reminds me
of an incldent which took place on Mount Carmel on the east
shore of the Mediterranean nearly 3,000 years ago. The
prophet sent a man to look toward the western horizon
to see if there was a cloud or storm coming. The man re-
turned and said there was nothing, and the prophet sent
him again, and he again returned and sald there was nothing.
He sent him seven times. and the seventh time he returned
and said, “'There is a little clond the size of a man's hand,”
and in a little while the heaven was black with clouds and with
wind. That is precisely what has taken place here. The
“powers that be” have sent scouting parties out to look on
the western horizon to see if possibly there might be a storm
brewing, and those scouts have returned year after year and
said, * There is nothing; they are all good Republicans out
west aud are voting the Republican ticket; there is no sign
of any storm brewing,” until the seventh time, in the seventh
year, they have returned and said that there is a cloud on
the horizon the gize of a man's hand, And I tell you, Mr.
Speaker, that in a little while that cloud will have grown
g0 that the heavens will be black with clouds and with wind;
and that is why we finally are going to get some legislation
now.

Mr. LOZIER. 1Ig it not true that practically every Repub-
lican who was elected from the Middle West and from the North-
west was elected upon a platform of hostility toward the
Coolidge plan for farm relief?

Mr. KVALE., The gentleman is entirely correct. I think
it safe to assert thal every Republican from agricultural dis-
tricts in the whole West and Middle West was elected on a
platform in direct opposition to the Coolidge-Mellon-Jardine
agricnltural policy. [ do not know of a single exception.

I do not hold the view that this legisiation is a eure-all for
the farmer. I agree with those who have spoken of different
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remedial measures that should be enacted into law. I sub-
scribe to much of what was said by the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. HuppLeston]—and. by the way, what he says
is always worth listening to and worth reading. 1 have said
repeatedly on the floor of this House what the gentleman from
Kentucky [Mr. Kincuerog] ealled attention to—that the farm-
ers of the Nation, affer sessions with the Committee on Agri-
culture, should appear before another committee, the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, and ask them to rewrite the
Fordney-McCumber tariff schedules. :

And in a short time the farmers of the West will go before
still another committee of Congress, the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

What has been taking the heart out of the farmer and bleed-
ing him white is not only the iniquitous Fordney-McCumber
tariff, not only the unjust Esch-Cummins law, but it is the
usurious interest rate by which the West is bled and its sub-
stance fed into the money power who, little by little, are coming
to own us out West. Our farmers are becoming serfs and
vassals to the money power of the East by virtue of this high
rate of interest, and that will have to be remedied in a few
years if the farmer is ever to be prosperous again.

Mr. Speaker, who are the people that are so strenuously
opposed to this bill? In the main they are the grain gamblers
and the speculators. Read the hearings of the Committee on
Agriculture. I refer you to page 1244 of those hearings, where
4 number of boards of trade amnd chambers of commerce in
Minneapolis, Duluth, Kansas City, Omaha, Milwaukee, and
Chicago are given as the ones who are opposed to the bill. A
gentleman said that the Minnesota wheat growers are opposed
to it. That is not the case. The president of the Minnesota
Wheat Growers' Cooperative Marketing Association, Mr. Edward
Hagen, a fine type of gentleman and a good friend of mine, wires
that the wheat-growers’ association has always stood squarely
back of the McNary-Haugen bill from its first draft in 1923,

If we pass this legislation here and the President of the
United Stated vetoes it, that will be proof positive that the
boards of trade and the grain gamblers and the food speculators
of the United States have more influence in the White House
than they have in either branch of Congress. This propaganda
emanates from them. I want to read to you now from page
13 of the report on the bill before us. It reads:

As heretofore explained, these problems arize out of the fact tlat
prices of farm products are uncertain and unprofitable, due (1) to
seasonal variations in yield, and (2) to competition with the products
of European and Asiatic peasant labor and of new lands with low pro-
duction costs.

I agree that those are some of the reasons. But I would
change the numbering and put No. 2 as No. 3, and as No. 2 I
would put “The operations of the grain gamblers and specula-
tors of the United States on the boards of trade and the cham-
bers of commeree.” The minority report, on page 7, practically
admits this when it voices concern for the commission mer-
chant.

Some time ago, January 30 of last year, I made a speech here
on the grain-gambling activities in this country, and I suggest
that you read the correspondence I placed in the Rrecorp be-
tween Mr. J. W. Brinton, of the Minnesota Wheat Growers'
Association, and Mr. Duvel, of the Department of Agriculture,
who handles the grain futures act in that department, That
correspondence will reveal to you that the very department of
our Government which was established to protect the inferests
of the farmers is in reality being made use of as a protection
for the grain gambler and the food specunlator in preying upon
the farmer.

I ask, is this the reason why Mr. Jardine is opposed to this
legislation?

I hold that the creation of such a board as is contemplated
in this bill, the bare knowledge that such a board exists, with
power to buy and to sell, backed by our Government, will by
its very existence act as a powerful curb on gambling activities.
And, as we all know, it is this very gambling and speculating
which has robbed the farmer out of hundreds of millions, yes,
billions of dollars, of his hard-earned wealth these many years.

In the gpeech I refer to I asked Secretary Jardine a question
which I consider pertinent. Evidently he thought it imperti-
nent, for he has ignored it. The question, which I repeat here,
is: Does the Secretary of Agriculture, by virtue of the grain
futures act or other laws on the statute books, have the power
to stop this gambling? 1If he does have the power, the farm-
ers of the Nation would like to know why he does not use it,
If he does not have the power, will he have his legal advisers
draft a law that will give him the power? It is time something
were done about if. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman has
expired.
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Mr. KVALE. Could the gentleman give me three minutes?

Mr. POU. I am sgorry, but I am unable to do so.

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. KercHAM].

Mr. KETCHAM. Mr. Speaker and Members of the House, I
think practically everyone who has spoken upon this bill has
taken the pains to say something about his own record in refer-
ence to past legislation of this sort. I want to follow precedent
in that regard, In 1924 I voted for the McNary-Haugen bill
and did all I could to assist in its passage. The hearings on
the second bill—that of 1926—will show that my attitunde was
entirely and completely friendly, and that I intended to go
along with the proponents of the bill until about 36 hours be-
fore it was to be reported to the House, when what I regarded
as a real vital part of it was traded off deliberately, in my
jndgment, in the hope of securing votes for the measure. Then
it was I announced I would have to part company, because I
believe the subsidy provided would defeat the main object of
the legislation, namely, surplus control, be it seasonal or
regional or exportable, I followed that course of action through
the various parliamentary stages in the House and spoke and
voted against the bill. L

If my personal attitude in regard to this legislation is of any
interest, I would say that looking at it in a practical way it
has seemed to me that the widely published intention of a
presidential veto and the strong intimation of eourt procedure
to test the validity of the equalization fee in the present bill
would make it advisable for the friends of farm relief to ac-
complish their purpose through the medium of one of the other
bills mentioned in connection with the McNary-Haugen bill.

More than that, I have felt that our Michigan agricultural
conditions would be benefited to a greater extent by the enact-
ment of the Curtis-Crisp bill than by the McNary-Haugen bill,
8till further, I feel that both the House and Senate forms of
the McNary-Haugen bill are deficient in that no provision is
made for placing other crops within the provisions of the bill
except by further congressional action.

The gquestion of personal attitude, however, is purely aca-
demic. As I understand the situation, the action of the Senate
last Friday in passing the McNary-Haugen bill in the form we
now have it before us for consideration, coupled with our cer-
tain action to-day in adopting the rule in order to substitute
the same for all bills under consideration now before the com-
mittee, simply resolves the whole question into one proposition,
namely, Are we to secure any farm relief at this session and, if
so, shall we vote for or against the McNary-Haugen bill, the
only form of such legislation that can actually be considered?

With that statement of the proposition there is only one thing
that T want to do and that I can conscientiously do, and that is
to stand before you and say I am going to vote for the McNary-
Haugen bill. [Applaunse.]

Mr, Chairman, if anyone iz seeking for a sentiment or state-
ment upon which he may base his action in regard fo all farm-
relief legislation, I think it can possibly find expression in the
words of Henry Van Dyke, who says:

In the game of life as we play it here in America the rules must be
the same for all, the penalties must be the same for all, and the prizes,
so far as we can make them such, must be the same for all, and may the
best man win.

In the vote upon the pending measure we are seeking to mod-
ify the rules of this great game of life as it is played so superbly
here in America in the interests of the great farming group.

The problem which this legislation presents is not unlike
that which occasionally confronts the House itself in connection
with the rules governing its procedure. Although to-day we
may think that absolutely the last modification in our House
rules has been made to care for every new situation that may
arise, hardly a session passes that some new adjustments are
not found to be mecessary.

So it is in connection with our Nation's economic life. The
social order is constantly shifting and changing, particularly in
its economic phases.

With each change new rules are required, and these rules, of
course, take the form of legislation. The advantage of ma-
chinery, the practical revolution in transportation of the last
two decades, improvements in communication, have all natu-
rally led to modification of the laws which govern this great
game of life as we play it, and it is therefore but fair to heed
the Nation-wide appeal of the farmers of the country for a
modification of the rules that will enable them to play this
greatest of all games in America—the “game of life"—on
equal terms with the rest of us.

I repeat, Mr. Chairman, this bill is an effort, a conscientious
attempt, to write into the legislation of the country some * rnle,”
if you please, that will enable the farmers of the country to play
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1'this grand old game, the greatest game in the world, the game

of life, on an equal footing, if you please, with all other groups
of our people. [Applause.] If that is a fair statement, of
course it follows if we are to be at least decent in our intellee-
tual processes, that we must endeavor to find some sort of a
fair, sound basis of comparison between the present situation
of the farmers of the country and that of other groups that
have been affected by legislation, and let that be our point of
departure; and then, following that, see whether other legisla-
tion has affected other groups favorably, and finally draw our
own conclusion as to what ought to be done with this bill

I shall not weary the House with a review of legislation that
has unquestionably modified the rules o the advantage of other
groups of our people, nor shall I attempt to inveigh against
either such legislation or the sponsors of it, but I would like to
restate in terms of indexes the results that have come to agri-
culture during the course of the last 10 or 15 years, a part of
which can fairly be attributed to the legislation that has been
written to meet the needs of our advancing civilization as well
;13 the demands of certain groups who champion such legis-
ation.

Taking the wages of union labor as our first illustration.
Starting with 1913 as our base and 100 or our index. We have
come along up through the war period and on into the adjust-
ment years following, with these indexes continually increasing
2115110&; in 1924 they reached 228.1; in 1925, 237.9; and in 1926,

Certainly no one who is informed upon the subject will say
that the Adamson law of 1916 and the recent immigration acts
have not materially contributed to the increase of this union
labor index, and to that degree certainly the rules have been
changed to the advantage of this great and important group
of our people.

Look at freight rates from the same standpoint. Starting
again with 1913 as our base and 100 as the index, freight rates
are at present 172.5. No one will dispute that the Adamson
law and the Esch-Cummins law have contributed to this 72
per cent raise in freight rates.

Taking farm labor and the index for 1913 at 100 and in
1926 approximately 163, we readily see how this important
factor in the farmers income has been reflected by the modifi-
cation of the laws which have been written to the advantage of
union labor,

Taking 1914 as a base and 100 as the index, farm taxes since
1914 have advanced 150 per cent. These include State, connty,
and local taxes.

In 1910 there was a mortgage indebtedness on owner-operated
farms of £1,700,000,000, in 1920 it was $4,000,000,000, in 1925
according to the latest agriculture census it was $4,200,000,000.

The total farm mortgage debt, including all farms in 1920,
amounted to $7,857,000,000, and at the present time this total
mortgage debt is estimated at approximately $8,400,000,000.

Land values increased from 1910 to 1825, 43 per cent,

Mortgage indebtedness increased something like 140 per cent.

The value of land and buildings in 1910 was $34,800,000,000.

In 1925 this total value was $49,500,000,000. .

An increase between 1910 and 1925 of something more than
40 per cent. .

The increase of mortgage indebtedness between 1910 and 1925
on owner-operated farms, however, was much larger, amounting
to 140 per cent.

The gross income from all farm products in 1925 was
§12,400,000,000.

This compares with $9,200,000,000 in the worst year of the
postwar depression.

During the present season of 1926-27 the Department of
Agriculture estimates fhat the gross income from all farm
products will be at least 5 per cent less than in 1925-26, and
a study of the department’s Outlook report for 1926-27 sug-
gests that there may even be a moderate decline next year.

This recent falling off in income is reflected in the changes
that have taken place in agricultural prices in cotton and

grain.

While I do not wish to inject a political argument into this
debate, yet I can not let pass the statement that has Dbeen
reiterated time and time again during the course of the debate
to the effect that the Fordney-McCumber Tariff Act has robbed
the farmer. .

Referring to the indexes of nonagricultural products, which
includes 404 articles of commerce classified in different groumps,
I ask your consideration to the following comparison :

Between September, 1922, the date when the Fordney-Me-
Cumber tariff became effective, and 1926 it will be observed
that in every one of the groups where tariff intervenes the
price level for 1926 is pelow that of 1922, and this in spite of
the faet that the labor indexes, which are the principal factor,
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have increased from 193.1 to 250.3. In the same period of time
farm indexes have gone from 124 to 135, 134, and 146.5. Non-
agricultural indexes have gone from 178.6 to 160.8. }

Indexres, 1922
Furm products - 133
Cloth and clothing____ R 183
Metal and metal products 134
Building material 180
Household furnishings __ 173
Agricultural_ __ _____ . - 4 124
Average nonagricultural = 178. 8

Inderes, 1926
Fart products .o e 142.2
Cloth Eud clothing il 175.9
Metal and metal products R T &
Bollding mtera) s e e ] 173. 4
Household furnishings TR 161. 8
Agricultoral - el N o g 146. 5
Aversge ponagricultaral L o ol 160. 8

Before I leave the floor I want to challenge again my good
friend from Minnesota, the gentleman who has just left the
floor—and he is not alone in the error. I know he will be glad
to be corrected and does not want to make a misstatement; I
refer to Mr. KvarLe, who has never missed an opportunity on
this floor to say that a part of the condition of the farmer in
Ameriea is due to the iniquitous Fordney-McCumber tariff law.
I want the gentleman from . Minnesota and every other man
who believes that to look me in the eye while I tell him again
what the facts are. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman
from Michigan has expired.

Mr. KETCHAM. Mr. Speaker,
[Laughter.]

Mr. PURNELIL. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Michigan another minute.

Mr. KVALE. Not wholly due to the tariff.

Mr. KETCHAM. I want to repeat the statement that when
the gentleman charges that the present condition of the farmer
has been due to the operation of the Fordney-McCumber
law——m

Mr. KVALE. In part——

Mr. KETCHAM. He is not stating the exact facts. These
are the figures: In 1922, in September of that year, when the
Fordney-McCumber tariff law went on the statute books, as the
gentleman from New York [Mr. JacopstEIN] showed very
clearly by means of his chart, the nonagricultural products
had reached their highest price point since the war, and from
that good hour until now they have been on the decline. That
should be an adequate answer to the gentleman from Minne-
sota, who always wants to be very fair. I am grateful to the
gentlemen of the commitiee for the opportunity to make that
statement, based upon the official figures gathered from the
Bureau of Hconomics. They will prove my statement to any
man who is not biased on the subject. If the gentleman from
Minnesota looks into it, I am sure he will be absolutely con-
vinced on that proposition.

One of the ehief arguments against the McNary-Haugen bill
is the claim that it is unworkable. A complete answer to that
is that, try as he will, the farmer under present conditions is
unable to take advantage of the protective tariff in crops where
seasonal or exportable surpluses are produced. Even the most
ardent opponents of this legislation admit that if the farmer
could control production he would receive the benefits of the
tariff.

Proponents of the bill rightly insist that the farmer is entitled
to have machinery set up whereby he can not only care for
orderly marketing but also reach the more froublesome problem
of controling surpluses. It is no sound argument to predicate
opposition to this bill npon the feeling that the farmer will
abuse the privileges given under the MecNary-Haugen bill by
overproducing. Our responsibility is to give him machinery
whereby both his friends and his opponents in this Chamber
admit he can accomplish this purpose, if wisely used.

The following table, from a series prepared by our good
friend, Sydney Anderson, shows clearly how the bill is planned
to work, so far as wheat is concerned:

that was very unkind.

Equal- !U:l‘:ﬂlmtnd

Wheat production (million bushels) imr;i.nn States

. farmer
B00.. None. $1.92
700-— $0.07 L B5
E00... .14 178
900 .21 L7l
1,000. . .28 164
1,100.. .35 L67
4200 - .43 L 50
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The farmer will readily see the difference hetween an equali-
zation fee of 7 cents and 42 cents per bushel, and that the
difference. will be a strong restraining influence on all farmers
as a group as well as hit straight home to each individual
farmer, and therefore unquestionably effective.

In the table just referred to from the brilliant brain of
Sidney Anderson, a very extreme estimate does not contem-
plate an increase in price of more than 42 cents per bushel
for wheat; namely, the world price, plus the tariff.

It will therefore be readily seen that there is no warrant
for the argument that this is an “ urban heldup,” a phrase that
has become somewhat stereotyped. Present conditions are a
rural * hold down."

But granted, for the sake of argument, that 1 cent per
pound loaf of bread is added to the cost, for which there cun
be no reasonable justification, is it not a fair presnmption to
say that the average city dweller who is dependent upon steady
employment with good wages, would be willing to pay that
extra cent, if, by the payment of that cent he conld be assured
that the farmers of the country, who are consumers of the
product he produces, would be in the market for these products
to an added degree.

Probably the strongest opposition to this bill will come from
those who conscientiously believe that it will unduly raise the
price paid by consumers of the products enumerated in the bill.

In the first place, may I say that the testimony that has
been given before our committee justifies me in the statement
that any price lifting due to the enactment of this bill will be
based merely upon a desire to raise prices rather than any valid
reason that can be given for so doing.

Take wheat, for instance; probably more will be said about
raising the cost of bread to every family in the city than upon
any one single item mentioned in the bill.

I call your attention to the direct testimony given by one of
the most brilliant men who ever appeared before our Commiitee
on Agriculture in my experience, Mr. Elwood Rabenold, of
New York City, attorney for the bakers. He stated nneguivo-
cally that under present conditions a raise in price of $2.50
a barrel for flour would have fo be charged before an increase
of 1 cent per pound loaf of bread would be warranted. Ile
further stated, with a great deal of emphasis, that a baker
could absorb an increase of 50 cents a bushel for wheat without
any justification for charging an extra cent for a pound loaf
of bread. This is due to the fact that a very small portion of
the cost of a loaf of bread is in the material that goes into it.

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker——

Mr. KETCHAM. I thought I had an additional minute left.
It is a source of sincere gratification to me, as a stalwart
Republican, that I have seen on the floor of this House one
of the stulwart members of the other party, a gentleman from
the South. turn turtle upon this proposition and make in
your hearing one of the best speeches I have heard in behalf
of the MeNary-Haugen bill, and the principle of protection
which it carries. I welcome to the ranks of the protectionists
of the country the Hon. Davio H. KixcEeLoeE and his Demo-
cratie colleagnes from the great State of Kentucky. [Laughter
and applanse.]

Mr, POU, Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the gentle-
man from Oklahoma [Mr. McKrowx]. [Applause.]

Mr. McKEOWN, Mr. Speaker, speaking for the farmers
and the business interests dependent upon agriculture in my
district, I desire to appeal to those Representatives from in-
dustrial districts to aid in the passage immediately of farm-
relief legisiation, The farmers are so busy with their indi-
vidual finanecial difficulties they have little or no time to devote
to the study of the various bills offered for their relief. They
depend upon their organization leaders and upon Congress.
In the final analysis they depend upon you and me to give
them the best bill our judgment dictates. They are not re-
sponsible for any mistakes their leaders may make but they
will hold us responsible for any mistakes we may make in
not giving them an opportunity to better their financial condi-
tion. The McNary bill may not do all the good claimed for ir,
but legislation for the farmers is imperative and speed in enact-
ing a relief measure is the essence of the necessity.

Speaking for myself, I am convinced that many amendments
to the bill will eventually be regquired before the legislation
will work satisfactorily but this is no reason why we should
hesitate to take the steps necessary to give immediate relief to
agriculture. Many constructive acts have required much
amending but the enactment of the required legislation was
beneficial and wise. As long as certain protected interests in
this country assume a “dog in the manger ™ attitude toward
agriculture just so certain is destruction destined to overwhelm
them in the end. To those of you unacquainted with the
plight of the farmers let me appeal fo you to listen to the true




1927

facts in their case before you vote to close the door of hope in
their faces.

Since the deflation program of 1920-21 the farmers of my
country have seen their earnings of a lifetime vanish like a
mist before a sea-born gale. Their profits turned overnight to
losses; their livestock and farm implements were then listed in
chattel mortgages and went out of their hands on foreclosure;
the home with the fireside, around which the children were
raised and to which fond memories of happy days cling, went
into the hands of alien owners; bankrupt merchants and closed
banks have taken his credit, and now we find the farmer left
helpless to the mercy of the money lenders, freight rates, and
profiteers. The home-owning independent farmer is fast pass-
ing out of the picture of American life, leaving the memory of
childhood’s foudest hours as a heritage of only a few. Child-
hood on a farm, now the sweetest recollections of some of
Ameriea’s greatest men and women, will soon change to child-
hood days in a busy mill. What profit to the Nation will we
gain if we become the first Nation in the world in industry,
wealth, and influence and we lose agriculture? I appeal to you
to vote to take little children from the cotton fields and send
them to school, fo give tired housewives an opportunity to rest,
to give the overburdened husbandmen a ray of hope.

A few days ago in this city, the proud Capital of the Nation,
a poorly clad old man and woman were walking along looking
into various trash cans. The woman said, “ I knew you would
not find it” This attracted the attention of a passer-by, who
made inquiry as to what they had lost, and the reply was that
they were looking for something to eat. They were taken to a
near-by restaurant and given a hearty meal and some money.
They were asked why they had not applied to some charitable
institution, and this brought the information that they were
strangers and did not know of such a place. It was disclosed
that they had lost their little farm and everything they owned
and were trying to find a relative who had come to the city.
Not all farmers are poor, not all farmers are in needy circum-
stances, but the great majority face bankruptcy. They have
asked you for bread, will yon give them a stone? I for one am
going to give my best thought and energies to pass a measure
that promises some real relief. ‘While I personally believe that
the equalization feature of the bill ought to be postponed for
one year, yet I am not willing to deny the farmer the oppor-
tunity to vote upon the question whether he will have it applied
to his produect.

Give us an opportunity to bring back happy days on the farm,
prosperous business to our merchants, and strengthen our
banks. [Applause.] Y

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield two minutes to the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SoHAFER].

Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Speaker, some of the opponents of this
legislation have repeatedly stated that those from city dis-
tricts are opposed to this farm relief bill. I have the honor
to represent an industrial district, a distriet in which there
are very few farmers, and I am going to vote for this farm
relief bill. [Applause.]

The industrial workers and farmers of this country realize
that their interests are mutual. The prosperity of the farmers
is closely interwoven with the prosperity of the employees and
business institutions of the city. When the farmers are pros-
perous they are able to purchase the production of industrial
workers and business institutions.

The farm organizations in this country ‘are in favor of the
pending legislation. They want it enacted, and if my vote can
help the farmers get what they want, they will get it. If this
bill is enacted into law and does not solve the farmers’ prob-
lems as the chosen representatives of farmers believe it will,
then I would strongly urge that those representatives put their
shoulders to the wheel and support legislation having for its
purpose the modification of the Volstead Act.

I believe we could materially assist a great many of the
farmers if we would pass a bill to amend the Volstead Act and
permit the sale and manufacture of light beer. [Launghter.]
We know that one of the main ingredients of beer is barley,
and that barley is one of the best rotating crops that a farmer
can plant. When we look for the time that the farmers’ dis-
tress began, we find it was about the time the so-called Vol-
stead Act was placed upon the statute books.

I hope this farm relief bill will pass.

Mr. PURNELL. Mr, Speaker, the last word having been
spoken, I ask for a vote.

The SPEAKER. Under the unanimous-consent agreement,
the previous question is ordered, and the question is on agreeing
to the resolution.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr.
NewroN of Minnesota) there were—ayes 201, noes 62.
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Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, T ask for the yeas
and nays.

The SPEAKER. The yeas and nays are demanded. [After
counting.] Thirty gentlemen have arisen, not a sufficient num-
ber, so the yeas and nays are refused.

So the resolution was agreed to.

Mr, HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union for the consideration of 8. 4808, to establish a Fed-
eral farm board to aid in the orderly marketing and in the
control and disposition of the surplus of agricultural com-
modities.

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 consideration
of Senate bill 4808, with Mr. Mares in the chair,

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. A point of order, Mr. Chairman. The
bill should be read. This is the first reading of the Dbill.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous counsent that
the first reading of the bill be dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani-
mous consent that the first reading of the Senate bill be dis-
pensed with. Is there objection?

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, with the understanding that
at this point the bill be printed in the Recorp without reading,
I shall not object.

Mr. HAUGEN. I have no objection to that.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Iowa that the first reading of the bill be dis-
pensed with?

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to object,
will the gentleman have the bill printed in the REcorp at this

point?
Mr. HAUGEN. I have no objection.
Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman so amend his request?
Mr. HAUGEN. I will agree to such an amendment if the

gentleman offers it. I will accept that amendment.

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman from JIowa says he will
accept the suggestion that the bill be printed without reading.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas [Mr: BLAN-
ToN] couples with the request that the bill be printed in the
Recorp at this point. Is there objection?

There was no objection. -

The bill (8. 4808) is as follows:

Be it enacted, etc.—
DECLARATION OF POLICY

BecTioN 1. It is hereby declared to be the policy of Congress to
promote the orderly marketing of basie agricultural commodities in
interstate and foreign commerce and to that end to provide for the
control and disposition of surpluses of such commodities, to enabla
producers of such commodities to stabilize their markets against undue
and excessive fluctuations, to preserve advantageous domestic markets
for such commodities, to minimize speculation and waste in marketing
such commodities, and to encourage the organization of producers of
such commodities into cooperative marketing assoclations.

FEDERAL FARM BOARD

Sec. 2, (a) A Federal Farm Board is bereby created which shall
consist of the Becretary of Agriculture, who shall be a member ex
officlo, and 12 members, one from each of the 12 Federal land-bank
districts, appointed by the President of the United States, by and with
the advice and consent of the Senate, from lists of eligibles submitted
by the nominating committee for the district, as herelnafter in this
section provided.

(b) There is hereby established a nominating committee in each of
the 12 Federal land-bank districts, to consist of seven members. Four
of the members of the nominating committee in each district shall be
elected by the bona fide farm organizations and cooperative associations
in such district at a convention of such organizations and assoclations,
to be held at the office of the Federal land bank in such district,
or at such other place, in the city where such Federal land bank is
located, to which the convent’on may adjourn. Two of the members
of the nominating committee in each district shall be eclected by a
majority vote of the heads of the agricultural departments of the
several States of each Federal land-bank district, at a meeting to be
held in the same city and at the same time of the meeting of the
convention of the bona fide farm organizations and cooperative associa-
tions in each district. One of the members of the nominating committee
in each district shall be appointed by the Becretary of Agriculture.

(e) The Secretary of Agriculture shall, within 30 days after the
approval of this act and biennially thereafter, with the advice of such
farm organizations and cooperative associations as he congiders to be
representative of agiiculture in any district, (1) fix the date on which
& convention in such district shall be held, (2) designate the farm
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organizations and cooperative associations in the district eligible to
participate in such convention, and (3) deslgnate the number of
representatives and the number of votes to which each such organiza-
tion or associatlon in the district shall be entitled. The date fixed
for the first convention in each district shall be not later than 45
days after the approval of this act, and the date fixed for subsequent
convemntions in the district shall be, as nearly as practicable, two years
after the preceding convention. The Secretary of Agriculture shall
mail, at least 15 days prior to the date on which a convention is to
be held, to each organization and association eligible to participate in
such convention, notice of the date and place of such convention. The
Secretary of Agriculture shall prescribe uniform regulations for the
procedure at the conventions and for the proper certification of elec-
tion of the members of each nominating committee.

(d) The term of office of each member of a nominating commitiee
first elected or appointed shall expire two years from the date of
his election or appointment, and the term of office of a successor shall
expire two years from the date of the expiration of the. term for
which his predecessor was elected or appointed, Any member of a nomi-
nating committee in office at the expiration of the term for which he
was elected or appointed, may continue in office until his successor
takes office.

(e) The members of each mominating committee shall serve without
salary but may be pald by the Federal Farm Board a per diem com-
pensation not exceeding $20 for attending meetings of the committee.
Each member shall be paid by the hoard his necessary traveling
expenses to and from the meetings of the nominating committee and
his actual expenses while engaged upon the business of the committee.

(f) Each nominating committee shall, as soon as practicable after
the approval of this act, meet, organize, select a chairman, secretary,
and such other officers as it deems necessary, and submit to the Presi-
dent a list of three individuals from its district eligible for appoint-
ment to the board.

(g) Whenever a vacancy occurs In the board, or whenever in the
opinion of the chairman of the board & vacancy will soon occur, in
the office of a member from any Federal land bank district, the chair-
man of the board shall notify the nominating committee in such
district. The nominating committee shall, as soon as practicable there-
after, meet and submit to the President a list of three individuals
from suph district, eligible for appointment to the board.

QUALIFICATIONS AND TERMS OF BOARD MEMBERS

8ec. 3. (a) The terms of office of the appointed members of the
board first taking office after the approval of this act shall expire, as
designated by the President at the time of nomination, four at the
end of the second year, four at the end of the fourth year, and four
at the end of the sixth year, after the date of the approval of this
act. A successor to an appointed member of the board shall be ap-
pointed in the same manner as the original appointed members, and
shall have a term of office expiring six years from the date of the
expiration of the term for which his predecessor was appointed.

(b) Any person appointed to fill a vacancy in the board occurring
prior to the expiration of the term for which his predecessor was
appointed, shall be appointed for the remainder of such term.

(¢) Any member of the board in office at the expiration of the
term for which he was appointed, may continue in office until his
guccessor takes office.

(d) Vacancies in the board shall mot Impair the powers of the
remaining members to execute the functions of the board, and a
majority of the appointed members in office shall constitute a quorum
for the transaction of the business of the board.

(e) Each of the appointed members of the board shall be a citizen
of the United States, shall not actively engage in any other business,
yocation, or employment than that of serving as a member of the
board, and shall receive a salary of $10,000 a year, together with
necessary traveling exp and P incurred for subsistence or
per diem allowance in lieu thereof, within the limitations preseribed
by law, while away from the prineipal office of the board on business
required by this act, or if assigned to any other office established by
the board, then while away from such office on business required by
this act.

GENERAL POWERS

8rc. 4. The board—

(a) Shall annually designate an appointed member to act as chair-
man of the board.

(b) Shall maintain its principal office in the District of Columbia,
and such other offices in the United States as it deems necessary,

(¢) Shall have an official seal which shall be judiclally noticed.

(d) Shall make an annual report to Congress.

(e) May make such regulations 2s are necessary to execute the
functions vested in it by this act.

(f) May (1) appoint and fix the salaries of & secretary and such
experts and, in accordance with the classification act of 1923 and sub-
ject to the provisions of the civil service laws, such other officers and
employees, and (2) make such expenditures (including expenditures for
rent and personal services at the seat of government and elsewhere,
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for law books, periodicals, and books of reference, and for printing and
binding) as may be necessary for the execution of the functions vested
in the board.

SPECIAL POWERS AND DUTIES

8ec, 5. (a) The board shall meet at the call of the chairman, or of
the Seeretary of Agriculture, or of a majority of its members.

(b) The board shall keep advised, from any available sources, of
crop prices, prospects, supply and demand, at home and abroad, with
especial attention to the existence or the probability of the existence
of a surplus of any agricultural commodity or any of its food products,

{c) The board shall advise cooperative associatlons, farm organiza-
tions, and producers in the adjustment of production and distribution,
in order that they may secure the maximum benefits under this act.

CONTEOL AND DISPOSITION OF SURPLUSB

Sec. 6. (a) For the purposes of this act, cotton, wheat, corn, rice,
tobaceo, and swine shall be known and are referred to as * basic agri-
cultural commodities," except that the board may, in its discretion,
treat as a separate basic agricultural commodity one or more of such
classes or types of tobacco as are designated in the classification of the
Department of Agriculiure,

(b) Whenever the board finds that the conditions of production and
marketing of any ether agricultural commodity are such that the pro-
visions of this act applicable to a basic agricultural commodity should
be made applicable to such other agricultural commodity, the board shall
submit its report thereon to Congress. :

(¢) Whenever the board finds, first, that there is or may be during
the ensuing year either (1) a surplus above the domestic requirements
for wheat, corn, rice, tobaceo, or swine, or (2) a surplus above the
requirements for the orderly marketing of cotton, or of wheat, corn,
rice, tobacco, or swine; and, second, that both the advisory council
hereinafter created for the commodity and a substantial number of
cooperative associations or other organizations representing the pro-
ducers of the commodity favor the full cooperation of the board in
the stabilization of the commodity, then the board shall publicly
declare its findings and commence, upon a date to be fixed by the board
and published in such declaration, the operations in such commodity
authorized by this act: Provided, That in any State where not as
many as 50 per cent of the producers of the commodity are members
of such cooperative associations or other organizations, an expression
from the producers of the commodity shall be obtained through a State
convention of such producers, to be called by the head of the depart-
ment of agriculture of such State, under rules and regulations pre-
scribed by him. BSuoch operations shall continue until terminated by
the board. Any decision by the board relating to the commencement
or termination of such operations shall require the affirmative wvote
of a majority of the appointed members in office, and the board shall
not commence or terminate operations in any basic agricultural com-
modity unless members of the board representing Federal land-bank
districts which in the aggregate produced during the preceding crop
year, according to the estimates of the Department of Agriculture, more
than 50 per cent of such commeodity, vote In favor thereof and until
the board shall become gatisfied that a majority of the producers of
such commodity favor such action.

(d) During the continuance of such operations in any basic agri-
cultural commodity, the board is authorized to enter into agreements,
for the purpose of carrying out the policy declared in section 1, with
any ecoperative association engaged in handling the basic agricultural
commoiity, or with a corporation created by one or more of such
cooperative associations, or with processors of the basle agricunltural
commodity.

(e) Such agreements may provide for (1) removing or disposing of
any surplus of the basie agricultural commodity, (2) withholding such
surplus, (3) insuring such commoedity against undue and excessive
fluctuations in market econditions, and (4) financing the purchase,
storage, or sale or other disposition of the commodity. The moneys
in the stabllization fund of the basic agricultural ecommodity shall be
available for carrying out such agreements. In the case of any ngree-
ment in respect of the removal or disposal of the surplus of a basic
agricultural dity, the agr t shall provide both for the
payment from the stabilization fund for the commodity of the amount
of losses, costs, and charges, arising out of the purchase, storage, or
gsale or other disposition of the commodity or out of contracts therefor,
and for the payment into the stabilization fund for the commodity of
profits (after deducting all costs and charges provided for in the
agreement) arising out of such purchase, storage, or sale or other
disposition, or contracts therefor. In the case of agreements insuring
such commodity against undue and excessive fluctuations in market
conditions, the board may insure any cooperative marketing association
against decline in the market price for the commodity at the time of
sale by the association, from the market price for such commodity at
the time of delivery to the association.

(f) If the board is of the opinion that there is no such cooperative
associntion or associations, or corporation created by one or more
cooperative associations, capable of earrying out any such agreement,
the board may enter into such agreements with other agencies,
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(g) If the board 18 of the opinion that there are two or more
cooperative assoclations capablée of carrying out any such agreement,
the board in 'entering into such agreement sghall net discrlminate
unreasonably against any such association in favor of anmy other such
association.

(h) During any period In which the board is engaged under this
act in operations in any basle agricultural commodity other than
cotton, or tobacco, the provisions of subdivisions (d), (e), and (f)
of this gection shall have the same application in respect of the food
products of the ¢ dity as they have in respect of the commodity.

COMMODITY ADVISORY COUNCILS

8ec. 7. (a) The board is hercby authorized and directed to create
for each basie agricoltural commuodity an advisory council of seven
members fairly representative of the producers of such commodity.
Members of each commodity advisory council shall be selected annually
by the board from lists submitted by the heads of the agricultural
departurents of the several Btates within the Federal land bank dis-
trict and from lists submitted by cooperative marketing assoclations
and farm organizations determined by the board to be representative
of the producers of such commodity, Members of each commodity
advisory council shall serve without salary but may be paid by
the board a per diem compensation not excesding $20 for attending
meetings of the council and for time devoted to other business of the
conncil and suthorized by the board. Each council member shall be
pald by the board his mecessary traveling expenses to and from meet-
ings of the council and his expenses Incurred for subsistence, or per
diem allowance in lieu thereof, within the limitations prescribed by
law, while engaged npon the business of the council. Each commodity
advisory council shall be designated by the name of the commodity
it represents, as, for example, * the cotton advisory counecil.”

(b) Each commodity advisory council shall meet as soon as prac-
ticable after its selection at a time and place designated by the board
and select a chairman, The board may designate a secretary of the
council, subject to the approval of the council.

(¢) Bach commodity advisory council shall meet thereafter at least
twice in each year at a time and place designated by the board, or
upon a call duly signed by a majority of its members at a time and
place designated thereln,

(d) Each commodity advisory council shall have power, by itself or
through its officers, (1) to confer directly with the board, or to make
oral or written representatlons concerning matters within the jurls-
diction of the board, (2) to call for information from the board and
to make representations to the board in respect of the commodity repre-
sented by the couneil in regard to the time and manner of operations
by the board, the amount and methods of collection of the equalization
fee, and all matters pertaining to the interest of the producers of the
commodity, and (8) to cooperate with the board in advising producers
and cooperative associations and farm organizations in the adjustment
of production im order to secure the maximum benefits under this act.

EQUALIZATION FEE

Sec. 8. In order that each marketed unit of a basic agricultural
commodity may contribute ratably its equitable ghare to the stabiliza-
tion fund hereinafter established for guch commeodity; in order to
prevent any unjust discrimination against, any direct burden or undue
restraint upon, and any suppression of commerce with forelgn nations
in basic agricultural commodities In favor of interstate or intrastate
commerce in such commodities; and in order to stabilize and regulate
the current of foreign and interstate commerce in such commodities—
there shall be apportioned and paid as a regulation of snch commerce
an equalization fee as hereinafter provided,

AMOUNT EQUALIZATION FEE

Sec. 9. Prior to the commencement of operations in respect of any
basic agricultural commodity, and thereafter from time to time, the
board shall estimate the probable advances, losses, costs, and charges
to be paid in respect of the operations In such commodity. Having due
regard to such estimates, the board shall from time to time determine
and publish the amount for each unit of weight, measure, or valoe
designated by it, to be collected upon such unit of such basic agricul-
tural commodity during the operations in such commodity. Such
amount is bereinafter referred to as the “equalization fee.” At the
time of determining and publishing an equalization fee the board shall
gpecify the period during which it shall remain in effect, and the place
and manmner of its payment and collection.

PAYMENT AND COLLECTION OF BEQUALIZATION FEE

Sec. 10. (a) Under soch regulations as the board may prescribe
there shall be paid, during operations in a basic agricultural commodity
and in respect of each unit of such commodity, an equalization fee
upon one of the following: The transportation, processing, or sale of
such unit. No more than one equilization fee shall be collected in
respect of any unit. The board shall determine in the ecase of any class
of transactions in the commodity whether the equalization fee shall be
upon transportation, processing, or sale.
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{b) The board may by regulation reguire any person engaged in the
transportation, procesging, or acquisition by sale of a basle agricultural
commodity—

(1) To file returns under oath and to report, in respect of his trans-
portation, processing, or acquisition of such commodity, the amount of
equalization fees payable thereon and such other facts as may be neces-
sary for their payment or collection.

(2) To collect the equalization fee as directed by the board, and to
account therefor.

(3) In the case of cotton, to issue to the producer a serial receipt
for the commodity which shall be evidence of the participating interest
of the producer in the equalization fund for the commodity. The board
may in such ecase prepare and issue such receipts and prescribe the
terms and conditions thereof. The Becretary of the Treasury, upon the
request of the board, shall have such receipts prepared at the Bureau
of Engraving and Printing.

. (¢) Every person who, in violation of the regulations prescribed by
the board, falls to collect or account for any equalization fee shall
be liable for its amount and to a penalty equal to onme-half its amount,
Such amount and penalty may be recovered together in a eivil suit
brought by the board in the name of the United States,

BTABILIZATION FUNDS

Bec. 11. (a) In accordance with regulations prescribed by the board,
there shall be established a stabilization fund for each basie agricul-
tural commodity. Such funds shall be administered by and exclu-
gively under the control of the board, and the board shall have the
exclusive power of expending the moneys in any such fund. There
shall be deposited to the credit of the stabilization fumd for a basie
agricultural commodity, advances from the revolving fund l;nereinafter
established, premiums paid for insurance under section 12, and the
equalization fees and profits in connection with operations by the board
in the basic agricultural commodity or its food products.

(b) The board, In anticipation of the collection of the equalization
fees and the payment of premiums for insurance under section 12, and
in order promptly to make the payments required by any agreement
under section 6 or by the insurance contracts under section 12 and
pay salaries and expenses of experts, may in their discretion advance
to the stabilization fund for any basic agricultural commodity, out of
the revolving fund hereinafter established, such amounts as may be
necessary.

(e) The deposits to the credit of the stabilization fund ghall be
made in a public depositary of the TUnited States. All general laws
relating to the embezzlement, conversion, or to the improper handling,
retention, use, or disposal of public moneys of the United States,
ghall apply to equalization fees collected by any person and to profits
payable to the credit of a stabilization fund, whether or not such
fees or profits have been credited to the appropriate stabilization fund,
ag well as to moneys deposited to the credit of the fund or with-
drawn therefrom but in the custody of any officer or employee of the
United Btates.

(d) There shall be disbursed from the stabilization fund for any
bagle agricultural commodity only (1) the payments required to be
made by any agreement under section 6 or by an insurance contract
under section 12, (2) the salaries and expenses of such experts as the
board determines shonld be payable from such fund, and (3) repay-
ments to the revolving fund of any amounts advanced in respeet of
the agricultural commodity from the revolving fund to the stabilization
fund and remaining unpaid, together with interest on such amounts
at the rate of 4 per cent per annum,

{e) When the amount in the equalization fund for cotton is, in the
opinion of the board, in excess of the amount adequate to carry out
the requirements of this act in respect of such commodity, and the
collection of further equalization fees thereon is likely to maintain an
excess, the board may retire in their serial order as many as practicable
of the outstanding receipts cvidencing a participating interest in such
fund. Such retirement shall be had by the payment to the holders of
such receipts of their distributive share of such excess as determined by
the board. The amount of the distributive share payable in respect
of any such receipt sball be an amount bearing the same ratio to
the face value of such receipt as the value of the assets of the board
in or attributable to the fund bear to the aggregate face value -of the
outstanding receipts evidencing a participating interest in such fund,
as determined by the board.

LOANS AND INSURANCE

Bec. 12, (a) The board is muthorized, upon such terms and conditions
and in accordance with such regulations as it may preseribe, to make
loans out of the revolving fund to any cooperative association engaged
in the purchase, storage, or sale or other disposition of any agricultural
commodity (whether or not a basic agricultural commodity) for the
purpose of assisting such cooperative association in controlling the
surplus of such eommodity in excess of the requirements for orderly
marketing.

(b) For the purpose of developing continuity of cooperative services,
including unified terminal marketing facilities and eguipment, the board




3872

is authorized, upon such terms and conditions and in accordance with
such regulations as it may prescribe, to make loans out of the revolving
fund to any cooperative association engaged in the purchase, storage,
sale, or other disposition, or processing of any agricultural commodity,
(1) for the purpose of assisting any such association in the acquisition,
by purchase, construction, or otherwise, of facilities to be used in the
storage, processing, or sale of such agricultural commodity, or (2) for
the purpose of furnishing funds to such associations for necessary ex-
penditures in federating, consolidating, or merging cooperative assocla-
tions, or (3) for the purpose of furnishing to any such association funds
to be used by it as capital for any agricultural eredit corporation eligible
for receiving rediscounts from an intermediate-credit bank. In making
any such loan the board may provide for the payment of such charge,
to be determined by the board from time to time, upon each unit of the
commodity handled by the association, as will within a period of not
more than 20 years repay the amount of such loan, together with in-
terest thercon. The aggregate amounts loaned under this subdivision
and remaining unpaid shall not exceed at any one time the sum of
$25,000,000.

(¢} Any loan under ‘subdivision (a) or (b) shall bear interest at the
rate of 4 per cent per annum.

(d) The board may at any time enter into a contract with any
cooperative marketing association engaged In marketing any basic agri-
cultural commodity, insuring such association for periods of 12 months
against decline in the market price for such commodity at the time of
sale by the association from the market price for such commodity at
the time of delivery to the association. ¥For such insurance the asso-
ciation shall pay such premium, to be determined by the board, upon
each unit of the basic agricultural commodity reported by the associa-
tion for eoverage under the Insurance contract, as will cover the risks
of the insurance.

EXAMINATIONS OF BOOKS AND ACCOUNTS OF BOARD

Bec. 13, Expenditures by the board for loans and advances from
the revolving fund and expenditures by the board from the approprin-
tion under subdivision (b) of section 16 shall be allowed and paid
upon the presentation of itemized vouchers therefor, approved by the
chairman of the board. Expenditures by the board, including loans
and advances, from the stabilization funds shall be made by the anthor-
ized officers or agents of the board upon receipt of itemized vouchers
therefor, approved by such officers as the board may designate. Vouch-
ers s0 made for expenditures from the revolying fund or any stabiliza-
tion fund shall be final and conclusive upon all officers of the Govern-
ment ; except that all financial transactions of the board (including
the payments required by any agreement under section 6 or by the
insurance contracts under section 12) shall, subject to the above
limitation, be examined by the General Accounting Office, at such timres
and in such manner as the Comptroller General of the United States
may by regulation prescribe, BSuch examination in respect of expendi-
tures from the revolving fund or from any stabllization fund shall be
for the sole purpose of making a report to the Congress and to the
board of expenditures and contracts in violation of law, together with
such recommendations as the Comptroller General deems advisable
concerning the receipt, disbursement, and application of the funds
administered by the board.

COOPERATION WITH EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS

Sec, 14. (a) It shall be the duty of any governmental establish-
ment in the executive branch of the Government, upon request by the
board, or upon Executive order, to cooperate with and render assistance
to the board in carrying out any of the provisions of this act and the
regulations of the board. The board shall, in cooperation with any
guch governmental establishment, avail itself of the serviees and
facilities of such governmental establishment in order to avoid pre-
ventable expense or duplication of efort,

(b) The President may by Executive order direct any such govern-
mental establishment to furnish the board with such information and
data pertaining to the functions of the board as may be contained
in the records of such governmental establishment. The order of the
President mmy provide such limitations as to the use of the information
and data as he deems desirable.

{c)-The board may cooperate with any State or Territory, or depart-
ment, agency, or political subdivision thereof, or with any person.

DEFINITIONS

Sec. 15, (a) As used in this section and in section 10 (relating to
the equalization fees)—

(1) In the case of wheat, rice, or corn the term * processing”
means milllng for market of wheat, rice, or corn, or the first process-
ing in any manner for market (other than cleaning or drying) of wheat,
rice, or corn not so milled, and the term * sale' means a sale or other
digposition in the United States of wheat, rice, or corn for milling or
other processing for market, for resale, or for delivery by a common
carrier—occurring after the beginning of operations by the board in
respect of wheat, rice, or corn.

(2) In the case of cotton the termr “processing” means spinning,
milling, or any manufacturing of cotton other than ginning; the term
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“sale” means a sale or other disposition In the United States of
cotton for spinning, milling, or any manufacturing other than gin-
ning, or for delivery outside the United States; and the term * trans-
portation " means the acceptance of cotton by a common carrier for
delivery to any person for spinning, milling, or any manufacturing of
cotton other than ginning, or for delivery outside the United States—
occurring after the beginning of operations by the board In respect of
cotlon.

(3) In the case of swine the term * processing' means slanghter
for market by a purchaser of swine, and the term * sale” means a sale
or other disposition in the United States of swine destined for slaughter
for market without intervening holding for feeding (other than feed-
ing in ftransit) or fattening—oceurring after the beginning of opera-
tions by the board in respect of swine,

(4) In the case of tobacco the term * sale " means a sale or other
disposition to any dealer in leaf tobacco or to any registered manu-
facturer of the products of tobacco.

(3) The term * transportation” means the acceptance of a com-
modity by a common earrler for delivery,

(6) The term * sale” does not include & transfer to a cooperative
associntion for the purpose of sale or other disposition by such asso-
ciation on account of the transferor; nor a transfer of title in pursu-
ance of a contract entered into before, and at a specified price deter-
mined before, the commencement of operations in respeet of the basic
agricultural commodity. In case of the transfer of title In pursu-
ance of a contract entered into after the commencement of operations
in respect of the basic agricultural commodity, but entered into at a
time when and at a specified price determined at a time during which
a particular equalization fee is In effect, then the egualization fee
applicable in respect of such transfer of title shall be the equaliza-
tion fee In effect at the time when such specified price was de-
termined,

(2) As used In this act—

(1) The term “person' means individual, partnership, corporation,
or association.

(2) The term “ United States,” when used in a geographical sense,
means continental United States,

(3) The term “ cooperative association” means an association of
persons engaged in the production of agricultural products, as farmers,
planters, ranchers, dairymen, or nut or fruit growers, organized to
carry out any purpose specified in section 1 of the act entitled “An
act to authorize association of producers of agricultural products,”
approved February 18, 1922, if such association is qualified under such
act.

(4) The term “ tobacco " means leaf tobacco, stemrmed or unstemmed.

REVOLVING FUND AND APPROPRIATION

Sec. 16. (a) There is hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of
any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of
$250,000,000, which shal be administered by the board and used as a
revolving fund, in accordance with the provisions of this act. The
Becretary of the Treasury shall deposit in the revolving fund such
amounts, within the appropriations therefor, as the board from time
to time deems necessary.

(b) For expenses in the administration of the functions vested in
the board by this act, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated,
out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum
of $500,000, to be avallable to the board for such expenses (Including
salaries and expenses of the members, officers, and employees of the
board and the per diem compensation and expenses of members of the
commodity advisory councils and the nominating committees) incurred
prior to July 1, 1928,

SEPARABILITY OF PROVISIONS

Sec, 17. If any provigion of this act is declared unconstitutional or
the applicability thereof to any person, circumstance, commodity, or
class of transactions in respect of any commuodity, is held invalid, the
validity of the remainder of the act and the applicability of such pro-
vision to other persons, circumstances, commodities, and classes of
transactions shall not be affected thereby,

BHORT TITLE
Beé. 18, This act may be clted as the * Surplus control act.”

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, may I have
the attention of the gentleman from Iowa? I think it might
be well to have the understanding now in the committee that
the bill will not be read for amendment this afternoon.

Mr. HAUGEN. That is perfectly agreeable to me.

a Mr. RAMSEYER. We might read the first section and then
se.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. The amendment to be offered
will come upon the reading of the first section of flie hill.

Mr. HAUGEN. We might just read the first section,

Mr, CRISP. That is where the amendment will be offerad.

Mr. HAUGEN. We may simply read it and then it would
be in order to offer the amendment later.
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Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. It will be all right to read
the first section with the right reserved to offer amendments.

Mr. RAMSEYER. Certainly.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. The reading will not go
yond or pass the stage of amendment. g

Mr. HAUGEN. That is agreeable to me.

Mr. CRISP. I understand then, Mr. Chairman, if the first
section is read, then to-morrow, or when we resume considera-
tion of the bill, anyone will have the right to offer an amend-
ment to strike out the first section and offer a substitute, pro-
vided, of course, the substitute is germane and proper.

Mr. HAUGEN. Whatever is permissible under the rules.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr, HaveEx]
is recognized for one hour.

Mr. HAUGEN. I yield five minutes to the gentleman from
Nebraska [Mr. SiaMmons].

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com-
mittee, when I came to Congress four years ago I received a
bit of good advice from one of my Democratic friends [ap-
planse], and that was it was mighty easy to get something in
the Recorp, but when it got there it was mighty difficult to get
it out.

This morning the Secretary of the Treasury told the country
in a letter that was inserted in the Recomp what dire things
would happen if the McNary-Haugen bill should pass. My
thonght went back to the controversy we have had in Congress
the past four years over the adjusted compensation bill. I
desire to read now some of the awful things the Secretary of
the Treasury predicted about that bill in the light of what has
gince happened in order that we may better judge how much
credit to give to his predictions about this bill

President Harding, in his veto message on the adjusted com-
pensation bill, said:

The latest Budget figures for the current fiscal year show an esti-
mated deficit of more than $650,000,000 and a forther deficit for the
year succeeding, '

Mr. Mellon, in a letter dated December 18, 1923, to PiarTr
ANDREW, our colleague from Massachusetts, assumed responsi-
bility for that estimate. That estimate, on which the President
acted, has been proven to have been in error $1,200,000,000.

Then, in a letter of November 10, 1923, which the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. Pursecn] read, he predicted that if we
passed the bonus bill there would be not only a deficit and no
reduction of taxes, but an increase of taxes. Later, in the letter
to Congressman Axprew, he said that statement was one that
was “well founded”; yet since he made that statement we
passed the adjusted compensation bill, have twice reduced the
taxes of the country, and the President is of record asking us
to reduce the taxes yet a third time.

Then in this letter to Congressman AxprEw he made a state-
ment about the loan feature of the adjusted compensation bill,
and T read this to you, because we have just now passed
through the period which he prophesied about and the dire
situation he said would happen did not happen. But exactly
the contrary did happen. About the loan feature of the bonus
certificates he said:

The bill gives the right In the first three years to borrow from the
banks of the country, and that this right would be exercised by the
great majority of the certificate holders none denies. The consequent
demand for credit would raise the interest rates which the Government,
as well as the general publie, will have to pay on borrowed money. At
the game time, the mere passage of the bill wonld depress the price of
Government bonds and Inerease their basis of return. In such a money
market the Government would have to take care of $8,000,000,000 of
1tz securlties which mature within the next five years, and to do so
would, of course, have to meet the higher rate of interest. The con-
tinuing cost of an increase In interest rates on such a volume of refund-
ing would be very large. The Government, like every other persom in
the United States, would also have to conduct its business at greatly
inercased expense, due to the higher price level generally which would
inevitably follow the credit expansion and decrensed produetion
brought on by the bonus law. Socon the disturbance to business by this
and other factors would reduce the income of the people and thus the
Government's revenue, so that any estimated surplus would no longer
exist, and recourse would have to be bad to additional taxes.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Nebraska
has expired.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
gentleman three more minutes.

Mr, SIMMONS. This is the estimate of the Seeretary of the
Treasury as to what would happen in the United States when
the adjusted compensation bill became a law and the service
men began to borrow money on the bonus certificates, as they
did two weeks ago. Not onme of his predictions about the
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adjusted compensation law, to which he was personally opposed,
has come true, i

Then, in a letter to Senator Smoor, of Utah, on the Tth of
Mareh, 1824, in discussing the cash features of the Copeland
bill, he makes this statement, referring to the revenue bill then
pending in the Congress wherein the proposal was to reduce
taxes and revenues about $450,000,000:

This estimated reduction is greatly In excess of the surplus for the
year 1923 and will undoubtedly result in a defieit, To add expendl
tures resulting from the proposed bill would necessarily mean a furiher
increased deficit, which would only be met by taxation in some form
and would undo the work of tax reduction.

That deficit did not occur and a surplus did come to the
Treasury. )

I read this because it has been the habit of the Secretary of
the Treasury to issue statements as to the cost of bills which
he opposes and to predict many things which somehow never
come true. I submit them to the Congress for the eonsideration
they deserve in showing that in these other matters his guesses
have been far from the facts, as the situation has developed,
and in this case it probably will be likewise. As a Seeretary of
the Treasury, in handling the Nation's funds, he has been a
marked success. On the effect of legislation such as this he
has failed in his prophecies, and there is nothing to indicate
that this prophecy will be better than those which he has
heretofore made. [Applause.]

Mr, ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. Joxes].

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee,
I expect to offer at the proper time—and I hope it may be held
in order—a substitute which in my judgment is a better plan
than any that has been suggested. It is generally known as
the export premium or debenture proposal. It provides, in brief,
that when any of the basic agricultural commodities are ex-
ported a premium certificate somewhat equivalent to the items
in the tariff shall be issued to the cooperative organization or
the individual farmer or other exporter who exports the com-
modity. That premium ecertificate is to be made negotiable
gng would be legal tender in payment of any and all customs

uties.

I want to state this proposition, that if those who are advo-
cating farm-relief legislation really want to adopt a plan that
will make equality in prices between the produets of agricul-
ture and the products of industry, this is the one plan that has
been offered that will do it. I am conceding that other plans
that have been offered may have some effect along the line sug-
gested; but if you take something away in the form of a fee
or otherwise it will not leave equality. If 1,000 bushels of wheat
were exported by a cooperative organization and a certificate
for 30 cents a bushel, or £300, were issned to the organization
and made legal tender in payment of tariff duties, that would
bring to the farmer who owns the wheat $300, or approxi-
mately that, and would give him the benefit of those certificates
both in what he exported and in the reflected price that it would
bring him. It would encourage the exportation of the surplus.

Every proposal that has been made in the Congress strikes
at the surplus, which is the problem of agriculture. Everyone
who has studied the question admits—and it was stated by the
economist, Mr. JAcoBsTEIN, yesterday—that the reason for the
farmer's present plight is the fact that he produces a surplus.
Every thinking man knows that if the surplus were lifted and
disposed of in an orderly way better prices would result.

Under this proposition we would encourage the exportation
of the surplus and the disposition of it without any new ma-
chinery and without any expense to the farmer, whereas these
other propositions are necessarily burdened with complicated
machinery.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. You do it nnder your proposition
withont any more machinery or any more officials.*

Mr. JONES. It does not require any new machinery nor any
new officials of any kind or character, but would give the farmer
the full benefit of the increase of the price of his commodity.

Mr. ARNOLD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES. Yes.

Mr. ARNOLD. Will the gentleman’s proposition be in con-
flict with the McNary-Haugen bill?

Mr. JONES, It will not be in conflict with the Haugen bill.
This bill is prepared in such a way that it will follow the
lines of the Haugen bill, but if you adopt this premium plan
you would have no use for any other measure because you

-would accomplish the same purpose as is designed in the

Haugen bill. The effect would be this: Everyone admits that
the farmer when he produces a big surplus can not get the
advantage of the tariff.. This would give him the same ad-
vantage enjoyed by the tariff-protected article. The effect of
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this bill, stated in another way, would be to enable the farmer
to ship his products away, dispose of them, and bring in other
articles without cost to him. Instead of doing it directly it
would bhe done indirectly because the certificates would be
acceptable in payment of tariff duties.

Mr. LARSEN. Would not that plan bring a conflict with
other countries?

Mr. JONKES. No: because it does not provide for dumping
but for an orderly marketing of the surplus, and paying a
premium for it in the form of a certificate, which would not
be in conflict with the laws of other countries. Imports can
come from other ecountries and the certificates used in the
payment of the duties, It would simply bring up the prices
of farm products in this country.

The oldest farm organization in America, the National
Grange, with a membership of 800,000, has indorsed this plan
as the best plan for agricultural relief that has been offered.
They have indorsed it unqualifiedly and say it is sound in
principle, that it establishes no new bureau but is simple and
direct and effective and will give price equality to the farmer.

Mr. LARSEN. Will the gentleman explain to the House
what practical force his proposal would have on cotton?

Mr. JONES, I provide in the bill that commodities upon
which there is no tariff duty shall have an equivalent in the
form of a certificate, which would be, on cotton, 2 cents per
pound. Of course, that can be varied to any amount found
advisable. Not only would he get this additional amount, but
at the same time he would get all the benefits of the pooling
system, the same as under other measures that have been
proposed.

It will give him all of the advantages because it provides that
the cooperative farm organization may do exporting.

Mr. LARSEN. But suppose the cotton was 6 cents below the
cost of production, how would the 2 cents help him?

Mr. JONES. Oh, the gentleman will admit that 2 cents
would help in any event.

Mr. LARSEN. Why not put it up to the price of production?

Mr. JONES. That is a matter that has to be acted on reason-
ably. You get all of the benefits of the pooling system, and all
of the benefits of any bill that has been proposed, and the addi-
tional benefits that may come from the export premium. You
can not complain of that fact.

Mr. GREENWOOD, The gentleman says that he would pro-
vide no new machinery or officers. Who fixes this export fee,
and who issues the debentures?

Mr. JONES. The export fees are fixed in the terms of the
bill, and certificates are to be issued by the Treasury Depart-
ment, and are to be acceptable by the Treasury Department in
payment of customs duties. It would be simply a matter of
printing them, having the customs officer certify to the amount
exported, and the acceptance of the certificate in payment of
import duties.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Is a flat amount issued there that runs
through one seagon with another, or how is that regulated?

Mr. JONES. That might be variable, but the bill provides a

ified amonnt,

Mr. ARNOLD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES. Yes.

Mr. ARNOLD. I will be glad to hear the gentleman as to
the effect of his bill on the orderly marketing of domestic
consumption.

Mr. JONES. It provides for the same encouragement of co-
operative organizations that the other bills provide, and would
give them all of the advantages these bills provide for the
orderly marketing of products, and wonld enable them to have
the additional advantage of an export premium in handling
those things. It would not increase production more than any
other bill which increased the met price to the farmer., It
would have a tendency to stimulate production, and would, like
all such measures, have to depend upon the inevitable conse-
quences of overproduction. Any bill which enhances the net
price must do this,

But whatever may be the defects along those lines, I do not
believe it is a valid objection to any bill that it will stimulate
production to the extent that the raising of the price to the
proper level with other commodities will so stimulate it
Since I ean remember I have never known a time when the
price of the products of agriculture were on a level with those
of industry. I have never known a time when the rewards of
labor on the farm were on a parity with the rewards of labor
in industry. I expect to vote for any measure that will accom-
plish that purpose in part or in whole, but I would like to see
the Congress while it is at the proposition do the thing that
every thinking man must admit will accomplish the purpose,
and do it without extra cost. Whatever machinery is used in
any bill will be charged in the cost of operation.
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Mr. LOZIER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES. Yes.

Mr. LOZIER. If the gentleman’s bill should become enacted,
in its practical application it would mean the introduction into
the United States of several hundred million dollars’ worth of
foreign commodity duty free, would it not?

Mr. JONES. Not necessarily, because any importer would
be compelled to pay substantially par for any certificate, and
the matter would be thus adjusted. Even so, since the farmer
has to sell in a free market, would it be wrong to permit him to
purchase in a free market? Is that unfair?

Mr. LOZIER. No; but inasmuch as that is the result, and
these products would sell for several hundred million dollars
a year, and the proceeds be invested in foreign commodities
under the gentleman’s bill, does the gentleman from Texas
think that the New England States would ever consent to the
enactment of such a law?

Mr. JONES. Does the gentleman think that they would con-
sent to the enactment of the McNary-Haugen bill?

Mr. LOZIER. Oh, no; but it will be enacted over their
protest,

Mr. JONES. I would like to enact this over their protest
and objection, if they see fit to make it, But perhaps they
would be fair enough to admit its justice. At least, they
should do so.

Mr. LOZIER. The gentleman's theory and bill are whole-
some and economically sound. There is no question about that ;
but it is impossible because of the dogmatic attitnde of the
New England school of political economy which is dominating
this House and this Nation. ;

Mr. JONES. The gentleman may find them dogmatic as to
any bill that really gives equality for agriculture. They should
do this or quit sailing under the banner of protection.

Mr. PEERY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES. Yes.

Mr. PEERY. Does the schedule of premiums in the gentle-.
man’s amendment correspond with the schedule in what is
known as the Adkins bill?

Mr, JONES. They correspond measurably, but not all the
same, MThey run along similar lines,

Mr. PEERY. Do I understand the Adkins bill with the
schedules therein provided for was indorsed by the National
Grange?

Mr. JONES. They indorsed the principle, using the schedules
in that bill as a basis. About three years ago I introduced into
this House the first export premium bill introduced at least in
recent years. I sent copies of this measure to various farm
organizations. About a year or 18 months ago Doctor Stewart,
a university economist, wrote out a proposal that in a measure
is embodied in the Adkins bill. Utilizing some of the same
ideas, I drew a measure along similar lines, changing the sched-
ules and methods of operation somewhat, but it is on the same
basis.

Mr. PEERY. There iz no very material difference between
the gentleman’s proposal than in the Adkins bill?

Mr. JONES., That is right.

Mr. WEFALD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, JONES. I will

Mr. WEFALD. The gentleman knows that the farmers’ big-
gest bill is farm machinery?

Mr. JONES. Yes.

Mr. WEFALD. Where will the farmer be able to buy ma-
chinery as cheaply as in the United States?

Mr. JONES. There are various countries, but very few com-
peting with this country along that line. However, if he can get
the privilege of having these certificates issned to him and
then could dispoze of them, he would have the benefit of the
increased price of his own products not only by virtue of the
preminm, but also because that increase would be reflected in
the sale of all his products in this country. This wounld give
him more money to buy farm machinery, as well as other
things.

Mr. WEFALD. The gentleman’s logic is that it decreased
the price of the farmers’ machinery?

Mr. JONES. Not except as to imports, but increased his
own price of his own products. For instance, there were about
194,000,000 bushels of wheat exported annually—average—dur-
ing the last five-year period; about 808,000,000 was the average
annual production for the same five-year period. That 194.-
000,000 on which the export premium of 30 cents would be paid
certainly would naturally lift the price of wheat sold in this
country approximately 50 cents per bushel, and would give this
to him without the expense that is incident to the other pro-
posals. One of these days, if the tariff system remains a part
of our economic policy, this fair measure of equality will also
be written info our laws.
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.
Mr, CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Does the rule adopted in the House pro-
vide for any discussion of the differences between the Senate
bill now before the committee and the House bill which bas
been before another Committee of the Whole House for 12
hours?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair does not understand the rule
makes any attempt——

Mr. CHINDBLOM. There is no provision whatever for any
discussion of the amendments of the Senate to the bill that we
have been discussing for 12 hours?

Mr. RAMSEYER. I make the point of order that is not
a parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I have not had an opportunity in this
matter that the gentleman has had. I am not a member of the
Committee on Rules or the Agricultural Committee.
bi!}{r' RAMSEYER. The rule provides for a discussion of the

Mr, CHINDBLOM. This bill is different from the one we
have been considering, and the rule might be construed as pro-
viding for discussion of the differences between the two
bills——

Mr. RAMSEYER. The gentleman has read the rule and
knows what the rule provides for,

Mr. KINCHELOE. The chairman of the committee has
agreed to yield me 30 minutes, >

Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. On behalf of the chairman of
the committee I yield 30 minutes to the gentleman from Ken-

tucky.

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Brack]. [Applause.]

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Texas is recognized
for 10 minutes.

Mr, BLACK of Texas. Mr. Chairman, on February 16, 1921,
I made a brief speech in the House of Representatives in which
I discussed the maladjustment between agriculture and organ-
ized industry and organized labor. To-morrow will be six
years since that speech was delivered, and I think what I said
then is as proper now as it was at that time, and with the per-
mission of the House I will read just a few brief extracts from
the speech which I delivered at that time. I said:

Mr, Chairman, 1 picked up from my desk last night a bulletin which
is issued each month by the National City Bank, of New York City,
dealing with economic &nd business conditions, and I see in one of its
columns a statement of the declines iln commodity prices which have
taken place as to certain commodities during 1920, Cotton has de-
clined 62% per cent; wool, scoured, 56.56 per cent; hides, 52 per
cent; wheat, 20 per cent; corn, 03 per cent; rice, 58 per cent; steers,
28 per cent; hogs, 831 per cent; pork, 881% per cent; and lard, 4T
per cent.

Most of these products which 1 have snumerated are products eof
the farm.

Studying this column of figures in the bulletin which I have before
me still forther, I see that stee] billets have only declined 91§ per
cent ; that pig iron has only decl 814 per cent.

In continuing the discussion, I said further:

The trouble with some of thege large industries 1s this: They are
wanting to kecp their scale of profits on the high, inflated basis of the
war period, and unless they are willing to set their own houses in
order and put their earnings at a more moderate rate it seems to me
that Congress, as reluctant as we may be to go into the subject, will
have to do something to relieve the situation.

After continuing the discussion, I closed with this statement:

It has becn very well said: “ We can not look for a restoration of
full employment and prosperity until something like the old balance
between agriculture and the other industries has been restored.” When
a pound of cotton and a bushel of wheat and a pound of pork and a
pound of wool will buy measurably as much of goods in the stores as
they wonld buy in 1910 and 1920, and will buy as much transportation
as they bought then, the farmer will be able to resume his position in
the trading circlé; not before. And until the farmer can resume his
pogition in the trading circle we will not have general prosperity.

Now, my friends, six years have elapsed since I made these
remarks and there has been no improvement in the situation
of agricnlture except in spots. If anything, it is worse to-day,
speaking of it as a whole, than it was at that time. Two times
1 have voted against the McNary-Haugen bill because I had
hoped that this situation would be corrected without the’ inter-
vention of Government. I voted against it because I hesitated
to cast my vote for the Government to embark upon this un-
charted sea. But the situation has not improved.

-
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Mr. ROMJUE. Mr. Chailrman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr., BLACK of Texas. I gladly yield to my good friend
from Missonri.

Mr. ROMJUE. I wanted to call your attention to the matter
which you put into the Recorp about 10 days ago, where the
United States Steel Corporation had declared a stock dividend
of 40 per cent, which shows that industry is enjoying unex-
ampled prosperity, whereas as the gentleman says, the relative
situation of agriculture is fully as bad as it was six years
ago.

Mr, BLACK of Texas. Yes; that is true.
intolerable and impossible.

The situation is
We must do something to correct
this unbalanced condition. Therefore, I am going to support
the Me¢Nary-Haugen bill. [Applause.] :

And, my friends, if it fails, as it may fail, then we of the’
agricultural region are going to demand that something else
be done, because we are not going to submit to the intolerable
and impossible situation that now exists if we ean help it.

Mr. MICHENER. What does the gentleman demand?

Mr. BLACK of Texas. We will demand, for one thing at
least, the reduction of the unreasonable rates of tariff con-
tained in the Fordney-McCumber tariff law. That is one thing
which has helped to bring about the present maladjustment
between agriculture and industry.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. BLACK of Texas. I wish I had time. I would be glad
to yield to my friend from Illinois, but I can not afford to ask
the gentleman from Kentucky for another extension of time.
He already has promised to others all the remaining time at
his disposal.

There is one economic law, which economists assert perhaps
more frequently than almost any other, and that is that in
order to Improve the standard of living of the people, the
workers of the country must increase their production of use-
ful_ and wholesome commodities. And that is so. No one can
gainsay the truth of that when you apply it to the masses of
the people. But we of the South have just witnessed the
spectacle of our farmers receiving $500,000,000 less for a crop
of 18,000,000 bales of cotton than they received for 16,000,000
bales in 1925. Now, it is that situation which we must try to
coi?m-HUDSPET :

T. H. Mr. Chairman, will colleague yield
there for a short question? e i

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Yes. T will gladly yield to my friend.

Mr. HUDSPETH. I have great confidence in the judgment
of my colleague. I am undecided on this proposition. Does
my colleague believe that this bill will relieve the situation in
the farming reglons? My district, of course, is not in that
situation.

Mr. BLACK of Texas. I put eonfidence in this bill because
it is the product of some of the best and most intelligent minds
in the agricultural world. [Applause.] I do not think anybody
can dispute that and be fair.

Now, continuing the discussion further, I have no doubt that
the wheat farmers and the corn growers have had a similar
experience as we have had in the cotton-growing sections when
they have happened to produce somewhat larger than an
ordinary crop.

There is another law of economies which is absolutely true,
regardless of all the sophistry and false reasoning which you
may throw against it, and that is that all wages and all profits
must in the end be paid out of production. Therefore, if any
one class of labor or any one class of industry receives more
wages than its share, or more profit than its share, it means
in the long run that some other class of labor or some other
class of industry must bear more than its share of the burden.
And right there is the heart of the difficulty of agriculture of
which I complain.

Organized industry and organized labor, by reason of their
superior organizations, have been able to hold in a large measure
the vantage points which they gained during the war period,
whereas agriculture, beecause of its unorganized condition, has
had to bear the full brunt of readjustment. It has had to bear
more than its share. Therefore, Mr, Chairman, because this bill
makes a serious attempt to deal with what I regard as our
greatest economic problem, to wit, the disposal of the agricul-
tural surplus in such a manner as not to bankrupt the farmers
who have produced it, I shall support it

The bill does seek to bring about a correction, in part at least,
of what I regard as an impossible and intolerable situation
and therefore I shall give it my support. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas has
expired.

Mr, HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, T yield to the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. Avmon] five minutes,
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama is recog-
nized for five minutes,

Mr. ALMON. Mr. Chairman, the McNary bill as it was intro-
duced in the Senate was practically the same as the Haugen
bill introduced in the House. Some very material amendments
were made to the MeNary bill before it passed the Senate. The
rule which has just been adopted by the House substitutes the
MeNury bill, as.it passed the Senate, for the House bill.

It seems to me that the Senate bill as amended has some
good features not contained in the House bill. One of the Sen-
ate amendments gives all of the producers of the commodity,
both in and cutside of the cooperative associations, a voice in
determining when there shall be an operating period and when
the operating period is to be discontinued after it has once
been inaungurated. It also defines the terms processing, sales,
and transportation as applied to the equalization fees. It also
contains what is known as the Bledsoe insurance feature,
which has been fully explained by the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. WHITTINGTON].

I understand that the Aswell bill will be offered as a substi-
tute for the Senate bill and if it fails that the Crisp bill will
be offered as a substitute for the Senate bill, so all of these
different measures will be before the House for consideration
and determination,

I think that there are some other amendments which shonld
be made to the Senate bill, but will not take the time to dis-
cuss them now except to eall attention to an amendment which
I think should ke made posiponing the equalization fee as to
cotton for two years.

I am glad that an opportunity will be given for a discussion
of these measures and amendments which may be offered
thereto. I have mot fully decided as to how I shall vote, and
may not until the completion of the reading of the proposed
legislation under the five-minute rule for amendments as I
will not know until then the contents and provisions of the
measures to be voted on.

I have simply risen at this time to call attention, as I have,
to some features of the Senate bill added by way of amendment
which were not contained in the House bill, which we have
been considering. [Applause.]

Mr. ASWHELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. O'Coxxor].

Mr. O'CONNOR of Lonisiana. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen
of the committee: You might liken this utterance to the wail
of the banshee. I know that whatever I might say is mnot
going to have any effect on the attitude of this House with
respect to the McNary bill. It is going through. I dare say
there will be a firing squad to shoot full of holes every amend-
ment that is offered. You are in the majority and I am not
offering any great protest against your having your will and
way about the matter. But I do want to express my surprise
at a few things that have happened on the floor of this House
in connection with the consideration of this bill. We find that
the opponents of this measure sit by supinely and do not even
try to have a roll call on the substitution of the McNary bill
for the Haugen bill. In other words, the opponents are en-
deavoring to expedite the movement of a bill which they
congider anathema. I do not understand that form of pro-
cedure or that method of warfare,

There is anothem matter of considerable surprise to me and
that is that one of the pundits of this House, or one of the
so-called pundits I might better say, one who established some
sort of reputation for himself last year as one well informed
on agricultural matters and who was applanded most vigor-
ously and almost effervescently by the Honse for his platitu-
dinous utterances with reference to the welfare of the people
engaged in the great basic enterprise, should take 45 minutes in
order to elucidate that which was already clear, or should be
clear, to the House. He declared the bill was unconstitutional,
illegal, null, and would be declared void by the courts. He
declared it was economically unsound and a heresy from the
standpoint of the experts who had studied the matter; that it
was thoroughly unworkable and would produce profound changes
if not chaos, and yet, to the astonishment of those who secured
him so much time and who expected him to oppose the three
bills, the one pending and the other two in the offing, he said
that he was going to vote for the bill.

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, as I sald,
this is the wail of the banshee. Probably that is not entirely
clear to yon. It simply means that it is futile to expect to
defeat this MceNary bill. It is the wail of the banshee to the
hopes of those who have been hoping that it would fail. I
have always thought that the agricultural policy of this
counfry ought to have been adopted long ago through some
national convention, where real agriculturalists would meet
and discuss the great problem of agriculture and in some way,
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if not through one convention through other and successive
conventions of a similar nature, make a pronouncement that
would have some valid effect instead of having the condition
that obtains here to-day. You and I know that on both sides
of the House men are going to vote for this bill who are at
least doubtful of its constitutionality, who snicker at its
economic absurdities and who know that it is unworkable on
the theory that the President will veto it, and I hope he does.
If he does he will be regarded from ocean to ocean as the
outstanding, bold and courageous figure in the public life of
this country and all the political forces of the country will not
be able to keep him out of the nomination, [Applause.] The
Lowdens and the Butlers may as well not go to the next Re-
publican Convention, in that event. That is my idea of the
whole matter. I do not know that I have contributed to your
political information or to the value of this discussion, but I
have the satisfaction of knowing that I have not done anything
less than the pundits or the many learned agriculturists who
in high-sounding and platitudinous sentences point the way to
guccess and to fortune for thie farmers through this bill.
[Applause.]

One more observation and I am through. I heard some one
say that the board created by the MeNary bill, however great
the power reposed in it, and regardless of the tyrannical
manner in which they may use it, could not possibly do the
American people as much harm as the board of directors of
the Steel Trust who forced a value into more than a
half a billion of stocks and bonds that were merely water
issued after the organization of that great trust, by demanding
extortionate prices for a product of which they had virtually
a monopoly, from an expanding transportation and industrial
order. It was this ruthlessness which made for such a price
of rails and locomotives and the parts of cars that has bowed
agriculture through excessive freight which had to be put into
effect to secure a return on the * hold up ™ prices to which the
railroads were subjected. My friends, one wrong does not
justify another. And again, who are responsible for the ex-
actions of the Steel Trust? Many of the constituencies whose
representatives are fighting furiously for the passage of this
bill were foremost among those who flattered themselves that
they were among the chosen of the defenders and advocates of
the established order.

Some men—good, true, and honest in thelr viewpoint—uwill
tell yon and me that the big, powerful corporations which con-
trol the foodstuffs and clothing of the people, almost their very
life in this civilization have been able, through their boards,
to depress and elevate, to bull and bear, the markets upon the
necessities of human existence, and that their arrogant tyranny
would pale into insignificance any action the MeNary board
may feel compelled to take. Perhaps so; but who stood by
while corporate control unrestrained fastened its tentacles
around the writhing bodies of our people? What effort was
made by the agricultural representatives to prevent the Atlantie
Ocean being turned into stock by these tremendous giants of
industry engaged in interstate commerce from sandbagging their
millions of helpless victims in the big cities of our country, and
the farmer, too, with extortionate prices which the people had
to pay or die? All the traffic will bear was the slogan in the
big commercial and industrial world as well as in transporta-
tion: “ So wills the fierce avenging sprite, and blood for blood
must atone.” Seems to have a distant application. The agri-
cultural blec is in the ascendancy, and industry and com-
merce and the poor common people for another time will get
a dose of what a powerful board can do. The people are used
to squirming, and they repeat the performance not joyfully
nor enthusiastically but somewhat philosophically. But indus-
try and commerce! What a weeping and wailing and a gnash-
ing of teeth when they have to swallow the dose they have so
jocosely handed to others. But, serionsly once more, the opera-
tion of this bill would necessarily revolutionize and dislocate
a marketing system that has come into existence through the
individualistic and joint efforts of Americans since the white
man first put his foot on this continent. It would take us ont
onto an unknown sea without a compass, chart, or rudder to
guide us. I hope the President may veto it.

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to
the gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. CHRISTOPHERSON ],

Mr. CHRISTOPHERSON. Mr, Chairman and members of
the committee, it is gratifying to me that the House is again
considering agricultural relief and with promise of favorable
action. It is pleasing to me because some six years ago I had
the pleasure and privilege of offering in Congress what I be-
lieved was the first farm-relief measure presented. That was
the bill which embodied what is known as the Lyon stabiliza-
tion plan. This took inte account the fact that the small sur-
plus we produce goes into the world's markets into competi-

.




1927

tion with commodities produced on cheaper land and lower cost
of production; that the price paid for this exportable surplus
governed the price in our home markets.

Hon. W. H. Lyon, of my home city of Sioux Falls, 8. Dak.,
was the first one, so far as I know, to urge this as a factor
in the farmer’s problem.

At the time I presented that bill the farmer's plight had not
fully developed and was not seriously considered. It is my
belief that had we passed that bill at that time, it wonld have
averted, or at least greatly lessened the subsequent difficulty
which beset this industry. Of course I am not at this time
complaining because of the failure of that measure. The Agri-
cultural Committee was genercus in the time allotted to wit-
nesses who appeared in behalf thereof and gave careful con-
sideration thereto.

The present measure, though more elaborate in its provisions,
nevertheless takes into account the surplus as a factor in the
problem we seek to correct and provides a method for the
orderly disposition thereof.

I shall not attempt, at this time, to discuss this measure in
detail. It has been fully analyzed in this and former sessions
of Congress. I simply wish to say to the Members from the
eastern part of our country, and who apparently are not en-
thusiastic over this particular bill, that we from the Middle
West have, from time to time, given our support quite gen-
erally to legislation of vital import to your industries.

Now we are urging a measure we believe will be of help to
us. Therefor we hope you will now, in voting on this bill,
evince a spirit of reciprocity and lend your support thereto.

The bill may have its defects. It is not claimed to be per-
fect, but help us put it into effect, and experience in its
administration will soon develop its weak spots, if any, and
suggest amendments and changes to the end that it shall assure
to the farmer that same degree of prosperity now enjoyed by
other industries. By so doing you will allay a wave of dis-
content and unrest that in the midwest is assuming formid-
able proportions, and not only that, but a fair degree of pros-
perity for the agricultural industry will assure a continued
prosperity for the entire Nation. Give us your support to
thig bill ; help us expedite its passage. Only a few days of this
Congress remain and the farming interests of the Middle West,
at least, are watching with keen interest the action of Congress
upon this measure, [Applause.]

Mr. KINCHELOE, Mr. Chairman, 1 yield to the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. Byexs] such time as he may desire.

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, during the general debate on
this important subject I have been busy and was unable to hear
it on account of attending the hearings of the Appropriation
Committee on the second deficiency bill. Last year I voted
against the so-called McNary-Haugen bill. It is my intention
to support the Senate bill which has been sent to the House
[applause], and which I understand will be considered under
the rule which has been adopted in lieu of the pending Haugen
bill. I wish briefly to explain some of the reasons for my vote.

The Senate substitute bill is identical with the pending Haugen
bill, with the exception of certain amendments adopted by the Sen-
ate, including tobacco as one of the basic agricultural commodi-
ties, and another amendment intended to more surely guar-
antee to the producers the right of voice in whether or not
operation in their commodity shall commence under the pro-
visions of this bill. It differs from the bill against which I
voted last session in that it eliminates the tariff, which the
former bill made the yardstick by which the value was to be
determined. Neither does it carry a subsidy such as was
carried in the former bill. It is true it provides for an equali-
zation fee, which I have never favored, but, as I have stated,
it is left to the producers themselves to say whether a par-
ticular commodity shall be taken under operation and the
equalization fee made to apply. There was no such provision
in the bill against which I voted. In other words, this is a
permissive bill, whereas the former bill was what might be
called a force bill.

Under the terms of this bill an advisory council of seven
members are to be chosen for each basic agricultural com-
modity. The members are to be represenfative of the pro-
ducers of such commodity and are to be chosen from lists sub-
mitted by the heads of the agricultural departments of the
several States and from lists submitted by cooperative market-
ing associations and farm organizations representative of the
producers of such commodity.

Under the provisions of this bill there ecan be no operation
in any commodity unless it is found that there will be a surplus
above domestic requirements and above the requirements for
orderly marketing. KEven then operations can not commence
unless the advisory council created for such commodity and a
substantial number of cooperative associations or other organ-
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Izations representing the producers of the commodity favor
the full eooperation of the board in the stabilization of the com-
modity., And where in any State 50 per cent of the producers
of the commodity are not members of such cooperative associa-
tions or other organizations, then a State convention of such
producers is to be held by the head of the State department of
agriculture to determine the will of the majority of the pro-
ducers in that State. Even then the board will not and ean not
commence operations unless all of the members representing
Federal land-bank districts which in the aggregate produced
during the preceding crop year more than 50 per cent of such
commodity vote in favor thereof, and then not until a majority
of the board is satisfied that a majority of the producers of the
commodity favor such action. And the producers have the
right at any time to terminate operation in the same manner
that they may initiate operations,

It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that this provides for as com-
plete and fair a referendum as is possible without a direct
vote of each producer, and that, of course, is impracticable.
For my part, anxions as I am to vote for Ssome measure of
farm relief at this session, I am going to vote for this bill and
leave it to the farmers themselves, who best know their own
needs, to say whether or not they wish to come under its pro-
visions. T am fortified in this conclusion by the fact that every
farm organization in the entire country, with the single excep-
tion of the Grange, has indorsed this bill and urge Congress to
enact it into law. Everyone realizes the sad plight of agri-
culture, and I do not want to see this Congress adjourn without
having passed some law looking to its relief.

This is the bill the farmers want and we all know perfectly
well that it is the only one that has the slightest chance to
become a Iaw. Shall we deny to the farmers, whose industry
is basic to the prosperity of the whole country, the relief they
demand? T am constitutionally and fundamentally opposed to
any class legislation. However, we all know that the Federal
Government has enacted class legislation in various forms, and
one of the chief beneficiaries is the manufacturer through the
medium of the high protective tariff law, and to this iz largely
due the depressed condition of agriculture to-day. It has re-
sulted in the present low purchasing power of the farmer's
dollar to-day, for it is now only about 65 cents when converted
into other commodities. The farmer is able to name neither
the price for which he will sell nor the price which he pays
for things he has to buy. As some one has said he must buy
in a protected market and sell in a world dictated market.

There are three bills pending—the Aswell bill, the Crisp-
Caurtis bill, and the McNary-Haugen bill. They are all designed
to stabilize production, marketing, and the price of basic farm
produets.

In the limited time at my disposal I can not enter into a de-
tailed discussion of all or any of these bills. Each of them
proposes to appropriate $250,000,000. The Curtis-Crisp bill pro-
vides for this sum to be loaned to farm organizations, but makes
no provision for repayment in event of losses occurring in the
administration of the act. The Aswell bill provides for the
appropriation for private corporations to be organized and which
shall also have the power to issue bonds without requiring the
sum to be repaid.

The McNary-Haugen bill, indorsed, as I have said, by all the
farm organizations, is based upon the idea that farmers do not
want and are not asking any bonus or subsidy. They know
full well that in the end such a policy would bring a worse
condition than now prevails. A subsidy would increase produc-
tion, and that, of course, can not go on every year. But if an
equalization fee must be paid to take care of the surplus, the
ultimate result will be to restrict production. It provides for
this sum as an advancement until the system can be put into
operation. It provides for an equalization fee to be imposed
upon any basic commodity coming under the operation of the
act only in the manner I have described, the funds so derived
to be used in repaying the Government and also to provide a
revolving fund for the operation of the act. Bach commodity is
to furnish its own funds, which are to be kept separate from
those of other commodities.

I come from a district, Mr. Chairman, which can and does
produce nearly every kind of crop grown in the Temperate Zone.
In the greater portion of the district dark tobacco is the chief
money crop. About 80 per cent of it is exported. Due to
steadily increased production in forelzn countries, the markets
for our export tobacco are gradually disintegrating. Increase
in the area of production in the United States is adding fo the
difficulty of the dark and light tobaccos. The tobacco grower
finds himself to-day in as bad a situation so far as securing a
fair price for his product as the grower of any other kind of
crop. Something must be done to regain old markets and secure
new ones or his condition will steadily become worse. Last
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summer and fall I went all over my district urging the tobaeco
growers to get together, revive their association, and pool their
CTOpS.

I believe the orderly and systematic marketing of tobacco is
the only salvation of the tobaceo grower as conditions exist
to-day. In one of the largest counties of the district over
91 per cent of the tobacco acreage joined the association and
over 80 per cent in the other counties. The dark tobacco asso-
ciation and other farm organizations, and also the Burley
Association of Kentucky have forwarded to me resolutions urg-
ing that I vote for this bill. Their officers have told me that
the passage of this bill will go far toward insuring the suc-
cess of these associations. And I am going to stand by them
with my vote in the hope that if this bill is enacted into law,
it will aid not only the tobacco growers but all the farmers of
the country to secure fair and reasonable price for the prod-
uct of their labor, and that is all they ask—all they want. It
is conceded by nearly every advocate and opponent of thig
bill that if there is any class of farmers to which it will bring
relief it is the growers of dark tobacco, whose product is so
largely exported. .

The object of this bill is to provide funds to enable the sur-
plus of a commodity to be held until such time as it can be sold
in an orderly way and not dumped on the market in a manner
that will cause a break in the market below a fair and reason-
able price for the product. And the board is authorized to
contract with cooperative associations, or other organizations
to take charge of and dispose of the surplus.

The advocates of this measure very earnestly insist that it
will relieve the situation. Its opponents insist that it will not

do so. In times of stress the Government has never failed to

come to the relief of every other kind of industry. Agri-
culture has never been in such a plight as it is to-day within
my knowledge. Why, then, should not the Government extend
its helping band to agriculture as it has to other industries?
1 feel very sure the measure is not perfect. Indeed it may not
be the proper remedy. The conflict of opinion can only be
settled by a trial. Why not give it the test of actual experience
and perfect it where it is wrong rather than content ourselves
with the declaration that it will not sustain the claims of its
advoecates, which of course proves nothing.

I do not know, nor do I say that the passage of this bill will
bring the relief which is expected. But I do know that it is
the only chance to enact legislation at this =ession looking to
the relief of the farming industry. I hope that it will give this
relief, It if does we will all rejoice and the whole country will
be more prosperous. If it does not, then any commodity can
withdraw from its provision and the act can be repealed.

Even if the bill should fail to give the full relief which its
advocates expect it would certainly be a stimulus to agriculture
and give renewed hope to the farmers of the country, whose
industry has been so depressed during the past four or five
years. As I have said, the purpose of this bill is to stabilize
the price of the particular commodity. ¥Experience shows that
stabilization covering a period of years will not serve to in-
crease the cost to the consumer, but it will serve to insure the
farmer against undue, violent, and excessive fluctunation in the
price of his product through the manipulation of his markets,

There are 34,000,000 people directly interested in agriculture
and, in addition, 19,000,000 who are interested in business and
manufacture growing out of agricultural products. The annual
cost of farm products to the consumer is about $40,000,000,000,
of which the 34.000,000 people directly interested in produc-
tion get only about 25 per cent, or £10,000,000,000. This wide
difference between what the producer gets and the consumer
pays shows the injustice under which both the producer and
consumer are laboring and the necessity of someéthing being
done to relieve the situation. The advocates of this bill believe
it will solve the problem. The farmers want it tried out, and
I am not going to quibble over technicalities and specious objec-
tions, but propose by my vote to give the measure a chance to
see if it will not afford the relief which everyone admits is =o
badly needed.

None of the bills suit me in their entirety. There are fea-
tures in all of them which I do not approve. Legislation is
always a matter of compromise. One Member can not have
his own way. In the final analysis we will be ecalled on to
vote for or against one bill, and I think we must concede that
will be the MeNary-Haugen bill. I shall cast my vote in
accordance with what I conceive to be best and my duty in
the premises. :

Mr. Chairman, I submit as a part of my remarks some of
the resolutions to which I have referred:
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HorrinsviLLe, Ky., Jonuary 31, 1927,
Hon. J. W. BYRrNS,
Washington, D. 0.:

Board of directors of the Dark Tobaceco Growers' Cooperative Asso-
clation, representing 75,000 farmers of Kentucky and Tennessee, in-
dorse the MeNary-Haugen bill and ask that tobacco be included as
one of the basic commodities, and that you use your influence and
vote for its passage,

Darg ToBACCO GEOWERS' COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION,

Dark ToBacco GROWERS' COOPERATIVE
AssociaTion (INc.),
Clarksville, Tenn., January 29, 1927,
Hon, Jos. W. Byrxs,
House of Representatives, Washington, D, C.

Drar Sir: The advisory board of the Clarksville district in a meeting
at the Association House in Clarksville, Tenn., on January 29, unani-
mously passed a resolution indorsing the action of the joint executive
commiitees of the Burley Association and Dark Tobacco Growers' As-
sociation in their indorsement of the MeNary-Haugen bill, and they
Join with these committees in recommending to you the passage of this
bill, believing that ultimate good will result to the tobacco section as
well as other sections growing other products, such as graln, cotton,
livestock, ete, Therefore, we most respectfully request that you give
this bill your earnest support and do all within your power to aid its
passage.
Respectfully,

DaN HAWELL,
E. H. Stoxs,
W. L. Macox, M. D,
J. H. PUCKETT,
ANDREW RAINEY,
Advisory Board, Olarksville District,

BPRINGFIELD, TENN., February &, 1927,
Congressman JosepH W. BYRNS,
Washington, D, C.

Drar Bin: The board of directors of the Robertson County Farm
Bureau in a regular monthly meeting at Springfield, Tenn., passed the
following resolution :

* Whereas American agricnlture is now facing the most eritical perlod
in the history of the Nation due to the fact that the American farmer
I8 not receiving proper consideration at the bands of Congress; and

* Whereas he is placed in a disadvantageous position as compared to
industry and all articles he must purchase are selling at high prices
and his products are selling at very low prices; and

* Whereas we realize that should present conditions continue it would
mean ruin to the American farmer: Therefore be it

“ Resolved by the board of directors of the Robertson County Farm
Bureau, That we petition all Members of Congress from Tennessee to
actively support the McNary-Haugen bill."

Trusting that you will do all in your power to secure passage to
the McNary-Haugen bill, I remain, -

Yours very truly,
GravypoN L. Mommis,
President Robertson County Farm Bureau.

Whereas we realize and agree with all falr-minded thinking citizens
of our country that something should and must be done to better equal-
ize the business conditions of farming and relleve that important in-
dustry from its present unfair, unprofitable, and dangerous plight: and

Whereas we have fully and carefully considered the relief bills offered
in Congress looking to that much desired and greatly needed end, and
feel that Congress can help to cure the unfortunate and unhappy exist-
ing situation : Therefore be it

Resolved by the board of directors of the Burley Tobacco Growers
Cooperative Association, in regular meeting bled, at Lexvington, Ky.,
this February 2, 1927, That it is the sense of said board, representing
109,106 farmers engaged In the growing of Burley tobacco in the States
of Kentucky, Ohio, 1lndiana, West Virginia, Tennessee, Virginia, North
Carolina, and Missouri that the Congress of the United States should
promptly proceed with the enactment of what is known as the McNary-
Haugen agricultural surplus confrol bill into law, especially embracing
therein its equalization-fee provisions: Be it further

Resolved, That we most earnestly petition our Senators and Rep-
resentatives in Congress to have tobacco included in said bills as a basic
agricultural product, and to vote for and assist in securing the passage
of said bill during the present session of Congress: Be it further

Resolved, That a copy of these resolutions be Immediately sent to
our SBenators and Representatives in Congress.

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. Fort].
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r. FORT. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the House, for
the first time since general debate began on the pending bill
we had yesterday from the gentleman from North Dakota
[Mr. Burrsess], and the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
WaITTINGTON], some discussion of the bill on the part of its
proponents. Until that stage in the debate had been reached,
the bill itself had rarely been mentioned, except by name, by
anyone who spoke for if. T,

The gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. Burrnees] attempted
to dispute the reasoning hereiofore put in the Recorp as to
the working of the equalization fee on wheat. In his argument,
incidentally, he attacked the fizures of the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. TixcuEer] but at the same time admitted that he
was wrong last year in the debate on the subject of freight
rates, and, because of that fact, wrong in stating the amount
of the equalization fee that would be required in the case of
wheat. He concedes that the wheat equalization fee would
have to be 13 cents a bushel, and even in making that con-
cession, he omits from his calculation at least four major
points which will go to swell the fee. He omits altogether
from the discussion the fact that an increase in pricp to the
domestic consumer must bring a decreased consumption and,
therefore, an increased amount to be sold abroad at a loss.
He assumes a stable and unchanging production, which, of
course—as has been proven in debate repeatedly and denied
by no one—is impossible with a perpetually stabilized price at
a higher level. He omits all reference to processing charges
which the board is permitted to assume and pay. He omits the

losses to be taken on mill feeds if his theory of the bill be.

correct that by milling all the wheat in the United States they
will be able to sell mill feeds cheaper to the American con-
sumer. Of course, the export of wheat in bulk carries the full
unmilled wheat value. If it is to be milled here and the mill
feeds to be sold cheaper than at present, additional losses on
the flour above the losses on the unmilled wheat will have to
be absorbed through the equalization fee, :

In spite of those omissions, the figures the gentleman put in
the Recorp—and I will ask any Member who has yesterday's
Recorp to refer to it—still prove that in 1923 the American
farmer of hard northwestern wheat secured practically the full
benefit of the tariff; that in 1925 he secured a benefit ranging
from 20 to 35 cents; and in 1926 a minimum range of 12 cents
at Minneapolis, And under his argument and exhibits at-
tached thereto, a still larger ar:ount of the tariff at Buffalo.

The gentleman overlooks in his entire argument that the
Buffalo price of wheat is the import price in the United States;
that the freight from Fort William to Buffalo is identical with
that from Duluth to Buffalo, so that the import point for wheat
is at Buffalo. At that point, he admits the tariff benefits pre-
vail far more than at Minneapolis.

Even with his Minneapolis fizures, however, if the American
wheat farmer of hard northern wheat had the full benefit of
the tariff in 1928, if he had 35 cents out of 42 in 1925, what
benefit could he possibly gain by paying 13 cenis equalization
fee? He could not lift his price more than 42 cents over the
foreign price—since the tariff is only 42 cents. So be would
have the North Dakota farmer who received 35 cents benefit
of the tariff pay 13 cents equalization fee to get a net advance
in price of 7 cents. After he received the T-cent increase and
paid the 13-cent fee, he would have 6 cents less per bushel than
he had before the Haugen bill passed. He pays the 13 cents
fee to raise the price of wheat for the lower grades that will
not come up to that level without governmental aid. Taking his
own figures and his own argument unchanged, the gentleman
from North Dakota concedes every point made by the gentleman
from Kanszas [Mr. Tixcuer] and the gentleman from Minne-
sota [Mr. NewroN], who said the other day that the raiser of
high-grade wheat is asked under this bill to pay the full equali-
zation fee for only an occasional benefit to him and have the
money used to lift the price of the competing low-grade wheat,
whose presence in the country creates a statistical surplus
which now holds down the price of all wheat and provides the
bulk of our exports,

What does that mean? That means that the passage of this
legislation puts a premium on growing low-grade wheat, because
you can get more of it to the acre. The Oregon wheat figures
show 20 or 21 bushels on an average per acre as against 10 or
11 bushels to the acre on an average in North Dakota. The
benefit of the legislation goes to the man who to-day raises what
we do not want in this country as against the man who raises
what we do want. He further states that the equalization fee
being levied at the processing point in this country on imported
wheat is equivalent to an increased tariff. If that is all it
amounts to, let us increase the tariff if you need it. Why go
through all this rigmarole and put on an egualization fee?

Myr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. FORT. I am sorry, but the gentleman refused to yield
on this point yesterday. The genfleman further estimates that
the cost of operating this plan which the American farmer will

have to pay as a part of the equalization fee will be 1.2 cents °

per bushel on 711,000,000 bushels, or seven and a quarter mil-
lion dollars of additional overhead on the American wheat
farmer, if this plan be adopted. This is the first time that the
proponents of this bill have undertaken to give us figures.
This is the first time that a proponent of this bill has gotten
up and told us what they claim it will cost, and when the
farmer wants to cut down the cost of marketing they come
along and put seven and a quarter million dollars additional
cost on the operation.

The gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WHiTTINGTON] i8 A TO-
cent convert, I have noticed that those who stood away from
this bill the longest, and therefore showed themselves in pos-
session of reasoning power, make the best argument for it
when they are finally converted. The gentleman from Missis-
sippi, even when he argued for it, said that he wounld not be for
it if it did not have the insurance feature in it. He said that
he would not support the bill if it did not contain the insurance
plan. He said it twice. This insurance plan is something new
that came over here from the Senate. .I happen to be in the
insurance business. I have been attacked on the floor several
times when I have spoken on farm relief, because I am not a
farmer, but I am in the insurance business. Of all the half-
baked schemes, from an insurance standpoint, that was ever
put before any kind of a body this one surely takes the medal
In the first place, what is the language? The language is that
the premium must cover the risk, and under the bill you are
only working under operating perlods. 8o each year that you
declare an operation and make the insurance plan operative,
you collect a premium big enough to cover the whole risk of
loss, and if you do not lose anything the Government makes the
profit. Read the bill. Then you are going to collect the equal-
ization fee on top of that. So that under this beautiful insur-
ance scheme, the way it is in the Senate bill, the cotton farmer
of the South is going to pay an equalization fee just the same
as he would if it was not there, and then he is going to pay an
insurance premium on top of that whieh is big enough to cover
any possible loss, and if the loss does not occur, the profit from
the insurance preminm goes to the United States Government.

Mr. ALMON. But the insurance is optional, is it not?

Mr. FORT. It is optional with the board; but I am talking
to the gentleman who would not vote for the bill unless it is in.
He is voting for the bill because he wants the insurance, and
he is going to pay the equalization fee and the insurance
premium, which must be big enough to pay any loss. If they
do not happen to have many losses, then the profits go to the
Government.

Incidentally, on the question of the constitutionality of the
bill, the United States Supreme Court has held a good many
times that insurance is not commerce and ean not be regulated
nnder the interstate-commerce clause of the Constitution.

The rest of the bill is claimed to be constitutional under the
power of Congress to regulate interstate commerce. If there is
one doctrine that is absolutely settled—and most insurance men
wish it could be upset—it is that the United States Govern-
ment can not control insurance, that it is not cominerce, and
is not interstate commerce if it is commerce at all.

The gentleman said in addition to that that we, the opponents
of the bill, had on several occasions stated that there was not a
permanent overproduction of farmm commodities. That is true.
We have said whatever has been produced has been consumed
in time. That is true. It has been consumed in time and at a
low price and when the price has not been high enough you
have left 2,000,000 bales of cotton unpicked, as you have this
vear. You have 9,000,000 bales of cotton as a carry-over, esti-
mated, at the end of this season as it is. You left 2,000,000
bales of low-grade cotton unpicked, and the world's average
consumption of our cotton is 11,500,000 bales a year. If your
price were high enough to justify picking the other 2,000,000
bales, you would go into the next crop year with one entire
year's supply in the warehouses, and if you .raise your prices
as a genfleman who is at the head of a southern cooperative
association said to me, you will be ruined. He gaid, “ Do not
pass the Crisp bill beeause it will put cotton to 15 cents, and if
we get 15-cent cotton we are ruined, becanse we will have too
much crop planted next year.” I do not agree with that in all

ta. ’

I am not carrying cotton as the gentleman at the head of the
cooperative organization probably is, which he wants to work
off, but I do say that if you are going into a Government policy
of lifting the price and holding it np, no matter what the produc-
tion is, then, by gracious, you will get your overplanting and
your continuous overproduction—and starting on a policy of
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overproduction with 9,000,000 bales in the warehouses, it is
‘going to be a long and a tedious process to get rid of it.
[Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN.
Jersey has expired.

Mr. ASWELL. Will the gentleman from Kansas yield some
time?

Mr. TINCHER.

Mr. ASWELL.

The CHAIRMAN.
will read.

Mr. ASWELL.
utes time?

Mr, HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inguiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it,

Mr. HOWARD. In view of the fact there seems to be a lull
in ‘the argument might I suggest, if it would be proper, to an-
nounce that the lamp still holds out to burn? There might be
some late conversions.

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, I promised to yield this time
to a gentleman who is not on the floor at this moment. There
has been an objection made to my bill that it might provide a
subsidy. I would like to call the attention of the commitiee to
these facts of record as to what has been done for the railroads:

Aid to railroads
Total costs of operating ‘t'p: Interstate Commerce

Commission to date has n $46, 141, 587. 00
Amonnt certified to the Treasury for settlement to

date___ EaTA s 529, 892, 619. 00
In addition to these sums, the Government now hol
railroad bonds in the sum of . o ___ -— 285, 388, 8B00..00
Tnltal aid to railroads under Esch-Cummins

aw

The time of the gentleman from New

I do not care to take time just now.
The gentleman has 15 minutes more.
If there is no other debate the Clerk

Will the gentleman yield some of his 15 min-

841, 423, 006. 00

APPROPRIATIONS
1918 500, 000, 000. 00
1919 . _ X s 750, 000, 000, 00
1920 __ el 500, 000, DO0D. 00
1921 L 65, 575, 832, 03

330, 817. 00

______ 1, 815, 906, 649, 03
841, 423, 006. 00

Grand total ald to railroads.__.____________ 2, 657, 320, 655. 03
Appropriations to shipping

Shipping |Merchant Fleet

Year Board ion
L)

$101,316 |  $405, 000,000

517,500 | 635,000,000

842,500 | 1,807,201, 000

772,086 | 356,000,000

442,000 | 136,852 000

450,000 | 173,500,000

459,000 | 1100, 000,000

411500 | 150,000,000

344,000 | 130,000,000

330,000 | 124,000,000

208,574 | 123,000,000

4,978,876 | 3, 541, 453, 000

......... 3, 548, 431, 876

I And receipts.

The bill T proposed has a revolving fund of $250,000,000 to
stabilize agriculture. Yet, some gentlemen who support the
billions for shipping and the railroads fear that a revolving
fund for agriculture might be a subsidy. Youn can not give
immediate relief, overnight relief, as you shout for, without
appropriating money to agriculture. I propose to do it frankly,
in the open, in a sane, practical, and business way.

It is interesting to note, gentlemen, when the supporters of
the Haugen bill gave up the ghost and surrendered their bill
and accepted the MeNary bill they admitted, thereby, that it
was the worst of all bills, and they would take the next worst,
the MeNary bill. It is exceedingly interesting for gentlemen
of this committee to be reminded at this moment that, although
the supporters of the McNary bill in the House and on the
Committee on Agriculture made an earnest appeal for two
hours more of general debate this afternoon, two hours on the
rule, claiming that the object was to explain the new material
in the McNary bill that was not in the Haugen bill and claim-
ing that they would want to present some explanation of the
new matter in the McNary bill which is now before this House,
yet the four hours have passed, another day has been wasted,
and not a single word by any supporter of the Haugen bill has
been uttered on this floor in an effort to explain a single point
of the new matter. In the name of the distressed farmers, I
protest against this political gesture, this insincerity, this
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wobbling, this scheming, as you continue to fool the farmers
when you know the MeNary bill can never become operative.
You are leaving the farmers unaided. It is a sad commentary
upon the intelligence of honorable gentlemen who would support
the McNary bill yet have not enough courage to explain a word
of it, knowing if they explained it would make it worse. There
is not a Haugen Member on the floor who dared to explain
it. The only conclusion men outside of the Congress can reach
is that the amendments as well as the bill itself were written
by lobbyists on the outside and handed to Members in the other
body. They swallowed the amendments and present the bill
without understanding. The Haugen supporters dare not make
any effort to analyze the new matter. It is a bill, gentlemen,
written on the outside for political purposes and in selfish
interests.

The CHAIRMAN.
ana has expired.

Mr. TINCHER. I yield to the gentleman five minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Louisiana is recog:
nized for five minutes more,

Mr. ASWELL. I made a mistake the other day in that I
called attention on this floor to the fact that the number of
jobs offered by the Haugen bill was only 156, not quite enough
to give all the lobbyists infesting this Capitol at the expense
of the farmers each one a job. I should not perhaps have called
attention to that fact, for the reason that another body in this
Capitol proceeded at once to amend the bill and put in 24 more
jobs, adding two to each nominating commitiee. One hundred
and fifty-six plus 24, T am informed reliably, will about cover
all the prominent lobbyists around this Capitol.

I said to a distinguished gentleman—not strong but loud in
his support of the Haugen bill [laughter], “I do not under-
stand you; you propose now to substitute the Senate bill for
the Haugen bill, and add another fact in the unconstitutionality
of the bill, because you propose to have a tax bill originate in
the Senate when you do that” And he said, “I don't give a
d about that, because you can not make the d thing
any worse.,” [Laughter.] Yet he said, “I am for it; I have
got to support it, because the erowd at home are on my trail.”

Gentlemen, let me repeat what I have already said three
times: I can not, will not, support the Haugen bill, because 1
know the agricultural conditions of this country are in a de-
plorable condition ; I know my own farmers are distressed and
depressed, and I will not ecast my vote to tax them further with
the equalization fee.

The Haugen bill not only is a tax bill but it proposes a most
infamous form of taxation., It proposes a sales tax on the
necessities of life, I can not support a bill of that kind. No
responsible party in this country, under this Government, and
no responsible party in any country in the world, ever imposed
a sales tax on the necessities of life; and this is what the
Haugen bill does—levies a sales tax on the things that the poor,
depressed farmer has to sell. In other words, the Haugen bill
supporters would have you believe that if you take a farmer,
depressed and distressed, and tax him, by some magic Houdini
sleight-of-hand performance under the Haugen bill that tax
will be transformed into a profit of 3 to 1. I can not sup-
port any such legislation, and when the other bills are sffered
as substitutes, if they do not prevail, I feel that I shall be
rendering my farmer constitnents the highest order of service
when I vote “No"” on the final passage of the Haugen bill.
[Applause.]

If you substitute my bill, the farmers will get prompt relief
without the equalization-fee sales tax. The McNary-Haugen
bill ean not give relief because it will never become a law.
[Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. If there is no desire to speak on the
part of others, the Clerk will read the bill for amendment.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Jhst a moment before the
reading begins.

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may desire to the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. ArLcoop].

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman, how much time have 1?

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama is recog-
nized.

Mr. ALLGOOD. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp by inserting the House reso-
lution which I introduced to-day concerning Muscle Shoals, to
give relief to agriculture.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama asks unani-
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp as indicated.
Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. ALLGOOD. Mr. Speaker, under the leave to extend my
remarks in the Recorp, I include the following resolution :

The time of the gentleman from Louisi-
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House Joint Resolution .

Whereas It i3 apparently impossible for Congress to enter inte &
contract with a private corporation for the operation of Nitrate Plant
No. 2 and other facilities, including Wilson Dam, at Muscle Shoals ;
and
. Whereas under the present temporary lease between the Government
and the Alabama Power Co., the farmers receive no benefit from
Muscle Shoals, and the Government receives an inadeguate return from
the sale of Wilton Dam power; and

Whereas there is every indication that the same conditions which
pow and for many previous years have prevented the comsummation
of & lease between the Government and a private corporation on a
50-year basis, will continue to prevail through succeeding sessions
of Congress for an indefinite period; Therefore, be it

Resolved, ete, That the President of the United States be authorized
and instructed to put Nitrate Plant No. 2, at Muscle Shoals, into opera-
tion for the production of fixed nitrates for fertilizer and explosives,
and for extensive experimentationg in order that this Government
might be kept abreast of other governments in preparing for any war
of the future; as provided under section 124, national defense act of
1916. .

(2) That the President be authorized to make use of any or all
Wilson Dam power for the manufacture of fertilizers and explosives
and for other Government purposes, and sell whatever power might re-
main surplus to any distributing company which might desire to enter
into a contract on the following terms:

{A) The power to be sold by the Government to bring a price not
jess than the average price pald for similar power throughout the
United States,

(B) That the lease shall endure for a minimum of 5 and a maxi-
mum of 10 years, with the distinct understanding that at the con-
clusion of the lense period, whether 5 or 10 years, the lessee will have
brought into use all 18 units of Wilson Dam : Be it also

Resvived, That in the operation of Nitrate Plant No. 2, the Presi-
dent be authorized, if it should be deemed necessiry, to make use of
all rentals, or any part thereof, which might accrue to the Government
from the sale of surplus power,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama has con-
sumed one minute.

Mr., KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, may I ask how the time
stands?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. HAUGEN]
has 16 minutes remaining, the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
Aswerr] 5 minutes, the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.
KincueLoE] 10 minutes, and the gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
TincHER] 10 minutes.

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. RAINEY].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois is recognized
for 10 minutes.

Mr, RAINEY. Mr. Chairman, at last big business has spoken
through its representatives, This morning the metropolitan
papers carried an interview given out yesterday by Henry Ford,
the biggest business man in all the world, and this morning the
CoNGRESSIONAL REcomrp contains an article or a letter from
Andrew W. Mellon, the next biggest business man in the world;
and Mr. Mellon selects as his exponent, as his mouthpiece, my
distinguished farmer friend and colleague, Mr. CHINDBLOM,
who represents here the gold coast distriet of Chicago.
[Laughter.]

One hundred and twenty years ago in the section now repre-
sented by Mr. CHINDBLOM, according to a legend that is still
extant up there, an Indian raised there 62 bushels of corn, and
that is the only agricultural result ever obtained in that
distriet. [Laughter.] Of course, until the Volstead law they
consumed large quantities of corn there in liguid form, but
they do mot do it now. They get along with renatured dena-
tured aleohol, which is not made out of corn at all. My farmer
friend, Mr. CminperLoym, who speaks for the second most. im-
portant business man in the world, does not know much about
farming; at least I am not impressed with his knowledge of
farming and farm products. But he can learn—I know that—
and if Mr. Caixperom should devote a week's intensive study
to farm problems at the short farmers’ course of our State
university, I am sure that at the expiration of that course of
study he could tell the difference between a threshing machine
and a milking machine. [Laughter.]

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAINEY. I have only seven minutes.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I want to suggest that I actually did
hope to learn something ¥rom almost 18 hours of discussion on
this subject, but there has been no information forthcoming.

Mr. RAINEY. The gentleman ought not to take up my
time. If the gentleman will read now in addition to the letter
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he has published in the Recorp the interview with Henry Ford,
he will learn something. Henry Ford says the Haugen bill
is “asinine and senseless,” and he submits as a substitute for
farming a plan to eliminate cows, chickens, pigs, and such
things from the farm, and invites all the farmers to move to
town.

He insists that in the future we are going to live on oat-
meal erackers made out of pecans, olive oil, and some other
ingredients. We all now know why the Haugen bill is wrong
and uneconomic.

Henry Ford propcses to eliminate chickens and eggs, which
yield every year to the farmer $1,050,000,000 of money., He
proposes to eliminate cattle and hogs and sheep, and we pro-
duce $3,000,000,000 worth of them every year. He proposes
to eliminate corn, and we produce $2,000,000,000 worth of that
every year. He proposes to eliminate cows and dairy prod-
ucts, and we produce of dairy products $2500,000,000 every
year. Henry Ford's plan is absolutely simple. All we have
got to do is to abandon the farms and from $8,000,000,000 to
$10,000.000,000 worth of the things which the farmers pro-
duce, have the farmers move into town and ride around in
cheap automobiles. Of course, they will be Ford automobiles.
Then we are to use synthetic foods made put of pecans and
olive oil, but there is no explanation from him as to where
we are going to get enough pecans and olive oil with which to
feed 116,000,000 people. His assertions and his propositions
are as absurd as was the voyage of his peace ship and the
announcement that he proposed to get the “boys out of the
trenches before Christmas.”

Mr. BARKLEY. What part does sawdust play in these syn-
thetic foods?

Mr. RAINEY. Sawdust might do, and there are a great
many of these big business men in the Hast who would like
to see the farmer reduced fo a position where he has to live
on sawdust, and they are getting him into that condition just
as fast as they possibly can.. Now, these are the suggestions
made by Henry Ford, the biggest business man in the world,
and big business is speaking through him.

The suggestion made by Andrew W. Mellon through my dis-
tinguished farmer friend from Illinois amounts to this: If we
adopt the Haugen bill we will have an overhead in the way of
expenses appalling, indeed; and then through his Bureau of
Internal Revenue he figures out how much it is going to cost
and how many we are going to add to the army of emplovees
in the United States.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois
has expired.

Mr, KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of my
time to the gentleman from Illinois,

Mr, RAINEY. He figures it all up. I do not know how
much it is—$1,000,000, or considerably more than that. I am
never impressed with the figures given out by the Internal
Revenue Bureau of this Government under the direction of Mr.
Mellon. I have had considerable experience with them. We
have a “flexible tariff " which does not always work to the
satisfaction of everybody, but we have some experts up there
in the Internal Revenue Bureau who give out “ flexible figures "
that always suit Mr. Mellon. I remember that in 1922, when
we had up the soldiers’ bonus bill, there came out from Mr.
Mellon's Bureau of Internal Revenue the statement that we
had confronting us a deficit for 1923 of nearly $300,000,000,
and they defeated with those flexible fizures of his the soldiers’
bonus proposition, which would have given to the soldiers
something better than graveyard insurance, But the months
went on, and then we heard from the same =ource and from
the same authority that we had a surplus of over $200,000,000,
which we proceeded to hand back just before the elections all
over the country in the shape of rebates on taxes, which, I can
assure you, my friends, I found in my district to be a most con-
vincing campaign document in favor of the Republican candi-
date for Congress that year. Then, I remember that after-
wards when Mr. Mellon appeared before the Ways and Means
Committee, having personally suffered considerably on account
of these flexible figures, I called his attention to them. It all
appears in the hearings, And Mr, Winston answered. He
always has some of these young fellows around with elastic
consciences to answer. I called his attention to the fact
that he had made a mistake in the estimate of that year
amounting to something like $500,000,000. I said “ How do you
account for that?"” And Mr. Winston—it appears in the hear-
ings—made this very clear and—to him and to Mr. Mellon—
satisfactory statement. He said it just happened this way:
“What we did was to underestimate the receipts and over-
estimate the expenses. That is the way it happened.” Of
course that made it all perfectly clear,
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In order to call attention to the absolute unreliability of
estimates and figures presented by Mr. Mellon and his “ flexi-
ble ” Bureau of Internal Revenue, I want to gquote now from a
letter addressed by Secretary Mellon to the chairman of the
Ways and Means Committee of the House of Representatives
and dated January 24, 1922. May I call attention to the fact
that this letter from which I propose now to read this exiract
is printed in the hearings before the Ways and Means Com-
mittee when they were considering the question of the soldiers’
adjusted compensation bill, and when it became necessary from
Mr. Mellon's standpoint to defeat the bill and to give the
soldiers only the “graveyard insurance” they now have.
This letter accomplished its purpose. It defeated the soldiers’
bonus bill. You will find it printed at page 68 of the hearings
on this subject before the Ways and Means Committee, which
extended from January 31, 1922, to February 7, 1822. 1 now
read:

It appears from these statements that for 1922 the Budget estimates
indieate a deficit of over $24,000,000, and for 1823, a deficit of over
$£167,000,000. These flgures make no allowance for expenditures not
covered by the Bndget, as, for example, $50,000,000 already requested
by the United States Shipping Board for the settlement of claims;
$7,000,000 to he spent by the United States Grain Corporation on ac-
ecount of Russian relief, under the act approved December 22, 1921 ;
$5,000,000 to be paid as the 1923 installment under the treaty with
Columbia ; and a possible $50,000,000 on account of additional compen-
. gation to Government employees; a total of $112000,000, chiefly for
1923. 'The results of the first half of the fiseal year, 1922, after mak-
ing due allowance for extraordinary items, indicite that the Budget
estimates for the year are substantially eorrect. It is still too early
to say whether deficits can be avoided, but it is almost certain that
in neither 1922 nor 1923 will there be any surplus. At any rate, it
is clear that in order to balance the Budget, expenditures must be
gtill further reduced, rather than increased, and the net reductions
below the Budget figures within the two years must aggregate about
$300,000,000, in order to overcome the indicated deficits. At the same
time, the Government faces a heavy shrinkage in receipts, and internal-
revenue collections in particular are subject to great uncertainty. As
a matter of fact, In view of the depression in business, there is grave
doubt whether the estimates of receipts which appear in the Budget
can be realized, and up to date the shrinkage has rather more than
kept pace with the shrinkage in expenditures. It is clear that under
these conditions there is no room for new or extraordinary expendi-
tures, and that if new items should be added, which are not ineluded
in the Budget, it would be necessary to make simultaneous provisions
for the taxes to meet them.

In the rest of the letter he discusses the items which he ex-
pected would make up this very large deficit, to wit: Maturing
Liberty loans, maturing Treasury certificates outstanding, in-
terest payments on the public debt, and so forth, and the letter
was accompanied by extended statements from his “ flexible ™
Burean of Internal Revenue intends to sustain this estimate.

In order to obtain evidence of this pretended deficit, Mr.
Mellon entirely ignored the estimates of Mr. McCoy, nearly
always accurate, the Government actuary, and accepted the
estimates of some clerk in the Internal Revenue Bureaun. And
now may I quote from the hearings before the Ways and Means
Committee on the 13th day of February, 1924, in which hearings
there was considered the guestion of * estimates of revenue.”
Mr. Joseph 8. McCoy, the Government actuary, was testifying.
I read:

Mr. RAINEY. On January 24, 1922, the SBecretary of the Treasury,
in a letter addressed to the chairman of this committee, announced
that the defielt for 1922 would exceed $24,000,000, and that the deficit
for 19238 would exceed $279,000,000.

Now, 1 understand, he says there was a surplus in 1923 of over
$200,000,000. There was a mistake there, of $479,000,000 at least, in
the estimates for 1923; and he goes on to state that he got these
figures from the actuary.

Mr. McCoy. The figures used in the Secretary's report for 1922, npon
which the deficit or surplus was based, were not my figures. I did
supply figures estimating revenues, but they were not used.

Mr. Raixey. He says he got them from the actuary.

Mr, Ganven. Let me get that statement straight.
that up.

Mr, Raixey, Yes; in failrness to the witness.

Mr. Garxer. As I nnderstand it, Mr. McCoy, when your figures suit
the Secretary's purpose, he uses your figures?

‘Mr, McCov. No, sir.

Mr. GAexNER. And when his purpose is not served by your figures he
uses some other figures?

Mr. McCoy. No.

At a later date, when Mr. Mellon himself appeared before
the committee, I called his attention to these stupendous mis-

Let us follow
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takes and asked him how it happened. Mr. Winston, his
Undersecretary, answered for him and stated that the mistake
occeurred on account of the fact that they underestimated the
receipts for that year and overestimated the expenditures.
This, of course, made the matter very clear. Since that time
other mistakes have been made in the estimates amounting to
hundreds of millions of dollars, and all of them evidently made
for the purpose of carrying out some policy of the Treasury
Department. The fizures we get from Mr. Mellon's “ flexible ”
Internal Revenue Bureau are not worthy of serious consider-
ation, and the estimates and figures he gives out now as to the
overhead expenditures connected with operating this bill are
not, in my judgment, entitled to serious consideration, in view
of the expressed opposition of Mr. Mellon to this bill and in
view of his record of furnishing always figures intended to kill
the measure opposed by him,
THE EQUALIZATION FER

The equalization fee theory has come to stay. Farmers are -

up against the cheapest Iabor in the world—the peon labor of
India and Turkey and Russia. No political party in the future
will ever oppose a tariff which simply has for its object the
equalization of labor eosts. What some of us are opposed to is
a tariff which protects the graft in indusiry. We believe in
maintaining the standard of living of Americans whether they
work in factoriez or on the farms. There will always be a
tariff. Whether it is low or high, the farmer is entitled to
enough to equalize wage differences, and we know that the only
effective method of protecting the farmer in this particular is
through the application of the equalization fee. This is the
only way to make his tariff effective, and I propose that what-
ever tariff we give him, whether it is low or high, shall be
effective if I can make it effective. Of course, a reduction of
the tariffs on articles other than farm products will make pos-
sible a lower tariff on farm products in order to keep up the
purchasing power of farmers, but whatever the tariff is, it must
be made effective.
STANDARIMEATION

We have standardized the business of every other class of
our citizens, and we have done it by law. I challenge any
opponent of the McNary-Haugen bill to call attention to the
income and the profits of any class of our citizens which has
not been standardized and assured by legal enactments. I
expected to support the MeNary-Haugen bill. I expect, now, to
support the MeNary bill. Changes made in this bill in the
Senate are largely academic and do not seriously affect the
application of the bill. I realize that any amendments fo the
McNary bill, which will be substituted for the Haugen bill, will
result in the defeat of all agricultural relief at this session.
1 shall vote against all amendments and I shall vote for the bill.

Mr. TINCHER. Mr, Chairman, I yield myself the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kansas is recognized
for 10 minutes.

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com-
mittee: The first McNary-Haugen bill eame on this floor at
a time when there was an emergency in agriculture and when
every legitimate basic agricultural commodity was selling below
a fair ratio price. It was suggested as an emergency measure,
and its term of life was defined in the bill. It failed. However,
the man who was here suggesting the equalization fee as a
method for enforcing the fair ratio price did not die. His
name is Peek, and he comes from Illinois. He was sold on
the proposition right after the war by reason of some Govern-
ment activity with which he was connected during the war, The
ratio price had to be abandoned because since that time every
agricultural product, depending somewhat on whether we had a
surplus that year or not, has gone way above the ratio price.
It makes a good deal of difference. This is the year for the
cotton boys to howl. They are not getting the ratio price. The
first year cattle, hogs, wheat, and corn were way below the
ratio price; so that a lot of us from the corn and wheat regions
supported that emergency measure in order to get the ratio
price. The Agricultural Committee has studied the problem
ever since, and it is not unfair to state that 90 per cent of that
committee actually believe that the selling of the surplus produect
by levying an equalization fee will be a failure. But expediency
and conditions at home influence all of us.

We are now going to vote right away on a bill that we have
It has an insurance problem in it that
I understand is unique in the fact that it is the only insur-
ance proposition that was ever put up to Lloyd's that they
said they would not touch. [Laughter.]

However, some of us can not stand the egualization fee,
and if they can get a little insurance problem in here in some
way, maybe they can justify themselves when they are levying
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the equalization fee and collecting it by saying, “ We thought
the insurance proposition would work.” It is so delicate it
can not be considered in committee. It is so delicate that no
witness must ever testify concerning it; and it is so worthless
that the entire time of general debate on this floor has not
found a sponsor for it for one minute. Nay, more, it is so
delieate that it will not stand an amendment, and you will hear
the great DickiNsoN, the spokesman for Peek, and the Iowa
conservator of agriculture, close this debate in a few minutes,
and mark my prediction: He will say to youn, *If you want to
defeat the Haugen bill, amend it in any particular.” He will
stand up and tell you that this fabric is so delicate that this
great lawmaking body at this end of the Capitol must mot
exercise its prerogatives to the extent of dotting an “i” or
crossing a “t” This is to be the closing argument in the
debate this afternoon in this House.

Shall we surrender if we think we ecan do something that
will help the bill? 1Is it not a good joke to say, “ Do you know
the only way you will get farm legislation is to pass this bill
without amending it,” when it is a well-known fact that there
are 100 men in this House who are going to vote for this thing
who would not vote for it if they thought there was any
chance in the world of its becoming a law? [Applause.]

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. HAUGEN. Does the gentleman from Louisiana want to
use some-time now?

Mr. ASWELL. I yield back my time,

Mr. HAUGEN. I yield 156 minutes to the gentleman from
Jowa [Mr. DickissoN]. [Applause.]

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman and members of
the committee, I want to say that to me the number of state-
ments that have been made here where men have come in and
confessed their recent conversion to this legislation has been
sweet music to my ears. [Laughter.]

This fight has continued for more than five years. It is now
put in a peculiar parliamentary situation, and I want to say to
this committee that I make no apologies in coming here -on
behaif of the farmers and saying to you that if you dot an “i"
or cross a “t” of the Senate bill that is now substituted for the
House bill you deliberately and premeditatedly kill farm legis-
lation for this session, and I want the gentleman from Kansas
to pay particular attention to this statement. [Applause.]

Mr. ASWELL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa., No; I do not yield. The gentle-
man has had two or three hours here, and I have had no time
at all in this general debate.

Mr. ASWELL. Too bad. [Laughter.]

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. If I had had a little more time,
I might have enlightened the gentleman from Louisiana on the
fact that this is not a tax at all; that under the best authori-
ties it is not considered a tax, but is a charge collected upon
a commodity for the purpose of accumulating a sinking fund for
payment of losses; and the gentleman from Louisiana knows
that when he comes in here and offers his bill as a substitute,
as he is going to offer it, if it passes, it is going to kill farm
relief legislation for this session.

I was amused at the statement of the gentleman from Kansas
that this was emergency legislation when we first presented it
here in 1924, What is the difference between the emergency
now and the emergency in 1924 when the gentleman from Kan-
sag supported the legislation? The difference is that they trans-
ferred the emergency from the district out in the southwest sec-
tion of Kansas, where they produce wheat, down into the south-
west and into the southern sections, where they produce cotton,
and out in the middle western States like Iowa, where they pro-
duce corn. That is the difference in the emergency, and it is

largely responsible for the difference in the attitude of the.

gentleman from Kansas on this legislation. [Applause.]

They thought they had the whole proposition solyed here
when they were going to say to you that the Canadian man
could bring in wheat here cheaper than you could buy it from
the producers here, and then they found after they got out all
of their propaganda with three or four pages of figures that they
had forgotten to read the bill; and the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr, TincuER] spent two columns of his remarks the other day
in paying his respects to me on the theory that he had discov-
ered something in this bill that we did not know about.

The gentleman from Kansas knows that whenever the cost of
transportation from Canada plus the tariff is greater than the
amount of the equalization fee plus the cost of transportation
of the original producer here, this plan would work and the
equalization fee would be effective for the benefit of the pro-
ducers of this country.

And when he put the equalization fee at 25 cents a bushel,
which he knew is a higher rate than ever will be charged if
this machinery is ever put into operation, he fixed the amount
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high for the purpose of his illustration. The gentleman from
Kansas never read the bill; he guessed at it; and then he spent
two columns of his speech trying to show what a disaster that
would be to the wheat producer and the country, and all at once
discovered that the bill prevenied them from doing the thing
complained of.

Now, with reference to the lobbyists. I make no apologies for
George Peek, Frank Murphy, or Chester Davis. They are just
as good businessmen and just as good economists as Dave
Tenney, of the city of Minneapolis. I know several cotton men,
and I want to say that they are lobbyists only because they
have the interest of the people they represent at heart, and they
do represent the sentiment of their people on this propesition.
Do not let the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. Fort] or the
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. TiNcHER] or the gentleman from
Louisiana [Mr. Aswrril] disabuse your minds for a minute
that these people represent the real sentiment of the farmers of
their locality. [Applause.] Because if they did not they wounld
lose their jobs, and so would any other Representatives of the
farmers, because they have to be selected one year after another,

Next, I have read with a good deal of interest the minority
report signed by the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. TiNcHER].
In that report he says:

It is absolutely inconceivable that the great packing-house interests
of Ameriea would have remained silent in regard to a bill which plans
to take over the entire trade of the Nation in swine, unless convinced
that the bill would operate in their interests.

On May 30, 1924, Mr. TiNncEER said in discussing the farm
bill ;

In the first place, the packers are against this bill. The grain ex-
changes are against the bill. Their lobbyists are in Washington and
they appeared before the committee, and they testified against the bill
and they are fighting it. They have been in these galleries ever since
we have been considering it, and they are not for it. That is one state-
ment. How ridiculous to say that this bill would help the packers so
much that you ought not to pass It.

There is the quotation of the gentleman in May, 1924, and
there is the signature on the minority report with reference to
the present bill.

Mr. TixcHER'S speech was largely a ridicule of the Members
of the House. He was entertaining for some 40 minutes.
He named a new cabinet. He named new officers, but when it
came to a discussion of the fundamentals of the bill he evaded
that. Let me suggest that—

Ridicule js a weak weapon when leveled at a strong mind ;
But common men are cowards and dread an empty laugh,

Now, I want to take up the suggestion of another gentle-
man, the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Luce]. The
other day the gentleman from Massachusetts said if any one
wanted “to add to his unanswerable argument he would yield
to him."” Then he yielded to the gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. HuppLestoN] who is absolutely at a different end of the
equation in his views from the gentleman from Massachusetts.
Onfl is a high protective tariff man and the other is a free
trader.

The amusing part to me was the fact that the gentleman
from Massachusetts spent the first 10 minutes claiming that
this bill would result in overproduction in all commodities, and
then he spent the last 10 minutes of his speech telling you
how it was going to increase the cost to the consumer. What
is the best guaranty that a consumer can possibly have that
he is going to buy food at a reasonable rate? Why, it is a
good supply. Nothing on earth will hold up the price of a
commodity if you have an overproduction of that commodity,
and the gentleman from Massachusetts ought to know that
if he is an economist at all. And yet, when I asked him to
yvield he wonld not yield to me because his position was in-
congistent. He was either wrong in the first 10 minutes of his
speech or was wrong in the last 10 minutes. !

If you have overproduction you can not have increased cost
to the consumer, because sooner or later the machinery will
get down to a level where you can only market the commodity
at what the consumer will absorb it at, and when you have
reached that price, you will stabilize the price of that com-
modity, and there the producer will have to be satisfied and
will have to go along and continue to produce, For that rea-
son the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Luce] was incon-
sistent in his argument, and you can not maintain both ends
of the equation because one works absolutely against the
other. Therefore, both results can not be maintained. As a
matter of fact, he is wrong at both ends of the equation. Over-
production is not going to result from a fair return to the
farmer, and increased cost to the consumer is not going to
result from the operation of this bill only after the general
level finds itself in the economic equation of the ecountry,
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as you add to or take from the various Ingredients that go
into the commodity. The raw materials that go into the
food commodities are so small a per cent of the cost of the
commodity, that it is scarcely reflected in the actual price
that the consumer pays. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
Branp], showed that with his illustration in respect to bread.
It has been shown here numerous times and in numerous cases.

On the 10th of July, 1925, at Ames, Iowa, the Secretary of
Agriculture, W. M. Jardine, said:

The present troubles of agriculture in no small measure have grown
out of the excessive production and the loss of foreign markets, a
situation that was brought on by the World War.

In the Fourteenth Annual Report of the Secretary of Com-
merce for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, on page 97,
under the caption “The status of agriculiural exports,” appears
the following paragraph :

Without attempting to trace the ups and downs of our agricultural
exports during recent years, it iz sufficient to point out that on the
average they have materially exceeded the pre-war volume. In the
fiseal vear 1925-26 they amounted to $1,892,000,000, as compared with
an average of $1,038,000,000 from 1910 to 1914. For the calendar years
1021 to 1925, after allowing for change in prices, the exports of agricul-
tural products were about 23 per cent gredter than from 1910 to 1914,

It would seem, therefore, that the figures compiled by the
Department of Commerce do not confirm the statement of the
Secretary of Agriculture that we have had a “loss of foreign
markets.” The situation is one created by governmental policies
within the United States and is clearly not one produced by a
loss of foreign markets for agricultural products.

In his speech in the House of February 11, 1927, Congressman
Fort, of New Jersey, summed up the case of the opposition to
surplus control legislation in the statement that the present
condition of agriculture is due to overproduction, and continued :

Then came the war, and we speeded up everything in the United
States to force production as a war measure. We did that whether it
was farming or manufacturing, whether it was transportation or what
you please ; everywhere we could get an addifional ounce of production
of any kind we went out and got it. Consequently we opened millions
of additional acres of land in this Nation to production. We are mnot
through with the demobilization of agrieulture yet.

I challenge the policy of this administration in proceeding
further with the demobilization of agriculture,

Farmers did speed up agricultural production during the war.
But industry also speeded up industrial production during the
same period. The increase of industrial production was great-
est in the territory represented in part by Mr. Forr and inclnd-
ing New England, New York, New Jersey, and part of Penn-
gyvlvania and Ohio.

The war concentrated the Nation’s emergency business within
a radius of relatively few miles of New York. Of the thou-
sands of war contracts placed in the early stages of the war,
nearly all were crowded into the East to such an extent that it
became necessary for the War Industries Board to prohibit the
placing of more business in that district. To support this war-
time expansion of industry in the industrial Hast labor was
moved in vast numbers from other sections of the country and
the flow of raw materials was directed into this region. Old
plants were enlarged and new ones were built in large numbers,

When the war closed and a return to peace-time demand was
inevitable a desperate policy was adopted to maintain the in-
dustrial expansion in the East by expanding industrial exports
regardless of its effect upon the rest of the couniry, Agricul-
ture was deflated prompily, deliberately, and ruthlessly.

It is now more than eight years since the armistice; agri-
culture has been completely demobilized, but industry has not
been, and here arises the true reason for the opposition of the
industrial East to the rehabilitation of agriculture. Over a
period of years our exports can not materially exceed our im-
ports. A further reason for this is the fact that as the United
States now has more than its proper share of the world's gold,
our war debts and commereial loans can only be paid with
imports. This raises the tremendously important question,
Shall agriculture continue to contribute its proper share of
exports to balance our imports or shall our agricultural exports
be restricted to the vanishing point, leaving to industry the
unrestricted opportunity to expand its exports and avoid de-
mobilization of its war-time inflation?

This conclusion is strengthened by the fact that spokesmen
for industry, such as Congressman Forr, Secretary Hoover, Seec-
retary Jardine, Secretary Mellon, and numerous writers per-
cistently advise agrienlture to reduce its production to the low
point of domestic demand. The effect of this would be to create
a vacuum in our exports which would furnish the opportunity
for industrial expansion or at least for the maintenance of war-
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time expansion. If successful and the result is a shortage of
farm products resulting in higher prices, their next move would
be to remove all tariffs on farm products but maintain them on
industrial produects.

This view is further supported by the fact that these same
industrialists inconsistently urge against this legislation that
its effeer will be to increase prices of farm products and raw
material in the United States and hold reduced production out
to farmers as the only hope of higher prices. As a matter of
fact these gentlemen and the inferests they represent, do not
want higher prices on farm products and raw materials. Under
ordinary circumstances they would welcome a generous produoe-
tion, even to the point of overproduction, because it would mean
low prices of farm products and raw materials. Thus in one
breath the opposition to this legislation say they believe it will
raise farm prices and in the next they urge farmers to reduce
production to the point that prices will be advanced.

The only logical explanation of this obvious inconsistency, is
that these gentlemen want agricultural production reduced
below pre-war volume, or, as they express it, to the point of
merely supplying the domestic market. With agricullural pro-
duction reduced to a basis of domestic needs, our balance of
trade would be maintained only by increasing industrial
exports and thus the National Government woild be behind the
policy of industrializing the Nation for the benefit of a limited
section of the East and at the expense of the rest of the Nation,

This further demobilizing of agriculture advocated by Mr.
Fort means not merely a continuance of low prices for agri-
cultnre, but it means demobilization of the agricultural plant,
involving further destruetion of land wvalues, further abandon-
ment of farms, and the reduction of our farm population to a
condition of peasantry.

We want to maintain our food-producing people on a parity
with other interests, and the only way that you are going to do
it is by giving them the same opportunity to maintain themselves
that you are giving the indusiries in the East to maintain
themselves,

I was very much amused the other day at the statement of
the gentleman from Vermont [Mr. BriegaMm]. His people, he
said, are against the bill, not because of the dairy features, but
because they are against price fixing. I ask the Members of
this House whether or not in their minds the additional duty
of 4 cents per pound put on dairy products had anything to
do with raising the price of dairy products in the State of
Vermont? Of course it did. It maintained the price at a
higher level and helped the dairy interests of this country.
Yet there is the dairy interest, so selfish that they think they
ought to be able to maintain themselves under this protection
and say to the cotton producer and to the wheat producer and
to the swine producer and to the rice producer, “ You take care
of yvourselves, we are in under the weather and do not care
whether you get in or not.,” That is not the attitude that we should
assume in this country. You can not protect the dairy interests
as against the other interests of the country and maintain it as
a national policy, and it ought not to be attempted. [Applause.]

With reference to the price of dairy feeds in which Mr.
BricaAaM says I am mistaken, will say that at a later date I
shall place in the REcorp data showing that the price of bran
and shorts has no relationship to the price of wheat. Bran
and shorts constitute the major portion of dairy feeds.

It has been said that President Coolidge will veto this
measure if it is passed by Congress.

I do not know whether or not he will do so. In this con-
nection, however, I wish to call the attention of the Honse to
certain excerpts from statements of President Coolidze since
1923, and to the position taken by cooperative marketing and
farm organizations toward this legislation:

PRESIDENT COOLIDGE ON COOPERATIVE MARKETING

First message to Congress, December 6, 1923 :

% He [the farmer] must have organization. Hlis enstomer with whom
he exchanges products of the farm for those of industry ls orgunized,
labor is organized, business is organized, and there is no way for agri-
culture to meet this unless it, too, is organized. The acreage of wheat
is too large. * * * Bystems of cooperative marketing ereated by the
farmers themselves, supervised by competent management, without doubt
would be of assistance, but they can not wholly solve the problem."”

Lincoln Day dinner of National Republican Club in New York, Feb-
ruary 12,1924 :

“1 have already encouraged organization and cooperative marketing
that organized agriculture may cope with organized industry.”

Livestock Exposition in Chicago, December 3, 1924 :

* %1t [the Government] must encourage orderly and centralized mar-
keting as a substitute for the haphazard and wasteful distribution
methods of the past. The prineciple of e tion in producing, financ-
ing, buying, and marketing must be encouraged to the utmost practicable
development.” '
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National Cooperative Marketing Conference, Washington, January 6,
19256 :

“As a st word, let we assure you again of the profound sympathy
which your Government feels for all your efforts, and its eager purpose
to help in every practical way the achievement of the ends you are
seeking.”

American Farm Bureau Federation, Chicago, December T, 1925:

“The most important development of late years has been the
cooperitive movement. * * * I propose actively and energetically
to assist the farmers to promote their welfare through cooperative
marketing.”

Message to Congress, second session, December 1926 :

“ It has appeared from all the investigations that I have been able
to make that the farmers as a whole are determined to maintain the
independence of their business. They do not wish to have meddling on
the part of the Government or to be placed under the inevitable restrie-
tions involved in any system of direct or indirect price fixing which
would result from permitting the Government to operate in the agricul-
tural markets.”

Message to Congress, second session. Sixty-ninth Congress:

“The development of sound and strong cooperative associations Is of
fundamental importance to our agriculture.

“ Burpluses affect prices of various farm commodities in a disastrous
mauner, and the problem evidently demands a solution, and it Is my
hope that the basis will be found for a sound and effective solution upon
which agreement can be reached. If a sound solution of a permanent
nature can be found for this problem, the Congress ought not to hesitate
to adopt it.”

In the same message he said: i)

“In my opinion cooperative-marketing associations will be important
aids to the ultimate solution of the problem. It may well be, however,
that additional measures will be needed to supplement their efforts. I
believe all will agree that such measures shonld not conflict with the
best interests of the cooperatives, but rather assist and strengthen
them, In working out this problem to any sound conclusion it is neces-
sary fo avoid putting the Government into the business of production
or marketing or attempting to enact legislation for the purpose of
price tixing, The farmer does not favor any attempted remedies that
partake of these elements. He has a sincere and candid desire for
asslstance,”

In a reasoned statement in behalf of the McNary-Haugen
bill presented to this Congress practically all large cooperatives
handling the basic agricultural products named in this bill
declared:

# * * No cooperative ecan afford to burden its members only
with the entire cost and risk of borrowing money to buy seasonal
surplus and carry it over to other years or to sell it in foreign mrarkets.
® % ¢ We, therefore, respectfully petition Congress to pass at this
session legislation which will create a Federal farm board with whose
cooperation surpluses can be effectively handled by cooperative
agencies crehted by farmers and distribute the costs of managing
such surpluses as broadly as the resultant benefits are distributed,
that is, over each marketed unit of a particular commodity through
an equalization fee,

Similar statements of the inability of cooperatives to assume
the burden of managing the surplus and petitioning Congress
to pass farm-surplus-control legislation have been made to
committees of the House and Senate and printed in the Cox-
GRESSIONAL RECORD.

In the entire history of this legislation, beginning with my
original tentative draft of the Dickinson bill, efforts have been
made by farm organizations and Members of Congress to con-
formn with the views of the President which I have just read.

The bill before the House does not * put the government into
the business of production or marketing or attempting to
enact legislation for the purpose of price fixing,” The substi-
tute measures, both the Crisp and Aswell bills, do both; and,
since neither do not meet either the views of the farm organiza-
tions or the President they should be given no further con-
sideration.

In the light of the statements of the President which I have
just read, I do not see how he can do otherwise than sign the
measure and applaud Congress for so effectively carrying out
his expressed desires.

Here 1 insert the findings of the North Central States Agri-
cultural Conference, Chicago, Ill, October 8, 1926:

1

Our natlomal policy as it relates to agriculture does not fit present
conditions. But iustead of statesmen who can see its fallure we have
at the head of administrative affairs of the Nation many men who
are aggressively pushing a program of favoritism to industry that will
not only continue but must Inevitably increase the disadvantage not
only of the farmers’ position but the position of all those great sections
of the United States which are primarily agricultural
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The need is for men whose vision and statesmanship ean deal with
this erisis in a way falr to American agricnlture and to the rest of onr
people., Instead, we have many national leaders, who not only condone
existing inequalities, but are coolly developing a program that will
demand yet further sacrifices from agrienlture.

We need to develop a national consciousness of this situation—an
understanding that will lead to solldarity in pressing for a policy to
build up instead of tear down the basic industry of the Nation. This
must inevitably project its force Into political as well as economic
fields although It should be kept entirely apart from influences of
partisan polities. Tt shonld lead to the selection of Representatives in
Congress from the Middle West, West, and South, who, regardless of
party, realize that their duty lies first to the economic interest of their
constituents, and secondly to political parties,

Now, before election, is the time for candidates from agrienltural
States, to be made to understand this. It may be sald that this is a
sectional stand. If so, it has been forced upon us by the sectional
position already taken by the industrial East. The need is for men in
Congress who have vision enough to see the problem and having seen
it, to rise above the crack of the party whip in working conrageously
for its solution.

n

The sound policy for America must aim:toward the development of
a well-balanced national life, eareful that its effect be not to stimulate
any one form of productive effort at the expense of other equally
essential producers,

Laws and governmental institutions and sanctions may be general in
their form but may work out inequitably in practice because of differ-
ences inherent in the groups affected by them. In such a case it is not
enough to say, “ The provisions of the system of which you eomplain
are general ; if you can not secure the advantages from it that others
take for themselves the fault is yours.” If the end itself is sound—
equality among the essential productive industries—then the laws and
institutions through which the policy operates should be altered or
added to whenever necessary to secure if.

When a surplus agricultural production was necessary to repay
foreign investors in the United States and to buy what we must import,
our natlonal policy of expanding agriculture upon an export hasis
worked admirably. When our greatest national test came it was our
surplus_ agricultural production that fed the Allies and decided the
issue of the World War. But the international balance shifted as a
result of the war. We have the gold. The rest of the world owes us.
These facts inevitably limit the volume of exports, both industrial and
agricultural, from the United States. Our wheat, corn, pork, cotton,
and sometimes beef can bring the farmers only the price which foreign
buyers will pay for what iz left after the domestic need is satisfled.
This condition is crucifying agriculture, It is directly due to our past
policy of agricultural expansion, and to the development of the Ameri-
can protective system, which keeps farm costs on a high domestic plane
while farm prices remain relatively low due to the influences of world
competition.

Every thinking man realizes this condition. The farm debt has more
than trebled and the actoal exchange value of farm lands has declined
20 per cent during the past 15 years. There is continuing in thls
country on a vast seale a redistribution of wealth away from the
farms into the cities—Tfrom those who have produced it to those who
have mot.

It

If the Hoover-Mellon policy of expanding industrial exports, no
matter at what cost, to other groups means anything at all, it means
the definite submergence of agriculiure. These men and their policies
say in substance that American farmers must provide the food and
raw material for American industry and labor at prices no higher than
foreign manufacturers and labor pay. Why? In order that American
industry may export manufactured goods in competition with Europe.

In other words, Hoover and Mellon and sll they stand for are push-
ing as America’s new policy toward agriculture the proposition that
it is the American farmer's duty and place to produce and sell here at
home just as cheaply as does the Russian peasant and the South
American peon in Europe.

Thelr aim is to develop the capacity of the United States to compete
for world markets with industrial exports. They suggest that to make
this possible the American farmer must provide the basic materials on
the same level as the foreign industrialists are supplied. They hope
the American farmer can do this and maintain hls standard of living
by superior and inereasing efficiency in production and distribution.
If he can not, that is his hard luck. No matter what bappens to him,
he munst make it possible for our industrial exports to continue,

To apply this same reasoning to labor would mean that the American
wage scales should be brought down to foreign levels; it is precisely
equivalent to a demand for foreign price levels in the United States, but
only upon prodocts of the farm.

Such a policy prefers an export market for manufacturers, made possi-
ble by sacrificing agricnlture, to an improved domestic market made
more prosperous by the extension of the American protective system
to include the farmera
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 The Hoover-Mellon doctrine is dangerous. Its viclous effect on agrl-
culture needs mo further demonstration. But it is equally unwise and
shortsighted as a policy for our industry and commerce.

The buying power of the farm population of America is incalculably
more important to our manufacturers as & whole, even including those
who manufacture for sale abroad, than an export market. The Nation's
economic position in the world does not require or even sanction stimuo-
lated industrial exports. .

This is true of the Nation as a whole, For the Middle West, West, and
South the case is even more overwhelming. Their direct interest in
{ndustrigl export trade is infinitesimal; their interest in agriculture's
buying power is everything. There are some manufacturers in these
districts who export some of their goods, but give them the choice
between their export sales and a sustained home market bullt on agri-
cultural prosperity and they could not hesitate for a moment

The 1923 census of manufacturers placed the total value of all man-
ufactured goods that year at $60,556,000,000; the Department of Com-
merce reports the value of the manufactured exports at §2,625,000,000.
Ouly 4.3 per cent of our manufactures exported, and yet our policy
makers gloat over that 4.3 per cent as if it were of more consequence
in our economic welfare than the prosperity of 80,000,000 American
farm consumers, ;

In considering the importance of our exports it must be remembered
that between 40 and 50 per cent of them come from the farm. In 1925
farm products and thelr manufactures accounted for 47 per cent of the
total exports. Of the nonagricultural exports, the following commodi-
tles lead in order—mineral oils, automobiles and parts, machinery, cop-
per and manufactures, jron and steel, coal and coke, lumber and agri-
enltural machinery. None of the seattering remainder in the classifi-
cation reaches 2 per cent of the total. Of those enumerated, how many
are there in the United States, and in the Mid West, West, and South
particularly, to whom an industrial export market is of more importance
tHan a sustalned farm market based on farm prosperity here at home?

Let Mr. Hoover and Mr. Mellon answer.

v

AMollon and Hoover are regarded as the spokesmen for the policy
mukers of the present administration. Hoover is the administration’s
agricultural adviser. Jardine is hardly in a position to oppose him.

The Department of Commerce policy to expand industrial exports is too
generally known to require elaboration here. Two or three years ago
AMr. Hoover held, and on occasion publiely suggested, that the American
farmers ought to get out of the export markets, presumably in order to
make room for the manufacturers, and reduce their production to the
needs of the domestic market, It is reported that more recently he hag
backed up on that opinion, or at least will not sanction its publication
as coming from him.

Congressman Forr, of New Jersey, a former associate of Mr. Hoover,
was Ioover's spokesman in the House of the Sixty-ninth Congress, The
two specches he delivered against the Haugen bill were currently under-
stood In Washington to have been prepared in the Depurtment of
Commeres,

Mr. Forr said, May 4, 1926 (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD) :

“ Our labor in America is going to buy bread on a basis at least 47
cents a bushel higher for wheat than British labor and German labor
und French and Canadian labor. We are going to cheapen the cost of
production of foreign-made articles by selling foodstuffs cheaper to for-
eign labor than we sell them to our own. * * *

“You are going to make it cheaper for the foreign eompetitor of
Amerlean labor to live, but you are going to make it cost more for the
American laborer to live, and therefore the cost of production to the
Ameriean manufacturer must go up while the foreign cost goes down
and his world market is lost.”

Senafor Fess, of Ohio, was generally regarded as the administra-
tion’s agricultural spokesman in the Senate. In a speech in the Benate
on June 9, 1926, he sald:

“ AMr. President, I do not propose to vote for any measure that will
feed at a lower cost the producer of competitive articles that come in
competition: with American production,”

The same note was struck by Mr. Mellon in his official letier of June
14, 1926, in which he said:

* Foreign consumers * * * under the proposed plan will secure
American commodities at prices below the Ameriean level, FEuropean
labor could purchase American products at a lower price and could live
more cheaply than American labor. Foreign industrial costs wounld be
lowered and the foreign competitor assisted in underselling American
products abroad and in our home market."” =

It has been repeatedly pointed out that these men stand for the
industrialization of America at the expense of agriculture.

Vi

In our International position the volume of export business which
we can maintain is limited by—

(a) Our ownership of half of the world's gold supply,

(b) Foreign governments' debts to us.
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(¢) Our increasing ecapital investments abroad.

(d) Our tariff policy of restricting Imports.

Under such strict limitations anything which expands our Indus-
trial exports makes it increasingly difficult to market our farm sur-
pluses abroad. Our farm eurpluses are the results of past and con-
tinuing Government policies. The farm business can not expand and
contraet its output or regulate its production in the way industiry can.

The reflex advantage of Industrial activity fo certain important
branches of our agriculture i8 a doubtful one as long as the price at
which the American laborers take our farm products is the price at
which they can be sold abroad. After the commodity leaves the farm
it 1= of little practical interest to the farmer whether the laborer who
eats It lives In New England or Lancashire, as long as he gets the same
price for it in each instance,

The farmers’ interest in maintaining price levels in this country
comes also from a different gquarter. Their indebtedness has mounted
from about $4,000,000,000 in 1910 to over $12,000,000,000 in 1925—a
staggering sum vastly greater than the original foreign debt to the
United States. If the farmers are ever going to pay that debt, it must
be with commodities as high in dollar value as when the debt was
fncurred—or as near to that figure as possible. To reduce the dollar
value of other goods and services might raise the exchange vulue of
farm crops, but if the price level for all commodities, Including ngricnl-
tural, were thereby lowered and held down the debt-paying power of
the farmer would be immeagurably damaged.

Vi1

Beeretary Jardine sald (August 25, Long Island, N. Y.):

“The swing of the pendulum in agriculture is now toward the Bast.
Thére are more opportunities for farmers in New England and Long
Island to-day thano in the West.”

The Secretary is mistaken. It is not a pendulum but a lever. It
is not the swing of natural forces but the eompulsion of an artificial
national program that fixes It. Beveral conscious national policies ac-
count for the faet that agricultural distress pressed less heavily in
these industrial districts, than in the Middle West, West, and South.

Our tariff policy tends to build up the industrial districts. To the
degree that it promotes inequality in the exchange between the farm
and the factory it tends to do so at the expense of farming disiricts.

The war concentrated the Natlon's emergency business within a
radius of relatively few miles of New York. Of the thousands of war
contracts placed in the early stages of the war nearly all were crowded
into the Hast to guch an extent that it became necessary for the War
Industries Board to prohibit the placing of more business in that
district. They were protected from loss when the war ended. It is
apparent that the East Is resisting the Inevitable deflation of war-time
facilitles to peace-time requirements by attempting expansion of indus-
trinl exports regardless of the effect of such a policy upon the rest of
the country.

Our transportation policy penalizes the South, West, and Middle West
to build up the Kast. Think of a situation which requires manufaetur-
ers of Illinois to ship to the Pacific coast by way of Atlantie and Gulf
porta! ¥

Thongh farm conditions may be better in the industrial East than
in the West they are not such even there as to attract capitul from
other lines into agricnlture,

VIII

Less than a month remains in which to secure a statement of the
opinions and intentions of candidates for Congress on this program of
equality for agrieulture. The farmers of the United States—North,
Sonth, and West—should not support in coffice indefinitely men who
think their responsibility ends when they vote for a particular measure.
They need advocates who will permit no other duty fo displace that
to agrieulture antil the problem is solved.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from lowa has
expired. All time has expired and the Clerk will read.

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.
Was it agreed to-day that after the first section of the bill is
read notice will be given of amendments and no further pro-
ceedings taken on amendments to be offered?

The CHAIRMAN. It was agreed that amendments might be
offered at the time the committee reconvenes on either to-mor-
row or Thursday after the reading of the first section.

Mr. DOWELL. The agreement was to read the first section
this evening. That of course leaves the matter nnder the rule
open for amendment.

Mr. CRISP. It was distinetly understood that the section
read was to be open for amendment when the committee
reconvenes.

The CHATRMAN. The Chair understood it was the under-

standing on the part of the gentleman from Town [Mr. HaveEN]
and the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr, Ganrerr| that affer
the reading of the first section the committee would rise, and
that any germane amendment might be offered to the section
when the committee reconvened.
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The Clerk read as follows:
DECLARATION OF POLICY

SecrioN 1. It is hereby declared to be the policy of Congress to pro-
mote the ovderly marketing of basic agricultural commodities in inter-
state and foreign commerce and to that end to provide for the control
and disposition of surpluses of such commeodities, to enable producers
of such commoditics to stabilize thelr markets against undue and ex-
cessive fluoctuations, to preserve advantageous domestic markets for
guch commodities, to minimize speculation and waste in marketing
guch commodities, and to encourage the organization of preducers of
such commodities into cooperative marketing associations.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I suggest to the gentleman
from lowa, the chairman of the committee, that the gentleman
from Louisiana be permitted to offer his amendment as a sub-
stitnte without having it read.

Mr. DOWELL. I think it ought to go over until to-morrow
under the agreement.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. The agreement was either
way. The agreement was it would not be voted on nor dis-
cussed to-day, If the gentleman wants it to go over——

Mr. DOWELL. 1 think it ought to go over, in view of the
understanding everyone has.

Mr. RAMSEYER. There is no objection——

Mr. DOWELL. I will withhold any objection: I have—

Mr. PURNELL. I hope the gentleman will not object to
its being put in the Recorp for the information of the House.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Louisiana.

Mr. ASWELL. Mr, Chairman, I move to strike out section 1
and give notice that if the motion prevails I shall offer the
matter contained in Honse bill 15655.

The CHHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. As-
wgLL] moves to strike out section 1 and insert the amendment
which the Clerk will report.

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, as I understand it that is
not the motion. ’

Mr. ASWELL. To strike out section 1 and substitute the
following, which is the Aswell bill, and give notice that I will
move that if it prevails to strike out all the remaining sections
of the McNary bill, and I ask unanimous consent that it be
inserted in the Recorp withont reading.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair suggests that the gentleman
submit his request in writing.

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order on
the amendment when it is presented.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr, AsweLL moves to strike out section 1 and substitute the fol-
lowing; and he gives notice that if the motion prevails he shall move
to strike out all the remaining sections of the bill (8, 4808)."

The CHAIRMAN. And the gentleman from Louisiana asks
unanimons consent that the amendment may be printed in the
Recorp without reading.

Mr. DOWELL. I reserve a point of order on the amendment.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask for the regular order,
which is that the point of order ought to be disposed of now.

The CHATRMAN. The guestion is on the unanimous request
of the gentleman from Lonisiana [Mr, AsweLL] to have the
amendment printed in the Recornp without reading. Is there
objection?

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to ob-
ject, may 1 ask the gentleman from Louisiana if this is the
original bill as originally introduced, or if there have been
alterations made in it for the purpose of offering an amend-
ment?

Mr, ASWELL. No alierations,

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask for the regular order
on the point of order.

The CHAITRMAN. The point of order will not come until
the amendment ig read or printed. The regular order is the
request of the gentleman from Loulsiana [Mr. Aswenn] that
the amendment be printed in the Recorp without reading. Is
there objection? [After a panse.] The Chair hears none,

The amendment is as follows:

FEDEHAL FARM BOARD

Secriox 1. (a) There Is hereby created & board to be known as the
Federal farm board (hereinafter referred to as the “board") and to
conslst of the Secretary of Agriculture, who shall be a member ex
officio, and six members to be appointed by the President of the United
Btates, by and with the advice and consent of the Benmate. In accord-
ance with designations to be made by the President at the time of
nomination, one of the appointed members shall be a representative of
the public, and each of the remaining appointed members shall be n
representative of the domestic producers of one of the following:
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Wheat, cotton, corn, swine, rice, or tobaceo. Nominations of members
of the board shall be so arranged that there shall not be more than one
member of the board representing the producers of any one commodity
and that there shall not be at the same time a member of the board
representing the producers of corn and a member of the board repre-
senting the producers of swine.

(b) The President shall before nominating any nrember of the board
representing the producers of a commodity consult with such farm
organizations and cooperative associatlons as he considers to be repre-
sentative of the producers of such commodity. The member of the
board representing the public shall be the chairman of the board.

QUALIFICATIONS AND TEEMS OF BOARD MEMBERS

SEC. 2. (a) The terms of office of the appointed members of the
board first taking office after the approval of this act shall expire, in
accordence with designations to be made by the President at the time
of nomination, two at the end of the second year, two at the end of
the fourth year, and two at the end of the sixth year after the date
of the approval of this act. A successor to an appointed member of
the board shall be appointed in the same manner as the original ap-
pointed members, and shall bave & term of office expiring slx years from
the date of the expiration of the term for which his predecessor was
appointed, except that any person appointed to fill a vacancy in the
board occurring prior to the expiration of the term for which his
predecessor wus appointed shall be appointed for the remainder of such
term, and any member of the board In office at the expiration of the
term for which he was appointed may continue in office until his
successor tankes office,

(b) Vacancies in the board shall not impair the powers of the
reomining members to execute the functions of the board, and a
majority of the appointed membéra in office shall constitute a quorum
for the transaction of the business of the board.

(c) Each of the appolnted members of the board shall pot actively
engage in any other business, vocation, or employment than that of
serving as a member of the board, and shall receive a salary of $10,000
a year.

GENERAL POWERS OF BOARD

Brc. 3. The board—

{a) Shall maintain its principal office in the District of Columbia,
and such other offices in the United States as it deems necessary,

(b) Shall have an official seal which shall be Jjudicially noticed.

(c) Shall make an annnal report to Congress.

(d) May make such regulations as are necessary to exccute the
functions vested in it by this act.

(e) May (1) appoint and fix the salaries of a secretury and such
experts and, in accordance with ithe classification act of 1923 and suab-
Ject to the provisions of the civil service laws, such other officers and
employees, and (2) make such expenditures (including expenditures
for rent and personal services at the seat of government and elsewhere,
for law books, periodieals, and books of reference, and for printing and
binding) as may be necessary for the execution of the functions vested
in the board.

SPECIAL POWERS AND DUTIES OF BOARD

BEC, 4. (&) The bourd shall meet at the call of the chairman, or of
the Secretary of Agriculture, or of a majority of its members.

(b) The board shall keep advised, from any available sources, of
crop prices and prospects, and the supply of and demand for agri-
cultural eommodities and their food products, at home and abroad,
with especial attention to the existence or the probability of the
existence of a surplus of any agricultural commodity or any of its
food products.

(¢) The board shall advise cooperative assoclations, farm organiza-
tions, and producers in the adjustment of produetion and distribution,
in order that they may secure the maximum benefits under this act.

CONTROL AND DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS

SEC. 5. (a) For the purposes of this act wheat, cotton, eorn, and
swine, rice, and tobacco shall be krown and are referred to as * hasic
agricultural commodities,” and corn and swime shall be deemed a single
basic agricultural commodity,

(b) Whenever the board finds that the conditions of production and
marketing of any other agricultural commodity are such that the
provisions of this act applicable to a basie agricultural commodity
should be made applicable to such other agricultural commodity, the
board shall snbmit its report thereon to Congress.

(¢) Whenever the board finds, first, that there is or may be during
the ensuing year either (1) a surplus above the domestic requirements
of wheat, corn, swine, rice, or tobacco, or (2) a surplus above the
requirements for the orderly marketing of cotton, or of wheat, corn,
swine, rice, or tobacco, and, second, that a substantial number of the
cooperative assoclations or other organizations representing the pro-
ducers of the basic agricultural commodity favor the full cooperation
of the board in the stabilizing of the commodity, then the board shall
publicly declare that an emergency exists and shall establish a Federal
agricultural export corporation, or continue an existing Federal agri-
cultural export corporation, for the conduct of the operations in the
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basle agricultural commodity and its food products as authorized by
this act. Any finding by the board wunder this subdivision shall re-
quire the affitmative vote of the majority of the appointed members in
office, including the vote of the members representing the producers of
the commodity in respect of which the finding is made.

(d) Wheneyver the board finds that the emergency has terminated,
the board sball publiely declare such finding. Thereafter the corpora-
tion shall remain in existence for such additional period only as the
board finds and by order designates &s necessary solely for the purpose
of adjusting, liquidating, and winding up its afMairs. If during such
additional period the board makes a further finding and public decla-
yation under subdivision (c¢), the corporation shall be continued in
existence without regard to the finding theretofore made under this
subdivision.

FEDERAL AGRICULTURAL EXPORT CORPORATIONS

Sgc. 6. For the purpose of promoting the orderly marketing of basic
agrienltural commodities in interstate and forelgn commerce and to
that end to provide for the control and dispesition of surpluses of such
commodities, to enable producers of such commodities to stabllize their
markets agsainst undue and excessive flucinations, and to preserve
advantageous domestle markets for such commodities, the board may
from time to time establish, as authorized under section 5, a Federal
agricultural export corporstion for each basic agricnltural commeodity.
¥or the purpose of establishing such corporation, the board shall elect
five individuals as incorporators and as the original directors of the
corporation. Such individuals are hercby declared fo be incorporated
as n Federal corporation commencing at such time as the President of
the United States proclaims that the board has certified to him that
the five individuals so elected have aecepted office as incorporators and
directors of the corporation. The corporation shall be designated by
the name of the commodity which it represents, as, for example, * The
Federal Cotton Export Corporation,” Any eorporation established un-
der this section is referred to in this act as a Federal agricultural
export corporation. Not more than one such corperation shall be in
existence at any time for each basic agricultural commodity. The
making of any proclamation by the President under this section shall
be conclusive evidence that the Federal agricultural export corporation
has been duly established.

DIRRCTORS

Sme. 7. () The directors of a Federal agricultural export corpora-
tion shall be the individuals certified under section 8 and their suc-
cessors to be eleeted by the board from time to time. No member of
the board shall be a director of the corporation. Any vacancy in the
office of a director hall pot impair the power of the remaining dl-
rectors to aet. Three directors of a Federal agriculiural export cor-
poration shall constitute 8 quornm for the transaction of business.

(b) The directors shall elect from their number a chairman and
the principal officers of the corporation.

(c) A director, officer, or employee of a Federal export corporation
shall not be held to be an officer, employee, or agent of the United
States, but each such director, officer, or employee ghall take the oath
of office provided in section 1757 of the Revised Statutes.

(d) The board shall fix the compensation of the directors of a
Federal agricultural export corporation for their services in any
capacity for the corporation, te be paid from the treasury of the
corporation,

(¢) The directors of a Federal agricultural export corporation shall
direct the exercise of all powers vested in the corporation and the
ohservanee of all dutles imposed upon it.

GENERAL CORPORATE POWERS

Spe. 8. A Federal agricultural export corporation—

(a) Shall have succession in Its corporate mame during its ex-
istence,

(b) May sue and be sued in its corporate name.

(¢) May adopt a corporate seal, which shall be judicially noticed,
and may alter it at pleasure.

(d) May make contracts.

{e) May purchase or lease such property as it deems necessary or
convenient for the purposes of the corporation and may dispose of
any property held by it

(f) May appoint and (except in the case of officers also serving as
directors) fix the compensation of such officers, employees, and agents
as are necessary for the conduct of the affairs of the corporation, and
may remove any officer, employee, or agent appointed by it. Each
officer, employee, or agent of the corporation responsible for the
handling of money or property or for the custody of an agricultural
commodity or its food products, ghall give bond In such amount, with
such penalties and upon such terms, as the corporation shall determine.

(g) May adopt, amend, and repeal by-laws. g

(h) Bhall have such powers not specifically denled by law as are
necessary and proper to conduet, under this act, the business of
purchasing, handling, storing, selling, and exporting the basic agri-
cultural commodity and food products thereof, and such further
business as is necessary and incidental thereto. i
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CAPITAL STOCE 1

Spc. 9. (n) The original capital stock of the Federal agricultura
export corporation shall be fixed by the board, and, if the board deems
it nmecessary in order to earry out the purposes of the corporation,
may from time to time be increased by the board In amounts of
$£5,000,000 or multiples thereof, All the capital stock of each such cor-
poration is hereby subscribed by the United States; except that the
total unpaid subscriptions outstanding at any one time ghall not exceed
the amount of moneys in the revolving fund (created hereinafter in
this act) at such time. The amount of such subscription shall be
subject to call in amounts of $5,000,000 or multiples thereof. Pay-
ment of an amount so called shall be made by the board from the re-
volving fund. Upon any such payment, shares, fully paid and of
a par value of $100 each, shall be Issued to the United Btates and
delivered to the board in the amount so paid. In fixing the amount
of capital stock of a Federal agricnltural export corporation the board
ghall have doe regard to the moneys available in the revolving fund for
allocation to tbe subscriptions to the capital stock of the Federal
agricultural export corporations and other such corporations estab-
lished or to be established under this act. No payment of any amount
called under this section shall be made from any moneys other than
these in the revolving fund.

(b) No dividends or other distribution of assets gball be pald upon
the shares of a Federal agricultural export corporation, except that the
corporation may from time to time retire the whole or any part of its
outstanding shares by the payment to the board of the par value of
gugh shares plus interest thereom at the rate of 4 per cent per annum
from the date of issue to date of retirement. The amount paid upon
any such retirement shall be covered by the board into the reyolving
fund.

{c) Bhares of a Federal agricultural export corporation shall be with-
out voting powers and shall be nonassessable and nontransferable.

(d) The United States ghall not be liable directly or indirectly in
respect of any share or for any bonds, notes, or other evidences of
indebtedness issued by a Federal agricultural export corporation, and
all such bonds, notes, and other evidences of indebiedness shall so state
on thelr face.

BOXDS

Brc. 10. A TFederal agricultural’ export corporation may borrow
money and issue its bonds or other evidences of indebtedness therefor,
exeept that the corporation shall not have power to issue or obligate
itself in an amount of bonds or other evidences of indebtedness out-
standing at any one time in excess of ten times the amount of the par
value of its outstanding share, 'The rate of interest, the maturity, and
other terms of the bonds or other evidences of indebtedness, and the
security therefor, may be determined by the corporation.

SPECIAL CORPORATE POWERS

Sec., 11. A Federal agricultural export corporation is authorized, at
such times, for such prices, and to such extent, as it deems advisable—

(a) To purchase the basic agricultural commodity fun respect of
which the corporation is established, and food products thereof.

(b) Te construct, purchase, or lease, and to operate storige ware-
houses for such commodity and prodocts purchased by the corporation,
facillties for transportation (otherwise than as a common carrier) in
connection with the storage of such commodity and products, and
facilities for processing such commodity and products.

(e) To store and process snch commodity and products,

(d) To export such commodity and products.

‘{e) To sell such ecommodity and products in domestic or foreign
markets, L

DISPOSAL OF ASSETS

8pc. 12, Upon the termination of the existence of a Federal agri-
ecultural export corporation all moneys of the corporation shall be
covered Into the Treasury of the United States to the credit of a
special fund, and all unliguidated property of the corporation shall be
transferred to the TUnited Btates and placed under the conirel and
jurisdiction of the board. Buch moneys and property shall thereafter
be disposed of as the Congress may direct.

OFFICES—BOOKS AND ACCOUNTS

Brc. 18. (a) Each Federal agricultural export corporation shall main-
tain its principal office in the Distriet of Columbia and may establish
guch agencies or branch offices at such places as it deems advisable,

A Federal agricnltural export corporation shall be held to be an
inhabitant and resident of the District of Columbia within the meaning
of the laws of the United States relating to venue of eivil suits.

(b) Each Federal agricultural export corporation shall keep at its
principal office correct books showing the original or a transeript of the
minutes of the directors’ meetings and showing the accounts of the
corporation's business transactions. The books shall be open to ex-
amination by the General Accounting Office as hereinafter in this
section provided and to inspection by the board, by any other govern-
mental agency or by any person designated by the board, by any gov-
ernmental agency authorized by concurrent resolution of Congress, and
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by any committee of the Senate or House of Representatives anthorized
by resolution of the Senate or House of Representatives, respectively.
(¢) Expenditures by the board from the revolving fund and expendi-
tures by the board from the appropriation under subdivision (b) of
section 15 shall be allowed and paid upon the presentation of item-
ized vouchers therefor, approved by the chalrman of the board. Ex-
penditures by any Federal agricultural export corporation from the
treasury of the corporation shall be made by the authorized officers or
agents of the corporation upon receipt of itemized vouchers therefor,
approved by such officers as the corporation may designate. Vouchers
so mmade for expenditures by the board from the revolving fund or by
any Federal agricultural export corporation shall be final and econ-
clusive upon all officers and employees of the Government; except that
all finaneial transactions of the board or of any Federal agricultural
export corporation shall, subject to the above limitation, be examined
by the General Accounting Office, at such times and in such manner
as the Comptroller General of the United States may by regulation
prescribe. Such examination in respect of expenditures by the board
from the revolving fund or by any Federal agrienltural export corpora-
tion shall be for the sole purpose of making a report to the Congress
and to the board or corporation of expenditures and contracts in viola-
tion of law, together with such recommendations as the Comptroller
General deems advisable concerning the reeeipt, disbursement, and
application of the funds administered by the board or corporation,
COOPERATION WITH EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS

Spe. 14, (a) It shall be the duty of any Government establishment
in the executive branch of the Government, upon request by the board
or upon Executive order, to cooperate with and render assistance to
the board or to any Federal agricultural export corporation in earry-
ing out any provision of this act. The board and each Federal agri-
cultural export corporation shall, in cooperation with any such govern-
mental establishment, avail itself of the services and facilities of such
governmental establishment in order to avoid preventable expense or
duplication of effort.

(b) The President may by Executive order direct any such govern-
mental establishment to furnish the board or any Federal agricultural
export corporantion with such information and data pertaining to the
funetions of the board or such corporation as may be contained in the
records of the governmental establishment. The order of the President
may provide such limitations as to the use of the information and data
as he deems desirable. .

{e) The board and any Federal agricultural export corporation may
cooperate with any State or Territory, or department, agency, or
political subdivision thereof, or with any person.

REVOLVING FUND AND APPROPRIATION

SEc. 16. (a) There is hereby anthorized to be appropriated the sum
of $250,000,000, which shall be administered by the board as a revolv-
ing fund and expended solely for the payment of subscriptiens to the
capital stock of Federal agricultural export corporations, in accord-
ance with the provisions of this act. The Becretary of the Treasury
shall deposit in the revolving fund such amounts, within the appropria-
tions therefor, as the board from time to time deems necessary.

(b) There is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of
$250,000 to be availuble for expenditures by the board for expenses
incurred prior to July 1, 1928, in administration of the functions vested
in the board by this act.

TAXATION

Brc. 16. The real property and tangible personal property of a Fed-
eral agricultural export corporation situated in any State, Territory,
or possession, or within the District of Columbia, shall be subject to
taxation by such State, Territory, or possession, or any political subdi-
vision thereof, or by the District of Columbia to the same extent,
according to its value, as other real and tangible persomal property is
taxed by such State, Territory, or possession, or political subdivision,
or by the District of Columbia. The Income of a Federal export cor-
poration and the bonds or other evidence of indebtedness of such cor-
poration, and the income derived in respect thereof, shall not be subject
to taxation by any State, Territory, or possession, or political subdivi-
sion thereof, or by the United States or the District of Columbia.

PENALTIES

SEc. 17. (a) All general laws relating to the embezzlement or con-
version, or to the improper handling, retention, use, or disposal of
public moneys of the United Btates shall apply to moneys of a Federal
agricultural export corporation in the custody of any director, officer,
employee, or agent thereof.

(b) Any person who, with intent to defraud a Federal agricultural
export corporation, or any director or officer of the corporation, or any
officer or employee of the United States, or any person, makes any
false entry in the books of the corporation, or makes any report or

statement for the corporation which is false, shall upon conviction

thereof be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than
five years, or both.
ANTITRUST LAWS
SEc. 18. A Federal agricultural export corporation and its directors
and officers shall be relieved from the operation of the *“ antitrust
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laws " as designated in section 1 of the act entitled “An act to supple-
ment existing laws against unlawful restraints and monopolies, and for
other purposes,” approved October 15, 1914, and from the operation of
the provisions of section 2 of the act entitled "An act to authorize
association of producers of agricultural products,” approved February
18, 1922,

. SEPARABILITY OF PROVISIONS

Bec. 19. If any provision of this act Is declared unconstitutional or
the applicability thereof to any person or circumstance is held invalid,
the validity of the remainder of the act and the applicability of such
provision to other persons and circumstances shall not be affected
thereby.

RESERVATION OF RIGHT TO AMEND

Sec. 20. The Congress of the United States reserves the right to

alter, amend, or repeal any provision of this act.

SHOET TITLE

Bec. 21. This act may be cited as the * Federal sgricultural export
corporation aet.”

Mr. BLANTON. I ask for the regular order on the reserva-
tion, so that the point of order may be settled now,

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, until the amendment is read
it will be very difficult to determine the question of order.

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman knows what it is; it is the
Aswell bill.

Mr. DOWELL. My reservation was only that we might
know, when the amendment was read, whether or not it is
germane. If it appears to be germane, of course, I do not
desire to take any time; but I do not want something put in
here that is not known now without proper reservation being
made.

Mr. TILSON. The gentleman will not lose his right to make
a point of order. He can make it when the amendment is
offered to-morrow.

Mr., DOWELL. I make it now when it is presented.

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inguiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. CRAMTON. The amendment having been inserted and
a point of order having been reserved by the gentleman from
Towa [Mr. DoweLr], and the regular order having been de-
manded, if the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. HaveenN] should
move to rise, the point of order can be made when we sit again.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks that under the agree-
ment that has been entered into the proper thing now is to
make a motion that the committee rise.

Mr., HAUGEN. I move that the committee rise,

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. Mapgs, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that
committee, having under consideration the bill (8. 4808) to
establish a Federal farm board to aid in the orderly marketing
and in the control and disposition of the surplus of agricul-
tural commodities, had come to no resolution thereon.

STATE, JUSTICE, COMMERCE, AND LABOR ATPROPRIATION BILL—CON-
FERENCE REPORT

Mr. SHREVE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
I may have until 12 o’clock to-night in which to file for printing
under the rule the conference report on the bill H. R. 16576,
the State, Justice, Commerce, and Labor appropriation bill,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylyvania asks
unanimous consent that he may have until 12 o'clock to-night
in which to file for printing under the rule the conference re-
port on the bill H. R. 16576, the appropriation bill for the
Departments of State, Justice, Commerce, and Labor. Is there
objection?

There was no objection.

WAR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILL—CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. BARBOUR. Mr. Speaker, I present for printing under
the rule the conference report on the bill (H. R. 16249) making
appropriations for the War Department for the fiscal year 1928,

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill by title.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R, 16249) making appropriations for the military and
nonmilitary activities of the War Department for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1928, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER. Ordered printed.

Mr, BLANTON., Mr. Speaker, I reserve points of order on
it, and on the conference report which the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. SeEREVE] got permission to file until mid-
nigh;, I also reserve points of order. Is it necessary to do that
now
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The SPEAKER. The Chair does mot think it is necessary.
1t can be done when the report ecomes up.

LEAVE TO EXTEND REMARKE ON THE M'NARY FARM RELIEF BILL

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Speaker, with respect to the former bill,
the McNary-Haugen bill, considered here for several days, 1
asked and obtained leave of the House that Members might ex-
tend their remarks for five legislative days. That bill having
gone by the board and another bill being under consideration, I
make the same request for the so-called McNary bill (8. 4808) ;
that from the completion of the consideration of that bill in the
House Members may have five legislative days in which to
extend their remarks.

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana.
marks made to-day?

Mr. TILSON. Yes.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Connecticut asks
unanimous consent that Members may have five legislative days
after the completion of Senate bill 4808 in which to extend their
remarks on that bill. Is there objection?

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Reserving the right to object, I would
like to ask the gentleman from Connecticut does he not think
there should be some disposition of the House bill by a motion
to lay it on the table?

Mr. RAMSEYER. It is not customary to lay a House bill on
the table until after a similar Senate bill is passed.

Mr., NEWTON of Minnesota. Does the gentleman think
there is anybody who desires to resurrect the House bill?

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

There was no objection.

THE M'NARY BILL

Mr. GARBER. Mr. Speaker, Members of the House, the
discussion of the problems of agriculture has proceeded for a
period of 10 days, covering many phases, conditions, and reme-
dies proposed, and yet but little has been said concerning the
actual facts in the transaction of present-day merchandising—
facts which confront the farmer upon every hand when he
purchases his necessities. The major problem of farm relief
is one of the successful merchandising of farm products, and it
is my purpose to call your attention to existing conditions con-
cerning this phase of the subject; in other words, to request
you to face the facts of domestic trade and commerce, as they
actually exist in their operation of vicious discrimination and
disandvantage to agriculture.

THE NEW EPOCH—ELIMINATION OF COMPETITION IN MERCHANDISING

As competition in the merchandising of nonagricultural prod-
ucts has decreased by reason of the growth and development of
the collective-bargaining power of labor and the trade associa-
tions to establish and maintain uniformity in price, so in egual
degree prosperity in agriculture has decreased by reason of the
disadvantages thus created. The postwar revolution has in-
tensified the disadvantage. It has ushered in a new epoch, an
epoch of corporate organizations and conmfrols, price controls
sufficient to enforce the cost-plus system against the farmer.

Let me speak to you as a dirt farmer, out of an experience
of 25 years in that industry. When I purchase lumber for my
improvements I am compelled to pay a price fixed by the cost-
plus system; when I purchase implements for equipment, I am
compelled to pay a price fixed by the cost-plus system; when
I send my products to market, I am compelled to pay a price
for transportation fixed by the cost-plus system ; when I employ
a commission merchant to sell my products, the price is fixed
by the same system; when I purchase flour, sugar, coffee, tea,
groceries, clothing, I must pay the price fixed by the cost-plus
system,

It is a cost-plus system for everything I have to buy and unre-
stricted competition for everything I have to sell. This is the
down-to-now system of merchandising by price controls that
prevails throughout the country for the sale of nonagricultural
products. It is the new system that has finally succeeded in
eliminating from the old economy in merchandising the ma-
terinl factor of competition that largely controlled in every
transaction. This economy in its present-day merchandising
through price controls attempts to justify itself for the elimina-
‘tion of compefition in price by the elimination of waste from
the system.

THE FARMER THE VICTIM OF THE COST-PLUS SYSTEM

By reason of his numbers, the farmer has been unable to con-
form to this new economic complex. This rapid revolutionary
readjustment of price controls for nonagricultural products has
left him at its mercy. In its presence he is helpless; he must
pay the price demanded, while the prices of farm products are
subject to a ruinous competition from within by the farmers
themselves and organized raids for price depression from
without. Thus against the cost-plus system for everything he

Does that apply to the re-
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buys, in his helpless and unorganized condition, he must submit
to the price depression of unrestricted competition for every-
thlngl he sells. He is without the power of organization; he
hag no bargaining power; he is unable to make the public pay;
he has only the plaintive plea, “ Please, Mister, I will have to
take whatever you are willing to give.” As a consequence,
through his own competition and outside organized price de-
pression, the raiders have been taking the profits on farm prod-
ucts which should rightfully accrue to the producer.
FACE THE FACTS!

With the cost-plus system for everything it buys and unre-
stricted competition for everything it sells agriculture has been
and now is the “happy hunting ground” of the raiders to
pillage and plunder. What are the results? ~
. The purchasing power of farm products during this period
has ranged from 69 to 85 and now has receded to 80.

Once prosperous, agriculture now presents conditions of di-
lapidation and despair, with a mortgage indebtedness increasing
in amount from $4,000,000,000 to $12,250,000,000 since 1910,

The depreciation in agricultural values and prices of farm
products during this period has been appalling, It is reflected
in shrunken values and failed banks throughout all the agricul-
tural States. Out of 3,068 bank failures in the United States
for the period 1920-1926, 95 per cent were in agricultural areas,

Such depression, depreciation, and increased mortgage indebt-
edness is in striking contrast with the prosperity abounding in
the industrial East. It is reflected in the number of farm fore-
closures for the period between 1910 and 1924, which shows an
increase of over 1,000 per cent, in contrast to that of commercial
failures, which have remained practically the same.

It is reflected in the capital investment of farm property,
which decreased from $47,000,000,000 in 1920 to $32,000,000,000
in 1925, a loss of approximately $3,000,000,000 per year.

In 1913 the total value of all farm property was $45,227,000,-
000; in 1920, $79,607,000,000; and in 1925, $59,154.000,000, Re-
duced to terms of 1913 purchasing power, however, the total
value of all farm property in 1925 was only equal to $38,188-
000,000 of 1913 purchasing power. In other words, all farm
property in the United States in 1923 had only 84.4 per cent of
its purchasing power in 1913. As the experience of every farm
ldndowner will fully verify, the purchasing power of farm lands
has decreased in excess of 20 per cent as compared to 1910. In
fact, farm lands at the present time might be classed as un-
salable property, generally recognized as unprofitable invest-
ments. '

According to a recent announcement of the Department of
Agriculture, there has been a slump in the value of farm crops

in the United States for the year 1926 amounting to $1,148-

000,000 over the previous year, a decline due primarily to lower
prices for most of the farm products rather than to decreased
production, although production in some crops was slightly
less than that in 1925. A little over half of this decline was
due to the lower price of cotton. The revised estimates of the
crops of 1925 placed their value at $8,949.321,000. The prin-
cipal crops for 1926, based on the December 1 farm prices,
were valued at $7,801,313,000. Thus during 1926 more than
$1,000,000,000 in losses has been added to those already sus-
tained by the overburdened industry.

The average annual net income of the farmer in 1924 was
$730, compared with $1,250 for the common laborer, $1,678 for
preachers, $1,208 for teachers, $1,650 for Government em-
ployees, and an average of $1,450 for all walks of life outside
of agriculture.

The average earnings of the people engaged in farming are
23.1 cents an hour, compared with 56.1 for factory workers,
58.3 cents for railroaders, 83.4 cents for anthracite miners, and
$1.05 for workers in the building trades.

The farmer, with his average investment of $0,000, working
from 12 to 16 hours per day, aided by the members of hig
family, receiving a net income of $730 per year, and this at
a time of almost unprecedented prosperity for all ofther lines
of industry! What a magnificent sum it is! Does it not show
that he is still permitted to enjoy too much? Why, that
amount is only $520 less than the common laborer, with no
capital and no ald and working but eight hours per day,

receives.
THE REMEDY IS NOT IN FOREIGN MARKETS

What is the remedy for such conditions? Some say the rem-
edy lies in an increase of exports of agricultural products and
their sale in the world markets. Reduce the tariff! Permit
competitive nations to sell their goods in our markets in con-
sideration of our selling our surplus farm products in foreign
markets. And yet, at the very time we were selling more farm
products in the markets of the world than we ever did before,
farm values and farm prices were depreciated to the lowest
point here. In order that there may be no mistake about this,
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no speculation or mere guesswork, we herewith insert a table
of agricultural products showing the amount of their export
during the year 1923 when the purchasing power of farm prod-
uets and farm values were at their lowest point, as compared
with the pre-war average,
Agricultural products ¥
[From the Manufacturers Record, Aug. 30, 1923]
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Pre-war Fiscal year
average 1923
g R S L I L e R bushels__| 56 013, 228 154, 950, 971
Corn___ 2 do....] 39,809, 690 94, 060. 000
Bariey. Gorl  gmeaat| 18190000
By o s e fi )
. 1, 511, 000 2, 980, 000
8, 304, 203 18, 578, 000
10, 678, 635 14, 882, 714
24, 297, 000 123, 115, 317
16, 215, 000 318, 940, 570
79, 368, 000 749, 855, 325
maw Bud
Bacon. iy
Ham and shoulders 172, 850, 000 318, 186, 680
Butter. .. ._.. 8, 110, 777 9, 409, 837
c 2, 654, 315 8, 446, 321
16, 473, 782 157, 000, 000
104, 967, 085 221, 923, 184

BUCCESSFUL MERCHANDISING—THE OXNLY SOLUTION

What is the remedy? Better prices for farm products, prices
that will yield him a reasonable profit on his investment, and
reasonable wages for his work. How can such be obtained? It
is a question of successful merchandising, and in order that
I may quote from high authority, permit me to digress for a
moment to call your attention to the annual meeting of the
Railway Business Asszociation of the country, which was recently
held at the Commodore Hotel in New York City. Whitefoord
R. Cole, president of the Louisville & Nashville Railroad, was
the principal speaker of the occasion. He congratulated his
fellow executives upon the earnings of the roads for the year
1926, exceeding those of any previous year in the history of the
country. He said:

I point you to the unparalleled transportation performance of the
railroads of this country for the last three years, when in each of those
years, and in almost every month, the railroads have broken all pre-
vious records in the handling of tonnage without congestion and with-
out appreciable car shortage or any of the attendant evils that we
have been so accustomed to for many years prior to the Transportation
act of 1520,

The act inaugurated a new era of prosperity for the roads. It
strengthened and increased the value of their stock. It gave
them revenues sufficient to invest $4,000,000,000 in equipment
and betterments. It enabled them to break all records in ton-
nage hauled, in net revenues received, and in dividends declared.

A RAILROAD EXECUTIVE'S ADVICE TO THE FARMERS

With all these good things in mind, with a record-breaking
year for prosperity just closed, and standing on the pinnacle of
high achievement, the speaker, filled with brotherly love and
good spirits, digressed from his subject of transportation long
enough to inadvertently give the farmers of the country the
benefit of some wholesome advice. Speaking of the farmer, he
said:

Let him tfake a leaf out of the book of the labor unions and the
trade associations. Let bhim put up a solid front and make us pay
for the things he has to sell like we are making him pay for the things
be has to buy.

The rate of constructive return on the stock of the Louisville
& Nashville Railroad for 1925, of which the distinguished
speaker was president, was 16.74 per cent, and the rates of
constructive return on stocks of roads represented by his asso-
ciates ranged from 4.82 to as high as 21.40 per cent. The condi-
tions thus warranted the felicitations and congratulations of
his fellow executives.

In referring to the Transportation act, the distinguished
speaker said:

I have sometimes thought that in view of the fact that the Govern-
ment fixed the rates which, of course, fixes the income of the railroads
and largely fixes the price they must pay for labor, and they had to
buy everything else in the open market when market conditions fixed
the price of things—I have very often thought that the average rail-
road president did not have much to do but te hunt up the money with
which to pay the deficits, That is not altogether true; certainly not
in the last two or three years., The sun of prosperity has been shining
on them in a large degree as a result of this emlightened policy. ;

THE COST-PLUS SYSTEM AND THE ROADS

The enlightened policy referred to is the cost-plus system of
the roads in selling their transportation to the consuming pub-
lic. That is the system afforded the roads under the Transpor-
tation act of 1920. Government administration had wrecked
their properties, depreciated their values, and depressed their
stocks to a point where they were unsalable, In faet, the
roads were in the same condition that agriculture was. But
the roads were given a cost-plus system under the act of 1920,
which during the short period of five years has rehabilitated
their systems, reconstructed and reequipped their roads, re-
stored their credit, and doubled the value of their stock, with
substantial dividends to every stockholder.

Knowing what the Government has done for the rehabilita-
tion of the roads, the speaker of the occasion was competent
to give first-hand advice to the farmers. When he told them
to “ put up a solid front and make us pay for the things he has
to sell, like we are making him pay for the things he has to
:‘J:g," he hit the bull's-eye of the major problem for farm

THE FARMER MUST HAVE HIS COST-PLUS SYSTEM, TO0O

The farmer must have better prices for his products; he
must have prices that will yield him a reasonable profit, the
same as is enjoyed by labor and industry. In order to exact
such prices he must have a bargaining power ; he must be able
to demand instead of being compelled to beg; he must be able
to enforce a cost-plus system in the sale of his products to
match against the cost-plus system for everything he has to
buy; he must have a cost-plus system that will enable him to
add on the costs, the same as class 1 roads have been doing
during the past three years under the Esch-Cummins Act, and
the same as organized labor is doing, protected by the Immigra-
tion act.

THE GOVEENMENT MUST HELP THE FARMER HELP HIMSELF

What is the remedy for present agricultural conditions? In
the language of the railroad executive, “ The farmer must put
up a solid front and make the public pay as he is compelled
to pay!” The power of organization to merchandise his prod-
ucts must be extended for his relief—organization that will en-
able him to exact a reasonable price for his products, a price
that will yield him a reasonable profit sufficient to maintain
the family on the farm.

To place the business of the merchandising of farm products
upon an equality and plane equal to that of the merchandising
of industrial products is beyond the power of the ‘individual
farmer. It is beyond the power of his scattered organizations
to solve. The Government alone, through a Federal commis-
sion with funds sufficient to stabilize the market, can furnish
him such power. Through the Transportation act of 1920 it
furnished such power to the railroads of the country; through
the Federal Reserve act it furnished such power to the banks of
the country; through the Immigration act it enabled labor to
acquire such powers. Why not furnish such power to the
farmers of the country, representing the most important indus-
try of all, the basic industry that alone furnishes the neces-
sary food that appears each day upon the tables of the com-"
suming millions to sustain the life of all?

“ ACRES OF DIAMOXNDS ” AT HOMB!

Equality of purchasing power for the 30,000,000 people living
on the farms would afford a market here at home equal to that
of 60,000,000 people in any foreign country. Why neglect the
development of the purchasing power of this market? It is a
case of “acres of diamonds" at home! .

Give the farmer equality of purchasing power, “ Pass prosper-
ity around " and it will return to you! If you believe in the
doctrine of protection, establish and maintain the purchasing
power of your home people, your best customers, the people
who have always voted protection for you!

Surely our Government should be as greatly concerned in
agriculture as it has been and now is in other lines of industry
in this country and as the governments in other countries are
concerned in their agriculture. The farmers of this country
have contributed their part toward the building of this Nation.

The agricultural industry exercises normally a purchasing
power of nearly $10,000,000,000 annually for goods and services
produced by others.

It purchases about §6,000,000,000 worth of manufactured prod-
ucts annually, or about a tenth of the value of the manufactured
goods produced.

It supplies materials upon which depend industries giving
employment to more than half of our industrial workers.

It pays directly or indirectly $2,500,000,000 of the wages of
urban employees.
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1t supplies about an eighth of the total tonnage of freight
carried by our railroad system.

Its products constitute nearly half of the value of our ex-
ports.

It pays in taxes about one-fifth of the total cost of Govern-
ment.

Our farms and farm property represent nearly one-fifth of
our tangible national wealth, and agriculture has contributed
in recent years about one-sixth of the national income,

THE HOME MAREET FOR THE HOME FARMER

To say the very least, under your slogan “Trade at Home,”
the farmers are entitled to the full benefit of the home market,
a market worth more to us than the entire markets of the
world. Yet during the year 1925, out of an approximate total
of $1,818,000,000 worth of imported agricultural commodities
admitted into this country, $1,056,000,000 worth, or more than
560 per cent, were such as to be in direct competition with the
products of the American farmer. They included the follow-
ing items: Animals, approximately $8,800,000 worth; meat,
§7,252,000 worth; eggs and egg products, $8,988,000; milk and
cream, $10,114,000; butter, $2,646,000; cheese, $17,349,000; ani-
mal fats, $637,000; hides and skins, $96,746,000; leather and
partly manufactured leather, $36,266,000; miscellaneous animal
products, $25,000,000; grains and grain preparations, $26,237,000;
fodders and feed, $11,850,000; vegetables and vegetable prepara-
tions, $36,244,000; fruits (excepting bananns), $24,500,000 ; nuts,
$34,283,000 ; oil seeds, $64,725,000; vegetable oils and fats, $75,-
000.000; sugar, sirups, and honey, $2066,008,000; seeds, $11,-
870,000 ; tobacco, $83,881,000; miscellaneous vegetable products,
£5,000,000; cotton, $52,775,000; flax, $3,575,000; straw materials,
£3,798,000 ; wool, $141,976,000.

GIVE THE FARMER BQUALITY

The farmer is not asking for a subsidy but for equality, for
relief from the conditions created for prosperity for labor and
industry which now operate against him and place him at a
disadvantage with which he is unable to cope. Give him the
machinery to successfully merchandise his products, a bargain-
ing power with which he will be able to make the public pay a
reasonable price and the prosperity you now enjoy will be given
a reserve to make it permanent!

Mr. DICKSTEIN. Mr. Speaker and Members of the House,
the MecNary-Haugen bill is another instance of paternalism
which unfortunately is creeping into the Government by leaps
and bounds. It is another instance where special interests are
seeking to undermine the foundations of this Republic. It is
another instance when organized minority is seeking to fasten
its pernicious propaganda on the Nation; and if a stop is not
put to it immediately, this is only the beginning of other in-
fluential minority interests taking hold of the Government and
making it do their will, simply because they happen to be organ-
ized and determined to do what they sef themselves out to do.

To be sure, the bill before us seeks to accomplish its object
in an indirect and underhand manner. The chairman of the
committee, in mgking his report to this House, particularly
refers in some part of this report to what he calls * absence of
‘price-fixing formula.” But in the final analysis this bill is
nothing else but an attempt at price fixing. The fact that the
term “ price fixing” is not used makes it so much the worse,
because it fails to admit its real object. It would be much
easier to fight a proposal when its object is evolved than it
would be in a case where its object is hidden, and its purpose
is just as pernicious. As a matter of fact, no amount of per-
suasion can alter the fact that this bill is nothing else but a
desire on tHe part of its framers to create a Government subsidy
for the farming interest of the country. All talk of relieving
distress or other high-sounding phrases are only a cloak to
conceal the real purpose of this attempted legislation.

It is nothing new in the Halls of Congress to have a body of
the Government propagandists endeavor to sway it with the
object of accomplishing their desires at the expense of general
welfare. We saw an attempt in that direction carried out very
suceessfully when prohibition legislation was fastened upon this
country. We have continually interests of all kinds appeal to
us for special legislation. I say we ought to stop this kind of
business and deliver it a blow which will once for all put an
end to this incessant propaganda. Let us call a halt to this
business in such an emphatic manner that never again will
such propaganda dare to raise its head.

I know that my voice is a voice of one crying in the wilder-
ness. I know that farming interests in this country are solidly
entrenched behind this bill. If it were only the farmer who
is to be benefited by it, even though I am opposed to any special
legislation, I would, nevertheless, keep silent and let this bill
go through from the standpoint, perhaps, of humanitarian
desire to help the poor and downirodden farmer.
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I say, if such were the case, even though I am opposed to it
and even though my party stands for equal rights to all and
detests any special legislation which may be brought up on the
floor of this House from time to time, nevertheless I would
desist perhaps out of sympathy for the farmer who may be
benefited by such legislation. But, is it really for the benefit
of the farmer? I believe a glance at the provisions of the bill
will show beyond a scintilla of doubt that the only group of
people who will really benefit by it will be the packers and
the millers. It is class legislation.of the worst type, because clasg
legislation for the benefit of a few rich middlemen is against the
interests of the city dweller and even the farmer himself.

For, let it be known, the farmer of this country is not only
a producer, but a consumer, and he is a consumer to a larger
extent than he is a producer, The individual farmer may pro-
duce wheat, He may produce corn, He may produce live-
stock. But how much of his product does he really consume
himself, Isn’t he really a consumer rather than a producer?
Must he not go to the market and buy his supplies the same
as the rest of us and pay for it the same as the rest of us?

Assuming that this bill will give him a chance to dispose of
his surplus products at a price above that which the market
pays him, will not the entire surplus have to be diverted to
pay to other producers for as much as he himself needs to
satisfy his personal needs.

I say it is a viclous circle. It starts at one end and goes
back to where it started from. The only persons whose profits
are guaranteed are the packers and the millers. Their profits
are assured. The farmer is left in the cold. Will this Gov-
ernment lend itself to become the underwriter and gunarantor
or profits to packers and millers? Can we sink so low, that an
organized minority will compel us to capitulate to its demands
and enable such minority to grow fat at the expense of the
Nation? Should my constituents, many of whom are poor and
hardly able to maintain their daily existence, be compelled to
pay a high price for the produets of the farmer and enrich the
pockets of millers and packers, to satisfy the ever clamoring
wild minority? There can not be any doubt in the mind of
any person who examines the provisions of the proposed bill
that its object is simply to enable packers and millers to
obtain large profits at the expense of the American people.
. The bill creates a board to be known as the “ Federal farm
board,” which board shall among other things, as the bill
provides, “Keep advised from any available sources of crop
prices, prospects, supply and demand at home and abroad,
with especial attention to the existence of any surplus of any
agricultural commodity or food products.”” Remember, this
board is to discover an existing surplus. The moment the
surplus is found, to quote the provisions of this bill, *the
board shall have the right to determine in its discretion what
is the proper price to be charged for such products,” and if it
finds, for instance, that the price is too little based on some
standard which the board itself may determine, it shall have
the right to “ stabilize™ that price, which really means fix it,
and to fix it in & manner in which the general publie will not
derive any benefit, but the benefit will go directly to only one
or two classes of people. A small part of the benefit will go
to the farmer. The vast part of the benefit will go to the
packer and miller.

Who is to pay for the ultimate difference in price? Why,
the consumer, you and I, all of us; even the farmer will have
to pay for the difference in price.

Understand well, the bill provides for no machinery by which
the prices may be adjusted so as to be reduced in the event
that such might be found to be for the public interest. The
Crisp bill had this meritorious protective principle in it. All
the board can do is to increase the price. Then, of course, you
and I will pay that increase,

There is no question that the increase in the price of wheat
will necessarily result in the increase of the price of bread,
and an increase in the price of livestock because of an increase
in price of feed will result in an increase in the price of meat
and pouliry. The burden of such increase will necessarily fall
upon such as are unable to meet it.

The rich man will certainly be able to pay an increased price,
and it certainly will not in any way hurt him, but the poor man,
the average householder, the man who finds it hard enough in
the present economic condition to maintain himself and his
family, will have to put up with the additional burden so as to
enable this minority, this propaganda, to find a proper outlet
for its activities. -

The danger of the McNary-Haugen bill is that in times of
ghortage or searcity of food products the producers or middle-
men, or both combined, will prey upon the consuming public by
enhanced prices. If by artificial and arbitrary power the farm-
ers through the Government machinery can operate like a
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monopoly, then the consumer will be at the mercy of the pro-
ducer. We had an example of this a short time ago in my
very district when there was a great shortage of potatoes. The
middlemen and speculators bought up the crop at $4 a bag and
sold it later for §15 a bag. The Federal Government refused
to give the consumer relief by lifting the embargo so as to admit
into this country potatoes from Denmark. What is to prevent
the farmers under this Mc¢Nary-Haugen bill from repeating on
a large scale by artificial means the same sort of price conirol
at the expense of the poor consumers—the poor workingmen,
who now have a hard time to make both ends meet,

Shall we, representing 110,000,000 people, submit to the de-
mands of a small minority to enable some of the legislators
coming from the so-called “farm States" to become reelected
in this party when their terms expire? Since when has this
Government become an adjunet to the “farm bloe” ?

I urge you earnestly to defeat this legislation,
a stop put once for all to such legislation of the kind to benefit
only one special class.

I repeat, it is not the farmer I am opposed to, but the middle-
man, who will reap the major share of the prospective profits.
The middleman deserves no consideration, while the poor house-
holder, eking out a bare existence under the strain of present
economie conditions which make it difficult for him to earn his
daily bread. requires all the consideration in this ease, especially
ginee it «4ds very doubtful if the farmers would benefit perma-
nently from this legislation.

THRE FEDERAL RESERVE ACT AND THE M'NARY-HAUGEN BILL

Mr. BRAND of Ohie. Mr, Speaker, the President will have
two bills of a very similar nature before him immediately for
his signature. The one is a bill which extends indefinitely the
Federal reserve act. The other will be the McNary-Haugen
bill. One is a McNary-Hangen bill for the bankers and the
conntry and the other is a McNary-Haugen bill for the farmers
and the country. The two are identical in prineiple and pur-
pose and they cach have an equalization fee.

The I'ederal reserve act is for the purpose of control of the
surplus of eredit and to provide against deficiency of credit.
The McNary-Haugen bill is fo provide a control of the surplus
of agricultural products and to provide against a deficiency of
agricultural products.

The Federal reserve act secures control of the surplus of
credit in this way: The Federal Reserve Board iz empowered
in the act to take out of each national bank in the United States
6 per cent of the capital and reserve of such a bank and put
same in the vanlts of the Federal reserve bank. In addition,
the Federal Reserve Board is authorized to take 10 per cent, on
an average, of all of the deposits in each of the national banks
of the country out of those banks and deposit same in the vanlts
of the Federal reserve bank, thus piling up a huge mountain of
the money of the couuntry, and the board can then release or
withdraw this 16 per cent of all the credit in the country as
they see fit, giving them power over interest rates, undue expan-
sion, and panie conditions.

With this percentage of control of any farm product the agri-
cultural board created by the McNary-Haugen bill can control
any agricultural product in America.

The MeNary-Haugen bill gives a like power to the agricul-
tural board, through its agencies, to buy up surpluses and store
them, if it sees fit, to cover any deficiencies that may occur in
another crop.

The equalization fee in the two bills seems to me to be about
the same in intent and in effect. BEach one of the member banks
loses on an average 10 per cent of its deposits, for which it
receives no returns in the way of interest, and this makes a
very large loss to each of these banks, which they seem glad to
pay because of the benefits of the law.

The equalization fee in the McNary-Haugen bill is a fee which
I believe the farmers will be equally willing to pay, because I
think for each dollar they expend in equalization fees they will
receive $10 in return.

The President will have these two bills before him at one
time, and I can not conceive of a President of the United States
granting to the bankers of the country what he denies to agri-
culture,

I append a letter from the office of the Comptroller of the
Currency as to the facts:

TREASURY DEPARTMEXNT,
COMPTROLLER OF THE CURRENCY,
Washington, January 25, 1927,
Hon, CHARLES BRAND,
House of Representatices, Washington, D. O,

My Drar CoNcrRESSMAN : In accordance with your request over the
telephone to-day, I am gubmitting the following information with regard
to the obligations and rights of member banks of the Federal reserve
gyslem,
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Every national bank is required to be a member of the Federal
reserve bank in whose district it is located, and is required to subseribe
to the capital stock of its Federal reserve bank in a sum equal to 6
per cent of its paid-ln eapital stock and surplus, Only one-half of the
amount of this snbscription, however, is required by law to be actually
paid in, the remainder being subject to call when deemed necessary by
the Federal Reserve Board, Under the terms of the law, affer all neces-
sury expenses of a Federal reserve bank bave been paid or provided for,
the stockholders—that is, the member banks—are entitled to receive
an annual dividend of 6 per ¢ent on the paid-in capital stock, which
dividend is cumulative.

Every member bank of the Federal reserve system is required to
maintain reserve balunces with its Federal reserve bank as follows :

“{a) If not in a reserve or central reserve city, an actual net balance
of not less than T per cent of aggregate demand deposits and 3 per cent

| of time deposits.

Let there be |

“(b) 1f in a reserve city, an actual net balance of not less than 10
per cent of aggregate demand deposits and 3 per cent of time deposits :
Provided, That if located in the outlying districts of a reserve city or
in territory added thereto by the exlension of the corporate charter it

| may, upon the affirmative vote of five members of the Federal Reserve

Board, maintain the reserye balances specified under (a).

“(e) If in a central reserve city, an actual net balance of not less
than 13 per cent of nggregate demand deposits and 3 per cent of time
deposits : Provided, That if located in the outlying districts of a cen-
tral reserve city or in territory added thereto by the extension of the
corporate charter it may, upon the afirmative vote of five members of
the Federal Reserve Board, maintain the balances specified under (a)
or (b).” e

A Federal reserve bank, under the terms and conditions prescribed
in the Federal reserve act and in the regulations of the Federal Reserve
Board pursuant thereto, may discount for its member banks notes,
drafts, and bills of exchange arising out of actual commereinl transac-
tions; that is, notes, drafts, and bills of exchange issued or drawn for
agricultural, industrial, or commercial purposes, or the proceeds of
which have been used, or are to Le used, for such purposes. The ma-
turity at the time of discount exclusive of days of grace is llmited to
90 days in the case of commerclal paper and to nine months in the
case of agricultural paper.

I trust that this will give you the information which you desire, and,
if not, 1 ghall be glad to assist you further,

Very truly yours,
E. W. STEARNS,
Deputy Comptroller.
BHALL WE HAVE PBASANTRY IN AMERICA?

We are deciding whether or not the American farmer will
fall to the position of the European peasant. I have been with
the Enropean peasant on his plot of land, in his home, in
several countries. They live horribly. One honse covers their
swine, their geese, and their cattle, and their children and their
wives, The slop from the house and the manure from the
stock are made into a pile in front of the front door and the
women carry it in vessels on their head to the little plot of
ground. The faces of these peasanis reflect their condition,
Their eyes have never seen the beauties, their palates have
never tasted the good things, their senses have never been
tmtliched with the finer things of life. They have little edu-
cation.

Is the American food and clothing producer to come to this
because the consumer is selfish? The consumer in Europe
predominates. Is he fo exercise the same power in America?

The Senate last week plowed a furrow around this country
to keep out that nasty thing. The House now has plowed an-
other furrow for the same purpose, The Representatives of
the people in their National Congress are determined to pro-
tect agriculture from peasantry.

Will the President sign the bill? He says agriculture i= at a
disadvantage. He said in his message to Congress:

Surpluses affect prices of various farm commodities in a disastrous
manner, and the problem evidently demands a solution, and it is my
hope that the basis will be found for a sound and effective solution
upon which agreement can be reached. If a sound solution of a perma-
tient nature can be found for this problem, the Congress ought not to
hesitate to adopt it.

Gentlemen of the House, the President put it up to ns. We
have studied the guestion for four years. Agriculture over the
Nation has studied the question for four years.

Is the McNary-Haugen bill sound?

It will raise the price of farm products. That is the only
way to give relief. The grain exchanges of the country in the
last month have shown that the McNary-Haugen bill will work,
The cofton exchanges of the country have shown that the Ale-
Nary-Haugen bill will work. The traders are gambling their
money on the prospect of the bill becoming a law, and cotton
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has advanced about 20 per cent and wleat and corn have
responded. :

Mr. Mellon & year ago implied that the MeNary-Haugen bill
will work and raise the price of farm products.

Is the MeNary-Haugen bill sound?

If the Federal reserve act is sound, then this farm bill is
sound, because they are both built on the same principle and
have an equalization fee. The bankers of the country have a
MeNary-Haugen bill now, and the surplus and deficiency of
credit of the Nation are under control and the bankers pay a
bigger equalization fee than the farmers will ever be called
upon to pay under the McNary-Haugen bill

Is the equalization fee in the MeNary-Haugen bill constitu-
tional? Is the recapture clause in the transportation aet con-
stitutional? Is the power in the tariff act, given to the Presi-
dent to raise or lower the tariff tax, constitutional? You men
who oppose this bill on constitutional grounds have voted for
an equalization fee in the Federal reserve act, the transporta-
tion act, and you have delegated the powers of Congress to tax
to others at least three times.

The President has advised us to act. He states publicly the
condition of ineguality of agricnlture. I challenge any man
on this floor to say that the President has ever stated publicly
that he is opposed to the McNary-Haugen bill.

I do not believe the President will refuse to try this earefully
gtudied plan for the relief of the American farmer.

I believe I have addressed as many farmer audiences on this
question as any other one person, They do not all know thor-
oughly the MeNary-Haugen bill but each one knows his con-
dition and the reason.

I do not believe city people are opposed to fair treatment of
agriculture. I was told last winter by a leading Member of
this House that a city representative could not vote for this
bill and go home and be returned.

I made up my mind to try that out and I made five speeches,
confining my remarks to the McNary-Haugen bill, in the prin-
cipal city in my district—a ecity of 70 or 80 thousand people—
and the newspapers carried what I said.

When the ballots were counted in the fall I had a greater
percentage of the vote in that city than I had ever received.
The city people in Ohio are fair-minded and there is consider-
able evidence that they need not pay additional prices as a
result of the enactment of this law.

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Speaker, under the steam-roller con-
ditions prevailing when the McNary bill was discussed, under
the so-called five-minute rule, any comment or effort to present
amendments was entirely unavailing in spite of the under-
standing when the Rules Committee reported favorably a rule
for consideration of the bill that ample opportunity would be
given for its discussion, both under general debate and under
the five-minute rule.

While it is never in keeping in any way to question Members'
motives, many Members of the House have a right to wonder
why a large nunber of our colleagues voted differently on this
measure this year from last year; 47 Members voting against
the bill last year changed and voted for it on roll call this year,
The difference in the purport and language of the bill were
certainly not sufficiently marked to warrant this action. 8o
far as I recall, no one offered any explanation of this change
from the floor. It is, therefore, fair to assume that there must
be some element of truth in the rumors so current in the corri-
dors that there were numerous trades and exchanges involving
other measures, particularly the so-called Parker coal bill.
Methods of this kind are a very fruitful means of bringing
Congress into discredit. It is fortunate that these methods are
seldom msed, but indications are plain in this case and rumors
of the trades have been so persistent that, no specific denial
having been made, the assumption naturally follows that they
were in existence and carried through,

It may be proper to call attention to the way this type of
legislation appears to a man who, while a Member of the other
branch, showed a spirit of independence and freedom of both
speech and action which were thoroughly commendable. Now,
having retired from public life, he is in a position to judge the
actions of Congress from the standpoint of experience as well
as the viewpoint of a private citizen. In the Washington Post
of February 17 is a letter from former Senator Thomas, of
Colorado, of which the following is an extraet:

What are our rivers and harbors bills, public building bills, and
all other of the pork varlety but “ votive” tributes to compact minori-
ties organized to raid the Treasury? And last but not least what is
tlie pending Haugen-MceNary bill, ostensibly for farm rellef, but a sur-
render of the National Legislature to the compact forces of an agrarian
minority strenuously demanding an Initial appropriation of $250,000,000
as an alternative to 1ts political displeasure? The demand failed last
year, It now renews its assault with an apparent certainty of suc-
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cess; becaunse its forces are augmented by a compact with the coften
planter and tobacco grower, with whom the coveted spoils are fo be
shared.

Here is a trinity of power before which many Senators lLeretofore in
opposition: are obsequiously kotowing. Thelr previous objections to the
bill were both sincere and gennine, They were based upon irrefutable
prineiples. They are as irrefutable now as they were last spring, yet
they are silenced in large degree by the coalition of wheat, cotton, and
tobaeco.

The scheme is as fantastic as Plato’s ideal republic. It defies eco-
nomic law and all human experience. Even if it were capable of prac-
ticable adwinistration-and within constitutional warrants of power, it
would carry the Government far aficld from its legitimate functions,
But it Is a vote geiter and as such easily commands the majority of
the legislative branch of the Government, which instinctively appeals
for Its conduct to many liké precedents of its own establishment.

Between the candidate who uses his own fortune to secure political
advancement and the legislative majorities devoting the public moneys
to the same purpose there is no difference in prinelple or in morals
unless 1t be that the latter is the more reprehensible.

New England is regarded as a manufacturing and industrial
section. It is very seldom referred to as an agricultural sec-
tion. Some of my colleagues from Massachusetts have spoken
on the bill and have shown the great injury which this meas-
ure, if enacted into law, would do to industries in New England,
particularly the manufacturers of cofton cloth. I desire to
refer to New England and particularly to Massachusetts as an
agricultural section, The values of some of the principal crops,
both in New England and in Massachusetts, according to the
statistics of the Department of Agriculture, for last year, as
well ag the total values of all crops, were as follows:

1926 crops
New England Massachusetts
Produe- Crop Produc- Crop
tion value tion value
12 ¢ e e e A S e A2 tons__| 4, 565,000 ', 510,000 | 2,608, 000 | $14, 377, 000
&ppl&...ﬂh._,-....-_bnsm". 1, 900, 000 ﬂ.mum 4, 100, 000 3, 600, 000
Tobas -pounds.__| 88,758,000 | 14,152,000 | 9,412,000 | 3,294,000
Pot Z .| 46,380,000 | 64,753,000 | 2,015,000 3, 627, 000
Onions. do._..| 1,746,000 | 1,083,000 | 1,746,000 1, 083, 000
3. - SRR R T TR ARRIEROARR IR ST e 2,028,000 |..._ ..o
Total value of all crops:
New England 231, 324, 000 e
M husetts_ _ i 44, 762, 000

So far as we are concerned, every one of these crops is basic
and is as much entitled to the benefits of legislation supposedly
in behalf of agriculture as are the crops designated in the
MeNary bill as basic. The argument of the proponents of the
bill largely revolves around so-called tariff protection to the
industries of New England. If the McNary bill provides pro-
tection to the agricultural interests of the country, can any
good reason be offered why the New England and Massachu-
setts farming industry should not be entitled to the same class
of protection as the agricultural products of the Central West?
I am proud, however, to say that not a single agricultural
organization or a single individual farmer in my district, so far
as I have been informed, regards the McNary bill other than
as repugnant to all the best interests of the country.

There is another crop basic for New Hngland to which no
reference has been made and to which I desire especially to
draw attention. The principle on which the McNary bill is
framed is disposition of surplus. Now, New HEngland is noted
for its attractiveness as a summer resort section. We have
the attractions of the mountains and the sea, combined with
the very best of highways and the most wonderful natural
scenery, as well as a delightful summer climate, all tending
to make New England a great recreation and vaeation cen-
ter. Naturally, in sections and for various perlods the sup-
ply of accommodations has been too liberal; in other words,
there is a “surplus” of accommodations for tourists and
vacationists. Another unfortunate factor is the fact that the
summer business is seasonal, lasting not to exceed three months.
Assuming that there are 20,000 rooms available for tourists in
New England, it is safe to figure that at least 10 per cent of
those accommodations are idle throughout the summer season.
They are, therefore, absolutely surplus, They are just as much
surplus as the extra bushels of wheat raised in Towa. While

there would be no way of dumping this surplus abreoad, speak-
ing in behalf of this large indusiry I maintain that there is as
much logic in the hotel men of New England asking to be re-
imbursed for their surplus supply of rooms as the wheat and
corn growers of the Middle West and the rice and cotton
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growers of the South asking to have a fictitions method estab-
lished by Government authority to care for their surplus stocks.

Admitting this argument to be correct, instead of the Govern-
ment providing a revolving fund of $250,000,000, I suggest that
it be increased to $300,000,000 to care for the surplus agri-
culture of New England and the surplus rooms of the summer
hotel men.

Mr. McKEEOWN. Mr. Speaker, now that the great battle for
farm protection is over and a splendid victory won, it is only
natural that we who have labored so hard for this legislation
should now be rejoicing, for we have at last written upon the
records of Congress the principle of honest recognition of agri-
culture and the stabilization of the farmer's dollar.

I rejoice to have had a part in formulating and passing this
legislation, and I, with others who labored with me, believe it
means the sunrise of a new day, a better day, out in the mil-
lions of farm homes that have been made desolate by unfair
laws which have given to other interests an undue advantage
over our basie industry.

I believe that I voice the sentiments of all friends of agri-
culture, both in Congress and throughout the Nation, when I
say that very much of the success which we have attained has
been largely due to the consistent and continual support given
our cause by that splendid newspaper, the National Farm News,
published here in Washington. Week in and week out for many
months this newspaper has been spreading the gospel of fair
play to American farmers. That its voice has been heard is
clearly shown by the marked change in the vote of this House
and by the hundreds of letters which we have been receiving
from the people back home. It is refreshing to know that we
have here in the Nation's Capital a newspaper which can not
be “ bullied,” bribed, or threatened into subjection by those
who desire to continue to profit at the expense of the happiness
and contentment of the more than 30,000,000 Americans resid-
ing and laboring on the farms of our beloved country. In my
judgment, when the true history of this great fight for equal
justice has been finally written, that volume will eontain much
space devoted to a story of the great aid given to this righteous
cause by this paper. My colleagues, the soul of our old com-
rade, Charles I, Stengle, breathes through the editorial ecolumns
of that newspaper. We who served with him in this House,
remembering his high character and devotion to duty, feel fully
assured that so long as he writes for the printed pages of a
farmer's newspaper the cause of the soil tillers are safe from
the poisonous “fangs” of a subsidized press which would seek
the downfall of agriculture,

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I have never given
any bill more earnest and sympathetic study than 1 have the
pending Mc¢Nary-Haugen bill. I have done this with, I think,
a full knowledge of the deplorable condition of agriculiture and,
I know, with a most anxious desire to support any and every
proposal ealculated to afford the desired relief. If I could be
at all satisfled that the pending bill meant salvation to agri-
culture, or a substantial step in that direction, although ecer-
tain of its provisions violate all the economic idéas for which
I stand, I would unhesitatingly vote for it. 1 would even sup-
port it if I could persuade myself that in its permanent opera-
tion and effects it would help more than it would hurt
agriculture, notwithstanding my contrary view that much
sounder and more comprehensive remedies are and have been
available. I regret that those equally sincere and devoted to
the welfare of agriculture find themselves divided in their
honest judgment about the merits of the pending MeNary-
Haugen meagure. An examination of the bill and a contrast of
it with other remedial measures will, however, very clearly
explain in part, at least, the reuson for this difference of
opinion. I would not for a moment censure any sincere friend
of the farmer who may honestly differ with me about remedies,
I have nothing but praise for their efforts. I have found that
in the past even the ablest men with the same objective have
differed on the greatest questions that have arisen in govern-
ment.

What is the agricultural evil that it is sought to remedy,
and how will the proposed remedy operate? The primary pur-
pose of the MeNary-Haugen bill as to cotton and tobaceco, which
are not involved by tariffs, is to stabilize their markets against
undue and excessive fiuctuations, with the object of enabling
the grower to derive a fair and stable price each year. The
primary object of the bill as it relates to wheat, corn, rice,
and swine is in the main to raise the home or domestic
prices up to the amount of the tariff on each of these commodi-
ties or at least to raise the prices behind the tariff. The
tariff on wheat is 42 cents per bushel; on corn, 15 cents; on
swine, 14 cent per pound; ham and bacon, 2 cents per pound:
rice, 1 cent to 2 cents per pound. It is proposed thus to raise
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the home prices on these commodities, subject to tariffs by
segregating and removing the surplus of each to the extent
of creating a scarcity in the home market sufficient to raise
the prices to, or as nearly as possible, the height of the taviff
rates. The surplus would be dumped on other countries and
sold at whatever price it might bring. The inevitable losses
would be met by the American grower or producer, who under
the proposed bill is subject to a tax called an “ equalization
fee,” which it is contemplated will be levied on the farmer's
production in a sufficient amount to pay the losses on all
surplus sold abroad. Cotton carries no tariff, while American
tobacco has no appreciable competition from abroad, with the
result that there is no tariff wall with respect to cotton and
tobaceo behind which price raises ean be attempted, as in the
case of rice, wheat, corn, and swine.

It here becomes both interesting and important to ascertain
why it is thus sought to secure full tariff benefits on these
latter products. The answer is that under the operation of
the Fordney tariff system, American manufacturers are able to
sell to farmers and other American citizens at far higher
prices than otherwise, under the protective aid of the tariffs,
while the farmer, except as to minor products, must sell both
at home and abroad at world prices unaided by tariffs,

The farmer, in other words, buys in a highly protected mar-
ket and sells at world prices. The price he receives for his
surplus sold abroad fixes his domestic prices at home. The
result is that in the United States the price level of what the
farmer sells is considerably below the price level of the com-
modities he must buy. The fact is now freely conceded that
but for the operation of the Fordney tariff one price level for
the manufacturer and another price level for the farmer would
not exist, It is equally true that with suitable tariff reduction
and more liberal trade relations, the manufacturers’ price level
would be brought down and the farmers’ price level brought up,
to a certain extent, with result that the present disparity would
not exist. Under the operation of the Fordney tariff as just
described, a rapid redistribution of property as bhetween agri-
culture and manufacturing has been taking place in this
country during recent years. High freight rates are not the
chief cause of the difference in price levels of farm produets
and manufactured products, because they are common fo both.
The same is true as to wages paid labor. The existing high
tariffs, therefore, are the seat of the farm disease as to two
price levels. The farmer is not only helpless to invoke tariff
rates to raise his prices as does the manufacturer, but high
tariff prices on virtnally all the farmer busy to eat, wear, and
use greatly increase his cost of production, cost of living, and
cost of transportation, besides having the effect of greatly re-
stricting his foreign market opportunities and prices.

In this situation, since all of the real friends of agriculture,
both in and out of Congress, are agreed that existing high
tariffs are the chief seat of the farm difficulties, why is it not
easy for them to agree on the remedy by a joint movement to
lower existing fariffs? Why, in other words, duck and dodge
and run away from the seat of the disease and attempt another
artificial expedient in lieu of the plain, direct, and effective
remedy? Right here arises ome point of difference among
friends of agriculture with respect to the McNary-Haugen bill,

It is evident that those who dictate the course of farm relief
through the agency of the McNary-Haugen bill either still
stand for the Fordney high tariff or are unwilling to assault
it. 1 do not question the honesty of their motives. One sup-
porter of the pending bill suggested that it was not practical
or possible to reduce the tariff. Any Member of this House
knows that the professed friends of agriculture in Congress
could within five days deadlock Congress and literally compel
attention to the real evils afflicting agriculture and early reme-
dies therefor. And, furthermore, szince 85 per cent of the
American people derive no tariff benefits but only tariff injuries,
to say that they are helpless to rise up and take charge of
their Government and force sound relief for agriculture is a
confession that popular government is a failure in this coun-
try. If this be the situation, it is needless to discuss any kind
of legislation for the benefit of the general public.

The defects or objections to the McNary-Haugen bill are,
first, the question of constitutionality. The equalization tax
in large-crop years will amount to several hundred millions
of dollars on the farmers producing the commodities embraced
in the bill. The bill undertakes to empower the Government
to authorize the farm board to impose this equalization tax, in
effect, on the producer of the commodities mentioned in the
bill, and in turn to expend the taxes so collected chiefly for
the purpose already stated. It is not a tax levied by the Fed-
eral Government for a general public purpose and turned into
the Treasury with other tax receipts, as is contemplated by
all other laws and judicial decisions relating to the levying of
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taxes. The general economic question also arises as to why
the manufacturer should receive 100 per cent benefit from his
tariffs without charge, while the farmer must pay ap egquali-
zation tax running into the hundreds of millions for the mere
privilege of attempiing to get the benefit of some of the farm
tariffs.

A second objection to the pending bill relates to that old
law of human nature, to the effect that when satisfactory prices
are assured producers, increase of production inevitably fol-
lows. If the pending bill should reverse this uniform experience
of the past, I shall be astonished. The third objection to the
bill is that by statute it seeks to force compulsory eovoperation
among producers, unless farmers in State convention revoke it
This conflicting poliey is absurd and unworkable. While I
am, and long have been, a strong advocate of cooperafion in
every branch of agriculture, I am of opinion that the country
is not ripe for compulsion in this respect. A fourth objection
is thai the proposed legislation is so filled with complexities,
technicalities, and artificialness that it can not be made work-
able at all to the extent contemplated or necessary for meas-
urable relief. The proponents of the bill themselves do not
undertake to define in any detail the manner in which the law
wounld operate. They can not do so. Some supporters say
they think it is worth trying out; others frankly admit that it
is an experiment ; others say they do not know, but they believe
it would work; while still other supporters admit that they
do not even guess, what the effect of the law would be, but
that they are voting for it merely through sympathy for the
deplorable farm situation. I can appreciate these viewpoints,
but my own belief is that the farmers expect their Representa-
tives to exercise their very best judgment as to the wisest course
to pursue with respect to farm-relief proposals, and vote ac-
cordingly. Should I be of the honest belief that a given
measure wounld not accomplish what its supporters represent
I would not be discharging my duty to the farmers of my dis-
trict unless I should vote accordingly. In the fifth place, as-
suming that the pending bill should pass Congress, be approved
by the President, escape the ban of the courts, and, to a fairly
workable extent, be placed in operation, the next thing that
would happen would be that early in the new Congress the
producers of many farm commodifies would come posthaste
for still higher tariffs, and the manufacturers would meet them
and say “ Yes, you are entitled to any tariff rates you desire;
we will aid you in securing them.” They would then add that
there were a few instances in which their own rates were not
absolutely prohibitive and that they desired to make them
airtight, which would be done. Everybody everywhere would
be strenunocusly undertaking to out-Herod Herod with respect to
securing higher and still higher tariff rates during the years
to come, There would be a permanent tariff partmership be-
tween agriculture and industry. -

The tragedy of all this would be that the manufacturer in his
economic situation would be able to secure $4 tariff benefits
where the farmer would secure $1 under any kind of artificial
device that might be adopted. This is another condition reveal-
ing the difference of opinion among real friends of agriculture
as to the wisdom of the McNary-Haugen bill. Its frank pro-
ponents admit that the Fordney tariff has wrecked agriculture,
but they say that we must not touch the monstrous high tariffs
of the Woolen Trust, the Steel Trust, the Sugar Trust, and
other favored and fattened creatures of extortionate tariffs.
When the tinplate tariff was enscted in 1890, Daniel G. Reid
plunged into the business and accumulated $30,000,000 within
12 years. William B. Leeds also entered tinplate manufactur-
ing and accumulated $40,000,000 in about 15 years. How many
farmers under any sort of tariff devices possible to apply to
agriculture would be required to accumulate these vast amounts
within a lifetime? The aluminum industry, with tariffs of 77
per cent on household utensils, has built up a capital of $250,-
000,000, all out of profits except near $7,500,000. How many
farmers would be required to net this amount of profits under
all the most-favorable farm-tariff devices that human ingenuity
could conceive? These illustrations might be carried through-
out the tariff schedules as they relate to manufacturing.

Since 1921 many of us have been earnestly warning agricul-
ture that typical manufacturing tariff systems, such as the
Fordney tariff, would ultimately destroy the farmers of Amer-
ica, We pointed out in vain in 1921 and succeeding years that
among the farmer’s needs were low costs of production, of liv-
ing, and of transportation, and wider and better foreign mar-
kets for his surplus. We earnestly preached farm cooperation
in production, transportation, and marketing, Western farm
leaders, however, whose sincerity I do not question, insisted
fhat high tariffs were all the farmer needed and all he wanted.
The farm bloc in Congress, led by these western farm spokes-
men, who in large measure are now speaking for the farmer in
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connection with the Haugen bill; were permitted to write the
agricultural rates in the Fordney tariff law. They shortsight-
edly imagined that they were bestowing on the farmer an
infallible remedy for prosperity.

Many of those same gentlemen now urge the Haugen bill
for the sole purpose of lifting the farmer up above the out-
rageous injuries which the Fordney tariff has been inflicting
upon him since 1922, I do not believe that these gentlemen
will now censure me for having dissented from this demon-
strated course of folly and destruction. May I again remark
that I do not indulge in these personal allusions for the pur-
pose of criticism, but in order that the American farmer may
thoroughly understand the course and attitude of others of us
who at all times in the past have striven according to the lights
before us to advance the eause of agriculture.

.In harmony with the general ideas advanced by many of us
since 1921, I, in January, submitted in the form of n House
resolution a broad, sound, and comprehensive policy and pro-
gram with respect to agriculture, as follows:

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Hounse of Representatives
the United States that the following legislative res and
policies should be adopted and pursued for the relief and recoguition
of agriculture :

1. Tariff reduction, thereby materially diminishing the farmer's cost
of production, transportation, and his cost of living.

2, International trade agreements, eliminating by mutual consent
the barsher forms of discrimination in trade or commnrerce, and the
development of more liberal trade relations with broader and better
foreign markets.

3. Financial and other 2id and enconragement of eficiency in agri-
culture and in the wider expansion and development of cooperative
organizations- in each branch of the agricultural industry for the pur-
poses of transportation and marketing, and also production to the
extent practicable and desirable,

4, Contloued exemption from antitrust laws of farm cooperative
organizations or assoclations,

5. Any additional and more desirable short-term and other credit
facilities, actually needed and justified by good business principles.

6. Reduction and readjustment of rallway rates, especlally as to agri-
ecultural products.

7. Abolition by the States of State taxes on farm lands, with the
possible retention of a small rate for schools, leaving the same to coun-
tles and villages. 2

8. Bystematic supp
products, 3

9. Speedy enactment for temporary relief purposes of II. R. 156355,
the Aswell bill, or H. R. 15853, the Crisp bill, with certain amend-
ments, for the purchase and orderly marketing of the surplus of the
prineipal basic agricultural commodities, and the stabllization of prices
on a reasonable basis. .

10, The greater utilization of the Mississippl and other important
water courses for the transportation of farm products, and the fullest
utilization of water power on farms and for farm purposes: Be It
furthar

Resolved, That the appropriate committees of the House of Repre-
gentatives be, and the same are hereby, authorized and instrocted at
the earliest practicable date to report suitable bills to the House, em-
bracing the subjeet matter of the proposals set ont in section 1 to the
extent that such proposed legislation comes within the functions of the
Federal Government.

I have found but few earnest supporters of real and sound
farm-relief ideas, even supporters of the Haugen bill, who have
not heartily approved in principle the proposals contained in
this resolution. They agree that they go to the fundamentals
of the agricultural sitnation. Why, then, have these remedies
not been pursued? It seems to me that the answer is that
dominant farm leaders in the West, having been educated that
way, still seek to cling to the unnatural and contradictory
alliance and partnership between manufacturing and agricul-
ture which the Fordney tariff law created and still maintains.

These in a large sense are the same leaders who in 1922 pro-
claimed with absolute confidence and cocksureness the Fordney
high tariffs as the salvation for agriculture and questioned the
judgment of those who condemned this view as not being for
the best interests of the farmer. Now that these same tariffs
have almost destroyed agriculture, these gentlemen propose to
leave the tariffs intact and offer an additional artificial proposal
about the workability of which they do not claim to be at all
sure. In these circumstances, if the loyalty of any persons to
the farmer is involved, it is certainly mnot those whose views
experience has demonstrated to have been sound during the
worst six-year period that agriculture has ever undergone,
Had the farmers of the West been under the leadership of Sena-
tor Dolliver during the past three years, as they were in 1909
.and 1910, I dare say that the Fordney high tariffs, which are
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eating up agriculfure, would have been directly assaulted
as were the Payne-Aldrich tariffs assanlted under the Dolliver
leadership. Some of these days the farmers will themselves
go to the heart of the tariff problem, and then every farm
leader will, instead of embracing, as many now are, the deadly
tariff puartnership between manufacturing and agriculture,
fight for its speedy dissolution. The very intimation that the
Demoeratic platform of 1824 contemplated.® economic equality ”
between agriculture and industry by the plan of the Haugen
bill, which would perpetuate and from time to time increase
the existing Fordney high tariffs, is an outrageous libel on the
Democratic Party and its doctrine of équal rights and opposi-
tion to special priyilege. Do not forget that our farm difii-
culties have been years in developing, and they can not be
removed overnight.

The numerous farm-relief proposals contained in the resolu-
tion I offered are in the main easily understood. Either the
Aswell or the Crisp bills, with certain amendments, are pro-
posed as the most effective method of dealing with fluctuations
and stabilization during emergency periods.

The Federal Finance Corporation financed itself at near a
Government interest level and conducted wide financial opera-
tions for some six years following the war. It made numerous
loans to farm cooperatives, among other functions. The sum
total was that this corporation realized profits of about $62,-
000,000 and losses of about $62,000,000. The Aswell bill, for
fllostration, provides for similar corporate organization to
finance itself and on emergency occasions to purchase, store,
and feed out in an orderly marketing way existing surpluses
such as cotton or tobacco, as the case may be. I am wholly at
a loss to understand why this plain, simple, and tried method
which does not burden the farm producer with the equalization
tax would not prove far more effective than the complicated
machinery provided by the McNary-Haugen bill. The Aswell
and the Crisp bill provides the same appropriation of $250,-
000,000 from the Federal Treasury as does the McNary-Haugen
bill. The two former omit the equalization tax on the farmer
and at the same time propose to stabilize prices occasioned by
flnctnations on emergency occasions due to substantial surpluses
during good crop years. I can see no earthly reason why this
method would not be far preferable, at least to the cotfon and
tobaceo industries. The financing corporations, in line with the
actnal experience of the Federal Finance Corporation, should
be able adequately to deal with the cotton and tobacco situa-
tion withont losing any money. The other plan is probably
invalid and unworkable, The officers would keep in close touch
with the growers, and all would cooperate in regulating pro-
duction to the extent that this would be possible. Their efforts
in this respect would, in my judgment, be equal to if not supe-
rior to the theory of regulating production through the equali-
zation tax. The fact that the McNary-Haugen bill has made
every possible effort to conceal the equalization tax from the
farmer greatly minimizes any virtues it might otherwise have
in aiding regulation of production. I cheerfully support either
the Aswell or the Crisp bill, with certain amendments. Since
they earry appropriations of $250,000,000, it is thus apparent
-that one dividing line between supporters of the McNary-Hau-
gen bill and others equally anxious to aid in farm relief is the
equalization tax on the farmer and perpetuation of the Fordney
tariffs.

If it were seriously desired fo promote economic eguality be-
tween agriculture and industry through the MeNary-Haugen
bill, it would be wise and perfectly easy to omit the equaliza-
tion tax on the farmer and levy a corresponding amount of
money off the manufacturer, who is recelving 100 per cent of
his tariff benefits. This wonld require him to eqmalize to that
extent the advantages derived under the Fordney tariff. This
the manufacturer could do without ever feeling the burden.
But again, some of our friends among the farm leaders are
unwilling thus far to tonch the enormous tariff profits of the
manufacturers. ¥

Some Haugen-bill supporters who seem to consider the
Fordney tariff sacred, although it is literally destroying their
farm constituents, suggest that prices of ecertain tariff-pro-
tected manufactured products have slightly declined since 1922,
when the Fordney law was enacted. The vice and sophistry
of this suggestion is that even the Fordney tariff could not
maintain vastly inflated war-price levels in this country. In
any event, as inflation disappears following the war, price
levels should correspondingly and gradually decline. Automo-
biles, for illustration, have been selling at a lower price level
than before the war. Esxcept for the Fordney tariff other
manufactuares would hdve gradually declined until a substan-
tially lower price level than the present would by this time
have been reached, and besides the wide difference in their
price level and that of agricultural products would not exist
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to-day. And if it be conceded that the small decline in prices
of manufactured products under the operation of the Fordney
tariff reflected a natural tariff course, the faet, most important
to agriculture, remains that dirvectly and wholly on aceount of
the Fordney tariff we still have a high price level for manu-
factures and a low price level for agriculture,

Since 1921 this Natiom has had the opportunity to pursue
either one of two economie policies, each, however, entirely re-
pugnant to the other. One policy would have recognized the
fact that the World War left America a great creditor Nation
with a mountain of gold and credit; a huge manufacturing
plant unrivaled in efficient produective capacity in all history,
and unlimited foodstuffs and raw materials. The war at the
same time left other nations exhausted and prostrated finan-
cially and economically. They were without foodstuffs or
raw materials, and their economic situation was hopelessly dis-
located and demoralized on account of vast inflafion of cur-
rencies, unbalanced budgets, and broken-down exchanges. The
world, thus at our mercy for a number of years, was never in
greater need of foodstuffs, raw materials, and many kinds of
manufactures. America had but to adopt a system of mod-
erate or competitive tariffs for revenue, cooperate in main-
taining the international exchange, eredit, and trade situation,
insist on liberal trade relations and fair trade methods, and
extend her commerce in all lines throughout the world, We
have an overproduction eapacity of 30 per cent. The antomobile
industry is a conspicuous illustration of the wise course which
other industries, including agriculture, might easily have pur-
sued, even though mnot so effectively. High wages, the use of
modern machinery, horsepower, the greatest degree of efficiency,
low production costs, and prefit margins not too large, was our
true policy. The moral and finanecial influence of this country,
including the reciprocal obligations that go with vast loans to
other countries, would have enabled this Nation to expand for-
eign markets and prices for our surpluses in every part of the
world. It is tragical that we deliberately turned our back on this
wize and sound economic courSe. OQur exports to-day would
have been $8,000,000,000 instead of less than $5,000,000,000.

While we must look to Europe to purchase our surplus wheat,
ecotton, and meats, it is a fact that Europe is to-day purchasing
from us in all twice the amount that we purchase from her. It
is also a fact that of the $13,000,000,000 of private loans made
abroad during past years, near $10,000,000,000 have been made
to Canada, South and Central America, and the Far East, none
of which eountries buy foodstuffs, but sell foodstuffs and buy
manufaetures. The inevitable result has been that exports of
our manufactures, made possible largely through our foreign
loans, have doubled, while exports of our foodstuffs to Europe
in value have hopelessly declined. The future outlook for
American agriculture under existing economic policies is, there-
fore, very dark. Many countries already are undertaking to
grow more of their foodstuffs and to construet tariff walls
against those we seek to export. We threw away this great
opportunity and policy.

We pursued the opposite course of economie isolation and
aloofness since 1921, We announced to the world that Ameriea
would pursue a policy of extreme high tariffs, with the network
of trade restrictions, reprisals, embargoes, retaliations, and boy-
ecotts that inevitably accompanies an airtight system of high
tariffs. The direct effect of this policy, with a few individual
exceptions, has been high artificial production costs, living
costs, and transportation costs, to say nothing of the tremen-
dous restrictions of our foreign trade and market situation,
which has only been maintained to a certain extent thus far
by our huge foreign loans with which to pay for our exports,
Other nations naturally followed suit, so that to-day Europe
alone has some twenty-odd tariff walls which hopelessly restrict
trade among those peoples. The stifling of trade there has
greatly restricted the capacity to produce and sell surpluses,
and this in turn has correspondingly reduced and held down the
purchasing power of the peoples of Europe on whom we depend
to take our agricultural surpluses. In these circumstances, how
could we expect the condition of Amerlean agrieulture to be
maintained, how could we expect other than ultimate drying
up of our export markets at suitable prices for surplus farm
produocts? .

The Fordney high-tariff system, which is more mnearly pro-
hibitive than any other in fiscal history, is either the controlling
factor or a major factor in the following outstapding condi-
tions vital to the American people: (1) The high cost of liv-
ing; (2) the high cost of production; (3) excessive freight
rates to the extent of over $200,000,000; (4) the measurable
preventing of the repayment of $21,000,000,000 of public and
private debts owed us from abroad; (5) inability to maintain
and develop a suitable merchant marine; (6) existing barriers,
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obstructions, and restrictions against International commerce;
(7) trade retaliations, reprisals, boycotts, and holdups, as in
the recent instance of rubber; (8) the growing number of
trusts and other price-fixing combinations; (9) the use of un-
limited slush funds to corrupt and buy elections and control
the Government; (10) the long delay in the restoration of
credit and commerce and the economic rehabilitation of Euro-
pean countries; and (11) the redistribution of wealth as be-
tween agriculture and industry in this country.

None except the hidebound ultrahigh tariff partisan will con-
trovert this analysis of the deadly and destructive effects of
the Forduney tariff upon this giant Nation. While this tariff
system only involves directly about $5,000,000,000 of excessive
prices to our people, it is true that the injuries and losses of
benefits and advantages in other respects less tangible but
equally real will aggregate $15,000,000,000 or more each year.
I can not agree with those other friends of agriculture who
would force that great industry toward a condition of further
permanent decay by insisting on the maintenance of existing
high tariffs under the plain and patent policy of the MeNary-
Haugen bill, These tariffs and the narrow trade policies which
they compel present an irreconcilable conflict between agri-
culture and tariff-protected manufacturing in this country,
with the latter having all the advantage. If the disastrous ex-
perience of agriculture during the past six years has not con-
clusively demonstrated this faet, then human reason is fallible,
indeed. The McNary-Haugen bill simply proposes to patch up
in a certain crude, artificial, and hopelessly inefficient way the
existing high-tariff partnership between manufacturing and
agriculture, with some additional theoretical benefits to the
latter, and continue it indefinitely in the future. Economiec
rather than political leadership is what the prostrate farmers
most need.

Even the Farm Federation Bureau after an investigation in
1923 found that agriculture, after balancing off every possible
tariff benefit against tariff losses, was suffering an annual net
loss of £301,000,000 under the operation of the Fordney tariff,
and this was less than half the true amount, if we even omit
the injury to foreign markets. In the name of high heaven and
in the friendliest spirit, I ask how can those leaders still insist
on the existing high-tariff partnership between manufacturing
and agriculture which has proven so deadly to the latter? The
average farmer will pay more in extortionate tariff prices on
his clothing and his iron and steel and aluminum products alone
than he will get back through the miserable tariff driblets from
his wheat, corn, and meats under the operation of the McNary-
Haugen Dbill.

The MeNary-Haugen bill must first make up to the farmer
the $301,000,000 he is now losing under the Fordney tariff, and
then and in addition see that the farmer secures enough fur-
ther tariff advantages to equal those of the manufacturer, or
the furmer's case is still hopeless. I seriously doubt if the bill
accomplishes even the first step.

Moderate or competitive tariffs for revenue and more liberal
trade policies would mean much lower production costs and
wider and better markets to the farmer for his surpluses. At
these points is where his profits are now being eaten up. The
time is not far distant when America’s high and artificial level
of production costs in both agriculture and manufacturing, on
account of excessive tariffs, will largely eliminate this country
from the honest and fair commerce of the world. * Dumping”
of surpluses will become the only alternative. This practice,
too, will be in repudiation of our own antidumping law and
policy, as well as that of a number of other countries. We are
sadly in error if we imagine that competitive nations will allow
us systematically to *dump” upon them.

Some high-tariff champion of the manufacturer has convinced
a number of our well-meaning farmers that it would be wholly
unwise to interfere in the least with their unconseionable tariffs
for the secret reason that it would interfere with their present
and future plan to rob and plunder agriculture to the point of
absolute destruction. The Fordney tariff law should have been
entitled “An act to impoverish agriculture and to subsidize a
certain segment of manufacturers.”

Some one also whispers to farmers who already are not un-
friendly to the fallacy of high tariffs that decent tariff reduction
would lower living standards and wages of labor. They are
most eareful to avoid the naming of the particular class of labor
in this country that is supposed to be tariff benefited, but very
definitely leéave the impression that it is all American labor.
Let us see just what number of American laborers are under
the high-tariff shelter. Is it the 1,700,000 railway employees
and their families? No; they receive no tariff benefits but only
tariff injuries in the way of high living costs. And yet they
have among the highest wages and living standards of any labor
in America. Is it the millions of employees in the great build-
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ing industry and trades of America? No; they likewise sulfer
tariff injuries rather than benefits. And yet their wages and
living standards are among the highest in America. Is it the
1,000,000 coal miners and their families? No; they are in the
same situation of labor as the railway and building industries,
Is it the millions of laborers employed in the automobile in-
dustry? No; that great industry dominates the world and re-
ceives no tariff benefits but only burdens on its vast materials
for manufacture. And yet this industry—wholly ungheltered by
tariffs—took the lead many years ago in establishing the highest
wages and living standgrds for labor. The same is true as to
the tens of millions of laborers in the agricultural industry, the
publishing and printing industry, the packing industry, the boot
and shoe industry, the great field of professions, and in scores
of other employmentis and industries with no tariff benefits,
The whole truth is that of the 43,000,000 people engaged in gain-
ful occupations in this country less than 6,000,000 are employed
in the tariff-sheltered industries. And even among these latter
are included 550,000 laborers in the textile industries, which for
60 years have enjoyed the highest tariffs and received the lowest
wages.

Hundreds of thousands of still other laborers in the iron and
steel industry afforded the pretéxt of the manufacturers to
demand high tariffs for two generations past in order to pay
high wages to their labor, although they were all the time and
until recently importing the cheapest and coarsest foreign labor
and themselves raking off the tariff profits. The fact so
astounding is that this pure myth about high tariffs guarantee-
ing high living standards and high wages has been blindly
accepted for 50 years. No farmer, therefore, need worry abont
sunitable living standards and wages as a result of high tariffs.
Russia, Spain, and numerous other countries in Hurope have
long had high tariffs, but the level of prices paid to their labor
has constantly remained far below that paid to BEritish labor
with no tariff protection. The simple truth is that the intelli-
gence, the skill, and energy of American labor, coupled with
modern machinery, horsepower, and efficient management in
many lines, with the resultant increased output of products per
man, accounts for the high wages and high living standards
which American labor enjoys and will continue to enjoy.

I need not repeat the figures showing the tremendous decline
of agriculture since 1921. I have done that many times. I
append to my remarks an exhibit containing a House resolution
I offered in February, 1926, which sets out many of the exorbi-
tant and prohibitive tariff rates which are chiefly responsible
for the deplorable condition of the American farmer. Our Gov-
ernment since 1921 has been conducted by and for the tariff-
protected manufacturer and to the corresponding detriment and
injury of the American farmer. There is not room in the world
for another solely manufacturing nation without a great agri-
cultural industry to supply food. Amerieca, therefore, can not
afford, as the present economic policies of the Coolidge adminis-
tration unerringly propose, to destroy our great agricultural
industry. On some other oceasion, when time permits, I hope
more elaborately to present the tariff and trade situation, and
to point out the precise manner in which it is enriching pro-
tected manufacturers beyond reason and correspondingly im-
poverishing agriculture. No farmer or laborer ever gets rich
under high tariffs, but thousands of manufacturers are annually
made millionaires under this system of gross favoritism. The
very purpose of tariffs is to transfer the substance of one per-
son to another through inecrease of prices which the latter is
enabled to charge. Tariffs, in other words, transfer the prop-
erty of one person to another without his consent and without
compensation. p

Tariffs always imply two classes, one to be protected and the
other to protect it. Tariffs bestow full benefits on some, less on
others, and none at all on still others. Probably 80 per cent
of farm products fall in the latter class. The true test of the
competitive nature of tariffs in this country relates in the main
to” finished dutiable manufactures. If we deduct burlap im-
ports of $85,000,000 for 1925, which we do not produce, and
equalize prices, we find imports of dutiable finished manufac-
tures were $465,450,000 for 1914, compared with $442,000,000 for
1925, notwithstanding our consumption has virtually doubled
and our production vastly increased during those 11 years.
Our imports under the Fordney Act mainly comprise raw mate-
rials, products we either do not produce or produce in insufficient
quantities, such as sugar, wool, and costly articles which the
rich import on account of fashion, design, or pattern, tariffs or
no tariffs. Price incresses, as in the ease of rubber, coffee, tin.
and so forth, account for an immense* portion of the present
value of Imports.

While the present tariff rates on wheat. swine, and other
commodities embraced in the Haugen bill are not specifically
mentioned in the present bill as they were in the bill voted on
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last year, they are nevertheless just as indispensable to the
operation of the present bill as they were to that of the bill
of 1926, The platform plank of the Republican convention of
Towa in 1926, after the defeat of the Haugen bill, set forth the
vbject of this legislation as follows:

The Republican Party of Iowa is united In its demand that the Re-
publican policy of economic equality of agriculture with other industries
shall be carried into effect by the enactment of legislation which will
permit the establishment of an American price level for agricultural
products above the world-price level, just as the protective tariff accom-
plishes that result for manufactared produoets.

This utterance is in complete harmony with the frank ex-
pressions of leading spokesmen for the pending bill. The fact,
therefore, that this bill omits mention of the tariff rates in no
sense changes the tariff connection as compared with the
Haugen bill of 1926. Repeal those Fordney tariff rates and this
bill would be abandoned at once. In the entirely different eco-
nomie situation of agriculture as compared with manufacturing,
I am confirmed in the opinion that agriculture will be at a
hopeless disadvantage in competing under the Haugen bill for
tariff benefits with manufacturing industries,

Sir Josiah Stamp, of England, whom the proponents of this
bill quote as favoring its theoretical operation, points out such
difficulties as the following: (1) To make the plan successful
the volume of exports must be greatly increased; (2) follow-
ing this, domestic prices would rise; (3) increased price would
react upon domestic consumption, thereby making still larger
exports necessary; (4) world prices would, in consequence, be
lowered; (5) higher domestic prices would stimulate produec-
tion and add to the amount necessary to be exported; (6)
there might be an international reaction against the practice
of dumping the surplus abroad that would be unfavorable to
us. These are just some of the many difficulties of the pro-
posed measure. The logic of such a plan would suggest, if it
does not require, prohibitive tariffs or an embargo on the im-
ports of agricultural products. If the Haugen measure could
be operated to the extent of exposing the existing high-tariff
sitnation and thereby bringing about its downfall, I would
cheerfully support the measure from this viewpoint. I am
convinced, however, that at the very most the bill would only
be able to secure to the farmer just enough small tariff benefits
to induce him to pursue this plan indefinitely in the future,
with the result that the manufacturer, with his vastly superlor
tariff benefits, would utterly destroy the tarmer. as I have
heretofore indicated.

Class rule, class legislation, or governmental favoritism have
ever been the bane of popular government. No free government
can last where the general public stands for this sort of
favoritism called special privilege. The benefits of special privi-
lege ¢an no more be equalized than ean the strength of the weak
and the strong. The more powerful always secure the chief
share, while those less organized and less able become the help-
less victims. If this great Republic is to live, special privilege
wherever it raises its slimy head must be grappled with and de-
stroyed. If the political party to which I belong should aban-
don its ancient docirine of equal rights and opposition to special
privilege and embrace the policy in the future of fighting to
equalize governmental favoritism for the benefit of each and
every class and group not-getting as much as the manufactur-
ing industry, a new political organization standing for the doe-
trines of Jefferson will take its place. There is not room in this
country for two leading parties who support the infamous doc-
trine of special privilege. It is not possible to pursue this
doetrine even temporarily, because this would be folly on the
one hand and disloyalty to the principle of equal rights on the
other.

May I say in conclusion that it is my candid view that the
very fact that a measure labeled “farm relief,” if enacted,
creates a psychology among the people which at the time will
somewhat stimulate and hearten farmers and may resolt in
some fluctuations upward of certain farm prices, but in its
permanent operation and effect agriculture, I greatly fear, will
be worse rather than better off. The tragedy of the situation,
as I see it, is, let me repeat, that even if the measure should
prove workable the farmer would at most derive such slight
tariff benefits as would lead him along in future partnership
with high tariff manufacturers, who would continue to derive all
the lion's share of tariff advantages to the gradual destruction of
agriculture. The real reason for the opposition of spokesmen
of high tariff manufacturers to the McNary-Haugen bill thus
far is that for two generations they have taught the western
farmer almost as a part of his religion the economic falsehood
that typical high tariffs benefif all classes and sections alike and
guarantee prosperity equally to industry and agriculture. It
has been upon this monstrous fallacy alone that unconscion-
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able - high tariffs have been  fostered and fastened upon the
country gince the Civil War. For high-tariff ¢hampions now to
confess that the farmer is receiving no tariff benefits from his
staple products, but instead is being robbed and has been
robbed for 60 years would for the first time disillusion the
American people as to high-tariff sophistries and would in-
evitably result in the speedy breakdown of the manufacturer's
tariffs,. These vocal champions must, on the contrary, con-
tinue to cry lustily that the farmer is, in fact, getting his 42-
cent tariff on wheat, 15 cents on corn, and his rates on the
other commodities included in the McNary-Haugen bill. A
supporter of the present high tarifi's on manufactures is estopped
under every rule of decency and fairness from opposing any
additional artificial device the farmers may contrive to get
some tariff benefits. One who has always fought high tariffs
and the vicions special privilege and wholesale corruption and
debauchery of both officials and voters which always accom-
pany such tariffs, is in an entirely different attitude.

I am not surprised that Secretary Mellon and other spokes-
men of the high-tariff group of manufacturers are slow to
confess that their preachments of “ protection and prosperity "
to the farmer during the past two generations have been an out-
rageous falsehood from the beginning. If the proposed measure
should by any sort of chance become a law and serve agricul-
ture in a really beneficial way, my surprise will only be ex-
ceeded by my gratification,

I have never opposed any measure merely because it was new
or becanse it was drastic. My only inquiry in such circum-
stances has been, will it uproot a deep-seated evil or prevent one
from t&king root? I am not d!sturbed therefore, about the
“newness” or the *drastic nature” of the pending bill, but
rather by the certain belief that it will not offer perma.nent
relief to agriculture and will perpetuate the Fordney tariffs.

EXHIBIT

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
February 1, 1926,
Mr, Hurn of Tennessee submitted the following resolution, which
was referred to the Committee on Ways and Means and ordered to be.
printed :
House Resolution 116

Resolved, That 1t is the =zense of the House of Representatives of the
United States that immediate investigations and public hearings shall
be had and a bill reported to the House of Representatives at the
earliest practicable date repealing duties in sehedule No. 8 of the tariff
act of 1922, the iron and rteel or metal schedule, which are useless
both from the standpoint of revenue and appreciable competition, and
reducing to a moderate or competitive basis for revenue such dutlea as
are either excessive or prohibitive,

Buch bill shall propose the repeal of such existing dutles, among
others, as pig and serap iron; iron in bars, slabs, blooms, coils, loops,
or rods, and muck bars; steel ralls; structural shapes, not assembled;
boller and circular saw plates; galvanized wire for fencing and baling
hay; blacksmith’s tools; horseshoes, horseshoe nails, and ecut nails;
tacks and brads of iron or steel; hand, mill, circular, and cross-cut
saws; cream separators; dynamite and other explosives, scythes, sickles,
corn knives, motor cyecles, pruning and sheep shears: cash registers;
sewing machines; steam and internal-combustion engines.

Buch bill shall also propose and carry reductions te a moderate or °
competitive basis for revenue of other rates in the sald fron and steel
schedule No. 3, including such existing excessive or prohibitive rates as
20 to 85 per cemt ad valorem on steel ingots; 21 to 29 per cent on
sheets of irom or steel; 20 to 83 per cent on tubular products: 64 to
T4 per cent on table, kitchen, and household knives; 87 per cent on
razor blades; 84 per cent on safety razors; 137 per cent on costly
razors other than safety, and 336 to 855 per cent on cheaper razors;
181 to 169 per cent on pruning and sheep shears: 101 to 185 per
cent on scissors; 100 per cent on the costliest to 140 per cent on the
cheaper nail and barber's clippers; 98 per cent on the costliest to 179
per cent on cheaper pocketknlves; 58 per cent on the costliest to 177
per cent on cheaper rifles; 40 per cent on axes; 40 per cent on hinges;
42 to 68 per cent on padlocks; 40 per eent on tinware not specially
provided for; 56 per cent on bathtubs; T9 per cent on table, kitchen,
and household utensils of aluminum.,

Brc. 2. That it is also the sense of the House of Representatives that
following presentafion to the House of a bill revising the iron and
steel schedule as aforesald, sultable investigations and open hearings
on the other schedules of the tarilf act of 1922 shall be had with a
view to ascertaining and reporting moderate or competitive rates for
revenue, and repealing obsolete rates, in the form of a hill or bills,
thereby providing suitable reductions of such excessive or prohibitive
rates as the following, among others, in the various sgchedules of the
tariff act of 1922; 35 per cent on textile machinery; 25 per cent on
automobiles; 10 per vent on automobile tires; 25 to 58 per cent on
rubber manufactures; 20 to 40 per cent on electrical machinery and
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apparatug; 98 per cent on lemons; S0 per cent on cheap or imitation |

jewelry; 70 per cent on toys; 90 per cent on corsets with imitation
or other lace; 20 to 27 per cent on jute bags; 80 to 45 per cent
on certaln cotton cloths; 25 to 45 per cent on cotton blankets; 77
per cent on cheaper woolen blankets ; 85 per cent on cotton suspenders ;
132 per cent on woolen suspenders; 50 to 71 per cent on cotton gloves;
45 per cent on men’s cotton shirts; 60 per cent on cotton-lace window
curtains; 20 per cent on cotton towels and sheets; 71 per cent on

and T3 per cent on the costliest woolens ; 57 per cent on wool socks; 55
to 58 per cent on wool clothing not knit; 62 per cent on knit woolen
underwear; T0 per cent average on silk wearing apparel; 50 to 55 per
cent on table and kitchen articles of glassware; T to 12 per cent
on brick; nearly 20 per cent on salt; 30 per cent on asphaltum and
bitumen ; 40 per cent on mechanic’'s tools not speclally enumerated ;
64 to T4 per cent on clocks with jewels, and 60 to 104 per cent on
cheap clocks without jewels; nearly 10 per cent on sulphate of
ammonia ; 30 per cent average on paints, pigments, and varnishes; 40
per cent on pianos; 25 per cent on elate pencils; 45 per cent on
fishhooks ; 45 per cent on cheap collar and cuff buttons; 60 per cent on
tobacco pouches; 45 per cent on tooth and paint brushes; 25 per

cent on shoeblacking; 50 per cent on fans; 128 per cent on thermos ‘

bottles ; 282 per cent maximum on certain cheaper and coarser raw
wools; undecorated china, 60 per cent; glass table and kitchen
utens=lls, pressed and unpolished, 50 per cent; limestone, 77 per cent;
certain cement, 1614 to 20 per cent; magnesite, 46 per cent; saddlery
and harnesg hardware, 35 to 50 per cent; fountain pens, 100 per cent;
pliers, pincers, and nippers, 60 per cent; lawn mowers, 30 per cent;
stoves, 40 per cent; broom IMndles, 331% per eent; indigo, 60 to 91
per cent; wood fence posts, 10 per cent; hoop or band iron for
baling cotton, 9.34 per cent; kindling wood, 333 per cent; book-
binders’ calf leather, 20 per cent; twine for binding wool, 35 per cent;
textbooks, 25 per cent; coal, 8 per cent (countervailing duty). Repeal
section 315 of the tarif act of 1922 (the flexible provision).

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Speaker, for the third time in four years
the Congress has before it a farm relief bill. Six million farm-
ers, who produce the food of this Nation, are again knocking
at the doors of the American Congress asking for relief. Not

less than 4,000,000 of these farmers desire the enactment |
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which has anything like the support which this measure has.
There is no reference in the measure, whatever, to price fixing
or price levels.

It does not put the Government into buying or selling farm
crops on its own account. Government funds, which are loaned
to the cooperatives, are amply safeguarded. The measure uses
and builds upon the cooperative movement which has already
It takes
care of all commodities by authorizing the board to assist in

| disposing of the surpluses of five of the major farm commodi-

| ties and to assist the producers of other commodities through

| extending amortized loans to cooperatives handling such com-

of the bill which is presented before you by the Committee

on Agriculture, and known as the McNary-Haugen bill.

Who are these 6,000,000 farmers who are asking for relief?
They are the people who own and control the largest business
we know anything about in this country, the business of farm-
ing. Six millions of them live on the farm. They provide the
food of this Nation. Thirty millions of men, women, and chil-
dren live on the farms, and their business in dollars and cents
is worth more than the combined valuation of all the coal
mines, plus the manufacturing plants, plus the railroads, plus
the capital, surplus, and undivided profits of all the banks and
trust companies in the United States of America. Their busi-
ness represents an investment of about $70,000,000,000.

There are undoubtedly imperfections in this bill. It will not,
in all probability, work a millennium for the farmer; but the
farmn organizations of the country have employed some of the
best economists to work out a plan of relief. They have pre-
sented it to Congress and asked its passage. We have unhesi-
tatingly passed legislation for the relief of the manufacturers,
for the relief of the railroads, for the relief of the bankers,
and passed legislation for the relief of other groups. If I had
my way, I would approach this question from a different
angle; instead of trying to raise the price of the farmers’ prod-
uct I would try to egnalize it by reducing the price of the man-
ufactured articles he has to buy; in short, I would reduce the
tariff.

Do not misunderstand me, gentlemen ; I am not a free trader.
I am not opposed to a tariff. I voted for a tariff on wheat,
wool, cattle, flax, manganese, and a hundred other articles.
I am for a tariff that will protect the American people from
any unreasonable foreign competition, but it must be a tariff
that protects the producer of raw material equally with the
producer of manufactured articles. I am unalterably opposed
to the existing tariff law that allows a few thousand tariff
barons of New England and the other manufacturing States
to extort from the American people billions of money every
year. A condition and not a theory now confronts us. It is impos-
sible, as the Congress is now constituted, to-lower the tariff
and thus put the farmer on a parity with the manufacturer,
s0 it becomes necessary to try raise the farmers' end of the
scales.

I wish to point out that we have before us for consideration
a measure which has the indorsement of organized labor, repre-
sentatives of business associations, an increasing number of
State= legislatures, and a large number of farm organizations
represeuting every principal section of the United States. There
is no other measure which has been considered by this Congress

Igive the farmers a price-fixing measure of protection.

modities. Tt is not an attempt at securing unwarranted, arti-
ficial, and arbitrary prices through a Government monopoly, but
it provides a means by which the producers, through their own
organizations, assisted by the farm board, can dispose of farm
surpluses in such a way as to give the producers the full value
of their products. In short, it is a business proposition which
will make it possible for the farmers to market their crops in
an orderly manner so that they will be able to obtain the best
price which market conditions and other economic factors
Jjustify and which will give to the farmers equal bargaining
power and equality of opportunity with other groups. If this
bill is passed, it will stabilize the most important industry in
this country on a basis of economic equality with other groups.
I do not believe that Congress should deny these benefits to the
farmer by refusing or neglecting to pass this legislation.

It is said that this bill is a “ price-fixing " measure. I deny
it, but granting it be so, the most gigantic price-fixing measure
that was ever given the dignity of law is the American tariff,
which substantially fixes the domestic price at the world price
plus the tariff rates. Of course, it is all right to provide a
price-fixing measure for industry, but the beneficiaries of the
tariff price-fixing law condemn it as economically uusound to
Price
fixing is all right for big industrial enterprises, but all wrong
for unprotected farmers.

Price fixing has become more or less of an accepted practice
in American business, and no ope seems to think it is economi-
cally unsound and dangerous, Why, even organized labor has
had the benefits of price fixing in connection with the labor
they have to =ell, and the right to do it is now recognized by
both law and custom. Various professions get together in dis-
tricts and agree upon minimum rates of charge for various
types of service. Even the banks of various communities get
together and agree upon the rate of interest they will pay and
the rate of interest they will charge.

Why is it economically sound and proper to let everyone
else fix prices for the things they have to sell, as now seems
to be the accepted practice, and deny the same right to agri-
culture, which is the most important and basic industry of all?
The farmers are the only people in America who have no voice
in fixing the prices of what they buy or what they sell. They
are the victims of a pricefixing era. This argument, coming
as it does from the beneficiavies of price fixing, is the most
unfair and ridiculous and unsportsmanlike argument that could
be advanced.

In my opinion, it would be utter stupidity for this Govern-
ment not to attempt through legislation to bring the price level
of farm products to the price level of those things the farmer
has to buy. I realize that any and all legislation in respect to
this effort is an experiment. I am willing and anxious to
support either of the bills prepared to this end and which are
now being considered by this Congress. I have carefully
studied each of the bills; there are provisions in each of them
to which I do not subseribe. But realizing as I do, that the
gentlemen who prepared these measures were conscientiously
endeavoring to meet a national crisis and bring relief to the
Ameriean farmer, I do not feel that I can afford to dally with
80 serious a proposition.

It ought to be self-evident that a prosperous agriculture is
necessary to continuous industrial prosperity. The future suc-
cess of every business enterprise in America is dependent di-
rectly or indirectly upon the buying power of the agricultural
part of our population. The most selfish provincialism and the
most isolated viewpoint ought to realize that the prosperity of
agriculture is a necessary condition to continued national
prosperity.

When you think of the vast number of farms that are being
abandoned, and the multitudes that are flocking into the eities
to gain a livelihood where money has been flowing more freely;
when yon think of the millions of American farmers who are
struggling on in the face of persistent adversity with insufficient
income to meet their maturing obligations; when you think of
the innumerable farmers who have had to borrow money just

‘to pay their taxes; and when you think of the disastrous de-
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crease in the buying power of American agriculture, you must
recognize that we have in this situation a national problem, and
it can not be solved by merely a local viewpoint or by raising
the age-old cry aguinst everything new that it is economically
unsound and dangerous. Something must be done to help agri-
culture in order to belp America, and the McNary-Haugen bill
is the only thing in sight that offers any promise. Its advo-
cates believe it will mean the difference between failure and
success in agriculture.

In common justice to the agricultural life of America, this

Government should endeavor to right the wrong of the deflation

panic of 1920. This was nothing less than the assassination of
the American farmer’'s business. The policy inaugurated by
an agency of our Government laid its ruthless hand of destruc-
tion upon the c¢rop prices of America and wrecked hundreds of
thousands of homes, and left in its wake bankruptcy, suicide,
and buried hope, The debt of the American farmer is to-day $14,-
000,000,000, His property and erop values, as compared with the
predeflation period, have decreased since then $30,000,000,000.

This is one-tenth of the value of the wealth of this Nation;
it is ten times as much as the debt of this Nation in 1900 ; and
it is more than our national debt was immediately after the
World War. In 1923 the national income of the United States,
the annual wealth produced, was $70,000,000,000; the farmer
had one-fifth of the wealth engaged in the production of this an-
nual income and one-third of the population engaged in its pro-
duction, and yet he only realized 14 per cent of this income, and
his percentage of this income is now less than then. Crop
prices have decreased to below the cost of production, and the
farmers' average earnings per annum is just one-half as much
as the average earnings of the other laborers of America.
With this decrease of property values and income, the farmers’
taxes in this Nation have increased 236 per cent within the last
10 years. Most of his income now is consumed in payment of
taxes and interest on his indebtedness; his family is neither
fed, clothed, nor educated as it used to be, and his property is
passing away from him by foreclosure sales each day; even our
Federal land banks, which I believe have been of great service
to the Iandowners of the Nation, have been eompelled to fore-
close 5,000 homes occupied by farmers in order to satisfy loans
made to them aggregating more than $18,000,000. Most of these
foreclosure sales have occurred within the last four years, and
these are but a small per cent of the total farm foreclosure
sales had in our country.

Why are not the farmers entitled to some consideration at
the hands of this Government? They work and toil almost day
and night. They love their families the same as other people,
and they want to educate their children like the rest of our
citizens. They want to furnish them with good food and proper
clothing. The farmers have the same feelings, are fired by the
same ambitions for their ehildren as others, and are impelled
by the same motives. They should have sufficient prices for
the products of their toil that would enable them to have a
holiday occasionally like city folks. They should receive prices
that would enable them to lay aside something to care for their
families and themselves in their old age. Some say that they
spend too muech, that they sometimes have an automobile or a
radio. Well, are they not as much entitled to these as others?
Why are they begrudged a Ford and other conveniences of life?
One thing certain, they have not had much to spend since the
advent of this Republican administration.

It is not true, as some assert, that the farmer’s condition is
due to his own laziness, thriftlessness, and bad management;
the fact is that, although the farmer has abandoned the farm
because the industrial occupations offered a much larger income
to him and his family, nevertheless those who have remained
upon the farm have been sufficiently industrious and intelligent,
and who are now comparatively a much smaller per cent of
our population than 25 years ago, to produce in volume and in
value per capita much more than he ever did. This can not be
said of any other American labor; every other class of labor,
though receiving now the highest prices ever realized, works less
time and produces less than ever. I should be glad, if I had
time to do so, to discuss this fact. It simply illustrates what
organization ean accomplish; and I do not undertake to criti-
cize organized labor. In my opinion it has been justified in
making most of its demands. There are some who would deny
this farm legislation because, as they see the matter, his trouble
is that he now produces too much, and certainly this can not
be attributable to laziness, thriftlessness, or bad management.

One other snggestion and I have finished. It seems unfortu-
nate that the great eastern press has been so unfair in the
discussion of this legislation. I read for the benefit of the
Congress and the country a brief editorial from the New York
World commenting on this subject:
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The gods of iromy must chuckle at some of the horrified indignation
displayed by the conservative eastern Republican press over the McNary-
Haugen bill. Yesterday one of the Republican papers in this ecity
worked itself into a fine white heat to denounce this measure, all
within the confines of a single paragraph, as ' tarred with demagogy,”
“a brazen bid for a veto,” a bit of * unscrupulous politics,”” a measure
which will * debauch agriculture,” a * flagrant betrayal of the publie,”
and “ a hold-up for the benefit of a special interest.,”

And what, If you please, {a the Republican tariff, from whose prin-
ciple of “ protection " the farm bloc leaders have lifted the theory for
their plan?

What is a tariff which has increased the duty on ecrude aluminum
and alnminum sheets and bars by 150 per cent for the benefit of the
Aluminum Trust?

What is a tarif which under the guise of providing flexible duties
has provided a means for jacking up the rates ten times where they
are lowered once?

What is a tariff which® has ralsed the sugar duty 76 per cent and
added $150,000,000 a year to the American grocery bill?

What is a tariff which increased duty on cement 200 per cent while
the activities of the cement manufacturers were under investigation by
the Government?

What is a tariff which has taken off the free list cream separators,
scythes, sickles, horseshoes, baling wire, wire fencing, nails, hoop
iron, and various other articles of which farmers are the chief con-
sumers and has imposed upon these articles a stiff duty?

What, In short, 1s a tariff which costs American consumers at least
£3,000,000,000 a year, with three-fourths of this amount going straight
into the pockets of protected manufacturers?

Mr. BLACK of New York. Mr. Speaker, it has been ex-
tremely interesting in the last week to listen to the various
Members who specialize as being friends of the farmer explain,
first, what is the matter with the farmer; and, second, how to
cure it.

We know there is a wide variety of opinion in both directions.

I am not a farmer, do not pose as a friend of the farmer,
have not a single farmer in my district, and yet there is no man
in the House who is more anxious to see the farm problem
solved sensibly. In the effort to dig out for myself some in-
formation on this subject, I developed a set of facts which,
while they correspond with my previous sensing of the situ-
ation, nevertheless are, I think, a contribution to the serious
thought on this subject. The knowledge—which the figures
which T shall shortly quote reveals—has been available, and
has been possessed by these friends of the farmer, but they
have not had the courage to tell the truth.

The truth is: The farmer has brought his present situation
upon himself. There is nothing the matter with the farmer
except prohibition, and he is responsible for prohibition,

We are told very much about surpluses.

If I understand what a surplus is, it is an excess of a sup-
ply over a demand. The farmer through prohibition has de-
stroyed in the case of some of his cereals substantially all of
the demand, and in the case of others a very large proportion
of the demand. He has, by that act, destroyed his own Amer-
ican market. Having done this, he has mno right to assert
through his spokesman on the flcor of the House, that he is
compelled to buy in a protected market and sell in a world’s
market, for such is not the truth. He has by his own act
adopted his position, as a matter of policy, and it has not been
forced upon him as the result of compulsion from any group
of citizens outside of his own group.

Dealing with the crops thus affected, in the order of their
importanece, we examine first the corn situation.

1 have here precise and accurate information obtained from
the Treasury Department, which indicates that in the years
1015, 1916, and 1917, the three crop years immediately preced-
ing the adoption of prohibition, the use of corn by the distilling
and brewing industries was as follows:

Bushels
In 1915 gl 27, 143, 000
In 1916 45, 643, 000
In 1917 e i e 40, 324, 000

or a total eonsumption by that industry in the period named
of 122,110,000 bushels, * This represents an average consump-
tion per year in the period named of 40,703,484 bushels, These
are striking figures, and their significance will immediately
develop when we realize that the consumption of corn during
the last three years viz, ending on January 1, 1927, was as
follows:

: Bushels
1924 5, 357, 000
1925 Tl T, 496, 000
1926 8, 262, 000
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or a total during the three-year period of only 21,116,000
bushels. An average use under present conditions of only
T.038,000 bushels per year, It will be readily seen that as
contrasted with the preprohibition period, the last three years
represents to the corn farmer a direct loss of American mar-
kets aggregating over 100,000,000 bushels. The significance of
the loss of this market will be further appreciated when we
realize that with all the talk that has been going on here,
about the exportable surplus dragging down the price of the
American farmer's corn; upon examining this surplus we find
that in the year 1926 we exported in round numbers 23,000,000
bushels of corn; in 1925 about nine and three-fourths million
bushels of corn; in 1924, about 23,000,000 bushels of corn
Getting down close to the facts of the immediate present we
therefore observe that the average corn surplus as represented
by our volume of exports of corn during the last three years
amounts to less than 19,000,000 bushels per annum.

It is therefore, most plainly apparent that if the American
farmer had not deliberately thrown away his own domestic
market for over 40,000,000 bushels of his corn per annum, he
would have nothing to complain about in the way of an
American market for his corn. He has deliberately destroyed
his domestic market of more than twice the size of his present
export surplus,

When we consider that the primary receipts of corn at all
terminal markets during the year runs in the neighborhood of
200,000,000 bushels, we will then see that he has destroyed an
American market for practically one-fifth of the corn he ships
to market. In other words, he has destroyed the market at
home for one of every five carloads of corn that he ships.

This is bad enough, for not only has he done this, but when
we consider concurrently the barley situation we see that in
the same three preprohibition years, namely, 1915, 1916, 1917,
the brewing and distilling demand for barley and malt aggre-
gated in—

Bushels
1915 65, 349, 000
1916 62, 164, 00O
L S L A o v Sy 1’83 000

or a total demand in that period of 213,252,000 bushels. Prac-
tically equal to one crop of barley, or an average annual use
of barley by that American industry of 71,084,166 bushels.
Incidental to this situation it should be remembered that these
industries used the best qualities of barley, for which it paid
always substantial premiums. In the present situation, namely,
in the last three years, we find the use by that industry to be—

Bushels
1924_ 5, 831, 000
1925___ b, 468 000
1921 T277 5,863,000

or an aggregate use duriug the period of 17,162,568 bushels.

This represents an average annual use at the present time of
5,720,856 bushels per annum. By contrast with these two aver-
age figures we find that by prohibition the American market for
the American farmers' barley has been reduced by 65,363,000
bushels per year.

And this is not all.

What barley the American farmers now sell in the domestie
market is, of course, not now sold to that industry (which
paid the premiums) because of the comparatively small con-
sumption now, but is sold substantially as feed barley and
comes therefore into competition directly with corn and oats.

Both the barley and the corn farmer are thus the victims of
thiz sitnation. On the other hand, the corn farmer has lost
an American market of more than twice the size of his export-
able surplus, and, on the other hand, he is compelled to compete
with barley now used as a feed largely in place of corn, because
most barley nsed as feed displaces that much corn.

This would not be an embarrassing situation for the north-
western farmer were it not for the fact that he has lost the
market which pays his premiums for his good grain and has
not been given in return anything more than a chance to com-
pete with corn. Substantially, therefore, he confronts this sit-
uation: That to the extent at least of 65,000,000 bushels per
annum of barley, or nearly one-third of the barley crop, the
northwestern barley farmer and the middle western corn
farmer are engaged in a competitive struggle for the feed busi-
ness. The result is, of course, injury to both.

When we look at rice—and our southern friends will perhaps
be able to explain some of the inconsistencies in this cereal—
we find a most astonishing situation in dealing with these same
years 1915, 1916, and 1917. We find that in 1915 the brewery
consumption of rice was nearly 168,000,000 pounds.

In 1916 somewhat over 141,000,000 pounds.

And in 1917 about 125,500,000 pounds.
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A 3‘;‘“ use during that three-year period of over 434,000,000
poun

An average use per annum of nearly 145,000,000 pounds.

Now, then, when we look at the present situation as revealed
in rice we find that in 1924 we exported 227,757,000 pounds of
rice, and, strange to say, in the same year we imported over
38,000,000 pounds,

In 1925 we exported 112,000,000 pounds and imported over
57,500,000 pounds.

In 1926, last year, a most astonishing situation developed,
namely, we exported over 44,000,000 pounds and imported 118,-
000,000 pounds. In other words, we imported last year, 1926,
nearly 74.000,000 pounds of rice more than we exported. How
is this equalization fee going to be applied to that situation?
I leave the answer to the ingenious intellects who are able to
reason that the bill before us is not a price-fixing measure, but
deals seriously with the practical results of prohibition upon rice.

We find that in the three years concluding on January 1
last, our net export of rice averaged 171.000,000 in excess of
our import, and this whole excess was confined to the one year,
1924, Yet it is apparent that if we retained our domestic
market for rice, averaging nearly 145,000,000 pounds per annum,
taking our 3-year average experience just cited, we would be
substantially on an import basis on rice all the time.

Which means, of course, that the American rice production,
were it not for prohibition, would be inadequate to satisfy
American domestic demands.

Dealing now with hops, and this should be of very particu-
lar and peculiar interest to one of the parents of the bill before
us, Senator McNary, we find that the domestic consumption
of hops in the year 1915 was 38,839,000 pounds. In the year
1916, it was 37,451,000 pounds; in 1917, was 41,958,000 pounds.
A total consumption during that period of 112,249,000 pounds,
or an average annnal consumption of 37,500,000 pounds. In the
preprohibition years the United States was the largest hop-
growing country in the world; now it produces around 20 per
cent of the world's erop. It is nmot surprising that there is
something radically wrong with the prosperity of the farmer
in the northwestern hop country, referred to so eloguently by
our colleague, Mr. TiNcHER, a few days ago. The figures indeed
are eloguent, for we find that in 1924 domestic consumption
of hops by the beer industry was reduced to 3,814,000 pounds,
in 1925, 8,256,000 pounds; in 1926, 3,425,000 pounds; an aver-
age annual use of about three and one-third million pounds
per annum. I think it is very plain to all of us that the
American people can not be made to drink near beer. This is
sad, but it is true, and certainly prohibition may be charged
up by the Oregon hop farmer with the blame for the loss of
his own domestic market. I claim, gentlemen, that the facts
of this situation should be faced and that the American farmer
should be told the truth by those whom he trusts as his ad-
visers and by his representatives. Again I reiterate, prohibi-
tion is responsible for the farmer's troubles because it is pro-
hibition that has largely destroyed the farmer's domestic mar-
ket and has created the present exportable surplus. I question,
therefore, the honesty of an idea which asks that the American
farmer be permitted to correct his legislative mistake in the
case of prohibition by making another mistake in the attempt
to reimburse himself for his loss of markets by collecting for
that loss through an equalization fee or through the avenue of
an appropriation of which the $250,000,000 is only the beginning
and the ultimate aggregate of which no man may now calculate
for the succeeding years. And the plain purpose is that the
costs shall be borne by the consumers of his products.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr, Speaker, as a Repre-
sentative of one of the largest industrial districts in the coun-
try, I want to record my opposition to the McNary-Haugen bill.

No one sympathizes with the farmer any more than I do.
No one desires his prosperity any more than I, because I realize
that upon his prosperity depends the prosperity of the rest of
the country. When agriculture languishes, every indusiry in
the country is vitally affected.

But I can not vote for this measure, which is a striking de-
parture from sound economics, which its advocates admit is at
best only a hopeful experiment, and which I firmly believe will
be of no lasting benefit to the farmer but, on the other hand,
will be harmful to millions of other people.

This measure is a price-fixing bill—a dangerous path to tread,
It is designed to increase materially the cost of living. No
one can dispute this, because it would not be here if it was not
hoped to accomplish this. I can not vote for a bill which would
place a heavier burden upon the great masses of this country,
particularly when it can not be shown definitely wherein it
would benefit the farmer,
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Why bring increased burdens to the millions of toilers for
the simple purpose of making a political gesture to the farmer?

The condition of the agricultural industry is not what we
would like fo have it. May I say that other industries have
found the journey just as rough. The textile industry, em-
ploying 500,000 people directly and 3,000,000 indirectly, has been
obliged to face decidedly adverse conditions. This is particu-
larly true of the plants which have been located in New Eng-
land and the Northern States.

There is a brighter light on the horizon, but we are not out
of danger. We can not afford to rock the boat if we are to
save an industry which provides a great purchasing power for
the profit of the farmer and every other indusiry in Ameriea.

One clause in this bill would permit the selling of American
cotton in Burope from 2 to 5 cents a pound cheapé® than here.
The dumping of the surplus in that manner would be decidedly
dangerous to the textile industry. It would paralyze the in-
dustry and ultimately would be harmful to the cotton grower
himself.

An American manufacturer with this added handicap could
not hope to compete successfully with the manufacturer of
Europe, who already has the advantage of lower labor costs
and other lower costs of production. We might save the home
market by a corresponding increase in the tariff rates, but
we would destroy the real hope of taking care of the present
surplus of manufaectures in textiles through foreign trade.

In South America and the Far East, we have a good chance
for a share of their cotton-goods trade. These countries are
continually increasing their demand for cotton goods. We
can not win this trade if our cost of production is greatly
increased through a heavy equalization fee on cotton and the
foreign manufacturers are further helped by being able to
purchase cotton cheaper than we can.

One word to the cotton grower of the South. May I remind
him that New HEngland, Georgia, and the Carolinas are his best
customers. They are customers who can be depended upon
to buy his cofton even if the Egyptian planter should in the
future press him closely for the world markets. You who
represent the cotton grower well know how in certain grades
of cetton it is difficult, even now, to compete with Egyptian
cotton. How much more difficult is it going to be when you
put on your equalization fee? .

The equalization fee will strangle the cotton grower. With
the fee and withont a protective tariff schedule, the cotton
grower is going to have his troubles marketing his goods in the
future.

So I say to you, who represent the cotton grower, do not
destroy with your vote your best customers in this eountry,
because when you have put them out of business, you will find
it difficult to persuade the English manufacturer to give you
preference over ecotton grown on English soil in Africa.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mryr. Speaker, in response to questions asked
by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. NEewTox] in respect to
the Senate amendments to H. R. 15474, the farm relief bill, as
stated, in order that the bill might be disposed of before
adjonrnment on Thursday, time did not permit discussing the
proposed amendments in detail during the reading of the bill.
Inasmuch as the bill and amendments had been before the House
and under consideration for four days, and in order that the
bill might be passed on that day, Thursday, it did not seem
necessary or advisable to discuss the bill or amendments further
in detail, and, therefore, as stated I would, avail myself of the
privilege, under the rule, to print, to set out, and briefly com-
ment on the amendments.

Senate 4808, as introduced in the Senate, and H. R. 15474, as
introduced in the House, are identical in principle and in text,
except in section 1, in respect to the declaration of policy. Line
8 of the Senate bill, after the word “ commodities,” the follow-
ing words are eliminated:

To prevent such surpluses from unduly depressing the prices obtalned
for such commodities.

And section 6, page 10, lines 21 to 26, inclusive:

The operation of the board in any basie agricultnral commodity
under this aet shall be conducted in such manner, and the agreements
entered into by the board during such operations shall be upon such
terms ns will, in the judgment of the board, carry out the policy
declared by section 1.

While the specific direction of policy—that is—

to prevent such surpluses from unduly depressing the prices, and that
the operations of the board and the agreements entered into shall be
upon such terms and in such manper a8 to carry out the policy
declared—

would make it clear as to the purposes of the bill and serve
the board as a guide, and eliminate discussion in that respect,
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the declaration of policy, section 1, declares it to be the policy
of Congress to promote the orderly marketing of basic agricul-
tural commodities; to provide for the control and disposition
of surpluses of such ecommodities; to stabilize the market
against undue and excessive fluctuations; to preserve advan-
tageous domestic markets; to minimize speculation and waste
in marketing such commodities; and to encourage the organiza-
tion of producers of such commodities into cooperative market-
ing associations, which gives the board power fo promote
orderly marketing, to stabilize markets, and to enter into agree-
ments with cooperative associations to remove, withhold, or
dispose of the surplus of basie agricultural commodities, and to
thus bring about a balanced condition between agriculture,
industry, and labor, and to prevent the exportable surplus from
establishing the price of the whole crop, and thereby carry out
the outstanding purpose of the bill. Of course, anything short
of that particular purpose would fail to carry out the policy.

Considering the make-up of the board, and the responsibility
of its make-up lodged in the produeers, as well as the board’s
responsibility in the matter, it is fair to assume that we may
have the service of a board in sympathy with the particular
purpose of the bill, and it would seem safe, therefore, to place
confidence in the board to carry out the outstanding purpose of
the bill, to establish a parity between agricultural commodities
and the products of industry and labor.

Section 2 (b) is amended which adds two members to the
nominating committee, and provides that two of the members
in each district shall be elected by a majority vote of the heads
of the agricultural departments of the several States in each
Federal land bank district, which, in eéffect, adds two members
to the nominating committee, and provides that two additional
members in each district shall be elected by the heads of the
agricultural departments of the various States,

Section 6, at end of line 19, page 8, paragraph “c¢ " in respect
to the board commencing operations, is amended by providing
that “in any State where not as many as 50 per cent of the
producers are members of cooperative associations, an expres-
gion from the producers of the commodity shall be obtained
through a State convention of such producer,” and at the end of
line 4, page 9, there is added that “ until the board shall become
satisfied that a majority of the producers favor such action,”
which in effect provides that the board shall be satisfied that
the majority of the producers favor the commencement or termi-
nation of the operating period. These last two mentioned
amendments place additional safeguards, to the extent that two
additional members are added to the nominating committee and
requires an expression from the producers of the commodity in
States where not as many as 50 per cent of the producers are
members of the cooperative associations.

Section 6, paragraph (a), section 15 (4) and (a) (4) are
amended so that the board may in its discretion treat as a
separafe basic commodity one or more of such classes or types
of tobacco as are designated in the classification of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. This in effect leaves it to the discretion
of the board to add tobacco as a basic agricultural commodity.

With the prevailing conditions in the tobacco market, there
can be no objection to giving them the benefit of the advan-
tages offered by the bill.

Section 6, paragraph (e), and section 11, paragraphs (a), (b),
and (d), are amended, giving the power to the board to insure
such commodities against undue and excessive fluctuations in
market conditions and to insure any cooperative marketing
association against decline in the market price for the com-
modity, at the time of the sale by the association, from the
market price of such commodity at the time of delivery to the
association. This makes it more clear as to the power of the
board in protecting cooperative associations or producers
against losses under agreements entered into, 1t goes without
saying that any agency or producer entering into agreement
with the board, as provided in section 6, paragraph (e), which
provides for—
the payment into the stabilization fund for such commodity of profits
after deducting the costs and charges provided for in the agreement
of any such association, corporation, or person, arising out of such
purchase, storage, or sale, or other disposition or contract therefor—

can not, of course, if they may not share in the profits
above the specified amount agreed upon be expected to carry
the losses. Although the bill provides a guaranty against
losses, there can be no objection to adding the insurance
provision.

Section 12, pages 17 and 18, the following words are added
to paragraph (b) :

For the purpose of developing continulty of cooperative services,
including unified terminal marketing facilities and equipment.
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And this section is also changed to make funds available for
the purpose of furnishing funds to cooperative associations
engaged in the purchase, storage, or sale, or other disposition, or
processing of any agricultural commodity, and provides funds
to be used by it as capital for any agricultural credit corporation.

Again referring to the make-up of the board, it goes without
saying that the board having the best interests of the producers
at heart, and the purposes of the bill in mind, would not enter
into agreements to carry out any of the numerous impracticable
plans promoted in the past, resulting in millions of dollars of
losses to the investors.

Section 15 definitions, (2) is amended so as to read “the
term processing means spinning, milling, or any manufactur-
ing of cotton other than ginning.” The House bill pro-
vided that processing means ginning. The amendment provides
the equalization fee may be collected at spinning, milling, or
other manufacture of cotton other than ginning, which I under-
stand meets with the general approval of the representatives
of cotton growers, and to which, in my opinion, there can be
no objection.

I append to my remarks the following memorandum :
MeMoraNDUM UroN TrANsSAcCTIONS BUmJEcT To EQUALIZATION FER

This memorandum notes illustrative transactions subject to the
equalization fee or excluded from the imposition thereof under the bill
H. R. 15474,

The equalization fee can be collected upon either transportation, proc-
cssing, or sale of the basic agricultural commodity. The fee may, if the
board so determines, be collected as to some units of the commodity
upon the transportation théreof, as to others upon processing, and as
to others upon sale. The board is not limited at any one time to col-
lection of the fee upon transportation alone, upon processing alone, or
upon sale alone,

1. WHEAT, RICR, AND CORN

{a) Processing: The term * processing " means milling for market or
the first processing in any other manner for market. It does not in-
clude home milling where the preduct is to be used by the miller for
his own consumption.

{b) Transportation: The term * transportation” means the accept-
ance of a commodity for delivery by a common carrier, No distinction
is to be drawn upon the basis of whether the commodity is to be
transported to a point within or without the United States. Neither
iz any distinetion to be drawn as to whether the transportation is on
the one hand between points in diferent States or between a point
within the United States and a point outside the United States, or is,
on the other hand, between two points within a State.

{¢) Bale: The term * sale " means a sale for milling or other process-
ing for market, for resale, or for delivery by a common carrier. Local
sales are not covered by the definition, as, for example, the sale of
wheat for seed purposes or the peddling of corn to consumers, where
no transportation by rallroad or other common carrier is involved.

The definition of *sale™ covers all sales regardless of place of pro-
duction of the commodity sold. For instance, the sale of Canadian
wheat in the United States could be made subject to the equalization
fee. On the other hand, sales without the United Btates are excluded
so that the sale in Canada of Canadian wheat to a Minneapolis miller
conld not be made subject to the equalization fee. Such wheat, If it is
to pay its pro rata share, must bave the equalization fee collected
at the point of processing in the United States.

The definition of “sale” covers all sales made in the United States
regardless of whether the commodity sold is to be transported to a
point in the United States or to a point outside thereof in pursuance
of a sale. It does not cover, however, sales made abroad of wheat in
the United States to be transported abroad in pursuance of the sale,
In order for such wheat to pay its pro rata share the equalization fee
would have to be collected upon the transportation.

(d) Future sales: Future sales are not, legally speaking, ‘' sales™
at the time the future contract is made. They are mbrely contracts to
sell and contracts to purchase. No equalization fee could therefore
be collected upon such transactions. In some instances, however, such
transactions would at the future date result in an actual transfer of
title—I. e., sale of existing units of the commodity in pursuance of the
contract to sell or contract to purchase, The equalization fee would
then be collectible upon the actual sale

(¢) Sales to cooperative associations: The definition of “sale ™ does
not include transfers by a member of a cooperative association to the
association for the purpose of sale by the association on the account
of the member.

2. SWIKE

The comment made above with regard to wheat, corn, and rice is
applicable to swine, As examples of local transactions it may be noted
that the term “ processing ™ would not cover slaughter if the meat is
to be consumed by the slaughterer, and the term *“ sale”™ would not
include sales other than for market purposes, as, for instance, sales
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for fattening and sales of swine for breeding purposes. Sales of meat
peddled by a loeal slanghterer would be covered,

8. COTTON

The comment above upon transportation and sales of wheat, corn,
and rice is applicable to cotton. Under the bill as reported by the
committee the term * processing” means ginning. No comment 1is
made as regards “ processing,” however, because of the pending amend-
ments providing for a new deflnition of processing as regards cotton,

Respectfully submitted.

Frepreric P. Len,
Legislative Counsel,
Hon. GiLeerT N. FaAvcEN,
House of Representalives.

FEBrRUARY O, 1927.

Mr. COCHRAN. DMr. Speaker, the pending legislation seeks
to provide security against loss to approximately 7,000,000 of the
people of the United States at the expense of the other 113,000,
000 in the country.

These 7,000,000 people engaged in farming are promised
that this measure will increase the price of their produets,
which means that the balance of the population of the country
will be required to foot the bill when the time comes to buy
pork, beef, cotton goods, products of -corn and wheat, rice and
tobaeco.

The proponents of these mensures have been most kind to
themselves during the debate. When the special rule was
brought in it divided the time among champions of either the
McNary-Haugen, Aswell, or Crisp bills, and they have taken
special care to see that opponents of all three measures had
practically no opportunity to voice their sentiments.

As time progressed during debate, and especially since the
Senate passed the McNary-Haugen bill, it was evident that,
regardless of the consequences, the time had arrived when spe-
cial privileges were tu be granted to another class of our citizens
at the expense of the general public.

The subsidy provided for in the pending bill will, I predict,
return to plague its supporters. If every Member of the House
urging relief for the agriculturists who doubts the feasibility of
the legislation to cure the ills of the farmer would oppose the
measure, it would not secure 75 votes. The discussion proves
this. Men long trained in studying this great question are
miles apart in explaining its features; but in the end, political
expediency will prevail, and a law diseriminating against seveun-
eighths of the people of the United States will be placed upon
the statute books, providing it is signed by the President.

Cloture invoked in the ‘Senate to rush this legisiation to a
final vote, followed by a special rnle in the House substituting
the Senate bill for the House bill, with the announcement that
not a “t"” will be crossed nor an “i” dotted, so that in the end
the measure will go direct to the President for his signature,
is evidence of the determination of the *farm bloc™ in both
branches to pass the bill at any cost.

The McNary-Haugen bill, according to the proponents of the
measure, will result in making the domestic price, which means
the price to the American consumer, in excess of the world
price. Thus, people in South America, Europe, Africa, and
Asia will be able to buy wheat, cotton, corn, rice, tobacco,
cattle, and swine raised in Missouri cheaper than the people
of 8t. Louis ean buy these products.

It seems to me we have done enough for the people of Europe
by canceling over 50 per cent of our debt at the direct expense
of the American public without making provisions whereby the
residents of foreign countries—three, four, or five thousand
miles away—ecan secure the necessities of life cheaper than the
citizens of the State where these necessities are produced.

The bill provides for the Government to enter the farming
business with $250,000,000 of the people’s money to be used to
increase the cost of living. It is an experiment. There is no
assurance that it will even bring the result the proponenis of
the measure claim it will, and it is establishing a most danger-
ons precedent, to say the least.

The sponsors of the bill rave when it is classed as a price-
fixing measure, but admit its purpose is to stabilize prices.

If 49 per cent of the producers of a commodity are satisfied
with conditions and the market, still the other 51 per cent,
under the terms of the bill, can require the Federal board to
declare an emergency, which means that the surplus can be
bought up, stored, or shipped abroad for the sole purpose of

"advancing the price of the commodity.

The only benefit that can result from an action taken by the
board is an increase in the price of the commodity affected, and
still the proponents of the bill maintain it is not a price-fixing
measure.
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The thought comes to me: What will happen if foreign
countries deem it advisable to place a tariff on wheat, corn,
rice, cotton, tobacco, and swine? It would certainly mean a
further reduction in the actual amount received for the surplus
of these commodities sent to foreign lands.

The tariff would, of course, be paid by the exporter who
would in this instance be the Federal farm board, and in order
to meet this further difference between the domiestic and
foreign price, it would require an additional raise in the price
to the Ameriean econsumer.

There is a4 provision which seeks to keep the remainder of the
aet in foree, even though the Supreme Court should hold one
paragraph or section unconstitutional. The Chief Executive is
required, under the terms of the bill, to appoint members of a
farm board, but there is a provision that the nominees must
be chosen from the list submitted by farm organizations. This
clearly interferes with the appointive power of the President,
as it places a limitation thereon, and if it should be declared
unconstitutional, how can the act function without the Federal
farm board? The same would apply to the section which pro-
vides for the equalization fee. Should that section be declared
unconstitutional, how could the $250,000,000 loaned by the
Government to operate the law be used other than at a total
loss?

Every amendment offered to the pending bill has been de-
feated, regardless of merit. The committee has declined to
even accept an amendment that would prevent any member of
the board, nominating committee, advisory council, or any em-
ployee under the terms of the act, from buying or selling, dealing
in future contracts, or on exchanges dealing in any of the
commodities affected. As a result, if the bill becomes a law
there is nothing to prevent members of the board or employees
from gambling in cotton, wheat, corn, and so forth, acting on
what information it might receive through official channels.

The amendment providing for a jail sentence and fine in the
event any member of the board or employee did gamble in any
commodity certainly should have been adopted. Provisions
also should have been made to prevent information reaching
the board in reference to production, ete., from falling into
the hands of individuals to be used in gambling on the market.

I do not doubt that the farmer is in distress. He has my
sympathy, the same as any other individual who is in need of
assistance. I have hundreds of clerks, mechanies, and laboring
men in my district who have not worked during the winter, and
these mechanics, if employed, would be earning from $10 to
$15 per day. How would the proponents of the pending bill
look upon a measure which provided for a subsidy for the city
dweller ont of work and in financial distress?

When we view in the daily press statements showing the
large increases in the earnings of industries protected by the
greatest tariff law the country has ever known, would it not
be wisdom to consider transferring some of this prosperity to
the farmer by reducing the tariff?

When you enter the farm for inspection, in placing your hand
on the lock on the gate, you touch the first article he is foreed
to buy in a protected market and as you continue through his
home, the barns, the implement sheds, and finally to the wire
fences which inclose his property, every article that your eyes
behold comes from the factories whose products are protected
through the tariff act. The first medicine that should be pre-
scribed for the ailing farmer is a reduction in the tariff on his
necessities.

I represent 210,000 people, and my distriet is sitnated en-
tirely within the limits of a great industrial city. My con-
stituents, at least the great majority, like the farmer, earn
their livelihood by the sweat of their brow. It is at the expense
of such people that the advocates of the bill seek to benefit the
farmer by raising the price of their products.

The cost of living, regardless of statistics of the Department
of Labor, Department of Commerce, or any other departments,
has not decreased so far as my city is concerned.

I recall the time—and it is not go very long ago—that the
women in the home attended to the household duties; but now
young girls, as soon as they leave school, are forced to seek
employment in order to assist in the upkeep of the home and to
properly exist. Hven with the help of sons and daughters, the
parents find it hard to make both ends meet at the present
time, and yet youn seek to impose on this class additional
burdens.

Hardly a national convention in recent years has failed to
incorporate in its* platform a paragraph which pledges the
party to stand for *less Government in business and more
business in Government,” but now this as well as many other
pledges is forgotten, and by this legislation the Government
;1)3 placed in the grain, tobacco, cotton, rice, and packing

nusiness.
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As the bill is dangerous, unsound economically, class legis-
lation, will require an army of clerks to colleet the equalization
fee, will not in my opinion accomplish the desired resulf, and
will mean an increase in the cost of living to the 210,000 people
I represent, I propose to vote against its passage,

Mr. DAVIS. Although I have received strong indorsements
of the McNary-Haugen farm relief bill from all the farm or-
ganizations, numerous individual farmers, bankers, merchants,
and various other business and professional men in my district,
yet I have received letters from but two of my constitunents
expressing opposiion to such legislation. One of these letters
was rather in the nature of an inquiry as to the character and
purposes of the legislation. I am herewith inserting the said
letter, together with my reply thereto, as follows:

FAYRTTEVILLE, TENN., February 8, 1927,
Hon. EWIN L. Davis,
Member of Congress, Washington, D, 0.

Desr JupGE: We may not be able to understand this farm relief
bill which Congress is fixing to pass, but if our idea is correet in regard
to one commodity—that I8, cotton—we do not see how you can vote
for it. As we understand this bill, it provides that after the American
takings of cotton has been climinated—that is, after the home market
has been supplied with cotton at a certain price—then the surplus of
cotton will be sold abroad at whatever price it will bring and the
price which it brings averaged with the home price, and the farme.
will be paid the average for his cotton. Now, of cqurse, as a manu-
facturer we can readily see that we would be manufacturing high-
priced cotton against the low-priced cotton dumped on foreign mar:
kets. Of course, the manufacturers of this country could not compete
in any way with such a condition. Is our idea right in any way and
do you think we will be thusly affected; and if we are not, how will
we be effected?

We belleve we are wrong about this, Inasmuch as we can not sce
how that yon and some of your colleagues could vote for such a bill.
Kindly write us as quickly as you can more particularly about this
feature of the bill, so that we may be correctly informed.

With kindest regards to you and yours, we are,

Very truly yours,
ELk CoTtrox MiLLs,
ERNEST REES, Manager,

P Fepruary 11, 1927,
Mr. ExxesT REES,
Alanager Elk Cotton Mills, Fayetteville, Tenn.

Desr ErxestT: This acknowledges the receipt of yours of the Sth
instant on the subject of farm-relief legislation.

You have been misinformed as to the purpose of any of the pending
bills, either the Aswell, the Crisp-Curtis, or the McNary-Haugen bill,
None of them contemplate or provide for dumping. They all are de-
signed to stabilize production, marketing, and the price of basic farm
commodities. To pursue the course which you suggest would be con-
trary to the purpose of the bill and subversive of the results sought to
be attained. !

You refer particularly to the bill's application to cotton and are
naturally most interested in that commodity. The effort to stabilize
cotton would have to be predicated upon the world production and the
estimated world consumption in any given year., The price of eotton is
fixed by the world market, the market price being largely controlied by
the world production as compared to the world consumption. As you
are further aware, while there iz frequently a surplus of production
above consumption for a year, and sometimes two years in succession,
yet, on the other hand, we have years when the world production is
less than the amount required for world consumption, and that in a
period of years the production and consumption are equalized. For
instance, taking cycles of five years back over a long perlod of years,
the five-year production has, generally speaking, been about equal to
the five-year consumption. Although cotton is the most durable, the

| most easily stored, and the most easily transported of all farm com-

modities, and although the production and consumption over a period
of years has been practically equal, yet the fluctuations in the prices
of cotton have been greater than that of any other commodity, farm or
otherwise ; prices have fluctuated all the way from 4 to 40 cents per
pound in different years.

I am not telling you anything you do not know, but am slmply stat-
ing a premise, These fluctuations are frequently due to bear and
bull movements in the market. By reason of these extraordinary, unfore-
seen, and frequently inexcusable fluctuations all of you buyers are
compelled to protect yourselves by hedging, which at best is an unnatu-
ral, unsatisfactory, and expensive proposition. Another reason for the
very great fluctuations in price is the very thing which you seem to
fear with respect to farm-relief legislation—that is, dumping. In other
words, when there is a surplus above the world requirements, that sur-
plus im dumped on the market along with the balance of the crop, and
it naturally beats down the price. The purpose of this bill is to pro-
mote orderly marketing. Its purpose Is in the case of a world surplus
to provide for taking the estimated surplus off of the market and to
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feed this surplus te the market in an orderly, businesslike way, and at
a time when it will be required for consumption and thus obtain a fair
price. It may be necessary to carry this surplus a year or two years—
until such time as there is a lean-crop year and this surplus cotton ls
actually needed.

In the very nature of things, Instend of helping the cotton growers,
ft would be very harmful to the cotton growers of America for the
board provided in the bill to dump 40 or 30 per cent of the crop on
the foreign market at a time when it was not needed and at whatever
price it might bring.

Even from the standpoint of yon American textile manufacturers, you
could not be hurt If such a course was pursued. There is no tariff on
cotton, except long staple, and if the cotton was sold in the Huropean
markets below the American market price plus the cost of transporta-
tion from the European market to the American market you American
consumers of cotton could easily protect yourselvea by buying the
cotton in the European market and shipping it back. However, you
will not have to even do that.

As a matter of fact, I am convinced that some such measure to
stabilize prices from year to year and during any given year will not
only benefit the cotton growers but also the cotton consumers, because
it will remove the fluctuations and the large element of risk with
which you have to contend. Of course, the cotton speculator would
not be benefited by such legislation, and is, quently, opposed to
it because he thrives upon the Auctuations in the market; that is the
reason that he frequently produces these fluetuntions.

Of course, you are chiefly concerned in the problem from the stand-
point of the manufacturer, and I have discussed it briefly from that
viewpoint. However, as a legislator and as the Representative of a
coustituency, nearly all of whom are farmers or directly dependent
thereon, I know that you are broadminded enough to concede that it
i my duoty to consider the matter also from their standpoint, I
know that you are also aware of the very sad plight of agriculture,
our basic, most necessary, and largest industry. I am primarily and
constitutionally opposed to any class legislation. However, the Fed-
eral Government has enacted class legislation in warious forms.
The chief beneficiaries of such legislation are the manufacturers.
The sad plight of the farmer is largely due to the low pur-
chasing power of his dollar—now about 65 cents when converted into
other commodities. Thiz is due to the legislation in favor of other
industries, together with the fact that the farmer, as a whole, is
unorganized, and there is no organized, systematic, or orderly market-
ing of farm products. The farmer is able to name neither the price
for which he will sell nor the price which he pays for what he pur-
chases,

Furthermore, when the farmers are all prosperous, the balance of the
country Is prosperous. When the farmer is not prosperous, about
the only Industries that are prosperous are those that are the bene-
ficiaries of protective legislation.

Under such cireumstances, 1 deem it not inappropriate that Congress
ghould give due and serious consideration to some measure that may
aid the farmer in the orderly marketing of his crop surpluses and,
consequently, stabilizing the prices of farm products. Of course, sur-
pluses can not be taken off the market or otherwise handled without
funds. Each of the bills referred to authorize an appropriation of
$£250,000,000, The Crisp-Curtis bill, which is the administration bill,
provides this appropriation without the reguirement that it be repaid
to the Government and, consequently, might be termed a subsidy. The
Aswell bill provides for the same appropriation to be loaned to the
farm organizations, but without setting up any machinery or method
by which funds could be raised to repay it, In the event said funds or
any portion thereof might be lost in the administration of the acis.
The MeNary-Haugen bill, which has the Indorsement of practically all
of the various farm organizations, Is predicated upon the idea that
the farmers do mot want and are not asking any bonus or subsidy,
but simply asking for a loan of not to exceed $250,000,000 to be used
until the system ecan be put Into operation; and then it is provided
that an equalization fee may be Imposed upon any of the basic farm
commodities as to which the act may operate, the funds raised by such
equalization fee to be used for repaying the Government and also to
establish a revolving fund for the future operation of the act; the
funds as to each commodity to be kept separate from those of the other
commodities. Another purpose of the equalization fee is to prevent
overproduction,

1 have given long and serious consideration to the agricultural
problem. I am convinced that It is the duty of Congress to take
some course that may grant relief to agriculture, Neither of the
proposed bills embodies the methods I would employ, if T was per-
mitted to name the remedy. There are features of all the bills that
I do not approve. However, I have learned this, that one Member
can not often have his exaect way. Most legislation is a matter of
compromlise—a question of give and take. In the final analysis, it
will come down to a vote for or against one and only one bill, That
issue will come this afternoon in the Senate on the McNary-Haugen
bill, with amendments, In my opinion, the final vote in the House
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will come npon the same bill, and each Member will be confronted with
the question as to whether he shall vote for that farm-relief bill,
or no farm relief. When the bill in its final form reaches that stage,
I ghall cast my vote in accordance with my conception of what is
best and what is my duty in the premises. Of course, in a letter,
I have been able to discuss this matter only in a very corsory man-
ner. Howeyer, I am inclosing for your information a copy of the
Haugen bill and of the committee report thereon, which analyzes the
various provisions of the bill, the reasons therefor, and its pur-
poses,

I shall always be glad to hear from you about any matter in which
you are interested, assuring you that I very highly regard your
long demonstrated frlendship and loyalty, and shall give most careful
consideration to any views which you may at any time express,

With personal regards to you and yours, I am

Cordially your friend,
Ewix L. Davis.

Mr, LANKFORD. Mr. Speaker, after the McNary bill passed
the Senate on Friday, February 11, some gentlemen gave an
interview to the Georgin papers, broadeasting the idea that the
MeNary-Haugen bill and the Orisp-Curtis bill offered the same
relief to the farmers and that the only material difference is
the equalization fee in the McNary-Haugen bill. They pictured
the equalization fee as very vicious and as sufficiently bad to
condemn any bill containing it. Thus they sought the applause
of all farmers for those who espouse the Crisp-Curtis bill in
preference to the MceNary-Haugen bill and sought to bring
ridicule and contempt upon those who support the MeNary-
Haugen bill in preference to the Crisp-Curtis bill.

The plan would work well if not questioned or if in fact the
two bills offered the same relief and the equalization fee was
as objectionable as pictured. I happen to be one of those who
are supporting the McNary-Haugen bill in preference to the
Crisp-Curtis bill and who believes that the bills are opposites
in their vital provisions and that the equalization fee of the
McNary-Haugen bill is not at all sufficiently bad to make that
bill worse than the Crisp-Curtis bill. It is my purpose, there-
fore, in these rambling, heart-broken humble remarks and ob-
servations to indicate and point out the fallacy and mistakes
of this newspaper statement.

The gentlemen in their interview are either wrong or those
supporting the McNary-Haugen bill in preference to the Crisp-
Curtis bill should receive the ridicule and contempt sought by
the interview. Let us reason just a little about the maftter.

If the Crisp-Curtis bill is for “ precisely the same purpose as
the MeNary-Haugen bill ” and would give the farmers the same
relief, and only differs in that it does not contain the equaliza-
tion fee set out in the MeNary-Haugen bill, why does practically
every Congressman from the big cities, profiteering middlemen
headguarters, manufacturing centers, and other antifarm en-
virons of the North and East support the Crisp-Curtis bill, and
why does the almost entire support of the MceNary-Haugen bill
come from the Representatives and Senators from strictly farm-
ing distriets throughout the Nation? Are the over 200 Con-
gressmen who have always heretofore voted for the farmer and
who are now for the McNary-Haugen bill all mistaken and
voting for the wrong bill? Are all the friends of the manu-
facturers, of the Wall Street interest, and of the profiteers mis-
taken and supporting a real farm relief measure through error?
Or have they all suddenly and overnight had a change of heart
and now for the first time are supporting an honest-to-goodness
farm relief measure, or are they still true to form and against
the farmer and supporting the Crisp-Curtis bill becanse it
coincides with their ideas? And are the few friends of the
farmers who are supporting the Crisp-Chartis bill fighting on the
side of the farmer or are they giving aid, comfort, support, and
strong help to the enemies of the farmer? I am wondering—
wondering who are right and who are mistaken. I think I
know. The MeNary-Haugen bill and the Crisp-Curtis bill are
vitally different in main essentials,

The McNary-Haugen bill wonld set up an organization from
friends of farmers, nominated by farmers, and appointed by the
President. The Crisp-Curtis bill would set up an organization,
not from nominees of the farmers, but of those who might be
and probably would be enemies of the farmers.

The McNary-Haugen bill authorizes taking of surplus farm
products off the market at a profitable price to the farmer. The

Crisp-Curtis bill would take the surplus farm products from
the farmer at a loss to the farmer and
production.

The MecNary-Haugen bill sets up machinery to help the
farmer get a reasonable price for his commodities at all times.
The COrisp-Curtis bill sets up machinery to buy farm products
only at a sacrifice to the farmer and specifically provides that
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these products shall, by the corporation, be dumped on the
market to beat down the farmers' prices when there is a short
crop and the farmer is about to reap a real profit.

The MeNary-Haugen bill provides a way for the farmers to
work out their own problems and get better prices at all times
and under all circumstances. The Crisp-Curtis bill specifically
provides that the farmer shall receive no help when there is an
overproduction and he needs help and provides that when the
help is given to the farmer it shall only consist of buying the
farmer’s produocts at a loss to the farmer and then later hammer
down the farmer’s prices when a good year comes.

The MeNary-Haugen bill, its supporters contend, would have
prevented prices going to the bottom in the recent cotton de-
pression, had the bill been enacted into law at the last session.
The Crisp-Curtis bill, by its express terms, could not have
operated at all during the recent cotton depression, as there
was an overproduction, and if it had operated its organization
would have only bought cotton by paying below the cost of
production.

The McNary-Haugen bill says to the farmer: We will as
best we can help you sell your products at a good price, but
if you produce too much and there is a loss in spite of our best
efforts, we may collect an equalization fee so as to make up
the money lost by us out of the fund furnished by the United
States for operating expenses; but, even then, we will collect the
money from the exporters and manufacturers of cotton, from
the wholesalers and packers of pork, and from the large dealers
in every commodity, so as to be as light on the farmer as pos-
sible, The Crisp-Curtis bill says: We will suffer no losses, we
will make plenty of profits out of buying farm products low
and selling them high, and therefore we will need no egualiza-
tion fee.

The McNary-Haugen bill authorizes only an equalization fee
to replace losses sustained in handling the farm products at a
profit to the farmer. The Crisp-Curtis bill secks a profit with-
out limit from buying farm products below the cost of pro-
duction.

The McNary-Haugen bill seeks to have the farmers, of their
own free will and accord, work together and hold down pro-
duction so as to get a reasonable profit, cause no losses, and
thus prevent an equalization fee. The Curtis-Crisp bill pro-
vides for making the farmer suffer losses at every sale made
to their organization and thus would force the farmer to cut
production because of sheer sacrifice of his produets.

Under the MeNary-Haugen bill authority is granted to buy
products at good prices and attempt only to dispose of them
without loss. The Curtis-Crisp bill provides for buying low
and selling as high as’possible.

The McNary-Haugen bill would seek to have the farmers
curtail their production to help the farmers, The Curtis-Crisp
bill would seek to force the farmers to curtail production and
thus enable the Curtis-Crisp organization to sell at a profit the
products previously obtained from the farmer.

The MeNary-Haugen bill would go far in helping the farmer
by elimination of some of the unnecessary, unconscionable
profits of the middlemen and thus giving the farmer a much
better price. The Curtis-Crisp bill would only add one more
middleman in the form of a governmental corporation with
authority of Congress to speculate on farm products.

The MeNary-Huaugen bill provides for an organization of
farmers to be operated by the farmers for the farmers. The
Curtis-Crisp bill proposes an organization, the plan and purpose
of which is approved by the enemies of the farmer, to be oper-
ated at a profit out of the farmer's products for those exploit-
ing the farmer.

To my mind, the McNary-Haugen bill is designed to be a
farmer’s relief bill, while the Curtis-Crisp bill is framed in the
interest of those profiteering on the farmer.

The McNary-Haugen bill would attempt to maintain a good
domestic market, regardless of world conditions. The Curtis-
Crisp bill would authorize operation only at a loss to the farmer,
regardless of conditions, either domestic or foreign. The Me-
Nary-Haugen bill provides for an organization the purpose of
which is to at all times help the farmer solve his problems, get
a just return for his products, and obtain for the farmer his
position of equality financially and otherwise among all peoples
of the Nation.

The Crisp-Curtis bill provides for a supercorporation or
machine set up by Congress, with an enormous amount of
money and influence, controlled by a bureau in Washington
probably made up of enemies of the farmer and with specific
powers and instructions authorizing the accumulation of large
holdings of cotton bought from the farmers at a sacrifice, to
be held as a threat against the farmers producing in abundance
and to be a menace to the prices of the farmer if he curtails
produciion so as te attempt to get a good price for his products,
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The two bills are as far different in plans, motives, and purposes
as day and night. I sincerely hope the McNary-Haugen bill will
prove a blessing to the farmer. It is not what I would like to
see enacted into law, but in a contest between it and the other
bill, to my mind, there can be no issue as to which is preferable
from the standpoint of the farmer. I have no doubt the Crisp-
Curtis bill would work successfully for many of its most ardent
supporters. I do not believe, though, it would be for the best
interest of the farmers.

One of the amnthors of the bill on several occasions on the
floor of Congress said the Crisp-Curtis bill would peg the price
of farm products at the cost of prodoetion. The only irouble,
though, is that the peg is to be put on the wrong side of the
price. The bill would put the peg on top of the price while
the corporation was buying the produet, and then at once remove
the peg and endeavor to sell at a profit. Oh, how wonderfully
the bill would be improved if it provided for putting the peg
at the ecost of production and yet provided for the price being
above the peg. The pegging or fixing of the farmers’ prices
very low and ofttimes below the cost of production has been
the farmer's ruin. Let us peg or fix his prices above the cost
of production and at a profit to the farmer.

Since the price of everything the farmer buys is fixed either
directly or indirectly very high, I favor fixing the farmer's
products at a price profitable to him. I favor pegging the
farmer’'s prices on the bottom and not on top. I favor a reason-
able minimum price with a way left open for advances above
that minimum. The Crisp-Curtis bill is price fixing, but it
fixes, instead of a minimum price, a maximum price so low as to
cause loss to the farmer and leaves the price to go lower but
not higher with the corporation as a buyer. The bill provides
for buying the farmer’s products below the cost of production
and fixes no limit to prevent the price of cotton, for instance,
going to b cents per pound or lower. The Crisp-Curtis bill, I
repeat, puts the peg on the wrong side of the price, and puts it
entirely too low.

I am author of a bill to fix a reasonable price for cotton. I
favor very much the minimum-price feature of my bill. There
is a stampede, though, for the McNary-Haugen bill, and no
other bill now has a chance of passage. Next to my bill, I
prefer the Aswell farm bill, and would gladly support it if it had
a chance of passage at this time. I do not like the equalization
fee of the MeNary-Haugen bill, and yet there are so many good
features in the bill that I am supporting it hoping that the
farmers will receive so much benefit from it as to prevent the
collection of a fee, or at least make it inconsequential,

The Crisp-Curtis bill leaves to construction and determination
too many questions, such as who is an “efficient producer,”
and so forth, all of which could be resolved against the farmer,
Again that bill does not throw enough safeguards around the
selection of its board membership.

The best law ever enacted, if left entirely in the hands of
its enemies, can be perverted, its noble purposes thwarted, and
its humane provisions made a scourge. Enemies of the Con-
stitution can, to their satisfaction, destroy any provision they
do not happen to like of that noble document by appealing
for the protection of some other provision which they think
justifies their conduct or position. The devil can guote Scrip-
ture for his purpose.

The best farm relief bill ever conceived by human intellect
in the hands of the enemy of the farmer would be as dangerous
as the best weapons of war when captured by the enemy and
turned on the original owners. In war the good general secks
to disarm and weaken the opposing force and to prevent their
capturing the guns of his own men; so in the battle for the
rights of the farmer we must not only seek to disarm the enemy
of the farmer but be sure his enemies do not capture machinery
get up by us in his behalf. Better no law than a law distorted
and used against those for whom it was designed. The Crisp-
Curtis bill leaves open the way for the abject surrender to
the enemies of the farmer of the machinery therein sought to
be set up. The Aswell bill is an improvement over the Curtis-
Crisp bill, and the McNary-Haugen bill is the best of the three
in this respect. If the Aswell bill, though, provided for buying
at a reasonable minimum price, for sufficient funds and ma-
chinery to control production and marketing and authorized
a proper board, it would be my ideal of a farm relief measure.

Mr, Speaker, I realize fully that there.are many who are
anxious to be the author only of bills which will receive
splendid and spontaneous support. It is easy to introduce a
popular bill; simply draw one along lines advocated by the
manufacturers, the profiteers, and big corporations and intro-
duce it in opposition to what is being sought by the great
majority of farmers of the country. An easier way is to
introduce one drawn by an avowed enemy of the farmer. This
kind of a bill is sure to get “ some support.”
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In my humble way of thinking the guestion of merit rather
than number of supporters ought to control. It is easy to climb
on the band wagon. I do nof think one has much reason to
rejoice, though, if he climbs into the wagon of the wrong
crowd. Neither should there be any great hilarity over the
introduction of a bill which is neither demagogic nor demo-
cratic, I fully admit bills should be sincere. Their sincerity,
though, should be in behalf of the common people.

Let me be loser in an effort to weave and entwine for the
farmer a life line rather than victor in an effort to make for
him a hangman’s noose.

Mr: Speaker, I hope the McNary-Haugen bill may prove to be
a life line for the farmers of the Nation. Those of us voting
for it are doing all we can to keep its machinery in the hands
of the farmers and their friends. Wonderful safeguards are
thrown around the activities which may be inaugurated under
the bill. A good bill in bad hands may work havoe, and much
good may come from a poor bill if administered in behalf of
the farmers., If the McNary-Haugen bill appears to its sup-
porters not to be a life line and that it may become a hang-
man's noose, we will repeal it and that at once. I feel that
the bill as it passed the Senate is not a cure-all, as its fondest
supporters believe ; neither do I believe it is & hangman's noose,
as pictured by its enemies. I am hoping and believing that it
is at least a plowline by which and through which the farmers
themselves ean manage and eontrol in their own behalf and
to their own interest prices, production, and so forth, even as
the farmers through ages past have managed and controlled
the patient mule as up and down the row went both farmer
and mule. Let us hope that the bill as passed may at least be a
plowline and that the farmers and their friends will make of it
a life line and not a hangman's rope,

I realize full well that many who voted against the bill and
are not supporting it would like to see it fail so they can de-
fend their vote. Many would have gladly forced the operation
of the bill in an offensive mauner as possible so as to vindicate
their stand against it. 1 ean not subscribe to this doctrine.
While I prefer some other bills, yet when I saw the McNary-
Haugen storm coming I felt that if the bill is to become law it
shduld be safeguarded in every way possible. I oppose the
equalization fee, but if it is to be assessed in spite of my oppo-
sition I want it to be as light as possible and really work no
hardship on the farmer.

The bill which passed the Senate and which is to become
law if signed by the President is very much better than pre-
vious bills by the same author. The fight carried on by many
of us last year to word the bill so that in no event would an
equalization fee be levied on pork raised for home use or for
sale by the farmer to the butcher shop or market has won
results, and the present bill allows the farmer to raise and sell
all the pork he wishes in his home market without any fee
whitever. Thus he will receive benefits from the bill without
bearing any of its burdens.

Again, I gladly did all I conld along with other friends of
the bill to get the measure amended in the Senate so as to
absolutely prevent any equalization fee ever being collected on’
cotton at the gin or on the sale of cotton by the farmer unless
he sells directly to a cotton manufacturer, spinner, or exporter.
It may be this fee will, in part, be passed back to the farmer.
Congressmen of manufacturing New England, however, say it
will be passed on fo the manufacturer and ultimate consumers
rather than back to the farmer. As a direct result of the
efforts of some Members of the Georgia delegation in Con-
gress the idea of equalization fees on cotton, as contained.in
my bill—H. R. 16945—is now embodied in the McNary-Haungen
bill as it passzed the Senate and as it will become law if
gigned by the President. -

The fee under the bill can only be levied, If at all, on either
sale, transportation, or processing. Here is the definition con-
tained in the bill of sale, transportation, and processing as to
cotton : !

In the case of cotton, the term * processing * means spinning, milling,
or any manufacturing of cotton other than ginning; the term * sale”™
means a sale or other disposition in the United States of cotton for
spinning, milling, or any manufacturing other than ginning, or for
delivery outside the United States; and the term * transportation™
means the acceptance of cotton by a common carrler for delivery to
any person for spinning, milling, or any manufacturing of cotton other
than ginning, or for delivery outside the United States, occurring after
the beginning of operations by the board in respect of cottom.

After the statement was given out a few days ago by those
opposing the McNary-Haugen bill and favoring the Crisp-Curtis
bill, some of the members of the Georgia delegation in the
House, who are supporting the McNary-Haugen bill, issued a
counterstatement as follows:
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At last the MeNary-Haugen bill has passed both branches of the
Congress, affording, we trust, genuine farm relief for the first time in
the history of the Government. Forty-seven Senators and 214 Repre-
sentatives, including 6 Georgia Members, voted for the bill. It now
remains for the President to deiermine the farmer’s fate.

It has been said that the board has power (o tax the producers
of cotton or hogs at will. No egqualization fee can be levied gimply
at the will of the board on any product. Anyoue who raises hogs can
slaughter and sell a wagonload every day in the week and neither he,
nor anyone to whom he sells, will be lable for payment of an egualiza-
tion fee. (Buch are provisions of sec. 15, subsec. 8.) No equalization
fee can be levied upon cotton, or other farm products, until a majority
of the farmers so desire and request. The bill includes three commodi-
ties which should be beneficial to Georgia, to wit, cotton, hogs, and
tobacco.

The board is nominated by the farmers themselves, acting through a
nominating committee, and the President must appoint one of the three
nominated in each Federal land bank district. Right of the 12 mem-
bers of the board will come from guch districts in which cotton is
produced. Virginia is In the second district, North Carolina, South
Carolina, Georgia, and Florida in the third; Kentucky and Tennessee
in the fourth; Alabama, Mississippi, and Louislana in the fifth: Mis-
souri and Arkansas in the sixth; Oklahoma and New Mexico in the
ninth ; Texas in the tenth; and California and Arizona in the eleventh,
These are all cotton-producing States and will be represented on the
board; and, therefore, 8 of the 12 members on the board will have
knowledge of and a direct interest in cotton.

The board is powerless to begin the operation or to levy an equaliza-
tion fee on any farm commodity until a majority of the farmers grow-
ing such a commodity, and a majority of the advisory council of seven
annually selected by the farmers to represent each commodity, shall
expresaly consent,

No operation or levy of equalization fee on cotton can be had (1)
until & majority of those who grow it, (2) until a majority of the
seven members of the cotton advisory council, (8) until a majority of
the board members, and (4) until a majority of members of the board
representing the Federal land-bank districts—in which more than 50
per cent of the commodity is grown—vote for it. The same rule
applies to all commodities. The operation and levy of a fre on any
commodity is purely optional with those who grow it and is for the
purpose of maintaining an operating capital to aid the farmers in
taking the surplus off the market and thereby insure a fair price fur
their cotton, hogs, and tobacco.

Mr. Speaker, I am not a supporter of the equalization-fee
idea. I do not prefer the bill that contains it to all others.
I have done all I could to get a farm. relief bill without it.
Failing in this, T have done all I could to perfect the equaliza-
tion-fee idea so it would not vitiate the entire bill.

There are many who believe that with the Government put-
ting up an enormous sum of money practically as a gift to
enable the farmers to take surplus crops off the market and
thus help his prices, there should be a plan for the farmers
to maintain and keep intact this fund so furnished by the Gov-
ernment. The equalization fee is not to raise money for the
Government. It is to raise money, if at all, to replace money
belonging to the farmer and which was furnished him by this
bill. If the farmer borrows money, through governmental agen-
cies or otherwise, he must repay the money with interest.
Under the McNary-Haugen bill the Government practically
gives the farmers an enormous sum of money to be used by the
farmers and their friends to help them get a better price for
their products. The Government does not require the farmers
as individuals to repay this money or the interest on it.

The McNary-Haugen bill simply gives the farmers, through
their representatives on the board, the right, if the farmers
wish, to replace any part of thisz fund that may be lost through
helping the farmers get a better price. If the farmers do not
like the plan, it can by them be abandoned or Congress can
repeal the law. If the equalization fee is paid by the manufac-
turer or exporter it will be to replace a loss sustained by pay-
ing the farmer a high price for his cotton, and the money will
go back into the fund operated for the farmers and in their
behalf.,

While I do not like the equalization-fee idea, I can see the
argument, though, of those who favor it. It may not be a bad
idea. I am sure it is not a monster of so frightful form as to
make absolutely bad and detestable an otherwise good farm-
relief measure.

An equalization fee paid by the manufacturers and exporters
to the farmers, to be used by them in an effort to get better
prices for cotton and other farm products, does not sound real
bad. Even if the entire thing is passed on to the shoulders. of
the farmers, then it will be a fee paid by farmers to farmers
to help farmers. The real question I am much concerned about
is whether the help that comes to the farmer will be greater
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than the burden. If as a result of this law the farmer gets an
increase of $50 per bale on cotton, and there is charged back to
him later £5 per bale on account of equalization fee, I am satis-
fied. It is purely a matter of whether or not the profit will be
greater than the expense.

1 sincerely believe that if the McNary-Haugen bill had been
in effect last year cotton never would have dropped to the low
prices which cost the farmers millions of dollars. If equaliza-
tion fees had been collected they would have been as mere
shadows when compared to the tremendous sums of money the
farmers would have saved. If the bill had not worked well,
we would have known it by this time and ready to improve it or
pass something better.

If we object to every bill that does not tally fully with our
personal views the farmers will get nothing. Every great piece
of legislation is first passed in a crude, imperfect form and then
amended unto perfection. Let us pass the best bill in sight for
the farmers and then strive unceasingly to perfect it as its
defects appear. If I did less than this I would feel I was
breaking faith with the farmers of my district and of the
Nation to whom I owe my all.

Again, let me say I object to anything that sounds like a
tax on production. Since I came to study farm relief bills
closely the very idea of an equalization fee and my opposition
to it has been ever present during the day and has haunted
me during the night, but at all times there has also loomed
enormous and foreboding the tremendous profits which are
being pocketed from the farmer's products by the profiteers of
the Nation. The outrageous profits of the speculator, profiteer,
and gambler outdistances a thousand fold any equalization fee
that ever would be charged to the farmer. The enormous
amount which the eotton farmer has just lost is gone from him
forever, except as it will be used by the big rich to erush the
farmers. To my mind, the money stolen from the farmer
annually is to the equalization fee as a mountain to a mole-
hill. Then, again, the mountain of profits taken from the
farmer is a complete loss and only enriches those who oppress
the farmer. The molehill of equalization fee if paid by the
farmer will go into the farmer's fund, operated by farmers for
the benefit of farmers.

I can not subscribe to the docirine that the egualization-fee
provisions of the McNary-Haugen bill furnishes a valid exeuse
for voting against the only farm relief bill that has a ghost
of a chance of passage at this session of Congress.

Let me say just here that I have no ill will for any one in
the matter. I am very fond of the known and the alleged un-
known authors of the Crisp-Curtis bill in the House. Our
ideas of farm relief, though, are so different until I would
feel recreant to the duty I owe my people if I did not oppose
at every opportunity the provisions of this bill. Especially
am I forced, in my humble way, to point out what to my mind
are the vicious provisions of the bill when it is held up to my
people as a farm-relief measure as good as the McNary-Haugen
bill and even better in not containing equalization-fee pro-
visions.

I favor a high minimum price for farm products. The Crisp-
Curtis bill provides machinery to buy farm products at a low
maximum price. I want to limit prices on the bottom. This
bill puts limit low and on top.

The impression has gone out through the press and otherwise
that the Crisp-Curtis bill would fix a minimum price at the
cost of production plus a reasonable profit. If it did this then
its price-fixing idea,  would be identical with mine and wounld
be accorded my hearty support. However, the bill's price-
fixing provisions are as far as possible from fixing a reasonable
minimum price. An unreasonably low maximum is the limit
fixed in the bill.

The tariff in behalf of the manufacturer fixes a high mini-
mum price for manufactured articles. The Interstate Com-
merce Commission fixes for the railroads and other utility
corporiations a profitable minimum price. The regional
banking system fixes reasonable minimum profits for national
banks. Then, why not a reasonable minimum price for farm
products? What has been done by the tariff, regional banking
system and Interstate Commerce Commission has been pointed
to as an argument in favor of the Orisp-Curtis bill. To my
mind, these governmental agencies are mighty arguments
against the Crisp-Curtis bill. What would the manufacturers
think if a Republican Congress should pass a tariff law to
help the manufacturers sell their products below the cost of
production? Even the SBecretary of the Treasury, Mr. Mellon,
who probably favors the Crisp-Curtis bill and who opposes
the MecNary-Haungen bill, would feel outraged if the tariff was
so amended as to help him sell his aluminum ware * below
the cost of production.” How would the railroads like for the
Interstate Commerce Commission to provide rates to enable
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them to operate at a loss? How popular would the regional
banking system be with the national banks if it only authorized
and carried into effect a scheme for the operation of national
banks at a loss?

Let me say in conclusion the farmers will never get a square
deal and be on a plane with the manufacturers, railroads,
banks, and others until unnecessary middlemen are eliminated
and the farmer is accorded a reasonable minimum price for
his produets such as is given others. The farmer is not seek-
ing more than other people. He is asking for justice—nothing
more.

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. Mr. Speaker and Members
of the House, in accordance with our parliamentary procedure,
I moved at the appropriate time to substitute 8. 4974 for H. R.
16470, both bills being identical in phraseology, which was
done and passed, the effect of which is to make the subject
matter of these measures law, as the Speaker and the Vice
President will sign as a matter of congressional routine, and
the President will doubtless affix his signature to such a meri-
torious bill. I should have said highly meritorious, if there
be any gradations in the merit that attaches to our legislation.
These bills are the work of the New Orleans Cotton Exchange,
which has labored assiduously to help the producer and to
further the legitimate trade and promote the welfare of those
engaged in the cotton industry, in field, factory, or mills, in
the counting room, and in transportation.

We are proud of the New Orleans Cotton Exchange and
the part it has played in the agricultural, financial, and manu-
facturing phases, or aspects, of the great southern staple. No
scandal has ever stained its escutcheon. Its record is free
from any smudge. It has an honorable pride in the service it has
given the country. It will render that same honest service in
the future. It will continue to write splendid chapters in our
agricultural history. Largely out of a desire to be in accord
with a great department of the Government and to harmonize
our aftitnde and operations with the basis on which Chicago
and New York operate the New Orleans Exchange suggested
this proposed legislation. In order to let another great body be
heard through this address, I am going to adopt the line of
reasoning pursued in a report which should be preserved.
Before permitting others to speak through my pages, let me
thank the Members of the House for their gracious attitude to
me in passing this really much-needed and beneficial legislation.

The effect of this bill, which is attached hereto and made a
part of this report, is to place the three existing cotton-futures
markets in the United States, New Orleans, New York, and
Chicago, on the same basis in the settlement of their contracts
That parity does not exist at the present time.

Prior to the passage of the cotton futures act in 1916 there
were two exchanges where contracts for future deliveries were
dealt in, located respectively in New Orleans and New York,
but these markets were radically different in their methods.
New Orleans settled its contracts upon the *commercial dif-
ferences " of the grades tendered as shown by the transactions
on its own spot market; whereas New York, which was not a
bona fide spot market, settled upon the “fixed differences™
established arbitrarily by that exchange.

When Congress passed the cotton futures act it wrote into
the law the New Orleans method of settling by * commerecial
differences” and in order to meet the radically different
methods of trading in the two future-contract markets, it pro-
vided in effect that New Orleans should continue to settle its
future contracts on the basis of the commercial differences dis-
closed by transactions on the New Orleans spot market, but
that New York should thereafter settle its future contracts on
the basis of the average commercial differences of the several
spot markets in the South designated for that purpose by the
Seeretary of Agriculture. When Chicago later established a
cotton-futures market it was directed to follow the regulations
established for the conduct of the New York exchange,

The bill 8. 4974 strikes out and eliminates from the text of
section 6 a clause, in the nature of a proviso, which, under
certain conditions, exempis a future contract market from
using the general average of the designated spot markets in
the settlement of its contracts, This exemption was intended
to apply to the New Orleans contiract for the reasons above
described.

Congress, however, notwithstanding this concession to the
New Orleans contract, intended to keep the futures contracts
markets and the spot markets in two separate and sharply
defined classes. There can be no question upon that score. In
the House report on the cotton futures act, section 6 was ex-
plained as follows:

Bection 6 provides for the settlement of contracts on the basis of
commercial differences and ‘provides machinery for ascertaining these
differences. The authority is given the Becretary of Agriculture to
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select five or more clties whereln cotton is marketed in suficient volume
to reflect accurately the value of spot cotton. The prices prevailing
in these markets shall be averaged and the average difference in value
as determined in these five or more cities is to be used as the basis of
vialue for the various grades in the settlement of contracts. The value
of the warlons grades or “ different sheet' arrived at by taking the
average figures of five or more cities rests on a broad foundation and
is relatively incapable of manipulation, as it would probably always be
more expensive to manipulate five or more spot markets than it would
be profitable to manipulate a single future market. Furthermore, any
market which permits itself to be manipulated faces the danger of
being excluded from the list of bona fide spot markets. For economie
reasons also cotton will cease to move toward a market whose prices
for the actual cotton are lower than the actual values in the other spot
markets,

Notwithstanding this explanation, Congress, as has been
stated, made an exception of future transactions “in the market
where the future transaction involved occurs and is consum-
mated, if such market be a bona fide spot market”; and pro-
vided that such contracts should be settled upon the basis of the
actual commercial differences existing in that spot market on
the sixth business day prior to the day fixed. On the other
hand, it provided if the future transactions occurred at a place
where there was no bona fide spot market, then—

the differences above or below the contract price which the receiver
shall pay for cotton above or below the basis grade shall be determined
by the average actual commercial differences in value thereof upon the
sixth business day prior to the day fixed [in the spot markets desig-
nated by the Becretary of Agriculture].

This bill simply eliminates from section 6 the clause under
which New Orleans is authorized to settle its future contracts
on the basis of the commercial differences disclosed by transac-
tions on its own bona fide spot market, with the result that in
future New Orleans, New York, and Chicago will all alike
settle their contracts on the average price prevailing in the 10
leading spot markets that are now designated for that purpose
by the Secretary of Agriculture.

The amendment is to be welcomed because it does much to
clarify the meaning of section 6, as well as being in harmony
with the spirit of the cotton futures act.

This amendment is not made to satisfy any selfish demand of
New Orleans cotton interests. On the contrary, the New Orleans
interests are showing themselves broadminded and conscious of
their responsibility to the trade as a whole in seeking to amend
seftlements on New Orleans contracts to represent conditions
in the whole Cotton Belt rather than conditions in the local
market or the territory directly tributary thereto. In fact, this
amendment to the act represents a very widespread and long-
continued demand from practically the entire cotton interests
of the South. Under the present terms of the New Orleans
contract it is possible that an unusual supply of some particu-
lar grade may exist in any year in the territory directly
tributary to the New Orleans spot market, which condition
would not prevail in the rest of the belt; and to this extent
under the present system the hedge contract of the New Or-
leans Cotton Exchange in the settlement of its grade differ-
ences, other than middling, would not accurately represent the
relative value of such a grade for the belt as a whole,

The hedge contract of the New Orleans exchange is used by
merchants in every State in which cotton is grown as a
medium of price insurance, and it can not function to fullest
efficiency and to the greatest good of the greatest number unless
it reflects commercial conditions over a territory as wide as the
entire belt in which the cotton plant grows. The spot markets
presently designated by the Secretary of Agriculture under the
act are as follows: Norfolk, Va.; Savannah, Ga.; Augusta, Ga.;
Montgomery, Ala.; New Orleans, La.; Little Rock, Ark.;
Memphis, Tenn.; Dallas, Tex.; Houston, Tex.; Galveston, Tex.

It would certainly seem a step in advance in making the New
Orleans contract represent actual commercial conditions in the
South as a whole to have its contract settlements made on the
average differences of those 10 widely scattered important and
representative spot markets rather than to have them as at
prezent seftled on the differences existing in the New Orleans
spot market alone. The interest of the producer in this sense
is identical with that of the merchant, because the merchant
must be guided in the price he pays to the producer for any
particular grade by what he can secure for that grade in the
widest markets.

It is the conviction of those who have given thought to this
question that when the amendment becomes operative it will
insure to the benefit of the producer in securing for him values
more representative of the actual grades he produces. It is
not a question of the New Orleans market not being quoted
correctly, but concerns the possibility which frequently arises
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that harvesting -conditions in the territory directly tributary
to the New Orleans market may vary widely from harvesting
conditions in other parts of the belt, thus making some par-
ticular grade or grades of cotton more or less plentiful in a
particular year in that one section, when conditions in the
remainder of the belt may be quite different.

It goes without saying that no human being has any control
over the weather at harvesting time and no one can foresee
what that may be, This is an effort to make the future con-
tract correspond more exactly to the general level of commerce
conditions over a wide expanse of territory and is another step
away from anything resembling the old system of fixed differ-
ences, which the United States cotton futures act was designed
to remove,

The indorsement of the Secretary of Agriculture is as
follows : .
JaNuary 3, 1927,
Hon. CHARLES L. McNaRY,

Chairman Committee on Agriculture and Forestry,
United States Benate.

Dear S8exaror: I have your letter of December 27, in which you re-
quest my comment on the attached bill, 8. 4974. This bill would amend
section 6 of the United States cotton futures act by striking out the
following from section 6: * in the market where the future transaction
involved occurs and is consummated, if such market be a bona fide spot
market; and in the event there be no bona fide spot market at or in
the place in which such future transaction occurs, then, and in that
case, the sald differences above or below the contract price which the
receiver shall pay for cotton above or below the basis grade shall be
determined by the average actual commercial differences in value
thereof, upon the sixth business day prior to the day fixed in accord-
ance with the sixth subdivision of section 5, for the delivery of cotton
on the contract.”

At the present time New Orleans would be the only cotton futures
market affected by this proposed change in the law. It would mean
that in New Orleans the differences above and below middling cotton
would for the purpose of settlement of future contracts be the average
commercial differences of 10 bona fide spot cotton markets which have
been designated for the purpose by the Secretary of Agriculture and
of which New Orleans is one. Under the terms of the present law
such differences used in the settlement of New Orleans future con-
tracts are based upon the actual commercial differences officially de-
termined and quoted daily by a disi ested ittee of the New
Orleans Cotton Exchange from actual sales of spot cotton in New
Orleans alone, while in the other American futures markets the average
differences of the 10 designated spot markets are used.

Members of the trade-extension committee of the New Orleans Cot-
ton Exchange have stated to this department that in their opinion the
fact that New Orleans future contracts must be settled upon New
Orleans commercial differences alone is used as an argument against
that exchange in the solicitation of business by its members, and that
they feel, therefore, that to this extent the provisions of the present
law are prejudicial to that exchange. As to this the department can
not express an opinion. From the standpoint of the administration
and operation of the cotton futures act there are certain theoretical
advantages in the use of average dilferences, and in view of all the
circumstances the department finds no reason to object to the passage
of the amendment. On the other hand, it is felt that because of its
responsibility to its members for the differences on which thelr fuoture
contracts are settled, the New Orleans Cotton Exchange has had hereto-
fore a special interest in the correctness of its guoted differences, and
that since the methods used in the quotation of differences In New
Orleans have for the most part given satisfactory results they might
well gerve as an example df their kind. &

Accordingly, while it is conceivable that this amend t, if p d
may operate to remove a disadvantage from the New Orleans market, it
is hoped that in no event will New Orleans as one of the 10 designated
markets adopt a less thorough method of quoting commercial differ-
ences or one which conforms less closely to the evident intent of the
law than that now in use.

It is not anticipated that if 8. 4974 is enacted any additional expen-
diture of funds by this department should be required.

Sincerely yours,

W. M. JArDINR, Secretary.

With reference to the second to last paragraph in the letfer
of the Secretary of Agriculture concerning the method of quot-
ing in New Orleans, the committee has the positive assurance
of the officials of the New Orleans Cotton Exchange that the
same thoroughness and vigilance in correctly quoting the New
Orleans spot market will be continued and in no way relaxed.
In addition, New Orleans, because of the added interest it will
have in the quotations of other designated markets owing to
the responsibility placed upon it by the amendment, will care-
fully cooperate to the fullest extent with Government officials
in the administration of the United States cotton futures act
throughout the South.
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[8. 4074, 69th Cong., 2d sess.]

A bill to amend and reenact an . act entitled * United States cotton
Tutures act,” approved August 11, 1916, as amended

Be it enacied, etc., That the act entitled * United States cotton
futures act,” approved August 11, 1916, as amended, be amended as
follows : , i

In section 6, after the words * established by the sale of spot cotton,”
strike out the following words: “In the market where the future
transaction involved oeccors and is consummated, if such market be a
bona fide spot market; and in the évent there be mo bona fide spot
market at or in the place in which such future transaction occurs, then,
and in that case, the said dilferences above or below the contract price
whiech the receiver shall pay for eotton above or below the basls grade
shall be determined by the average actual clal dim in
value thereof npon the sixth business day prior to the day fixed, in
accordance with the sixth subdivision of section 5, for the delivery
of cotton on the contract,” so that section 6 as amended will read as
follows :

“ @ge, 6. That for the purposes of section 5 of this sct the differences
above or below the contract price which the receiver shall pay for
cotton of grades above or below the basis grade in the settlement of a
contract of sale for the future delivery of ecotton shall be determined
by the actual commercial differences in value thereof upon the sixth
business day prior to the day fixed, in accordance with the sixth sub-
diviglon of section 5, for the delivery of cotton on the contract estab-
lished by the sale of spot cofton in the spot markets of not less than
five places designated for the purpose from time to time by the Secre-
tary of Agriculture, as such values were established by the sales of
spot cotton in such designated five or more markeis: Provided, That
for the purpose of this section such values in the sald spot markets
be hased upon the standards for grades of cotton established by the
Secretary of Agriculture: And provided further, That whenever the
value of one grade is to be determined from the sale or sales of spot
cotton of another grade or grades such value shall be fixed in acecord-
ance with rules and regulations which shall be preseribed for the pur-
pose by the Becretary of Agriculture.

Mr. HAMMER. Mr. Speaker, it has not been my purpose to
ask for any time to make a speech or extend my remarks as
to farm legislation at this session of Congress, as I presented
my views rather fully and at length as to farm legislation and
analyzed, as best I could, the farm legislation proposed in a
speech made at the last session of Congress.

But so much has been said and there is so much misunder-
standing as to the purposes and the provisions of the proposed
legislation and as the McNary-Haugen bill has not been an-
alyzed from a purely economic point of view, I believe that a
compilation of such data and facts would clearly show the
bill to be wholly in line with economic trends and tendencies at
the present time. Accordingly, I have prepared such a study.

Here permit me, Mr. Speaker, to state my indebtedness to

others and mention specifically the fact that I eonferred with |

Mr. Chester H. Gray, Washington representative of the Ameri-
can Farm Bureau Federation, who referred me to Mr, W. R.
Ogg, assistant to the director of legislation of that farm organi-
zation. He has compiled the most useful data and information
1 have yef seen on this important matter.

In my remarks I have in the main followed not only his line
of thought but have availed myself of the data which he has
so ably compiled and so generously furnished me.

It is not my purpose to put into the RECORD an essay about
the necessity of farm legislation, something everyone familiar
with econditions of agriculture has known for the last five years,
but to give the reasons why I think, in the light of preseni-day
thoughts, this is economically sound and workable,

At another hour to-day I took advantage, under the five-
minute rule, to answer as briefly and clearly as I could the
statements made on the floor during the consideration of this
bill that under the provisions of the bill an advantage would be
given to Texas over North Carolina and other Boutheastern
States.

The first portion of this statement sets forth the fundamental
principle upon which the bill is founded—namely, to bring
about real orderly marketing of farm products, so that the
farmers themselves will get the full benefits therefrom. It is

shown that the farmers at present are not gefting the full ben- |

efit of storing their crops and marketing them that demand and
supply justify because the service of storage has been taken
over by the middlemen and the farmers are forced by the pres-
ent economic conditions to dump their crops on the market
within a short time. Am explanation is made which shows

how the MeNary-Haugen bill as amended will remedy this sit-
untion and assist the farmers to secure the full value of the
products and why some remedy like this is needed.

The operation of supply and demand in fixing prices is also
discussed, and an explanation is made of why it is that supply

CONGRESSIONAL:

I think I have shown the absurdity of this contention. |
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and demand at the present time fail to bring the farmers a fair
return for ‘their’ products. There are so many’ interferences,
legislative and otherwise, with the present opération of the law
of supply and demand that something must be done to enable
the farmers to obtain eéven the price which supply and demand
justify. This statement shows how the MeNary-Haugen bill
propoges to bring about this result. It has been repeatedly
claimed that this legislation would result in overproduction,
which would defeat its purpose. My purpose is to show that
this charge, as well as various other objections which have been
offered against the proposed legislation, is incorrect. Among
the problems discussed are the effect on the prices to the con-
sumer, the operation and effects of the equalization fee, and the
effectiveness of the operation of the bill.

There seems to be general agreement that something is radi-
cally wrong with agriculture, but there still remains some dif-
ferences of opinion as te the proper remedies. The McNary-
Haugen bill represents an honest attempt on the part of the
producers themselves to solve one of the greatest fuctors in the
agricultural problem, namely, the control and disposition of
crop surpluses,

THE FUNDAMENTAL PURPOSE

The fundamental purpose of the M¢Nary-Haugen bill is to
enable the producers to market their erops in an orderly man-
ner instead of allowing the surplus to be dumped on the market
with the resultant penalizing of the producers through depres-
gion of prices. The production of a surplus and the holding of
this surplus from a period of plenty to a period of scarcity is
fundamental to the maintenance of modern civilization. This is
pointed out very clearly in Efficient Marketing for Azriculture,
by Prof. Theodore Macklin, of the University of Wisconsin:

The holding of sorplus supplies from periods of plenty for use dur-
ing seasons of little or no production is one of the most fundamental
services known to human as well as animal ingenuity.

* * * From the most ancient times the storing of food has been
an earmark of the degree of civilization. Barbarians have lived from
hand to mouth through countless ages while civilized man has laid up
against the day of natural scarcity a “mnest egg" from the periods of
plenty.

* & * Without the holding of grain and other foods from summer
| and fall to winter and spring neither livestock nor people could be
| malintained through the winter and modern life as we kuow it would
| be impossible. Without the serviece of storing, man lving in the tem-

perate zomes would have to be capable either of hibernating like the

| bear, of migrating like the song bird and the water fowl, or else ceass
| to live at all. Strange to say, modern people have apparently lost
nearly all comprebension of this universal principle * * * (Count-
less ages of human experience taught man in the early stages of civi-
lization to apportion individually some of his summer bounty for use
| during the nonproductive winter that always followed the harvest. As
i In Joseph's dream of seven fat years to be followed by seven lean oncs,
| 20 throughout the progress of civilization Intelligent man has increas-
| ingly realized the necessity of adequate storing. Bat, unfortunately,
! separating the former individual who was both consumer and producer
iimo two separate individuals has also severed the contracts and re-
|

sponsibilities formerly leading to a proper appreciation of storing.
MIDDLEMEN

The producers to-day are, for the most part, not getting the
full benefits of storage which are possible for them to obtain.
Storing has been given over to middlemen who operate for
profit. It has become commercialized, with the result that the
chief gains resulting from this service acerue to the middlemen
who provide it. This fact is noted in Efficient Marketing for
Agriculture, by Professor Macklin:.

Since the difference in relative, prospective values between summer
| and winter provides the only economic opportunity for profitable stor-
| ing, the middleman who renders this service, and must pay in advance
for all goods stored without knowing what they will ultimately be sold
for, finds by experience that he must walt until after the accumula-
| tion of surplus supply upon the market has depressed prices If he
| would reserve and store at “safe " prices the normal amount required
| Tor winter useé,
= o * 7Tn periods of declining prices, moreover, under the old
| hit-or-miss system which brought about market gluts and unavoidable
| functioned with high expense, even winder margins were expected as

a means of playing safe. Under these old conditions both the small
| middleman and the farmer were helpless because the service of stor-
| ing was not utilized to protect the primary producer, the farmer,

Whenever farmers do not take full advantage of the benefits
to be derived from storing the surplus supply and disposing
of it in a period of scareity they are unduly penalized because
of the fact that they place more of a commeodity on the market
than the immediate consumption can absorb, - . d

GET STORAOR BEREFITS
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Because farm produets are so generally harvested within short
periods and as rapidly as possible forwarded to markets where change
of ownership takes places, it is almost universal for farmers to dispose
of the bulk of their commodities at prices needlessly depressed as a
result of market glutting. (From Efficient Marketing for Agriculture,
by T. Macklin.)
; MIDDLEMEN EXACT EXCESSIVE MARGINS

Furthermore, the buyer under existing conditions often allows
an excessive margin to protect him from a possible decline in
prices. This tends further to beat down the prices received
by producers, especially in a time of glutted markets, when it
is a “buyers’ market” rather than a * producers’ market,” and
under present conditions we usually have a “buyers’ market”
rather than a “ producers’ market."

Unlesg private middlemen who now render this storing service are
able to make a profit in the long run, they must cease to operate. Their
weakness lies In the fact that “ playing snfe results in two great a
recession in prices before commodities are purchased for storing.
(From Efficlent Marketing for Agriculture, by T. Macklin.)

Inaccurate judgment on the part of the middleman, par-
ticularly when they do not have adequate facilities for obtain-
ing information as to supply and demand, may also cause them
to take wider margins in order to cover any possible losses.

Mistaken judgment under these circumstances necessitates wider
marging than might otherwise be necessary in order to ecover losses
involved. (From Efficient Marketing for Agrieulture, by T. Macklin.)

An illustration of how these conditions operate to the detri-
ment of the producer is afforded in the following statement of
Professor Macklin with reference to wool marketing:

To throw vast quantities of wool on the markets of the country
without reference to mill consumption necessarily glutted the Nation's
markets and brought seasonal depression in price to the producer.
Analysis of the wool-marketing machinery indicates that a great amount
of wool has normally been sold by farmers to local middlemen handling
very small quantities who were not equipped either in knowledge, facili-
ties, or finances to pay the farmer all his wool was worth locally,
considering what mills eventually pay for it.

Certainly it 1s no exaggeration to imply that the middlemen who store
wool and feed it to the mills have done so at prices which were in
line with the prices obtainéd by mills for their finished articles. It is
beyond question that mills purchase wool on a relatively stable cost
basis, while the middlemen storing wool buy their supply from more or
less helplessly ineflicient local dealers at a time when vast oversupplies
have depressed the current speculative prices.

PRODUCERS PENALIZED

Thus, while the production of a reasonable surplus is a desir-
able thing, the farmers are unduly penalized by price depres-
sion resulting from dumping surpluses on the market. The com-
mittee on stabilization, appointed by the British Ministry of
Agriculture, after making an extended investigation of the agri-
cultural problem, called attention to this fact in its report:

+ No onc would deny that a favorable season in which there had been
plenty of rain and sun and freedom from physical disturbances, pro-
ducing a rich and healthy crop, should be an advantage to the producer
and therefore a thing that he deslres. Nevertheless, in the existing con-
ditions of organization of the agrienltural industry it is frequently a
disadvantage to the producer and a thing that he fears. In other words,
it is true to say that there is no adequate machinery for the economical
distribution and marketing of an exceptionally abundant erop. On this
account it frequently happens that a favorable season yielding a heavy
crop leads to temporary congestion of the market and a fall in prices
so great as often to rob the producer of his profits or even to cause
the entire crop to be sold at a Toss,

Cooperative-marketing organizations have sought to solve this
problem, but they are handicapped because they are unable, in
many instances, to obtain control of the surpluses of a given
commodity and to finance its marketing in an orderly fashion.
Members of such organizations are required to bear all of the
burden incident to such deferred marketing, while nonmembers
e.cure the full market price for their product and bear none
of the burden incident to marketing the surplus.

If the problem of disposing of agricultural surpluses is to be
solved in the interest of the producers and consumers, some way
must be found to gain control of surpluses, withhold them
from the market, and finance their storage and sale in an
orderly fashion, so that all producers will share proportion-
ately in the benefits and bear their portion of the burdens
ineident to such handling. The McNary-Haugen bill provides
machinery for this purpose. Through the instrumentality of
the Federal farm board contracts may be made with farmers’
organizations or their agencies by which surpluses can be ac-
quired in times of plenty and disposed of in periods of scarcity.
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PRICE FLUCTUATIONS HAEMFUL

One of the most harmful factors in the present marketing
system is the excessive fluctuation in the prices of farm prod-
ucts. The effects of this fluctuation are far-reaching, both to
the producer and the consumer. The effect upon agriculture
of a period of serious depression of prices is more than tempo-
rary in its nature. Capital savings are often nbsorbed, leav-
ing the industry undercapitalized, and the confidence of the
farmers is seriously undermined. The social effects of a period
of depression are ably summarized in a statement by Sir Wil-
linm Ashley, quoted in the report of the commitiee on stabiliza-
tion of the British Ministry of Agriculture:

It is realized that the Industrial wastage, the deterioration of human
character which is likely to accompany any period of extreme depres-
sion, is not repaired by subsequént periods of prosperity; that depres-
sion, in fact, is never completely recovered from, but always leaves
behind it a long trail of social and economie evil, That being so,
stability on a satisfactory level is rightly becoming part of the soclal
ideal toward which the public will and are moving * * *,

Henry C. Taylor in Outlines of Agricultural Economics
states:

The movement of some part of the rural population to the cities is a
desirable thing when viewed from the broad economie standpoint of
readjustments in the supply of labor engaged in the various lines of
production. In periods of depression, however, distressful conditions
precipitate these readjustments and magnify the population move-
ment, with resulting great loss, in many instances, to those who are
forced to leave the farms. Deliberate cholee of an occupation rather
than dire economic necessity should determine who move from conntry
to city.

If our agriculture could be so stabilized that the movement from
country to city would go on year after year in a normal way, based
upon a process of enlightened and self-determined selection, which
would leave in the country the people who combine efliciency in agri-
culture with love for the open country and the ability to improve
rural life, both country and city would be betfer off. If, however,
the movement withdraws the best elements of the rural population
and if the best young men and women become dissatisfied with the
agricultural outlook and seek other occupations, leaving behind the
less capable elements of the population, this movement is fraught
with great danger to the Nation,

WHY FAEM PRICES FLUCTUATR

One of the chief causes of the fluctuation in prices of farm
products is analyzed by R. R. Enfield in his book The Agri-
cultural Crisis, 1920-1923, as follows:

When the causes of instabillty are analyzed (disregarding for the
m t the tary aspect of the question) they are found to have
their roots in a very simple fact. Food Is produced In greatest abun-
dance in summer and autumn, in good seasons rather than in bad,
whilst people consume it approximately the same rate all the yeor
round. From this fundamental disharmony between supply and demand
there is no eseape; peither Is there any escape from the inexorable
law which connects the price of a commodity in a free market with the
quantity of it available for purchase. Hence the Inherent instability
of any agricultural system. Hence half the economic problems which
hedge around agricultural enterprise, and balf the difficultics, perplexi-
ties, or disappointments which harass the poor farmer in his efforts
to make a living.

A similar analysis is also set forth by Professor Macklin in
his book Efficient Marketing for Agriculture:

Production, on the other hand, is very variable, depending as it does
on seasonal and other influences over which the producer has no con-
trol. Hence the continual instability of prices.

These conditions alter agriculture in practically all its branches, so
much so that they sharply distinguish the economie basis of agricul-
ture from that of almost any other industry; many of these are able
to adjust supply to demand with a considerable degree of nicety (in
many cases they merely produce to order), so that in normal times
manufacturers can look forward with confid to bly stable
prices. This adjustment in agriculture is very much more difficult.
On this account farmers have tended to treat these price fluctuations
as inevitable, to regard each crop as in the nature of a speculation, and
to ignore the possibility of organizing the distribution and sale of farm
produce, in & manner which would minimize their harmful results,

Those who advocate letting things alone and trying to do
nothing are severely scored by Mr. Enfield:

Nature, unfortunately, does not manage her affairs on principles of
economic harmony, and those who would propose an agricultural policy
whilst still adhering to the belief in the free play of economic forces are
thus confronted with a hopeless dilemma, for such a policy must, how-
ever it is framed, lead to a continnance of these price fluctuatlons for-
ever—so long as winter follows summer and summer winter,
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BTABILIZING PRICES

The McNary-Haungen bill seeks to remedy this situation by
“ organizing the distribution and sale of farm products” so that
the supply of the product may flow to market in just the quan-
tities which can be absorbed at reasonable prices. Its pro-
ponents do not seek to obtain exorbitant prices but to stabilize
prices on a general profitable basis.

Hxperiments have demonstrated in the past that it is possible
to stabilize the price to a large extent by controlling the flow
of the surplus to market. Professor Macklin in his book cites
a notable example in the case of creamery butter:

While only 10 per cent, approximately, of the year’s output of
creamery butter is held in storage from surplus to deficit the steadying
influence which the storage of this butter exerts on prices is truly
remarkable. Before storage facilities were perfected and utilized for
holding butter, prices fluctuated on an average 120 per cent (U. of
Wis. Ag. Exp. Sta, Bulletin 270, p. 87). With the development of
storage and the operation of speculation, extreme fluciuation in price
hag been greatly reduced. Prices nelther rise nor fall as they for-
merly did.

This reduction in pries fluctuntion to one-third of the former range
attended by benefits of adequate supply to consumers throughout the
year and of greater service of storing which costs only about 1.9 cents
per pound for the butter actually stored. Inasnruch as one-tenth of the
butter only is stored and this portion of the annual produection stabilizes
the prices for the total output, the cost may be thought of as less than
two-tenths of 1 per cent per pound, or about ome-half of 1 per cent of
the retail value.: The economic consequences of storing in this illus-
tration vastly outweigh the expense of the service. These benefits of
storing make it an essential part of the marketing system.

He also suggests a remedy tor.denllng with the surplus
problem :

Better organization which makes unnecessary the sale of surplus
products by farmers until these products are needed by consumers is
the surest solution of this problemy. This, however, calls for organiza-
tion which does not exist to any great extent. Constructive effort
demands that the time now spent in criticism of the private middle-
men be spent in creating organization capable of storing and stabilizing.

Such an organization is provided in the MeNary-Haugen bill
which would make it possible for the farmers to stabilize
prices on major farm products by storing surpluses in periods
of plenty and marketing them in periods of scarcity. The farm-
ers’ organizations would not have to handle all of an entire crop
to do this but merely the surplus as the above illustration proves.
If the surplus is marketing in orderly manner, prices will be
stabilized. The farmers' organizations alone can not do this
now, however ; first, because they do not control surplus and if
they did they would have to penalize members to the benefit of
nonmembers. Under the MeNary-Haugen bill the burden of han-
dling the surplus would be bornme by all producers and the
benefits would be shared by all producers.

If these results ean be obtained for perishable produets like
butter and eggs for which the storage period is necessarily some-
what short, how easier and how much better the chances for
service for wheat and cotton which can be safely stored for long
periods.

DUMPING CROPS ON MARKET

The following table prepared by Professor Macklin shows the
need for a system of orderly marketing of cotton by the produe-
ers in order to prevent undue depression of prices resulting from
dumping most of the erop on the market within a short period.
This table shows that over 60 per cent of the cotton is moved to
market during the months of October, November, and December,
while the consumption of cotton in those months amounts to less
than 25 per cent of the year's supply. The supply moving to
market varies during the year from 1.4 per cent of the total
supply to 22.2 per cent, whereas the consumption of eotton dur-
ing any one month of the year does not fall below 8 per cent
nor exceed 8.8 per cent of the total supply :

Cotton ginnings, movement, and consumption of cotton

Cotton | Cotton
Month m 1 | move- con-

ment ! |sumption

Per cent | Per cenl | Per cent
August_.. 6.5 L4 8.3
September. 22.6 9.5 8,0
October.... 38.9 2.0 81
November. -, 18.4 73 B4
December 7.8 17.4 8.2

1 Data from lyeau'a 1915-1916 U. 8. Department of Commerce, Burean
of Census, Bulletin 140, p. 24.

2Data from U, 8. Department of Agriculture, Bureau of Crop Estl-
mates, 1919 crop.
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Cotton ginnings, movement, and consumption of cotton—Continned

Cotton | Cotton

Month gﬁgg move- con-

ment |sumption

Per cent | Per cen 1| Per cent

Sy S0 Fel Ba
TUATY. s

March.__ e 4.9 87

April SHEE 3.2 8.3

ay 2.7 8.8

June....... 1.7 B4

) S RS T S N e DR 73 A 1.6 81

IRtAIV T e TSR Ko, Pty BT €100.0 1 $100.0 |  ©100.0

% Includes all ginnings for balance of season.

4 Represents 45,526,810 bales, or crops, of 1915, 1916, 1917, and 1918,

§ Represenis 11,329,755 bales of 1019 cmg.

® Represents 25,518,543 bales, or United States eotton-mill consump-
tion for years 1915-1918, inclusive.

The need for orderly marketing by the producers is also re-
flected by Professor Macklin's tables in regard to the marketing
of wool and wheat, which are as follows:

WOOL

The amount used in mills varied thronghount year only between 8
and 8.8 per cent, whereas movement of cotton to market varied from
1.6 to 22.2 per cent, and 60.8 per cent went to market in three
months—October, November, and December.

Monthly wool production and consumption in United States?

Monthly | Monthly
Months wool pro- | wool con-
duetion ? | sumption ?
Per cent Per cent
0.3 88
.1 i T
.2 87
© 9.1
1.9 0.3
129 -
33.0 Bl
357 7.9
11.6 7.8
23 84
November .. .. ______ L1 81
b .9 7.7
Total 100.0 100.0

1Data from U. 8. Department of Agriculture, Bureau of Markets, the Market
Re Vol, II, No. 24, p. 360.
* Data from National Wool Warehouse & Storage Co., Chicago.

A for years 1918 to 1920.
¢ Noglgible,

81.6 per cent sheared in three months, whereas consumption varied throughout
year only between figures 7.7 and 9.3 per cunt.

Farm movement and mill consumption of wheat?

Wheat re-
: Mill grind
Month ceipts from
farms of wheat
Per cent Per cent
July. 14.4 4.4
B TR TEE o ettt et ot e S 1 L g M ke a1 .4 9.3
Beptember = 18.7 0.3
LB, e e e R L A 16.1 10,6
November. ot 7.8 8.3
December 7.0 9.0
TROArY T el Es 4.8 7.9
February._. 2.4 6.5
T R A S A it &8
l\;;rsl‘ ............... 18 10.3
June.. L2 5.9
Total_ . 2100.0 $100.0

1Table from Grain and Flour Statistics During the War, U. 8. Grain
Corporation, pp. 28-29.

* Represents 730,061,000 bushels of wheat,

¢ Represents 539,058,000 bushels of wheat.

72.6 per cent of wheat moves to market during four months July,
August, September, and October, yet only 33.6 per cent is milled durin
this period. When the producers offer an industry 72 ger cent of a prod-
uct when they are only prepared to use immediately 33.6 per cent of it
the producers must expect depressed prices.

REGULATE FLOW TO MARKEP

It is significant that Professor Macklin's remedy for the sitna-
tion facing the wool producers contemplates the development of
a “ proper organization ” which would be able to * retain owner-
fll:lip ott their wool until needed by the mills.” Professor Mack-

states:
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Were it not for the possibility of a more comprehensive and effective
market organization this former program of speculative wool selling
might be beyond: criticilsm. Enowledge and experience accumulated to
date both show that Improved marketing methods can be praetically
developed and made to replace the old system and its inefficlency, how-
ever, The secret of the change consistz in enabling farmers to defer
the sale of their wool from shortly after clipping to the time when mills
themselves require wool for actual milling purposes. In other words,
the. producers by developing proper organization may retain ownership
of their wool until needed by mills, thus making it possible for pro-
ducers to feed the markets of the country at a rate which will prevent
market flooding, instead of selling the whole clip at one time at prices
unduly depressed hecnuse of excessive temporary market supply.
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The McNary-Haugen bill would supply the necessary assist- |

ance to the organizations of producers, by which they would be
able to so regulate the flow of the supply of their products to
market as to result in the stabilization of prices on a profitable
basis.

BENEFITS TO PRODUCERS AND CONSUMERS

Stabilization of prices would be a benefit not only to the
farmer, but to the consumer. This fact is also pointed out by
Professor Macklin in connection with his illustration in regard
to the stabilization of prices for butterfat:

To the farmer stability of price for butterfat has added greatly to
his income. Formerly he obtained the very lowest prices when the bulk
of his butterfat was sold. At present, while the price remains some-
what lower in winter than formerly, the substantial increase in sum-
mer has greatly Increased the average price for his year's sale of butter-

fat. Consumers benefit by storage because it guarantees a supply of

butter at reasonable prices, whereas formerly shortage of butter and
extremely high prices sometimes compelled strenuous economy and even
the doing without butter at times,

From Henry C. Taylor's Outlines of Agricultural Economics:

‘A higher degree of stabilization in the supply of farm products for
sale from year to year would be of benefit to the consumer as well as
to the producer.

TARIFF DOES NOT ALWAYS PROTECT

There is another aspéct of the surplus problem which must
be dealt with. The farmer not only fails to get the full value
for his produet which supply and demand justifies but he also
fails to get the same benefits from the tariff on farm products
which other groups are securing for their products. The reason
for this is that the farmer must sell at the world price of a
commodity whenever there is a surplus above the domestic
requirements for that commodity, The existence of a surplus
above domestie requirements depresses the domestic price down
to the level with the world price for that commodity. Manu-
facturers avoid this situation either by curtailed production or
selling the surplus abroad at a price cheaper than the Ameri-
can price in order to maintain the domestic price at not less
than the world price plus the tariff. This situation is ably pre-
sented in a statement credited to Vice President Dawes and
published on page 9911 of the CoNgrREsSIONAL Recorn of May
25, 1926 :

Our manufacturers are able to decrease their unit cost by an in-
creased output, the surplus of which they can seéll abroad at less than
thelr American price. Their sales at the world price do not fix their
Amerfcan price, as is the case with agriculture. This is made pos-
sible by the tariff, which within certain limits prevents foreign com-
petition In the home market. While the tariff does not interfere with
the free operation of the law of supply and demand within our country,
it does limit the supply from abroad below a certain price level deter-
mined by the import duty. This is not considered * price fixing,” mnor
is it attacked as such.

The agricultural ecconomists are proposing a device which will
enable agriculture, at its own expensc, to sell its surplus abroad at
the lower world price in order that, as with manufacturing industry,
the laws of supply and demand will operate in its larger home market
behind the tariff wall which Congress has already erected for its
theoretical benefit. This theoretical benefit they wish to be made
practical.

Ag I onderstand, the agrieultural proponents of this plan have never
guggested a governmental subgidy. This proposal hags emanated from
other sources. They have sought fair diecussion as to the economie
soundness of thelr underlying proposition. A debate, suggested by
myself, has been carried on for the past year between them and one
of the highest economic authorities of the world, Bir Josiah Stamp, of
England. For many years he has been Intrusted by the British Gov-
ernment with many of -its most important economic negotiations, in-
cluding his service as its representative on the first committee of
experts, Reparation Commission. He is now the chief executive of
the London, Midland & Scottish Railway, the largest in England.
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SURPLUS DEPRESSES DOMESTIC PRICE

| 'In the United States domestic prices of farm products, of
waich there is a surplus above domestic requirements, are based '
on the world price. Because an excess is produced the grower
is penalized in the price which he receives for the major portion
of his crop by the Cepressing effect of the surplus, which is sold
abroad at the world price. H. B. Smith in Survey of World
Trade in Agricultural Products, Bulletin No. 6, June 2, 1924

Euarope is the focal point of the world's trade in agricultural prod-
ucts. * * * Afore than 80O per cent of all the agricultural products
exported from the United States go to Europe, and nearly 70 per cent
of the total goes to the highly industrialized section of northwest Eu-
rope, including the five countries of the United Kingdom, Germany,
France, Belginm, and the Netherlands—this, together with an area less

| than one-fifth that of the United States and with a population of some
| 160,000,000 persons, as the dominant market for agricultural products

from all the surplus-prodocing regions of the world as well as from
the United States.

* % & With an exportable surplus in this country, a delivering
price in Europe Is reflected back into our own domestic price.

COOFPERATIVES MUST HAVE HELP

In order to carry out a plan of dealing with agricultural sur-
pluses, which would enable the producers to dispose of surpluses
without unduly depressing domestic prices, there must be a
central agency with power and finances sufficient to bring about
o-derly marketing. Under the existing circumstances the coop-
erative marketing associations are unable to do it. They repre-
sent only a minority of the total number of farmers in the coun-
try ; and if they attempted to buy up the surplus and dispose of
it unaided, their members would have to bear all the burden
of such an undertaking. If the surpluses were sold abroad at
a lower world price, the cooperatives selling such surpluses
abroad would bear all the burden of removing the depressing
effect of the surplus on domestic prices, while the nonmembers
who stay out of the cooperatives and sell their product in the
domestic market would reap all the benefits and bear none of
the burden. The effect of this wounld be to prevent nonmembers
from joining the ecoperatives and to drive out from membership
the present members. In other words, it would mean the ruin of
cooperative marketing organizations attempting such a program
unaided under existing eonditions.

GOVERNMENT AID IS PROPER

It is a proper function of the Government to aid the farmers
in marketing their products in an orderly fashion, so that they
may be able to attain equality of bargaining power with other
groups. Mr. Macklin states:

Modern marketing is so complex that an umplre is necessary. By
getting up this umpire, bowever, and In providing information to be
upsed as the basis of fixing standards and of enforcing them, the Gaov-
ernment necessarily rejects the plan of leaving individuals and groups
to shift for themselves in a hit-or-miss, unregulated scheme of com-
petition.

OTHER GOVERNMENTS DO IT

The experiences of other governments has demonstriated the
wisdom of giving proper assistance in order to promote equality
of opportunity instead of leaving everything to individual effort.
Professor Macklin states:

Fortunately, we have the benefit of experiments of different govern-
ments that have followed a policy of leaving everything to individuals
as contrasted with a program of attempting to provide equality of
opportunity for all. The results of these historieal experiences have
amply demonstrated that human welfare is protected and fostered most
when government exercises its authority to provide equality of oppor-
tunity by restraining those whose actions are harmful to others and by
educating all to higher planes of effort and competitive relations. This
has been particularly the case in the marketing of farm products.

GOVEENMENT UMPINE

The McNary-Haugen bill, through the agency of the Federal
farm board, would supply an agency through which the efforts
through orderly marketing of more than 12,000 farmers’ associ-
ations in the United States could be aided and promoted
and through which the Government might serve as an umpire
to bring about equality of bargaining power between the pro-
ducers and the purchasers and a more equitable adjustment of
supply and demand.

FICTITIOUS PRICES NOT AIMED AT

One of the objections to the MeNary-Haugen bill which is
most frequently heard is that it constitutes an attempt fo inter-
fere with the operation of the law of supply and demand and
that it endeavors to create fictitions prices by arbitrary methods.
This criticism is false both in its assumption and in its
conclusion.
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Some of the extremists among those who make this criticism
say that there is nothing that the Government.can do.more
than it 18 doing already to relieve agriculture. They say, let
the farmers alone, and if they will work hard, reduce the cost
of production, and apply business methods, then the normal
operation of economic laws will effect eventually a readjust-
ment. There are two fallacles in this argument: The first is
that agriculture, the basie industry of this country, may be
submerged as it has in certain other countries before this
far-off readjustment, which is supposed to take place through
the normal operation of economic laws, comes about. Henry C.
Taylor in Outlines of Agricultural Economics states:

For those who see economic forces from a long-time point of view
only, and who see agriculture as a food supply only, this hoped for long-
time swing which, in their opinion, will raise agricultural prices rela-
tively to the prices of other products, may suffice. But those who see
agriculture as miilions of homes of American citizens where growing
familles should be fed and clothed, sheltered, and educated, and who
see economic forces in action from day to day ruining the prospects
of millions of the coming generation can not patiently wait but must
insist uron relief that will save this generation of farm people and
give more than a shadowy hope for the farmers of the next generationm,

BUFPLY AND DEMAND

The second fallacy is that while theoretically the normal
operation of economic laws would effect a readjustment if
allowed sufficient time to do so, practically there are very
many things which have become established in our economic
lives which interfere with the normal operation of economic
laws. The supply and demand would fix prices if both opercted
ideally on a theoretical basis. In our modern economic life,
however, there are very many complicating factors which must
be taken into consideration in determining what fixes the price
of a commodity. There are many restrictions or gualifying
factors which definitely affect the operation of supply and
demand. For example, the price which the farmer gets for
his product may be far below the value which the normal
operation of the total supply and the total demand would
justify because of the fact that the present marketing system
forces the farmer to place on the market within a relatively
short period the total supply, or at least a large portion of it,
which in turn abnormally depresses the price during that sea-
son because he is forced to place on the market a larger quan-
tity than can be absorbed at that time.

Henry C. Taylor in Outlines of Agricultural Economics states:

The prices of farm products are influenced by the fact that most of
the supply of a given product becomes available during a small portion
of the year, and this supply must last until the next year's supply is
ready for use. A factory manufacturing steel ralls, copper wire, or
cotton cloth may put out a continuous tlow of goods, but with most
farm products the output is intermittent. The tendency is for the price
to be low when the greatest supply becomes avallable, and high in the
period prior to the arrival of new supply. This is due to the fact that
a part of the supply must be stored, which involves the expense for
storage room, interest on the money invested in the product, and a loss
due to shrinkage,

HOW FARM PRICRS ARE FIXED

The price of the farmer's product is determined not by bar-
gaining between the farmer and the producer on a plane of equal
bargaining power, but is based primarl.ly on the ruling wholesale
prices in the central markets.

The wholesale prices are the standard in accordance with which all
other agricultural commodity prices are gauged. It is at the wholesale
markets that price fluctuations are primarily determipned. *= *= =
The prices received by the growers of farm products sold in the loeal
markets are based directly upon the ruling wholegale prices of the cen-
tral markets to which they are shipped by the local buyers. * ¢ =
(By Professor Huebner, in Agricultural Commerce, Wharton School of
Finance and Commerce, University of Pennsylvania.)

The farmers do not determine the price at which their prod-
ucts sell under existing conditions. They must take the prevail-
ing price in the central markets whether it is below the cost of
production or not. The price is not based on the cost of produe-
tion nor does the cost of production enter into the determination
of the price which the farmer receives.

The growers' cost of production does not directly determine the prices
of the great farm staples, becauge the farmers do not determine the
prices which they receive. Their position i radically different from
that of huge indusirial concerns, some of which possess sufficient mo-
nopoly power to control in a large measure the prices which they recelve
for their work. Agricultural prices are competitive and are, therefore,
influenced by the growers' costs of production only indirectly in that
failure to pay the farmers profitable prices will affect the volume of prod-
ucts produced by them. (Professor Huebner, in Agricultural Commerce.)
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EETAILERS BELL ON. “ COST-PLUS ” PLAN

Retallers. on the other hand, fix the selling price of their
goods at the delivered wholeaa!e price plus an amount sufli-
cient to bring them a profit above operating expenses. The
amount of the profit above all costs and expenses varies with
the amount of competition.. The important point is that our
present economie system is so organized that the retailer can
set a price on his product which will give him cost plus a profit,
whereas the farmer can not set the price on his product.

In the highly developed countries of modern times bargaining in
retail dealings has been almost entirely disearded. The dealer sets a
price at which he will sell, and at that price the purchaser may take
the article or leave it. The tacit understanding is that the price so
fixed shall be the current or market price, and that it shall be the same
for all customers at the shop. (F. W. Taussig, in Principles of
Economics. )

UNEQUAL BARGAINING POWER

Unequal bargaining power may enable the superior group to
gain an advantage which the law of supply and demand would
not justify. Prof. Henry (. Taylor in his book, Outlines of
Agricultural Economics, states:

The force and conditions which determine supply and demand are too
little interested. The law of supply and demand as a price regulator
does not always give satisfactory resulis. It might be made to work
much more equitably under the guidance of a commission than when
influenced by the unequal bargaining power of great distributing cor-
porations on the one hand and of the isolated unorganized producers on
the other.

The mere existence of a supply and a demand for a product
does not necessarily mean that competitive prices will result.

To say that a produet produced in guantities or left to rot on the
ground or in middlemen warehouses brings competitive prices is neither
in line with sound economics or sane business experience. Yet this
would happen if cooperative regulations are not instituted and main-
tained among successive distributors whose services are necessary to the
movement of the product. Protection through stabilized flow of com-
modities, stabilized prices, or spreading of risks is the essential object
sought by these cooperative regulations. Either this means of protec-
tion must be devised and supported by cooperation or wider margins
must be taken to cover losses incurred by price fluctuations, (Efficient
Marketing for Agriculture, by Theodore Macklin.)

LEGISLATIVE INTERFERENCES

Various legislative enactments may also affect or restrict the
operations of supply and demand. The labor supply-in the
domestic market may be curtailed by immigration laws. The
development of large reclamation projects by the Government
may result in an increased supply of agricultural produets, the
guarantee of cost plus a reasonable profit to the railroad con-
stitutes a further interference by legislative enactment with the
normal operation of supply and demand. The development of
private monopolies under governmental control, and regulation
of rates and services in the case of telephone and telegraph
services, power, gas, and other publie-service companies, afford
further examples of complicating factors which affect the opera-
tion of supply and demand. The fact that supply and demand
are operative does not necessarily mean that the economic sit-
uation is fair and equitable to all parties concerned. Legisla-
tive enactments which resuit in the restriction of supply in the
interest of one group either by immigration laws or the ecreation
of private monopolies with guaranteed profits, constitute in-
equalities which are only justifiable when other equally impor-
tant or even more basic groups, are placed on a plane of
equality. y

Changes in the fluctnation in the value of the dollar can
also greatly affeet farm prices. This is pointed out by Warren
and Pearson in The Agricultural Situation.

A change in the purchasing power of the dollar makes fundamental
changes in price relationship in different ports of the channels of
trade. ®* * * The fact that deflation leaves laborers’ wages rela-
tively high to other things is known by many persons, * * =

When prices double, those who formerly lent money continue to re-
celve only half its former wvalue. This can not be sald to be due to
supply and demand. ~

Bupply and demand remain in adjustment at the consumer’s prices,
but when inflation or deflation occur the farm prices are often more
influenced by the change in the general price level than by changes in
supply and demand, * * *

Severe agricultural depression is an Inevitable result of rapid
deflation.

AGRICULTURE ASKS FOR EQUALITY

Agriculture simply seeks to be placed on plane of equality

with other groups in this country. It does not ask that the
law of supply and demand be set aside by attempting to set up
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artificial price stimulation. It asks no Government subsidy.
It does not ask the Government to be a purveyor of farm crops
and plunge into socialism. It merely asks for equality of oppor-
tunity to market its products in an orderly fashion, with equal
bargaining power with all other groups in such manner as to
secure the full value of those products. Agriculture is not even
asking the Government to do all of this for it nor seeking a
panacea for all its ills through legislative enactment. It does
contend, however, that it is a proper and necessary function of
Government to assist in creating conditions that will make it
possible for the producers themselves to gain equal bargaining
power and equality of opportunity with other groups, particu-
larly when other groups have received special governmental as-
sistance either directly or indirectly which have given them an
economic advantage over agriculture. To secure this equality of
bargaining power and equality of opportunity and to obtain for
their products the full value thereof, and to place agriculture on
an economic equality with other groups of this country are the
fundamental purposes sought to be accomplished through the
Mc¢Nary-Haugen bill. The Government is not asked to cure all
the farmers' ills in this bill, but it is simply asked to give
legitimate assistance which will enable the farmers to help
themselves out of the difficulties into which they have been
placed through the inequalities and favoritism which have been
created by class legislation.

MINIMUM OF GOVERNMENTAL INTERFERENCH

The machinery with which these purposes would be carried
out through the Mc¢Nary-Haugen bill provides the minimum of
Government interference with a maximum of results. A re-
gional Federal farm board of 12 members is ereated which is

to be the coordinating agency to work with farmers’ market--

ing associations and to assist them in handling farm surpluses.
The board itself, however, does not engage in the actual busi-
ness of buying, storing, or selling farm products.

These activities are to be earried on by associations or pro-
ducers or subsidiary corporations set up by them or by other
private individuals or agencies through agreements entered
into between the Federal farm board and these agencies.
While the Federal farm board will not itself engage in the ac-
tual business of buying and selling farm products it will have
ample power to control the movement of farm products to mar-
- ket so as to promote orderly marketing, and it will have the
power to assist the farmers in removing surpluses from the
domestic markets and disposing of them in foreign markets at
the world price,

PRODUCERS SAFEGUARDED

The board will have ample powers and yet it will be so con-
stituted as to be responsible to the producers. Each Federal
loan-bank district will be entitled to one representative on the
board who is to be selected by the President from lists of nomi-
nees submitted by a district nominating committee. This com-
mittee is composed of seven members. One of them is appointed
by the Seeretary of Agriculture, two selected by a majority vote
of the heads of the agricultural departments of the States in
sald distriet, and the other four are elected by the farm organi-
zations and cooperatives. The board before beginning opera-
tions in regard to any commodity must secure the approval of
a majority of its members, of board members representing land-
bank distriets, producing more than 50 per cent of such com-
modity, of the commodity advisory council, of a substantial
number of producers’ organizations, and a majority of the pro-
ducers. In States where there are not as many as 50 per cent
of the producers of such commodity, who are members of such
cooperatives or organizations, an expression must be obtained
through a State convention of such producers. This provides
adequate protection against hasty action or against operations
opposed by the producers generally,

BURDEN EQUITABLY DISTRIBUTED

This bill also provides a plan whereby the burden of dispoes-
ing of the surplus is distributed equitably and proportionally
among all the producers and whereby all the price benefits re-
sulting therefrom are likewise equitably distributed among all
the producers. This plan contemplates the collection of a small
fee upon each unit of a commodity whenever there is a surplus
above the requirements for orderly marketing or above domestic
requirements. The amount of the fee is to be determined by

the board and is to be collected upon each unit of the commod-
ity. The point of collection may be either the transportation, the
processing for market, or the first sale in commerece of such
commodity as determined by the board. The collection of this
fee would provide a fund for the payment of losses incurred in
handling the surplus,
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WEAKNESS OF OTHER PLANS

Various other bills have been proposed which do not provide
for such a fund, and on this aceount they fail to provide ade-
quately for the possibility of losses. In these other proposals it
is proposed that the Government shall lend large sums of money
for handling the surplus and no provision is made for safe-
guarding Government funds in the event there are losses. Under
such a plan the activities of the Federal farm board would
either be so restricted in their scope in regard to preventing
any losses as to be of little real assistance to the farmers in
getting a better price for their products or the Government
would be required to pay the losses incurred in disposing of the
surplus in case there were such losses. In other words, these
plans are likely to be either ineffective or to involve Govern-
ment subsidy. The economic soundness of the MecNary-Haugen
plan, however, is that it provides a fund’ collected upon the com-
modity which would serve to pay any losses that might be in-
curred in disposing of the surplus and which would also pro-
vide added security for the Government funds advanced to the
corporations.

THE OVERPRODUCTION * BOGEY 7

Enemies of the measure have charged that it would ab-
normally stimulate production, with the result that a vast over-
supply would soon be provided which wonld utterly defeat the
aims of the measure. They base this prediction on the assump-
tion that the operations of the bill would result in increased
prices to the farmers and that larger returns would canse the
farmers to plant larger crops and this would result in overpro-
duction. The logical implication of this argument is that if we
are to do anything to help the farmer to get a better price for
his product we are doing something futile which will soon
come to naught and therefore we should do nothing for the
farmer. This is another economic theory which is predicated
upon various theoretical conditions, but whose actual operations
when put into practice would be affected by various limiting
factors, President Warren, of Cornell University, one of the
outstanding agricultural economists in this country, has stated
that he does not believe that farmers would be able to produce
very much larger quantities than at present, even if they were
to secure substantial increases in prices. He bases his state-
ment on the proposition that the majority of farmers are
already producing practically the maximum that they are able
to produce under existing conditions for some time to come.
President Warren says:

It takes a considerable period of time to increase yields per acre and
a considerable perlod of time to decrease them * * * the present
agricultural depression has been so drastic that the impetus to de-
creage production will undoubtedly occur for some time even should
the conditions improve. In other words, If conditions for farmers
should at once be decidedly Improved, we would still expect production
to continue to decline for some years * * * by that time we would
probably need the increased production. For six crop years farming
has been going through a period of agricultural depression. An immi-
nent period of shortage of farm products is unavoidable. The longer
the period of depression the longer and more violent the period of
shortage will be,

In short, I believe that if an improvement should occur in the agri-
cultural gltuation at the present time that at first It would merely
check the rate of decline in agriculture. It would be, I believe, some
years before any actual Inerease in total production wonld oeccur. If
the agricultural depression continues, a very serlous period of high
Hving costs is inevitable.

The “bogey” of “ruination” of agriculture through abnor-
mally stimulated production would seem to be a straw man, if
the coneclusions of Dr. Firman E. Bear in regard to future poten--
tial supply and demand are correct. He is credited in The Fer-
tilizer Review, August, 1926, as stating:

Congldering the problem of food production in the United States as
a national gquestion, the best interests of both consumers and pro-
ducers can be served by maintaining our production at a point suffi-
ciently high to meet our own needs and to afford a fair exportable
surplus.

Another statement made by Dr. Firman E. Bear, who is head
of the department of soils of the Ohio State University, in a
prepared address entitled “ The coming need for soil fertility,”
is as follows:

“Our present estimated food surplus is enough to feed about
20,000,000 people,” asserted Doctor Bear. * By the year 1940 this sur-
plus will have disappeared unless higher ylelds are produced, more
acres are put under cultivation, more horses are replaced by tractors
ind automobiles, or our national diet is fundamentally changed. If
the corn borer continues its advance through the Corn Belt, the date
of using up our surplus may not be so far ahead. If the years 1926
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and 1927 are as unfavorable for wheat as 1916 and 1917, we shall be
compelled to import more wheat than we export or to eut down our
bread ration. We ean grow more corn and wheat, but have we any
guarantee that the food production of this country will keep ahead of
the demand of our constantly growing population? "

BAFEGUARDS AGAINST OVERFRODUCTION

Another factor which would enter into the situation would
be the operation of the equalization fee, the largér the amount
of the surplus produced the larger must be the equalization fee
to be collected. This wounld have a stabilizing tendency on
production, and yet the farmer would get the fullest possible
net return for the amount produced, which economic conditions
justify even when a large crop may necessitate ap increase in
the fee, but his return would be less than in a year of smaller
production ordinarily.

In other words, the operation of the equalization fee and the
orderly marketing of farm products throughout the year so as
to prevent glutting of the market, would tend to stabilize the
whole indusiry of agriculture on a sound economic basis on
which the farmer would get his full share of the benefit of the
operation of supply and demand and of market conditions, and
he would not take more of his fair share of the punishment for
raising more than the world can consume.

A further restricting factor in preventing extreme overpro-
duction would be the operations of the commodity advisory
conneil, who are authorized to confer with the board and to
cooperate with it in advising producers and their associations
in the adjustment of production. With this coordinating ma-
chinery in operation which is anthorized and directed to keep
advised of market conditions, supply and demand, and so forih,
and with the stabilizing influence of the equalization plan, as
well as the stabilizing effect of orderly marketing, the practical
result of the operation of this bill would be more likely to bring
the whole industry to a condition of stabilization on a sound
economic basis rather than to further increase the disparity
between agriculture and other groups by stimulating an ab-
normal oyerproduction. f

COLLECTION OF FEE

The collection of this fee should not be particularly intricate,
It would be far simplier than the collection of the miscellaneous
internal taxes. In the case of coiton, wheat, and swine, it is
probable that the producer would not be conscious of the collec-
tion of this fee any more than the c¢onsumer and not as much
s0 as the consumer is in the pyramiding of prices in tariff-pro-
tected commodities. The fee on these commodities would be col-
lected probably at the point of processing,
producer—that is, the miller and the packer—would probably
include the fee as an overhead charge and distribute it between
the producer and the consumer. Thus the fee would be collected
with even more ease than the gasoline tax, and perhaps with as
much simplicity as the methods of collecting the excise tax on
tobaceo or any of the miscellaneous taxes, In the case of cotton,
a serial receipt would be issued to the producers showing his
participating interest, and whenever there would be a surplus
in the equalization fund above the needs of the board to pay for
losses and operations in handling the surplius, this excess is to
be returned ratably in serial order to the holders of these
receipts. In order to emable the board to deal with any possible
contingency, the fee is to be collected at some point where a
normal transaction is made, either the point of processing, the
transportation, or the sale in commerce, so that the collection
and accounting of this fee would invelve the minimum of inter-
ference and added burden fo the commerce in such products.

In the beginning the bill contemplates starting ont with a
limited number of commodities which, for the purposes of the
bill, are designated as * basie agricnltural commodities "—
wheat, corn, rice, swine, tobacco, and cotton. The way is open
for Congress to broaden the scope of the bill to include other
commogdities by virtue of the provision whieh requires the board

- to make a report to Congress whenever in its judgment the
conditions are such as to warrant the inclusion of another
commodity within the purview of the bill,

BOAED CAN HELP ANY FARMERS' ORGANIZATION

The board would also be enabled to render assistance to
marketing associations, which handle farm products other than
those included in the bill. The sum of $25,000,000 is to be avail-
able for loans to any farmers' marketing assoclations, whether
handling basic commodities or not, in order to assist such associ-
ation in handling the surplus of any commodity and in order to
assist it in the purchase or construction of storing or processing
facilities for such commodities. Such loans are to bear 4 per
cent interest and may be amortized over a 20-year period.

A revolving loan fund of $250,000,000 would be provided by a
Federal appropriation. The integrity of this fund is protected

n which case the-
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by the equalization fund as well as the usual facilities which
could be provided. An appropriation of $500,000 for administra-
tive expenses would also be provided.

WILL PARMERS OPPOSE EQUALIZATION FEE?

Some opponents of the MeNary-Haugen bill contend that they
could not support the equalization fee and that they could not
vote for it on the ground that it would be unpopular with the
farmers generally, They say that it would be a tax on the
farmers which would reduce the net return to the farmer by
the amount of the fee. If the equalization fee were a tax,
there would perhaps be some ground for this fear, because a
tax i3 a sum collected by the Government from its citizens for
the support of some governmental function.

The equalization fee, however, is merely a sum collected upon
each unit of a commodity to finance the marketing of the
surplus in such a manner as to bring about a larger net return
to the producer on the total amount of his crop than he would
otherwise have received if no equalization fee had been col-
lected and if the surplus had been allowed to be dumped on
the market, so as to depress the price received for the entire
crop.

It does mot seem reasonable to assume that a farmer would
object to the payment of an equalization fee which would
mike possible the marketing of the surplus, so as to bring him
a better price for his entire crop. The equalization fee is used
for paying the cost of marketing of the surplus, so that the
entire crop will bring a better price and the farmer receive a
larger net return.

Ample safeguards, however, are provided in the bill by which
the farmers can prevent the board from beginning operation
and collecting equalization fee, so that if a situation should
arise in which the producer opposed the collection of the fee
they would be able to prevent it. Objections to this legislation
are no longer made, because the farmers are not compelied to
take advantage of its provisions unless a majority of them so
determine. The farmers may terminate the operations of the
bill at any time through the Federal farm board, which they
have a hand in appointing in their nominations to the President.

EQUALIZATION FEE SOCND IN PRINCIPLE

If there is any virtue in joint marketing as it is now
practiced in this country—and most agricultural economists
would probably concede that there is—then the collection of the
equalization fee shounld be no more objectionable to the farmers
under the operations of this bill than the collection at the pres-
ent time by farmers' marketing organizations of fees from
their members with which to finance their operations in dis-
posing of the crop of their members in an orderly manner.
The equalization-fee principle is merely an extension of the
principle now followed by farmers’ organizations in charging
up to their members the cost of orderly marketing.

The essential difference between the two is that by means of
the equalization-fee principle the entire commodity bears the
burden of the disposition of the surplus, whereas in the market-
ing associations, under the present plan of operations, the mem-
bers of the associations bear all the burden incidental to dis-
posing of the surplus (where attempts to handle the surplus are
made), and the nonmembers who refuse to join the associations
receive all the benefits in price enhancement without bearing
any of the burden incident to the marketing of the surplus.

The equalization-fee principle therefore should result in
stimulating the development of orderly marketing through
farmers’' markefing organizations, because it relieves one of the
greatest hindrances that has confronted the farmers joint
marketing movement in this country, namely, the faet that
heretofore the nonmembers who stayed out of the organizations
often secured substantially the same price benefits as the mem-
bers, but the members had to bear all of the burdens incident to
orderly marketing which made possible these improved prices.

NO PRICE FIXING

Enemies of the McNary-Haugen bill also charge it with being
a price-fixing measure. This criticism, however, has no weight
when it is realized that there is not a single provision in the
measure for price fixing of any sort. There is no reference in
it to price fixing or arbitrary price levels. The fundamental
purpose of the bill is to assist the producers in attaining equal-
ity of bargaining power, so that they may secure the best price
which supply and demand and market conditions justify.

EFFECT ON COST OF LIVING

Another attack which has been made on the bill seeks to
raise up the “bogy"” of higher costs of living to the consumer.
When the opponents of the measure contend that it will bring
the producers a better price for their products they are offering
one of the strongest possible arguments which could be sub-
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mitted in support of the measure. The very fact that the ene-
mies of the bill are freely admitting this point should lead every
farmer to support this measure.
REDUCES SPREAD IN PRICES

Because it will be possible for the farmers to secure better
prices for their products, through the operation of this bill, it
does not necessarily follow that the cost of the finished product
to the consumer will be raised proportionally. The effect of
this legislation will probably be to reduce the spread between
the producer and consumer, which in many cases is unneces-
sarily great.

ORGANIZED LABOR APPROVES

Perhaps no better answer can be given to those who argue
that the McNary-Haugen bill would increase the prices of food
products to the consumers than to quote the testimony of a
representative of one of the largest and most powerful organ-
ized group of consumers of this country, namely, organized
lnbor. Mr. Edgar Wallace, officially representing the American
Federation of Labor, appeared before the House Committee on
Agriculture last spring and urged the committee to give its
approval to the McNary-Haugen bill. He told the committee
that he did not think it would result in increased prices to the
consumers, and even if it did do this that organized labor ap-
proved of the bill and were willing to bear any increased price
that might result because of the larger benefits which they
would receive if agriculture is maintained on a profitable basis.
He said that they had more to fear from great corporations
boosting the price of food products under existing conditions
than they would have from the farmers if this legislation were
passed. The following extracts are gquoted from Mr, Wallace's
statement to the committee:

It seems to me, gentlemen, that the trouble with the farmer is not
that the average price of his commodities as sold to the consumer is
not high enough. The trooble seems to be that at the time the farmer
must sell he finde the market flooded, prices depressed. Now, here is
a measure that is favored by the overwhelming majority of the farmers’
aerganizations. * * *

Now, here is a plan that has been formulated by the organizations
of the farmers. 1 do not see how it can injure any other class but
people in this country. It is unusual legislation, if you will, but there
is an unusual condition confronting us. * * *

Now, here is a measure before the House, or presented to this com-
mittee, that wonld permit the farmers, through thelr organization and
under direction of the Government of the country, to hold their prod-
uets. I believe that is the main reason for it, so that those men may
be able to hold thelr products until the prices reach the average, so
that no man shall be forced to sell on a panicky market. That would
benefit them and would injure nobody. * * *

I have sald in the past that, If beeause of the enactment of any law
it may be necessary that the workers shull pay more, why, even then
we are satisfied, but under this bill T ean not see where we would be
called upon to pay more. It 18 only an equalization bill. It Is not
even as far-reaching as the tariff is for manufacturers and industrial
producers, inasmuch as it does not definitely raise prices,

Now, gentlemen, the American Federation of Laber is in favor of this
bill and asks that it be enacted Into law. * * * To me ahd to the
American Federation of Labor it appears that this comes as near being
a solution of the farm problem as anything that bas been offered
here, ®* * *

If we want to go to the old system of laissez faire, everyone for him-
gelf, all right, but then we should repeal every kind of protection. I
am npot intending to go on record in favor of that, but if there is to
be any protection, why, then, let the farmers, whom we know are suffer-
ing, let them also have the same benefit of that protection in the inter-
est of the entire country. * * *

Let me gay this, that from the beginning of my talk—and I still have
the same impression—I feel that this bill is rather intended to keep
prices at a certain level the entire year and not that it should tend to
raise prices, raise the average of prices. My understanding of the
farmers’ difficulties has been that those who are least able to hold their
crops were the greatest sufferers, Now, here is a proposition that might
permit them to hold that crop until the average price is reached, and
they then will get about the equivalent of that which is charged the
consumer for the raw material.

Mr, Forr, But you would not object to the legislation, nnd I would
not, even though it definitely raised prices, provided that ralsing prices
wa$ necessary to produce the equivalent of living wage to the American
farmer ?

Mr. W. Absolutely not, evem though we had to help pay,
sald that many times,

Mr, F. And that, you feel, is the attitude of labor generally ?

Mr. W. That is the attitude of labor. * *

Mr. W. Mr. Fort, we would fear what mmed probable just a fow
weeks ago, that some great corporation would get hold of all the food-
stuffs, These are the ones who would raise the prices, but we have

I have
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no fear that under Government supervision, with the farmers taking
part, that this proposed law would result in undne raizsing of prices
of the food upon which we depend for our living. We have not any fear
of that. We would fear some selfish interest concerning the whole
supply and telling the farmer, then, what they shall get and telling
us what we shall pay. That has been done in many of the productive
industries. The productive industries have heen cornered that way
and we have had no say so as to what we shall receive as compensation
for our work, nor as to wbat we shall pay for the finished product.

Now, that we fear; but we do not fear a governmental body that will
be to a great extent directed by men engaged in the industry, actual
producers in the industry—that that would have such an effect upon
prices, unduly raising them.

After all, there is a law of diminishing returns, and nobody knows
that better than the farmer. Hven if they do not know the ferm, they
do know that if they raise the price too much people can not buy and
they are smothered in their own surplus.

AN ACT OF JUSTICE

The reports submitted to Congress by the House and Senate
Committee on Agriculture dealt with this question of whether
the cost to the consumers would be increased. In both reports
it was denied that the effect of this legislation would be to
greatly increase the cost of living, and it was urged that “no
one can honestly oppose an act of justice to the farmer which
remedies this situation for the sake of the infinitesimal cost it
may mean to him.”

COST TO CONSUMENRS NOT NECESSARILY INCREASED
It was also pointed out that—

8ince the war, price of wheat has fluctuated from a low point of nbout
§1 to a high point of about $2 per bushel. During the same period
the retall price of bread in leading eities in the United Btates has
varied less than § per cent, according to figures of the Department of
Agriculture,

It was also explained that the aetual cost of the raw product
is only a small part of the cost to the consumer of the finished
or processed product. The following is quoted from the report
of the committee:

Distributing costs growing larger : The cost of wheat Ig a very small
part of the cost of the loaf. The cost of raw cotton is a very small
part of the cost of the cloth. So it Is with the other staple crops. The
real cost to the consumer lies elsewhere than in the price the farmer
gete. The margin between the farmer and the consumer has approxi-
mately doulled in the case of most of the farm staple crops since the
period immediately before the war.
~ Much of the increase is due to increased wages of labor; more of it
can probably be laid to less justifiable causes. Those who oppose this
legiglation on the ground that it may increase the cost of living
apparently prefer taking the farmer’s crops from him at less than a
living price, to the more fruitful course provided in this bilL

The following table, made up of figures taken from the 1925
Yearbook of the Department of Agriculture, afford an interest-
ing comparison of the fluctnations in the price of bread to the
consumer and the price received by the farmers for wheat :

i A
estima Ave
average rvunujifn
price per | price of
Year bushel | bread per
reccived by nd
roducers mm
n Upited | weight)
Btates
b 2 PR s - 104, 4 9.9
1922 = 8.0 8.7
1923 02.4 8.7
1924 127.8 8.8
I L e O e e Ul e o e o 8 s T 0.4

FARMERF OFFER THEIR OWN REMEDY

The American farmers after devoting many years of study to
the agricultural problem have devised their own remedy in the
form of the McNary-Haugen bill. They are now asking Con-
gress to pass the necessary legislation to emable them to fry out
their plan. They believe they have a measure which is sound
economically and which will prove workable if tried. It con-
tains no provision for arbitrary price fixing or Government sul-
sidy; but it seeks to encourage the development of joiut
marketing, to give to the producers equality of bargaining power
with other groups, to assist them in securing for their produects
the prices which supply and demand and other economic factors
justify when a commodity is marketed on an orvderly basis,
and it seeks to stabilize the indusiry of agriculture on a
profitable and sound economic basis. They believe the Me- .
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Nary-Hlaugen bill will bring about these results and that the

attainment of these purposes will be a benefit not only to the

farmers but also to the consumers and the country generally.
AT THE PARTING OF THE WAYS

The United States seems to be at the parting of the ways
with respect to industry and agriculture.

Strong pressure is being exerted from industrial quarters to
bring about a national policy which would result in the crush-
ing of agricnlture to the advantage of industry. There is no
necessity for crushing either industry or agriculture and the
farmers generally appear to have no desire to build up agricul-
ture at the expense of industry. They have become aroused,
however, to the inequalities existing under present conditions
and they are asking the Government to adopt a national policy
with respeet to agriculture which will assist the farmers to
restore the industry of agriculture on a sound economic basis,
1t is geuerally conceded that the prosperity and welfare of the
Nation generally is involved in the prosperity and well-being of
agriculture. The experiences of other nations have demon-
strated over and over again the folly of building up a purely
industrial nation at the expense of agriculture. The evils re-
sulting from such a program of exploitation of agriculture for
the benefit of industry and the necessity now facing the United
States to outline a policy which will protect and promote the
agricultural industry, have been ably presented by E. G. Nourse
in the Journal of Political Economy (Vol. XXVII, No. 7, cover-

ing 1919) :
AGRICULTURE BEFORBE CIVIL WAR
L L] * - L] - L]

In general it may be said that from the time of the loosening of
British control until the time of our Civil War the position of agricul-
ture in our econonric soclety was determined largely by nalural forces
too strong to be in any considerable degree abrogated by political
interference. A few special lines of effort, such as woolgrowing on the
one hand or iron making on the other, had been manipulaied to a
certain extent, But our situation and resources were such as to make
us inevitably a dominantly agricnltural people with, however, an
increasing home supply of simple and bulky manufactures in those
lines for which raw materials were readily accessible, and a not incon-
giderable commerce,

- - - * L] L] L]
AGRICULTURE AFTER CIVIL WAR

From the Civil War forward this situation has been greatly altered.
The fighting disciples of mercantilism and Industrial imperialism have
consolidated the easy gnins of the war period and the hardly less easy
vietories which grew out of the subsequent demoralization of agricul-
ture. The homestead act and free lmmigration, to be sure, inflated
the volume of agriculture enormously; but, after the subsidence of
war prices, left it with constantly diminishing prosperity. The rail-
roads, both in their control of rates and in their intermediary services
in the disposal of public lands (to say mothing of stock subsecriptions
and contributions of right of way on the part of farmers), waxed
great at the expense of the rural class. The manufacturer, protected
by a most outrageous series of tariffs, sold high in a market of poor
country buyers the goods produced cheaply from low-priced raw mate-
rials and labor fed on cheap domestic produce. In the money markets
the farmers were given scant service at the highest rate, until their
industry showed marked signs of financial anemia.

AGRICULTURE IN SUBSERVIENT POSITION

At the opening of the twentieth century Ameriean agriculture stood
in just the same subservient position to American industrialism that
the Colonies had occupled toward England a century and a quarter
before. The Inevitable revolution to which that situation must lead
was in full progress when the European war broke upon us. The slow
realignment of prices brought about by the cessation of geographical
expansion and by the progress of cityward migration had brought
results in the way of more adequate returns to farm enterprise,
Nearly 25 years of agitation had brought reforms in the credit struec-
ture which put farming more nearly on an equality with other indus-
tries. A tortoise-paced development ¢~ rural education had paved the
way for a tolerable labor efficiency in the techmical phases of agrl-
culture, and another generation may see equal progress in the direction
of needful training for the economie organization of the industry.

L] L] L2 Ld L] - -

At the sime time industry (to which, rather than to agriculture,
went the nimble dollar of the war speculator and the mobile and newly
recruited labor forces of the war period) under the mgis of Govern-
ment protection and private aid fares forth well armed and provisioned
against the industrially devastated or politically hampered rivals which
had formerly hemmed it in. Our manvfactures have expanded enor-
mously cnder the stimulus of war. Our merchant marine has grown to
astonishing proportions., (And shall we not say to immoderate preten-
tions¥) Our financial institutions have In four years' time achieved as
many decades of advancement, The partial desertion of South Amerl-
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can and oriental markets by European nations rousez the dream of a
commercial and manufacturing future such as we had hardly dared
imagine. Mereantilist forces are quite evidently looking forward to
scoring heavily in the period which we are about to enter, Possessed
of a definite program and effective organization for achieving it, they
bid fair to claim the economic future of the United Stales for thelr
own, little disturbed by the belated proteste of less for-handed Interests,
which may find themselves thereby exclnded from their proper place in
our economle organization.

Financial and commercial interests are alveady looking forward to
the aftér-war period as one of great industrial expansion in the
* frontiers of the world” * * *

SHALL AGRICULTURE BE CRUSHED?

The United States is exhorted to throw itself into the same program
of imperialistic mercantilism which has shaped the destinies of Europe.
An economie system which has become lopsided through overdevelop-
ment * * * on its industrial side is not to be allowed to regain its
equilibrium by the restoration of its natural center of gravity, but is to
be kept from falling by heightening the speed of its motion, like a
motoreyelist on a sauncer track. We are urged to set deliberately upon
that course, whose eventual dangers have appalled even England, to
whose situation such a policy is infinitely more suited than it is to ours,
A course which, even mitigated as it was by considerations of military
self-sufficiency, has been the largest single factor in plunging Germany
down to ruin,

If America * * * should follow the lure of ships and foreign
markets and Industrial greatness without stint or limit, the future
adjostment of industries one to another in Amerlca must conform to
that ideal, and all those interests which in any way run athwart that
line of develog t must i a self-denying ordinance upon them-

| selves or be put by a strong hand back Into their humble place of
servitude.

If our manufacturers and fraders are to meet the competi-
tion of the world they must strip themselves of all hampering fin-
fluences. As we have been adjured during the war to make every
domestic sacrifice to the end that our expeditionary forces should feel
not the slightest drag upon their rush to vietory, so now those who would
fare forth to win American snpremacy in the markets of the world
demand that they shall not be checked either by the hesitancy of gov~
ernment or by the counterclaims of other interests. To further their
great mission we should be glad to squander millions, even hundreds
of millions, in the construction and maintenance of a merchant marine;
we should abate our foolish zeal to regulate husiness organizations lest
we Impair their ability to levy capital or to adopt whatever commer-
cial practice may conduce to their success in the face of foreign com-
petition, Neither the maintenance of economic standards at home nor
a living wage and decent treatment for sailors afloat must be allowed
to handicap these knights of trade so unselfishly eager to set our flag
over every commercial rampart of the world. Least of all ean they be
hampered by aught that would keep the prices of food products and
raw materials above the lowest point to which they ean by any means
be hammered.

Those interests which have in the past prospered upon cheap food
and raw materials from a depressed agriculture at home now hope to
engineer an even greater boom upon the basis of new cheap sources of
these goods in more primitive foreign lands, grandly oblivious to the
effeet which the lowering of prices would have upon Ameriean agri-
culture and wupon the domestic-consumption market. ®* * ¢ But
there are no farmer delegates at the peace table to represent the inter-
ests of the American farmer and to urge the adjustment of interna-
tional economic relations in a manner which will take account of his
proper claims when brought into competition with the European peasant
and the Asiatic coolie. The foreign missjonary of trade preaches still
from the text of tariff protection sufficlent In amount to egualize home
costs with those abroad, but when the farmer suggests the applieations
of that engaging doctrine to this business, he is told to “ go home and
slop the hogs.”

FARMERS AROUSED

The fact that farmers have voted the burdens of manufacturers' pro-
tective tariffs upom themselves year after year because psendoprotec-
tion to farm products was set down in the act as A means of throwing
“dust in the farmer's eyes" does not prove that they will continue
to wear a ring in the nose * * *,

DEMAND EQUAL BEXEFITS FOR AGRICULTURE

If manufacturing, eommereial, shipping, and financial interests are
to maintain their own advantages and secure yet new ones in the
way of tariffs, bounties, public subventions, and private privileges,
some patent, more of them disguised, then agriculture must secure
countervailing aid and support or find itself in an artificlally unfavor-
able position and steadily losing ground in the unequal struggle. Since
we have already embarked upon such a policy of industrial protection ;
since, in view of the trend of foreign action, we are probably com-
mitted to such a course; since the outlook seems even to be for a
strengthening of these politico-economic advantages for certain alert
and unbashful interests, it behooves us to ponder carefully whether
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any impairment of the present position of agriculture in the common-
wealth (or shall we say hegemony?) of callings in the United States
wonld not be a serfous misfortune.
ENGLAND'S MISTAKE
L] L ] L] - - . L

To-day England is setting seriously about th; restoration of her
agriculture, which might quite possibly have been maintained through-
out ‘with more economical results in the long run.

L L] - - - - L]

It is too late now to speculate upon what would have happened and
what would have been the ultimate balance of gaing and losses if
mankind could have resisted the intoxication of power which, since the
industrial revelution got full swing, has been causing us to lash in-
dustry to the maddest race of speculative and ill-balanced development,
putting the ear of progress in the ditch about once every 20 years—
with several hair-raising skids between the grand smashes. But as-
guredly it is not too late to urge the lords of trade to avoid a rash
determination to turn now to the virgin allurements of other countries
for agricultural conquest, and away from our own broad-bosomed land,
even though her youthful charms have become in some measure faded
by use and the passage of time. We are fast coming to the day when
such captious inconstancy will be no longer possible, and indeed the
long-run wisdom of such a procedure is already under question.

DANGERS IN OVERINDUSTRIALIZATION

Before we commit ourselves to action on the hypothesis that a highly
gpecialized industrial career for the United States, with a greater incoming
trade in farm products and a declining domestic agriculture, represents the
most economc organization of human effort upon the totality of the
world's resources, we must scrutinize the real issue with some care.
Even should prices at the moment be cheaper abroad than at home, we
should profit little if wé organize our economic system so as to get sup-
plies where costs, though now low, are increasing, whereas we might
get them permanently provided from a source at which their prices, a
modicum higher to-day, are nevertheless on a curve of diminishing costs.
The products of extractive industry which are brought from new lands
are bound to have their supply-and-demand ratio somewhat rapldly re-
adjusted toward higher prices as these centers are brought upon the
economic plane of the older lands, Contrariwisze, a country like the
United SBtates, its raub-ban checked before its natural resources had
been too seriously depleted, and lts agricultural produocers being in the
main of a remarkably high type, if given any decent chance, can keep
costs well in hand and even declining through a system of adequately
capitalized scientific farming. But this inciplent triumph of efficiency
for our agriculture as a modern indusiry is pot to be inangurated
amidst slanghtered prices, deprivation of the capital indispensable to an
advancing selence and machine technie, or a generally weak institutional
position for agriculture. Who shall say that If the hundreds of mil-
lons, the billions even, which would bhave to be épent to build and
operate ships to go to the * frontiers of the world”™ and build rail-
ways to its uttermost bound were used to relieve the capital deficiency
of our domestic agrieulture, and likewlse if this organizing skill were
turned to the captaining of our rural enterprise, they wonld not pro-
duce as great results to-day and equip us better for to-morrow’s nceds?

OUR OPFORTUNITY

The present moment proclaims its fitness as a time for stabilizing
American agriculture under a broad and far-seelng policy upon a basis of
permanent efficiency, scaled in accordance with the varied economic re-
sources of our country. We should see to It that the tragic experiences of
the abandoned farms of New England and other Eastern States and those
others of the eightles and ninetles in the subhumid region beyond the
Mississippi, shall not be repeated, mor the mournful company be in-
creased by yet others mear the margin of what has now become profit-
able use. Our national agricultural Industry was just becoming
reestablished in a position fairly harmonious with other lines of eco-
nomic endeavor when the clamor of a high cost of living threatened to
loose upon it a flood of only half-reasoned efforts toward drastic price
reduction. The public at large needs to learn that it has only recently
emerged from a period of extraordinarily cheap farm products rather
than to suppose that it is only temporarily and more or less improperly
plunged into a readily remediable situation of high-priced foed and
textiles.

EQUALITY FOR AGRICULTURE
- L ] - - L - -

Agriculture can rightly elaim no vested interest in any epeclal posi-
tion in our economiec system, but it should have full, timely, and com-
petent presentation for its side of these public Issues to which it is a
party. It should be accorded as good treatment as the “most favored”
fndustry. * * * If, with an honest desire to put out efforts where
they will effect the maximum of economic well-being for the whole
people, we act only upon the basis of a searching and far-seeing exam-
ination of the faets, we shall be able to set forth a poliey which will
enable maniufacturers to occupy the territory which they ean hold per-
manently by the strength of true economic advantage and maintain
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our agriculture on a basis of size and eflicteney capable of adequately
supporting this economic structure and of permitting its safe expansion
as our technle of living improves.

The MeNary-Haugen bill outlines a national agrienltural
poliey which seeks to give legitimate assistance to the producers
to enable them to bring about stabilization of the industry of
agriculiure on a sound and profitable basis. This measure has
the indorsement of the American Farm Bureau Federation, the
American Cotton Exchange, the Corn Belt Federation, and a
long list of other farm organizations. In addition to thelr sup-
port, it also has the indorsement of a large number of State
legisiatures and business organizations. The farmers are asking
Congress to give them a chance to try out this plan by enacting
the McNary-Haugen bill into law.

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen, I was born on
a farm, reared on a farm, and all the business out of the Con-
gress I have now is a cotton farm. I have the honor to repre-
sent a great agricultural distriet. My interest in immediate
and effective farm relief is self-evident.

Some of you know that I have devoted the primary energies
of my life for 14 years to the study of agriculture. I fully
recognize the depressed agricultural situation in the country.
I am very eager to see something done that will bring imme-
diate and effective relief. I have thought during these years
that the uitimate permanent remedy would come through co-
operatives large enough in scope to be national in their effect,
and to contain more than a majority of the producers of each
commodity, In line with that thought I have presented a co-
operiative marketing bill, which is now on the House Calen-
dar, and is known as the Curtis-Aswell bill. I want it dis
tinetly understood that this agricultural export corporation bill
is a new bill and an emergency bill. It has pothing whatever
to do with my old bill.

I have concluded that an immediate emergency relief hill
should be enacted by the Congress without waiting for the
expansion of the present cooperatives. In my earnest efforts
to do the best and right thing I cau not suppoert an equalization
fee. I can not support it, because it is my honest conviction
that it is unconstitutional and unworkable. I shall not discuss
it now, but it is worthy of notice that no producer in the agri-
cultural or industrial life of this Nation has ever been taxed
with a fee to pay the loss, and it is significant that in the entire
history of the civilized world no country has ever assessed such
a tax upon its producers.

The McNary-Haugen bill is utterly hopeless, for the reason
that should it pass both Houses and run the gauntlet of the
presidential veto it would ‘immediately be brought before the
Supreme Court of the United States on the unconstitutionality
of the equalization fee. The law would be held in the Supreme
Court very probably for several years, as all informed gentle-
men know. It is generally known that when the Haugen bill
was before the last session of this Congress several groups had
made definite plans to carry the bill, if enacted into law,
straight to the Supreme Court of the United States. If it
were passed to-day and were signed by the President, it would
be from two to three years before it could get out of the
Supreme Court and become operative, if at all

S0 recognizing the seriousness of this question, having no
campaign last summer and fall, I went to Europe and made
an extensive study in the leading countries of Eunrope where
cooperative marketing has been developed ; through the British
Isles, Scandinavia, especially in Denmark; Germany, Holland,
Belgium, and France. I went seeking to discover some facts
in those old countries that have had cooperative marketing
for half a century, some facts that would give a suggestion
as to what could be done in the United States, and I remained
in each country long enough to familiarize myself with the
actual workings of the cooperatives and what the governments
were doing for them.

I found not a single fact similar to the eonditions in the
United States. Our conditions are vastly different, and their
operations do not apply to us. I shall not dwell upon that
to-day.

I returned with the thought that the agricultural problem
in America may be stated in fwo words: Organization and
stabilization—organization of producers and stabilization of
prices. My old bill dealt with organization. I came back to
this ecity in October and went to work on a measure, having
ever in mind the stabilization of prices. I sought information
from every available source. I kept in touch with our dis-

tinguished floor leader [Mr. GagrerT of Tennessee] and Mr.
Hurr. and the other leaders on this zide for more than two
long months.
tration repeatedly.

I consulted with officials of the present adminis-
I even discussed the matter with and
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sought the advice of certain gentlemen at the other end of the
Capitol on both sides of the Chamber.

I sought information from those who I thought could think
clearly on this subject, and then I went to work to bring in a
bill which, in my judgment, would do the job, a bill free from
smoke screens, camouflage, and interminable and equivoeal
phraseology ; to bring in a bill that would not have a meander-
ing of all sorts of dark and perilous trails to reach the point,
I studied day and night to write a bill that would go directly to
the heart of relief and one that would work. This bill, H. R.
15655, is my best judgment as to what this Congress should
do speedily for definite and effective relief for the farmers
without the infamous equalization-fee sales tax on the necessi-
ties of life.

The bill is simple. I tried to write it so that the farmer in
the field as well as a Member would understand the meaning
of the language and foresee the object in view. It provides a
board, a Federal farm board, consisting of six members, ap-
pointed by the President of the United States and confirmed
by the Senate, with the Secretary of Agriculture as ex officio
member, Five of these members are each to be experienced
and skilled in producing and marketing one of the five basic
commodities named in the bill, and the sixth member, who is
to be chairman of the board, is to represent the public. So far
as I know, no other bill has given that consideration to the

publie.

This bill eliminates the councils, the traveling councils to
advise the President, and the commodity advisers, the army
of men to travel over the country at public expense. It pro-
vides that the President shall appoint these six men after
consulting with the producers of each commodity, and no re-
striction is placed upon them except that they must be skilled
and experienced in these commodities. The result is that the
operating expenses provided by this bill are not $500,000, as in
the other bills, but $250,000.

Last October when cotton was selling at 10 and 11 cents I
bought a part of the cotton produced on my farm to aid the
men producing it. I paid 1 cent a pound above the market
price of that day. I stored the cotton in the warehouse and
have it now. As soon as the price advances enough to cover
the cost of insurance and storage I shall sell it. That is exactly
the way my bill would operate.

The cotton export corporation would buy the cotton at a fair
price. I paid the men on my farm a cent above the market
price. This cotton corporation would do the same thing. It
would buy the surplus at a fair price, hold it, and sell it when
the price advances. My own small experience in the matter
illustrates precisely what my bill would do for the Nation.

This farm board, when appointed, is authorized to establish
an agricultural export corporation for each commodity; to ap-
point a board of directors consisting of five men to set it up
and put it to work to buy, to hold, to sell the surplus of that
commodity. This export corporation will proceed not to buy
at the lowest possible price to be gotten from the poor farmer,
but to buy at a reasonable price now and hold until the price
increases and sell again.

Take the case of cotton, because it is now in an emergency.
This cotton export corporation, if organized to-morrow, would
announce that it is ready to buy the surplus cotton at 15 or 18
cents a pound ; not trade down to the lowest, but to say the fair
price is 15 or 18 cents. The price of cotton would rise immedi-
ately to that level and higher. As soon as the price rises, this
export corporation will sell. The result will be that the export
corporation can stabilize the price of cotton within a limit of
1 cent, and both producers and consumers of these commodities
are praying for stabilization. I have thought this question
clearly ont and through so carefully and thoroughly that it is
my deliberate judgment—and I say it without reservation—that
if it were reasonably certain to-day that my bill would be
enacted into law, before it passes this House and the other
branch of the Congress and reaches the President for his signa-
tuore, the price of cotton. will already have reached 15 or 18
cents. The emergency would be passed and the establishment
of the corporation would not be necessary. The same principle
would apply to.the prices of the other basie commodities men-
tioned in my bill.

It is well recognized that the prices of agricultural commodi-
ties are easily affected by the weather, by rumors, and by po-
tentialities. The very fact that this great export corporation
was authorized, properly financed, given full authority, and
ready to act at a moment's notice, would be sufficient to hold
the price to a fair level.

Now, let me refer by comparison to the two bills, In the
Haugen bill it is insisted by its proponents that the main object
is to maintain a favorable domestic market without reference
to the world market.
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The greatest blessing to the southern seaboard along the
Atlantie in recent years has been the marvelous and beneficial
development of cotton mills. The whole economic life of that
great area of our country has been changed and improved.
These cotton mills in the southern section of the Atlantic sea-
board last year used 4,500,000 bales of our crop, more than
all New England combined. There are in the United States
to-day 37,426,000 spindles, many of them unemployed and many
others running half time because, including the domestic and
foreign markets, they do not have business enough to keep
them going.

If the Haugen bill should become a law and maintain a favor-
able domestic market, with a better price for cotton in America
than in Europe, it does not take any philosopher to see the
results. Unless the board should make an agreement under
the provisions of the Haugen bill, with every cotton mill in
America gnaranteeing that the loss will be paid out of the cotton
farmers’ pockets, the European cotton mills would get cotton
cheaper than the American cotton mills, and therefore these
cotton mills in America would be destroyed, because their export
trade would be taken away.

The value of the cotton manufactured goods exported by
American cotton mills within the past 10 years is $2,000,000,000.
It would be very serious for the cotton growers in America
to have our cotton mills desiroyed. The American farmer,
under the Haugen bill, would be called upon to keep every
cotton mill, every flour mill, every packing plant running full
time, and farmers, out of their pockets, must guarantee a profit
on the total operation of all such plants to the owners of those
plants, without any active voice in maintaining the honest, able,
efficient management of those plants.

Gentlemen, let me repeat what I have already said three
times. I know the agricultural conditions of this country are
in a deplorable condition; I know my own farmers are dis-
tressed and depressed, and I will not cast my vote to tax them
further with the equalization fee. [Applause.]

The Haugen bill not only is a tax bill but it proposes a most
infamous form of taxation. It proposes a sales tax on the
necessities of life. No responsible party in this country under
this Government, and no responsible party in any counfry in
the world, ever imposed a sales tax exclusively on the necessi-
ties of life: and this is what the Haugen bill does—levies a
sales tax on the things that the farmer has to sell.

In other words, the Hangen-bill supporters would have yon
believe that if you take a farmer, depressed and distressed,
and tax him, by some magic Houdini sleight-of-hand perform-
ance under the Haugen bill that tax will be transformed into
a profit. I feel that I shall be rendering my farmer constitu-
ents the highest order of service when I oppose it. [Applause.]

I remind my friends here from the South of a serious im-
pending danger to our section. The Federal farm board under
the Haugen bill would be composed of 12 men only 3 of whom
would be from the Cotton States, the other 9 wounld be from
sections seeking cheap cotton. Think of it, 9 to 3 for cheap
cotton! What can we of the South expect under a sectional
board? The lobby-driven Haugen supporters here to-day are in
a panic, afraid of their masters. They have been ordered to
drive the Haugen bill through to-night with steam-roller meth-
ods., Those of us who. are greatly concerned for our southern
cotton farmers have offered amendments to the Haugen bill
to-day providing that the equalization fee Federal tax on cotton
should not exceed $5, $10, $15, and finally $25 a bale. These
amendments by the lobby-driven Haugen supporters to-day
have been voted down, leaving the Federal farm political board
free to levy a Federal tax on cotton even in excess of $25 a
bale if it decides it needs the money, I was shocked to see
Members from the Cotton States, under the Haugen-lobby lash,
on a teller vote, go on record against this reasonable limitation
of a political board.

View this picture: I am a cotton farmer 22 miles from town.
I take 4 bales in my Ford truck to market. A shrewd and
friendly new cotton buyer is in town. He offers me three
points more than any other buyer. 1 sell to him and he, of
course, deducts, say, only $15 a bale for the equalization fee.
He continues his activities that day and buys 40 bales, deduct-
ing $600 as the egualization fee tax. He sells his cotton and
disappears that night $600 to the good. It is clear that Federal
agents and under-cover men must be at every market in
America to prevent bootlegging and stealing. This would re-
quire an army of Federal agents larger than used under the
prohibition law. All of it, under the Haugen bill, to harass
and tax the farmer for the privilege in a free country of rais-
ing cotton with his own hard labor on his own farm. I do
not believe that the honorable, high-spirited, and patriotic
farmers will tamely submit. [Applause.]
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Those of you who shout, “The Haugen bill or nothing,”
will be responsible for having no farm relief when the Haugen
bill is vetoed by the President or declared unconstitutional by
the Supreme Court. You can not escape this grave responsi-
bility. You should change your slogan to “ We demand the
Haugen bill, which is nothing.”

My friends, the bill I present does not camouflage or put up
a smoke screen. Here is a corporation that is in the market
to buy, to sell, and to stabilize the price of cotton. The same
thing would apply with equal facility to rice, to tobaecco, to
wheat, or fo corn. The conditions are different, but the effect
would be the same.

Much has been said in these long-drawn-out discussions
about overproduction. I want to pause here, gentlemen, to
remind you of a serious fact. In every country in Europe
where I studied this question I found a united, organized
movement to compel the production of food products at home.
That makes our future with. reference to exports even more
serious. In Belgium to-day they have a law prohibiting the
exportation of any food products. They reguire all bread to
contain 10 per cent of rye in order to make the Belgian people
use their own rye. In Sweden the other day they put a heavy
sales tax on all wheat imported from the United States and
Canada in order to compel their people to use the soft wheat
grown in Sweden. This plan runs straight down the line in all
Kuropean countries. The problem of overproduction in those
countries does not exist.

Germany, with all her efforts, is now producing only two-
thirds of the food she needs, but in this country overproduction
is the primary or fundamental problem. In my bill I have
proposed the most potential force that I can conceive in con-
trolling production. How? This export corporation will be
holding your surplus this year. The directors will say to the
producers of a commodity, * This is your surplus that will be
on the market next year, and if you continue to overproduce
you will destroy yourselves."” These directors would speak
with more power and more effect to the producers than any
other body that has been suggested by any other measure or
discussion, If the producers refuse to cooperate with the ex-
port corporation, the board can termindte the corporation. The
producers can thus be forced fo cooperate in the matter of
acreage reduction,

My bill has been criticized by a few of the timid and some
of the uninformed because it is said it puts the Government in
business. Well, let us see. In fhe first place, those timid gen-
tlemen in Congress and out of it who are so afraid of putting
the Government into business in agriculture, if they are in-
formed and sincere, why do they not make some move in the
Cungress to take the Government out of the railroad business,
to take the Government out of the shipping business, and to
take the Government out of big business everywhere through
the tariff? [Applause.]

The amount the Government has aided the railroads to date,
including the railroad bonds now held by the Government, is
$2,657,320,655.03. The amount the Congress has appropriated
to shipping is $3,546,431,876. Yet some genilemen who support
the billions for shipping and the railroads fear that a revolving
fund of $250,000,000 for agriculture might be a subsidy. You
can not give immediate relief, overnight relief, as you shout
for, without appropriating money to agriculture. I propose to
do it frankly in the open. [Applanse.]

If the eritics of my bill are sincere, why do they not start a
movement to take the Government out of the production end of
agriculture? We have wisely spent billions of dollars in the
past through our agricultural colleges, our experiment stations,
and extension service. Let us see about these bills in connec-
tion with the Government in business. Each of them proposes
a revolving fund of $250,000,000. Each bill proposes the same
amount and is equally effective in putting the Government into
business. I want to ask any critical gentleman this guestion:
If you are sincere in saying that the Government should do
somefthing for the immediate relief of agriculture, how can it
do anything effectively unless it does put up some money to
stabilize prices? It is the only way the Government can do
anything speedily and furnish immediate relief. The Govern-
ment can get behind the farmers and encourage them, as has
been done in Denmark for 60 years, and the farmers will build
up their own organizations; but if you are not willing to do
that slowly, but insist npon doing something overnight, you
have to put up some money, the same as you have done for the
protected interests. [Applause.]

The only difference is the Haungen bill leads you through
mysterions phraseology and in a vague, roundabout way pro-
poses to pay back this $250,000,000 sometime, somehow, and
somewhere out of an equalization fee tax to be assessed upon
the farmers by a political board and collected by Federal
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agents, The only difference, gentlemen, in the bill I present is
that without any camouflage it goes straight to the thing itself
to do the job in the open. It will work. It will accomplish the
farm relief we have talked about for all these years and with-
out a Federal tax. [Applause.]

This export corporation to be set up by my bill is a private
corporation. The bill specifically provides that the directors
shall not be considered as officers of the Government. This
export corporation is removed from the restrietions of the anti-
trust law. Why? Because then the export corporation can buy
the erop outright. In all parts of this couniry, in the corn, in
the cotton, and in the tobaceo seetions, you will find that the
farmers have put their holdings into cooperative warehonses
and have been paid 60 or 75 per cent only, while the balance
is tied up. The farmers can not gel the eash. This bill pro-
vides a plan by which this export corporation can buy those
hollt!lngs from the cooperatives outright and pay them the full
value.

My bill does not make any provision for any loans. The

farmers, as I know them, do not want any more loans. They
want cash and a reasonable price for their products. [Ap-
plause.]

Gentlemen, I beg you to consider this proposition. If we

want farm relief that will relieve ; if we want to accomplish the
thing we have been talking about here for five years; if we
are sincere, let us get behind a bill that every man who reads
may understand and recognize that it will go directly to the
heart of this great question. [Applause.]

One or two of the new lobby-driven converts to-day said that
there had been no farm organization demanding the passage of
the Aswell bill. T would like to say this, that if you will
eliminate the lobby for the Haugen bill, the professional farm
advocates in the country and in this Capitol at the expense of
the farmm, I am convinced that the Haugen bill would not
receive exceeding 125 votes in this Chamber. And if you
would give the Aswell bill one-tenth the publicity, one-tenth
the propaganda, one-tenth of the trading to agitate public sen-
timent that the Haugen bill has used, my bill would pass
almost by unanimous consent, hecause it is so clear, so definite,
g0 direet, and so effective in its provisions. [Applause.]

are the friends of the farmers in this House? Not
those who are lobby-driven in the interest of a Republican
presidential candidate in 1928; not those who talk sympatheti-
cally, but truckle to big business as they try to confuse the
sitnation on this floor to prevent action, and certainly not those
who would levy a sales tax upon the already tax-burdened
farmer in the form of an equalization fee to create a new
army of Federal job holders and tax gatherers to infest the
conntry. The real friends of the farmers here are those of us
who demand immediate farm relief that will relieve in a sound
business way, without the army of Federal tax gatherers to
harass the farmers. We demand relief now by the substitu-
tion of my bill, which is constitutional and one which all admit
would be effective and successful. [Applause.]

Mr. DEAL. Mr. Speaker, the purpose of the so-called
McNary-Haugen bill is said to be that farmers may be placed
in the same advantageous position with respect to marketing
conditions as that enjoyed by the manufacturing, fransporta-
tion, labor, and banking interests. I can see but little bearing
that banking or transportation has on the subject. As fto
labor and manufacturing—the farmer has been given every
advantage that has been accorded to these classes of ounr eciti-
zenship. It is generally admitted that agriculture has not
enjoyed the prosperity incident to other classes of society,
But will this law do that which is claimed for it. I think it
will not. .

The bill proposes to assist only those farmers who raise
wheat, corn, hogs, tobacco, rice, and cotton—six of the many
products of the soil. These products will by no means embrace
the entire agricultural interests. Probably they would involve
one-third of our agricultural population, and even among this
third the products mentioned do not represent their full pro-
duction, so that it is exceedingly difficult to determine just how
many and to what extent that number would be benefited by
the bill in question. If it embraced every kind'of agricnltural
product and could be made to function with equal advantage
to each of the products, then we might with propriety say that
it is to help the farmer. As a matter of fact, it helps a lim-
ited number of farmers, and some of these to a limited extent
only.

I desire to discuss as briefly as T may the machinery which
this bill proposes to set up in order to fix and stabilize the
market price of the six so-called basic products and to take
care of the surplus,

First, there is to be a Federal farm board, consisting of
12 members, one from each farm loan bank distriet, who are
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to receive $10,000 per year plus expenses when absent from
headquarters in the discharge of their duties. These 12 men
are to be appointed by the President of the United States, by
and with the advice and consent of the Senate, from a list of
eligibles submitted by the nominating committee for the dis-
trict. This nominating committee is to be created after this
manner: The Secretary of Agriculture within 30 days after
the approval of this act, and biennially thereafter, by and with
the advice of such farm organizations and cooperative asso-
ciations as he, the Secretary of Agriculture, considers repre-
sentative of agriculture, shall call a convention in each Federal
farm loan bank district and shall designate the number of
votes that each such organization shall have. He shall select
the time and place at which the convention is to be held and
determine the rules of procedure by which the convention may
elect members of the nominating committee. The nominating
committee selected by these organizations shall consist of seven
persons for each distriet, making in all 84 members of the
nominating committee, who shall receive a per diem not ex-
ceeding $20 and actual traveling expenses while engaged in the
service,

Each nominating committee shall meet, organize, and select
a chairman, secretary, treasurer, and such other officers as it
deems necessary. You will observe that there is no limit to
the number of persons or officers that they may select or com-
pensation they may receive, it being a matter entirely in the
judgment of the nominating committee. They must then sub-
mit to the President a list of three individuals from each
district, and from these three individuals the President must
select one as a member of the Federal farm board. Provision
is made to fill vacancies in the same manner,

Under the Constitution of the United States provision is
made that the President must select all major Federal officers
and submit their names to the Senate of the United States for
approval. This bill undertakes to qualify this provision of the
Constitution by a law which requires that the nominating com-
mittee must select the names of three persons, from whom—and
from these alone—the President may make an appointment,
subject to the approval of the Senate.

Congress, of course, has no right to amend or qualify or
change in any particular the Constitution, and so it would ap-
pear that this provision of the bill is unconstitutional. It
undertakes to set up a separate and independent government
for the fixing of farm prices and handling of farm surpluses.
It provides that farmers—and farmers only—may be employed
by the Government to inaugurate and execufe this business,
It can not be said that the members of these nominating com-
mittees are not Government officers beeause they are to execute
1 governmental function and are to be paid out of the Treasury
of the United States. 5

The 12 members of the board, having been primarily selected
by these neminating committees, and continuing to be selected
by them, will be placed under an obligation to the nominating
committees, and therefore must be expected to permit these
nominating committees to put in as much time in the service of
the Government as they desire at $20 per day and expenses,
which is practically at the rate of $10,000 per year.

In addition to this cumbersome and, I believe, illegally
functioning nominating committee, the board is empowered and
directed to create for each of the so-called basie products an
advisory council of seven persons, representative of the pro-
ducers of such commodities; these persons are to be selected
from a list submitted by the heads of the agricultural depart-
.ments of the several States within the Federal farm loan bank
district, thus adding 42 additional persons to feed upon the
farmer and the United States Government, at a per diem of
$20 and traveling expenses. There is no reason why or limita-
tion to prevent these 42 persons from remaining on duty at all
times, thus taking $10,000 a year from the pockets of the farmer
for no necessary or adequate service rendered.

Altogether there are to be 138 men, selected from agricultural
associations, to lift the farmer from his slough of despond.

Each of these three groups—the board, the nominating com-
mittee, and advisory councils—are authorized to have offices,
secretaries, clerks, statisticians, experts, lawyers, law books,
stationery, printing, with janitors, heat, lights, water, and so
forth, and if they shonld decide to add Victrolas, radios, and
pool tables, as an appendage to their offices, there is no power
or no law to prevent.

Mr. Mellon has suggested that this outfit will eost $800,000
annually. My own opinion is that Mr. Mellon's suggestion has
only scratched the surface, that during the first year it may
reasonably exceed $2,000,000, and that within 10 years—to
judge from our experience with other bureaus established by
Congress—it may well run into $15,000,000 or $20,000,000. For
instance, the Department of Labor was organized in 1914, To-
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day it is costing the Government $9,561,305 to operate. The
Department of Agriculture is costing the Government at pres-
ent $139,635,823 a year; the Depariment of Commerce, $30,-
632,847 ; and the Department of the Interior, $227,323,418. The
Children’'s Bureau, beginning with an expense of $25,000, is
now using $1,200,000 annually.

The lobbying propensities of the so-called farm organizations
have been well demonstirated in the success which they have
met, by implied threats, in driving Congressmen into the sup-
port of this so-called farm relief bill

There are many hundreds of farm organizations and cooper-
ative associations in America. With two or three exceptions,
none of them has been a success. In the end nearly all have
failed, and the deception of the farmer has been demonstrated
in that these failed organizations, under the same leaders, re-
organize under a new name and start over. But the farmer
has begun to see the light and has lost confidence in these
benefactors to such an extent that he is unwilling to support
them longer.

Finding that their jobs are about to come to an end and
that they may find it necessary to seek less lucrative positions,
these leaders have made an onslaught upon Congress with
the determination of fixing some of their number permanently,
definitely, and safely upon the Government pay roll at $10,000
each. They regard themselves as being quite as valuable as
a Congressman or a Senator, and have fixed their salaries at
the same figure, which will make these positions far more
attractive than that of a Congressman or Senator, in that they
will elect and reelect themselves to their “ jobs" without the
expense of going before the people in a general election. All
of which is done under the humanitarian cloak of helping the
farmer. Fearing lest Congress may become tired of putting
up money to support so large an outfit of useless officials
to do that which three good men could do to better advantage,
it is proposed that they be permitted to tax the farmer to
support this organization. They well know, however, that
it will not do to use the word “tax,” and so they propose to
substitute for the word “ tax” the phrase * equalization fee "—
an amount which the board and their satellites are to fix among
themselves—and when they decide that a basic product should
be brought under the operation and control of themselves,
they fix the amount of equalization fee or tax upon each farmer,
and he is compelled to pay it, whether or not he wants to.

The tax is to be collected in the discretion of these gentlemen,
who are to be the rulers of the new empire, either from trans-
portation companies, millers, or purchasers—whichever, in the
judgment of these gentlemen, will be the easiest for themselves,

This is rather a high-handed procedure, which again runs
counter to the Constitution, but what does the Constitution
matter to these genilemen who can see the end of their jobs
unless they can devise some plan by which they may use
force to maintain them. Congress alone has the right to tax,
under the Constitution, and can not delegate that power.
Neither Congress nor any other power has the right to deny
to any person the privilege of making contracts, nor has it
the right to force him into a contract against his will; yet this
is what it attempts to do, regardless of a constitutional in-
hibition. -

(Clongress has no right to tax exports or to delegate the power
to anyone else to tax exports (violation number four of the
Constitution), but that is just what it is proposed to do—to
tax the producer of the basic product in question to take care
of the losses sustained in the sale of his exported surplus. I
fancy that there will be some kind of a howl raised by such
producers when they realize that they will be denied the right
to sell their own goods except by the payment of this equaliza-
tion fee or direct tax.

I recall that in the bright leaf tobacco area of North Carolina
after fwo years' experience with their cooperative associations,
the growers refused to ship their product to the association
becaunse, not only of the excessive cost of zelling, but because
they were kept out of the use of their money for many months.
These benevolent gentlemen, known as “ co-ops.,” however,
brought suit and foreed the producers to sell their goods through
them. These contracts were limited as to time in which the
co-ops could hold the producers. The same hias happened with
the peanut grower. I recall that one season half of the gross
sale of my crop went to the co-ops, for selling. Under the
proposed McNary-Haugen bill there will be no limit as to the
time in which the producer may be held.

The farm board seems to be a self-perpetuating body. It

may call up any agricultural product and declare it to be
basie, by and with the assistance of its advizory council, and
then require the producers to pay the equalization fee or tax
determined by themselves. There have been many bureans
and boards created by Congress, but never before has it set

-
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up an organization in the interest of any class in which that
class, and that class alone, shall be absolute arbiters of those
who shall fill the executive offices; and finally, it is proposed
to take $250,000,000 out of the pockets of all of the taxpayers,
to be used in financing this special interest. Such money may
be loaned by the farm board to the farm organizations or to
cooperative associations in any amount which they may de-
termine up to and not exceeding $25,000,000. They may select
the organization to which they will lend this money; and,
so far as I can determine from the bill in question, there is
no provision requiring them to demand security for the loans,
The opportunities for graft and fraud and corruption are un-
limited. The 72 per cent of the American people, the consum-
ing proportion of our population who are to be indirectly
taxed to support this measure, are to be permitted no voice
through their representatives as to the conduct of the monop-
oly thus created; in other words, they are to be taxed arbi-
trarily and their money used to create a monopoly with the
power to place upon them such burden as it—the monopoly—
may determine, with absolutely no means by which the con-
sumer may reach the wrongdoing or unbusinesslike methods
that may be adopted by the momnopoly.

If this be constitutional, then we may as well wipe out the
Constitution and forget that such a document ever existed.
Even under the elastic general-welfare clause there can be by
no stretch of the imagination a warrant for such a procedure.

Congress has never loaned money to the banker, manufac-
turer, or the laborer. The only money loaned to the railroads
has been after the Government had spent enormous sums for
equipment and terminals, while as a war measure it took over
and operated the roads, upset and disjointed their organiza-
tions, and then returned them to the owners with the obliga-
tions for such betterments to be paid.

Such claims as an excuse for demanding that which is in
effect a subsidy are far-fetched and ridiculous; the misstate-
ments and actual falsehoods sent out in propaganda as argm-
ments for this proposed legislation have been unsurpassed and
rarely, if ever, equaled. The discredited cooperative associa-
tions and bankers with frozen credits in the Northwest are
using the farmer as a shield to get their hands into the Federal
Treasury. By threats, by logrolling, bartering, and trading
this bill may become a law; if so, we will have the most un-
constitutional, dangerous, unjust, unsound precedent ever
established, in my opinion.

It shounld be noted that several of our Northwestern States,
such as the Dakotas, Montana, and Minnesota, have been
carried off their feet with socialistic ideas, and that the two
Dakotas, with an aggregate population of something like
1,250,000 people, have practically plunged their States into
Government control of business.

They bave undertaken to operate banks, grain elevators, and
other enterprises, with the inevitable result of failure, and to
save their faces, they are constantly knocking at the doors of
Congress for financial assistance—with such success that
already two appropriation bills have been passed, extending
credits to these and other States of the Northwest, which
moneys have only partially been repaid. They have become
chronic beggars from Congress. They pay practically nothing
toward the support of the Iederal Government, and so these
demands, including the Haugen bill, mean tuking money out
of the pockets of the people of other States and giving it to them.

The proposed legislation under consideration will add some-
thing like a billion and half dollars to the necessities of life
for our consumers and quite $1,000,000 of this will come out
of the pockets of the people of my district. I resent these raids
upon our Treasury as being unjust, unfair, unconstitutional,
and without warrant. :

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, what I have worked hard
for is farm relief, yet it seems we are about to get “farm bur-
den” instead through the drive of the * wheat lobby,” the
speculators, and the packers. Honesty of purpose, devotion to
duty, and love of country, coupled with the exercise of the con-
science given us by our Maker with which to choose between
right and wrong, direct us in reaching honest convictions. I
impute to no Member or Senator anything except honest con-
vietions and earnest desires to help relieve the distressed condi-
tion of agriculture. We are all in earnest in this, and we all
recognize the problem.

EDWARDS FARM RELIEF BILL

In the first session of this Congress I introduced and have
since advoeated a bill that would have given relief. It is
Enown as the Edwards Farm Relief Bill, H. R. No. 12539, and
calls for $300,000,000 for farm relief. One-half, or $150,000,000,
of this revolving fund is proposed for the relief of the cotton farm-
ers, and it carries no tax or equalization fee. My bill was, I
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think, the first one of the farm relief bills to include tobacco as
one of the crops to be benefiled. Some of the other bills have
since been made to include tobaceo, I therefore modestly claim
the credit for the inclusion of that product, if it is finally
carried.
GEORGIA COTTOM FAIMERS FAVORED CRISP RELIEF BILL

Complying with the request of the Georgia Cofton Growers'
Cooperative Association, and believing it to be sound and wise,
I advocated and worked for the Crisp farm relief bill. It
would have given real and immediate relief to our section and
would not have fuiposed a tax or equalization fee on cotton
and other farm products. Nearly all the Georgia delegation
supported it. This bill is broad enough not only to take in a
few basic crops but all agricultural crops. I read the following :

ATLANTA, GA., January 20, 1927,
Hon. C. G. Epwarps, M. C,,
Washington, D. O.

Drar Mz, Epwarps: Like yourself I am intensely interested in the
various farm-relief measures now pending in Congress, and I am so
hopeful—for the good and benefit of our producers who are in such
distress at this time—that something constructive and beneflieial in the
way of legislation will be enacted,

I have studled all of the pending bills and believe the Curtis-Crisp
bill, as recently introduced in the House by Judge CHamLes R. Cuse,
of our own State, and in the Benate by Senator Curris, of Kansas,
contains the best prineiples and the soundest legislation for the farmers
of any of the proposed bills.

I hope you have had an opportunity to go into this bill thoronghly
by this time, as I know youn are intensely interested in doing anything
that makes for the good of the people not only of your district buk
of your State and section.

1 also wish to say that when you have completed your study of this,
along with the other bills, I trust you will find it possible to cooperate
with Judge Cuise in helping to get enacted into law the principles, at
least, of the Curtis-Crisp bill.

Assuring you that the valuable assistance you ecan render in the
matter of farm-relief legislation will be of invaluable benefit to the
farmers of this State, and thanking you for the splendid interest yon
have shown in our matters heretofore, I am, with kind personal
greetings,

Yours very truly,
J. E. CONWELL,
President-General Manager
Georgia Cotton Growers Cooperative Association.

The Savannah Press, one of the most progressive and con-
structive daily papers in our section of Georgia, in an editorial
on January 14, 1927, said:

If the Government is going to accord any relief to the farmers in the

West and South, the Curtis-Crisp bill {8 the best bill we have seen.
FARMERS AGAINST THE COTTON TAX

In the hundreds of letters I have received from farmers none
of them have advocated the idea of putting an equalization fee
on cotton. They know it is a compulsory tax with a penalty
attached if it is not paid, and they know it means confusion,
trouble, and additional expense, with no guarantee of any
resulting benefits to cotton growers. In each case they have
asked me to oppose the plan of putting a tax on cotton, hogs,
and other farm products. That I have consistently done. I
have stood consistently for tax reductions and against the
imposition of any new equalization fees and taxes that would
mean additional burdens to the people.

The Aswell bill carried no tax or fee on cotton, and, like the.
Crisp bill, it provides $250,000,000 as a revolving fund. The
MceNary-Haugen bill earried no more than that, and proposes to
keep it up by the levy of an unlimited equalization fee or tax
upon cotton and hogs, as well as some other basic crops men-
tioned therein. The Crisp bill lost out by only about 20 votes,
and I think the Recorp will show the Aswell bill lost out by
only 18 or 20 votes. These measures must have had great
merit, and one or the other of these bills would have been
enacted if they had been sponsored by Republicans instead of
southern Democrats. 1 advocated and worked hard for any
workable plan that would give relief and not impose a tax on
the farmers. Hon. Charles 8. Barrett, president of the National
Farmers' Union, is a Georgia farmer, a very able man, and,
of course, intensely interested in all that will benefit agriculture.
No one has heard of him opposing the Crisp or the Aswell bill,
nor have I heard of him advocating the MeNary-Haugen cotton
taxing bill. He has been right here off and on all through the
session of Congress, and if he had been for the cotton taxing
bill he would have let us know that fact.

The MecNary bill, which first passed the Senate and which
was the same as the Haugen bill in the House, was substituted
by a gag rule in the House for the Haugen bill. It was care-
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fully considered In the Senate. Both the Georgia Senators,
two of the ablest men in the Senate, voted against it. Sena-
tors Harmis and Groree have the interest of the people of
Georgia and of the whole eountry at heart. Outstanding Sena-
tors from the South, like Senators Herrin, of Alabama,
Breasg, of South Carolina, HarrisoN and Steruexs, of Missis-
=ippi, OvErmaAN, of North Carolina, Swaxsox and Grass, of
Virginia, and others, voted against the McNary-Haugen bill
carrying its taxes on cotton, hogs, and other farm products. It
was rushed through the House under the * gag rule,” pushed
by the “ wheat machine” and the packers, who are by its terms
gnaranteed profits. These profits will have to be paid by the
farmers who pay the equalization fees to keep up the revolving
fund. Why did they not guarantee the cotton growers a profit
and fix equalization fees also on the speculators, the manufac-
tnrers, and the packers? That was not done, and the bill
wonld not have passed had it been done. It is not right that
the farmer be taxed upon his cotton, liogs, and crops to guaran-
tee a revolving fund that the speculator, the manufacturer, and
packer might be assured profits above cost of operations,
when absolutely nothing, not even an increase in price of cot-
ton, is guaranteed to the farmers. The farnmers in some sec-
tions have been shamefully misled by demagogues, office seek-
ers, and paid lobbyists upon this question, and in some cases
have been made to believe the Haugen bill is farm relief. To
wheat growers it might be. Certainly to the cotton growers it
is roination rather than relief.

FOLLOWED SOUTHERN DEMOCRATS

As is well known Congressman Crisp, the aunthor of the
Crisp farm relief bill, for which I voted, is one of the ablest
men in the HMouse. He, like Doctor Aswerr, the author of the
Aswell bill, is a leading Southern Democrat. They are both
interested in farms and run farms. They perhaps know more
intimately the needs of the cotton farmers of Georgia and the
South than do Congressman Iaveew, of Iowa, and Senator
MoNary, of Oregon, the co-authors of the McNary-Haugen bill.
I preferred to follow the lead of my Democratic colleagues
whom I know to be earnestly interested in our problems than
the two distingnished Republicans standing sponsor for the
MeNary-Haugen cotton taxing bill. Hon, Fixis Gagrrerr, of
Tennessee, the Democratic floor leader and a great statesman,
moved to strike out the unlimited equalization fee on cotton,
which experts estimate will perhaps amount to as much as
%25 per bale, carried in the McNary-Hangen bill, but this was
voted down. The McNary-Haugen bill is known as the “ Corn
Belt” bill, It will help the wheat growers but it will not
benefit cotton growers, because there can be no tariff levied on
cotton over 60 per cent of which is exported, and besides
it will increase the price of flour and other provisions to the
southern consumers as iz so well pointed out in an editorial
from the Savannah Morning News, one of the leading and
most conservative newspapers in the South, which is as follows:

The farm relief bill I8 nearing its fate In Congress. .

Both I[fouses are debating it; and it looks like It might be passed.
It has passed the Senate, both Georgia Senators voting against it.

The latest report is that President Coolidge will sign it, although
everyone knows be is dreadfully opposed. Then the measure will be
sent to the Bupreme Court, which will hold it up untl after the
Presidential election. This will give the President a breathing spell.
It's & political move,

Commenting on the cotton: feature of the bill the Washington Post
SA¥S 1

“The plan is to be applied to cotton. Why cotton growers should
be induced to enter into this scheme i beyond comprehension. The
market for cotton can not be extended by withholding the product, Is
it intended that the proposed Federal farm board shall create an artl-
ficial shoriage of cotton for export? Amn attempt to do so would
merely result in piling up a still greater surplus. Cotton growers are
raising a sorplus already. The foreign market consumes just so much
and no more. If growers are agsured that their surplus will be cared
for by the Government Loard, they will greatly increase the output,
and will be worse off than they are now. Americans will not buy this
surplug, and neither will foreigners. Who will stand the loss? It ean
not be passed on to the nltimate American consumer, because there is
no such animal.

“When cofton growers join wheat growers in supporting the Me-
Nary-Haugen bill they merely pave the way for an increase in their own
cost of living. The price of wheat will go up, and the Southern farmer
will have to pay more for bread; but the price of cotton can not be
boosted in the same proportion. On the contrary, the price of cotton
ts very likely to be hammered down under the operation of the MeNary-
Haugen bill on account of the stimulus that will be given to over-
production. Thus the Southern planter will get the worst of it

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

3925

¢ The McNary-Haugen bill is a plan for increasing the cost of bread,
ham, and bacon to American consumers. If the plan operates success-
fully, it will have that effect.”

WILL THE COTTON TAX BE OVER %25 PER BALE?

Congressman W. C. WricHT, of Georgia, one of the ablest
men in either branch of Congress, when it was apparent the
MeNary-Haugen bill would pass the House, offered an amend-
ment that the equalization fee be limited not to exceed $5 per
bale, to safeguard our farmers against this “ gouge,” but it was
voted down by the “wheat steam roller.” He then offered an
amendment that it should not exceed $10 per bale, which was
also smothered out by the packers who are guaranteed a profit
out of the taxes that will be wrung from the cotton growers.
To see to what extreme they would go and to test them out as
to how high they expect to levy this unjust and infamous cot-
ton tax to keep up the salaries of the big organization they are
to manipulate agriculture with, the distinguished and alert
Georgian then offered an amendment to limit the cotton tax
not to exceed %25 per bale, and they voted that down. So the
“gky is the limit,” and while this tax is not to be collected at
the gin, it is compulsory and unlimited, and evidently the pro-
ponents of this “farm burden” scheme think it will be neces-
sary to tax cotton to even more than $25 per bale under the
Jowa plan. Am I right in declaring I would not vote for a bill
carrying any such burden on our farmers? I do not want to
pay the tax nor do I believe any other man interested in farm-
ing wants to pay it, especially as no guaranty is given to in-
crease or sustain the price of cotton. This same Haugen scheme
has been pending five or six years and has never had even the
slightest .influence upon the price of cotton, exeept to send it
downward. When it was apparent a few weeks ago that the
Curtis-Crisp or the Aswell bills might pass, cotton went up,
because those measures, carrying no fee or tax, are drawn to
help cotton. They would give the needed relief.

Congressman Hare of South Carolina, who is a recognized
authority on economics, who has the eonfidence and respect of
the whole Congress, offered an amendment to prevent gambling
in cotton and cotton futures by the board which is created
under the McNary-Haugen bill, and even this was voted down.
The bill provides the fee or tax shall be levied and collected,
not at the gin, but at the depot when the cotton is shipped,
or at sale for resale or when sgold for manufacture. This
is to deceive the farmer and make him think he is not paying
it, but, as a weekly newspaper, in the district which I have the
honor to represent, so aptly said: * It is merely paying the
freight at the other end of the line, instead of prepaying it.”
There is a demagogic provision in the bill, put on as a *po-
litical fire eseape " for those who voted for it, providing that
the farmers can first meet in a State convention and pass on it.
BEvidently they had some doubt as to whether the farmers want
to be taxed. Think of this kind of “dodge”! 'Then, too,
almost every lawyer of any ability in either branch of Con-
gress has convictions, deep down in his heart, as to the sound-
ness and constitutionality of the bill. Why pass a bill that
is likely to be vetoed or will be tied up in the courts? Relief
is needed now. Everyone knows the Crisp and Aswell bills are
not only workable but they are sound and constitutional, and
each of them give just as much money—=$250,000,000—to the
farmers as the wheat bill authorizes. The farmers are
heavily burdened now, yet it is proposed, in the Iowa plan,
that they lift themselves by their own * boot straps.” The
McNary-Haugen bill provides they shall, out of their poverty
and bankruptey, in order to relieve themselves, submit to an
unlimited tax on their cotton which, under the aection of the
House in voting down the amendments to limit the fees, can be
in excess of $25 per bale, in order that the losses from the
revolving fund may be made good.

Made good by whom? By the farmers of Georgia and other
cotton-growing States. What for? To pay high salaries to 12
members of the board who are to get $10,000 and expenses each,
not to speak of the horde of inspectors and salary * leeches™
that will be put on under this legislation to collect the cotton
and hog taxes and to administer this monstrons hydra-headed,
tax-sucking farm-burden bill, It is estimated by the best
actuaries of the country that it will cost over $£1,000,000 the first
year to get it organized and to try to administer it. It never
will work and while it might give a temporary impetus to
prices, it will prove a failure and will bring trouble and dis-
appointment in the end. I want something done that will
help more than hurt them. I hope earnestly that we may yet
work out something that will give immediate relief. All other
industries, the railroads, banking interests, and the shipping
business have received large governmental subsidies amounting
in all to billions of dollars and no tax or fees have been required
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of them to keep up thelr revolving funds. Why tax the farmer
on his cotton, hogs, and other products to permit him the
privilege of helping himself? Don’t we know the farmer does
not want to be taxed any more than he is now taxed? Do not
we know that he does not want to be “ equalized” out of $25
per bale on his cotton? If we know that, why have we shown
the *weak-knee” by putting it on him and then taking the
“dodge " behind the * political hide-saving " convention plan?

They have put in a provision that the cooperatives can get
insurance on their cotton, Why limit this to the cooperatives
if it is not to force the farmers into the cooperatives? There
are less than 10 per cent of the farmers in the cooperatives.
The cooperative idea is a good one; but if the farmer does not
want to voluntarily join the cooperatives, why force him,
through this McNary-Haugen plan, to join the cooperatives be-
fore he can get the benefit of the insurance feature? Is it
right? 1 fear we are drifting into too much regulation, too
much meddling into the affairs of the individuals. The people
are tired of it. We have too many laws and regulations now.
Even the lawyers can hardly keep up with the laws and regula-
tions, Expense of government is too high, The Federal Gov-
ernment alone is costing over $4,000,000,000 per aunum and
still mounting upward. In the meantime the people groan to
keep it up through the tariff and other taxes. Now this new
plan of taxing our cotton and hogs is proposed.

RELIEF BY REDUCING TARIFF AND FREIGHT RATES

We all know the profiteering high tariff, for which the people
of Iowa and Oregon stand, is largely what is causing the trouble
with agriculture. Everything the southern farmers buy is pro-
tected by a high, profiteering tariff tax. For instance, a wagon
without the profiteering tariff tax would be about one-half in
its cost, and so on with everything the furmer buys. Now, if
the proponents of the MeNary-Haugen bill would join in an
effort to reduce taxes, reduce and repeal the profiteering tariff
tax on all farm supplies and farm equipment, join in a move-
ment to reduce freight rates, help develop Muscle Shoals go as to
get cheaper fertilizer for the farmers, they would have largely
solved the farm problem.

If the tariff were reduced and freight rates adjusted and the
Crisp or Aswell bill passed, the price. of cotton would go, under
the law of supply and demand, to at least 25 cents per pound
and we would get immediate rel’ef. Everything I own is in
farm lands, and all that my kinspeople own is in cotton farms
and cotton lands. God knows my heart is in this and I am
honest and sincere in wanting to see real relief given, but
what a mockery it is to tell a distressed people, “ You are
*busted.” We know you owe a lot of money; your property is
for sale for taxes; but we are going to put more taxes on
you to keep up a revolving fund that yon might be able to
help yourselves,” This was not done in the war finance
scheme. It was not done when the railroads were saved and
put on their feet. It was not done in any other case, and
while I favored any of the pending bills that would give even
the slightest relief to my people, I did not believe it just or
right to put more taxes on them. I detest the idea of shack-
ling the cotton farmers of the South with taxes upon their
cotton, hogs, and other farm products, that profits might be
guaranteed to manufacturers and packers and giving no guar-
antee of profit or increase of price to the farmers. It is
wrong. My conscience rebels against the injustice of it, and
while I know temporarily it is perhaps popular in certain
quarters, I know it is wrong in principle. I will not do what I
believe to be wrong because the wheat people of the West
say it is the only thing that can be done. We do not have to do
wrong because it is said to be the only thing open to ns. We
were not endowed with a conscience to discern between right
and wrong just casmally, but for a purpose, and I feel that
my people have intrusted me with a high commission because
they know I will, at all times, do what I believe is right and
for thelr interest.

I have the honor of representing one of the greatest agricul-
tural disiricts in the South, composed of some of the best
people on earth, They do not want a Congressman to stultify
himself merely for expediency in order to meet popular favor,
I am here trying the best I know how to represent my people,
whom I love. There is never a day that I do not ask divine
guidance in that regard. I am here every day in their interest.
1 have not missed a roll eall this session of Congress, and every
morning as our sweet-spirited Chaplain opens the House with
prayer I join in secret prayer for the section I represent, for
the peace and happiness of our whole couniry, and that I may
at all times do the right in trying to represent my people. I
have followed the dictates of my conscience. I know no man
is perfect. No legislation is entirely perfect. In voting for the

Crisp and Aswell bills, which would give immediate relief with-
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out taxing cotton, hogs, and other farm produects, I have voted
for genuine farm relief. If I am mistaken in opposing the tax
on cotton and hogs, my people will know that I have done what
I thought was wise and best for them and their interest and
that in it all T have been sincere and honest in my convictions.
Time will prove I am right. Time will prove the unsoundness
and the unfairness of the McNary-Haugen plan, and it will take
the Army and all the marines to fully carry out the collection
of the obnoxious equalization fees provided in that complicated
and impracticable bill. It will no doubt be several months be-
fore the tax will be levied, but it will be, if it becomes a Iaw.

If the payment of an equalization fee meant better prices for
cofton, the farmers would not mind paying it, but it has no
such meaning or it would be written in the bill, giving a guar-
antee of profits to the farmer over and above the cost of pro-
duction, just as it guarantees profits to the manufacturers, the
packers, and processors. No such guarantee is made to the
farmer,

I have worked hard in advoeating farm relief. I voted for
every bill that promised relief and imposed no additional taxes
or equalization fees. I shall hate to see the farmers taxed.
They have not been taxed by my vote. If the South is too
weak in its protest in trying to prevent the levy of this tax at
this time it will be too weak to repeal the tax when the people
begin to demand its repeal. Why play with fire? Why warm
a serpent that is certain to sting us? We have only nbout one-
fourth of the membership of the House from the South and
we will be helpless to repeal the tax later on. Why did they
not pass the bill without the tax and experiment with it, since
its advocates say it is an experiment? They know it will never
be repealed. It will not be long before the farmers will demand
its repeal, if it becomes a law.

ORDEE CF BUSINESS m-HOﬁHﬂW, WEDNESDAY

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, to-morrow is
Calendar Wednesday. I think many Members wish to under-
stand if it is the purpose to proceed throughout the day with
Calendar Wednesday business,

Mr. TILSON. I have talked with members of the committee
on call, and of the next commitiee, as to the bills they have, and
am informed by these gentlemen that if all the business that
is to be presented by both committees is considered to-morrow
it will not take more than two hours, because there would
seem to be no contested bills to be considered.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Well, Mr. Speaker, I think
the Members would like to know that the bill now under con-
sideration or that has been under consideration to-day will be
taken up Thursday or they would like to know at what hour
it will be taken up to-morrow, if it is possible now to arrange
it. It seems to me there should be Calendar Wednesday all
day or no part of the day or dispense with ift. If the gentle-
man should desire to transfer it to another day, I do not think
that would be objected to, but I do think the Members would
like to know something definite about it.

Mr. TILSON. We have dispensed with Calendar Wednes-
day business for a number of Wednesdays until we have
reached the time when to-morrow is the last Calendar Wednes-
day under our rules. I feel that I shonld be breaking faith in
a way with those who have had their bills ready for a long
time if I should agree to dispense with Calendar Wednesday
to-morrow and thus deprive them of the opportunity of having
their bills considered.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. It will be satisfactory if they
will take the day and have the understanding that this matter -
will not come up before Thursday.

Mr. ASWELL, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TILSON. Yes.

Mr. ASWELL. Could not the gentleman call the third or
fourth or fifth committea?

Mr. TILSON. I do not think that any other committee
would have a moral right to do that becanse the others are
so far down on the list that if the first two committees insisted
upon taking up all of their bills there wounld be no time left
for any other committee.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, TILSON. Yes.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. If there is time left to-morrow, why not
take up the Private Calendar for an hour or two?

Mr. TILSON. I should be willing to do that.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. If we can have the under-
standing that this bill will not come up until Thursday that
will be perfectly satisfactory with me. I should be willing to
have it come up to-morrow, but there is a desire, as the gen-
tleman from Connecticut knows, on the part of Members to be
certain when this bill will come up.
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Mr. TILSON. The gentleman is right about that, but I am
not in a position to ask that Calendar Wednesday be dispensed
with. I have reached my limit on Calendar Wednesday and
can go no further.

Alr. RAMSEYER. Is the gentleman in a position to state,
then, that the MeNary-Haugen bill will not come up to-morrow?

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Speaker, may I make thigs request: In
case there is time left after the two committees have finished
their business to-morrow, I ask unanimous consent that the
Private Calendar may be taken up and that bills nnobjected to
on that calendar may be ealled and considered.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
which two commiitees?

Mr. TILSON. Territories and Insular Affairs are the two
committees that have some small bills which they can get up
only under the Calendar Wednesday rule.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Connecticut asks
nuanimous consent that on to-morrow when the business brought
up by the two committees having the call shall have been com-
pleted it may be in order to consider for the remainder of the
day bills unobjected to on the Private Calendar. Is there
objection?

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
1 would like to ask the gentleman from Connecticut a question.
Is it not possible for the majority leader to arrange to-morrow
afterncon some time to take up and pass the Leatherwood bill,
that does justice to the old rangers and Indian fighters who are
drawing insignificant sums as pensions and were not granted
their increases when we granted increases to veterans of the
Civil War and to the Spanish-American War? .

Mr. TILSON. That is a general bill.

‘Mr. BLANTON. That bill adjusts their pensions with the
pensions of veterans of other wars. They are the ones who have
been forgotten and left out, notwithstanding they are just as
worthy and deserving as any other veterans. They have been
left out in the cold all the way through.

Mr. TILSON. I do not think we ought to take up any public
bills, but should consider only private bills cn the calendar
unobjected to.

Mr. BLANTON. I do not believe there is a single man in
the House who would vote against this bill if it was brought
up. and it must be passed into law before we adjourn.

Mr. TILSON. I have no doubt that in due time that bill
will be considered.

Mr. BLANTON. The trouble about bringing it up is because
it affects only 7,000 people,

All together, including widows, there are only about 7,000
Indian-war pensioners. Their small number is one reason why
they have been neglected and their rights disregarded and their
deserved increases so long delayed. If they numbered T7,000,-
000, there would be a mad rush to pass thigs Leatherwood bill,

They average about seven years younger than the Civil War
veterans, and they average about 17 years older than the vet-
erans of the Spanish-American War, yet both of these two
clusses have had their increases granted, while the Indian-war
fighters have waited in vain.

While the volunteers in both the Civil War and the Spanish-
American War did not enlist for any period longer than three
years, many of our brave Indian fighters who served in the
Indian wars enlisted for five years.

Our Indian-war fighters had no regular rations, and very
little in the way of uniforms, clothing, or equipment usually
enjoyed by veterans of other wars. Many days they went with-
out food. Many days they had only hardtack and salt pork.
Many times they did not have coffee. Many times they did with-
out water, and with parched, swollen tongues traveled many
weary miles only to find undrinkable alkali, when the wafer
holes, from 30 to 200 miles apart, were finally reached.

Their garments were worn until they almost dropped from
their bodies. Their boots and shoes were worn until they
could no longer be identified as such, and were in many in-
stinces replaced with moccasins made out of blankets and old
clothing.

When these Indian fizhters were wounded, they did not have
stretchers and ambulances and hospitals and trained nurses
and surgeons to give them attention. Some of them earried
arrow heads in their bodies strapped on the backs of their
horses and thus carried for miles before receiving any medical
relief.

These brave men daily risked their lives to defend and extend
the frontiers of this Republic. Civilization expanded from New
England to the Rio Grande and from the Atlantic to the Pacific
because of the sacrifices made by these patriots.

And how much has this rich Government been paying them
in infirm, declining years? The munificent recompense of $20
per mouth. All of us ought to be ashamed of ourselves. We
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ought not to let another week pass before we right this wrong.
And we must remember that there are some who did valiant
service who still receive not one cent.

The men who were left behind to take care of the company’s
property, and to guard the garrvisons, they get nothing, because
they were not in the campaigns, when many times their service
was just as dangerous.

The telegraph operators. and other signal corps men, who
rendered faithful, dangerous, service connected with the pro-
tection of omr frontiers against maranding Indians, receive
nothing, because they were not in engagements and not out on
campaigns,

The nurses in hospitals, and those sick in hospitals, receive
nothing, although the very few nurses who actually went out
on campaigns in ambulances, receive the $20 per month.

The men who guarded the provision trains across the plains,
and the men who guarded emigrant trains, and the paymaster
outfits, receive nothing because they are not classed as having
been in Indian campaigns,

Yet all of the above classes respecting identical service in
the Civil War and in the Spanish-American War are drawing
$65 per month.

In making up and filing the muster rolls for some of these
companies of Indian fighters, their names were inadvertently
omitted, yet they are not allowed to prove their service by the
sworn evidence of their comrades, because the law says their
names must appear on muster rolls, unless same has been de-
stroyed by fire. It is high time that we pass legislation doing
them justice.

I sincerely hope that before this Congress adjourns, the
majority leader, and the Republican steering committee, will
see to it that this bill is passed, and that it is passed by the
Senate, and signed by the President, before we adjourn on
March 4.

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

There was no objection.

THE M'NARY-HAUGEN BILL

Mr. RUTHERFORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to print in the Recorp an editorial from the Macon Daily
Telegraph, very fully explaining farm-relief legislation, which
may be of some benefit to some of the Members before they vote
on the pending bill.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Georgia asks unani-
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp in the manner
indicated. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. RUTHERFORD. Mr. Speaker, under the leave to extend
my remarks in the Recorp, I include the following article from
the Macon Telegraph :

THE M'NARY-HAUCEN MEASUEN

The Senate’s passage yesterday of the amended and revised McNary-
Haugen farm relief bill apparently insures, so far as Congress is
concerned, the adoption of that measure as the one through which the
Government will attempt to extend aid to the farmer, In the House
there is a safe majority in favor of the measure. It passed the House
last year with many of the features to which the Senate objected and
the new bill was designed to eliminate those objectlons.

The measure will go to President Coolidge for approval or wveto.
The inner circles of Washington have it rumored that the President
will veto the measure. In fact, he has openly insinuated as much,
The guestion of politics will enter largely Into eonsideration, however,
gince the leading political observers say that if he vetoes the farm measure,
he will be in effect signing his political death warrant in the West.

Much opposition to the MeNary-Haugen bill has come from manu-
facturers of this country, which they argue is class legislation and
paternalistic in the extreme, It is readily seen, however, that there is a
strong probability that the manufacturers have a right to view its
enactment with alarm by reason of the fact that it proposes to sell
our surplus in foreign countries in competition with similar products
from those countries, while selling at higher prices in this country.
In this way foreign manufacturers will very probably get lower prices
on raw materials, along with lower prices on their foreign labor, than
our American manufacturers will enjoy, and ean undersell ns at least
in foreign territory. As to competition with the foreigner in America,
however, that can be and probably will be taken care of by readjust-
ment of the tariff to whatever extent necessary.

Basically, the McNary-Haugen, the Crisp-Curtis, and the Aswell bills
are designed to meet the same needs. The difference is in the method
of operation and in the attempt of each bill to overcome what its au-
thors believe to be operating defects in the other. In the course of this
discussion some of the differences will be pointed out. It is manifestly
imposgible to discuss in this space the probable economic effect of each
provision, It is upon the probable effect that the debates in Congress
have proceeded for many months.
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The Mc¢Nary-Ilaugen bill creates a Federal farm board composed of
the Secretary of Agriculture ex officio and 1 member from each of the

12 farm land-bank districts, The membership is selected by the Presi-
dent. The MeNary-Hauogen bill provides that the cooperative associa-
tions of farmers or other organigations controlled by farmers shall
uvominate three men, from whom the President shall make a selection.

Whenever this board deems a detrimental surplus exists in any of
the “Dbasie crops "—designated in the McNary-Haugen bill as cotton,
wheat, corn, rice, and swine—Iit shall declare what is termed an * oper-
ating period " in that commedity. In that period the board would
assist the cooperatives in removing or withholding or disposing of the
surplus. To make that possible the Government appropriates a revoly-
ing fund of $250,000,000. It is not intended, however, that the Govern-
ment shall lose any part of this * stabilization fund.”

The MeNary-Haugen blll provides that an * egualization fee" shall
be imposed upon each unit of product (bale of cotton, bushel of wheat,
ete.) during the operating period. With this money the advances for
control of the surplus would be repaid to the revolving fund. The bill
provides also that money may be lent to cooperatives without the
equalization fee, repayable over a period of .20 years. This feature is
similar to the provision of the Fess-Tincher bill in Congress last year
and merely extends the credit facilities of the Government beyond
what they now are.

The bill appropriates $500,000 from the Treasury for expenses of the
board. All other cositz of administration are to be paid out of the
equalization fee. In brief, these are the provisions of the bill itself,
There are, howeyver, anany of its provisions which reguire elaboration.

The “ equalization fee' has been one of the chief basea of conten-
tion. In the old MeNary-Haugen bill, which failed of passage, the pro-
vision was made that the fee should be paid by the purchaser of the
ecrop. The difficulties of collection were readily apparent, and it was
necessary, to give a semblance of effectiveness, to make the fee com-
pulsory, The mew bill provides that the fee ghall be collected by the
Federal farm board from the * miller on milling, or the railroad om
transportation, or the purchaser on buying, as the board may determine
to be the most suitable in each case.” In the event the crop were
cotton, the fee wounld be paid by the gin, or by the buyer, or by the
railroad, or by the cotton manufacturer.

There is no definite amount fixed as a fee, That depends upon the
discretion of the board. If, for instance, the Federal farm bill fixed
upon £5 a bale as the egualization fee for cotton and determined that
the cotton-mill owner should pay the equalization fee, the mill owner
would pay that $5 less for a bale of cotton than he otherwise would ;
the broker would give $5 less than he otherwise would., The farmer
would pay in the long rum, of course, by receiving $6 a bale less than
e would were there no equalization fee. The authors of the measure
intended that he should, since he is, in theory, to benefit from whatever
secretion in price there is in removing the surplus from the market.

As a further llustration, last year's cotton erop of 18,000,000 bales
might be taken. If it were desired, for instance, to remove 4,000,000
bales from the market and the board determined that §5 should be the
fee on each bale, that fee would be levied against 18,000,000 hales.
The board would have $90,000,000 with which to work., That sum
would he used to finance the storage of the cotton, and as advances, or
marginal loans to the producers. It is apparent, of course, that
£90,000,000 would purchase 4,000,000 bales of cotton, but that is not
contemplated. It is econtemplated only that the producer shall be
financed until an * orderly " market for the crop is found

The * equalization fee' is the heart and soul of the McNary-Haugen
bill, since it provides the method of financing.

The thing that is sought to be accomplished, of course, by the re-
moval of surplus from the market, is to create a higher price for the
product. Under the present system, the price of cotton at the farm-
house depends upon the entire crop, including the export crop as well
as the domestic needs—in other words, the world yleld, * * * The
market is naturally more depressed when a yield of cotton is sufficient
not only to meet all the home needs and to send a large yield abroad
that must be sold upon a highly competitive basis. This plan con-
templates isolating the exportable surpius from the domestic needs and
establishing, in fact, a higher price. The board would determine what
the surplus above the needs of American manufacturers is and with-
draw from the market all that surplus, so that if the manufacturers
buy, they must buy in an active, rather than in a sluggish market.
The natural competition of buying would send the price of cotton
up. L A

It was the theory of the authors of the McNary-Haungen bill, for
instance, that since Amerlean cotton exports are nearly two-thirds of
the world's international trade in cotton, such a fund would make it
possible for cotton prodocers to feed the product into the markets of
the world in an orderly way, rather than dump, and thus elevate also
ingtead of depressing what is known as the * world price.”

So that all farm-relief provislons that are before Congress may be
viewed on their relative merits, it is well to give the differences between
the MeNary-Haugen and the Crisp-Curtis and the Aswell bills, The
two latter resemble closely in the form the MecNary-Haungen bill, but
differ greatly in reality. i
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The McNary-Haugen bill names as “ basle commodities " eotton, wheat,
corn, rice, and swine, but provides that loans may be made also to
cooperatives handling other crops. The Aswell bill names the same
basic commodities as the MeNary-Haugen bill, but adds tobacco. The
Crisp bill deals with any nonperishable or deteriorable commodity,

The financing differences are greater than any other, The commities
bill provides that the producer ghall ultimately bear the burden. The
Crisp and Aswell bills provide that the Government absorb the losses.
The Crisp bill provides that corporations with nominal capital shall be
organized and the Government shall furnish them with funds for all
working eapital needed for operations, Both the Crisp and Aswell bills
provide that any losses that acerne as the result of operatlons shall
come out of the Treasury up to the amount of $250,000,000 in operation.

The extent of the Government's participation in business has formed
one basis of argument centering around the farm relief bill. The Aswell
Bill creates IMederal corporations to perform the funetions which the
McNary-Haugen bill places upon the cooperaiives. The Crisp bill re-
quires the establishment Dy cooperative associations of State corpora-
tions with nominal eapital and outlines their rules of operation. Both
the latter bills provide that the Government xhall shoulder the loss of

-operations up to $250,000,000,

The McNary-Haugen bill attempts to arrive at *reasonable cost”™
on the basis of supply and demand by reducing the supply where a
surplus exists. The Aswell bill provides that price shall be measured
by * cost of production to efficient producers.” 1t has been contended
that the provision is a price-fixing measure.

The McNary-Haugen bill alone provides an equalizatiou fee, It is
contepded that without the equalization fee it would be impossible
for * producers to maintain a domestic price level independent of world
prices when a stable market can not be maintained without it."

There is also a difference In the method of eelecting the members of
the Federal farm board which shall administer the $250,000,000 stabi-
lization fund. The MeNary-Haugen bill provides that there shall be in
each of the 12 land-bank districts’ a nominaling commities of five, four
to be selected at a- convention of *“ representatives of farm organiza-
tions and cooperative associations of the district held under the super-
viglon of the Secretary of Agriculture and one appointed by the Bec-
retary of Agriculture.” Each of these 12 groups shall select a list of
three names, from each of which the President shall make a choice,

The Aswell bill provides that every member of the board shall be a
dirt farmer or connected with an agricultural corporation. It does not
provide for any method of nomination. The Crisp bill provides that the
President shall select the members of the board and that no party
ghall have more than six members on the board. In other words, the
majority party, which happens to be Republican, might have 6, the
Democrats 5, and Farmer-Labor 1, or any other such arrangement, if
the ratio 6 of one party is maintained.

HOUSE BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT

Mr. CAMPBELL, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-
ported that this day they presented to the President of the
United States, for his approval, the following bills:

H. R.1231. An act for the relief of Mary Moore;

H. R. 3432, An act for the relief of Joel C. Clore; and

H. R. 9319. An act to authorize certain officers of the United
States Navy to accept from the Republic of Chile the Order
of Merit, first class, and the Order of Merit, second class.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr, HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn,

The motion was agreed to; aeccordingly (at 5 o'clock p. m.)
the House adjourned until to-morrow, Wednesday, Febrnary 16,
1927, at 12 o'clock noon.

COMMITTEE HEARINGS

Mr. TiLsox submitted the following tentative list of commit-
tee hearings scheduled for Wednesday, February 16, 1927, as
reported to the floor leader by clerks of the several commniitees:

COMMITTEE ON AFPPROPRIATIONS
(10.30 a. m.)

Second deficiency bill. !

COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY
(10.30 a. m.)

To incorporate the Federal reserve pension fund, to define its
functions (8. 3657).

COMMITTEE ON THE CENSUS
(10.30 a. m.)

For the apportionment of Representatives in Congress (H. R.
13471).
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
(10.30 a. m.)

Salaries of employees of the customs service,




1927 CONGRESSIONAL

COMMITTEE ON INSULAR AFFAIRS—JOINT MEETING WITH THE
BENATE COMMITTEE ON TERRITORIES

(10.30 a. m.) J

To create the Philippine leprosy commission and to provide
facilities in the Philippine Islands for the care and freatment
of persons afflicted with leprosy (H. R. 16618).

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications
were taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows:

977. A letter from the Secretary of Commerce, transmitting
statement of the expenditures in the Coast and Geodetic Sur-
vey for the fiseal year ended June 30, 1926; to the Committee
on Expenditures in the Department of Commerce.

978. A communication from the President of the United
States, transmitting supplemental estimate of appropriations
for the Post Office Department for the fiscal year ending June
80, 1927, pertaining to the vehicle service, $965,000; also pro-
posed legislation affecting the use of existing appropriations
(H. Doe. No. T17) ; to the Committee on Appropriations and
ordered to be printed.

979. A communication from the President of the TUnited
States, transmitting supplemental estimated of appropriations
for the Treasury Department for the fiscal year ending June
20, 1927, $5,000, and for the fiscal year ending June 80, 1928,
£150,000; in all, $155,000 (H. Doc. No. 718) ; to the Committee
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

980. A ecommunication from the President of the United
States, transmitting supplemental estimate of appropriation for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1927, to remain available until
expended, for the War Department, for the acquisition of the
Cape Cod Canal, $5.500,000 (H. Doc. No. 719) ; to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations and ordered to be prinfed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clanse 2 of Rule XIII,

Mr. BURTON : Committee on Rules. 8. J. Res. 110. A joint
resolution anthorizing a joint committee of both Houses to con-
gider the purchase of the right to an unrestricted use of the
Harriman Geographic Code system under patents issued, or that
may be issned, #nd also the unrestricted use of all copyrights
issued, or that may be issued, in connection with the products
of the Harriman Geographic Code system for all governmenial,
administrative, or publication purposes for which the same may
be desirable; with amendment (Rept. No. 2084). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union,

Mr. SNELL: Committee on Rules. H. Res. 423, A resolution
providing for the consideration of H. J. Res. 852, a joint resolu-
tion to provide for the expenses of the participation of the
United States in the work of a preparatory commission to
consider questions of reduction and limitation of armaments;
without amendment (Rept. No. 2085). Referred to the House
Calendar,

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky: Committee on Mines and Min-
ing. H. R. 15827. A bill to amend section 2 of an act entitled
“An act authorizing investigations by the Secretary of the In-
terior and the Secretary of Commerce jointly to determine the
loeation, extent, and mode of occurrence of potash deposits in
the United States and to conduct laboratory tests ”; with-amend-
ment (Rept. No. 2086). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union,

Mr. HILL of Alabama : Committee on Military Affairs. H. R.
13482. A bill to authorize and direct the SBecretary of War to
receive evidence with respect to a charge of desertion affecting
certain soldiers who served in the Confederate Army; without
amendment (Rept. No. 2087). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. WINTER: Committee on the I'ublic Lands. 8. J. Res.
120. A joint resolution authorizing the acceptance of title to
certain lands in Teton County, Wyo., adjacent to the winter
elk refuge in said State established in accordance with the act
of Congress of August 10, 1912 (37 Stat. L. p. 203) ; without
amendment (Rept. No. 2089). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. FIRHER: Committee on Military Affairs. 8. 1487, An
act to authorize the Secretary of War to class as secret certain
apparatus pertaining to the Signal Corps, Air Service, and
Chemical Warfare Service, and empower him to authorize pur-
chases thereof and award contracts therefor without notice
or advertisement; with amendment (Rept. No. 2000). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union.
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Mr. FROTHINGHAM : Committee on Military Affairs. 8§,
4851. An act authorizing the Secretary of War to convey to
the city of Springfield, Mass, certain parcels of land within
the Springfield Armory Military Reservation, Mass., and for
other purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 2091). Re-
{Jerrednj to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the

on.

Mr. FISHER: Committee on Military Affairs, H. J. Res.
324, A joint resolution authorizing the use of a portion of
that part of the United States National Cemetery Reservation
at Chattanooga, Tenn., lying outside the cemetery wall, for a
city pound, animal ﬁhelter. and hospital ; without nmendment
(Rept. No. 2092). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.

Mr. KIESS: Committee on Insular Affairs. 8. 2770. An act
to confer United States citizenship upon certain inhabitants
of the Virgin Islands and to extend the naturalization laws
thereto ; without amendment (Rept. No. 2093). Referred to the
House Calendar, 1

Mr. JAMES: Committee on Military Affairs. 8. 4964. An
act transferring a portion of the lands of the military reserva-
tion of the Presidio of Ran Francisco to the Department of
the Treasury; without amendment (Rept. No. 2094). Referred
to the House Calendar,

AMr. KIESS: Committee on Insular Affairs. H. R. 17142, A
bill to amend section 4 of the act entitled “An act to provide
a t.mnrmrary government for the Virgin Islands, and for other
purposes,” approved March 3, 1917, without amendment (Rept.
No. 2095). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. WURZBACH : Committee on Military Aﬂ.’aim S. 2037,
An act to amend that provision of the act approved March 3,
1879 (20 Stat. L.; p. 412), relating to issne of arms and ammuni-
tion for the protection of public money and property: with
amelidment (Rept. No. 2101). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. QUIN: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 16469. A
bill aunthorizing an appropriation for the repair and resurfacing
of roads on the Fort Baker Military Reservation, Calif.; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 2102). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. HOCH : Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.
H. R. 17089. A bill relative to the dam across the Kansas
(Kaw) River at Lawrence, in Douglas County, Kans.: without
amendment (Rept. No. 2103 Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the UUnion.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of Rule XII,

My, WINTER : Committee on the Public Lands. 8. 4669. An
act for the relief of the Kentucky-Wyoming Oil Co. (Ine.);
without amendment (Rept. No. 2088). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House.

Mr. REECH: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 14977.
A bill for the relief of Willinm Taylor Coburn; with amend-

AND

ment (Rept. No. 2006). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.
Mr. GLYNN: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 13119.

A bill for the relief of Matilda Klopping; without amendment
(Rept. No. 3097). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. FROTHINGHAM : Committee on Military Affairs. H. R.
16080. A bill for the relief of Calvin H. Burkhead:; without
amendment (Rept. No. 2008). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, public bills and resolutions

‘were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BOYLAN: A bill (H. R. 17153) to provide for the
refitting of the frigate Constitution; to the Committee on
Naval Affairs.

By Mr. JOHNSON of Washington: A bill (H. R. 17154) to
amend clause (6) of section 3 of the immigration act of 1924;
to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr, O'CONNOR of Louisiana: A bill (H. R. 17155) to
authorize and direct the Secretary of War to accept an act of
sale and a C. S. B. dedication of certain property in the city
of New Orleans, La., from the beard of commissioners of the
port of New Orleans, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. LUCH: A bill (H. R. 17156) to authorize the comn-
struction of new conservatories and other mecessary buildings
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for the United States Botanic Garden; to the Commitiee on
the Library.

Algo, a bill (H. R, 17157) to authorize an appropriation to
provide additional hospital out-patient dispensary facilities for
persons entitled to hospitalization under the World War vet-
erans’ aect, 1924, as amended; to the Committee on World War
YVeterans' Legisiation.

By Mr. LOWREY: A bill (H. R. 17158) to provide for the
national defense aund to aid agricultural and industrial develop-
ment by creating the United States Muscle Shoals Corporation,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. ALLGOOD: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 361) pro-
viding for the operation of Muscle Shoals by the Government
for the purpose of producing fertilizer, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. BURTON : Concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res, 53)
to print a revised edition of the Biographical Directory of the
American Congress up to and including the Sixty-ninth Con-
to the Committee on Printing.

By Mr. McSWAIN : Concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 54)
creating n speeial joint committee fo investigate and report to
Congress what amendments, if any, are desirable to be made
to the cotton futures coniraet law, regulating cotton exchanges,
and the effect of same on cotton prices; to the Committee on
Rules.

By Mr. SUMMERS of Washington: Resolution (H. Res, 424)
authorizing the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation to
make an inspection of the Colminbia Basin project before Con-
gress convenes December 5, next; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. GLYNN: Resolution (H. Res. 425) granting addi-
tional compensation to employees of the document room; to
the Committee on Accounts.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, memorials were presented and
referred as follows:

Memorial of the Legislature of the State of Nevada, memo-
rializing the Congress of the United States in opposition to the
passage of H. R. 16168; to the Committee on the Public
Lands.

By Mr. BACHMANN: Memorial of the Legislature of the
State of West Virginia, urging the repeal of the Federal estate
tax provisions of the revenue law; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. HUDSON : Memorial of the Legislature of the State
of Michigan, urging support of the McNary-Haugen bill, for the
relief of agriculture; to the Committee on Agriculture.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Michigan,
urging Congress to provide for the continued maintenance of
the American Legion Hospital at Camp Custer, Mich.; to the
Committee on World War Veterans' Legislation.

By Mr. SWEET: Memorial of the Legislature of the State
of New York, recommending a readjustment of the immigration
act; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. SABATH : Memorial of the Legislature of the State
of lllinois, urging legislation in the interest of the disabled
emergency Army officers; to the Committee on World War Vet~
erans’ Legislation.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ADKINS: A bill (H. R. 17159) granting an increase
of pension to Mary A. Chandler; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. BACHMANN: A bill (H. R. 17160) granting a pen-
sion to Rebecea Williams ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. BRAND of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 17161) graunting an
increase of pension to Harriet E. Randall; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 17162) granting a pension to Nettie Lee;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CELLER: A bill (H. R. 17163) for the relief of the
heirs of Harris Smith; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. CONNOLLY of Pennsylvania: A bill (I R. 17164)
granting an increase of pension to Robert M. Daniels; to the
Committee on Pensions.

By Mr, FAUST: A bill (H. R, 17165) granting a pension to
Mary F. June; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. W. T. FITZGERALD : A bill (H. R, 17166) granting
an increase of pension to Bethemia A. Johuson; to the Com-
mitiee on Invalid Pensions,
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By Mr. GREENWOOD: A bill (H. R. 17167) for the relief
of Thomas Purdell; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. HALL of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 17168) granting a
pension to Christiana Minnich; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. LAMPERT : A bill (H, R, 17169) granting a pension
to Mary Ricker; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MAGRADY: A bill (H. R. 17170) granting an in-
crease of pension to Mary E. Kline; to the Committee on In-
valid Peusions.

By Mr. MILLIGAN : A bill (H. R. 17171) granting a pension
to Sela Ann Brooks; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 17172) granting a pension to Virgil E.
Haleomb; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 17173) granting a pension to John W,
Switzer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 17174) granting a pension to Mary H.
Piburn; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 17175) granting a pension to Martha
Kerns; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 17176) granting a pension to Emulus G.
Wallace ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. RAINEY : A bill (H. R. 17T177) granting an increase
of pension to Martha East; to the Committece on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. TEMPLE: A bill -(H. R. 17178) granting a pension
to Josephine Christopher ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows:

6745. Petition by voters of East Liverpool, Columbiana
County, Ohio, urging that immediate steps be taken to bring
to a vote a Civil War pension bill in order that relief may be
accorded to needy and suffering veterans and widows of
veterans; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6746. By Mr. ADKINS: Petition of citizens of Rantoul, IIL,
urging an immediate vote by Congress on the COlivil War pensicm
bill; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6747 Also, petition of the Ministerial Association of Decatur,
Ill., pledging their whole-hearted support to the President in
h.is opposition to an enlarged naval building program and
pledging their support in the President’s splendidly stated
policies ; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

6748. By Mr. BARBOUR : Resolution adopted by the Kiwanis
Club of Coalinga, Calif., urging action by Congress in regard
to Muscle Shoals; to the Committee on Militnry Affairs.

6749. By Mr. BOX. Petition of citizens of the second dis-
trict of the State of Texas, favoring Clvil War pension legisla-
tion; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

6750. By Mr. BEERS: Petition from citizens of Huntingdon
County, Pa., protesting against any change in the present immi-
g'rgitlon laws; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturali-
zation,

6751. Also, petition from citizens of Franklin and Juniata
Counties, Pa., urging favorable action on pension bill indorsed
by the National Tribune : to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

6752, By Mr, BOYLAN : Petition of directors of the Chamber
of Commerce of Minneapolis, approving constructive legisiation
by Congress which would be of permanent benefit to the agri-
cultural interests of this country, and that in the opinion of the
board of directors the MeNary-Haugen bill wounld injure the
agricultural interests; to the Committee on Agriculfure.

6753, Also, petition of Lieut. H. L. McCorkle Camp, No. 2,
United Spanish War Veterans, Department of Tennessee, that
Gen. George H. Woods be retained and reappointed as a mem-
ber of the board of managers of the National Soldiers’ Home ;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

6754, Also, petition of Lieut. H. L. McCorkle Camp, No. 2,
United Spanish War Veterans, Department of Tennessee, that
the Senate and the House do defeat section of the bill recently
introduced in Congress which pertains to the taking over of all
national soldiers homes by the Veterans’ Bureau; to the Com-
mittee on World War Veterans’ Legislation.

6755. Also, petition of the Maritime Association of tlm port
of New York, T8 Broad Sireet, expressing its approval of Sen-
ate bill 3170 provided it is amended =o as to carry the limitation
of $7,500, and respectfully recommends that this bill be enacted
into law at the hands of this Congress; to the Committee on
Rivers and Harbors.

6756. By Mr. BRUMM: Petition of citizens of Schuylkill
County, Pu., urging increased pensions for the widows and vet-
erans of the Civil War; to the Committee on Invalid Pengions.
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6757. By Mr. CAREW : Resolutions 'of the Senate and As-

sembly of the State of New York in re House bill 6238; to the
Committée on Immigration and Naturalization.

6758. By Mr. CORNING : Petition of sundry citizens of Al-
bany, N. Y., urging the enactment of legislation for the purpose
of granting increases of pensions to veterans of the Civil War
and their dependents; to the Comiittee on Invalid Pensions.

6759.. By Mr. DAVENPORT: Petition of residents of Her-
kimer and Oneida Counties, N. Y., favoring the enactment of
pending legislation increasing the pensions of Civil War vet-
erans and widows of veterans; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensious.

6760. By Mr. DOWELL: Petition of citizens of Winterset,
JTowa, urging enactment of legislation increasing the pensions
of Civil War veterans and widows of veterans; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions. _

6761. Also, petition of citizens of Knoxville, Towa, urging
enactment of legislation increasing pensions of veterans of
Civil War and widows of veterans; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

6762, By Mr. EATON: Petition of Fannie G. Smith, 1338
Brunswick Avenue, Trenton, N. J., and 43 other citizens of
Trenton, N. J., urging immediate steps be taken to bring Civil
War pension bﬂ.l to vote and urging support by Members of
Congress ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6763. By Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT : Petition of Orm Duncan, of
Anderson, Calif., and sundry citizens of that community, pro-
testing against compulsory Sunday closing for the District of
Qolumbia ; to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

6764, Also petition of the California State Legislature, ap-
proving House bill 16473, Sixty-ninth Congress, first session;
to the Committee on Agricnltnre

6765. By Mr. ROY G. FITZGERALD : Petition of 64 voters
of Dayton, Ohio, praying for the passage of a bill to increase the
pensions of Civil War veterans and widows of veterans; to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6766. Also, petition of the council of the city of Los Angelea.
in session assemblcd, indorsing ‘House bill' 4548, for the retire-
.ment of disabled emergency Army officers; to the Committee on
Rules.

6767. By Mr, W. T. FITZGERALD : Memorial of Imm!gru-
tion Restriction League, opposing repeal of the national-origins
basis of the immigration act of 1924 and favoring retention
of the same; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturali-
zation.

6768. By Mr. FREINOH. Petition of citizens of Emmett,
Idaho, indorsing legislation for increased pension to Civil War
veterans; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6760. By Mr. FOSS: Telegrams from New Bedford Cotton
Manufacturers’ Association, New Bedford, Mass., and the Cham-
ber of Commerce, Minneapolis, Minn., opposing McNary-Haugen
farm relief bill; to the Committee on Agriculture.

6770. By Mr. GALLIVAN : Petition of George E. Drake, man-
ager Ward Baking Co., Cambridge, Mass., vigorously opposing
enactment of McNary-Haugen farm bill; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

6771. By Mr. GARBER : Petition of the Immigration Restric-
tion League (Inc.) of New York, opposing the repeal of the
national-origins quota basis for the apportionment of immigra-
tion quotas after July 1, 1927; to the Committee on Immigra-
tion and Naturalization.

6772. Also, petition of Foose & Brown, attorneys, Watonga,
Okla., urging support of House bill 8708, providing for the
reduction of the rate of interest on indebtedness of the rail-
roads to the Government; to the Commiftee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

6773. Also, petition of Raymond Largan, M. J. Curran, and
R. J. Hopkins, United States Veterans' Hospital, Livermore,
Calif., urging enactment of House Resolution 16019 and the
repeal of paragraph 7, section 202, World War veterans' act
of July 2, 1926, which states, “After June 80, 1927, the monthly
rate of compensation for all veterans (other than those totally
and permanently disabled) who are being maintained by the
bureau in a hospital of any description and who are without
wife, child, or dependent parents, shall not exceed $40"; to the
Committee on World War Veterans' Legislation.

6774. Also, petition of the Poneca City Chamber of Commerce,
urging enactment of legislation to combat the advance of the
corn-horer pest in the United States; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

6775. Also, petition of the Senate of the State of Oklahoma,
the House of Representatives concurring therein, urging enact—
ment of Senate bill 4808; to the Committee on Agriculture,

6776, Also, communications from J. P. EKennedy, Hnunter,
Okla.; Lee Shorter, Hillsdale, Okla.; and C. A. King, Eddy,
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Okla., expressing approval of the Haugen bill; to thc Committee
on Agricul ure.

6777. Also, communications from Mrs, Lillie M. Hoﬂman. Sel-
man, Okla.; L. C. Thomas, Aline, Okla.; C. M. Brant, Dunlap,
Okla. ; the Oklahoma State Cottén 'Exchange, Oklahoma City,
Okla. ; and J. C. Huckaby, Selman, Okla., protesting against the
p:Jssage of the MeNary-Haugen bill: to the Committee on Agri-
cultiire.

6778. Also, petition of Frank B. Gigliotti, adjutant, of the
Department of Italy, of the American Legion, urging, on behalf
of the Department of Italy of the American Legion, the imme-
diate admission into this country of wives and children of aliens
ln'-t('iur midst; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturali-
zation.

6779. By Mr. GARDNER of Indiana: Petition of Mary E.
Alden and 121 other citizens of Jeffersonville, Ind., urging that
immediate steps be taken to bring to a vote a Civil War pension
bill in order that relief may be accorded to needy and suffering
veterans and the widows of the Civil War; to the Comm’ttee
on Invalid Pensions.

6780. By Mr. GLYNN: Petition of Alex Jenkins and other
voters of Sharon, Conn., urging that immediate steps be taken
to bring to a vote a Civil War pension bill earrying increased
rates for veterans and widows of veterans; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

6781. Also, petition of Mrs, Horace Ganigus, a voter and
citizen of Waterbury, Conn., urging that immediate steps be
taken to bring to a vote a Civil War pension bill ecarrying
increased rates for veterans of the Civil War and widows of
veterans; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6782, Also, petition of Charles M. Richardson, Frederick S.
Twitchell, and other voters and citizens of Naugatuck, Conn.,
urging that immediate steps be taken to bring to a vote a Civil
War pension bill carrying increased rates for veterans of the
Civil War and widows of veterans; to the Commitiee on In-
valid Pensions. -

6783. Also, petition of L. M. Benham, M. Elizabeth Smith,
and other voters of Washington, Conn., urging the passage of
4 Civil Wor pension bill carrying increased rates for veterans
and widows of veterans; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
- 6784. By Mr. GRIFFIN: Resolution of the Maritime Asso-
ciation of the Port of New York, expressing approval of Senate
bill 3170 as amended so as to place g maximum amount of
$7,500 to be paid on any claim under the act and urging the
passage of Senate bill 3170 as so amended; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

6785. By Mr. HERSEY : Petition of Roy L. Powers and 51
other residents of East Millinocket, Me., urging passage of bill
to aid the soldiers of the Civil War and their dependents; to
the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6786. Also, petition of George J. Keegan and 57 other resi-
dents of Van Buren, Me., urging the passage of legislation to
aid the veterans of the Civil War and their dependents; ta the
Committee on Invalid Pensions,

G6787. By Mr. HICKEY : Petition of Mrs. Sarah Walmer and
other citizens of Goshen, Ind., advocating the passage of a bill
increasing the pensions of Civil War veterans and widows of
veterans; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6788. By Mr. HILL of Washington: Petition of Joseph
Mowatt and 59 others, of Colville, Wash., protesting against
all compulsory Sunday observance bills; to the Committee on
the District of Columbia.

6789. Also, petition of Mrs, Addie Brooks and 78 others, of
Colville, Wash., protesting against all compulsory Sunday ob-
servance bills; to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

6790, Also, petition of G. B. Ruble and 75 others, of Colville,
Wash,, protesting against all compulsory Sunday observance
bills; to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

6791. By Mr. HOOPER : Petition of Raymond L. Lacey and
35 other residents, of Kalamazoo, Mich., in favor of pending
legislation to increase the present rates of pension of Civil
War veterans and widows and dependents of veterans; to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions,

6792, Also, petition of Mrs. Josephine A. Winipy and 56 other
residents, of Kalamazoo, Mich., in favor of pending legislation
to increase the present rates of pension of Civil War veterans
and widows and dependents of veterans; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions,

6793. Also, petition of Albert Ferguson and two other resi-
dents, of Montgomery, Mich., in favor of pending legislation
to increase the present rates of pensions of Civil War veterans
and widows and dependents of veterans; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

6794. By Mr. HUDSON: Petition of citizens of Pontiac,
Mich., opposing the enaciment of House bill 10311, known as
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the Sunday observance bill; to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

6795. Also, petition of citizens of Pontiac, Mich., urging the
enactment of House bill 10311, known as the Sunday observance
bill; to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

6796. By Mr. JOHNSON of Indiana: Petition of J. M. Car-
rico and others, of Clinton, Ind.,, for increase of €ivil War
pensjons; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6707. Also, petition of Ves Beasley et al, of Vigo County,
Ind., for increase of Civil War pensions; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

6798. Also, petition of Frank A. Rector and others, of Riley,
Ind., for increase of Civil War pensions; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions,

6799, Also, petition of J. E. Harshbarger and others, of Rose-
dale, Ind., for increase of Civil War pensions; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

6800. By Mr. JOHNSON of Texas: Petition of citizens of
Navarro County, Tex., in behalf of legislation increasing pen-
sions of veterans of the Civil War and widows of veterans;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6801, By Mr. JOHNSON of Washington : Petition of citizens
of Tacoma, Wash., in bebhalf of increased pensions for veterans
of the Civil War and widows of veterans; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

6302. Also, petition of various citizens of Centralia, Wash.,
opposing American interference in Mexican affairs; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

6803. Also, petition of citizens of Clarke County, Wash., in
behalf of increased pensions for veterans of the Civil War
and widows of veterans; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6804, By Mr. KIESS: Petition from citizens of Hughesville,
Pa., favoring the passage of the Elliott pension bill; to the Com-
mititee on Invalid Pensions.

6505. By Mr. KINDRED: Petition of 8,700 pharmacisis of
the New York State Pharmaceutical Association, protesting
against Ways and Means Committee bill requiring label to show
distillers’ price to retail pharmacists and restricting manufac-
ture of new whisky to six distillers and placing existing stock in
six warehonses, printing price to retailer on label, which would
be unfair to him and would not benefit public, ete.: to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

6806. Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of the State
of New York, urging the United States Congress to make an
appropriation for the improvement of Governors Island and the
establishment there of a full regiment of Infantry; to the Com-
miftee on Military Affairs.

G6807. By Mr. KVALE: Petition of the Minneapolis Branch,
Railway Mail Association, urging passage of the following bills:
House bills 4475, 4476, 13478, and 13474; to the Committee on
the Post Office and Post Roads.

6808. Also, petition favoring passage of House bill 16295, a
bill to provide for the further development of agricultural ex-
tension work between the agricultural colleges in the several
States; to the Committee on Agriculture.

G809, Also, petition of Minnesota Federation of National
Farm Loan Associations, urging early action by Congress look-
ing toward the completion of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence
waterway : to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

6810, Also, petition of Minnesota Federation of Natlonal
Farm Loan Associations, indorsing the MeNary-Haugen bill;
to the Committee on Agriculture,

6511, Also, petition of Minnesota Federation of National
Farm Foan Associations, protesting against the McLean-Me-
Fadden bill; to the Commitiee on Banking and Currency.

6812, Also, petition of Minnesota Pharmaceutical Associa-
tion, protesting against the bill reqniring distillers to show
price of whisky on label; also protesting against restricting
the manufacture of new whisky to six distillers; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

6813, Also, petition of 55 residents of Ortonville, Minn,, urg-
ing that immediate steps be taken to bring to a voie a Civil
War pension bill; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6814. By Mr. McFADDEN : Petition of residents of Harford,
Susquehanna County, Pa., to bring to a vote the Civil War
pension bill carrying the rates proposed by the National Trib-
une; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6815. By Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Nebraska: Petition signed
by residents of Fairbury, Nebr., urging the passage of pensioh
legislation for the relief of veterans of the Civil War and
widows of veterans at this session of Congress; to the Com-
mitfee on Invalid Pensions.

6816. By Mr. MANLOVE: Petition of W. L. Feland, W. B.
Parsons, N, F. Waltz, and 12 other residents of Vernon County,
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petitioning Congress to enact legislation for the relief of Civil
War veterans and widows of Civil War veterans: to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

6817. By Mr. MOORE of Kentucky: Petition signed by 100
voters of Barren County, Ky., urging early and favorable action
on pension legislation now pending before Congress: to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6818. By Mr. MURPHY : Petition from voters of Salem, Ohio,
urging that immediate steps be taken to bring to a vote a Civil
War pension bill in order that relief may be accorded to needy
and suffering veterans and widows of veterans; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

6819. By Mr. O'CONNELL of New York: Petition of the
Maritime Association of the Port of New York, favoring the
passage of Senate bill 3170, provided it is amended =0 as to
carry the limitation of $7.500; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

6820. By Mr. O'CONNELL of Rhode Island: Resolution of
the General Assembly of the State of Rhode Island, recommend-
ing to Congress an amendment to the immigration act of 1924
providing that the annual quota shall be based upon the United
States Census of 1920; to the Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization.

6821. By Mr. PRATT : Petitions of citizens of Ulster County,
N. Y., and Greene County, N. Y., urging legislation increasing
the pensions of Clvil War veterans and widows of veterans;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6822. By Mr. RAINEY: Petition of John Atterberry and
94 other citizens of Morgan County, Ill., in favor of Civil War
pension bill carrying rates approved by the National Tribune;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

6823. Also, petition of H. D. Walch and 127 other citizens of
Hull, IlL, favoring Civil War pension bill carrying rates ap-
proved by the National Tribune; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

6824. By Mr. SABATH: Petition of Master Printers Fed-
eration, to restore the old 1924 third-class postal rates; to
the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

6825. By Mr. SNELL: Petition of residents of Saranac
Lake, Plattsburg, N. Y., in behalf of pension legislation for
Civil War veterans and widows of veterans: to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

6826. By Mr. STRONG of Kuansas: Petition of voters of
Salina, Kans., urging passage of legislation providing increase
of pension for Civil War veterans and widows of veterans; to
the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6527. By Mr. STRONG of Pennsylvania: Petition of First
Presbyterian Church of Apollo, Pa., in favor of the Sunday rest
bill for the District of Columbia (H. R. 10311) ; to the Commit-
tee on the District of Columbia.

6828. By Mr. SUMMERS of Washington: Petition signed
by Mrs. Cameron Dunecan and 37 others of Wapato, Wash.,
urging early action on the pending Civil War pension bill ;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
~ 6829. By Mr. THURSTON: A petition of citizens of Afton,
Union County, Iowa, relating to legislation in favor of veterans
of the Civil War and their dependents; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

6830. By Mr. VAILE: Petition of sundry citizens of Denver,
Colo., urging the enactment of legislation looking to granting of
increase of pension to veterans of the Civil War and their
dependents; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6831. By Mr. VESTAL: Petition of E. B. Moore et al., of
Delaware County, Ind,, urging passage of pension legislation :
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

06832, Also, petition of Walter Crosley et al, of Madison
County, Ind., relative to passage of bill for increase of pen-
sions ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6833. By Mr. WOODYARD : Petition of citizens of Hunting-
ton, W. Va, favoring change in pension laws relating to Civil
War ecases; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6834. By Mr. ZIHLMAN: Pefition of American Legion, De-
partment of Maryland, urging the passage of legislation (IL R.
4548, 8. 3027) providing for the retirement of disabled emer-
gency Army officers under the same conditions as are provided
for the other eight classes of disabled military and naval officers
of the World War; to the Committee on World War Veterans’
Legislation.

6885. Also, petition of citizens of Hagerstown, Md., urginz
immediate action and support of Civil War pension bill pro-
viding relief for needy veterans and widows of veterans; to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions,
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