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Otto Frederick Lange to be lieutenant colonel, Infantry.

Harlan Leslie Mumma to be lieutenant colonel, Quarter-
master Corps.

Alexander Mathias Weyand to be lieutenant colonel, In-
fantry.

Walter David Mangan to be lieutenant colonel, Field Ar-
tillery.

Edgar Ambrose Jarman to be major, Judge Advocate Gen-
eral’'s Department.

William Giroud Burt to be major, Infantry.

Howard Webster Lehr to be major, Infantry.

Marshall Joseph Noyes to be major, Corps of Engineers.

Charles Manly Walton to be major, Infantry. -

Versalious Lafayette Enadler fo be major, Field Artillery.

Samuel Lyman Damon to be major, Corps of Engineers.

Thomas Cleveland Lull to be major, Infantry.

Leonard Sherod Arnold to be major, Field Artillery.

Henry Blodgett McIntyre to be colonel, Medical Corps.

Martin Robert Reiber to be lieutenant colonel, Medical
Corps.

William Kenneth Turner to be lieutenant colonel, Medical
Corps.

Fletcher Emory Ammons to be major, Medical Corps.

Clifford Paul Michael to be captain, Medical Corps.

Oscar Samuel Reeder to be captain, Medical Corps.

POSTMASTER
CONNECTICUT

Peter M. Davey, Bridgeport.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
FRIDAY, JANUARY 14, 1938

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

Our Father, author of the morning light, guardian through
the darkness and the shadow of the night, be with us in the
experiences of the day. Whatever may be our trial, give us
the courage to stand without compromise for that which we
believe to be true. Grant that the mists of uncertainty may
be dispensed in the sunlicht of a happy faith. Almighty
God, we breathe out of our heart an earnest prayer for our
Capital City; the circles of crime are dipping to murky
depths. Be it according to Thy will to suppress the corrupt-
ing forces, lest they be instruments of immeasurable degrada-
tion. We pray that all righteous citizens may unite their
powers to drain and cleanse the moral scrofula out of the
dark channels of our cily life. May they labor sleeplessly for
her fair name and character. We thank Thee for our
home life; may it ever be a symbol to us of Thy beautiful
household where Thy presence pervades. Through Jesus
Christ our Lord. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and

approved.
PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
on Mcnday next, after the disposition of matters on the
Bpeaker’s table and the legislative program for the day, that
I may be permitted to address the House for 30 minutes.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

JOINT COMMITTEE ON HAWAII

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the Joint Committee on Hawaii may have 30 days more in
which to file their report.

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

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr., ENUTSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent

to revise and extend my remarks and to insert therein some
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Minnesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include
therein a radio address delivered by my colleague the gen-
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. Crrron] and the Reverend
Gilbert, chaplain of the Senate of the State of Connecticut,
on the subject of fiood control.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. ANDERSON of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to extend my own remarks.

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

There was no objection.

HOME RULE FOR THE NATIONAL CAPITAL

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to address the House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from West Virginia asks
unanimous. consent to address the House for 1 minute. Is
there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, in the other body much
has been said in recent days of certain conditions existing
in the Capital. I today have introduced a joint resolution
proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the United
States to provide for a republican form of government and
representation in the Congress for the District of Columbia.

The time has come for the Congress of the United States
to relieve itself from the burden of operating a municipal
administration in the National Capital.

The problems of national government have become so
complex and so strenuous that I am sure I speak for all my
colleagues in saying none of us ever has enough time to do
his work as he would like to. As much as has been accom-
plished since 1933 we all know that a great deal remains to
be done before the United States is firmly established on a
basis of permanent modern democratic prosperity.

I make this preamble by way of explaining why I say
that Congress should divest itself now of an unnecessary
and unjust burden: the operation of the District gov-
ernment.

When the Constitution of the United States was written,
article I, section 8, directed the Congress:

To exercise exclusive legislation in all cases whatsocever over
such district (not exceeding 10 miles square) as may by cession
of particular States and the acceptance of Congress become the
seat of the Government of the United States, and to exercise like
authority over all places purchased by the consent of the legis-
lation of the State In which the same shall be, for the erection of
forts, magazines and arsenals, dockyards, and other needful
buildings.

It is that phrase “exclusive legislation in all cases what-
soever” which continues to place upon Congress the unneces-
sary and unjust burden of which I have spoken.

When the founding fathers were building the structure
of the National Government, what is now the District of
Columbia was no more than a village and a vision, Nobody
conceived the present thriving and magnificent city of
625,000, nor the Washington we will have 10 years from
now.

By 1947, according to George McAneny, chairman of the
committee appointed by President Roosevelt in 1936 to study
Washington’s fiscal affairs, there will be 1,000,000 residents
in the District. Thus we have confronting us an extremely
important, fundamental issue.

Shall 1,000,000 Americans be disenfranchised, denied the
right of citizenship, because they have moved to the Capital
of the United States?

It is not necessary to argue the question of whether an
American citizen should have the right to vote. That was
settled by the Declaration of Independence and the Revolu=-
tionary War.

short newspaper clippings and a table.
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Yet at the heart and Capital of the world’s most powerful
democracy we have a great city in which the legal residents
are denied the right of representation in the tax-making
and law-making bodies, denied the right to elect their ad-
ministrative government; denied the right to vofte on the
Presidency of the United States; and denied the right to
elect or otherwise express their views upon the judges of
their courts. Such a condition is repugnant to every true
democrat. It is a denial of the democratic principle. It
was never intended by the makers of the Constitution, I
feel certain; even if it were, I brand it as un-American,
unjust, and untenable.

In these times we hear the democratic principle of govern-
ment denounced and reviled. Mussolini curses democracy
and says that he stamps upon its rotten body. Hitler ridi-
cules democracy as old-fashioned and the impossible in the
modern economy. Stalin mocks it by shooting all political
opposition—at the same time he marches his groveling sub-
Jjects to the polls to vote for him. In Japan democracy is
not even discussed.

It would become the Congress of the United States at this
time to demonstrate the American confidence in democratic
principles of government by instituting such at the Capital
of the United States, and such is my motive in proposing the
amendment to the Constitution of the United States here
offered. This amendment simply relaxes the mandate of
article I, section 8, that Congress must legislate in all cases
whatsoever for the District.

This amendment would permit Congress to confer upon the
District of Columbia whatever degree of sovereignty possible
which is not in conflict with the general purpose of main-
taining the seat of the National Government here. It would
allow Congress to unburden itself of the many, many trivial
and unimportant matters of municipal legislation which we
cannot do now under article I, section 8. Both the Congress
and the Supreme Court have made repeated efforts to find
a way around that stricture, but if language has any mean-
ing—and we must be honest in interpreting the Constitu-
tion—there is no escape short of amendment.

I wish to assure all legal residents of the States, who
maintain establishments in the District, that their citizenship
would be in no way affected by the granting of voting rights
to legal citizens of the District proper. Many persons live
in Washington and work for the Government, but maintain
their voting rights in the States. Whatever the laws that
might be enacted to grant the vote to bona fide legal resi-
dents of the District, it would have no effect whatsoever upon
them. Only the laws of their own States could alter their
status as voters.

I ask that this proposal be given serious consideration by
every Member with a view to relieving all of us from the
burden of operating the District government; to endowing
the residents of this Capital with the citizenship to which
they are entitled; and to demonstrating to the world that the
Congress of the United States still has faith in democracy.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. ALLen of Pennsylvania asked and was given permis-
sion to extend his own remarks in the REcCORD.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for 1 minute.

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

There was no objection.

THE GENERAL WELFARE ACT—H. R. 4199

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, 104 Members of
this body have attached their signatures to the petition on
the Speaker’s desk for the discharge of the Ways and Means
Committee from further consideration of the General Wel-
fare Act, H. R. 4199, which embodies the principles of the
Townsend national recovery plan, and bring it before the
House for consideration and vote. No less than 108 Members
of this body have signed a letter addressed to Hon. ROBERT L.
DoucHTON, chairman, Ways and Means Committee, petition-
ing for a hearing of said measure before that legislative com-
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mittee. In other words, the chosen representatives of over
27,000,000 citizens, approximately the same number who voted
for the election of President Roosevelt in 1936, have asked
that this great legislative proposal be heard upon its merits
before the proper committee and before this House. We have
every confidence and assurance that this request of so
numerous a body of American citizens will be granted and
that H. R. 4199, the General Welfare Act, will be fully heard
before the Ways and Means Committee and this House dur-
ing this session of Congress. Many of the facts and argu-
ments in support of this legislation are set forth in a speech
which I delivered in Old South Church, Boston, Mass., and
which may be found in the Appendix of the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp, Seventy-fifth Congress, first session, on pages 1812-
1815.

Mr. Speaker, for the information of the Members of the
House and the country, I also make a brief analysis of the
provisions of the General Welfare Act, H. R. 4199. I take
this opportunity to earnestly urge my colleagues who have
not already done so to sign both the discharge petition on
the Speaker’s desk and the petition to Hon. RoBerT L. DOUGH-
ToN, chairman, Ways and Means Committee. No Member
of the House will ever have cause to regret doing so and, in
my opinion, will some day be proud of his action.

ANALYSIS OF PROVISIONS OF THE GENERAL WELFARE ACT OF 1937,
H. R, 4199

1. A monthly annuity for life to all citizens of the United States
over 60 who have been citizens for over 5 years, and not to exceed
$200 per month, so as to create purchasing power for the things
the Nation can produce.

2. The annuity to be spent during the current calendar month
80 as to utllize this purchasing power in putting all idle factories
and farms to work at full capacity, the old people to be merely the
disbursing agents for Uncle SBam and put the young and middle-
aged to work manufacturing and producing things for them.
Annuitants must “buy American” and employ Americans.

3. The annuitants to retire from all gainful pursuits so as
to create additional jobs for the young and middle-aged.

4, Annuitants may not save money for burial purposes, but may
take out life insurance on their own lives of not exceeding $1,000
to provide for this. They may continue paying premiums on life
or endowment policies taken out over a year before the effective
date of this act.

5. Annuitants must pay all just debts, including debts con-
tracted before they became annuitants, but may not spend more
than 10 percent of their annuities each month for such back
debts and gifts (except tithing to a church or religious institu-
tion).

6. They may support actual dependents but cannot malntain
any able-bodied person in idleness or any person in drunkenness
or gambling, or pay clearly unreasonable wages to any person.

7. The annuity is free from levy by any court process and may
not be assigned. (It is also free from any tax levy.)

8. If any annuitant disposes of any property purchased with
his annuity he must spend the proceeds within the current cal-
endar month.

9. Annuitants must file returns each month under oath at their
local post offices and these returns must, in general terms, state
the truth as to how annuities were spent or the annuitants are
subject to perjury charges as well as charges of defrauding the
Government,

10. Annuitants who viclate the rules with reference to the ex-
penditure of the annuities forfeit, upon conviction before a judge
or jury in United States district court, one-fourth of the amount
of their annuities for life for each violation.

11. Applications for annuities to be flled with local postmaster
with proof of age and citizenship, photo and fingerprint record
for identification purposes so that one person will not apply in two
different States or in different places in the same State.

12. Applicants for annuities, annuitants, and postmasters may
call upon the local United States district attorney for advice and
assistance in connection with problems arising under the act.

13. Applicants and annuitants may, in informal proceedings,
petition the United States district court for rulings as to their
rights under the law.

14. No annuity to be paid to persons forcibly confined in insti-
tutions, or to persons not domiciled within the United States or
its Territories, or en route between the States and Territories.

16. Annuitants may terminate their annuities upon proper
notice.

16. The annuities to be financed by means of a 2-percent tax
on transactions, which term includes all transfers for a money
consideration, all service furnished for a consideration (except
personal services rendered by employees to their employers), the
winnings of any lottery, the payment of any membership fees, all
inheritances and gifts, and the use of any raw material, article,
or product on which a transaction tax has not been paid, as a
component part in the manufacture of any other article or
product.
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17. There is no tax on transactions of pure barter or exchange,
nor on transactions by or through governmental agencies or in-
strumentalities. (There is no tax on religious services.)

18. The tax is not payable until the money consideration passes.

19. On executory or time-payment contracts each payment con-
stitutes a separate transaction.

20. The tax is collected by the Collector of Internal Revenue,
or such other person designated by the Secretary of the Treasury,
who has general supervision over enforcement of the act and issues
all rules found to take care of administrative details,

21, Tax returns to be filed monthly with the collector, which
returns must show the total taken in from all taxable transactions
for the month.

22. No return need be filed or tax paid if the total tax is less
than $1 for any month.

. Returns must be sworn to, and besides being liable for per-
jmythepartymakinganytalseremmsmnybepmaacumdmr
defrauding the Government, with severe maximum penalties for
:u first offense and still more stringent penalties for subsequent

‘enses,

24, If the tax is not pald by the due date a civil penalty of
double the amount is added, plus interest.

25. A tax llen is also provlded for, which may be foreclosed
in the United States district court.

26. The collection of taxes does not start until 3 full calendar
months after the act takes effect.

27. The tazxes must be paid and the returns made within 10
days after the end of the calendar month during which the taxes
accrued.

28. At the end of the twentieth day after the end of the calendar
month in which the taxes accrued, distributlion takes place by
checks mailed out by the Secretary of the Treasury at Washington
;gc:él annuitants whose applications have been approved by the

tary.

29. Those applications not approved by the twentieth, and all
moneys collected after the twentieth for the previous calendar
month to Be carried over to the next month.

30. All checks returned that were sent out to deceased annui-
tants, or to annuitants forcibly confined in institutions, and all
penalties forfeited by annuitants, to be carried over to the next
month.

81. The checks to be mailed out between the twentieth and
the last of the month and to have indicated on them that, as to
the annuitants, they are for the next calendar month.

32, The checks to be on a pro rata basis of the money on hand,
after deducting the expenses of administration, but not to exceed

00.

83. Any balance in any month, after qualified annuitants re-
celve $200 each, to be used in liquidation of the national debt
and, when it is cleared, to go into the general fund.

34. A sufficient fund appropriated from the general fund to
establish and maintain the act, subject to relmbursement from
the money collected under the act.

35. All money collected under the act to go into a special fund
in the Treasury to be known as the General Welfare Fund,
which fund shall be used for no other purpose than for the
purposes outlined in the act.

36. If for any reason payment to an annuitant is delayed to
such an extent that he has two or more annuity checks on hand,
he has one additional month for each month of such accumula-
tion in which to spend the money.

87. All Federal acts or parts of acts in conflict with the provi-
sions of the act are expressly repealed, to the extent of the conflict,
and any person who accepts an annuity under the act thereby for-
feits his right to any other pension, unemployment insurance or
other benefit under any Federal social-security or other measure,
to the extent of the amount he receives under the act.

[Here the gavel fell.]
EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my own remarks in the Recorp on the independent
offices appropriation bill and to include some brief citations
from legal reports.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp upon the subject of
planned production.

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

There was no objection.

REQUESTS FOR PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for 2 minutes.

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob-
ject, and I shall not object to this request, during the last
session I adopted the plan of not allowing speeches when
there was other business to come before the House. I said
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at that time that I would not object to any Member speaking
for 1 minute, but during this session, Members have begun
to ask for 2 minutes, and then 3 minutes. If 15 or 20 Mem-
bers do this we wreck a day. I am going to have to return
to what I originally did; that is, to object hereafter, until
the legislative program for the day is completed, to any Mem-
ber proceeding for more than 1 minute.

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

There was no objection.

HOW FAR CAN TARIFFS BE REDUCED BY TRADE AGREEMENTS?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Speaker, my under-
standing is, and I believe it has been the general under-
standing as evidenced by the debates in this House, that
under the Reciprocal Trade Agreement Act tariffs could be
reduced to 50 percent of the amount that was fixed by the
Tariff Act of 1930. I call attention to the fact that in the
list of articles cited in the public notice of the Secretary
of State relative to the proposed agreement with the United
Kingdom, and printed in the Recorp of January 8, many
items are listed that already have been reduced 50 percent
through previous trade agreements. The public notice states
that concessions will be considered on these items.

Only one interpretation can be placed on that, which is
that the State Department holds it has the authority to re-
duce a tariff from the act of 1930 by 50 percent through
trade agreements, then by a successive trade agreement to
reduce it still further or another 50 percent. You can
readily appreciate that by successive agreements the tariff
structure may be entirely destroyed.

There is a distinct difference between the way the rate of
duty is presented in the Secretary's public notice of January
8 and the way the tariff changes are set forth in the pub-
lication of the Tariff Commission. The Secretary’s notice
merely lists the present rate of duty, and that rate of duty
in some cases is the unchanged rate under the Tariff Act of
1930 and in other cases is the rate to which a duty has been
reduced by’ trade agreements. The Tariff Commission’s

_ periodical publication on changes gives:

RATE CHANGED—EFFECTIVE PROCLAIMED DUTY—EFFECTIVE DATE AND
BASIS OF CHANGE

This fact, coupled with the fact that several items on which
notice was given January 8 are already down 50 percent,
indicates the Department believes each new agreement estab-
lishes a new tariff base which, in turn, can be cut in two
as often as desired.

I am today intreducing a resolution asking the State De-
partment what is the basis for the rates cited in the notice
of January 8 and asking them whether or not it is their
interpretation that by successive agreements they can de-
stroy the entire tariff structure without any further act of

Congress.
This matter concerns every congressional district in the
United States. The resolution follows:

Resolution of inquiry to determine what reduction of tariff dutles
is under consideration by the Department of State in the pro-
posed trade agreement with the United Kingdom

Whereas the Secretary of State under date of January 8, 1938,
gave public notice of intention to negotiate a trade agreement with
the Government of the United Kingdom and with that Government
on behalf of Newfoundland and the British Colonlal Empire, and
the same date announced that the granting of concessions by the
United States would be considered only with respect to articles
described in an accompanying list; and

Whereas the present rate of duty given in the list in many in-
stances is not the rate of duty prescribed in the United States
Tariff Act of 1930, but the rate to which the article described has
been reduced under trade agreements previously negotiated, and
which, in some instances, are already 50 percent of the rate estab-
lished in the Tariff Act of 1930, so that any further concessions
would mean reducing the rate of duty to below 50 percent of the
amount fixed in the Tariff Act of 1930; and

Whereas the effect of any announced intention to consider any
revision of tariff schedules inevitably unsettles the Iindustries
affected, delaying expansion, and creating hesltancy in the pur-
chase of normal stocks; and

‘Whereas the announced intention to consider concessions that
will reduce duties that have already been cut 50 percent below the
rate established by the Tariff Act of 1930 will seriously affect all
industries that have adjusted themselves to the 50-percent reduc-
tion and considered that the rate was stabilized at that point; and
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Whereas an interpretation of the Trade Agreement Act which
would permit the negotiation of trade agreements to grant further
concessions on rates already reduced 50 percent would permit the
complete destruction of the tariff structure by successive agree-
ments: Be it therefore

Resolved, That the Secretary of State is requested to transmit to
the House of Representatives at the earliest practicable moment the
Tollowing information, namely:

1. What is the basis of the rate of duty given in the lst of
products announced on January 8, 1938, on which the United
Btates will consider granting concessions to the United Eingdom,
Newfoundland, and the British Colonial Empire?

2. Which items on the list have already been reduced to 50
percent of the rate of duty provided in the United States Tariff
Act of 19307

3. Has the Department of State interpreted “The act of Con-
gress approved June 12, 1934, entitled ‘An act to amend the Tariff
Act of 1930, as extended by Public Resolution No. 10, approved
March 1, 1937,” to mean that it can reduce the tariff rates below
those provided in the act of 1930, and then by subsequent agree-
ments further reduce the rates to 50 percent on each preceding
rate so established?

[Here the gavel fell.]
ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to proceed for 1 minute in order to announce the program
for the remainder of the week.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, next Monday is the day
set for consideration of bills on the Consent Calendar, and
I think this will not take more than 45 minutes or an hour.

It is desired to consider the naval bill on Tuesday and
the remainder of the week, with the exception of Calendar
Wednesday. In order to accomplish this it will be neces-
sary to pass the pending appropriation bill by Monday eve-
ning. Of course, we can take it up after the bills on the
Consent Calendar are called on Monday. I had hoped that
we may be able to complete general debate on this bill by
the middle of the afternoon and read it under the 5-minute
rule for probably 2 hours. From the time requested for

general debate on this bill it would appear that the general .

debate may run until 4:30 or 5 o’clock. If it develops this
afternoon that this bill cannot be read today and if it ap-
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pears it may be impossible to finish its consideration on

Monday after the call of the bills on the Consent Calendar,

it will be necessary to have a short session tomorrow.
PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to address the House for 30 seconds.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Mr. Speaker, it has become plain
that the Woodrum resolution to eliminate and reduce items
in appropriation bills carries no machinery at all for any
action by the Congress to override after the President acts.
Neither is there any limit as to when he must cease to cur-
tail items even after he signs the bill. This could extend
into the next session of Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to extend my own
remarks in the Recorp and to print in parallel columns in
the Recorp the Hoover and Roosevelt resolutions to which
the gentleman from Virginia has referred as being similar;
also to include telegrams from William Green and other
labor leaders, protesting this resolution.

The SPEAKER. The Chair may say to the gentleman
from Kansas that the Chair is doubtful as to the propriety
of his request to print anything in parallel columns. The
Joint Committee on Printing has a regulation in reference
to the matter. However, the Chair will submit the request,
although it may be subject to some objection on the part of
the Joint Committee on Printing.
~ Mr. LAMBERTSON. I am not asking for any special
privilege.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Column 1 contains the so-called
Hoover resolution, which is found on page 223, section 407,
of Appropriations Estimates for the first session of the Sev-
enty-second Congress. Column 2 contains the so-ecalled
Roosevelt proposal, found on page 304, section 407-409 of
Appropriations Estimates for the Seventy-second Congress
in the second session.

HOOVER

Whenever the President makes an Execu-
tive order under the provisions of this title,
such Executive order shall be transmitted
to the Congress while in session and shall
not become effective until after the expira-
tion of 60 calendar days after such trans-
mission, unless Congress shall sooner ap-
prove of such Executive order or orders by
concurrent resolution, in which case said
order or orders shall become effective as of
the date of the adoption of the resolution:
Provided, That if Congress shall adjourn
before the expiration of 60 calendar days
from the opening day of the next succeed-
ing regular or speclal session: Provided
Jurther, That if either branch of Congress
within such 60 calendar days shall pass a
resolution disapproving of such Executive
order, or any part thereof, such Executive
order shall become null and void to the
extent of such disapproval.

ROOSEVELT

Whenever the President makes an Execu-
tive order under the provisions of this title,
such Executive order shall be submitted to
the Congress while in session and shall not
become effective until after the expiration
of 60 calendar days after such transmission,
unless Congress shall by law provide for an
earlier effective date of such Executive
order or orders: Provided, That if Congress
shall adjourn before the expiration of 60
calendar days from the date of such trans-
mission such Executive order shall not be-
come effective until after the expiration of
60 calendar days from the opening day of
the next succeeding regular or special
session.

The appropriations or portions of appro-
priations unexpended by reason of the
operation of this title shall not be used
for any purpose but shall be impounded
and returned to the Treasury.

The authority granted to the President
under section 403 shall terminate upon the
expiration of 2 years after the date of en-
actment of this act unless otherwise pro-
vided by Congress.

WOODRUM

The President is authorized to eliminate
or reduce by Executive order, in whole or in
part, any appropriation or appropriations
made by this act, or any act or joint reso-
lution, whenever, after investigation, he
shall find and declare that such action win
aid in balancing the Budget or in reducing
the public debt, and that the public inter-
est will be served thereby: Provided, That
whenever the President issues an Executive
order under the provisions of this section,
such Executive order shall be submitted to
the Congress while in session, and shall not
become effective until after the expiration
of 60 calendar days after such transmission,
unless the Congress shall by law provide
for an earlier effective date of such Execu-
tive order: Provided further, That any ap-
propriations or parts thereof eliminated
under the authority of this section shall be
impounded and returned to the Treasury,
and that the same action shall be taken
with respect to any amounts by which any
appropriations or parts thereof may be re-
duced under the authority of this section.

I have inserted the foregoing provisions in order that all
Members may know just what it is the House has voted and
whether it is really the same as the authority voted to
Mr. Hoover, or even to Mr. Roosevelt, in connection with
reorganization.

There are three elements involved, as follows:

First. The transmission to Congress of a proposed action of
the Executive and the lapse of 60 days before the Executive
order can take effect.

This provision is common to all three of the laws above
referred to.

Second. The carry-over provision, under which, if Con-
gress adjourns before the 60-day period has elapsed, the
Executive order shall not then take effect until 60 days after
the beginning of the next succeeding session.

This provision was in the Hoover Reorganization Act; it
was in the Roosevelt Reorganization Act for only 17 days,
when it was repealed; and it is entirely absent from the
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Woodrum provision for the Executive repeal of appropria-
tions.

Third. Congressional disapproval and nullification of the
Executive order by a simple resolution passed by a majority
vote of either House of Congress.

This provision was in the Hoover Reorganization Act, but
is entirely absent from the Roosevelt Reorganization Act and
the Woodrum provision for Executive repeal of appropria-
tions.

It is obvious, therefore, that the principle of the Woodrum
provision for the Executive repeal of appropriations is wholly
unlike that underlying the Hoover reorganization act. The
latter was hedged about with every possible safeguard for con-
gressional review of Executive action, and the machinery for
blocking and nullifying Presidential action deemed by either
House to be unwise was of the simplest order.

The Hoover reorganization act preserved to the Congress
easily applied and effective control of Executive indiscretion
at all times.

The Woodrum provision for the Executive repeal of ap-
propriations sets up no machinery for such restraint upon
unwise Executive proposals. Only the cumbersome, slow-
moving legislative processes are available and these cannot
often be completed within & 60-day period of time, or if com-
pleted, would be certain to meet an Executive veto requiring
repassage by a two-thirds vote of both Houses.

To obviate the danger of such an adverse move in Con-
gress, a determined Executive need only delay transmitting
his action to Congress until the closing days of a session. It
would then be legislatively impossible for Congress to act
and the Executive order would take effect at the end of
60 days.

The Woodrum provision is much more nearly like the
Roosevelt Reorganization Act, but even here there are two
important differences.

In the first place, the life of the act granting reorganiza-
tion power to Roosevelt was limited to 2 years, and expired
automatically on March 20, 1935, without any further action
by Congress. The Woodrum provision for the Executive
repeal of appropriations is a grant of continuous power and
cannot be brought to an end against the wishes of the Exec-
utive, except by a two-thirds’ vote of both Houses.

In the second place, the Roosevelt authority was granted
on the day before his first inauguration at 2 time when there
was widespread belief that the Nation was on the verge of
collapse and could only be saved by an unprecedented—
peacetime—concentration of power in the hands of the Ex-
ecutive. That time of crisis is now past. While many Mem-
bers of Congress, through force of habit, have continued to
vote for legislation delegating its legislative functions to the
Executive, more and more of them are awakening to the
fact that there must soon be an about face in this matter,
or else Congress will, before long, find itself completely
emasculated and under the dominance of an all-powerful
Executive.

The presentation of the Woodrum provision for Executive
repeal of appropriations may have a wholesome effect in
opening the eyes of Congress to the ultimate result of a con-
tinuation in its 4-year-long course of surrender to the Exec-
utive. If it will have this effect and will result in its own
final defeat, it cannot be said that its presentation has been
altogether a bad thing.

There seems to be a widespread impression that the Wood-
rum provision for Executive repeal of appropriations is the
individual-item veto requested by the President in his Budget
message. Such is not the case. In fact, the Woodrum Ex-
ecutive repeal provision is a grant of power to the President
vastly greater than that requested by him in his Budget
message.

The President’s request is as follows:

Appropriation item veto: An important feature of the fiscal pro-
cedure in the majority of our States js the authority given to the
Executive to withhold approval of individual items in an appropri-
atlon bill, and, while approving the remainder of the bill to return
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such rejected items for the further consideration of the legisla-
ture. This grant of power has been considered a consistent corol-
lary of the power of the legislature to withhold approval of items
in the Budget of the Executive; and the system meets with general
approval in the many States which have adopted it. A respectable
difference of opinion exists as to whether a simlilar item-veto power
could be given to the President by legislation or whether a con-
stitutional amendment would be necessary. I strongly recommend
that the present Congress adopt whichever course it may deem to
be the correct one.

An Executive veto must be exercised within 10 days from
the final congressional passage, and it must be done before
the bill is signed. Once the bill is signed or is passed
over his veto, it is beyond the power of the E=xecutive
to change it. He cannoi, for example, 6 months after the
final approval of an appropriation bill, single out an item,
dear to the heart of a particular Congressman or Senator,
and by threat—subtle or blunt, as the case may be—to re-
peal the appropriation for that item, force the legislator
into line to vote against his own conscience for some bill
dear to the heart of the President. Exactly that thing could
be done, however, under the Woodrum provision for Execu-
tive repeal.

The Executive repeal of appropriations in the Woodrum
provision cannot be exercised until after the bill has be-
come a law; and it is within the power of the President to
repeal any appropriation, in whole or in part, any time
thereafter.

Under the Executive veto any bill or provision so vetoed
may become a law, notwithstanding Presidential disapproval,
by a two-thirds vote of both Houses. The machinery for
this is of such a simple nature that the repassage of a vetoed
bill by a two-thirds vote of both Houses is often accom-
plished on the same day the veto message is received.

Under the Executive repeal of appropriations as contained
in the Woodrum provision, no machinery whatever is set up
for congressional disapproval. With the discretion which
the Woodrum provision clothes the President to delay the
transmission to Congress of an Executive repeal of an ap-
propriation until the closing days of a session, it then be-
comes a race against time for the cumbersome, slow-moving
legislative machinery to defeat the Executive will—compa-
rable to the race between the hare and the tortoise, with the
hare—in this case, the Executive will—almost certain to win
out over the tortoise, the legislative will.

There may be some merit to the proposal for the indi-
vidual-item veto; and if it is hedged about with the same
safeguards now obtaining under the Constitution for con-
gressional disapproval of unwise Executive action it is pos-
sible it would not produce any seriously harmful results,
That is a matter which the membership of the House should
carefully inquire into if and when the individual-item veto
is presented for enactment.

The Woodrum Executive repeal, however, is now before
the Congress and it challenges our present careful consid-
eration. Unfortunately, in an unguarded hour, it has slipped
through the House. It must yet receive the approval of
another body if it is to become a law. If that body should
strike it from the bill, the House will have opportunity to
bring its sober second judgment to bear upon the question
whether it wishes, by a final approval of this provision, to
further surrender its legislative prerogatives to the Execu-
tive branch of the Government or whether it will make the
high resolve—in this critical period of the Nation’s history—
to about-face and to begin to restore the system of checks
and balances which the founders of the Republic so wisely
provided as a safeguard against tyranny—whether that
tyranny be one of the legislative, the Executive, or the
judicial branch.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous

consent to extend my own remarks in the RECORD concern-
ing the policy of authorizing the President to veto items in

an appropriation bill and to insert a letter on the subject, -
which I have received from the chairman of the Judiciary
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Committee, as well as a statement as to the position of the
various States upon this matter.

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

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to
object, the gentleman is chairman of the Committee on
Appropriations. Is the Appropriations Committee giving
consideration to the matfers embodied in the Woodrum
amendment?

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. I may say we have had a
meeting on that subject this morning; yes. :

Mr. MICHENER. I call the gentleman’s attention to the
fact that the Woodrum amendment is a legislative matter
entirely and that the Appropriations Committee has nothing
more to do with that subject matter than has the Committee
on the Disposition of Useless Papers. The gentleman under-
stands that thoroughly. The gentleman was a Member of
this House, as I was, when the Budget system was adopted,
and he understands at that time it was insisted that the
time would come when the Committee on Appropriations—if
we adopted the Budget system—would attempt to usurp the
power, jurisdiction, and the authority of legislative com-
mittees.

Can we not plead with the gentleman to abide by the
rules of the House and cease and desist from this attempt
to control legislation that does not come within the juris-
diction of the committee? Let this matter be considered by
the proper legislative committee. I favor giving the Presi-
dent power to reduce or eliminate items in appropriation
bills, with the Congress having the right to override that
veto.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. CocHRAN, Mr. LaMBERTSON, and Mr. SABATH asked and
were given permission to extend their own remarks in the
RECORD.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks in the Recorp and include therein
an address delivered by me today before the American
Engineering Council.

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

There was no objection.

TREASURY AND POST OFFICE APPROPRIATION BILL, 1939

Mr, LUDLOW. 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 the bill (H. R.
8947) making appropriations for the Treasury and Post
Office Departments for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939,
and for other purposes; and pending that motion, I ask
unanimous consent that general debate may continue unin-
ferruptedly during the afternoon, the time to be equally
divided and controlled by the gentleman from New York [Mr.
TaBER] and me.

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

There was no objection.

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

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill H. R. 8947, with Mr. GREENWOOD
in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. WoobrUM].

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Chairman, I feel like apologizing
to the Committee for presuming on your time during the
consideration of this bill to talk about the much discussed
and cussed Woodrum amendment.

I reiterate what I said the other day on the floor. I take
full personal responsibility for the action complained of so
bitterly by many Members. In my heart I am very happy
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to take this responsibility. I believed my colleagues on the
Democratic side certainly would not object to writing into
the bill the authority which our own President had requested
when it seemed that if we had to resort to the method of an
amendment to the Constitution the matter might still be in
the archives of the Capitol when some of us had passed on.
I did feel an obligation to the minority. I felt quite sure
the astute gentlemen on the other side would make a point
of order if I did not say something to them about my pro-
posal, so I mentioned it to them and I appreciate their not
making the point of order. I believe Congress has done a
wise thing. I respect every gentleman who disagrees with
me about it. If I used bad judgment, I certainly meant no
offense to the House or to the Committee on Appropriations,
and I love everybody now just as I always have.

This matter has been widely misunderstood and misinter=-
preted. In the first place, nothing was done in the amend-
ment which this House has not done many times by over=-
whelming votes—a simple conferring upon the Chief Execu-
tive of certain powers within well-defined limitations. By
no wild stretch of the imagination is the question of the item
veto involved in this amendment. The item veto is highly
controversial, both as a matter of policy and as to whether
it may be done by legislative action or require a constitutional
amendment. Nothing of this kind is involved in the amend-
ment, as you will see if you will read it in section 2 of the
independent offices appropriation bill.

The item veto means that when a bill goes to the Presi-
dent he may approve certain parts of it and veto a portion
of it, reporting his action back to the House, and Congress
then proceeds to consider and act upon such veto in the
manner provided by the Constitution, a two-thirds vote
being required to override the veto.

The amendment which I have offered does not come into
force or have any effect whatever until after the bhill is
signed by the President in toto and becomes law. Under the
amendment, if it should become law, Congress then says to
the President, just as we said to President Hoover in the
Reorganization Act of 1932, to President Roosevelt in the
amendment to that act in 1933, and to President Roosevelt
in the Warren reorganization bill passed in the House by
a vote of 286 to 79 on August 13, 1937, “You may have the
permission of Congress to reduce or eliminate any item of
appropriation, reporting your action back to the Congress
during a session of the Congress. You cannot do it when
Congress is not in session. Congress must be in session
when you take this action and report it back, and then 60
days must elapse before your action becomes effective.”

I say this is not by the wildest stretch of the imagination
an item veto. On August 13 of last year the House passed
the Warren bill, which went very much further than the
amendment which I offered to the independent offices ap-
propriation bill, and if time permitted I would call the roll
of the distinguished gentlemen on both sides of the aisle
who passed the bill by a vote of 286 to 79. The Warren
reorganization bill, for which I voted and for which I would
vote again, gave the President not only the right to reduce
items in appropriation bills but to discontinue functions of
government set up by legislative acts, to put them out of
business and liquidate them, and impound into the Public
Treasury the funds involved therein. We voted for this
proposal in overwhelming numbers, so naturally I did not
believe there was any fundamental departure in giving this
authority to the President.

Let us consider the practical operation of this amendment.
Of course, the amendment is directed, not at the ordinary
items in appropriation bills, which are budgeted and sent up
here as Budget estimates, and upon which committees act
after having hearings. There has been no trouble with such
items. The Committee on Appropriations has performed its
function, and the House has performed its function, and these
items have universally been under Budget estimates. How-
ever, the danger, the difficulty, and the damage to the Public
Treasury have come where large items have been inserted
not only in appropriation bills but in other bills, carrying
huge commitments and appropriations which have never been
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passed upon by the Budeget and upon which the President has
never had an opportunity to pass; and this has been done
time and time again.

To give a practical illustration, the House of Representatives
struck out of the independent offices appropriation bill the
item for construction of a dam at Gilbertsville, Ky., believing
this to be a project which could wait. We not only took
out the language authorizing the construction, but we took
out the appropriation, amounting to something over $2,000,-
000. The bill goes to another body. If that language should
be reinserfed in the bill and the appropriation reinstated,
and the House placed in the position it was during the last
session of Congress where, in order to get the appropriation
bill passed, we had to make concessions and agree to certain
things we did not wish to agree to, it would go to the Presi-
dent’s desk. Under existing law the President of the United
Btates would have to sign that bill, putting in the Budget an
item that he did not approve and one that would disrupt
Federal finances or else veto the whole bill and send it back
to the Congress.

Under the provision I have put in, the President would
have the right to turn back into the Treasury the money
appropriated but the legislative authority which had been
written in the bill for the construction of the dam would
still be there. The President in no sense of the word would
be usurping the legislative powers of the Congress and the
Congress at the next session could appropriate the money.

Let us now see how far this is a departure from actual
practice today. Any chairman of a subcommittee who has
held hearings on his bill knows very well that the President
under the power he has now has impounded in the Treasury
at least 10 percent of the funds of the various established
departments, and many of them have not been permitted to
withdraw these funds. A familiar instance of this is in
respect of the Civilian Conservation Corps. Thirty-five mil-
lion dollars of the $350,000,000 Congress appropriated for the
Civilian Conservation Corps was impounded in the Treasury
by Executive order and is still there and will remain there
unless the President sees fit to release it.

Now, you may ask if he has that power why put in this
amendment? The answer is because, for instance, this
$35,000,000 which the President impounded he could actually
save, but it disrupts the Budget and the finances of the Gov-
ernment to that extent during the fiscal year, and it was
thought an amendment of this kind would give him the
power to control or regulate to some extent these matters
of appropriation and public spending,

Now, Mr. Chairman, let us consider the realism of the
madtter for a moment, if you please. In the emergency we did
not hesitate to give the President of the United States a blank
check for $4,800,000,000 to spend as he should see fit in the
public interest. I voted for that, and I would vote for it
again in an emergency. Now, if we can give the Chief Execu-
tive such blanket power to draw upon the Treasury of the
United States, I submit it is splitting hairs when we say that
our legislative dignity is offended when we are asked to give
the President of the United States the power to save a few
dollars for the Public Treasury and bring finances back into
balance if he can do so.

I do not know of a member of the Committee on Appropria-
tions, even though he may differ with me about the wisdom
of this amendment, who, after he has had hearings on his bill
and reports it and it is passed and goes to the White House,
if the Chief Executive should come back and say, “Gentle-
men, I believe upon looking over these matters again we can
save $1,000,000 out of this bill,” would feel offended if the
President impounded such funds and saved that amount of
money, because, bear in mind, if you please, the Budget esti-
mates which the President sends up here are considered and
passed upon from 15 to 18 months before we can act upon
them on the floor of the House of Representatives.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman from
Virginia 5 additional minutes.

Mr. WOODRUM. I believe this amendment which was
placed on the independent offices appropriation bill on the
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floor of this House is one of the constructive steps we have
taken in the matter of trying to control and handle the
Budget system of the United States.

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

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. COLMER. I would like to have the gentleman’s reac-
tion on this matter., If the President were given this power,
would the President have the time, with all of his many
duties, to look info this matter personally, or would this be
like many other veto matters connected with small items and
represent the result of the work of some clerk in some depart-
ment sending the President, through Government channels,
notice that an item ought to be vetoed? In other words,
would not these items in reality be veloed by some clerk in
some bureau rather than by the President himself?

Mr. WOODRUM. In the first place, let me correct my
friend by saying this is not a velo in any sense of the word
or by the wildest stretch of the imagination.

In the second place, of course, the President of the United
States under this amendment would not have either the time
or the facilities to sit there personally and check these
various matters, but the President does, as those of us who
know how he operates understand, with a remarkable degree
of personal detail and familiarity with these things, act upon
the recommendation of his Budget officer. This is what we
did when we gave him the power I have referred to under the
bill of the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. WARREN],
passed on August 13, which is still pending in the Senate.

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

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield.

Mr. BOILEAU. Is not this power the identical power the
President has exercised during the last year?

Mr. WOODRUM. Not the identical power.

Mr. BOILEAU. During the last yvear the President has
impounded 10 percent of the funds of many agencies, and is
not that the objective you have in mind?

Mr, WOODRUM. No; it is not the objective. There is no
law which compels the President to spend the money we
appropriate, and it is true that he has impounded a small
portion of appropriations for the varoius executive depart-
ments.

This goes further than that. This gives him the right
to disapprove entirely or to curtail the amount appropri-
ated, of course reporting his act back to Congress, and when
Congress acts, the permanent action taken by Congress has
its effect on the Budget.

Mr. BOILEAU. Does he not have that power now?

Mr. WOODRUM. No.

Mr. BOILEAU. If he has the power to reduce it 10 per-
cent, why has he not the power to reduce it up to 50 percent.

Mr. WOODRUM. 8o far as taking power away from Con-
gress, this gives Congress more control over appropriations
than we have at the present fime. In the last session our
beloved friend from Missouri, Mr. CaNNON, next to the rank-
ing member of the Committee on Appropriations, introduced
a resolution to impound 15 percent of all appropriations but
giving the President authority to release them—an astound-
ing grant of power, compared to the small amount of power
given under this amendment. Of course no action was taken
on that resolution.

Mr. BOILEAU. We assume to give the President power,
but the President has usurped that power. Since we turned
that proposal down he has done the same thing, not to
15 percent but to 10 percent.

Mr. WOODRUM. To a small extent, and that was done
by requesting the departments to make savings; but this
amendment proposes to give him power to disapprove these
items and send them to Congress and then Congress has
the right to say ultimately what shall be done about it, to
approve or disapprove, and I direct the gentleman’s atten-
tion to the fact that it is by a majority vote, and not a two-
thirds vote, that Congress may disapprove the action of the
President.

Mr. BOILEAU. Both the Woodrum and the Cannon
amendments have certain objectives; that is, to give power
to the President to reduce appropriations, in the case of Mr.
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Cannon’s resolution, up to 15 percent. I cannot, for the life
of me, understand why we should waste time here trying to
pass that resolution if we are willing to assume that he has
the inherent power to do that by Executive order, such as
he has done.

Mr. WOODRUM. I do not think he has that power.

Mr. BOILEAU. I do not think so either, and if he has
that power, it ought to be taken from him, because if Con-
gress, by its act in appropriating $350,000,000 for C. C. C.
camps, thereby expects so many camps to be established, I
do not think the President has the right to thwart the will
of Congress by reducing the amount by 10 percent, which
undoubtedly would have the effect of reducing the number
of camps that Congress intended to appropriate for.

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

Mr. WOODRUM. Yes.

Mr. MAVERICK. Suppose in the last days of a Congress,
say the day before we adjourn, the President should report a
bill back and we did not do anything about it.

Mr. WOODRUM. That would be impounded until Congress
would meet again, and it would be a grand thing if that
could be done a lot of times. Congress would have to act
again, of course.

CONSTITUTIONALITY OF SECTION 2 OF H. R. 8837

Mr. Chairman, under authority given me in the House, I
attach herewith a statement respecting section 2 of H. R.
8837:

Section 2 of the independent offices appropriation bill, 1839
(H. R. 8837), as it passed the House, vests in the President power to
eliminate or reduce by Executive order any appropriation or parts
thereof made by any act or joint resolution, whenever, after inves-
tigation, he finds and declares that such action will aid in balancing
the Budget or in reducing the public debt, and that the public in-
terest will be served thereby. The section also contains provisos
postponing the effective date of Executive orders issued under the
section for a period of 60 calendar days after their transmission to
the Congress unless an earlier effective date is provided by the
Congress, and further providing that appropriations or parts thereof
eliminated, and the amounts by which appropriations are reduced,
shall be returned to the Treasury.

In considering the constitutionality of this section it is essential
to bear in mind that the section does not constitute any attempt
by the Congress to vest an appropriation item veto authority in
the President, and, indeed, does not in any manner involve the
veto power of the President. The veto power, as that power is
granted and defined in the Constitution, deals with the approval
or disapproval by the President of bills passed by the Congress
prior to the time such bills become law. On the other hand,
section 2 of H. R. 8837 grants to the President authority to take
the action prescribed by the section as to appropriation acts only
after they have become law through passage by the Congress and
approval by the President, and at a time when the veto power in
its constitutional sense has already been exhausted with respect to
the act involved. The constitutionality of the section in question
must, therefore, be considered without reference to the authority,
or lack of authority, in the Congress to enlarge the veto power by
statutory enactment.

The question here is rather one of the authority of Congress to
delegate to the President a power which the Congress is conceded
to have, namely, to delete or reduce any appropriations made by
appropriation acts after their enactment. The same principle is
involved as in the reorganization acts, where Congress has vested
in the President power to alter by Executive order the organization
of the agencies of the Government, as that organization has been
previously prescribed by acts of the Congress, a power which ordi-
narily could be exercised only by the Congress itself through statu-
tory enactments. Both in the present bill and in the reorganiza-
tion acts the action authorized to be taken ordinarily must be
accomplished directly by an act of Congress; the sole problem pre-
sented, therefore, is whether by conferring this power upon the
President Congress has authorized him to exercise legislative power
in violation of the Constitution.

The issue of delegation of legislative power has been raised in
the Supreme Court a number of times in the past and although
it has been raised successfully but three times—in the following
cases: Panama Refining Co. v. Ryan (1935) (293 U. 8. 388); Schech-
ter Poultry Corp. v. United States (1935) (295 U. S. 495); Carter v.
Carter Coal Co. (1936) (298 U. S. 238)—the Court has announced
the principles upon which to judge such cases, Thus, it appears that
Congress cannot delegate to an agent its power to make law.
However, it may authorize an agent to regulate a subject matter
which Congress itself might regulate by statute, if in so doing
suffictent restriction is imposed upon the power of the agent to
prevent him from substituting his will for that of Congress as to
what the law shall be. Hence, if Congress in a statute clearly
states the subject with which its agent is authorized to deal, and
prescribes the policy of Congress with respect to such subject, so
as to an adequate standard to guide its agent in carrying
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out the delegated power, the statute will not be considered as
delegating legislative power. If the agent, however, has been au-
thorized to regulate any subject he may choose, or if Congress has
properly restricted him to a particular subject matter but has
failed to state adequately its policy with reference thereto, in
either case, the agent has been authorized to exercise legislative
power.

An excellent statement of these principles appears in Sears, Roe=
buck & Co. v. Federal Trade Commission (C. C. A. Tth, 1819; 258
Fed. 307), in which the Court upheld the Federal Trade Commis-
elon Act (38 Stat. 717; U. 8. C,, title 15, secs. 41-51). In the course
of its opinion, the Court stated (at p. 312):

“With the increasing complexity of human activities many sit-
uations arise where governmental control can be secured only by
the '‘board’ or ‘commission’ form of legislation. In such instances
Congress declares the public policy, fixes the general principles that
are to control, and charges an administrative body with the duty
of ascertaining within particular fields from time to time the facts
which bring into play the principles established by Congress.
Though the action of the Commission in finding the facts and
declaring them to be specific offenses of the character embraced
within the general definition by Congress (unfair methods of com-
petition) may be deemed to be quasi legislative, it is so only in
the sense that it converts the actual legislation from a static to
a dynamic condition. But the converter is not the electricity.”

SBince the validity of a statute when attacked on the ground
that it constitutes an invalid delegation of legislative power de-
pends upon the definiteness of the instructions given by Congress
to its agent, the authorities must be examined to determine what
statements of policy or standards have been considered in the
past to be sufficiently precise.

In Field v. Clark (1892) (143 U. S. 649), the Court dealt with the
third section of the act of October 1, 1890 (26 Stat. 567), which
enacted a schedule of duties on certain merchandise and em-
powered the President to cause these dutles to go into effect

ainst the products of any country producing such merchandise,
which Imposed upon American products duties or other exactions
deemed by the President to be reciprocally unequal and unreason-

able, The phrase “reciprocally unequal and unreasonable” was

‘held to constitute a sufficient standard to guide the President in

80 regulating the duties.

The case of Buttfield v. Stranahan (1903) (192 U. 8. 470) in-
volved the act of March 2, 1897 (20 Stat. 604), which made it
unlawful to import into the United States any tea “which is
inferior in purity, quality, and fitness for consumption to the
standards provided in section 3.” Section 3 empowered the Secre-
tary, upon the recommendation of a board of tea experts, to fix
uniform standards of purity, quality, and fitness for consumption
of all tea imported into the United States. The Court held that
Congress had stated a policy to forbid the importation of “the
lowest grades of tea, whether demonstrably of inferior purity or
unfit for consumption, or presumably so because of their inferior
quality,” and concluded that this statement of policy was suf-
ficlently definite to guide the executive officers.

In United States v. Grimaud (1911) (220 U. 8. 508), the Court
considered a statute (the act of Feb. 1, 1905; 33 Stat. 628) pro-
viding for the establishment of certain forest reservations and giv-
ing to the Secretary of Agriculture the power to “make such rules
and regulations and establish such service as will insure the ob-
jects of such reservation, namely, to regulate their occupancy and
use and preserve the forests thereon from destruction.” Thus
the executive officer was instructed to regulate the use and occu-
pancy of the national forests so as to “preserve the forests thereon
from destruction.” This standard was held by the Court to be
adequate.

Section 315 of the Tariff Act of 1922 (42 Stat. 858) has also
been upheld. By that section the President was empowered to
adjust the duties on imported merchandise so that they would
equal the difference between the cost of production in the country
of origin and the cost of production of like merchandise in the
United States. In Hampton & Co. v. United States (1929) (276 U.S.
394), the Court held that Congress’ statement of its legislative
plan was sufficient to permit the delegation to an agent of the
duty to fill in the details. See also Hampton & Co. v. United
States (1927) (14 C. C. P. A. 35).

It should be noted in passing that the Hampton & Co. case
establishes the principle that a delegation to an executive officer
is constitutional even though it authorizes him, in effect; to amend
specific provisions of existing statutes. This principle is also
illustrated by the authorities upholding the Anti-Dumping Act
and the Reorganization Act, hereinafter discussed.

The Radio Act of 1927 (44 Stat. 1162) permits the Federal Radio
Commission to grant licenses when “public convenience, interest,
and necessity requires.” In Radio Commission v. Nelson Bros. Co.
(1933) (289 U. 8. 266), it was held in effect that the standard fur-
nished by the quoted phrase was sufficiently definite to prevent
the Commission from substituting its will for that of Congress as
to what the law should be.

The Trading With the Enemy Act (40 Stat. 411), which author=
ized the President to sell property seized under that act in any
manner “consistent with the public interest,” was upheld in
United States v. Chemical Foundation (1928) (272 U. 8. 1).

The phrase “unfair methods of competition” has been held to
constitute a sufficient standard not only when used in the Federal
Trade Commission Act, heretofore mentioned (Sears, Roebuck &
Co. v. Federal Trade Commission, supra), but also when used in
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section 316 of the Tariff Act of 1922 (42 Stat. 843) (Frischer & Co.
v. Elting, C. C. A. 2d, 1932; 60 F. (2d) 71).

The Anti-Dumping Act (42 Stat. 11) authorizes the Secretary
of the Treasury to impose additional duties upon merchandise to
the extent that the foreign market value exceeds the exporters’
sales price. This formula was held to be sufficiently definite in
Kleburg & Co., Inec., v. United States (C. C. P. A, 1933), 71 F. (2d)
332.

In contrast with the above decisions the statement of policy in
the National Industrial Recovery Act (48 Stat. 195), was held in-
adequate in Panama Refining Co. v. Ryan (1935), 203 U. 5. 388,
and Schechter Poultry Corp. v. United States (1935), 295 U. B. 495.
Consequently certain sections of the act which conferred regula-
tory powers upon the President were held invalid as delegations
of legislative power. In those cases it was contended that the
policy or standard to guide the agent was contained in section 1.
In that section it was declared to be the policy of Congress to
remove obstructions to the free flow of interstate and foreign com-
merce; to promote the organization of industry; to induce and
maintain united action of labor and management; to eliminate
unfair competitive practices; to promote the fullest possible utili-
zation of productive capacities of industries; to increase consump-
tion; to reduce unemployment; to improve the standards of labor;
and otherwise to rehabilitate industry; and to conserve natural
resources.

In the Panama Refining Co. case the Court considered section
9 (c¢), which conferred power upon the President to prohibit the

tion in interstate commerce of oil produced In excess
of gquotas permitted by State law. The Court held that the subject
of the President's regulation was completely stated, for section
9 (c) specifically provided that the transportation of hot oil in
interstate commerce was to be prohiblted. It concluded, how-
ever, that Congress had not fully stated its policy in this regard,
for it had not indicated at what time or under what circum-
stances it intended this prohibition to go into effect. The state-
ments of policy in section 1 were regarded (p. 418) as “simply an
introduction of the act, leaving the legislattve policy as to par-
tlmuusubjecﬁstobedeclnredanddaﬂned.uataﬂ by the subse-
quent sections.”

In the Schechter case the valldity of section 3 (¢) of the act
was involved. This section authorized the President to approve
“codes of fair competition” upon a finding that the codes would
“tend to effectuate the policy” of the act. The question there pre-
sented was regarded as more fundamental than that presented in
the Panama case, for the statute did not include a precise state-
ment of the subject to which the President's regulatory power
under section 3 (c¢) was addressed. The Court, after having turned
to the statements of policy in section 1, stated that it was unable
to determine what constituted or what regulation might be in-
cluded in a code of fair competition, and it therefore held that
the statute had failed to specify with sufficient particularity the
subject with which the President was suthorized to deal. Ac-
cordingly it concluded that the President’s discretion in prescrib-
ing rules for the government of trade and industry being vir-
tually unfettered, the code-making authority conferred by the act
was an invalld delegation of legislative power.

It may be concluded from the authorities set out above that in
delegating regulatory power to an agent, Congress, in the statute
making the delegation, must specify (1) the subject matter over
which the power is to be exercised; and (2) a policy or standard
to guide the agent in the exercise of the delegated power. An
fllustration of the nature of these necessary elements is found in
the case of United States v. Grimaud, heretofore referred to.
There the subject to which the delegated power was addressed
was stated by Congress to be the occupancy and use of the national
forests. 'The policy or standard prescribed by Congress to guide
its agent in regulating such occupancy and use was the preserva-
tion of the forests from destruction.

It is now necessary to apply these principles to the provisions of
section 2 of H. R. 8837, Under this section the President is author-
ized, after investigation, and upon a finding and declaration by
him that such action will ald in balancing the Budget or in reduc-
ing the public debt and that the public interest will be served
thereby, to eliminate or reduce by Executive order appropriations
made by law.

Unquestionably, the subject to which the delegated power is
addressed, namely, the elimination and reduction of appropriations,
is set forth with sufficient definiteness, for the President is told in
the section precisely with what he may deal and what he may do
with respect thereto. That is, he may deal with appropriations
made by law by eliminating or reducing them. The meaning of
these terms is well recognized and the President is not empowered
by this section to take any action which does not fall within them.
Thus the section differs from section 3 (c) of the National Indus-
trial Recovery Act, for the Court, in the Schechter case, held that
the terms of the latter which described the subject of the Presi-
dent’s regulatory power—codes of fair competition—had no well-
defined meaning and would have permitted the President to make
any type of regulation he considered necessary or advisable for the
rehabilitation or expansion of industry.

Having determined that section 2 of H. R. 8837 contains a suffi-
ciently definite statement of the subject matter to which the
President’s power is addressed, the only remaining question is
whether the policles or standards declared in the section are
adequate to guide the President in exercising the delegated power.

The section provides that the President may exercise his power
when it *“will ald in balancing the Budget or in reducing the
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public debt and * * * the public interest will be served there-
by.” Thus Congress has stated its policy, namely, to eliminate and
reduce appropriations so as to further the balancing of the Budget
and the reducing of the public debt to the extent that the public
interest will be served by such action. A comparison of this policy
or standard with those which have received judicial approval in
the decisions heretofore cited clearly shows that it would be con-
sidered a sufficient guide to the Executive.

The standard here set forth is more definite than was that ap-
proved by the Supreme Court in United States v. Chemical
Foundation, supra, in which the President was empowered to sell
certain property of the Government when it was in the “public
interest,” or that prescribed In the Radio Act of 1927, which
permits the Federal Radio Commission to grant a license when
“public convenience, interest, and mnecessity require” (Federal
Radio Commission v. Nelson Bros. Co. supra). Moreover, the
standard under discussion is much more precise than that ap-
proved in Butifield v. Stranahan, supra, In which the Secretary
of the was authorized to forbid the importation of tea
which was “inferlor in quality” or “unfit for consumption.” It
is unnecessary to set forth further precedents, for those already
stated clearly indicate that the President’s power to effect the
elimination and reduction of appropriations under this bill is
controlied by limitations which are more precise than those which
have been heretofore approved by the Supreme Court.

Nor can the standards prescribed in section 2 of H. R. 8837 be
compared with the statement of policy in section 1 of the National
Industrial Recovery Act, for the Supreme Court, in considering that
act, did not regard section 1 as setting out standards but merely
as serving as an introduction to the act (see p. 8 of this
memorandum). Section 2 of the bill here in question, however,
cannot be dealt with in this fashion, for the section clearly indi-
cates the intention that these standards shall serve as a guide to
the President in exercising his powers under the section. In this
connection, it will be observed that he is to investigate
and to find and declare that the policy set forth in the section
will be furthered before he can exercise any of the powers con-
ferred upon him by the section.

Moreover, even if the statements of policy in section 1 of the
National Industrial Recovery Act had been considered as a declara-
tion of standards but had been rejected by the Court as too
indefinite to serve as a gulde to the Executive, the scope of the
power delegated by H. R. 8837 is so much narrower than that
delegated by the National Industrial Recovery Act that the stand-
ards set forth in the two are not proper subjects for comparison.
Where the delegated power is narrow in scope the standards to
guide the agent in the exercise of that power may be less definite,
for the agent's discretion ls limited by the very nature of the
subject matter. This is illustrated by an excerpt from the opinion
of the Court in the Schechter case (at p. 540) concerning the
licensing authority of the Federal Radio Commission:

“The authority of the Commission to grant licenses ‘as public
convenience, interest, or necessity requires’ was limited by the
nature of ra.dio commummtlcns and by the scope, character, and
quality of the services to be rendered and the relative advantages
to be derived through distribution of facilities.”

Direct support for the constitutionality of section 2 of H. R.
8837 is found in the reorganization provisions of the Economy Act
of 1932, as amended, and the judicial decisions and opinions of the
Attorneys General regarding those provisions. Apart from the
fact, heretofore pointed out, that section 2 of H. R. 8837 is based
upon the same principle as the 1932 reorganization provisions,
H. R. 8837 vests in the President a part of the same power granted
to the President by the 1932 act.

Thus, under the 1932 act, the President was authorized (among
other things) to abolish agencies and functions of the Govern-
ment, and it was further provided that the appropriations avail-
able with respect to agencies and functions abolished by the
President should be eliminated and impounded and returned to
the . ‘This is precisely what section 2 of H. R. 8837 au-
thorizes, except that the authority granted by this provision is
more limited in its scope than the 1932 act, in that the present
provision authorizes the elimination of appropriations alone, with-
out extending the authority to the abolition of agencles and func-
tions. Under both provisions the authority of the President in-
cludes the elimination of appropriations.

The delegation of authority contalned in the reorganization pro-
visions of the Economy Act was upheld in an unpublished opinion
of Attorney General on June 8, 1933. Moreover, At-
torney General Mitchell, in stating that the wvalidity of section
407 of the Reorganization Act of 1932 was extremely doubtful
(37 Ops. Atty. Gen. 56), apparently considered the delegation of
authority in that act to be valid. Section 407 provided that any
Executive order issued under the act should be transmitted to
Congress and should not become effective until after the expira-
tion of 60 days from such transmission; and that if, during the
60-day period, either branch of Congress passed a resolution dis-
approving the Executive order, it should become null and wvoid.
Mr. Mitchell questioned the constitutionality of this section be-
cause, Congress having made a valid delegation to the Presldent
of the power to issue such Executive orders, they became law
upon their effective date and Congress could not alter, amend, or
repeal them, except by the enactment of legislation.

In addition, numerous Executive orders have been issued under
the authority of the Reorganization Act of 1932, as amended, and
their validity has been attacked on only two occasions. In both
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cases the court indicated that this legislation was valid (Isbrandt-
sen-Moller Co. v. United States (D. C. 5. D. N. Y. 1936; 14 F. Supp.
407) (recently afirmed by the Supreme Court on other grounds, 4
U. S. L. Week, 639), and Swayne & Hoyt, Litd., v. United Stales
(8. Ct. D. C,, 1936; 10 Am. Mar. Cases, 1790).

In the reorganization provisions of the Economy Act and the
authorities the validity of those provisions is found
direct support for the constitutionality of the delegation of au-
thority to the President embodled in section 2 of H. R. 8837.
Other examples of delegations of authority to make administrative
reorganizations follow:

Act of February 14, 1903 (32 Stat. 830) : President authorized to
transfer from designated departments to the Department of Com-
merce and Labor any bureau performing “statistical or scientific*
work.

Act of June 24, 1910 (36 Stat. 613) : Secretary of the Navy, with
the approval of the President, authorized to distribute the funec-
tions of the Bureau of Equipment of the Navy Department among
other bureaus of that Department “in such manner as the Secre-
tary of the Navy shall consider expedient and proper.”

Act of August 24, 1912 (37 Stat. 434) : President authorized to
reorganize the Customs Service with a view to reducing expenses.

Act of March 3, 1917 (39 Stat. 1122): President authorized to
abolish bureaus or agencles in order to eliminate duplication of
service.

Act of May 20, 1918 (40 Stat. 556) (Overman Act): President au-
thorized to reorganize the agencies of the Government.

- It is submitted that under the principles laid down by the
decisions cited herein, and under those same principles as embodied
in the reorganization provisions of the Economy Act, section 2 of
H. R. 8837 contains no delegation of legislative power, for the
subject matter with which the President is authorized to deal is
definitely stated in the section and an adequate policy or standard
is prescribed to guide him in the exercise of his power. Any con-
stitutional question which might be raised concerning the power
of Congress to enlarge the President’s veto power is not pertinent

. with respect to this legislation.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Vir-
ginia has again expired.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 minutes to the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. KnuTson]l.

Mr, ENUTSON. As I have but 30 minutes, I ask that I
be not interrupted until I have concluded my remarks.

Mr. Chairman, last June 3, in the course of an address
delivered on the floor of the House, among other things I
called attention to certain wasteful operations of the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority. As this was the first public charge
of waste and inefficiency in the administration and opera-
tions of T. V. A., my remarks were challenged by the gen-
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. RaNnkin].

Developments and exposures made since last June have
more than justified the remarks I made at that time. Now,
with the directors of T. V. A. fighting among themselves
and the Acting Comptroller General severely criticizing the
accounting methods, which have delayed the audit of ex-
penditures running into more than $10,000,000, there is am-
ple ground for a full and complete investigation of T. V. A.
by this Congress.

Mr. Chairman, the vileness of falsehood can add nothing to
the glory of truth. If the T. V. A. is all its proponents claim
it to be, it need fear neither honest criticism nor an investi-
gation at this time. Money that has been spent cannot
be recalled, but money still to be poured into this proposal
can be safeguarded.

For the information of those who seek to disparage my
endeavors for economy in the handling of funds allocated to
various Federal projects, I will present some added facts con-
cerning the generation and sale of electricity by the T. V. A.
and the relationship of the electricity sold to the total elec-
trical energy consumed throughout the Nation. After read-
ing the facts I am sure that practically everyone will agree
with me that as a so-called yardstick on which to base elec-
trical rates in any community—either within or without the
Tennessee River Basin—this whole project has been a costly
experiment, a dismal failure and a cheap sham from its very
inception.

When one pauses to consider that commercial traffic on
the Tennessee River for the past 5 years, exclusive of ferry
traffic, has averaged but 1,450,074 tons per annum, having
an average annual value of but $4,5657,785, who will have the
temerity to stand up and propose that expenditures of more
than $40,000,000 a year on this project for navigation, flood
control, and hydroelectric program is a sane, common-sense
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procedure in a nation where millions are unemployed and
where poverty is rapidly assuming the character of perma-
nency for a large portion of our population? Within the
last few days the directors of T. V. A. have released the an-
nual report covering activities to the end of the fiscal year
1937. This report shows that T. V. A. is serving only 17
municipalities and 14 cooperatives with energy to be dis-
tributed to fewer than 30,000 customers—28,508 to be exact.

A study of the report reveals that the T. V. A. directors
have been more than generous with pay and salary increases
during the year. Employees in supervisory and managerial
positions have been the recipients of salary boosts as great
as 40 percent in certain instances.

Many employees who work by the hour have had their
hourly wages boosted from $1 per hour to $1.10 and $1.37%.
With thousands of people out of work and the Federal Gov-
ernment sorely pressed for finances to continue the necessary
aid to those who are unable to take care of themselves, these
wage boosts come at a time which, to say the least, is ill-
considered if not entirely out of place.

So much complaint has been made against the T. V. A.
that Senator Norris, father of the idea, has introduced a
resolution in the Senate calling for an investigation by the
Federal Trade Commission. Congressman MAURY MAVERICK,
of Texas, a liberal Democrat, has introduced a similar reso-
lution in addition to one providing for the appointment of a
select congressional committee to make an independent in-
vestigation. Then there is that sterling Democrat from
Eentucky, ANDREW JAcKsON May, the new chairman of the
Military Affairs Committee of the House. He also wants
T. V. A. investigated.

To cap the climax, the Chairman of the T. V. A. Com-
mission, Arthur E. Morgan, formerly of St. Cloud, Minn., and
one of the country’s outstanding engineers, whose ability
and reputation for honesty are beyond question, demands an
investigation of the T. V. A. He objects to the proposal of
his two colleagues on the Commission to pay a high Gov-
ernment official a very large sum of money for some marble
deposits of doubtful value that will be overflowed by one
of the dams. This official and his associates claim several
million dollars in damages. Mr. Morgan says there is no
merit to the claims, but the two other members of the Board
are willing to make some satisfactory settlement, no doubt,
because this official has a strong political pull with this
administration.

Let me suggest to the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
Rankin] that he read the testimony of Dr. Arthur E. Morgan
in T. V. A. against George Berry et al.,, given at Knoxville,
Tenn., on December 20, 1937. Therein he will find that
Dr. Morgan exposes a most brazen attempt to “gyp” this
Government of millions of dollars, and I here challenge the
gentleman from Mississippi to say that he approves of these
claims against the T. V. A.

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ENUTSON. Yes.

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. In regard to the statement
made by the gentleman from Minnesota about how easy it
is for the gentleman from Mississippi to be mistaken, I call
attention of both gentlemen to another misstatement that
the gentleman from Mississippi made about the same time
that he made these remarks that the gentleman refers to.

The gentleman from Mississippi made the statement in the
Appendix of the Recorp that the people in my town in par-
ticular, Allendale, paid 9 cents a kilowatt. I assume he got
those figures from statistics of the T. V. A. I use electricity
myself and can show bills proving my statement that I pay
5 cents and less per kilowatt-hour. I do not believe anyone
in my town pays 9 cents a kilowatt-hour.

I would also like to make this further short observation:
That I have mail from constituents—I assume they are con-
stituents—of the gentleman from Mississippi proving how
impossible it is for them to determine just what they pay to
the T. V. A. The bills are so confusing that even the people
of Tupelo, I understand, cannot understand them,
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Mr., ENUTSON. I regret, Mr. Chairman, but I cannot
yield further; I refuse to yield further. I yielded to the
gentleman originally only because I made a statement chal-
lenging statements made by him.

I have read Dr. Morgan’s testimony, and as & result I am
more convinced than ever that we should have a most search-
ing investigation into T. V. A. and all its ramifications. Were
it not for the fact that Dr. Morgan’s testimony covers 59
pages of single-spaced typing, I would ask to have it made a
public document that his testimony might be made available
to all of our people.

I make the statement here and now, and without fear of
contradiction, that a full and complete investigation of
T. V. A. will make Teapot Dome appear like a molehill in
comparison. It will show collusion, fraud, waste, extrava-
gance, and inefficiency on a scale without parallel in all the
annals of engineering anywhere and at any time. Let me
suggest to my colleagues that they secure a copy of Dr.
Morgan’s testimony and that they particularly read the evi-
dence as found on pages 17, 8, 10, 11, 12, 14, 17, 18, 20, 21, 22,
23, 24, 33, 57, 58, 59.

Now, let us see what the T. V. A. is doing down there.

From the data submitted to the Appropriations Commit-
tee of the House by the T. V. A. directorate only last month,
we glean the following information: When the project is
completed it will overflow 933,100 acres of the richest land in
the Tennessee Valley, which will affect 13 municipalities
and necessitate the relocation of 10,442 families—which
means a population of approximately 50,000—and 8,776
graves. It will be necessary to relocate 601% miles of high-
way and 8 hichway bridges, not to mention 61 miles of rail-
road trackage and 16 railroad bridges. This data is very
interesting and goes to show that the T. V. A. does not
believe in doing things by halves.

The constitutional peg on which the existence of the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority hangs is the power of Congress to
regulate interstate commerce, and the courts have held that
under this regulatory power Congress may improve the navi-
gability of rivers. If should be remembered that Army engi-
neers spent approximately a million dollars in making a sur-
vey of the Tennessee River and its tributaries and as a result
of that survey recommended a program of improvement for
navigation which would have cost the Government not to
exceed $75,000,000. That program called for 32 low-lift dams
which would have provided a 9-foot channel from the mouth
of the Tennessee River to Enoxville, a distance of some 650
miles, and which would have involved very small expenditure
for electrical generating equipment. The engineers’ report
pointed out, however, the great power possibilities of the river
and suggested that it should be the policy of the Government
to contribute toward the construction, by private interests,
of any high dams built for power production, the estimated
cost of the low dams which would be replaced by such high
dams,

Let us see what the program under T. V. A. has already
cost and what its continuance may cost the American tax-
payer. When representatives of the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority appeared before the House Appropriations Committee
in April 1937 there was presented to the committee (Hear-
ings, p. 403) a tabulation of principal features of present and
proposed dam and reservoir projects of the Tennessee Valley
Authority, which shows a power installation of 1,878,000
kilowatts at an estimated ultimate cost of $520,600,338,
which of course did not include any expenditures necessary
to market the power to be produced at the various dams.

The cost of transmission lines proposed to be constructed
by the Tennessee Valley Authority by the end of the fiscal
year 1938 was estimated at $19,857,946 (hearings, p. 469),
making a total to be expended of $540,458,284. Even that
fizure does not include the total amount which the United
States Treasury must supply to generate and distribute the
power to be produced under the T, V. A. plan. It should be
borne in mind that the Rural Electrification Administration
and the Public Works Administration are expected to supply
a large part of the funds for the construction of systems to
distribute power from the T. V. A. projects.
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Instead of spending only $74,000,000 to improve navigation,
the Government, to carry out the T. V. A. program, will
expend substantially in excess of $540,000,000 to go into the
utility business. So much for the actual and prospective
expenditures to construct the power developments of Tennes-
see Valley Authority.

On June 9, 1937, Mr. RaNgIN said:

It sounds strange to hear & man from Minnesota criticizing the
T. V. A. in view of the benefits which T. V. A. has brought to the
people of that State.

I may say to the gentleman from Mississippi that we in
Minnesota are not aware that T. V. A. has brought us any
benefits. We are well aware, however, of the new taxes
imposed upon us to enable T. V. A, to carry on its vast and
unsound experiment. In his speech the gentleman from
Mississippi went on at great length to show how electrical
rates had been reduced in nearly every part of the Nation,
and he wondered why I did not exercise myself about the
enormous burden of electrical rates charged the overburdened
consumer of electricity in Minnesota. The people of Minne-
sota are entirely familiar with my record during the past
20 years in Congress.

The people of Minnesota know that I am solely interested
in their welfare and that I will fizht against any proposal,
no matter what it is, that will saddle upon the Federal Gov-
ernment and all the people of the United States, including
those in Minnesota, added taxes to support projects which
at best can benefit only a limited number or class of our
population. It is conceded that the ultimate cost of the
T. V. A. will be $540,000,000 and the taxpayers of the Sixth
District of Minnesota will have to pay $1,250,000 as their
share of this fantastic undertaking.

A reading of Mr. RaANKIN'S speech might create an impres-
sion that the T. V. A. is very popular down South. Suppose
we examine the operating results of the T. V. A. to see
whether anyone is benefiting from T. V. A. Testimony
of T. V. A. representatives before the subcommittee of the
House Committee on Appropriations in April 1937—hearings,
page 492—shows the following estimated generation and esti-
mated gross revenue figures for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1937:

Estimated fiscal year 1937

Generation, kilowatt-hours 786, 000, 000
Distribution, kilowatt-hours:
Sales to:
Munieipalities 47, 000, 000
Associations (cooperatives) - .- 22, 000, 000
Utilities 515, 000, 000
Industrials _.________.. - 12,000,000

Interdepartmental sales (i. e., used by T. V. A,
in constructing and in fertilizer experimen-

tation) i 130, 000, 000
Temporary rural service 16, 000, 000

Total sales - 742, 000, 000

Station use, losses and unaccounted for_ . ______ 44, 000, 000
Gross generation 7886, 000, 000

The anticipated revenue is also shown in the same table,
as follows:
Operating revenues:

Sales to:

Munieipalities $248, 600
Assoclations 131, 400
Utilities. 7568, 000
Industrials. 50, 000
Interdepartmental sales. 444 000
Temporary rural service 130, 000

Total sales 1, 760, 000

In other words, it shows that the estimated kilowatt-hour
output from the T. V. A. plants during the fiscal year, 1937,
would amount to 786,000,000 kilowatt-hours, from the sale
of which the Tennessee Valley Authority expected a gross
revenue of $1,760,000. Of that generation it expected to
sell to utilities 515,000,000 kilowatt-hours, and it planned
to apply 130,000,000 kilowatt-hours to its own uses. From
the sale of the 515,000,000 kilowatt-hours to utilities it ex-
pected a revenue of $756,000 (or at the rate of 1.47 mills per
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kilowatt-hour) and for the 130,000,000 kilowatt-hours applied
to its own uses it credited itself with $444,000, or at the rate
of 3.4 mills per kilowatt-hour.

In other words, they are charging themselves just twice as
much as they are charging purchasers, and that is done to
make the statement look better. [They are good bookkeepers.
They are about as good bookkeepers as my friend from Mis-
sissippi is statistician.] Thus over 80 percent of the kilowatt-
hours generated by the T. V. A. projects were to be sold to
the utilities or used by T. V. A. itself. At this point it may
be pertinent to ask why T. V. A. charges itself more than
twice what it is getting from its big monopolistic customers.

Statements published in the newspapers in the early part
of September indicated that the total generation of the
Tennessee Valley Authority for the fiscal year ended June 30,
1937, amounted to 787,460,000 kilowatt-hours for which it
received a gross revenue of $1,650,000, which is, of course,
only a slightly lower revenue figure than the estimate pre-
sented to the House Subcommittee on Appropriations; and
for practical purposes it may be assumed that the estimate
presented to the committee was accurate. It should be
borne in mind that the figures above presented do not in-
clude any operating expenses, while private utility companies
would have to include such items as interest on investment,
taxes, wear and tear, and replacement, not to mention
expansion.

How in the world can a corporation that gets its money
from the Federal Treasury on which it pays no interest, and
taxes not to exceed 5 percent fo the local States in which
they operate, that does not have to maintain funds for
interest or for taxes except the 5 percent, or for dividends,
or for replacement and expansion purposes; how in the
world can you say a concern of that kind can serve as a
yardstick to determine what rates should be charged through-
out the counfry?

Let us see whether the Government has derived any sub-
stantial return upon its huge expenditures in the Tennessee
Valley. The Wilson Dam cost $47,000,000; Norris Dam, com-
pleted in July of 1936, cost $36,310,370; Wheeler Dam, com-
pleted in November 1936, cost $37,157,657; or a total in round
numbers of $120,000,000. Interest at 3'%2 percent on the capi-
tal cost of those three projects would have amounted to
$4,200,000, an amount more than two and one-half times the
gross revenue of T. V. A. Nothing has been included to cover
the cost of transmission lines. Obviously, an enterprise, the
gross income of which is by 200 percent insufficient to pay
fixed capital charges, cannot be considered a yardstick.

The benefits to the Tennessee Valley area of reduced elec-
trical rates have thus been achieved only at tremendous cost
to the rest of the Nation. Those benefits by comparison are
so infinitesimally small and the cost so relatively great that
the whole proposition, when fully publicized, will in all prob-
ability go down in history as one of the most wasteful proj-
ects the Government has ever undertaken.

Let us see whether the T. V., A. rates have functioned as a
yardstick for the measurement of electric rates for the Nation
as a whole. In the fiscal year ended June 30, 1937, the total
electric energy produced at the three hydroelectric dams so
far completed amounted to 787,460,000 kilowatt-hours. The
total energy produced in the United States for the calendar
year 1937 was approximately 120,000,000,000 kilowatt-hours.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 15
additional minutes,

Mr. ENUTSON. Thus the energy produced at Wilson,
Norris, and Wheeler Dams—if all had been sold to the pub-
lic—would have been only one one-hundredth-and-fifty-fifth
part of the generation throughout the Nation.

How can that serve as a yardstick in Minnesota or else-
where?

It is readily apparent that such a small fraction of the
total national output can have no effect as a yardstick in
regulating rates throughout the Nation. But a more signifi-
cant factor in the development of T. V. A. power and one
which has not been publicized by the promoters nor given
to the public by Mr. Rankin is the fact that, according to

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

JANUARY 14

the table shown at page 492 of the 1937 hearings, less than
12 percent of the energy generated goes directly to con-
sumers, while more than 80 percent of the power generated
and sold was sold to utility companies and big industrial
corporations against whom the New Dealers have been wag-
ing a sham battle for more than 4 years. You Members will
recall T. V. A, had its origin in the idea that its primary
purpose was to furnish cheap fertilizer to the farmers of
America. Apparently that idea has been abandoned.

Mr. Chairman, I repeat, more than 80 percent of all
power generated at Norris, Wheeler, and Wilson Dams, and
sold, has been sold to economic royalists, while the people
of the United States have been sold down the river to pay
for this huge development which has, incidentally, brought
cheap electricity to Mr. Ranxin’s home town of Tupelo,
Miss,

Let us see whether T. V. A. has served as a yardstick for
the measurement of electric rates in the valley area. We
need only be reminded that the Tennessee Electric Power
Co. recently sought permission to issue bonds and with the
proceeds of the sale construct a steam plant in the Nash-
ville area.

Why did they want to construct a steam plant if they can
buy power so cheaply from the T. V. A.?

In acting on the petition, the Tennessee Railroad and
Public Utilities Commission, over the protest of the T. V. A.
protagonists, issued on August 15, 1937, an opinion holding
that it had shown that electricity could be produced cheaper
at the steam plant than by buying it under a proposed con-
tract with T. V. A.

The New Deal has brought with it to the city of Tupelo
other conditions which the gentleman from Mississippi
would have a hard time explaining to his people if he lived
in Minnesota. I refer to the industrial carpetbaggers who
have invaded the State of Mississippi, the commercial pirates
who have sought, with State and local cooperation, to set up
in Mississippi the worst system of human exploitation that
has ever been devised in America. Mississippi was a pop-
ulous and prosperous State when Minnesota was only a
wilderness, but time and events have changed the situation.
Minnesota—a wilderness and prairie yesterday—is now one
of the most productive States in the Union. It has de-
veloped its industries and its agriculture hand in hand.
What is the picture in Mississippi? Agriculture and one=
crop farming has been the custom for years.

Quite recently, because it is becoming aware of its pre-
dicament, the State has made a hid for industries to locate
within her borders. This invitation to the industrial car-
petbaggers of the North and the former operators of prison
industries, was one of the most diabolical schemes ever
uncovered.

It was George McLean, the able editor of the Tupelo
Journal, who first protested against the low wages and un-
fair practices which were being inaugurated in the State
of Mississippi. Other courageous newspapermen picked up
the lead and exposed the whole sordid story of how garment
factories had been built with public moneys under the guise
of vocational-training schools. A high-minded Baltimore
newspaper correspondent brought the facts to the attention
of Works Progress Administrator Harry Hopkins, who
promptly called a halt to the Government’s participation
in the scheme. It was a courageous newspaperman who
wrote the almost unbelievable stories, which have not been
denied, of checks as low as 97 cents for 2 weeks’ work being
paid by one of these carpetbagger firms from the North
which had located in Hattiesburg, Miss.

These are conditions I could not explain to my constitu-
ents if they had happened in Minnesota, but I can explain
my opposition to the wasteful spending in this T. V. A.
project.

The T. V. A. has already cost the taxpayers of America
more than $250,000,000 in the building of power-houses, dams,
transmission lines, and other improvements along the Ten-
nessee River for the generation of electric energy, more than
80 percent of which was in 1936 sold to “economic royalists.”
The unfairness of the whole development is apparent when



1938

it becomes known that industrial and utility customers of
T. V. A. secured rates of 1.5 mills per kilowatt-hour (House
appropriations hearings, 1937, p. 522), while the municipali-
ties and cooperatives are charged a wholesale rate averaging
about 6 mills per kilowatt-hour. Recently, according to news-
paper reports, Tennessee Valley Authority has executed a
sonirzct-wmith wArkorces. Bowan. S Tight. Co, for the sale
of its output with no provision or stipulation in the con-
tract as to what the utility may charge as a resale rate to
the public.

How T. V. A. electricity was distributed in fiscal year 1937

Kilowsatt | P t Ai i
WA 'eroen ce per
Bold to— hours of total | BeVenue | i vatt
hour
Mills
Municipalities and cooperatives....| 66, 743,114 9.1 $369, 338 5.
Temporary rural customers.____._. 15,841,673 22 105, 370 6. 65
mmnmml and industrial cus-

L e R R T A T 5, 548, 000 0.8 19,418 3.50
Interdepartmmtal (T. V. A. use)..| 129,387,168 17.7 1410, 242 8.17
Utility companies. 514, 067, 237 70.2 725, 573 L4l

Total 781, 587, 102 100.0 | 1,629,041 22
| Value,

This is an ideal situation as far as the industrials and
the utilities are concerned but a rather unbusinesslike and
slipshod manner in which to safeguard the public interests
and to provide a yardstick by which to regulate electric
rates, say in my home town of St. Cloud, Minn.

At this point it may be of interest to note how much
American utilities pay in taxes. The amount really sur-
prised me.

Tazes paid by Electric Light & Power Co. 1936

o e e B S $105,000,000 or 5.4 percent of revenue
Btate and local.oeeeeeee--. 180,000,000 0r 9.3 percent of revenue
Total - oo 285,000,000 or 14.7 percent of revenue

Of course, if we embark on a system of public operation
of all utilities these $285,000,000 in taxes will be lost to the
Government, and to the States, and the people will have
to make up the loss.

During the fiscal year ending June 30, 1937, the Federal
Government spent $8,105,859,000, of which amount $41,-
994,000, or 0.51 percent, was spent for T. V. A, During the
same period the State of Minnesota paid $52,192,613 in in-
ternal-revenue taxes, or 1.14 percent of the total collected;
0.51 percent of $52,192,613, or $266,182, is Minnesota's share
of the T. V. A. burden for 1937. Oh, yes; I agree with Mr.
Rankin; we have felt the effects of T. V. A. up in Minnesota;
but, unfortunately, we are on the paying end of the line.

Every Member of this Congress will be interested in know-
ing that while the T. V. A. has been lauded to the skies as a
great enterprise for the benefit of all the people, it now
appears that the principal beneficiaries will be monopolistic
industrial enterprises. Since the directors submitted the
estimates to the House Subcommittee on Appropriations in
April 1937, T. V. A. has signed a few contracts with some
very large customers. They are the Aluminum Co. of Amer-
ica—a trust—which has a contract with T. V. A. for a maxi-
mum of 100,000 kilowatts of electrical energy over a period
of years, to cost $1,500,000; the Monsanto Chemical Co., of
8t. Louis, Mo., which has contracted for 17,250 kilowatts of
firm power and 32,750 kilowatts of secondary power, to be
taken at its new plant at Columbia, Tenn., for approximately
$400,000; the Electro Metallurgical Co., a subsidiary of the
Union Carbide Co., which has a contract to take 40,000 kilo-
watfs for $750,000; and the Victor Chemical Co., which has a
contract for 32,000 kilowatts for $500,000. These four great
contracts, together with the recently executed contract with
the Arkansas Power & Light Co. for 40,000 kilowatts, makes
one ask, “For whom are we building these dams?” Cer-
tainly not for the people of Tennessee Valley, who take but
11 percent of the output.

In executing the contract with the Arkansas Power & Light
Co. there was no provision made as to what the Arkansas
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Co. could charge consumers on resale. That is nice business.
No wonder these big corporations are in favor of the T. V. A.

When it is borne in mind that the T. V. A. soon realized
that it would be necessary to locate heavy industries in the
area to absorb some of its output and fixed its rates with the
object of attracting new industries, it is not surprising to

these monopolies, The following editorial and articles from
the Chicago Tribune of August 20, 26, 27, 28, 1937, tell an
interesting story:
[From the Chicago Tribune of August 20, 1837]
CHEMICAL FIRM EXPLAINS USE OF T. V. AS POWER
(By Philip Hampson)

The Victor Chemical Works of Chicago has just started con=
struction of a $1,000,000 chemical plant at Mount Pleasant, Tenn,,
which will be operated by electric power obtained from the Tennes-
see Valley Authority, August Kochs, president, said yesterday. The
company owns about 3,600 acres of land in the vicinity containing
phosphate-rock deposits from which it will obtain its raw materials.

“The reason that we located our plant at Mount Pleasant,”
Eochs explained, “was because we could get electric power from the
T. V. A. at a lower cost than any other place in the country, with
the possible exception of the Niagara Falls district, and even there
we could not be sure of being able to get it.

*“The T. V. A. power lines run within a few miles of our property,
hence we find the Mount Pleasant plant ideally situated for our
needs. We discussed power costs with the Public Service Co. of
Ilinois, but it could not meet the T. V. A. rates.

[From the Chicago Tribune of August 28, 1937]
i VICTOR CO. AND THE T. V. A.

Cricaco, August 27—1I am writing to call attention to an error
in an editorial published yesterday in the Tribune. The editorial
stated correctly that the Victor Chemical Co. had contracted with
T. V. A. for power at a price distinctly lower than the cost at which
any private corporation offers it. But it was stated further that
the company was building its new plant in Tennessee rather than
in Chicago for this reason of cheaper Government [T. avr;.ﬁA .] power.

P
its present Nashville plant with a new one in south Tennessee.
It had not intended to expand its Chicago plant at this time.
The company found that the Tennessee Electric Co. would not
make rates le with the Government rates, and so ac-
cepted the T. V. A. power contract.
Warter B. BROWN,

Vice President, Victor Chemical Co.

[From the Chicago Tribune of August 26, 1937]
TENNESSEE POWEE AND CHICAGO INDUSTRY

Cmicaco, August 20—In the Tribune this morning President
August Kochs, of the Victor Chemical Works of Chicago, says that
he has just started construction of a million-dollar plant in Ten-
nessee 50 as to get the cheap electrical power of the Tennessee
Valley Atv.;thorlty, the great socialist project of the Roosevelt ad-

on.

“We discussed power costs with the Public Service Co. of Illi-
nois,” he sald, “but it could not meet the T. V. A. rates.” That
means that he would not construct a plant in the South if the
taxpayers would furnish power in the North.

But as he has lived all these years successfully without riding
the taxpayers, why does he not serve his country by continuing
to do so instead of falling into the arms of sociallsm? Why do so
many American businessmen have no country? That kind of
“business” will be the end of the United States as it was when it
became first among the nations.

THOMAS JAMES NORTON.

[From the Chicago Tribune of August 27, 1937]
T. V. A. ATTACK ON CHICAGO

How T. V. A. is affecting Chicago business has just been indicated
by the action of Victor Chemical Co. in establishing a new million-
dollar plant at Mount Pleasant, Tenn. The concern had plans to
build the new unit in the Chicago area and had discussed power
rates with the Public Service Co. of Northern Illinois. When the
Tennessee Valley Authority heard of this, it offered power to the
company at $24 per horsepower, which is less than the cost of the
power to the Government and a price, therefore, at which the
private corporation could not compete. Thus Chicago loses an
industry, and in its taxes Chicago is paying a part of the cost of
the power which is luring its industry to Tennessee.

The letter of the vice president of the Victor Chemical Co.
stating that the “company found that the Tennessee Electric
Power Co. would not make rates comparable with Govern-
ment rates” is significant. The T. V. A. and the Tennessee
Electric Power Co. are in keen competition, but the T, V. A.
rate was so low the private utility could not meet it. Of
course the Tennessee Electric Power Co. could not meet the

Jfind that in yecent opths .V _A has sieped_confracts with . ____
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T. V. A. rates because the Tennessee Co. must pay taxes,
interest, and replacement costs, all of which enter into pro-
duction costs, while the T. V. A. has none of these charges to
meet. Can it be doubted that the reason that Victor Chemi-
cal Co. decided to expand its plant in the South was that
T. V. A. quoted it low rates?

In a dispatch from Chattanooga of May 10, published in
the New York Times of May 13, 1934, Mr. Draper, director of
land planning and housing of the T. V. A,, is quoted as saying:

A surprisingly large number of industrialists want of their own
accord to leave developed industrial cities and the Tennessee Valley
Authority will use power rates as a magnet to draw them to rural
sections.

Sure, and the American taxpayer pays for the magnet.

Of course, they could not beat it. No interest to pay, no
dividends to pay, no replacement charges, no expansion
charges, and taxed two-thirds less than private companies
must pay. Why even an idiot could do business and show
a profit under those conditions.

Only last week I received a letter from one of the leading
granite firms of St. Cloud, Minn., calling my attention to the
advantages that the granite producers of the Tennessee
Valley have in the way of cheaper rates and lower labor costs.
The writer said:

Personally, I belleve if you will investigate the granite industry
in the State of Minnesota and the granite industry in the southern
States you will find that practically 50 percent of the business that
formerly came here is golng to the Sta.tea to the south, and the
reasons are mentioned above. * *

That is, low power rates and cheaper labor.

Power rates at below cost of production, and we of the
North are paying the bill. We of the North are not only
losing our industries but we are paying the bill, and that
is one of the things to which we are objecting.

I ask you Members of the House if it is fair to this and
other granite firms in St. Cloud to have the Government
furnish power at much below cost to the granite industry in
the Tennessee Valley, thereby placing the granite companies
of the North at a big disadvantage and at the same time
compelling these northern granite companies, through in-
creased taxes, to help make up the losses sustained in the
operation of the T. V. A.?

There is not the least doubt in my mind but that a move-
ment exists in connection with the T. V. A. to coax northern
industries to the Tennessee Valley, where labor is cheap,
and that the bait offered is electric power rates so low that
no other section of the country can compete with them be-
cause of the huge Government subsidies that are being
contributed to T. V. A.

Indeed, the Sixth District of Minnesota to my knowledge
has been covered with propaganda for the T. V. A, and it
is my information that a real-estate dealer named C. A.
Ryan is very active in spreading this propaganda; and what-
ever his motive, the effect is to move industry from the North
to the South, and that will mean a longer haul for our agri-
cultural products, which in turn will be reflected in lower
prices to our farmers, not to mention depriving our people
of an opportunity to work at home.

I have here a cartoon from the Chattanooga Free Press
of November 26, 1937, entitled “Synthetic Hillbillies,” which
depicts a streamlined limousine cccupied by the Aluminum
Trust, the Electro-Metallurgical Co., the Monsanto Chemical
Co., and the Victor Chemical Co., all riding blissfully to-
ward the “more abundant life.” I cannot visualize anything
more abundant than the low power rates these monopolies
enjoy in the T. V. A. and at the expense of the American
taxpayer.

Mr., Chairman, this affects all of the North, and if it
continues we are going to see many of the industries of our
section move down to the Tennessee Valley, where they
can get power at much below cost, whereas they must pay

. probably several times that amount up in our section of the
country, because private companies do not have the Federal
Treasury to draw on. The movement to the Tennessee Valley
has already started in Chicago and other large industrial

_centers. If we do not put the T. V. A. on a business basis and
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make them charge according to cost of operation, just as
private industry is compelled to do, it will only be a short time
until Minnesota, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Indiana, New York,
Massachusetts, Illinois, and other industrial States will have
hundreds of thousands of “For Rent” and “For Sale” signs
hanging on their homes and factories.

I have here a cartoon I wish every Member could see. It
is taken from a Chattanooga paper and depicts a streamlined
limousine headed for the “more abundant life.” The limou-
sine is occupied by the Aluminum Trust, the Electro-Metal-
lurgical Co., the Monsanto Chemical Co., and the Victor
Chemical Co., and they all look as though they are enjoying
themselves.

As Mr. RangIn has repeatedly boasted of what T. V. A. will
do for us we can only assume that it has wrought wonders
for his section of the country. Well, let us look at the record.

Here it is:
Wages in manufacturing industries
Average
Average
mmber | Wages | wai dor
CArners year
YEAR 1020
e LT e R L o 1,984 | $2,676, 720 $1,349
Lee County, Miss__ 905 539, 067 506
Mississippl State 52,049 | 42,172,862 810
YEAR 1933
8t. Cloud, Minn 526 520, 819 1,066
Mississippi State. ..o --| 27,823 | 13,635, 982 490
YEAR 1035
8t. Cloud, Minn 713 691, 352 970
Mississippi State. 36,852 | 19, 941, 010 541

Bource: Census of Manufactures.

In his many speeches before this body extolling the T. V.
A. Mr. Rankin has at various times compared rates in
Toronto, Ontario, where they have public ownership, and
Buffalo where they operate on sound American lines. Again
let us look at the record:

RATES IN ONTARIO

First. The following table is taken from a statement of Cleve-
land A. Newton, of St. Louis, general counsel of the Missis-
sippi Valley Association, December 15, 1937, at the hearing

-on regional planning before the House Rivers and Harbors

Committee. The figures were derived from the annual report
of the Buffalo Co. to the New York Public Service Commis-
sion and from the annual report of the Toronto hydroelec-
tric system or of the Ontario Hydro Commission:

Comparison of Bujffalo and Toronto rates?!

Toronto, 12| Buffalo, 12
months months
ended ended
Oct. 31, Dee. 31,
1935 1935
Population_._.. 623, 562 573, 076
Rate per kilowatt-hour:
Domestie. . ...... -cents__ 1.35 3.7
Commercial. __ do.___ 27 L75
5 s D e R R, do._-- .83 §
Total aver . _adn S 1 130
Taxes paid.. _dollars__ 38, 041 1,921, 162
Rate per kilowatt-hour (total avsmge excluding taxes)
cents. . 135 118

1 Buffalo tax rate, 1036-37, $30.05 per thousand. Toronto tax rate $24.25 general,

us $11.45 for ublic schouls total $35.70. (Source, Moody’s Manual.) On a $4,000
gouse the tax differential is $22.50 per annum in favor of Buffalo. The annual electric
bill of the average family in Toronto is about $7.50 less in Toronto than it would be
if the family used the same amount of electricity at the Buffalo rate.

This table shows that though domestic rates are substan-
tially lower in Toronto than in Buffalo, the average rate for
all uses is about the same in Toronto as in Buffalo, and when
correction is made for taxes, electricity is shown to be sub-
stantially cheaper in Buffalo than in Toronto. The mayor
of Toronto some years ago had stated that power was sold
at a loss to the domestic customer,

Second. Apropos domestic rates in Toronto and Buffalo:

The combined tax and electricity bill of the average family
in Toronto is about $15 per annum higher than the combined
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tax and electric bill of a family using the same amount of
electricity and living in a house of the same value in Buffalo.
What the family in Toronto saves on its electric bill it more
than pays out in higher taxes.

Third, The Buffalo worker receives higher wages with
which to pay his electric, tax, and other bhills than the
Toronto worker. The following table shows the hourly wages
in 1935 in the building trades in Toronto and Buffalo.

Comparison of hourly wages in Buffalo and Toronto

Buffalo, | Toronto,

1935 1935-36

Per hour | Per hour

Bricklayers $1.25 $0. 90
Glaziers L0 e ot
Carpenters.____ 1.00 .80
de wil 1.125 11,00
Paint, 1.00 .75
Plasterers. 1.50 .80
Plumbers. .. 1.20 .90
Steam fitters___ PR et
Stone masons. ... 125 .875
Structural iron workers s Ryt ) EORRERER

1 Electrical workers.

Bource: Monthly Labor Review, November 1935, U. 8. Department of Labor.
Canada Yearbook, 1937, p. 782

Fourth. The Ontario debt has increased over five times as
much as the Quebec debt since Ontario went into the power
business. Increase in debt follows in chronological order the
growth of the Ontario hydro system. The following table
shows the gross bonded debt of Quebec and Ontario for 1936.

Gross bonded debt (per capila)

Year Quebec | Ontario
1800 .| $2L.52 $0
1936, 83.21 163. 15

Bource: Canada Yearbook 1837, p. 852,

Let me call to your attention how public operation has
saddled the people of Ontario with debt. In addition to the
direct debt of these Provinces, as shown above, they are obli-
gated through underwriting bonds of Government business
ventures for additional debt. This indirect debt in Quebec
amounts to about $3 per capita and in Ontario amounts to at
least $30 per capita.

Fifth. Taxes since Ontario went into the power business
have grown nearly three times as fast in that Province as in
Quebee, which is not surprising, as utilities pay little or no
taxes in Ontario. The following table shows per capita taxes
in Ontario and Quebec:

Tazation (per capita)

Year Quebee | Ontario
1900 $0.64 $0.39
1934 6. 61 10.63

Source: The data for 1034 was obtained from Financial Statistics of Provincial
Governments for 1932-33 and 1934, published by the Dominion Bureau of Statistics.
The Canada Year-book has the same data for 1933 and 1934. The data for 1900 was
taken from the annual reports of the Provineial treasury departments and set up
sccording to the classification in effect 1916-26.

Debt and tax figures reflect more accurately than any
other over-all measure the true cost of public business
ventures.

Sixth. The following table taken from the latest annual
report of the hydroelectric commission shows that the ratio
of capital debt to capital investment of the Hydroelectric
Power Commission of Ontario after 30 years of operation is
91 percent:

Ratio of capital debt to capital investment, twenty-ninth annual
report Hydroelectric Power Commission of Ontario

(Funded debt issued or assumed Oct. 31, 1936, p. 183 of the
twenty-ninth annual report)

Principal outstanding Oct. 31, 1936 ________ $109, 340, 242. 50
on's share in Provincial bonds Oct. 31, °
164, 049,413. 49

278, 389, 664. 99

1936

LEXXIIT—34
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Ratio of capital debt to capital investment, twenty-ninth annual
report Hydroelectric Power Commission of Ontario—Continued

Less sinking fund reserves (p. 189) oo cccmamcaaa $39, 088, 953.29

~ 234, 300,701.70

Plus municipalities equity in sinking fund (p.
17) 36, 193, 874. 21

270, 494, 575.91
Capital Investment (p. 17) 297, 864, 134. 93

Ratio 91 percent.

The original act of May 10, 1906, provided that charges
should be such as to create “an annual sum sufficient to form
in 30 years a sinking fund for the retirement of the securities
issued by the Province, i. e., the cost of operating, maintain-
ing, renewing, and insuring works.” It was promised that the
whole debt would be discharged in 30 years and in addition a
depreciation sum set up sufficient to install a new system
when the present system became obsolete or worn out. On
October 31, 1936, a little over 30 years after the passage of the
act, the capital debt was over $270,000,000 on an investment
reported to be $298,000,000, or a ratio of 91 percent, and the
sinking-fund reserves of the commission, after deducting the
municipality’s equity in the sinking-fund reserves, was less
than $3,000,000. Additional bonds had been floated because
of depleted reserve funds. (Article by J. T. Jeffery, engineer,
Hydroelectric Power Commission of Ontario, March-April
1922 Bulletin, Hydroelectric Power Commission of Ontario,
p. 96.)

Incidentally it is worthy of mention that after the Arkan-
sas company I previously referred to had made its contract
with the T. V. A. the officials of the company were able to
borrow $323,000 of Federal funds from the Rural Electrifica-
tion Administration in order to extend its private business to
serve 19 Arkansas counties. The company borrowed this
Federal money at 2.88 percent per year, and it will be able to
set up as a part of its rate-making schedule the value of the
improvements made with borrowed money so as to achieve at
least a 6- or T-percent return.

Thus are the people of the entire Nation being taxed and
heavily taxed, to support a system of experiments and ex-
cursions into the field of sociology and economic experiment
which, to say the least, no businessman or commercial
banker would enter, under similar circumstances, and with
such scant hope of ever being reimbursed.

Mr. Chairman, the whole story of the T. V. A. has not yet
been told. It will unfold itself in the years to come when all
the ballyhoo has died down and we find what a white ele-
phant we have built. There has been too much of a destruc-
tive nature connected with T. V. A. so far to warrant the
continued appropriations of money to this project without
some degree of congressional supervision in the spending.

In my 20 years as a member of this body I have always
voted for advancement and progress, and against graft and
waste. I do not wish to see any section of our country re-
tarded in its normal and sound growth. Neither do I wish
to see the whole Nation suffer merely for the benefit of a
particular section. I will vote every dollar necessary for re-
lief but I want the money to go to those who need it and not
to build up big and cumbersome bureaus that take the bread
out of people’s mouths. Acting always upon that sound
principle I have consistently voted against all proposals to
bring new agricultural areas into production through irriga-
tion development at Government expense, because they com=-
pete with the hard-pressed farmers of ofher sections whose
present difficulties are increased in proportion to the acreage
reclaimed. Any activity subsidized with Government money
is impossible to compete with, I care not whether it be agri-
culture, industry, or what not.

The T. V. A. has turned out to be a costly and wasteful

‘enterprise, one that, at best, has benefited only a small frac-

tion of our people, and one that has cost all the people a
great deal of money. While the Congress has exercised
practically no supervision and no control over the T. V. A,
we can at least bring to light some facts which will remove
from this corporation the halo of righteousness which has
been built around it, and show that the managers and
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builders are just human beings who have made many mis-
takes. And it is in that spirit that I shall continue to
criticize the waste and extravagance of its program.

The T. V. A. has on its pay rolls more than 14,000 persons,
many at salaries well above the average for employment of
similar character in private industry. Among this high-
priced help there are numerous accountants, auditors, book-
keepers, and statisticians, yet at the end of November no
Member of this Congress was able to get any facts or official
figures which would enable him to determine how the Fed-
eral money was spent during the fiscal year 1937, which
ended June 30, last. We have just seen this House appro-
priate further funds for T. V. A. for another fiscal year.
With the data of previous spendings, to all intents and pur-
poses, adequately covered up by red tape and unnecessary
secrecy, Members of this Congress have again blindly poured
public money into this grand Russianized experiment in
socializing an entire section of our Nation.

Against such procedures and against such methods I shall
continue to protest, feeling confident the people of Minne-
sota. would not want me to do otherwise.

To the gentleman from Mississippi and to my thousands
of friends in Minnesota and other parts of the Nation, I
recommend the reading of Carpetbaggers of Industry, pub-
lished by the Amalgamated Clothing Works of America,
and With Labor Thrown In, by Walter Danvenport in Col-
lier’s for November 27 last.

Thus can one arrive at a new perspective of the State of
Mississippi and how it could better be served by its own rep-
resentative. Perhaps the gentleman from Mississippi will
explain why, in view of all the benefits he claims the
T. V. A. has conferred upon Tupelo, none of the heavy in-
dustries have located there to use T. V. A. power. Muscle
Shoals will have its Electro Metallurgical Co.; Columbia,
Tenn., its Monsanto Chemical Co.; Mount Pleasant, Tenn.,
its Victor Chemical Co.; Alcoa, its aluminum company; and
Arkansas Power & Light Co. will have its cheap-power
contract and low-financing charges. What does Tupelo
have? Cheap lights and its labor trouble. And it has been
truly said that every time a householder in Tupelo turns
on his lights the taxpayer’s book gets a shock.

The President’s Budget calls for curtailing appropriations
for relief during 1938 by 3314 percent, but I fail to find in his
message where he recommends cutting appropriations for
T. V. A. a single penny. The salary boosts down there show
the intent is different. Can if be that it is more important
to provide a comparatively small area down south with elec-
tric power below cost of production than to relieve human
misery?

In closing, let me repeat the warning sounded by Maj. Gen.
Edward M. Markham, former Chief of Engineers, United
States Army, presented at the Upstream Engineering Con-
ference held in Washington September 23, 1936. General
Markham said:

It is a beautiful picture to visualize the major streams of the
United States controlled by reservoir systems combining storage
for domestic water supply, irrigation, the development of hydro-
electric power, and the impounding of flood waters. Unfortunately
the combination of these purposes, in a single reservoir or in a
unified system, 18 normally unfeasible.

Furthermore, in the booklet Soil Defense in the Piedmont,
by E. M. Rowalt, of the Department of Agriculture, Farmers’
Bulletin 1767, under the heading of a chapter entitled
“Dwindling Waterpower”, we find, page 15, the following
statement:

Large and small reservoirs pass through the same cycle. They
all, in time, fill and lose their usefulness for water storage; no
economical method of clearing them has been devised.

So before proceeding further with this entire unified plan,
which will cost in the neighborhood of $700,000,000 to com-
plete, and which will ultimately affect and most directly
benefit the persons owning and living on the 5,000,000 acres
of tillable land in the Tennessee River Basin, it is no more
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than right and proper that the representatives of all the
people of the United States, who will in a large measure
pay the bill for this great experiment, I refer to the Members
of this Congress, shall now institute the investigation which
a full discharge of our congressional duties demands.
[Applause.]

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may desire to the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. RANKIN],

Mr., RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that I may insert in my remarks a graph which I have pre-
pared bearing on the yardstick.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Mississippi?

There was no objection.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I shall not attempt at this
time to answer the address to which we have just listened,
attacking the T. V. A, but will confine my remarks to a
discussion of the T. V. A. yardstick for the measurement of
electric light and power rates to the ultimate consumers.

This yardstick is the greatest weapon ever devised for
the protection of the people who pay the light and power
bills of the Nation. I have already shown that this yard-
stick, together with the other power policies of this adminis-
tration, has reduced light and power rates throughout the
country $556,000,000 a year—for last year, this year, next
year, and for every other year that lies spread out before
us in the decades that are to come. In fact those savings
will be increased from year to year as the influence of the
yardstick spreads and the people become better educated on
this vital question.

Every municipalify should own and operate its own elec-~
trict light and power system. It should not be operated
for profit, but should deliver electricity to the consumers
at the lowest possible rate, in order to enable them to en=-
Jjoy the most liberal use of electric current, which means the
most liberal enjoyment of those electrical appliances that
go to lighten the burdens of drudgery and to add to the com-
forts and conveniences of every home, as well as every
business enterprise.

I have had prepared a graph, or chart, showing what this
yardstick means when applied to domestic rates for elec-
tricity. It not only shows the T. V. A. yardstick, but it
shows the average yardstick for five public-power systems,
and also shows the yardstick of the private-power com-
panies. If you want to know how much your people are
overcharged for electricity in their homes, study this chart
carefully. You will note that where the T. V. A. yardstick
is only 36 inches long, of which 25.1 inches goes to distribu-
tion, the private-power company’s yardstick is 95 inches
long—84.5 inches of which goes to distribution and profits,
overcharges, and waste, or graft.

For that reason, if for no other, every municipality should
own its distribution system.

Here is a table showing the T. V. A. yardstick rates at
which this power is delivered to the domestic consumers:

First 50 killowatt-hours a month, 3 cents a kilowatt-hour.

Next 150 killowatt-hours a month, 2 cents a killowatt-hour.

Next 200 killowatt-hours a month, 1 cent a killowatt-hour.

Next 1,000 killowatt-hours a month, 4 mills a killowatt-hour,

On page 531 is the chart showing how this yardstick com-
pares with the yardstick used by private power companies.
Study them carefully and you will see what the T. V. A.
yardstick means to the ultimate consumers.

Each letter in these four lines represents a length of 1 inch
on the yardstick. The letter “g” represents generation, the
letter “t” transmission, the letter “1” line losses, the letter “s”
the cost of steam stand-by, the letter “p” represents profit,
and the letter “d” distribution costs.

The line chart shows that, based on the true T. V. A.
yardstick of 86 inches, the private power companies are using
a yardstick 95 inches long. All this is calculated from the
average residential sales price to the ultimate consumer for
the year 1937.
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Electric yardstick—residential service
TVA yardstick 36 inches long

No. 1.
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5 municipalities yardstick 41 inches long

No. 2
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Private power companies yardstick (using water power) 05 inches long

No. 3
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Private power companies yardstick (using coal) 95 inches long

No. 4.

gegeeeeegeEegttl ddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddd

Line No. 1 represents the T. V. A, yardstick for the meas-
urement of domestic light and power rates to the ultimate
consumers. It is 36 inches long—representing 17.8 mills, or
1.78 cents a kilowatt-hour.

Line No. 2 represents the composite yardstick for five
municipally owned systems, at Los Angeles, Calif.; Eugene,
Oreg.; Tacoma and Seattle, Wash.; and Winnipeg, Canada.
It is 41 inches long—representing 20.45 mills, or 2.045 cents
a kilowatt-hour.

Line No. 3 represents the private power companies’ yard-
stick for the measurement of light and power rates to the
ultimate consumers, based on water power. It is 95 inches
long—representing 46.9 mills, or 4.69 cents a kilowatt-hour—
or almost three times the amount charged under the T. V. A.
yardstick rates.

Line No. 4 represents the private power companies’ yard-
stick where the power is generated with coal. It is also 95
inches long and represents a charge of 46.9 mills, or 4.69 cents
a kilowatt-hour,

As T said, each letter in this chart represents 1 inch on the
yardstick. For instance, you will notice in line No. 1, or the
T. V. A. yardstick, three letter “g’s.” The letter “g” stands
for generation, and each one of these “g’s” represents 1
inech on the yardstick. The letter “t” stands for transmis-
sion, and the “t” in this yardstick shows that 1 inch of the
36-inch yardstick is absorbed in transmission. The lelter
“]” stands for line loss. There being one “1” in this yard-
stick, indicates that only 1 inch on this yardstick is charged
to line loss.

The letter “p” stands for profits to the T. V. A. on its
wholesale price of power sold to the city of Tupelo. The five
“p’s” indicate that 5 inches of this yardstick is absorbed by
the profits to the T. V. A. The letter “d” stands for distri-
bution. Each “d” represents 1 inch on the yardstick. The
25 “d’s” indicate that 25 inches of the 36 inches in the yard-
stick were absorbed in distribution.

Thus it will be seen that 11 inches of this yardstick are
absorbed by the cost of laying this power down at the city
gate, while 25 inches are absorbed in the distribution, mak-
ing a total of 36 inches in all, or an average price to the
ultimate domestic consumers of 17.8 mills, or 1.78 cents a
kilowatt-hour,

Now, let us take a look at line No. 2, which is a composite
of five successful municipal plants located at Los Angeles,
Calif.; Eugene, Oreg.; Tacoma, Wash.; Seattle, Wash.; and
Winnepeg, Canada. You will note that the seven “g’s” indi-
cate that 7 inches of the yardstick are absorbed in generation.
The one “s” indicates that 1 inch is absorbed in a stand-by
plant, three “t’s” indicate that 3 inches are absorbed in trans-
mission, and one “]” indicates that 1 inch is absorbed by line

loss; while 29 “d’s” indicate that 29 inches are absorbed by
distribution. In other words, laying this power down at the
city gate takes up 12 of the 41 inches in this yardstick, while
distribution, after it reaches the city gate, absorbs 29 inches of
the yardstick, making a total of 41 inches all told, or an aver=-
age price to the ultimate domestic consumers of 20.45 mills,
or 2.045 cents a kilowatt-hour.

Now, let us examine line No. 3, which is the national
average for hydroelectric power transmitted over a distance
of 100 miles and distributed to the ultimate domestic con-
sumers at the average rate now charged by the private power
companies. This yardstick, you will notice, is 95 inches
long—or approximately three times as long as the T. V. A.
yardstick.

We are using the Conowingo Dam on the Susquehanna
River in Pennsylvania as the comparative standard in this
case. This dam is owned by private interests, generates and
sells power wholesale to a private power company at a profit,
for 2.7 mills a kilowatt-hour. The private power company
then sells to the domestic consumers at the 95-inch yard-
stick rate.

You will note that the three “g’s” indicate that 3 inches
are absorbed in generation, three “t's” indicate that 3
inches go to transmission, one “1” indicates that 1 inch is
charged to line loss, two “s’s” indicate that 2 inches are ab-
sorbed by stand-by facilities, and three “p’s” indicate that
3 inches go as profit to the wholesaler of this power, while
the 83 “d’s” show that 83 inches are absorbed in distribution,
after this power reaches the city gate, making the yardstick
95 inches long and making the average price of this power
to the ultimate domestic consumer 46.9 mills, or 4.69 cents,
a kilowatt-hour against 1.78 cents a kilowatt-hour under the
T. V. A. rates.

You will note that line No. 4, which indicates the national
average yardstick of a modern steam plant with coal at $4
per ton is also 95 inches long. The 13 “g’s” indicate that 13
inches of the yardstick is absorbed in generation, 2 “t's”
show that 2 inches of the yardstick are absorbed in transmis-
sion, 1 “1” indicates that only 1 inch is absorbed in line loss,
while 79 “d’s” show that 79 inches of it goes to distribution.

In other words, this power is laid down at the city gate for
about the same cost as it is at Tupelo and other cities and
towns in the T. V. A. area. But, as shown in line No. 1, it
takes 25 inches of the yardstick, or 12.3 mills a kilowatt-
hour, to distribute power to the ultimate consumers under
T. V. A, rates. In line No. 2 it is shown that the five munieci-
palities that have public distribution systems use 29 inches,
or 14.45 mills, or 1.445 cents, a kilowatt-hour for distribution,
while in line No. 3 the private power companies use 83 inches,
or 41.7 mills, or 4.17 cents, a kilowatt-hour for distribution to
the ultimate consumers; and in line No. 4 it is shown that
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the private power companies generating power by a modern
steam planf and distributing it to the ultimate consumer
uses 79 inches, or 39.9 mills, or 3.99 cents, a kilowatt-hour for
distribution.

If every municipality owned and operated its own light and
power system, it could deliver electricity to its consumers at
the T. V. A. yardstick rates.

By permission of the House, I am inserting a discussion of
this proposition before the Committee on Rivers and Harbors:

BTATEMENT OF HON. JOHN ELLIOTT RANKIN, A REFRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MISSISSIFPL

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. RANKIN.

Mr. Rankiy. I do not know how much time you have allotted
to me.

Mr. DEROUEN. minutes.

Mr. RangIn. I will to conclude my statement so that I can
yield back a portion of that time.

Mr. DERoOUEN. Thank you.

Mr. RankiN., Mr, Chairman, there has been a good deal said since
I was before the committee the last time gquestioning my state-
ments with reference to the yardstick measurement for electric
light and power rates.

So I have had a chart made, and I am going to ask unanimous
consent that I may have a reduced copy inserted in the record at
the beginning of my remarks.

Mr. DERovEN. All right; that may be done.

Mr. RANKIN, Mr. Chairman, I will not take the time to reply to
what portion of the remarks the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr,
May] that I heard; but I do want to say to him that if private
power companies could produce power or can produce power at
three-fourths of a mill a kilowatt-hour, as he sald they could,
then the American people are being worse overcharged for elec-
tricity than I have ever contended they are.

Now, I have shown in the statements which I have put in the
CowncrEssioNAL Recorp that at the present time our overcharge as
compared with the charges in Ontario, Canada, are something like
$1,300,000,000 a year. I understand some gentleman came before
the committee this morning, or yesterday, and attempted to show
the fallacy of that argument by pointing out the power rates in
Buffalo, N. Y. Of course, that 1s the old scheme of the opposition.
He might have told you that Buffalo is right at Niagara Falls,
where they can see across the river into Ontario; where they have
the lowest light and power rates in America, and the very effect of
Ontario forces the rates down in Buffalo; but they might have told
you also that at Albany, N. Y., they pay twice as much for elec-
tricity as they do in Buffalo, and that at Auburn, N. Y., they pay
more than twice as much, and in New York City they pay almost
twice as much as they do in Buffalo. Why? Because they are out
of reach of the influence of this Ontario yardstick.

Now, Mr. Chairman, the power industry is divided into three
distinet steps: Generation, transmission, and distribution.

I have had this chart made to show the cost of generation, the
cost of transmission, and the cost of distribution; and also the
line losses.

The first, No. 1, at the top here is the Tennessee Valley Authority
yardstick, which represents 36 inches on the scale. That is an
average retail rate at which the T. V. A. power is sold to the do-
mestic consumer in the municipality of Tupelo, Miss., a town of
about 8,000 people, situated approximately 100 miles from the
Wilson Dam, The average cost to the ultimate domestic consumer
there is 1.78 cents a kilowatt-hour. That is the price the ultimate
consumer pays.

Taking the report of the Army engineers of 1930, we find that the
generation of that power only amounts to 2.8 inches of this 36-inch
yardstick, or 1.4 mills per kilowatt-hour.

That is what it costs to generate by water power at Muscle Shoals,
according to the report of the Army engineers of 1930. That has
been amply sustained or justified by the fact that at Boulder Dam,
where the entire cost of the dam is charged to power, the power
is generated at 2.1 mills a kilowatt-hour.

Then, the cost of transmitting that power 100 miles occupied 1.2
inches on the yardstick, or 0.6 of a mill.

This chart is based on 100 miles transmission and the average
distribution system.

The amount of line loss running 100 miles per kilowatt-hour, we
have at 0.66 inch on the yardstick, or 0.4 of a mill, making this
power laid down at Tupelo cost the Tennessee Valley Authority 2
mills a kilowatt-hour, and that is what the Army engineers said it
could be laid down for.

I believe they sald 1.99 mills,

Tupelo buys it at 5.5 mills, a kilowatt-hour, which makes a profit
to the Federal Government of 7 inches on the yardstick, or 3.6
mills a kilowatt-hour, or 1756 percent.

Last year the city of Tupelo distributed this power at the yard-
stick rates. They bought $50,000 worth and sold it for $123,000;
paid their interest on their debt against the municipal plant; paid
their sinking fund; gave the city $4,000; pald $9,000 taxes, which
is more than any power company pald in Mississippi for a town of
that size; and made a profit of $27,000, which would make the
yardstick—if we had turned back that profit it would have made
this yardstick only 28 inches instead of 36 inches,

So much for the Tennessee Valley yardstick.
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No. 2. We then took the yardstick of five public plants or sys-
tems: Los Angeles, Calif.; Eugene, Oreg.; Tacoma, Wash.; Seattle,
Wash.; and Winnipeg, Canada; and all of them combined have an
average yardstick of 41 inches, or 20.45 mills, or 2.045 cents a
kilowatt-hour. That is the average rate the ultimate domestic con-
sumer pays in those cities for electricity.

Now, let us see what 1t costs to generate this power used in these
five cities. The generation cost averaged 2.6 mills a kilowatt-hour.
They have to have a stand-by, which made it 1% iches on the
yardstick, or 0.65 mill per kilowatt-hour.

The transmission cost 1.37 mills a kilowatt-hour. The line losses
were 0.38 mill a kilowatt-hour. That brought the distribution
down to, the generation and transmission down to, 12.15 inches
on the yardstick, leaving 28.7 inches for distribution, or 1.45 mills
a kilowatt-hour, making their yardstick 41 inches, or the average
to the ultimate consumer of 20.45 mills a kilowatt-hour.

Nobody has questioned but that private power interests can gen-
erate power with water as cheaply as a public concern can, and
there the difference stops, because it costs no more to transmit or
distribute power generated with coal than it does power generated
with water.

So we have come on down—and I am going through this rather
hastily, because the committee has been very patient, and I do
not care to tax their patience—so we have come on down to the
question of the private power interests, and we have taken exactly
the same average, the same transmission distances, and here is
their yardstick:

No. 3. Instead of being 36 inches, as the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority yardstick is to the ultimate consumer, or 41 inches, as it is
on an average at Los Angeles, Eugene, Seattle, Tacoma, and Winni-
peg, their yardstick is 95 inches long; and instead of selling it at
17.8 mills, or 1.78 cents a kilowatt-hour to the ultimate consumer
as is done in the Tennessee Valley Authority area, or at an average
of 2045 mills or 2.045 cents a kilowatt-hour, as is done in Los
Angeles, Eugene, Tacoma, Seattle, and Winnipeg, they sell it for
an average price of 46.9 mills, or 4.69 cents a kilowatt-hour, or
considerably more than twice the amount charged by either of
the five places above mentioned, and about two and one-half times
the amount the ultimate consumer pays in the Tennessee Valley
Authority area.

Now, let us see about the cost of generation and transmission.
We are taking the Conowingo Dam, which is owned by a private
company, and is sifuated on the Susquehanna River in Pennsyl-
vania. They generate power for profit and sell it for profit.

They sell it to the Philadelphia Electric at 2.7 mills a kilowatt-
hour wholesale, according to their report to the Federal Power
Commission. In other words, on this long yardstick, 95 inches
long, the private power company generation amounts to only 5.5
inches, or 2.7 mills, of the 95 inches in the entire yardstick, of the
32.9 mills, which is the average price the ultimate consumers have

pay.

You then have to have a stand-by, or at least we presume they
do, which takes up 2 inches on the yardstick, or 1 mill per kilo-
watt-hour.

The transmission, we will say, is 24 inches, or 1.2 mills, a kilo-
watt-hour. Their line loss amounts to about 0.3 of a mill per
kilowatt-hour. Then when they sell this power at 2.7 mills a
kilowatt-hour they make a profit of 2.5 inches on the yardstick, or
1.2 mills; and, as I said, that makes the cost of generation 1.5
mills a kilowatt-hour, which is a little less than the generating
cost at Muscle Shoals.

In other words, of this 85 inches there is therefore 10.5 inches
that goes to pay for generation, transmission, line losses, stand-by,
and wholesale profit to the generating company—10.5 inches.
Therefore, instead of distributing this power, using 25.1 inches of
the yardstick to distribute, as is done in the T. V. A. area, or 287
inches, as is done in the five municipal plants I have mentioned,
they use 84.5 inches of that yardstick for distribution, or more
than eight times the cost of laying the power down at the city
gate. There is where the people get stung. That is the reason
for this tremendous wave of propaganda; that is the reason for all
these hired agents throughout the country; that is the reason for
all this powerful drive to keep municipalities from putting in
their own distribution systems.

‘Why, of course, they want the T. V. A. to sell them power at the
city gate and in the ways indicated by the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. May] awhile ago, and let them rob the consumers, as
this chart shows they are doing.

Mr. DoNDERO. Do you mind if we interrupt you now, or do you
want to go on with your statement?

Mr, Rangin, Let me finish, this please.

Now, that is a water-power set-up. The Tennessee Valley
Authority takes 10.9 inches for generation, transmission, profits,
and line losses. The flve plants of Los Angeles, Eugene, Seattle,
Tacoma, and Winnipeg take 11.4 inches, for generation, stand-by,
transmission, and line losses; and the private power companies
only use 10.6 inches, which shows the cost of generation and
transmission to the city gates is about the same as in the case
of public plants. But the private companies use 84.5 inches of
t.heﬁ- yardstick for distribution, whereas the municipalities I have
above mentioned only use 28.7 and Tupelo only uses 25.1 inches.
In other words, these five cities use 28.7 inches for distribution,
making a charge of 1445 mills a kilowatt-hour for distribution,
and the Tennessee Valley Authority 25.1 inches and charges 123
mills a kilowatt-hour for distribution while the private companies
use 84.5 inches and charge 41.7 mills for distribution.
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No wonder they want us to sell it to them at the city gates so
they can impose their excessive charges on the consumers, That
is what this fight is all about.

No. 4. Now let us get down to the coal plants. I never heard any-
one so optimistic as the gentleman from Eentucky [Mr. May] when
he said that they generated power from coal at three-fourths of
a mill a kilowatt-hour, because you heard Mr. Walsh, of the New
York Power Authority’s statement and the statement of Mr. Fowle,
I believe is the name, who made the investigation for the private
power companies, or representing their viewpoint.

Now, here is their yardstick, 95 inches long. It is based on coal
at $4¢ per ton. Of course coal is much cheaper than that in
Pennsylvania and West Virginia, where the power rates to the
consumer are about the highest in America. I believe New Hamp-
shire and Louisiana are a little ahead of them, but they are
higher there than they are in the majority of the States.

To generate power with $4 coal, according to Mr. Walsh’'s state-
ment, costs 6.3 mills a kilowatt-hour, which takes 12.7 inches on
the yardstick. The transmission would cost the same as for water
power, 2.4 inches, or 1.2 mills per kilowatt-hour. The line loss
would be 0.8 inch or 0.4 mill per kilowatt-hour.

I might say in that connection that in sending power from
Boulder Dam to Los Angeles, 266 miles, the line losses only amount
to 6 percent. So that will give you an idea of the small amount of
line loss in transmission.

Mr. FowLE. I believe it was showed that this power could be gen-
erated at 5.4 mills a kilowatt-hour with coal at $4 a ton. But
in order to give the power company the full benefit of every
doubt, we have used the higher rate, 6.3 mills. What does it
mean? It means that the generation, transmission, and line
losses totaled amount to 15.9 inches on the yardstick or 7 mills
a kilowatt-hour laid down at the city gate, and that 79.1 inches,
or 39.9 mills, is charged for distribution.

You do not have to have any stand-by, because your plant is its
own stand-by. There is really no transmission of power, for you
have transmitted the coal so the rest of it, the balance of that
yardstick, which is exactly the same length the private power
companies use in measuring out hydroelectric power to the local
distributing system, because they sell at the same price in the
same area. So of this 95 inches in their yardstick, 79.1 inches is
used for distribution costs, or 39.9 mills per kilowatt-hour. That
is what they charge for distributing this power to the ultimate
consumer, whereas under the T, V. A. yardstick it would cost only
12.3 mills and only 14.45 mills in the five cities referred to.

Now let us look at the Tennessee Valley Authority yardstick,
which is 36 inches long. Up to the distribution system it takes
10.9 inches on the yardstick, or costs 5.5 mills a kilowatt-hour, all
of which includes the Government costs of 2 mills and a profit to
the Government of 3.5 mills.

Under the yardstick at Los Angeles, Eugene, Tacoma, Seattle, and
Winnipeg, the yardstick is 41 inches long. The total for distribu-
tion amounts to 28.7 inches, or 14.45 mills per kilowatt-hour. The
total inches up to the distribution system would be 12.15 inches
now—in that is included a stand-by, you understand—for these
five stations. Without the stand-by, the total up to the distribu-
tion system would be 10.85 inches, total inches in distribution, 28.7
inches or 14.45 mills. All right; the total inches in the private
companies’ yardstick, which is 95 inches long, the total inches
up to the distribution system is 10.5 inches. The balance, the
distribution, there is 84.5 inches or 41.7 mills as against 25.1 inches
or 12.3 mills under the T. V. A. yardstick rates, and 28.7 inches
or 14.45 mills a kilowatt-hour under the yardstick of the five
municipalities I have mentioned. And, under the system, the
same system, where they use the same yardstick as the private
power companies always do, the transmission, the total inches
up to the distribution is 159 inches, which as I have shown
before was only about or actually 7 mills a kilowatt-hour. The
balance of the yardstick is absorbed in distribution, which is 79.1
inches or 39.9 mills a kilowatt-hour.

Now, there is where the exorbitant cost comes in. They can sell
power generated with coal—I will make this statement—they can
generate power with coal and transmit it the same distance and
sell it at the T. V. A. yardstick, amortize the investment, and
make 4 percent interest on it as they go.

So the thing they are driving at is that they want us to sell the
power at the bus bar. They were buying it at 156 mills a
kilowatt-hour at Muscle Shoals and showing that they are paying
0.3 mill or more profit before T. V. A. was created.

They did that for 5 years and sold it within sight of the dam at
10 cents a kilowatt-hour or a spread of more than 5,000 percent.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I do not care to take up any more time. I
would like to have permission to extend my remarks in the record
and I will answer any questions that the chairman or any of the
members of the committee desire to ask.

Mr. DEROUEN. Any questions?

Mr. DonpEro. What do you have to say to the question I asked
Congressman May about the cost of generation as compared with
distribution, the cost being about one-eighth and distribution
seven-elighths?

Mr. RaveIN. I will say this, Judge—

Mr. DonNpERO. AS near as you know.

Mr. RaNkIN. I will say this: On water power, now—taking water
power first—the cost of generation and the transmission over the
average length of 100 miles or 150 miles of line is, I would say, ap-
proximately one-eighth of what the power companies charge, but
about one-third to one-half the real cost. The record shows here
that is 5.5 mills a kilowatt-hour laid down at Tupelo and that the
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power is sold for 17.8 mills a kilowatt-hour on the average to the
consumers.

Now, that is to the domestic consumers, and that is river-run or
primary power.

The gentleman from Eentucky [Mr. May] told you awhile ago
they are selling some power for 2 mills per kilowatt-hour, but he
did not tell you that it is what they call secondary or dump power.

So I would say that the cost of generation and transmission,
profit to the generator, and the line losses would be approximately
one-third to one-half of the cost of the transmission and distri-
bution under the Tennessee Valley Authority yardstick rates. I
would say also that it would be approximately one-eighth, or
almost one-eighth, of the entire cost, where you include the enor-
mous profits the private companies charge the consumers,

Mr, DoxpeEro. What I am getting at is——

Mr. RANKIN (continuing). But when you go to get down here
[indicating] to the private power companies, you will find it is a
great deal less; but if you put the profits in here [indicating on
plat], this is what it will be, the whole thing, it will be approxi-
mately one-third of the yardstick at T. V. A. rates.

Mr. DoNDERO. Let me ask you again. I do not mean to confuse
you at this time. What I am getting at is, this committee has had
some information to the effect that the generation of power at the
place of generation represents about one-eighth of the cost, and
that the other seven-eighths is represented in the cost of dis-
tribution and transmission. 3

Mr. Ranxin. That is not true, where it is distributed at the proper
rates, the T. V. A. yardstick rates. Where you distribute it at 17.18
mills a kilowatt-hour, that is not true; and it does not cost any more
for a private power company to generate and transmit it than it
does for the Tennessee Valley Authority.

So, therefore, instead of using 12.3 mills for distribution they
charge 46.9 mills, or more than three times—almost four times—as
much as it cost to distribute it by municipalities where they make
a profit of about one-fourth, I will say, of the amount of the sales.

Mr. DoNpERO. That amount may vary in different localities, de-
pending upon the management, the labor conditions, the coal, rail
rates, water power, the length of the transmission lines, and the
distributing system.

Mr. RANKIN, I said here [indicating on plat] where you can get
your coal at $4 a ton, and I find that the Government gets coal laid
down in my town at $4 a ton. So this is based on $4 coal.

Now in the States of Pennsylvania and West Virginia, why, of
course, they have coal a great deal cheaper. That large concern the
gentleman from Eentucky [Mr. MA¥| referred to owns its own coal
mines. It can generate power and lay it down at the city gate for
approximately the same price the Tennessee Valley Authority lays it
down the same distance. It can then be distributed at a profit and
laid down to the consumer at the standard Tennessee Valley yard-
stick rates,

Power can be generated—I will make this broad statement, and I
will take on any man who is worthy of my “steel” to debate the
question over the radio, or anywhere else it 15 necessary—I make the
broad statement that you can generate power in practically any
town in the United States with coal and sell it at the Tennessee
Valley Authority yardstick rates without losses,

Mr. DoNDERO. Congressman , that is a rather severe indict-
ment to every utility commission in the Union.

Mr. RankIn, Yes, sir; it certainly is. The average public-utility
commission, as I said before this committee before, instead of regu-
lating the utilities, has invariably been regulated by them.

. DonpeErRO. I am interested In knowing what advantage the
Tennessee Valley Authority has over private power companies or
the municipal plants, away from them, what advantages they have
that the private plants do not have.

Mr. RaNEIN. Well, it has this, the only one I can point out off-
hand, is that it does not have to pay the high-priced officials that
these private power companies do, and it does not have the holding
company’s expenses to pay. It is not telescoped with holding com-
panies, layer on top of layer that reach down and absorb the profits.
It does not have to pay the enormous amount of money for propa-
ganda purposes and it does not have to hire agents to go all over
the country to try to discredit the municipal plants.

All of those expenses are charged up to the consumers, of course.
The Tennessee Valley Authority does not have those elements of
expense to meet or to pass on to the consumers,

Mr. DonpeEro. What do you say about the capital investment?

Mr. RankiN, They have tried to make you believe that the taxes
made a great deal of difference. The Tennessee Valley Authority
pays 5 percent taxes. It is not what they were talking about
a while ago for the flow of the stream. Alabama had no interest
in the flow of the stream. I helped to pass that bill and defended
that proposition on the floor of the House. They pay them 5
percent, in lleu of taxes, on the gross receipts in Alabama, and
they pay them 5 percent in Tennessee on the gross receipts in
that State, in lleu of taxes. But, this power is power that is
transmitted to Tupelo. We are paying taxes there on our power
system amounting to more than any private power company in
Mississippi is paying in a town of that same size in the State.

So, the bugaboo that they have ralsed about the taxes is merely
propaganda.

Mr. DEROUEN. Let me make a statement.

Mr. SmrrH. I would like to ask a question.

Mr. MosiEr. May I make a statement?

Mr. DERoUEN. Let me make a statement. For your considera-
tion, we have agreed to let several other Members come on. They
have had to come here and go away, and they are here again,
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and let us try to hold it within the time that the gentleman has
agreed upon.

Mr. Moster. I would like to ask a question.

Mr. DERouEN. I think that we ought to hear these other gentle-

Mr. Mosrer. Referring, Mr. Rankin, now, just to the Tennessee
Valley Authority.

Mr, RanEmn. All right.

Mr. MosmEr. Will you tell me what elements you take into con-
sideration when you arrive at that rate which you called the
yardstick rate?

Mr. RANKIN, The cost of generation, transmission, line losses,
distribution, and the profits which the municipality pays to the
Tennessee Valley Authority, and the profits to the city.

Mr. Mosier. All right. Now let me ask you this: Did you take
into consideration at all, in arriving at that rate, the invested
capital?

Mr. RavkInN. I will say this to the gentleman from Ohlo, that
when this was worked out by the Army engineers, a good many
years ago, when they were in charge in 1930, they based their
figures on the proposition that a certain percentage of the cost
of the dam would be charged to power, a certain percentage to
navigation, a certain percentage to flood control; but in order to
show how nearly right they were, at Boulder Dam, where it is all
charged to power, there it is generated at a cost of 2.1 mills
kilowatt-hour and is sold in Los Angeles, laid down at Los Angeles,
266 miles away, or more than twice as far as from Tupelo to Muscle
Shoals, it is laid down in Los Angeles at less than 4 mills a kilo-
watt-hour, where we are paying 55 mills at Tupelo, only 100
mﬂea from the dam.

Mr. Mosier. I will refer again to the same question.

'M:r RAWKIN. Let me say this——

Mr. MosmEr. Did you consider invested capital at the Tennessee
Valley Authority without regard to Boulder Dam or any other
basis?

Mr. Ranxin. Yes, sir; we have taken that into consideration.
Let me say this——

Mr. Mosrer. What investment do you think——

Mr. RangIN. Let me answer.

Mr. Mosier. I want you to answer, but I do not want you to
make a speech. T want to find out.

Mr. RaNnEIN. I am not making a speech. I am going to answer
the question in an intelligent way.

In figuring up the invested capital, the Army engineers based
their figures on the pmpoe‘ltlon that they would be permitted to
sell a certain percentage of the 1

Now, cheyweretnsellﬁﬂpementoftheload at the rates
we are buying it, that would amortize the Investment in less
than 20 years. If they could sell 80 percent of the load at the
rates we are paylng for it, then that would amortize it in a
good deal less time.

Mr. MosiEr. Now, to ask you the same on: What did the
Tennessee Valley Authority officials figure as their investment in
order to start to arrive at this rate?

Mr. Ranxmn, I am not sure, but it Is my understanding that
they proposed to charge approximately one-third of the construc-
tion of the dam to navigation, one-third to flood control, and
one-third to the production of power. I think that is right.

lll.‘% Mosier, Now, did they consider any interest on the invest-
ment?

Mr, RaNnxIn. Oh, yes, sir; that is what is meant by amortizing
the investment.

Mr. Moster. No, it does not.

Mr. RawxiN. I believe 4 percent, That is what the Army engi-
neers figured the investment at. You can get the book, get their
report, and I think you will find it on page 530 of the Army
Engineers’ Report for 1930. That is what the Army engineers
said, and they went into it very thoroughly.

Mr. Moster. I can read it in the book, but I thought you were
the witness.

Mr. Ranx1N. I am quoting you exactly what they said about it.

Mr. Moster. I am just asking you about this money——

Mr. RaNxin (interposing). Oh, well—

Mr. Moster. The money which has been advanced by the Gov-
ernment, whether they consider that they are going to pay the
Government anything for the use of that. Do you understand?

Mr. Ranxin. I told you 4-percent interest.

Mr. Mosier. All right. Did they figure any depreciation?

Mr. RaNErn. Yes. There will be a slight depreciation, not In
the dam, but probably in some of the machinery. It might have
to be replaced in 50 or 60 years, probably earlier; but it would
not have to be replaced within the time this investment would
be amortized.

Now, let me say to the gentleman——

Mr. Moster (interposing). Have they figured anything for amor-
tization there?

Mr. RaxgI1N. Oh, yes, sir; and, by the way, the private companies
never do. You cannot find a one In the United States that ever
amortizes its original investment; that is, where it is controlled
by a holding company.

Mr, Mosier. Now, what taxes did they figure?

Mr. RankIn. T told you, 5 percent.

Mr Mosrer. Of what?

RANKIN. Of the gross sales, to the States of Alabama and
'I'enneaaee and the distribution agency pays its own taxes, whereas
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the private power companies which are doing the generating, trans-
mitting, and distribution are boasting of all of the taxes they are
paying on the whole thing, and trying to compare their taxes with
what taxes the Tennessee Valley Authority pays on the investment
at the dam, whereas we pay more taxes on our distributing sys-
tem when we buy this Tennessee Valley Authority power and dis-
tribute it at the yardstick rates than they pay in any town of the
same size in that section of the country. And let me say again,
for the benefit of the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Mosier], that the
town of Tupelo Is a town of 8,000 people, and we paid $349,000
less, the ultimate consumer did, for their power last year than
they would have paid if they had bought it from the private power
company at the rates it was charging us 4 years ago when it was
buying this power at 1.56 mills a kilowatt-hour.

Mr. Moster. I will say back to the gentleman from Mississippi, I
do not doubt at all that what you say Is true, but I further say
that the cities of my State are helping to support the city of
Tupelo in doing that.

Mr. RaNngmN. And I will say to the gentleman from Ohio further
that this yardstick is the most prefitable weapon ever developed
for the purpose of helping his consumers and the consumers of
electricity everywhere in the United States, and by its very force
and power with the policies of this administration backing it up,
we have reduced light and power rates $5566,000,000 a year in the
United States since 1932, You are saving $556,000,000 a year. You
saved $556,000,000 last year, and a large portion of that went to the
consumers in the State of Ohio, infinitely more than they ever
contributed to Muscle Shoals or the Tennessee Valley Authority
and the Columbia River development combined.

Mr. Moster. Was there ever any reduction in power rates prior
to the coming into existence of the Tennessee Valley Authority?

Mr. RaNKIN. No; not to amount to anything.

Mr. MosimEr. Nothing at all?

Mr. RanxIiN, Not to amount to anything. Oh, I think that
they dropped from 20 cents back in the time when Edison first in-
vented the electric light, 60 years ago. the last few years
there had been no reductions, up to the time the T. V. A. was created.

But, I will tell you what they did do. These same utilities came
down here in 1920 and made the same proposition that they are
making now to help break the depression and, to give you one
illustration, the president of the Commonwealth & Southern and
his directors ralsed his salary from $43,730 a year in 1929 to
#130,140 a year in 1932, during the very depth of the depression.
Of course, the ultimate consumers of city had to pay it.
But the ultimate consumers of electricity got no reduction at all.
‘We were paying exactly the same rate in 1932, or 1933, when this
yardstick went into effect, that we were paying in 1929.

Mr. MosmEr. Would you mind telling us what they pay the
manager of your plant at Tupelo?

Mr. Rangin. Why, you mean, the manager of the distributing
system?

Mr. MosmEr. Yes.

Mr. RANKIN. I do not know. It is in the report. He is satis-
fled.

Mr. Moster. I just wanted to get a comparison of that man’s
galary, who is handling $50,000, with the other man's salary, who
is handling milllons of dollars, hundreds of millions of dollars
8 year.

Mr. Rawem. Yes; but you understand our manager doesn’t
handle any water.

Mr. Mosmer. I thought that the percentage probably would be
in favor of the bigger man.

Mr. RanxinN, It probably would be, because they get practically
all of it. You see, the holding companies stand one up on top of
the other. They are the ones who were enriching themselves on
this program. They are reaching down and picking the pockets,
sapping the money, out of the pockets of the ultimate consumers.
Why, the common stock of that company fell from 32 in 1929 to
15; in 1932, during the time that the president’'s salary was going
from #$43,000 to $130,000 a year, and their 6-percent preferred
stock dropped, I believe, from 104 In 1929 to 2733 In 1832. They
were not interested in the people who had their money invested.
They were interested in raising their own high salaries higher and
selling watered stock and racketeering, so to speak, on the helpless
CONSUMErs.

Mr, Mosier. Six-percent city of Cleveland bonds, the city which
owns one of the biggest plants in the country, fell to 80 at the same
time.

Mr. Rawkin. I understand; but they did not fall as much as the
stock of the Commonwealth & Southern; and, besides, the people
of Cleveland were saving millions of dollars a year on their light
and power rates.

Mr. SmaTH. Right in that connection, are you familiar at all with
the municipal plant at Cleveland?

Mr. RANKIN. Yes.

Mr. SmrrH. Could you enlighten the committee in regard to it at
all, because the gentleman from Ohlio [Mr. MosiEr] very frequently
refers to it as one of the instances of the failure of public owner-
ship in this country, and if you can give us any information, I think
it would be valuable to the committee.

Mr. RANKIN. Why, I shall be glad to do so.

Mr. DonpEro. I suggest that you put it in the record.

Mr. RansIn. I just thought that I would give you this informa~
tion.
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Mr. DonpErO. You have answered it once in comparison with
Tupelo.

Iﬁr. RanxIiN. Remember that Cleveland has a population of ap-
proximately 1,000,000 people, and they own a plant which cost them
$17,422381. They have pald that down to $3,000,000.

Mr. SmrrH, In how long a period?

Mr. RaNBIN. Over a period of 22 years.

But here are their general charges. Residential service charge, 15
cents per month, That is to begin with. And then the rates are
2.9 cents per kilowatt-hour. Cleveland has one of the cheapest
power rates in the whole country and, instead of going broke, is
amortizing its system and paying it out. Last year it paid $400,000
in lieu of taxes and made a gross profit of $1,739,675.

Mr. SmiTH. I thank you.

Mr. Ranxin. It is one of the great municipal systems of the
country.

Mr. DonpErO. May I ask a question?

Mr. DERoUEN. Mr. Dondero.

Mr. Donpero. Is it not a fact that the city of Tupelo got a
Government grant of 45 percent in order to build that plant down
there?

Mr. RaANRIN. No, sir.

Mr. DonpEro. Nothing at all?

Mr. RaNkgIN. No, sir. It owned the plant already.
sell our plant. We already owned it.

Mr. DonNpERO. And you did not get a Government grant toward
this plant which you built?

Mr. Rankin. No; we did not build it in recent years——

Mr. DoNpERO. What?

Mr. RANkIN. It was built 30 years ago, about the time the Cleve-
land people built their plant or before.

Mr. DownpeEro. Can you tell us the proportion of municipally
owned plants in this country as compared with the private-owned
plants?

Mr. RANKIN, No; I cannot tell you the proportion.

Mr. DonpeEro. We have some testimony to the effect that it
dropped from 3,000 to below 700.

Mr. Ranxin, There has been a terrific amount of money that
was wrung from the consumers of electricity used by this propa-
ganda to prevent municipalities from owning their plants or buy-
ing out the ones already in operation. They have done that in
my district. They went into my district at Aberdeen, and I be-
lieve pald $108,000 for a plant. They went 18 miles away and
offered $1,250,000 for a similar plant. What they were buying was
the birthrights of the people.

Mr. SmitH. One question. Can you also tell us anything about
the relative rates in Detroit and Windsor, Canada?

Mr. RaNgIin. Oh, yes, sir; they are right across the river from
each other. Windsor, Canada, transmits her power 238 miles from
Niagara Falls and sells it at probably one-third to one-half of
what the people have to pay in Detroit, right across the river.

Mr. Donpero. I have the figures right before me which I ob-
tained from Windsor and Detroit. They are neighbors, as you
state.

Mr. RaNnxiN. What is the top rate?

Mr. DonpERO. Based on an average annual consumption for the
annual domestic consumer of 760 kilowatt-hours, the Windsor
hydroelectric system charges $26.95 per year. The Detroit-Edison
Co., across the river in Detrolt, charges $32.35.

In Windsor, the electric plant pays no taxes, but in Detroit, the
Detroit-Edison pays $3.56 taxes on that.

Mr. RANKIN (interposing). Now, naturally—

Mr. DonpERO. Let me finish.

Mr. RANKIN (interposing). You will find that here in this re-
port of the Ontario Power Commission. In Windsor, Ontario, they
use a great deal more than 760 kilowatt-hours a year.

Mr. DonpEro. That is the basls, upon the average annual con-
sumption for domestic consumers.

Mr. RankiN. That is not the average. Somebody has been giving
you wrong figures.

Mr. DoNDErO. I do not think they are wrong.

Mr. RaNKIN, Yes; they are wrong, because in Windsor, Canada,
they use more power per than we do in Tupelo.

Mr. Donpero. If they did use more, that would make no dif-
ference.

Mr. RANEKIN. Yes,

Mr. DonperO. I am basing it on the same amount of electricity
on both sides of the river.

I can put it into the

‘We did not

Mr. RavkgInN. I will tell you what I will do.
record. I do not have the Michigan statistics here now, but I
went into this before.

What is your top rate per kilowatt-hour?

Mr. DonpEro. I have not gone into that. I have the annual rate
to the domestic consumers.

Mr. RANKIN, Who made those figures, Judge?

Mr. DonpERO. Just & minute.

Mr. RankInN, Will you just answer that?

Mr. DowpeEro. In Windsor they pay $26.85; in Detroit, $28.79 a
year, a difference of $1.84; but in Windsor there is no service for
replacement of lamps. In Detroit it is figured at $1.20 a year, or
eight changes a year. In Windsor they charge 64 cents a year for
fuse and appliance calls.

Mr. RANKIN. Judge, will you let me say—
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Mr. DonpeEro (continuing). In Detroit, £2.81. The difference is
this—that under the hydroelectric system of Windsor the cost of
electricity to the ordinary domestic consumer for residential pur-
poses is $26.31 annually; while in Detroit the same amount of elec-
tricity with the service enumerated amounts to $24.78, or a differ-
ence of $1.563. A further difference ought to be noted, in that the
Edison Co. in Detroit pays taxes on all of its property, while the
Windsor hydroelectric system receives its current from the Ontario
Hydro Electric and does not pay taxes on all of its properties. It
recelves the benefit of Government subsidy the same as the
T, V. A,

Mr. RaANEIN (interposing). The trouble with your information
is that it comes from some private power interest, propagandists.
I am not talking about the gentleman [addressing Mr. DONDERO].
But he is getting his figures from private power propagandists,
and they have grossly misrepresented Windsor, because that $26.95
is not accurate., They are using three times as much power in
Windsor, Canada, as his figures indicate. I can prove that. The
gentleman from Michigan has been imposed upon.

Mr. DonDERO. I got my information from the Ontario Hydro
Power Commission, which is not a private concern.

Mr. RANKIN. No; it is not a private concern. But I'm sure the
gentleman did not get it all from Ontario.

Mr. DonpeEro. I wrote to both cities to get the figures.

Mr. RaANkIN, Well, it is owned by the municipalities of Ontarlo.
It is not a private concern, and they sell power at cost. That is
the object, to get electricity to the people of Ontario at cost.

Now, let me tell you another thing right in that connection: If
the people of Michigan—if the people of the State of Michigan
received their electricity at the Ontario rates, they would save
$46,590,901 a year,

Mr. DowpeEro. Yes; you have told us before that we are over-
charged $46,000,000 a year.

Mr. RANKIN, Yes; $46,000,000. If you received your power at the
same rate they are paying throughout Ontario, including the most
remote rural sections, you would get it for $46,590,901 a year less
than your consumers are now paying.

Mr. DonpeEro. We do not have a Niagara Falls in Michigan, I
admit.

Mr. RangIN. I will tell you what I was going to say. You can
generate it with coal at the price I have indicated here, and on
your present consumption you ecan get it for $20,000,000 to
$40,000,000 cheaper in the State of Michigan than you are getting
it now. You are one of the worst overcharged States.

Mr. DonpEro. I happen to have the flgures on that, and we are
the lowest in this Nation, outside of the State of Washington,
from which my colleague, Mr. SmiTH, comes; and they have the
natural water power in that State. We are the lowest. The
United States average is $33 a year per customer, and in Michigan
it is 827 a year,

Mr. RaANKIN, You are paying $27 a year, $2.25 a month, for a lot
less power.

Mr. Downpero. It costs us less than the price of an ice-cream
soda a day. I know that.

Mr. SmrTH. Mr. RANKIN, are you going to insert in the REecorp
figures regarding Windsor and Detroit?

Mr. RaNEIN. Yes.

Mr. SmIiTH. And Cleveland, Ohio?

Mr. RangmN. Yes.

Mr. DonpERO. Mr. Chairman, I want the privilege of doing the
same thing.

Mr. Mosier. And I want the privilege of doing the same thing
with regard to the Cleveland plant—to show that Mr. RANKIN'S
statement is absolutely erroneous concerning that plant.

Mr. RANKIN. In connection with that, I would be glad to have
the figures inserted in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD S0 We Can answer
to the public. I would be glad to have them do that.

Mr. DownpeEro. I will say that I am not interested in either a
private or a public utility anywhere in the world.

Mr. RANKIN, ther am I. I am in this fight for the benefit
of the American people and we are getting results.

In response to questions asked by the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. DonpEro| and the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. MosiEr]
relative to a rate comparison between the private plant at
Detroit, Mich., and the public plant at Windsor, Ontario, and
the facts as to the public plant at Cleveland, Ohio, I desire to
say that the Windsor public plant is selling electricity at a much
lower rate than it is sold in Detroit. The Windsor plant has an
outstanding indebtedness of only #9030 per meter, compared
with $442 for the Detroit company.

As near as can be told, the national private-utility debt in this
country is around $518 per meter, which they seem to make no
effort to amortize.

The Cleveland, Ohilo, public plant for 22 years has been a pace-
maker in low electric rates, made with steam. It has been a
sound and beneficial yardstick for the investing and consuming
public. This plant’s indebtedness per meter is around $57 com-
pared with $356 for the private company in that city., In its
22 years of existence It has saved the people of Cleveland around
$55,000,000 in rate charges, or three and a quarter times the cost
of the city plant, with only 17 percent of its value outstanding
as a debt.

These cited examples show the need of a yardstick to protect the
consuming and investing public.
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The control statistics can be effectively summarized at this
point:
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Residential billings from rates in effect
COMPARISON OF DETROIT EDISON CO. AND MUNICIPALITY OF WINDSOR

“ Cleveland
Windsor,| Detre
d vate
Ontario”| PR | poptie | Private
plant plant

Assets per customer book stated values..| $304. 50 2540 $328 $472
Pebts outstanding customer. ......-.| $80.30 $442 $57 $356
Debts outstanding in percentage of assets. 0.7 8LT 17.4 5.5

Is it not obvious that a public yardstick plant operating on the
debt-redemption principle will have lower debt charges and there-
fore lower costs and rates?

RATE COMPARISONS

Detroit is served by a private plant, and Windsor, just across the
river, is served by the Ontario Hydro. Windsor receives its current
from Niagara Falls over two transmission lines, each 238 miles long.
Windsor initiated the service in October 1914.

The following residential electric statistics derived from the Fed-
eral Power Commission and from the official records of the public
plants listed, show the latest avallable comparative figures, which
are as follows:

Residen- | Average
e e | fmen
watt-hour ra/ yar
State or city per con- | cents per | stick,
sumer kilo-
per year |watt-hour
T Wash 1,565 188 34
Tupelo, Miss___. 1, 864 1.78 36
Windsor, Ontario.__. 1,908 1. 80 36
State of Washington No. 1 1,827 2.35 47
State of Oregon No. 2.__ 1, 268 2.59 52
State of Idaho No. 3__ 1,301 2.98 60
State of California No. 4 811 3.68 3
State of Michi No. b 772 3.72 75
National average. 706 4.63 95
Detroit Edison Co 3.85 m

The lower average rates of all of the above States is due to the
yardstick influence of the following public plants: Seattle, Ta-
coma, Los Angeles, and Ontario Hydro. These public plants have
set up a zone of influence, which has resulted in public opinion
requiring the private plants to trim ship as to capitalization and
to give lower rates. This comparison is concrete evidence of the
beneficial effect of an honest yardstick. All of these public plants
have amortized a substantial part of their cost, and can be con-
sidered a well-tried-out demonstration of what can be accom-
plished by working under the principles of amom:atlcm and vol-
ume-price control. The private plants have ignored these prin-
ciples, and have adopted instead the selfish policy of nondebt
repayment or refunding, financial watering, and the vicious cycle
of rste—ma.klng to freeze fictitious secu.rlties outstanding.
summary comparison of Windsor with the Detroit

Here is the
Edison Co., covering residential consumption:
Windsor Detroit
(1) Actoal average residential rate_ Lﬁmwkmmu- a.wm per kilowatt-
(2) Average residential rate with | 2.04 cents per kilowatt- Do,
taxes added. hour.
Yardstick length, No. 2above_| 41 inches______________ 77 inches.
4) Average rate if Detroit in- | 2.04 cents per kilowatt- | 3.08 cents per kilowatt-
creased mnﬂnnftlon equal hour. hour.
to Windsor’s with rates in
affect in 1036.
Debt outstanding per meter. $90.30. $442,
i , And assets per | $304.50 . . _.._| $540.
Debt in percent of assets_ .| 207|817,

Bource: Moody’s Manual for year 1936, p. 1558, 1937 edition.

It is obvious from the debt outstanding per customer (meter)
that the Detroit rates cannot be as low as Windsor's, as the debt
charges to the Detroit Co. is about five times as great as the prop-
gr:y across the river in Windsor—four and nine-tenths times, to

When Windsor amortizes the small percentage of debt remaining
it can cut its rate almost in two, and at that time the Detroit
rates will be about two and five-tenths times larger.

On the basis of actual rate billing (and including taxes in Wind-
sor figures), the small nonappliance residential user in Detroit
pays 48 percent more than in Windsor; the consumer with a refrig-
erator pays 31 percent more; and one with a refrigerator and a
stove 53 percent more.

The following table, based on actual blll!ng's for July 193886, given
by the Federal Power Commission and the Canada Department of
Commerce, tells the story.

Kilowatt-hours used per month
15 25 40 100 250

Detroit $1.03 | $1.39 | $1.98| $£3.53 | 86.90
L g T Tl T TSR S .75 B3 1.30 2.38 | 4.00
Windsor plus 13 percent tax equivalent____| .86 .04 L47 2.60 | 452
Detroit, percentage above dsor after

inclnding taxes ..l .. 20 48 31 3l &3

Kilowatt-hours

Minimum bill customer_______ 15
Small nonappliance customer._. 25
Average customer with refrigerator. 100
Average customer with refrigerator and stove oo 250

Out of all the cities in the United States of 100,000 population
or more Detroit ranked as follows, depending on size of electric
bill as of 1936: 25 kilowatt-hours per month, ranks 42; 100 kilo-
watt-h;;.lrs per month, ranks 19; 250 kilowatt-hours per month,

From this ranking list prepared by the Federal Power Commis-
sion it is obvious that the small consumer in Detroit does not fare
so well.

If you go further south in Michigan, and take Flint as an ex-
ample, the following bill comparisons result, being the percent
indicated higher than Windsor with tax equivalent added to Wind-
sor bills: Small user, 25 kilowatt-hours per month, 94 percent;
refrigerator user, 100 kilowatt-hours per month, 36 percent; re-
frigerator and stove user, 250 kilowatt-hours per month, 45 percent.

This shows that the further a community is away from the zone
of the yardstick, the higher the rate, especially to the numercus
small consumers,

The Windsor top residential net rate is 3.25 cents per kilowatt-
hour, whereas the Detroit top rate was 9 cents as of July 1936, for
& much shorter block length. The follow-up rates which govern
consumption volume were 3.6 and 2.25 in Detroit compared with
1.08 cents in Windsor in the entire range. This tells the story as
to why the average rate is much lower in Windsor and the con-
sumption greater.

The Ontario Hydro pays no taxes, so the tax equivalent has to
be added to the Windsor bills to produce a falr comparison.

The Federal Power Commission (rate series 5, p. 35) shows that
the private utilities in the State of Michigan pald 12.2 percent of
their gross (total billings) in all kinds of taxes, The municipality
of Windsor secures certain monetary advantages from its own plant
which it would not receive were it served by a private utility.
Therefore the addition of 13 percent to Windsor costs as a tax
equivalent 1s an equitable comparison for present conditions.

The difference in generation between Niagara Hydro plus long
transmission, and a &4 per ton modern steam plant does not
account for the difference in rates. Hydro-Niagara is a high-cost
plant because of the long rock feeder canal. It is about 2 mills
per kilowatt-hour cheaper than a modern steam plant, and this
difference on the 25-kilowatt-hour per month small consumer only
amounts to 5 cents on a month's bill. The difference could not
cause any controversy. The difference is due to ruthless and un-
reasonable overcharges, holding company rake-off, high deht
charges, high salarles, propn.gam:ls expense and other expenses that
might be termed 111

The Detroit Ed.lson 00 is classed as one of the better o‘pemtlng
companies in the United States. On a performance standard it
about 20 percent better than the average company but still its
rates are much higher than they should be, Detroit could have
Windsor rates and the company could make a reasonable return
on a prudent investment rate base.

CLEVELAND PUBLIC PLANT

Some 30 years ago the late Mayor Tom Johnson, of Cleveland,
started his crusade for a 3-cent rate light plant. It was then
referred to as an Impossibility as the rates were then ranging from
10 to 20 cents per kilowatt-hour, with the national average rate of
10 cents per killowatt-hour. The plant was started in 1912 and
completed about 1915—22 years ago.

Immediately after the completion of this plant, the competing
private utility, namely, the Cleveland Electric Illuminating Co.,
had to cut its rate in half to hold its business. For many years
Cleveland has stood No. 1 in the list of all American citles of
100,000 population in charges to the numerous small electric con-
sumers, these 22 years this plant has saved the people of
Cleveland in electric charges at least $55,000,000—more than
2,000,000 a year. This plant is a relatively small one, but it
forced the competing plant to meet its charges.

Meeting the Johnson plant rates did not destroy the competing
private company. The following statistics tell the financial and
operating story of the plant. The data was furnished by the plant
officials as the result of a questionnaire sent them:

Number of meters. 53,154
Capacity of plant (kilowatts) ... 50, 000
Peak load in percentage of capacity 84
Net indebtedness of plant. $3, 027, 484
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Net indebtedness per consumer.
Assets s
Assets per consumer._______

857
$17,422, 381
$328

Debt outstanding in percentage of assets____ 17.4
Gross revenue per year 1936 Al :13 ggg 41;3
Operating expenses ' iy

Gross profit__-- i - #1,739,675
Tazes and value of free service in percentage of gross_._ 8.6

Any plant which has only an indebtedness outstanding of 17 per-
cent of its assets and has saved its citizen owners $55,000,000 in rates
cannot be looked upon as anything but a public benefactor. It is in
solid financial condition, despite misrepresentations of private power
interests, Let us see what the similar statistics of the Cleveland
Electric IIluminating Co. show, taken from Moody's Manual, 1937
edition, page 2413:

Number of customers.

Capacity of plants (kilowatts)
Peak load in percentage of capacity ——
Net indebtedness _
Net indebtedness per consumer.
Assets_
Assets per consumer (book value)______________

36,014
470, 000

7

$112, 860, 500
$356

$149, 770, 468
$472

Debt outstanding in percentage of assets____ .- 75.5
Gross revenue per year (1936) --- $27,083, 893
Operating expenses, maintenance, depreciation, and

taxes (1936) ... -m-w $18, 759, 882
Net earnings. - $8,324,011
Federal, State, and local taxes in peruentage of gross

revenue. = 14.75

Comparing the Detroit and Cleveland privat.a properties as
given it will be seen that the effect of direct competition in
Cleveland has resulted in the latter company having a lower unit
capitalization and a lower debt per meter, and a lower percentage
of oul indebtedness. This company’s credit rating is ex-
cellent as it has out 83;-percent bonds, which shows that the
influence of the Cleveland public plant has been extremely bene-
ficlal to the investing as well as consuming public. The competi-
tion of a “yardstick” plant in Cleveland did not destroy the
company's solvency or credit. It did, however, result in requiring
this company to trim its financial structure and meet the yardstick
rates, in spite of the fact that it was freely stated in the early
days that the 3-cent rate would be impossible. The presence
of the yardstick plant has been a blessing both to the consuming
and investing public., Therefore it can be fairly stated that the
Cleveland plant has been a success and is perfectly

CLEVELAND AND DETROIT OWNERSHIP

The Cleveland private company is controlled by the North Ameri-
can Co. This holding company has also a large stock equity in the
Detroit company, and also controls the Washington, D. C., prop-
erty. The credit ratings of all of these companies is excellent and
they are looked upon in the industry as being among the best.
They are better than the average American company but still do
not have entirely clean skirts in their investment dealings. I will
not take time to go into this, but the Honorable WarTeEr M. PIERCE
covered this in detail in an outstanding analytical speech made
on the floor of the House July 22 last, which is in the CoNGRESSIONAL
Recorp of that date. I commend the reading of this to give light
on the true costs of electricity, and how the rate base can be
padded and manipulated, even by the better companies.

In conclusion, I might add that all the data used herein was
taken from official documents, namely, the Federal Power Commis-
slon, Ontario Hydro, Canadian Government Department of Trade
and Commerce, data furnished by municipalities cited, and the
balance sheets of private companies as given in the 1937 edition
of Moody's Manual. They can therefore be checked.

Therefore, it will be seen that the yardstick is the greatest weapon
ever devised for the protection of the consumers of electric energy.

It should be made available to the people in every community.

Thank you, Mr. Chalrman, and gentlemen of the committee, for
your patient hearing.

Mr RoueN. Thank you, Mr. RANKIN.

Mr. DITTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. DonpEro] such time as he may desire.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, much has been said in the
House of Representatives by the gentleman from Mississippi,
my friend and distinguished colleague [Mr. Rankin], regard-
ing the T. V. A. yardstick for the measurement of the cost
of electric energy.

Private utilities and the sense of fairness of the avera.ge
American citizen would have no quarrel with the yardstick
so well espoused by the gentleman from Mississippi if it were
a fair and reasonable yardstick; if it were exactly 3 feet
long and the same instrument of measurement, with every-
thing considered, used to determine the cost of the production
of electric energy by private utilities and even municipal
plants throughout the United States. Buf when viewed in
the light of the facts surrounding the production of electrical
current by the Tennessee Valley Authority, that yardstick is
repugnant to the sensibilities of honest men.
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Its capital is furnished by the Federal Government. It
pays less than one-third as much in taxes as private utilities.
It has the advantage of freight rates; franking privileges on
its mail, and the great resources of the Federal Government
behind it in entering into contracts. It has no stockholders
to pay. It does not pay dividends; and when convenient, it
allocates a part of its tremendous cost to navigation and
flood control. It had its vast properties handed to it with-
out $1 of capitalization.

When these items are charged to T. V. A., which expenses
are charged to other utilities, the T. V. A. yardstick shrinks
in size and becomes a deceiving and incorrect barometer of
cost.

The charge is made that in Michigan, a great State in
which I have the honor to represent a district, the people
are overcharged annually more than $30,000,000; and yet
the rate of electrical current in that State is the lowest of
any State in the Union with the exception of the State of
‘Washington, where electrical energy, because of a great natu-
ral advantage in one locality, can be produced very cheaply.
The average cost for the Nation is $33 per year for the do-
mestic consumer for all purposes. The average cost in
Michigan for the domestic consumer is $27 per year, or
$2.25 a month, or less than the cost of an ice-cream soda
per day.

Strong claim is made in favor of the hydroelectric system
of Ontario, Canada, which produces its electrical current
through the advantage of Niagara Falls; and considerable
has been said that the people of the city of Detroit, a part
of which is in my district, are greatly overcharged when
compared to the cost of electrical current in Windsor, directly
across the river, where the current is furnished by the On-
tario Hydroelectric Co.

While home recently for the holiday recess, I went into
Canada to learn the facts. Allegations and facts are two
entirely different subjects, and I present below a comparative
cost of electric current between typical residential consumers
on the amount of the annual consumption of electric current
in Detroit, furnished by the Detroit Edison Co. and the cost
for the same amount of electricity furnished by the Ontario
Hydroelectric Co. in Windsor, Ontario, Canada, across the
river, a Government-subsidized system which does not pay
taxes on its property. The Edison Co. in Detroit pays all
taxes, city, county, State, and Federal, with a difference in
tax rate on the real estate and physical property of approxi-
mately $24 per thousand in Windsor to $40 per thousand in
Detroit. The following is a comparison of the cost:

Annual consumption of a typical residence customer

Windsor
Hydro |The Detroit
Eleetric | Edison Co.
system
As billed (760 kilowatt-hours) $26. 05 $32.35
Taxes (estimated at 11 percent). None 3. 56
Net, before taxes_ __.__________ 26. 95 2379
Lamp service at retail costs (estimated at § lamp renewals
per year at 15 amperes each) None L2
Fuse calls and appliance repairs at retail costs..._..___ 1011 B4 281
Net cost, without taxes or free service . _ . ... | 26.31 24.78

Difference in favor of consumer in Detroit, Mich. $1.53
annually.

Mr. DITTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr, TREADWAY].

THE UNCERTAINTY CAUSED BY RECIFROCAL TREATIES, TAXATION, AND

OTHER ADMINISTRATION FPOLICIES

Mr, TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I had not expected to
bring up today the subject of reciprocal-trade treaties, but
the gentleman from Ohio, [Mr., HARLAN] was S0 generous in
his remarks yesterday on this subject and seemed to make
so many errors in the course of his remarks that I cannot
resist the temptation to make a few brief references fo some
of the statements he made.

For instance, the gentleman stated yesterday there was
only $200,000,000 involved in the items which would be under
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consideration in the negotiations between this country and
Great Britain. The gentleman failed to take into consid-
eration the fact that practically all productive industry in
the United States is represented in these negotiations and
that, if concessions are granted to Great Britain, every other
nation is automatically included under the policy of general-
izing our reductions, Therefore, as I have previously stated,
you are practically going into the entire tariff structure of
this country when you enter into any form of a reciprocal
treaty with Great Britain.

There is still further danger in that particular. I read in
the REcorp g list of the preducts on which the United States
will consider granting concession to the United Kingdom,
Newfoundland, and the British Colonial Empire, according
to the Department of State’s record of January 8, and there
are nine and one-half pages of items. The one very serious
feature of this maftter is that consideration will be based on
the present rate of duty. The “present rate of duty” is not
the rate set in the Tariff Act of 1930, but in a great many
instances is the rate which has gone into effect as the result
of the reciprocal treaties.

I hope I am in error in making this statement, but if I
am not, you are then really-allowing a reciprocal treaty with
Great Britain to take away every bit of protection there is
today for the industries of the United States. This is what
happens when we enter into a reciprocal treaty with Great
Britain.

Another interesting statement the gentleman made was
that previous treaties have been prevented from being put
into effect by so-called blocs in the United States Senate.
The gentleman from Ohio is a great believer in reciprocity.
Therefore, why is it not proper that we look after our home
interests by having treaties approved by the United States
Senate, provided the countries with which we are entering
into reciprocal treaties do the same. The treaties which
have been entered into up to the present time have, for the
most part, been referred to the legislative bodies of the coun-
tries with which we were negotiating. It seems to me that
methods on one side should be extended to both sides if the
treaties are to be truly reciprocal.

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

Mr. TREADWAY. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. HARLAN. Of course, the gentleman does not want to
make a statement so general it is not quite correct. This
situation does not apply to all countries.

Mr. TREADWAY. No, not at all. There are one or two
countries which do not go back to their legislative bodies.

Mr. HARLAN. Belgium is one of the countries which is
operating under the same plan we are.

Mr. TREADWAY. On the whole, the treaties which have
been approved and entered into have gone back to the legis-
lative bodies of the countries with which we have entered
into agreements, but the gentleman claims that in our coun-
try we should not do that—we should not take any chances
on the Secretary of State’s will being overridden by the United
States Senate, representing the people of the United States.
In other words, those who do not approve of treaties going
back to the United States Senate want centralization of
authority in the Executive. They do not want the people
to have any chance to say to their legislative body what
their wishes are. They want the Chief Executive and his
Secretary of State, together with his friends, such as Mr,
Sayre and others, to be the ones to write the tariff laws
and tariff treaties of this country. I do not approve of such
a method of procedure.

Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr, Chairman, will the genfleman
yield?

Mr. TREADWAY. I yield to the gentleman from Michi-
gan.

Mr. WOODRUFF. Does not the gentleman believe if
there could be found a way in which we could get reciprocal-
trade agreements before the courts the courts would sustuin
the constitutional rights of Congress to pass on treaties?

Mr. TREADWAY. I am pleased the gentleman brings
that point up in this connection, because I had expected to
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touch upon it. May I read an extract from a letter I re=
ceived yesterday from an outstanding lawyer of this House?
The gentleman quotes the definition of a treaty, and then
states:

The contention that it is possible or that it was ever intended
under our system of constitutional government that an agreement
could be made with a foreign nation in disregard of the provisions
of the Constitution that such agreements should be made by the
President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, is, of
course, ridiculous. To an honest interpreter of our Constitution
any arrangement with a foreign nation—call it treaty, compact,
contract, agreement, bargain, deal, transaction, affidation, covenant,
indenture, stipulation, settlement, compromise, protocol, or nego-
tiation—comes within the purview of the treaty-making clause of
the Constitution as accepted in diplomatic usage and can only

be made by the President, by and with the advice and consent
of the SBenate,

I admit my handicap in not being a lawyer and my ina-
bility to discuss these things from a legal or judicial view-
point, but from the very day the administration asked for
this authority to put through these treaties without the con-
sent of the Senate I have maintained such a practice was
unconstitutional; and I continue to maintain that position,
backed up by definite opinions of the Supreme Court.
yigflr- BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman

?

Mr. TREADWAY. I yield to the gentleman from Maine,

Mr. BREWSTER. As a member of the Committee on
Ways and Means of the House, what does the gentleman
think of the provision in one of these so-called agreements
restricting the power of the Congress to levy internal taxes?

In the Brazilian trade agreement, as it is called in the
United States by those in authority, although the press re-
ports from most foreign countries characterize these agree-
ments as “treaties,” there is a most unusual provision. I
have not found its like in any of the other treaties.

There is nothing in the debates upon extending this au-
thority to the President to indicate that Congress contem-
plated the restriction of its power to levy internal taxes.
There is even more serious doubt as to whether one Congress
could constitutionally limit its successors in such matters
even by direct action—to say nothing of giving such power
to a coordinate hranch of the Government. Yet in the Bra-
zilian trade treaty signed on February 2, 1935, we find this
interesting provision:

ARTICLE VII

Articles the growth, produce, or manufacture of the United
States of America or the United States of Brazil enumerated
and described in schedules 1 and 11, respectively, after importa-
tion into the other country, shall be exempt from any national or
Federal internal taxes, fees, charges, or exactions other or higher

than those imposed or required to be imposed by laws of the

United States of Brazil and the United States of America, respec-
tively, in effect on the day of the signature of this agreement,
subject to constitutional requirements.

It is gratifying to have this recognition that at least this
paragraph of the treaty is “subject to constitutional require-
ments.,” Does the failure to include this clause in other
paragraphs imply that they are not “subject to constitu-
tional requirements’”?

Or does it indicate that here at least even the authors
were in some doubt as to their authority?

And may one inquire whether the authority of the Consti-
tution now prevails only when an administrative official shall
make a bow in its direction in the course of concluding an
“agreement” with a foreign power?

In view of the trend of recent years this clause seems fo
bé a most interesting and significant piece of surplusage.

But my question to the gentleman from Massachusetts as
ranking minority member of the great Ways and Means
Committee of the House is whether the committee con-
templated such a possible resfriction upon the powers of
this House when this authority was created and whether any
explanation has ever been given to the committee or any
member thereof by the State Department as to why they
sought to exercise so extraordinary a power as to attempt fo
bind the Congress in matters of internal taxation?

Mr. TREADWAY, I do not know what the majority
members of the committee contemplated, but I do not ap-
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prove of anything which takes away from the legislative
body its functions as prescribed by the Constitution.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. TREADWAY. I yield to the gentleman from Massa~
chusetts.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Does the gentleman know what
duration is contemplated for the proposed agreement with
Great Britain?

Mr,. TREADWAY. Most of these agreements have a dura-
tion of 3 years.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Is there any limit as a matter
of law?

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Is it not a fact that for the full
duration of any agreement we are bound not only with
1espect to the country with whom the freaty is made but also
in respect of every other country which does not discriminate
against this country?

Mr. TREADWAY. I am of the opinion the gentleman is
correct.

Mr, WOODRUFF. If the gentleman will yield, I may say
for the benefit of the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
WiccLEsworTH] the law provides these treaties shall be of 3
years' duration.

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes.

Mr. WOODRUFF. The law also provides the treaty shall
automatically extend another 3 years, provided neither one
of contracting parties has asked for a discontinuance within
a certain period prior to the time of expiration..

Mr. TREADWAY. The gentleman is correct.

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

Mr. TREADWAY. I yield.

Mr. HARLAN. As a contribution to the last discussion, of
course, none of us knows what the terms of the United
Kingdom agreement will be.

Mr. TREADWAY. We ought to, though.

Mr. HARLAN. But in practically all agreements, in fact,
in every one with which I am familiar of the 16 agreements,
there has been a provision that in a certain period, be it 30,
60, or 90 days, the agreement can be abrogated by either of
the parties. So that if this Congress is dissatisfied with any
agreement limiting our power to tax or anything else, we
can proceed to tax and set aside the agreement any time we
want.

Mr. TREADWAY. That is true theoretically.

Mr. HARLAN. That is the fact.

Mr. TREADWAY. I do not believe the Seventy-fifth Con-
gress will set aside the agreements because they are too hide-
bound to the present administration, but I want to prophesy
to the gentleman from Ohio and the House that the Seventy-
sixth and Seventy-seventh Congresses will have such a mem-
bership that they will show their dislike of these agreements
very vociferously.

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

Mr. TREADWAY. I yield to the gentleman from Minne-
sota.

Mr. ENUTSON. Has the gentleman called the attention
of the House to the fact that any benefit that we give a
country with which we make a trade agreement automati-
cally goes to all other countries except Germany and Russia?

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Germany and Australia.

Mr. TREADWAY. We have brought that up time and
again,

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TREADWAY. I yield.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Is it not true that among
the items on the agenda with the British Empire are com-
modities that will nearly put our industries in New England
out of business?

Mr. TREADWAY. Practically every one of them is a
competitive article with New England industry.

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HARLAN] WwWas supporting
the industries of his district in wanting these treaties to go
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into effect, because his is an export district which makes add-
ing machines, scales, cash registers, and things like that
which have a large sale abroad, as I understand it, but our
articles are the textile articles that our people manufacture
by the sweat of their brow largely for home consumption, and
for which they are paid wages from our producers.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. And is it not also true
that the commodities the gentleman spoke of are not suffer-
ing from competition with other countries?

Mr. TREADWAY. That is my understanding of it. They
have a virtual monopoly and are free of foreign competition.

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

Mr. TREADWAY. I yield to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. MICHENER. It seems fo me there is one feature of
these trade agreements that has not been sufficiently
stressed. The Secretary of State enters into the agreements,
then later Congress desires to pass legislation affecting the
matters covered by the agreement, whereupon the Secretary
of State immediately opposes the action of Congress because
he states it would be morally wrong for Congress later to
enact legislation which might affect these trade agreements.
As witness, I call attention to the sugar agreement with
Cuba. When sugar legislation was up for consideration we
were confronted with this situation: The Secretary of State
opposed the sugar bill because he had agreed with Cuba that
this country would not increase sugar production during the
life of the trade agreement.

Mr. TREADWAY. Let me say in connection with these
various types of agreements, particularly in answer to my
colleague the gentlewoman from Massachusetts, as to com-
petition, the gentleman from Ohio yesterday referred to
McKinley tariffs and reciprocal agreements. Yes; we are
for reciprocal agreements of the McKinley type. McKinley
was one of the exponents of reciprocity, coupled with an
adequate tariff on competitive articles, and it elected him .
President of the United States. He was chairman of the
great Ways and Means Committee of this House, and his
theories were so acceptable to the people of the country that
he was elected President of the United States with great
ease. There is a great distinction between the kind of re-
ciprocal tariffs McKinley advocated and the kind that Mr.
Hull wants to put into effect with Great Britain and with
other countries. Not one of them has any regard what-
soever for the competitive feature which was the basis of
the reciprocal treaties that Mr. McKinley wanted, and which
were adopted in accordance with law.

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

Mr. TREADWAY. I can only yield very briefly, because I
have not reached my main subject.

Mr. HARLAN. The gentleman mentioned my district as
being an export district. I simply want to correct that in
the ReEcorp. The industry in my district runs from 13 to
16 percent export, which is just about the average for in-
dustrial districts throughout the United States.

As to the McKinley reciprocity which the gentleman just
mentioned, the gentleman does not say to this House that
if we only granted reciprocity to those countries that supply
the things we have to buy from them, there would be any
hope of getting any real reciprocity. There is not any coun-
try going to give us any privileges in buying the things we
have to buy from them.

Mr. TREADWAY. The gentleman wants the power lodged
in the executive department, while we want the power re-
tained in the hands of the Congress, where the Constitution
put it originally.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. DITTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman from
Massachusetts 10 additional minutes.

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

Mr. TREADWAY. I yield.

Mr. GEARHART. Referring to a horizontal reduction of
the tariff accomplished through the reading into the law
of the most-favored-nation clause, does not the reading in
of the unconditional most-favored-nation clause constitute a
usurpation of the legislative power of this Congress?



940

Mr. TREADWAY. Oh, absolutely. It takes away from
the Congress its legislative authority.

Mr. GEARHART. There is nothing in the act itself say-
ing anything about the most-favored-nation clause.

Mr. TREADWAY. They simply assume it.

Mr. GEARHART. That is just read into the act.

Mr. TREADWAY. I must refer once more to the gentle-
man from Ohio’s talk about prosperity yesterday. I think
he got the cart before the horse. Prosperity comes with
increase of selling and buying power, not because the tariff
may be lowered, and we naturally need more from foreign
countries. In this period of depression the purchasing
power of the American people is tremendously reduced. He
had it upside down, as I recall what he said.

On Tuesday I made some observations about reciprocal
treaties. I do not think the attention of the country can be
called too often to the fact that the State Department is soon
to commence negotiations with reference to Great Britain,
not for the purpose of aiding our industries but for the pur-
pose of carrying out the misguided doctrine of the Secretary
of State to do away, as far as he possibly can, with the pro-
tective tariff, which is the basis of employment and decent
wages for American labor. We are today suffering from
foreign competition, which will be so tremendously increased
under any reciprocal-trade agreement with Great Britain
which the Secretary of State may advocate that I dread to
anticipate the situation which will be developed throughout
the country, particularly in New England, which, to a certain
extent, is the home of the textile industry.

The list published in last Saturday’s ReEcorp showing the
items on which this country will consider granting conces-
sions to Great Britain is a death warrant for large sections
of American industry, particularly in my own section of
New England.

. Twenty-eight different items or groups of items in the
cotton schedule are mentioned, including cotton cloth and
various other manufactures of cotton.

I do not need to remind the House of the serious condition
in which the textile industry of New England finds itself.
Imporis from Japan and other couniries are flooding our
market and depriving our own workers of employment.
Japan will get the benefit of any concessions which we grant
to Great Britain with respect to cotton cloth or any other
item. So will every other country in the world, save Ger-
many and Australia. Thus the seriousness of the British
treaty to the textile industry is not confined to imports from
Great Britain alone. As I have said previously, the reduc-
tions made under the various trade treaties are tantamount
to a general tariff revision since the reduced rates are not
confined to the treaty countries.

Many other New England industries will be injured by any
treaty entered into with Great Britain. Numerous conces-
sions are in prospect in the wool schedule, including such
items as woven fabrics of wool and woolen manufactures of
various kinds. Even the shoe industry, which already is
faced with serious competition from abroad with the exist-
ing duties, is faced with the possibility of a reduction in the
duty on certain kinds of shoes under the British treaty.
Even now there hangs over the industry the threat of a re-
duction in the duty on certain kinds of shoes under the pend-
ing Czechoslovakian treaty. Czeschoslovakia, of course, will
also get the benefit of any reductions made under the
British treaty, and vice versa.

The proposed reductions in the duties on manufactures
of iron and steel will also adversely affect a large section of
New England industry. Among the items mentioned for
duty reductions are textile machinery, knives of all kinds,
and a long list of other metal manufactures. Thousands
of workers are engaged in Massachusetts in the production
of iron and steel manufactures. Their jobs are threatened
by the proposed reductions in duty on their products under
the British treaty.

The paper industry of Massachusetts will also be adversely
affected by this treaty. Numerous articles in the paper
schedule are set forth in the list on which concessions may
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be made. In my own district, paper manufacturing fur-
nishes a livelihood for a large segment of the workers.
Their jobs are also threatened by the British treaty.

Up to the present time, the people of this country have
been indifferent to the injury which the trade freaties already
in force have done to our home industries and the workers
engaged therein. They have been misled by the one-sided
propaganda with which the State Department has flooded
the country, purporting to show increased exports resulting
from the trade treaties. Little or no mention has been
made of the tremendous flood of imports which has re-
sulted, and which has completely offset any increase in our
exports, a large part of which has in any event resulted with-
out reference to trade treaties.

I believe that when the British treaty is finally agreed to
and promulgated by the President it will serve to awaken
the country to the fact that this administration has been,
and is, trading off our rich domestic market for a lean and
illusory foreign market, destroying our home industries,
and throwing our workers out of employment.

The present trade policy of the administration is both
dangerous and improvident. We are needlessly admitting
increased competitive foreign products into our market, to
the detriment of our own people, when the noncompetitive
products which we need and have always imported are suffi-
cient to pay for the goods which we send abroad.

I am strongly in favor of the expansion of our foreign
trade, including reciprocity of the McKinley type, but I
cannot subscribe to the present policy of reducing our duties
on competitive foreign products below the difference in
foreign and domestic production costs. Such a policy will
invariably lead to the closing of more mills, more distress
on the part of workers, more unemployment, and, above all,
more importation of foreign-made goods.

Mr. Chairman, we have not paid attention enough, in my
opinion, to the seriousness of this situation, because the
previous treaties we have entered into, to a certain extent,
have affected only certain minor items, important to a certain
extent perhaps in certain localities; but when you start to
trade with Great Britain, and lower your tariff rates, then
you are seriously hitting everybody, and I hope the people
will wake up to the fact of what this proposed treaty with
Great Britain will do and bring such a protest against it
that even Secretary Hull will not dare to carry out the nego-
tiations. Our people should rise up in their power. Some-
times the administration is scared into not doing these things.

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

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes.

Mr. CULKIN. In the last treaty with Canada the Secretary
of State and the President ignored the Ottawa agreement,
which gave preferential treatment to England’s colonies, or
the associated colonies of Canada. Does the gentleman know
whether or not it is proposed in this trade agreement with
Great Britain to take up the various phases of that Ottawa
agreement?

Mr. TREADWAY, I cannot answer the gentleman’s ques-
tion categorically, but I do think in general they are so
anxious to knock our industries to pieces that if the Ottawa
agreement will help do it they will try to put it across.

Mr. CULKIN. They ignored it in the last treaty. Mr.
Sayre and Mr. Hull absolutely ignored the Ottawa agreement.
It is safe to assume that the whole British Empire will be
on the other side.

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes.

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

Mr. TREADWAY. Oh, yes; I will have fo yield. My
friend always helps me out.

Mr, HARLAN, Is the gentleman informed that in order
to get the most-favored-nation treatment in other countries,
we have to give the most-favored-nation treatment, and that
as a result of that exchange $30,000,000 of imports last year
were benefited by that clause?

Mr, TREADWAY. Obh, the gentleman is wandering off a
long way.
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Mr. HARLAN. And exports have been benefited by the
most-favored-nation treaty. In other words, our ratio on the
most-favored-nation treaty agreements has been around
9 to 1 in our favor.

Mr. TREADWAY. Of course, as the gentleman says, there
is nothing that has to do with reciprocal treaties that I can
ever agree to.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, TREADWAY. Yes.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Is it not true that wages
are bound to go down in this country if goods come in made
by poorly paid labor?

Mr. TREADWAY. The lady from Massachusetts is so
well informed on Czechoslovakian shoes and the products of
Lowell, Mass., and her immediate district, that in asking a
question of a farmer out in the Berkshire Hills, as she is
doing now, I cannot answer other than to always say yes.
The lady’s inquiries answer themselves.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Will the gentleman yield
for one more question?

Mr. TREADWAY. With pleasure.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. The gentleman from
Massachusetts calls himself a farmer, but he has been a
great fighter for the protection of American industry.

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Harran] stated that the
volume of importation of shoes was not very great, compared
with the total number produced and sold in this country.

I know the gentleman realizes that it is competition in a
certain grade that is so extremely dangerous, that competi-
tion in the low-priced shoe field tends to lower the price of
the better grades of shoes. The low price is always the
market price. The general level of the market price is
always influenced by the cheaper grades, and also hurts the
sale of leather in this country.

Mr. TREADWAY. Undoubtedly the gentleman uses sta-
tistics furnished him by the Tariff Commission which prob-
ably are correct for the small percentage they represent.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. One of the worst offend-
ers is cemented shoes.

Mr. TREADWAY. The cheaper shoes affect the whole
market, but the effect would be very large in one particular
grade. Let me further call attention to the fact that the
shoe industry has suffered for a good many years, suffered
so much that when the last Tariff Act was written our late
colleague from Massachusetts, Mr. Connery, came before
our committee and urged, and urged on the floor of this
House that the shoe rate be increased from 20 to 30 percent.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. We all did.

Mr. TREADWAY. We all did; but I am calling particular
attention to the source from which that particular item
came,

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts.
throw people out of employment.

Mr. TREADWAY. He did. His brother, I think, agrees
with his conclusion.

UNCERTAINTY CAUSES LACKE OF CONFIDENCE

Let me proceed now along a somewhat different line.

Mr. Chairman, it is not given to the minority to know of
the intentions or program of the majority or of the admin-
istration. Most of our information must be obtained sec-
ond-hand, either from what is given us informally or
through the press. I usually consult the press. There seems
to be at the present time, not only in the minds of the
people but in the press itself, a very wide element of di-
vergence and uncertainty. About 2 weeks ago a series of
speeches was made by men in the administration close to
the head, violently abusing business. Words seemed to fail
both Assistant Attorney General Jackson and Secretary
Ickes with which to properly vilify and abuse the business
interests of the country, The inference could readily be
drawn that those employing people were terrible malefactors
and in a good many instances even subject to imprisonment.
The reaction to this sort of talk was very critical and
adverse. It would appear that as a result the President, in

He realized it would
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his address to Congress, took heed of the feeling of the
people and modified the ideas that he evidently had fold his
henchmen to express. We have recently seen a still further
effort to placate business interests by the fact that five of the
leading industrialists of the country were in conference at
the White House on Tuesday, and from press accounts left
there with the feeling that the conference had been to their
advantage.

With several millions unemployed and a depression of
great magnitude upon us even this straw of encouragement
is worth while.

There are several outstanding reasons for the depression
which now exists and for the failure of recovery under the
pump-priming methods of the administration. It would be
a long and difficult task to enumerate all these causes, but
let me call attention to a very few of them. Among the
principal ones are uncertainty, fear, excessive and unsound
taxation, and reciprocal-trade agreements,

I doubt whether there has ever been a period in our his-
tory when the people knew less of the expectations of legis-
lation and the effect of future legislation upon business.
This uncertainty is so pronounced it even exists among the
men charged with the responsibility of government. The
Chief Executive deals beautifully in generalities. His ad-
dresses, his broadcasts, his speeches all have the well-pro-
nounced Rooseveltian assurance of confidence, but without
substance. If the administration itself does not know where
it is heading, how can it be expected that the people will
have any feeling of assurance? Uncertainty and fear are
closely allied, or rather fear is the result of uncertainty. If
the business people of the country had any assurance of a
permanent policy or a permanent form of legislative recom-
mendations rather than this absolute lack of knowledge, they
would develop a spirit of certainty and confidence rather
than one of fear, provided, of course, the legislation was of a
type that was not to be all-controlling over business.

Within a short time a new tax measure will be before
Congress. What it would contain has been unknown to the
public since the suggestion was first made last summer that
a tax revision could be expected at this session. Innumera-
ble business people have made inquiries as to what the effect
would be on their industries. This information has not been
forthcoming, and therefore industry has curtailed, reduced
inventories, and laid off employees.

The Treasury from time to time has stated that the re-
ceipts from taxation were increasing, intimating that that
meant improved business. It means nothing of the sort. It
means that business is more and more oppressed by the taxes
laid against it. I fear it will be found that the tax bill soon
to be offered to the counfry will prove to be a still further
effort to extract blood from a stone. An opportunity will be
given to debate this measure within a short time. However,
it is well known that the administration is so obsessed by
the determination to admit no error that it is retaining the
structure of the undistributed-profits tax.

Great furore has been aroused in the business world from
this ill-advised levy, sold to the administration by an im-
practical college professor. Whether or not, when the bill
reaches the other branch, this form of tax will be repealed
remains to be seen, but certainly if the Members of that
cther branch vote their definite convictions the bill will come
back here minus that tax.

The only comment I care to make at this time is with
regard to the complicated provisions that the new draft will
carry. If I were a lawyer and specialized in a clientele re-
quiring tax device, I should expect to reap a harvest and set
up a well-padded bank account. It would be interesting to
know the amount of time and the amount of money tax-
payers expend in trying to make honest income-tax returns.
LApplause.]

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Meanl.

Mr. MEAD. Mr. Chairman, I assume that every Member
of this House is not only vitally interested in the well-being
and the welfare of the Postal Service, but that he has a



542

specific problem he would like to bring to the atteation of
the committee or the Department affecting the service in
his district. When this important appropriation bill is be-
fore the House and the committee, matters of this kind
should receive first consideration; and to that end I intend
to devote my time to affairs in the Postal Service.

The great Post Office Department of this country, the most
efficient of its kind in the world, has been beset with diffi-
culties since the coming of the great depression. Since 1929
it has been the object of strenuous efforts to bear down on
appropriations in order that our Federal Budget might be
brought into balance. Since the coming of the great depres-
sion it has been called upon by various departments of the
Governmenf to render service hitherto unknown to the
Postal Department. It has taken on added burdens, and it
has been forced by refinements, perfections, and increased
efficiencies to absorb those additional burdens while at the
same time being obliged to get along with less and less
appropriation.

A student of the Postal Service reading the report and
the hearings will find statements by those who fear that we
are on the threshold of a major depression. He will find
arguments of that character used in order to pare down the
postal appropriations. He will also find statements that the
service is impaired, deliveries diminished, and postal effi-
ciency in various sections of the countfry reduced, while at
the same time, from the same sources, will be found state-
ments that more money than is necessary is appropriated
in the pending measure.

The Budget, intimating that we may find in the coming
yvear a reduction in postal volume, also makes the contra-
dictory statement that there is in the offing a surplus of
$30,000,000 in postal revenues to be expected in the forth-
coming year. These contradictory statements, Mr. Chair-
man—ithat more money than necessary is appropriated, that
the service is being reduced and impaired, that it is neces-
sary in order to approach a balancing of the postal reve-
nues that we cut expenses, yet at the same time stating
that by reason, I suppose, of expanding volume, we are
going to have a surplus in the coming year—added together
do not make sense.

I find no fault with the Subcommittee on Appropriations.
I direct my criticism at the system that has become the
method of procedure since the adoption of the Budget, aug-
mented by the practices applied since the coming of the
depression, and greatly added to by the increased burdens
thrown on the Postal Service under existing circumstances.
A new and changed policy governing postal appropriations
has taken place. The experts of the Department are almost
powerless insofar as giving testimony to the Members of
Congress is concerned. Their lips are sealed to a great
degree by regulations that make it compelling on their part
to go to the Budget first. Recommendations made to the
Budget by the Postal Department are severely cut, only to
be cut again by the Appropriations Committee of this House,
perhaps also by the House itself, and then, before the bill
is finally acted on, further reductions may be made in the
other body. Under this system the Post Office Depart-
ment is required to assume more and more work for all the
departments of the Government on less and less money as
the years follow each other. This policy, insofar as refine-
ments in the service are concerned, insofar as expeditious
delivery of the mail is concerned, insofar as the individual
productive efficiency of the postal worker is concerned, is
commendable, and no one can register complaint as to the
service and its administration since the coming of the great
depression; but, Mr. Chairman, if we look at the social
problem we are developing, if we recognize the fact that by
our methods we are reducing employment, forcing men to
live below the standard set by law, setting up Uncle Sam as
the arch chiseler insofar as work and working conditions
are concerned while at the same time asking private indus-
try to raise labor standards and shorten hours, we will see
that our example is destined to intensify the difficulties that
beset us and our time.
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So I say, Mr. Chairman, I have nothing but praise to levy
on the Postal Service. My commendation goes to the admin-
istrators of this service and surely to my colleagues who are
associated with me in this House and who by chance happen
to be members of the Committee on Appropriations. But I
appeal to all of you as men who are not only interested in the
Postal Service and its efficiency but as men who are pri-
marily concerned with this major problem of our generation
and age to make the administration of the Postal Depart-
ment one that industry should be called upon to emulate,
one that will be imitated as a result of our example by the
industries located everywhere in the land. I cannot see the
consistency of urging private enterprise to improve the stand-
ards of the workers while we, by reascn of this system, neglect
to carry out even the minimum standards required by law.

When I addressed the Committee on Appropriations I
pointed out that for a period of 4 or 5 years preceding the
great depression and after the depression was upon us for a
year or two it was the policy of this committee to appropriate
more money than was needed by the Postal Service. I then
pointed out that since this changed policy tock place the
same committee appropriates less money than is needed to
carry on the activities of the Postal Service, and the demand
is ever prevalent for either a curtailment of service or reduc-
tion of personnel, or there are requests from the Department,
for deficiency appropriations.

Mr. Chairman, may I say that we have in this Service a
personnel unequaled in any other department of the Gov-
ernment; and in giving consideration to the broad subject
of appropriations for the maintenance of this Service, and
in making a survey of postal operations for the last 5 years
with special reference to the fiscal year ending June 30,
1937, one major fact stands out from every angle of ap-
proach, which is that the trend and scope of postal business
continues onward and upward. In fact, the fiscal year 1937
has registered a new all-time high mark in postal history.
The 1937 postal revenues amounted to $726,201,109, as against
$665,343,356 for the fiscal year 1936, or an increase of
$60,857,753 over the preceding year.

It is notable—

States our Postmaster General in his most recent annual
report—
that 1937 revenue is higher than any previous year, and that 1937
expenditure is $30,000,000 less than in 1930, the all-time high.

And this brings out the story I am attempting to convey
to you, that we are burdening the postal employee with a
tremendous number of accumulating duties and expecting
him to do this with a lesser appropriation each succeeding
year.

Mr. FORAND. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, MEAD, I yield to the gentleman from Rhode Island.

Mr. FORAND. The gentleman has made reference to the
increase in the Postal Service. A situation exists in my dis-
trict—in fact, in my home post office, Pawtucket—where since
the Economy Act was passed six men have either retired or
died, and those six routes were absorbed. Therefore there is
a shortage there of six men. Would it be possible under the
present appropriation to replace these men?

Mr, MEAD. Ii is my judgment, from the record and the
testimony contained in the hearings by Mr. Donaldson, the
executive assistant to the First Assistant Postmaster Gen-
eral, that under this appropriation not one single appoint-
ment of that character will be made, not only in Pawtucket
but in the United States.

This net postal surplus is the third during the past 4 years,
notwithstanding the additional cost of $40,000,000 incident to
the operation of the 40-hour-week law. Nineteen thirty
postal revenues amounted to $705,484,608, the previous high
record. For the current fiscal year, ending June 30, 1938,
Postmaster General Farley estimates postal revenues will be
$752,500,000 and that the expenditure, including nonpostal
costs, will approximate $784,000,000.

Meanwhile the Postal Service, whose ramifications reach
every nook and corner of our country, has rendered notable
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service in various public-welfare undertakings. In June 1936
the Post Office Department assumed the obligation of con-
ducting the prompt and efficient delivery of service bonds to
3,000,000 war veterans. The imperative requirements having
to do with the delivery and process of conversion of these
adjustable service bonds were handled in a manner that won
Nation-wide commendation. In a similar thorough manner
the Postal Service and its high-grade personnel rendered
notable service to the Social Security Board in obtaining in-
formation from employers in the collection and compilation of
essential data for setting up the Social Security Act. More
recently, in response to action taken by Congress, President
Roosevelt confirmed and gave direction to a broad national
plan to take a census of the unemployed and partially unem-
ployed. In active support of this program, Postmaster Gen-
eral Farley called on all postmasters and postal employees to
cooperate with the administrator of the national unemploy-
ment census to translate this immense fact-finding project,
into prompt and definite accomplishment. The earnest and
expeditious manner in which this great undertaking was car-
ried through presented a new demonstration of Postal Service
usefulness and an inspiring example of Nation-wide team-
work. Many other nonpostal undertakings to which the Post
Office Department gave effective aid could be cited.

Dating from the depression low, postal operations have
moved steadily forward, until the past fiscal year presents a
story of record progress. Postal revenues and mail volume
have scored a notable advance. Moreover, postal wages have
been maintained, the postal workweek is now on a 40-hour
basis, work opportunities have been greatly increased, and
the entire Service has been charged with a vibrant spirit of

cooperation and achievement. Because of its magnitude, its:

great number of employees, and particularly by the force of
its example, the Postal Service exerts a profound influence
on industry generally. Thus, the maintenance of postal em-
ployment standards at a high level becomes a matter of com-
pelling moment, both on its own account and as an example
for wide emulation.

Addressing the House on previous occasions, I have sought
to stress the importance of the steady expansion of produc-
tive efficiency through new means and methods as the chief
cause of economic congestion and widespread unemployment.
Conceding that there is no short cut to prosperity and no
magic formula to insure economic health, I have argued that
it is only by observing the principle of balance in our eco-
nomic relations that prosperity can be obtained and main-
tained. Productive efficiency continues to move forward
with steady stride, but to keep our industrial machine pro-
ducing, it must be kept in balance. Mass production calls
for mass consumption.

This same reasoning applies to the Postal Service. Despite
its commendable record of progress, the reactions of techno-
cratic advances are shown here as they are in private indus-
try. The steady expansion of productive efficiency is re-
flected throughout postal operations in increasing and vary-
ing degree, in ouput per man-hour of labor all along the line.
The Rural Delivery Service presents a notable case in point.
The total number of rural routes as of June 30, 1937, was
33,601, a total which shows a net reduction of 517, as com-~
pared to the preceding year. Comparing this 1937 total with
the all-time high rural route total for the fiscal year 1926,
shows a reduction of 11,714. Meanwhile the number of
families and individuals served by these routes have shown a
steady increase.

Something of this same trend applies throughout the
Service. As of July 1, 1937, there were 30,329 post offices of
the fourth class. This total compares with 31,031 as of
July 1, 1936, or a reduction of 702 post offices of the fourth
class during the past fiscal year. In 1920 this figure stood at
41,102, showing a reduction of more than 10,000 in the num-
ber of fourth-class post offices during the past 17 years.

In the Railway Mail Service the {otal number of regular
railway-mail clerks as of June 30, 1937, was 19,127. In 1915
this same total amounted to 19,155. This figure represents
a net decrease of 28 railway-mail clerks during the past 22
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yvears, notwithstanding greatly increased mail volume and
shorter labor hours.

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 5
additional minutes.

Mr. MEAD. Mr. Chairman, the total number of city
letter carriers as of June 30, 1937, was 54,944, an increase of
1,092 during the past fiscal year. The number of village
delivery carriers during the same period decreased from 959
in 1936 to 916 village delivery carriers as of June 30, 1937.
Post-office clerks, first- and second-class offices, as of June
30, 1937, numbered 72,325, an increase in this total during
the past fiscal year of 1,855. This increase in the two fore-
going quoted clerk and carrier items of some 2 percent as
compared with some 9 percent in postal revenues during the
same period, reflects the steady increase of productive
efficiency throughout the Postal Service. While this entire
recapitulation reflects the same trend of increased produc-
tion per unit of worker in the Postal Service that is manifest
throughout industry and which from one reasoning approach
can be cited in justly commending terms as evidence of able
administration, it at the same time presents a major factor
in the cause of prompting the grave problem of unemploy-
ment which we cannot disregard. Thus, in observing the
principle of balance, both in public and private employment,
as the only sure road to national prosperity, the institution
of shorter labor hours points the way that progress must
take, [Applause.]

Mr. McFARLANE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MEAD. 1 yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. McFARLANE. Iam wondering if the gentleman would
put in the ReEcorp during the course of his remarks the sub-
sidy that is now enjoyed by the newspapers of the country-
in connection with the distribution of their newspapers.

I think this matter is of interest to the country in view
of the statement of the President in his recent press confer-
ence, as well as the statement of the Postmaster General,
regarding this subject.

Mr. MEAD. The President recommended that an inde-
pendent agency be created to make a study of this item. I
should like to see this done, because in addition to a revision
of rates as they apply to newspapers, we might also secure a
revision of the rates paid to the railroads. We are the only
industry using the railroad which purchases space on a space
basis. In other words, we pay for a railway mail car going in
both directions regardless of the fact it is loaded one way and
empty the other way. We pay for the entire space in that
particular contracted railway mail car, while the express
companies pay only for the space they use.

Mr. McFARLANE. I would appreciate it, and I am sure
the Members of the House would appreciate it, if the gentle-
man would place in his remarks the detail of the subsidy
which is now enjoyed by second-, third-, and fourth-class
mail, a condition which we should try to remedy in keeping
with the President’s recommendations. Will the gentleman
do this?

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 6 additional minutes
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MEAD. 1 yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. O'MALLEY. The gentleman seemed to give the im-
pression that the 40-hour week-is being applied to all the
Postal Service. Does this law affect the substitutes?

Mr. MEAD. The substitutes are paid on an hourly basis,
unfortunately for them, because they receive less than the
regulars would receive. Further, they do not receive sick
leave or vacation. We find a large number of postal substi-
tutes working regularly 40 hours a week as substitutes, but
they are deprived of the privileges of the regular employee
which I have just enumerated. This is because of the policy
of providing a smaller amount of money than is necessary
properly to enforce and carry out the mandate of existing law.

Mr. O'MALLEY. May I point out to the gentleman that
some of this attempt to make a record is resulting in working
substitutes as high as 63 hours a week? This is why some of
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the figures showing a reduction in the number of employees
are not true. More employees would be required if the sub-
stitutes were not worked as high as 63 hours a week.

Mr. MEAD. In my limited time I want to exonerate the
Post Office Department. They are not responsible for these
conditions.

Mr. O'MALLEY. May I ask the gentleman what a Mem-
ber of Congress can do to have the Post Office Department
enforce the 40-hour-week law impartially throughout the
Service?

Mr. MEAD. We can help by providing the Department
a sufficient amount of money to take proper care of the
personnel.

This is what Mr. Donaldson states on page 112 of the
hearings:

There would be no way in the world that we could operate next
year on $138,000,000—

He is speaking about one branch of the Service—

unless there is some recession in business, either in the volume
of mail or something that makes it possible for us to reduce the
force or greatly curtall service.

If there is no reduction in the volume of mail and no decrease
in the area served by the carriers we could not get by on
$138,000,000.

Then the chairman said:

I am trying to get at the truth of this situation, because it
is an important matter. You think you just cannot get by on
$138,000,000?

Mr. Donaldson said:

We would have to say we will only have one delivery a day in
residential sections, which would leave available a number of regu-
lar carriers to perform other services and relieve us of that substi-
tute cost. The only thing you could do in City Delivery Service
without destroying the service is just to curtail the number of
deliveries and the number of collections.

Then Mr. Donaldson added this, with regard to the defi-
ciency in the current appropriation for compensation to
clerks of first- and second-class post offices:

Our original estimate for a deficiency was more than $3,000,000.

This is in the current appropriation and indicates we are
not appropriating enough.
But due to the efforts that we know this Congress is trying to

" make to operate with the least possible cost, we have tried to meet
every demand made by the Bureau of the Budget.

They have tried to meet it in the manner of which the
gentleman has just complained—by working substitutes long
hours, by working them as substitutes when they ought to be
appointed regulars, by denying to these men what the law
of the land promises them, and by depriving them of their
vacations and sick leave, in order that we may try to end
the fiscal year without a deficit. I believe this changed policy
is a mistake, because it calls for not only a curtailment of
service but depriving our postal employees of what the law
and the Congress intended should be theirs.

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

Mr. MEAD. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. HAINES. May I call the gentleman’s attention to a
condition which occurs in connection with a very low-paid
group of postal employees, the clerks in the third-class post
offices? I notice the bill carries an appropriation of only
$7,250,000 for them, when the Department indicates they
require $8,083,000.

Mr. MEAD. I am pleased the gentleman has brought up
this item, because it is an indication of what is going on all
along the line. The Department asked for $8,083,000. The
Budget cut that figure, according to my records, to $7,250,-
000, and the committee took $200,000 more off that. These
people are the unorganized and defenseless men and women
who work in the third-class post offices, and they have nobody
to represent them. First of all, the Budget cuts the item,
then the Committee on Appropriations cuts it again, and who
knows whether or not before it gets to the White House it
will not endure a third cut? It is unfair.
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THE RAILWAY MATL SERVICE

Your attention is invited to the table on page 234 of the
hearings. This gives the number of regular clerks in the
Railway Mail Service on July 1, for the last 8 years:

Regular clerks
1930 Tt 18, 453
1931 20,197
1932 19, 809
1933 18, 622
1934 & = T2
1935 17, 530
1936 18, 744

1937 19, 085

Between the years 1930 and 1937 there was enacted both
the 44-hour-week and the 40-hour-workweek laws. These
two acts were supposed to add approximately 2,500 addi-
tional regular clerks to this service. We find, however,
that on last July 1 there were 368 less clerks in the Railway
Mzeil Service than there was in 1930, before either of those
laws were passed. This in spite of the big increase in the
volume of mail

In the past 6 months the number of clerks assigned to road
duty has been reduced by 139. Approximately 80 of that
number was on account of the discontinuance of R. P. O.
service. In the big majority of those cases the railroad com-
panies withdrew the trains. In the other 60 cases reorgani-
zations have curtailed the number of transfer clerks at
various points and road vacancies have been canceled by
throwing mail into post offices or terminals for distribution.
Less mail enroute is being worked. In the past 4 years much
of the distributing space available in the mail cars was
eliminated and the racks are placed in a nonuse position.
In the working space discontinued, storage, or mails already
made up are being carried. The cars are generally crowded
to eapacity with storage maiis and the clerks handicapped by
lack of rack separations to properly distribute the mail with
any degree of celerity.

Various innovations have been practiced to reduce the
number of clerks assigned to road duty. Terminal clerks
and laborers are in many instances detailed to assist in the
mail car before the train leaves the station. The amount of
time formerly allowed for advance distribution—work in
car before train leaves ferminal—has continually been cut by
the above-mentioned method or by having the mail partly
worked in the post office or a terminal. As a result of this
many road clerks are making just the same number of
round trips annually as they did in 1930. The 44- and the
40-hour-week laws reduced their annual hours but mail was
shifted for distribution elsewhere, leaving the actual road
service required exactly the same. On the other hand there
was an increase of 358 clerks in the terminals in the last
fiscal year.

Your atfention is also invited to the statement of Mr. Cole
on page 234 of the hearings, which was in reply to an inguiry
as to the probable number of reguiar employees on July 1
next. He stated:

I do not have the figures, but we will not have any more, I
think, than we now have, of regular employees. There s one
thing that the record should show, and that is that we carry a
great many of what we call acting clerks, They are not regular
employees, but are acting additional employees.

Mr. TaBer. Are they regular substitutes?

Mr. CoLE. Yes, sir; regular substitutes; but we do not put them
on the rolls as regular clerks. Therefore, we carry them at less
salary than we would if we made them regular clerks. In a num-
ber of our terminals we carry so many of them that we think that,
under our practice and rules, we must begin to make some of
them permanent.

On page 236 Mr. Cole states that the regular force in the
R. M. 8. has decreased by 104 since June 30. (Hearings,
week November 22.) The annual report of the Postmaster
General states that on June 30, 1937, there were 1,149 acting
clerks in the Railway Mail Service. These clerks are doing
work in assignments, the big majority of which should be
made permanent regular jobs. One method of economizing
at the expense of the employees, which Mr. Farley says
should not be done, is to work them in assignments at the
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salary of a substitute and save the difference between that
amount and the salary of a regular clerk. A further saving
is made as substitutes are allowed neither vacation leave nor
sick leave.

Service was entirely discontinued on 41 railway post-office
lines during the calendar year 1937. In most of the cases the
railroad company discontinued the trains, as they were not
making expenses. In some few cases the service was taken off
although the train continued to operate. These were in cases
where a mixed train was operated and the delivery of mail
was expedited by star-route service. The lines discontinued
were smaller railway post-office units. The saving in travel
allowance made by that action is very small. However, that
item is reduced by $350,000 for 1939. The table on page 12
shows an unexpended balance of $340,000 last year. Some of
that saving was made by requiring clerks to deadhead to the
opposite end of their line to begin their runs and away from
what had been their established official headouts for a long
number of years. This was done to avoid paying them travel
allowance for Sunday layovers at their outer terminal, which
would have occurred were they permitted to begin their runs
at their point of residence and what had formerly been their
regular official headout. In some instances runs have been
cut in the middle. Clerks were then run out of each end and
returned to their initial terminal sooner. This simply to
eliminate travel allowance.

TRAVEL ALLOWANCE

On page 238 of the hearings it is stated that in 1937 the
expenditure for this item was $3,200,000. The appropriation
should at least be increased to that amount, an increase of
$100,000 and a proviso included which would prohibit dead-
heading clerks the length of their line, simply for the purpose
of saving at their inconvenience and expense. Sometimes due
to changed railroad schedules the time absent from terminal
would be less if clerks were headed from the opposite end of
line. In spite of long-established residence and long-
established official headout, this official headout would be
changed to the other end of the run in order to save 75 cents
a day. The same thing has happened when the officials have
taken certain distribution off on 1 day of the week. This
breaks up the crew organization and has resulted in the offi-
cials establishing a headout at other point than the one long
established and where the clerks lived.

The proposed appropriation of $198,000,000 for clerk hire
does not allow for a single appointment, this in spite of the
fact that for the remainder of the present year, and for the
ensuing one, the Department estimates a minimum of 1,500
new clerks. This item is to care not only for increases in
business but also for the large number of substitutes who are
now regularly employed within the specified 8 hours within
10, and thus are regular employees in every sense except
salaries, vacations, and other privileges. Their wage is, as
you know, only 65 cents per hour.

The contention of the Budget and the Appropriations
Committee that the present business recession will last
through the remaining fiscal year, and throughout that of
1939, is one which the Government cannot assume if it
intends to encourage and inspire business to recover and
expand.

Further, this pessimistic attitude is contradicted by the
facts. The report of the Postmaster General points to re-
ceipts in 1937 as higher than any previous year, and at the
same time to expenditures $30,000,000 less than the previous
“high” year, that of 1930.

Analysis of receipts by months still further refutes this
“fear” approach. In 1937, as compared with 1936, receipts
in first- and second-class offices, embracing almost the bulk
of the business, for July showed an increase of approximately
$1,000,000; August showed an increase of $1,250,000; Sep-~
tember showed $1,600,000; October developed a compara-
tively slight loss of approximately $700,000.

It was evidently upon this one instance, backed by the
“recession hysteria” prevalent in the country, that the pessi-
mistic views toward postal business were taken, inasmuch as
later figures were not then available.
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But the fact exists that the following month—November—
showed the striking gain of about $3,000,000 for first- and
second-class offices. For the entire Service, the gain was
about $4,000,000, or 6.9 percent. The month of December
continued this upward climb with a gain of 3.05 percent.

I have here returns from 50 selected offices for December
which show that these selected offices show a gain of 1.52
percent. That we are not in a tailspin of recession, but are
actually and markedly on the upgrade, is shown in much
more striking form by the sheet of returns for December
from 50 industrial cities therein named. This shows a gain
for these cities alone of 3.05 percent.

Atftention is also called to the comparisons at the bottom
of each sheet which reveal that, so far from a decrease in
business, the Postal Service has recently enjoyed an accel-
erated rate of advance. For example, the 50 industrial cities
show that November 1937 was the rather remarkable figure
of 9.10 percent over the same month of last year. For the
otherwise selected 60 cities the gain is 5.09 percent.

The cold figures amply refute the assumption that the
business of the country, including the Postal Service, is going
into a tailspin.

Inadequacy of the proposed appropriation of $198,000,000
for clerk hire is demonstrated by the fact that there will be
an actual expenditure of $198,000,000 this year to be partly
covered by a deficiency appropriation of approximately
$3,000,000.

Should 1939 be continued at the same amount, it means
that the Post Office Department is in irons so far as any
ability to meet the expansion of the Service indicated by the
figures of increase shown. As a matter of fact, the sum
indicated would not admit of the appointment of a single
additional clerk, despite the fact that large numbers of subs
are now working regular tours. This will, of course, mean
that the number thus performing regular work and under
the exacting requirements of regulars will not only not be
reduced but will actually increase.

This situation tends to nullify the standards of working
conditions established for the Postal Service by Congress. It
denies to deserving employees the promotions which they
were led to expect and for which they embarked upon the
career of post-office clerk, aside from the question of jus-
tice, the effect upon the efficiency of the Service; aside from
the question of justice to the employees.

In response to the request of my colleague, Representative
McFarLANE, I insert the Department’s figures as they apply
to second-class postage.

Excess of
revenues
OVer appor-
tioned ex-
penditures

Excess of
apportioned
Expenditures | expenditures
over reve-

nues

Revenues

Becond class:
Publications exempt
from zone rates on ad-
vertising portion_.__.__ $1, 903, 590. 76/$18, 512, 038, 19|$16, 608, 447.43)____________

Zone rate publications:
i B, 869, 158. 84 38, 001, T29. 66 20, 002, 580. 82 o _____.

Newspapers, other
than daily.__.______| 2,000, 241, 28] 14, 263, 411. 99] 11, 204 170. 71
All other publications._| 9, 240, 108. 13| 33, 583, 007. 17| 24, 336, 899. 04
Free in county, all pub-
lications___. 7,906, 711.49) 7,008, 711 49]..
Total, publishers’ sec-
ondelass ... 123,148, 069, 01112, 206, 908, 50| 89, 148,800.49] ___________.
Tr i 1,215,870.47| 1,012,67L.78) e $203,108.74

Total, all second class..| 24, 363, 060, 48|113, 309, 580, 23| 88, 945,610, 75 . coeeeee

1 Includes $63,665.00 revenue from second-class application fees.

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr, Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. SuMnERs].

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I am taking ad-
vantage of this opportunity to make a statement to the House
with regard to a matter that may become tremendously im-
portant at any time,

When we adopted what is known as the “lame duck”
amendment fto the Constitution, we moved up the time of
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inauguration of the President and Vice President, and did not
move correspondingly the time of the election, with the re-
sult, as I recall, that we have now only 41 days between the
time of the election of the electors and the time when these
electors are to meet and deliberate.

Suppose there is an election contest, all sorts of charges,
and possibly facts of fraud. We know, as a matter of fact,
there is not a single State in this country that can rig its
machinery so that it can try the question of a contested
election in a State in 41 days.

It is a remarkable thing that we would have a situation in
America under which, in case of a charge that an election
had been stolen in a pivotal State, for instance, there would
not be any method in this country by which that question
could be properly determined. This is a remarkable fact.
This is tremendously important in its potentialities. I have
been calling the attention of the Congress to this matter for
a good many years and have from time to time introduced a
bill changing the date of election. I have felt some special
responsibility because I was author of the bill several years
ago which changed the method of bringing the election re-
turns here, from the old messenger system which had oper-
ated since Washington’s first term, to bringing these returns
up here by registered mail. It took 6 years to put that law
through. It was merely a matter of economy and terminat-
ing an absurd, antiquated method. This is, however, a sub-
stantial thing.

About a week can be got from rewording that law, but
great caution must be exercised. That time would be in addi-
tion to the 41 days, which would mean 47, or perhaps 48
days, but you could not get organized for the contest and
try the issue of whether or not there was corruption in an
election within that time. That is absolutely certain. There
is no question about it. The situation is as though there
were no provision for contesting a Presidential election.

I had the matter up last when Mr. FLeTcHER, of Ohio, was
chairman. He was sympathetic and sent a letter to the
various Governors of the States. Their reaction to changing
their election dates was not favorable. The Governors do
not want to move up the election date. It does not make any
difference, however, whether they want to move it up or
not as an abstract proposition. Moving up the time of in-
avguration of the President leaves no intelligent choice.

Of course, there could be an abolition of the electors, but
that would require a constitutional amendment. We might
reach a crisis before such an amendment could be adopted.
The States might not adopt it at all.

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Texas
is making an important statement and I yield the gentleman
5 additional minutes.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas.
much.

Speaking practically, there is nothing to be done, as I see
the picture, except to rework one end of the existing law
and probably add about 1 additional week, and then it
-Seems to me we must move up the time of election of elec-
tors, what we ordinarily call the Presidential election, from
November to October. This ought to be just as good a time
to have an election and it would add 30 days to the period
of time in which we could litigate any questions which might
arise in a contested-election case.

I do not want to embarrass the Election Committee. I
think the committee has done the best it could about the
matter with no popular support, but the people of the coun-
try do not understand the necessity. It is not a question
whether we prefer to have the election in October or Novem-
ber. It is whether we want it to be possible to try election
gontgsts or leave it possible for a President to be elected by
raud.

I do not like repeatedly calling attention to this, but, hav-
ing discovered the situation, I have a responsibility which I
cannot discharge except by calling this situation to the
attention of the Congress and the country. As certain as
the world there is going to come a time when there will be a
contested election in a pivotal State and we will find there is
no arrangement under which such a vital issue can be de-

I thank the gentleman very
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cided. That might mean anything in its possible conse-
quences, We do not know what it might mean at a time
of great party, sectional, factional, or class strain when,
perhaps, the election would turn on the results in one pivotal
State, and in that State there should be a challenge of
results on the grounds of fraud, sustained by known instances
and broad suspicion, for instance, with no chance to try and
settle the controversy in a court. We would then be in the
position, if the law should remain as it is now, of not having
any way on earth by which such an issue could be litigated.
The House of Representatives and the Senate have no right
to permit this condition to go on.

Mr. GEARHART. Mr. Chairman,
yield?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield.

Mr. GEARHART. I am in hearty accord with the sug-
gestion the gentleman has made, and it seems to me in
suggesting a change of the time of election we ought to
make a complete change and go back to a time which it
has always seemed to me would be in the interest of good
campaigning and in the interest of arousing the interest
of the American people to the issues of the election. The
campaign should be held in the summer and the elections
should be completed in the summer and the inauguration
of the President should be held at a time of the year when
the weather throughout the United States is generally good.
The inauguration which occurred here in the first part of
January last year was a most unfortunate affair and de-
prived the American people of a celebration in which they
were entitled to participate.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Those things are all important.
What I am concerned about, as I loock into the future and
see the possibility of this Nation at the end of a hot cam-
paign, having a situation where there are charges of fraud
and corruption, possibly, and not a single tribunal in America
that can try the issue.

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

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Yes.

Mr. HARLAN. The gentleman is aware, of course, that all
of these facts that he refers to were brought to this Congress
at the time the “lame duck” amendment was under considera-
tion. Yet in the hysteria of the passage of that amendment
we went ahead and sent the thing out to the country. Would
it not be at least a feasible proposition to consider the repeal
of the “lame duck” amendment at the present time and get
back to where we were?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I will answer the gentleman.
It might be all right, but I really believe that the possibilities
of hurt are so great under the present arrangement that we
would not be justified, whatever our views about constitu-
tional amendments, in awaiting the result of the determina-
tion of the people with regard to a constitutional amendment.

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

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Yes.

Mr. COCHRAN. The gentleman answered the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. Harran] and said “That might be all right,”
that is, to repeal the “lame duck” amendment. The gentle-
man surely does not mean that he would be in favor of having
a “lame duck” Congress again?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I do not make any expression
about that at all. I am talking about something else.

Mr. PIERCE. It will take a constifutional amendment,
will it not, to accomplish what the gentleman has in mind?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. No; it can be done by statute.

Mr. PIERCE. It can be done?

Mr., SUMNERS of Texas. Yes. I hope I make myself
clear, in view of the question of my distinguished friend
from Missouri [Mr. Coceran], that I am not discussing the
“lame duck” amendment. I am talking about this one propo-
sition.

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. It might be necessary to
have all of the State legislatures meet so that a general
election may occur in the States at the same time.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Yes; and the quicker we act
the quicker they will do it.

will the gentleman
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Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. It would probably take 2
years before the States could act.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Yes. That is one reason why
we should not longer delay. This delay is a mighty serious
responsibility which we are assuming both for ourselves and
for the country. It is not impossible but that somewhere
down the line we will experience serious and possibly disas-
trous consequences as a result of our failure to act when we
ought to have done so.

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

Mr. DITTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr, Curxinl.

Mr. CULKIN. Mr, Chairman, it is my opinion, based on
many years of contact with the American dairyman, that he
is the best type of citizen in the Republic, securely grounded
in old-fashioned Americanism and devoted to the cause of
law and order. In common with many citizens, therefore, I
was not only surprised but angered when the Saturday Eve-
ning Post, a weekly with a far-flung national circulation,
published an article in its November 13, 1937, issue which
presented the American dairyman as a lawless, incompetent,
and ne’er-do-well resident of the country. The article had a
special sting in it for the reason that it seemed to come from
an authoritative source, as it was written by Prof. James E.
Boyle, a member of the faculty of the Agricultural College
at Cornell University. It was, in fact, distributors’ propa-
ganda, containing the conventional reasons why the dairyman
should be kept in bondage, all written with a viciousness and
disregard of the truth, which seemed to require an adequate
reply.

At the suggestion of several of my constituents, I took the
matter up with the editor of the Saturday Evening Post,
Mr. Wesley W. Stout, calling attention to the libelous charac-
ter of the article and requesting an opportunity to reply in
that publication. I did not believe that any difficulty would
be encountered in accomplishing this, but the editor of the
Post, Mr. Stout, claimed I had grossly libeled Professor Boyle
in my letter, and so far as getting any correction of the
wholly erroneous statements concerning the dairyman
through the pages of the Post, I was up against a stone wall.

ADVERTISEMENT CONTROL

May I say that in my judgment the Saturday Evening Post,
now and in the past, has had little influence on American
life and character. Its advertising pages reflect its articles
and editorials and vice versa. It has never dared to advocate
any real reform, no matter how needed, to preserve
American institutions. If it did it would lose advertising,
and that is its life’s breath. Of late the Saturday Evening
Post has lost much advertising, and as a result has developed
Fascist leanings. The recent article on Members of Congress
by a couple of gag writers, Alsop and Catledge, is an illustra-
tion of its tendency under the Stout regime. The present
editor of the Post thinks it will appeal to the advertisers
to write off Congress. May I say that if Mr. Stout is earning
his hundred thousand a year the most inefficient Member of
Congress, on either side of the aisle, is earning two hundred
thousand. I am wondering, too, if the Boyle article had any
connection with advertising heretofore or hereafter to be
received by the Post from National Dairies, Bordens, or their
affiliates.

However, I do not regard the Saturday Evening Post phase
of this matter as important, and if that were the only angle
of the case I would not be taking up your time today. What
I am greatly concerned about is that we have come o such
a pass in America that a professor in an outstanding uni-
versity supported by public funds can by false statements
libelously indict 3,000,000 American farmers of economic and
moral crimes and misdemeanors.

DAIRYMEN BEST TYPE OF AMERICAN

May I reemphasize that the American dairyman is the best
citizen within the confines of the country. He is the best
citizen as measured by spiritual values, and in addition he
is making an essential contribution to the health of the
American people. He works from dawn to dark, 365 days
of the year. In spite of these sacrifices, the dairy farmer is
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tied to the soil like the Russian serf, and the financial re-
turns to thé average dairy farmer, throwing into the scale
the services of his wife and family, is less than the income
of the average mill hand. His land is being sold for taxes,
and he finds himself without sufficient returns to live com-
fortably, free from the stress of poverty. This is due to the
fact that the dairymen nationally are in the grip of a sav-
age, unrestrained monopoly which reaches into every part
of continental America and enjoys vast profits while a gen-
eration of splendid Americans are being driven to the wall
These statements are based on the authoritative findings of
the Feederal Trade Commission. The Members of the House
have only to examine the last report of the Commission, en-
titled “Agricultural Income Inquiry,” to see that monopoly
dominates the marketing of fluid and manufactured milk,
and that milk products are controlled by Bordens and Na-
tional Dairies in affiliation with the Chicago packers. This
dominance reaches practically all phases of farm marketing,
and the Commission expresses the belief that by reason of
this fact the survival of independent farming by farmers
who own their own farms and maintain an American stand-
ard of living is in jeopardy. This report has not been printed
but a digest of the milk phase of it will be found in my
remarks in the House on November 23, 1937. The classical
example of the distributors’ colossal profits is found in House
Document 94 of the Seventy-fifth Congress, where the Fed-
eral Trade Commission reports that the National Dairy
Products Corporation paid $12,000,000 for $9,000,000 worth of
assets of the Willis-Jones Milk Co., of Philadelphia, Pa., and
in 5 years this concern paid $12,000,000 in net cash divi-
dends. At this time the Pennsylvania farmers supplying
this milkshed had their backs to the wall with their mort-
gages growing bigger. They were unable to get a living price
for their product.

An example of distributors’ practices is found on page 6 of
House Document 152, of the Seventy-fourth Congress, the
same being a report on the Philadelphia milkshed, where it
appears the dairy farmers of this area in 6 months lost in
excess of $530,000 by reason of underpayments by distributors
for grade A milk. In the same area, during the first 6
months of 1933 the excess of bottled milk sales over basic
purchases amounted to more than four and a half million
quarts. These same findings have been made in every milk-
shed where the matter has been run to earth by the Federal
Trade Commission. These facts indicate the lawless and
larcenous performances of the distributors.

PROFITS 108 PERCENT

Attorney General Bennett, of New York State, after an
investigation of these concerns in New York City and their
books, found that the distributors were making 108-percent
profit on manufactured milk and 12-percent profit on fluid
milk

The latest figures available from the Department of Agri-
culture on distributors’ profits cover the period from 1929 to
1933. These were lean years, but the figures show that the
distributors, handling only filuid milk, made on an average
each year 225 percent in Boston, 25.8 percent in Chicago,
and 30.8 percent in Philadelphia. These figures do not in-
clude manufactured milk. They are difficult to estimate by
reason of the fact that the milk monopolists have issued a
great amount of watered stock on which they are paying
substantial dividends.

It is asserted that some of the men drawing $100,000 a
year from the distributors are actually $10,000-a-year men.
If we equalize these salaries, which possibly Attorney Gen-
eral Bennett did, his figure of 108 percent on manufactured
milk is not too high.

The whole burden of sanitary production is on the dairy-
man. He pays the shot and the National Dairies and the
Bordens garner these vast profits, with salaries of executives
amounting to a sum in excess of $3,000,000 annually.

BOYLE BORES FROM WITHIN

In the face of these findings, which every intellizent stu-
dent of agricultural ecomonics is familiar with, Professor
Boyle, who should be a watcher from the hilltops, starts
boring from within. He ruthlessly maligns and libels the
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group for whose benefit he is on the pay roll. Not only that,
but he does it for money. The fact is that if he told the
truth about this matter, he could not sell his article to the
Saturday Evening Post. Let me call the roll on some of the
falsehoods.

Falsehood No. 1: Boyle leaves the inference that the dairy
farmer, unregulated, will give the city consumer unclean
milk. This is a lie on its face, as the bacterial count of
the milk is taken at least twice before it reaches the city
distributor. That burden is on the farmer and not on the
distributor. The fact is the dairyman nationally has spent
a hundred million dollars on the sanitary production of milk
and another hundred million to free his herds from bovine
tuberculosis.

Falsehood No. 2: Boyle pictures the pouring out of milk
during the various milk strikes. These strikes actually were
nominal in character, sporadic, and local. He joins the
Ananias Club again in this connection, The fact is the dairy
farmer has been an individualist and not given to organiza-
tion. When he had risen against the starvation prices paid
him by the distributors it was simply an evidence of his
manhood and real Americanism. Any agricultural educa-
tor worthy of the name would commend him for his stand.
One who was getting into bed with the distributors would
take a contrary view.

Falsehood No. 3: Boyle throws another sop to the dis-
tributors when in this article he charges the farmers with
operating a milk trust. This statement is senile in char-
acter and in a proper state of civilization would entitle the
man who made it to examination for lunacy. The fact is
the whole difficulty with the farmer’s situation has been
that he has been robbed piecemeal by the middleman by
reason of his lack of organization.

Falsehood No. 4: Boyle states that many services have
to be performed in marketing milk. This is absolutely un-
true. The Federal Trade Commission in its report, Agri-
cultural Income Inquiry, found that milk is different from
other major farm products. It does not pass through the
hands of a long line of middlemen; the bulk of the supply
reaches the middleman or processor direct from the farmers.
They further found the amount of processing for milk, rel-
ative to the total supply, is slight in comparison with other
products, and that the distributors took a margin of 50.49
percent, with 6.41 percent going for transportation and
43.10 percent going to the dairyman. The Commission also
found the processing of meat is more expensive than the
processing of milk, and yet the margin retained by the
packers is but 13 percent of the consumer’s dollar in the
case of beef, as compared with 50 percent taken by the milk
distributors. As absent-minded as Professor Boyle is, he
probably knew he could not get these facts in the Saturday
Evening Post, even if he had seen fit to tell the truth.

Falsehood No. 5 says the spread is justified. With the
findings of the Federal Trade Commission, Secretary Wal-
lace, and the Attorney General on profits, which I have
enumerated above, this statement places the professor within
the category of what the Romans used to call an “easy,
extemporaneous liar.,” An honest-to-God agricultural econ-
omist who was not writing for money should be on the
housetops proclaiming to the world that the segregation of
surplus and fluid milk is a brazen economic fallacy. Both
cost the same to produce and the Milk Trust’s profits on
both are larcenous.

Falsehood No. 6: Out of the mouths of the distributors
comes the story about union labor, whom the professor
attempts to array against the farmer, and vice versa. The
fact is that both union labor and the dairymen are each
entitled to their place in the sun. The professor, however,
is writing for a distributor-minded publication and speaks
their patter.

Falsehood No. 7: The professor makes the usual charge
that dairy production is not economic by reason of unprofit-
-able cows, and gives some synthetic figures about the costs
of production. This is more distributors’ propaganda. Pro-
fessor Boyle thinks the farmer should produce milk for 3 cents

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

JANUARY 14

a quart. He must be thinking in terms of his early Kansas
days.

The foregoing is a partial résumé of the article in question.
It is, by and large, the most brazen piece of distributors’
propaganda that has ever come to my notice. It abounds,
as I have stated, in unqualified misstatement and carries the
flag for the Milk Trust.

HAS A CHAIR IN LAND-GRANT COLLEGE

The writer of this article is a professor of rural economy
at Cornell University, a land-grant college which received
from the Federal Government 511,000 acres of land, which
it subsequently sold for more than $7,000,000, to establish a
State college for the benefit of agriculture as provided in the
Morrill Act. These public funds brought this great university
into life.

The Congress intended that the institution so endowed
would aid in developing agriculture along technical and eco-
nomic lines. If Ezra Cornell were alive today and found a
man on the staff of the agricultural college who was writing
such vicious propaganda against a hard-pressed agricultural
group, he would act promptly and with decision. There
would be a new face in the Cornell faculty.

It is interesting to note that New York State contributed
last year to Cornell for the purposes of promoting the welfare
of agriculture the sum of $2,218,600. The money came from
the taxpayers of the State, with the dairy farmer making a
considerable contribution to the cause.

Professor Boyle claims the dairymen are lawless and have
a milk trust. How long would he stay in Cornell, on the
faculty of that great institution after the publication of this
article if the dairyman did have some justifiable measure of
lawlessness, or unity of action?

One of the members of the New York Legislature, whose
name I will withhold, wrote me as follows:

Professor Boyle's article disturbed me very much but I hadn't
determined just what could be done about it. You have performed
a great service in checking the Saturday Evening Post in this
matter and looking into the record and status of Professor Boyle.
He certainly should not be paid a salary out of the taxpayers’' money
of the Btate of New York. I have long been convinced that the
Ithaca outfit is absolutely detrimental to the best interests of the
New York State farmers.

FARMER CONSISTENTLY BETRAYED

I have been over Professor Boyle’s record through the
years with painstaking care, honestly seeking to find some
place in his history where he had rendered any service to
the American farmer. I find he has consistently betrayed
them throughout his whole career. He seems ingrained with
a scorn and actual hatred of the farmer, his words and works.
From the beginning, the professor has been an economic
sadist so far as the farmer has been concerned.

BOYLE RECORD IN WEST

Professor Boyle first comes to the surface at the University
of North Dakota. I am going to quote Congressman LEMKE,
candidate for President on the Union ticket in the last elec-
tion. My colleague LEMKE, may I say, is a graduate of Yale,
stands high in the estimation of the United States Supreme
Court, and has made more successful appearances before
that Court than any lawyer I am acquainted with. Speaking
about Professor Boyle, he said:

Professor Boyle was eased out of the University of North Dakota
after the Farmers Nonpartisan League got functioning. He had a
similar fate in the Agricultural College at North Dakota. He was
against grain cooperatives and every form of self or Government aid
to the farmers. My impression is that he was employed for a time
by the Chicago Board of Trade. He also insisted on higher rail
rates for the railroads. This, of course, spelled ruin for the farmers.,
He stood firmly for the status quo.

I call Myron Thatcher, for many years one of the outstand-
ing authorities on grain marketing in the United States, for
his estimate of Boyle. He says:

Professor Boyle is the worst reactionary in the history of agri-
culture and was the chief spokesman for the Chicago Board of
Trade. The Chicago Board of Trade in 1937 sold 215 bushels of
wheat for every 1 that was bought and cost the farmers in
that and other years not less than $200,000,000 a year. This was
the state of things that Boyle tried to continue, but he was
smashed and driven out of the West. Professor Boyle is the worst
individual parasite that the grain cooperatives have had to con-
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tend with during the present century. You may use this in a
speech or letter, or in any fashion you would like, and I will be
glad to have him sue me for libel.

I call as a witness Congressman Usuaer L, Burpick, also of
North Dakota, a former all-America football star and a grad-
uate of the University of Minnesota, author of a number of
books on the development of the West and a leading author-
ity on early literary Americana. He says:

Concerning the activities of Prof. J. E. Boyle, I wish to say that
I have lived in North Dakota 56 years and am perfectly familiar
with all of the economic and political movements of the farmers
of that State. Professor Boyle first appeared at the University of
North Dakota and later at the Agricultural College at Fargo. Dur-
ing all of his stay in North Dakota he was the avowed enemy of
every farmers’ organization in the State.

He was a willing and subservient agent for the Minneapolis
Chamber of Commerce and the Chicago Board of Trade. His influ-
ence came to an end in North Dakota when the Nonpartisan
League got control of the State affairs, and he was driven out
of the State.

I have since learned that he has appeared in various places else~
where, but has persistently stuck to the same philosophy which
was that the farmers were a bunch of damn fools and ought to be
satisfled to be alive. He was the biggest threat to the farmers'
cause that ever appeared in the Northwest, and I am not saying
anything outside of the record; and I can prove it by every farmer
in the State.

After Professor Boyle was given his exeat in North Dakota
he came in 1917 to Cornell University. What influence was
it that landed him in this post is variously debated. The
underground is that either the railroads or the western grain
crowd helped him. His next appearance on the scene was
when he was engaged to write a book for the Chicago Board
of Trade, for which he received the sum of $500 a month over
a considerable period. The record of his performance in
that connection is shown in the hearings of the Federal
Trade Commission, pages 568 to 576, in regard to grain
manipulations at Chicago.

PROMOTION FOR WHEAT GAMELERS

It also appeared that Boyle was used as a “stooge” lecturer
among the farmers, ostensibly coming from Cornell, but really
financed by the promotion department of the Chicago Board
of Trade at so much a lecture. Out of all this came his book
entitled “The Chicago Board of Trade,” which was a glorifi-
cation of the procedure by which the American grain farmer
annually loses $200,000,000.

He sold this book so strongly to the board of trade that it
printed the same in digest form and tens of thousands of
copies were circulated. From Professor Boyle's standpoint
this was a highly ethical performance. I shall leave it to the
conscience of the Members here today to characterize it in
their own ways. If you wish fo get a good picture of a hypo-
crite, read the preface to this book. It is enough to make
angels weep.

BOLD THE FARMER SHORT

From that time on, down to date, Professor Boyle has con-
tinued at Cornell and eked out his assured income by selling
the farmer “short” to various publications. The Colonial
farmer he pictured in his writings as a habitual drunkard,
the western farmer as an economic squeaker. Every phase
of the farmers’ struggle was belittled and condemned by this
professorial snob, wearing the collegiate gown of an agricul-
tural college. Nor did the slimy trail of sugar escape his
notice. He shows an intimate knowledge of the ways of Cuba
and the interior of the American Cuban sugar offices, then at
25 Broadway, New York City. He does his level best to
handicap the American beet-sugar farmer, who was then
coming into larger production. If is strange the professor did
not write a book about this. It probably was not his fault.

His next appearance in book form is “Cotton and the New
Orleans Cotton Exchange.” I wrote Mr. Henry Plauche, sec-
retary of the exchange, for information as to whether Professor
Boyle was paid by the exchange to write this book. In due
time I received a courteous reply that, of course, he had been
paid to write the book. On further inquiry, I was unable to
obtain the amount that was paid. That is a dark secret be-
tween the cotton exchange and Professor Boyle. In this
book he glorifies the men and morals of the cotton exchange,

which, in the viewpoint of many people, occupies the same
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evil position as to the cotton farmer that the Chicago Board
of Trade does to the grain farmer. Professor Boyle claims
that these gambling marts are a benefit to the farmer. The
representatives of the farmers claim that they depress the
price of farm products at the time of marketing, This results
in starvation prices to the American farmer.

This is the history of Professor Boyle and his relation to
the farmers of America, and I assert that his whole history
has been destructive of the interests of the farmers, He has
consistently and continuously betrayed them. He is as un~
fitted for the post he now occupies as Jesse James would be
for a place in the ministry.

Mr. OMALLEY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CULKIN. I yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin,

Mr. O'MALLEY. The gentleman from New York has es-
tablished the fact that this man Boyle is definitely arrayed
against agriculture from which he gets his meal” ticket.
Obviously he is a traitor to the cause with which he is
allied. Why does the Legislature of the State of New York
continue to appropriate moneys for this college which has
such a reprobate on its pay roll? Out in Wisconsin, and I
believe in every other State, such double-dealers have been
driven off the pay roll.

Mr. CULKIN. I thank the gentleman for his contribution,
and appreciate his statement of conditions generally in the
Nation. I agree with him that if educational circles are to
retain the degree of respect to which they are entitled among
the people, such misfits and timeservers as Boyle should be
cleaned out.

Mr. O'MALLEY. I know the gentleman from New York
can be relied on to follow the matter to its proper finish.

Mr. CULKIN. We have little jurisdiction over him here,
but the New York Legislature contributes substantially to
this gentleman’'s salary, and I am hoping for action there.
I trust that the legislature and his superiors in the great
university of Cornell will take his case under advisement
and do justice at one and the same time to academic integ-
rity and the 3,000,000 hard-pressed dairymen by casting this
collegiate misfit into exterior darkness.

A personal note and I am done. Professor Boyle has
threatened to sue me for libel. So that he may have a full
opportunity to try out the facts involved in the foregoing
remarks, I hereby waive legislative immunity on this ques-
tion and invite him to come on. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr, MAVERICK].

WOODRUM AMENDMENT OUT OF ORDER, UNAUTHORIZED BY COMMITTEE

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Chairman, I have asked for this
time to talk about the Woodrum amendment. When I refer
to it as the Woodrum amendment, I no doubt do it with
the gentleman’s permission, because he himself referred to
it that way.

The Woodrum amendment, as everyone knows, was com-
pletely out of order. Neither was it in accordance with
any legislative practice. It was slipped over, and was a sort
of a revolution, a coup d’état. It was wholly unauthorized
by the Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. Chairman, we must realize the Members of Congress
have to trust each other. When somebody slips something
over on you, some colleague rises with a pious look and
patriotic tremolo voice and says you should have been here
doing your duty for the people of the United States, and so
on, and so on, but as a matter of fact, everybody knows that
a Congressman cannot be on the floor all the time and must
place his faith in the committees.

I believe the matter is of sufficient importance for the
Members of the House of Representatives, by their opinion,
to demand of the Committee on Appropriations a statement
as to its attitude on this unfortunate occurrence, and whether
or not they approve it.

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

Mr. MAVERICE. I will yield for a question.

Mr. COCHRAN. Will the gentleman tell the House
whether or not he ever notifies any Member of the House
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when he has some idea he wants to present on the floor of
the House?

Mr. MAVERICK. Yes; if it involves the privileges of the
House. A mere speech; no. But let me answer that ques-
tion. Instead of trying to slip over something which is abso-
lutely out of order, a Congressman ought to say something to
the House about it and there ought to be a full consideration
of it to provide an opportunity for parliamentary objections
to be made. If we start pulling tricks on each other we will
have the tavern-house politics of England of 300 years ago all
over again. If that gets to be the habit, you could not even
leave a minute to get a glass of milk because somebody was
waiting to pull something on Congress while you were out.

As far as I am concerned, I have never done anything
like that. I do not like to criticize the gentleman from Vir-
ginia, because I believe he is a fine man, but I do think
he made a mistake, and I feel it is up to the Committee
on Appropriations to do something about it.

It is a well-established fact, and every Member of Con-
gress knows it, that the Appropriations Committee is not
supposed to legislate. Yet, in this case, a revolutionary
change in the conduct of American affairs was slipped over
on Congress, with only a few Members present, without
notice, and in violation of all precedent and rule.

It is bad.

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

Mr. MAVERICEK. For just a question.

Mr. MICHENER. The gentleman has referred to the
Committee on Appropriations. Does the gentleman realize
the Committee on Appropriations has absolutely no juris-
diction and no authority over this subject? This matter
cannot come before the Committee on Appropriations, but
must come before some other committee.

Mr. MAVERICK. Yes, I realize that.

Mr, MICHENER. I imagine this is why the amendment
was brought in the way it was.

Mr. MAVERICK. I realize that, but the Commitiee on
Appropriations has to have some discipline. It cannot
permit things like this to go on, because we have to trust
our committees. We have the committee system in this
Government, whether it is right or wrong.

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MAVERICEK. I yield to the gentleman from Wis-
consin.

Mr. O'MALLEY. Does not the gentleman believe every
Member has a right to take the report of the committee
and the amendments the committee proposes to offer as an
indication of what will happen, when the committee has
charge of the bill?

Mr. MAVERICEK. That sounds right to me, of course; and
nothing tricky or extraordinary should be pulled.

The gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Wooprum] said that not
by the wildest stretch of imagination can this be called a
single-item veto. In a way the gentleman is correct, but only
because this is much worse than a single-item veto. It is a
perpetual veto, an absolute veto by the Chief Executive of the
United States, by which an Executive could render nugatory
any law he wanted to and could have such a compelling voice
that it would be useless to enact laws.

This is one of the worst proposals that has ever been put
before the Congress. In my opinion, instead of being con-
structive, as the gentleman stated, it is destructive of demo-
cratic government.

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

Mr. MAVERICK. I yield to the gentleman from Wis-
consin,

Mr. BOILEAU. I may call the gentleman’s attention to the
fact that during the last year we appropriated $350,000,000
for the C. C. C. camps in an appropriation bill, and the Presi-
dent, by an Executive order, reduced the appropriation, or at
least told the C. C. C. authorities they could spend only 90
percent of this amount, impounding or holding back 10 per-
cent. Did not the President then do exactly this same thing?
Did he not do it even without legislative authority?
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Mr. MAVERICK. No; that is not the same thing.

Mr, BOILEAU. Did it not accomplish the same result?

Mr, MAVERICK. No.

Mr, BOILEAU. There might be a little difference in tech-
nical procedure, but was not the effect of that order to go
counter to the will of Congress and provide for fewer C. C. C.
camps than Congress authorized and directed be maintained?

Mr, MAVERICK. As I understand, we gave a 10-percent
leeway there. Am I right?

Mr. BOILEAU. No; I understand not. I understand this
was merely an Executive order by which the President told
the heads of these departments to hold back 10 percent of
their money. As a result, many C. C. C. camps were dis-
continued which would have been confinued had the will
of Congress been carried ouf, because when Congress ap-
propriated $350,000,000 it was for the purpose of main-
taining so many camps. It seems to me the Executive has
accomplished the same results without even the sanction of
Congress. I am just wondering if the President has not
done the same thing of which the gentleman is now
complaining.

Mr. COCHRAN. If the gentleman will yield for an ob-
servation, is it not a fact if the Woodrum amendment had
been in force when the President took the action the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin refers to, it would have given the
Congress of the United States the power to say, “You can
impound that $35,000,000” or “You cannot impound that
$35,000,000”"? In that respect it gives the Congress an op-
portunity to say “yes” or “no” when the President asks
for a reduction.

Mr. MAVERICK. No, no; it does not give the Congress
any power. The result is the opposite of what the gentle-
man states it is.

May I say to the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. BoIiLEAT]
that if the President did not follow the law the answer is
obvious—Congress should not permit it. In other words,
if he cut down that appropriation without our consent, we
should not permit it.

Mr. BOILEAU. That is what happened. We appropri-
ated $350,000,000 for the C. C. C. for the present fiscal year.
Because of an Executive order they are spending only $315,-
000,000, a decrease of $35,000,000. As a result, Mr. Fechner
has been advised to discontinue many camps which would
have been permitted to operate during the balance of the
year had it not been for that Executive order.

Mr. MAVERICK. I naturally think that is wrong. The
policy and law of Congress should be followed.

Mr. BOILEAU. Does the gentleman mean my facts are
wrong, or the practice is wrong?

Mr. MAVERICK. I think the practice is wrong, and the
gentleman is right.

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

Mr. MAVERICK. I yield just for a question.

Mr. GEARHART. Would the gentleman consider that an
appropriation act is a mandate to the Executive to spend all
we appropriate?

Mr. MAVERICE. I do not know about that. I think when
we pass a law the law is to be carried out as a legal proposi-
tion. If we appropriate $300,000,000 for a flood and it can
be stopped for half, use half; but if we provide 100,000 sailors,
certain ships, and the $300,000,000 to cover it, it would not
be lawful for the President to cut the number of sailors or
ships we provided by law in order to save money.

Mr. GEARHART. Is not the proper interpretation to hold
that the Chief Executive is merely mandated not to spend
more than we appropriate?

Mr. MAVERICEK. No, I do not think so. We set out that
a man is to have a certain salary or a certain amount is to
be spent. If the President can cut 10 percent, he can cut
90 percent. Congress legislates, and the President is sup-
posed to execute, or carry out what we legislate.

Mr. BOILEAU. In the fiscal year 1936 or 1937 Congress
appropriated $500,000,000 for the Soil Conservation Act, and
it was the intention of the Congress that the $500,000,000
should be turned over to the Department of Agriculture for
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the purpose of carrying out a farm program. During that
year between three hundred and ninety-seven and three
hundred and ninety-eight million dollars was spent; in other
words, over $100,000,000 less than Congress authorized for
the farm program was expended. Had all of that money
been spent, they could have had a program which would
have been about 25 percent better than the one we had.

Does the gentleman think the Department of Agriculture
or the Administration was justified in thwarting the will of
Congress by spending only 75 percent of the money we au-
thorized for the farm program?

Mr. MAVERICK. I do not know the exact facts, but
certainly the will of Congress should be carried out.

Mr. BOILEAU. And is it not a fact that the farmers of
the country would have been materially better off if all the
money had been spent?

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

Mr, MAVERICK. I yield to the gentleman for a ques-
tion, but now I must hurry on.

Mr. FLEGER. I just want to clear up what I believe is a
wrong impression here. It seems to me the purpose of an
appropriation is to limit the amount of money that the
administrative departments can spend. They can spend
less if they so desire and the appropriation is merely a limi-
tation and not a command to them that they must spend
the amount we appropriate.

Mr. BOILEAU. If the gentleman will permit an interrup-
tion just along that same line, and I appreciate the gentle-
man’s courtesy, I would like to say in reply to the gentle-
man that when Congress appropriates $500,000,000 for the
purpose of carrying out a farm program, it means that is the
amount we want to spend to aid the farmers. According
to the gentleman’s viewpoint, they could spend only
$1,000,000 of that amount and give a program that would
be that much poorer or provide that much less relief for the
farmers, and it certainly would not be carrying out the direct
mandate of Congress.

If Congress appropriates $1,000 to buy an automobile and
they can buy one for $800, that is well and good, but when
we appropriate a definite amount to give relief to a certain
group of people, or give such relief as we can within that
amount, then there is a clear mandate by the Congress that
the money be spent for that purpose.

Mr. MAVERICK. I thank my {riends and colleagues for
their contributions. Let me make my point. This is not
a question of saving money, but a question of power that is
given to the Executive to cut down a particular item. In
other words, cut down a particular job—civil service or any-
thing else—or cut down the appropriation for a particular
district if that Congressman is not popular with the

Executive.
CONSTITUTIONAL VIEWPOINT DISCUSSED

I now want to go on with a discussion of this matter from
the viewpoint of the Constitution, but will first cover the
Woodrum amendment.

The Woodrum amendment is as follows:

Bec. 2. The President is authorized to eliminate or reduce by
Executive order, in whole or in part, any appropriation or appro-
tions made by this act, or any act or joint resolution, when-
ever, after investigation, he shall find and declare that such action
will aid in balancing the Budget or in reducing the public debt,
and that the public interest will be served thereby: Provided,
That whenever the President issues an Executive order under the
provisions of this section, such Executive order shall be sub-
mitted to the Congress while in session and shall not become
effective until after the expiration of 60 calendar days after such
transmission, unless the Congress shall by law provide for an
earlier effective date of such Executive order: Provided further,
That any appropriations or parts thereof eliminated under the
authority of this section ghall be impounded and returned to the
Treasury, and that the same action shall be taken with respect
to any amounts by which any appropriations or parts thereof
may be reduced under the authority of this section.

ANALYSIS OF FROVISIONS OF AMENDMENT
Note that the amendment uses the words “Executive order”
all the way through. It states that a report can be made
back to the Congress, apparently at any time, maybe 60
days or 100 days or 6 months afterward. Then the Congress
has 60 ‘“calendar” days within which they can act, unless
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they want to act earlier and give the Executive still more
power, but Congress cannot make it any longer than 60 days.
Also, it does not apply to one appropriation but to all legis-
lation to be enacted hereafter.

You will see that according to this the President of the
United States is given the power, by Executive order, to elim-
inate or reduce or do whatever he pleases with respect to
a particular proposition. They say it is not a veto. Well,
it may not be a “veto,” but it is worse, and hands over to the
Executive the power to change our appropriations and re-
write our laws at will.

POWER OF VETO QUOTED FROM CONSTITUTION

I think it is important that we here take a look at the
written Constitution of the United States, concerning the
veto power of Congress.

That power, in article I, section 7, is as follows:

Sec. 7. All bills for raising revenue shall originate in the House
of Representatives; but the Senate may propose or concur with
amendments as on other bills,

Every bill which shall have passed the House of Representatives
and the Senate, shall, before it becomes a law, be presented to
the President of the United States; if he approve he shall sign
it, but if not he shall return it, with his objections to that House
in which it shall have originated, who shall enter the objections
at large on their Journal, and proceed to reconsider it. If after
such reconsideration two-thirds of that House shall agree to
the bill, it shall be sent, together with the objections, to the other
House, by which 1t shall likewise be reconsidered, and if approved
by two-thirds of that House, it shall become a law. But in all
such cases the votes of both Houses shall be determined by yeas
and nays, and the names of the persons voting for and against
the bill shall be entered on the Journal of each House, respectively.
If any bill shall not be returned by the President within 10 days
(Sundays excepted) after it shall have been presented to him, the
same shall be a law, in like manner as if he had signed it, unless
the Congress by their adjournment prevent its return, in which
case it shall not be a law.

Every order, resolution, or vote to which the concurrence of the
Senate and House of Representatives may be necessary (except
on a question of adjournment) shall be presented to the Presi-
dent of the United States; and before the same shall take effect,
shall be approved by him, or being disapproved by him, shall be
repassed by two-thirds of the Senate and House of Representatives,
according to the rules and llmitations prescribed in the case of a
bill.

Please note the veto provisions of the Constitution of the
United States state that it shall be made within 10 days,
that the “bill” shall be presented within 10 days, and “it”
shall be the whole bill. If does not say a portion of the bill,
but it says the bill, and it always refers to “it.”

Mr. Chairman, this question came up when we had the
War between the States. The Confederate Constitution had
the single item veto. Why? Because the only way to give
the executive any such power is to specifically provide it in
the constitution, and such is not the case now. I will discuss
this provision of the Confederate Constitution later.

Let us discuss this part of the Constitution of the United
States insofar as it concerns vetoes. It is stated in the
Constitution that every bill must be presented to the Presi-
dent, and it says before “it"—not a part of it—becomes a
law, and if he approves the “bill” he shall sign “it.”

It does not say a “part of it,” but he returns “it” to the
Congress of the United States. I call special attention to the
fact that the return of the bill by the President under his
veto power must be made within 10 days, or else the bill
becomes law; and that the Woodrum amendment makes it
so changes can be made forever and cuts made at will by the
Executive.

WHAT HAPPENS?—CONGRESS JUST DOES NOT MAKE THE LAW

Let me give you an instance of what could happen. Con-
gress, say, makes an appropriation. Then the President,
under the Woodrum amendment, cuts down this appro-
priation.

This is a veto in effect, although not according to the Con-
stitution, and it holds up a constitutional law of Congress for
60 days! Bear in mind, let me repeat, the Constitution pro-
vides that if he does not return a bill signed within 10 days
the same shall become a law. More, if the President does not
return a bill, it becomes a law, but he cannot rewrite the law
under any terms of the Constitution.
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But let us presume that this violation of the Constitution
oceurs, ¢

What happens then?

The Executive, even though we make the appropriations
again as originally—and we would have to go through the
committee route as in new bills—we would have to come in
here and legislate all over again with the same Appropria-
tions Committee; and after we had done that he could slash
it again and keep on doing it always.

So what does this amendment mean and really constitute?

It constitutes, as I have already emphasized, an absolute,
perpetual veto for all time. That is what it means, so far as
its effect is concerned:

HISTORICAL—CONFEDERATE CONSTITUTION MEETS ISSUE

I said earlier in this speech that I would show some of the
historical aspects by reference to the Confederate Constitu-
tion. Preceding the Civil War, the South opposed “internal
improvements”—bridges, highways, or improvements of any
kind which might benefit the general welfare. So, when their
constitution was written, they made a point of completely
eliminating the general welfare clause, prohibiting internal
improvements, and also by giving the power to the President
of the item veto.

The constitutional lawyers then believed, and had believed
since the formation of the Republic, that the President did
not have any such power. So, the South, in order to keep
down “internal improvements,” preserve slavery, and to
give power to the executive to prevent a national develop-
ment of the country, specifically put that in the constitution,
because they knew no such power existed under the United
States Constitution.

CONFEDERATE FROVISION OF SEPARATE-ITEM VETO

The provision added in the Confederate Constitution was
as follows:

SECTION 7T

2. * * * The President may approve any appropriation and
disapprove any other apprepriation in the same bill. In such case
he shall, in signing the bill, designate the appropriations disap-
proved; and shall return a copy of such appropriations, with his
objections, to the House in which the bill shall have originated;
and the same proceedings shall then be had as in case of other
bills disapproved by the President. (Added to Const. U. 8., Art. I,
sec. T, par. 2.)

A study of this portion of the Confederate Constitution is
guite worth while. It was put there, I must repeat, because
no such power existed in the United States Constitution.
That is a similar power which is attempted to be put over
the United States Constitution by the Woodrum amendment.

But the power sought by the Woodrum amendment, though
similar, is far greater than any special-item veto. It goes
beyond any type of veto. What we really do by the Wood-
rum amendment is to give up our power of legislating,
whereas, even if we had a special veto, it would be immedi-
ately returned and voted on by Congress.

Now the author of the amendment says that it will give
the President the opportunity to stop raids on the Treasury
by Members of the Senate and the House——

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

Mr. MAVERICE. Yes.

Mr. McFARLANE. It may interest the gentleman to know
that since the Bureau of the Budget has been set up and has
funptioned in the country as such the Commitiee on Appro-
priations of the House has cut below the Bureau of the
Budget's recommendation some $650,000,000. In other
words, we have slashed Budget recommendations to the
amount of some $650,000,000, so that there is not any basis
in fact for any such propaganda as is being spread.

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-~
tleman yield?

Mr. MAVERICE. Yes.

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. In view of what the gentle-
man says—that the Appropriations Committee goes below
the Budget—then assume, if you will, that a bill comes on
the floor of the House and the two Houses increase the
appropriation tremendously beyond the amount suggested by
the Bureau of the Budget, does not the gentleman think

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

JANUARY 14

that some power ought to be lodged somewhere by which
that unusual appropriation could be checked?

Mr. MAVERICEKE. Yes! It ought to be lodged in the Con-~
gress of the United States. That is where it ought to be.

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. But what if the Congress has
appropriated large sums and will not take them out, does
the gentleman mean to say that no power should be lodged
anywhere to prevent such a thing?

Mr. MAVERICK. The answer to that is that if we need
a guardian then they ought to abolish representative gov-
ernment and turn the matter over to the Executive and
let him run the show. We are supposed to represent the
people.

Let us be frank. Suppose I get a post office, or someone
else does. They call getting a post office a “pork barrel” mat-
ter, although, as a matter of fact, post offices are perfectly
proper for us to strive for. Suppose you get a post office
and you are entitled to it, and suppose that we have some
“bad Republican,” a very bad Republican [laughter], and
he did not like me and he cuts it out of the bill.

That is not fair to the people of this country. In other
words, if we make an appropriation, if we waste the people’s
money, we are responsible to the people,

Our friend says that this is to stop raids on the Treasury.
‘Whose raids? Our raids! Do we proclaim that we are not
honest, that we raid the Treasury, that we go out and put
our hands into the “pork barrel” and steal from the people,
and that we need a guardian? Are we without self-restraint,
self-respect, or sense of duty? That is against representa-
tive government, not in favor of it.

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

Mr. MAVERICK., Yes.

Mr. GEARHART. Not being infallible, suppose this Con-
gress makes a mistake and appropriates too much to ac-
complish a certain objective, then if at the end of the year
the President through efficient management has a large
unexpended balance, is he not entitled to credit for it rather
than criticism?

Mr. MAVERICEK. Possibly so; but I do not believe it is
relevant to the point under discussion. There are certain
ways of accomplishing economy, but when you indiscrimi-
nately abandon power and duty over to the Executive with
blanket authority to cut down appropriations, it means any
particular place or job, it means a scientific project, scme-
thing that an Executive does not like, it means that you are
wrong if he is against it, it means a part of something else.
In other words, it gives the Executive power to rewrite our
laws entirely.

Mr. McFARLANE. And there are no facts or figures or
recommendations from the executive department, if I have
been correctly informed, that will justify any such state-
ments, and clearly the Woodrum amendment permits the
doing of things indirectly that the provisions of the Con-
stitution do not permit to be done directly. I therefore be-
lieve in all fairness to ourselves and the President that if the
veto power is to be written into law it shall be written in
keeping with the Constitution. And remember, to override
a veto under the Constitution it requires a two-thirds vote.

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. I ask the gentleman if he
dees not think that the principle of the Woedrum amend-
ment has worked well in many of the States?

Mr. MAVERICK. I understand that the single-item veto
has, but this is not the single-item veto. It goes way beyond
that in the absolute and complete power this amendment
gives. Under the operation of the single-item veto the mat-
ter would come back to the flcor and the Members of Con-
gress have an opportunity to vote on it; but under the oper-
ation of the Woodrum amendment an unlimited time is given
the President to do the cutting and then the matter lies over
for 60 days.

Mind you, the President could take his action just as Con-
gress adjourned and we would not have time to do anything
about it. If this thing is enacted into law, we will find our-
selves continually watching the Executive, and then, after
all, it would simmer down to some fellow being afraid to say
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anything about any appropriation for fear his item would be
cut.

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. Does the gentleman favor the
single-item veto?

Mr. MAVERICK. No; I do not favor it at all, but that
does not make the Woodrum amendment any good, nor
constitutional.

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

Mr. MAVERICE. I yield.

Mr. CULKIN. The Constitution sets up three branches of
government. Is it not a fact that if the President has this
power there will be but two, the judicial and executive?

Mr. MAVERICK. I think so; and I would like the Gov-
ernment to be more representative than it is now.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 additional min-
utes to the gentleman from Texas.

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

Mr. MAVERICEK. I yield.

Mr. CARLSON. I am in accord with the gentleman’s
statement. The gentleman makes the statement that Con-
gress should be responsible for the wasting of funds. The
gentleman realizes, of course, that in the last few years a
large number of agencies have been created by Executive
order of the President. The Resettlement Administration
is not a congressional creation. The gentleman, of course,
believes that if we are to be responsible for the expenditures
we should be somewhat responsible for the creation of the
agencies causing the expenditures, does he not?

Mr. MAVERICEK. Yes; I think so. We should have more,
and not less, to do with agencies.

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, this proposition was brought
before us when only about 20 or 25 Members were present.
One man gets up and makes an objection but is told, “That’s
all right; that's all right, let it go;”—they whisper in his ear
the President wants it, not to worry—and the only explana-
tion made by the gentleman from Virginia was that he talked
to the Republicans about it—no Democrats.

Did he talk to Mr. BANKHEAD, our Speaker?

No! E

Did he speak to our majority leader, Mr. RAYBURN?

No!

Did he speak to the chairman of the Rules Committee,
Mr. O'Connor of New York?

No!

Did he speak to Mr. Boranp of Pennsylvania, the whip?

No; he just brings this thing in and jumps it up like the
devil.

Did he even speak to the chairman of the Committee on
Appropriations about it?

No!

If we let this thing go by, it is just the same as if we should
go out and say, “We need a guardian. Please lock us up.
We haven’t got any sense; we don't know how to make
appropriations. We are a bunch of boobs and we want you
to lock us up as you do people in a feeble-minded institu-
tion.” That is what it amounts to, and that is what I think
about it.

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

Mr, MAVERICK. I yield.

Mr. PIERCE. The value of the single-item veto lies in
the opportunity it affords the Executive. We have the single
veto in Oregon. In the 4 years when I was Governor of that
State I exercised it only three times, but it did keep many
items out of appropriation bills. I am inclined to favor the
single-item veto.

Mr. MAVERICK. But this amendment is worse than that.

Mr. PIERCE. I am with the gentleman 100 percent in
what lie says, yet I favor the single-item weto.

Mr. MAVERICE. We may not always have as benevolent
an Executive as we do now, however.

Mr. KVALE. Mr. Chairman, wiil the gentleman yield?

Mr., MAVERICK. I yield.

Mr. KEVALE. I can endorse what the gentleman from
Oregon says, for the single-item veto has worked well in
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Minnesota. I am, however, in sympathy with the gentle-
man’s remarks about the manner in which the amendment
was adopted.

Mr. MAVERICE, I thank the gentleman from Minnesota.

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

Mr. MAVERICE. I yield.

Mr. VOORHIS. Does not the gentleman feel that in this
time, when we have found through the experience of a num-
ber of years that in certain circumstances almost the only
way in which the economic strength of America can be main-
tained is by keeping up the purchasing power of certain
groups of the people, that this amendment is very vital and
that it might be used deliberately to defeat a program of the
Congress which was necessary for the economic salvation of
the country?

Mr. MAVERICEK. Yes; but it is not a question of eco-
nomics but of democratic government., In the matter of
appropriation for any item, if Congress feels that the appro-
priation is a good one and ought to be made, it ought to
stand.

I think this is a very serious thing. It involves two things:
The prestige of the committee and the Congress and also our
own right of self-government in this House.

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

Mr. MAVERICE. I yield to my good friend.

Mr. McFARLANE. It would amount to requiring a two-
thirds vote of the House and the Senate in order to put
through an appropriation bill and know that it would finally
become a law. It would just force the thing back on us.

Mr. MICHENER. Why would this require a two-thirds
vote?

Mr. EVALE. To override the veto.

Mr. MICHENER. This is not a veto.

Mr. McFARLANE. That is what it amounts to.

Mr., MICHENER. This is not a veto. If I read it cor-
rectly, it would come back here. I ask the opinion of the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. MaveEricK]; he has studied it.

Mr. MAVERICK. * I hate to say this, for Republicans have
said it, but this amendment was written by some fellow who
was not a Congressman, someone who did not know anything
about law. It must have been written by the man in the
moon, for all he knew about legislative practice or the Con-
stitution of the United States, It is a piece of cheese.

I do not know who it was. I know the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. Woobrum] never wrote that amendment.
This amendment seeks to go around the Constitution; it
seeks to get around the veto power; and, as the Baltimore
Sun said, it is a short cut on the Constitution. It does not
set up any machinery. It tries to get around the Constitu-
tion without setting up any machinery and it just flops bang
all our legislative duties in the lap of the Chief Executive.

Mr. MICHENER. And it would make the veto applicable
by negation?

Mr. MAVERICEK. I do not know. It should have been
written as if there was some sense to it. All I know is that
it has enough ropes to choke us down for all time if we
submit.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 2
additional minutes.

Mr. PIERCE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MAVERICK. I yield to the gentleman from Oregon.

Mr. PIERCE. What is the parliamentary situation now?
I was not here when the amendment was passed.

Mr. MAVERICK. The parliamentary situation is that it
is in the House bill. It has gone over to the Senate. What
we ought to do is ask our Senate friends to cut it out, and
when it comes back, if necessary, vote the amendment down.
That is what we have to do if we want to retain our repre-
sentative powers.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. DITTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 30 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I am glad the gentleman from Texas has

just challenged the independence of the House. His speech
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provides an introduction to that to which I wish to direct the
attention of the Members of the House at this time.

Earlier this afternoon the chairman of the Post Office
and Post Roads Committee made a plea for the postal
workers and in the course of his remarks directed the at-
tention of the Members of the House to the slashes that
have been made, as he called them, in the appropriations
under the Budget estimates. I was not at all surprised with
either the tenor of his remarks or the method he pursued
in trying to persuade the House that larger appropriations
should be made for the postal workers. He touched upon
a very splendid thing, one that naturally appeals to a great
many Members of this body, that is, the needs of the postal
workers. It seems to me that in so doing, however, he
should have been mindful of certain other portions of the
hearings than those to which he directed our attention.

It is a very easy thing to stand in this body and make a
statement based on generalities with reference to economy.
It is an entirely different thing to measure your course of
procedure according to the professions of economy that
you make on other occasions. It seems to me that the
chairman of the Post Office and Post Roads Commitfee
must assume the sole responsibility for advocating increased
expenditures, and thereby admit that economy is not a part
of his program.

I would like to call his attention and the attention of the
Members of the House to some other portions of the record.
I want to call attention to the fact that in most lines of
industry and in most lines of business the introduction of
mechanical devices has tended to a reduction of man-hours.
In other words, as machines have been introduced in most
lines of activity, there has followed a diminution in the need
for man-hours. That is true in every one of the lines of
industry that I know of. In fact, it was so true that a few
years ago there were those who advocated a cessation of
machine production in order that there might be an increase
in man-hours. Still the representatives of the Post Office
Department came before the Appropriations Committee and
told that committee that the introduction of mechanization
and the introduction of all the labor-saving devices had not
tended to decrease the need for man-hours, but rather had
tended to increase the need for employees. I submit, Mr.
Chairman, if that is true, then the Appropriations Committee
must assume that all of the money that we have appropri-
ated in years past for mechanical devices and for the intro-
duction of machines in the Post Office Department should
not have been made, or that there is a waste of man-hours
in connection with the operation of the Post Office Depart-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I have a very high regard personally for the
distinguished gentleman who is Postmaster General. I pay
him my respects today. He is a genial, whole-souled, charm-
ing gentleman, But we must face the facts, Mr. Chairman,
that the distinguished Postmaster General and many of those
who are identified with him in the operation of the Post Office
Department have a dual capacity. They have two interests
to serve. They not only have the interest of the post office
to serve, it is not only the transportation and distribution of
the mail of the citizens of the country they must look after,
but they have the tremendous obligation of looking after the
welfare of this Democratic Party. They have two things to
do. It is no wonder, with this added responsibility, that the
need for man-hours has increased.

No matter how many machines we put down there in the
Post Office Department, no matter how fine we carry out our
mechanization, no matter how completely we provide facili-
ties that inventions have brought to us, as long as the tre-
mendous responsibility of looking after this New Deal political
outfit is laid at the door of the genial Postmaster General and
his associates, we are going to be faced with the need for
man-hours and more man-hours in the administration of the
Post Office Department. The taxpayers are paying for the
administration of the Post Office Department and for the
management of the political activities of the New Deal.
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I wondered why the distinguished gentleman from New
York, the chairman of the Post Office and Post Roads Com-
mittee, should use the subterfuge of claiming his interests are
the poor postal employees? I am just as much conecerned,
and I am just as eager and as anxious as he is for their needs
and their welfare. What he should be more concerned about
is seeing that the money appropriated by this Congress for
the Post Office Department goes for postal needs instead of
being diverted to the maintenance, the support, the encour-
agement, the aggrandizement, and development of this New
Deal outfit. I submit, Mr. Chairman, there will he plenty
available for the postal employees if the political activities of
the Department are assumed by the party instead of being
saddled on the taxpayers. So I answer him today by say-
ing we have provided every dollar, and more, that is needed
and necessary for the proper needs of the postal employees,
provided the Post Office Department is relieved of this addi-
tional, this onerous, this distasteful task that is laid at its
door of looking after the more abundant life of the New Deal.

There are other things we should inquire into with refer-
ence to the appropriations for the Post Office Department.
I believe it is time the Post Office Department tells the
country something about these new post offices my distin-
guished friend the gentleman from Texas [Mr. MAVERICK] &
few moments ago unfortunately referred to as “pork.” That
is a rather nasty term, and I would not have used it; but
since it has been put into my mouth by the distinguished
gentleman from Texas, I must perforce accept it. So I say
it is “pork” you gentlemen have indulged in, not the little
pigs you have been killing, but the “pork” you have been de-
vouring and on which you have been feasting. If you will
read the hearings, you will see this “pork” must have
adornments on it and ornaments on it. This was a revela-
tion to me. As we pursued throughout the course of the
hearings our inquiry on ways of saving money, we were ad-
vised that every one of these pieces of “pork” which are be-
ing put into your districts must have special kinds of orna-
ments put on them. I assume the features of the “pork”
must be somewhat beautified probably. In other words, you
seek to remove the nasiiness of “pork” by these efforts at
adornment, but a pig is a pig and pork is pork, no matter
how you attempt to beautify or disguise it.

Then we were surprised to learn these adornments need
more man-hours to look after them. In other words, you
not only demand “pork” but you want some men paid
by the Public Treasury, by the taxpayers, to shine them up,
to put a little bit of sheen here and little bit of glitter there,
and a bit more of atiraction some place, in order that the
nastiness of the “pork” feature will be covered over by the
beauty of these adornments and ornaments.

Do you honestly believe the taxpayers of the country ought
1o be paying not only for your “pork” but for the adornments
and beautifications which you feel are necessary in order to
hide the ugly features which otherwise might worry even
you? There, Mr. Chairman of the Post Office Committee,
again, sir, I say, let us save a liftle money from the adorn-
ments of the “pork” and you will have more money for these
poor postal employees, for whom I join with you in just as
fervent a plea, and with just as much an outpouring of my
heart, as you resorted to earlier in the afternoon.

Let me refer a moment further to the operations of the
Post Office Department and let me call your attention to a
matter which I believe should receive serious consideration.
As all of us know, we have been faced during the last 6
months with a rather disastrous depression. It has been
called a recession, I believe, probably for much the same
reason that we put adornments and ornaments on “pork.”
Nevertheless, the fact remains that unemployment has in-
creased and business has stagnated, and we are up against it
as far as the normal activities of industry are concerned.
During the course of the hearings we had before us a man
who was interested in the air transportation of the mails of
the United States. He came seeking some additional help
for a very worthy cause, the air-mail transportation. Dur-
ing the course of his examination he pointed to certain fac-
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tors which he said had so crippled transportation by air
that unless something were done, unless some remedy were
provided, a complete collapse of air transportation in the
United States was threatened. As we pressed him for a
reason, asking him to give us the cause for the difficulties
which were encountered, he told us that during the past
year taxes had been increased by 65.5 percent. When we
pressed him as to whether or not the same crippling and
deadly punishments had not been visited upon all private
industry and all private enterprise, he admitted that the
same factors were present in other lines of industry as pre-
vailed in the air transportation systems of the country.

There is a matter which should be receiving our serious
consideration. There is a matter which challenges the at-
tention of every man. Thank God, your Secretary of the
Treasury came out today, according to the newspapers, and
said what we have to do is not look for more revenues and
more ways of getting money out of the taxpayer’s pocket
but that appropriations must be cut. What we have to do
is pare down instead of build up. What we have to do is
challenge every man here to assume the responsibility with
which he was charged earlier in the afternoon by the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. Maverick]l, when he said that upon
our shoulders rests the responsibility for the disbursements
from the Public Treasury, and that by no rhyme or reason
could we maintain representative government and try to
pass this responsibility on to the White House. Here is
where appropriations have to be cut; here is where savings
must be made; here is where economies must be effected—
and in no other place.

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

Mr. DITTER. I yield to the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr, SHORT. I take it my distinguished friend the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania is, therefore, against this item-
veto provision?

Mr. DITTER. Unqualifiedly.

Mr. SHORT. I do not know who the author is, but, Mr.
Chairman, I believe whoever wrote the provision should be
arrested and incarcerated for indecent intellectual exposure.

Mr. DITTER. May I direct the attention of the commit-
tee to still a further matter which I believe should receive
our serious consideration—the type of accounting system
which is presently in operation in the Post Office Depart-
ment. I believe the distinguished chairman of the subcom-
mittee [Mr. Luprow], for whom I have the most profound
regard and respect, was startled to learn the Post Office
accounting system does not reflect in many ways matters of
pertinent importance to the operations of the Department—
matters which any small business concern would of neces-
sity have recorded upon its books. I will give just one illus-
tration.

Revenues flow into the Post Office Department as a result
of the deposits in postal savings, and what happens to them?
In days gone by, when there was a greater degree of confi-
dence on the part of private investors; in the days when
the restraints that now are binding down and holding back
the energies, the industry, and the initiative of the Ameri-
can people were not present; in those days the postal sav-
ings funds, to a very large degree, found their way into the
banks of the country, the national banks of the country
which in turn let these funds out into the avenues of private
industry and private enterprise. Then the pall of the New
Deal fell upon the whole thing, and private industry, private
enterprise, and private investments had to pull themselves
in so that they might not be visited by the punitive and
penalizing measures of the New Deal. As a result the Post
Office Department finds that the banks will not take the
money.

Now, what has happened? The Post Office Department
therefore has to invest increasingly large sums in the bonds
of the United States. When we asked the question, how are
these funds invested, are the bonds purchased on the open
market, or is it a direct transaction between two depart-
ments of the Government, we were told that in a large
measure they were bought in the open market. Well, if they
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are bought in the open market, then there is one thing
that is incident thereto, and that is somebody is getfing
some commission. Oh, now, I have not made any charges,
and none of you Democrats need raise your eyebrows, or
evidence such a degree of alarm.

I say it is only natural that these brokerage houses are not
in business for love, even though Uncle Sam is the one that
is doing either the buying or selling. We then asked the
Post Office Department to give us the debit charge against
postal savings deposits of the amount of the brokerage paid
during the past year and the brokerage houses that have
been the recipients of this very lucrative business. It must
be a rare privilege to be a favored brokerage house. We were
told we could neither get the amount of the commissions nor
the houses that had conducted these transactions between
the Post Office Department and the Treasury Department.

I say, in my opinion, this condition should be changed. I
charge that not this Congress alone but every man and
woman who has confidence enough to go to a post office and
deposit their earnings in that post office has the right to
know how much of their principal, whether it is $10 or 10
times $10, is being paid as commissions to brokerage houses
out of the money they are depositing. They have the right
to know whether there is any “pork” here, adorned or un-
adorned, ornamented of unornamented.

While we are talking about these Post Office Department
investments let me point out another matter in the same
connection. This is a joint bill—for Post Office and Treas-
ury. I think it is a splendid thing to have the two together,
the place where they get the money out of the taxpayer and
the place where such a large part of the taxpayers’ contri-
bution goes from the taxpayer to support the operations of
the New Deal machine, I invite your attention to an inter-
esting yet very alarming procedure.

I find that $750,000,000 of social-security money will likely
be invested during the next year in Government bonds.
What does this mean? This means the money of the wage
earner to support the credit structure which has been
threatened and impaired by the fiscal operations of this ad-
ministration, to buttress it by the money that is coming out
of the wage earners’ pockets, $750,000,000. Four hundred
and twenty-five million dollars more under sections 2 and 8
of the social-security program going the same route. I
was almost going to say “going down the river” the same
way, but I shall not say that. One hundred million dollars
more of the money from the railroad employees for the rail-
road retirement fund is going into Government bonds and
other additional millions of postal savings and employees
retirement money being used for the same purpose. Mak-
ing one billion and a half of taxpayers’ money, savings or
otherwise, being directed, used, managed for but one pur-
pose, and that is to provide an artificial background and
base for the present condition of the United States Treasury
and to buttress the credit which has been impaired by the
profligacy of the New Deal.

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

Mr. DITTER. Yes.

Mr, PIERCE. Does the gentleman know of a safer place
to put it or a better place? Where would the gentleman put
it? We do not want the cash, surely.

Mr. DITTER. I will answer the gentleman.

Mr. PIERCE. I would like to know about that.
you put it in bonds in some village in Ohio?

Mr. DITTER. I wish the gentleman would not presume
what my answer is to be.

Mr. PIERCE. To the gentleman, I apologize.

Mr. DITTER. Instead of an accumulation of these funds,
I believe we could meet the needs of the social-security
program, properly written, and the needs of the railroad
employees and all the others, from year to year as the
needs arise, by the appropriations of the Congress of the
United States, provided there is a cessation of the extrava-
gances and wastes that have brought about an impairment
of Federal credit. I believe that Uncle Sam can pay his
way for every one of these things. We do not have to put

Would
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the money in the vaults of the Secretary of the Treasury
or into Government bonds or buttress the credit by these
commission transactions, but from year to year appropria-
tions may be made as the need may require.

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

Mr. DITTER. May I just finish this thought. The point
I am trying to make is this: I believe we on this side are
just as much concerned as those on the opposite side of
the aisle for what the needs may be, but I doubt very much
whether we should hazard, whether we should jeopardize,
the interest of those who look forward to the payments
under these benefits by letting the program go on that has
been followed during the last few years. It seems to me
that we are inviting such hazard. If this structure that is
being supported at the present time were to be in any way
impaired, the poor man who is looking for social security,
and the railroad worker, in whom I am much interested,
who is thinking about his retirement benefit, may find no
funds available for payment when the need arises.

But I want to go back to the Post Office Department for a
moment. Since the distinguished gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. BoLanD] presses me to yield to him, I suggest
that I would prefer that he would have some other than
a Pennsylvanian request that I yield, for it might be an
invitation to me to touch on a very sore subject under this
debate.

Mr. BOLAND of Pennsylvania. And I say to the gentle-
man that anything that he might say would not make
me sore.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has consumed 30
minutes.

Mr. DITTER. I yield myself 5 additional minutes.

Mr. BOLAND of Pennsylvania. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield now?

Mr. DITTER. One of the Army chaplains whom I met
always assured the men in his outfit that Uncle Sam loved
them. “Remember Uncle Sam loves you”, he would say.
As I think of my distinguished friend from New York [Mr.
Meap], chairman of the Committee on the Post Office and
Post Roads, even as I think of the distinguished gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Boranp], who probably shares the
same opinion, it seems to me that they are eager to impress
upon everybody in this land that Uncle Sam loves them,
that he loves them by giving them everything—everything
that they can collect from the taxpayers of the country.

Mr. BOLAND of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield for a question now?

Mr. DITTER. I submit, Mr. Chairman, we should appro-
priate for the needs of postal employees every dollar that
they earn, but we should cut off every last dollar of the ap-
propriation which is diverted from proper channels into
political streams.

And now, Mr. Chairman, if the distinguished gentleman
from Pennsylvania insists that I yield, then I yield.

Mr. BOLAND of Pennsylvania. The gentleman stated that
he might open up a subject that would be unpleasant to me.

Mr. DITTER. Oh, no. I said fo the Pennsylvania group.
If I in any way made any statement which reflected un-
favorably upon my distinguished friend, I want to change it.

Mr. BOLAND of Pennsylvania. It is perfectly all right for
the gentleman to bring up any subject, as far as I am con-
cerned, but I was not interested in that particular thing, but
the gentleman borders very closely, I would say, to a charge
that somebody is getting commissions because of this busi-
ness between departments. 'Would it not be well worth
while, if the gentleman has any specific reason for making
a statement like that, to demand an investigation?

Mr. DITTER. I can only answer the gentleman by saying
that it seems to me that my duty is to bring it to the atten-
tion of my distinguished colleague from Pennsylvania, and
since he has accepted it as an innuendo—and I did not go
that far—then I feel he will bestir himself to see if there
is any such thing that requires an investigation, and if so
that he will make it with dispatch. What I feared was that
he might have desired to interrogate me with reference to
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the dirty linen in Pennsylvania that was being washed here
earlier in the week.

Mr. BOLAND of Pennsylvania. I thought the gentleman
meant during the Pinchot administration.

Mr. DITTER. I want to caution the gentleman. It was
most distasteful to me to find that my friends on the other
side of the aisle from Pennsylvania felt called upon to bring
their family secrets out in the open, their bickerings, their
quarrelings, these skeletons that have been hanging in their
closets, and expose them to the scrutiny of the whole country.
I thought these gentlemen would be more guarded, and that
they would hold these things to themselves even for their own
protection, if not for the fair name of Pennsylvania.

I plead with my distinguished friend from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Boranp] that the skeletons be left in the closet, that the
family quarrel of the Democrats in Pennsylvania be with-
held from the public press, that the sorry conditions of dis-
cord which prevail in your midst be kept a secret, that all
of this be protected from the morbid curiosity of scandal
mongers and that Pennsylvania be protected from further
censure and criticism growing out of the exposé. [Applause.]

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. Chairman, at the proper time I
intend to offer an amendment to this bill to appropriate
$180,000 for the purpose of continuing the operation and
maintenance of the Hot Springs Transient Medical Center In-
firmary, located at Hot Springs National Park, Ark., which
amendment is as follows:

Provided, That not in excess of $180,000 of this appropriation
may be used and expended for the purpose of continuing the
operation and maintenance of the Hot Springs Transient Medical
Center y. located at Hot Springs National Park, Ark., under
the supervision and control of the Public Health Service of the
Treasury Department.

And I propose at this time to discuss the necessity for this
amendment and appropriation, in order that the member-
ship may be advised regarding it and give it some thought
preceding debate on the amendment when offered.

First, I will say to the membership of the House that this
is not a new or additional Federal expenditure, although
it is not now and has not heretofore been included in the
Budget; but last year I had a similar amendment adopted to
the third deficiency appropriation bill, which amendment
authorized the President to allot to the Public Health Serv-
ice of the Treasury Department, for the fiscal year 1938, not
to exceed $200,000 out of unexpended balances made avail-
able by section 1 of the Emergency Relief Appropriation Act
of 1937. This provision of law now appears at page 272 of
the statutes of the first session of the Seventy-fifth Congress.

Acting on this authority, the President allocated $180,000
to cover the cost of continuing the operation and mainte-
nance of this transient camp and infirmary.

The reason, as I understand, why this item has not been
and is not now included in the regular Budget is because
there has been no general statute of authorization for this
purpose enacted. However, I have today introduced a bill
authorizing regular annual appropriations for this purpose
and, of course, hope and expect to obtain the passage of this
measure at this session of Congress. This will then insure
the inclusion of an appropriation for this purpose in the
Budget.

The proceedings I am taking in this matter follow and
are in many respects the result of conferences I have had
with officials of the Public Health Service, the Treasury De-
partment, and the Director of the Budget.

Many of you, no doubt, recall my explanation of this mat-
ter last year, when I offered the amendment that was
adopted to the third deficiency appropriation bill, but in
order to keep the record straight and so that there may be
no misunderstanding, but rather, so that each Member may
have full and complete information, I wish to review briefly
some facts in connection with and in support of this proposal.

Hot Springs National Park, where this transient medical
center infirmary is located, is the oldest national park in the
United States and was established by act of Congress in
1832. Healing qualities of the hot waters of these springs
had long before been discovered. For many years people who
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came there from far and near bathed in open pools on the
hillside, just above what now constitutes the main street,
Central Avenue, of the city of Hot Springs. In 1878 the
Government established a free bathhouse. Notwithstanding
the establishment of this free bathhouse, where baths
might be obtained without charge, adequate supervision and
regulations were not maintained, Each patient was permit-
ted to diagnose his own case and bathe at will. This pro-
cedure was obviously dangerous, because it was conducive
to the spread of infectious diseases rather than their pre-
vention and eradication. For this reason, in 1921 the De-
partment of the Interior requested the United States Public
Health Service to assume supervision of free bathers. Since
that time the Public Health Service has maintained a clinic
in the Government free bathhouse, and this clinic examines
all applicants who apply for free baths and isolates those
cases where the disease is found to be infectious.

Before applicants can receive this free treatment it is nec-
essary that they take a pauper’s oath. They come to Hot
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Admissions to the Public Health Service Medical Center, Hot Springs
National Park, Ark., Jan, 1, 1937-Dec. 31, 1937—Continued
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these facilities, and as a result, thousands come annually
and thousands have been cured and restored to health,
and thus returned to their communities no longer objects
of charity, but able to meet their full responsibilities of
citizenship.

Public health is generally promoted by this service. Our
relief load is lightened and sick bodies are restored to their
full health, rather than being permitted to grow into chronie,
incurable cases, and thus become permanent burdens on
society.

During 1937 the average daily number of persons receiving
domiciliary and hospital care at this transient camp was 346.

The physical properties of this camp consist of 9 bar-
racks or dormifories, an administration building, kitchen,
dining room, recreation hall, and small infirmary, providing
accommodations for 500 persons, and the infirmary provid-
ing 60 beds. These buildings are permanently constructed
and located on 34 acres of land that was purchased and
donated by the city of Hot Springs and Garland County.
The camp was constructed by the Federal Emergency Relief
Administration at a cost of $106,173.34. Since its comple-
tion it has been operated by the United States Public Health
Service in connection with the free clinic and bathhouse
maintained by the Federal Government at Hot Springs and
with funds granted by the Federal Emergency Relief Admin-
istration to the State of Arkansas and the appropriation
contained in the third deficiency appropriation bill last
year. The emergency relief funds are now exhausted; there-
fore the necessity for this appropriation to carry on this
work.

The Government free bathhouse and clinic represents an
investment of $275,000.

I emphasize the critical situation that will exist and im-
mediately follow a discontinuation of this service should we
fail to make an appropriation to cover the cost of its con-
tinuation. You realize that the function of this medical-
center camp is to provide domiciliary care to completely in-
digent persons. who take -a pauper's oath and apply for
treatment at the Government free bathhouse and clinic.
Before admission to this camp, by an examination at the
clinic, these persons are found to have acute, infectious
diseases. They come to Hot Springs from every State in
the Union, attracted there by the facilities and operations
this Government is offering them without charge, to be
restored to health. Most of these persons are young men
and women who come from impoverished homes and from
communities devoid of medical facilities. They hitchhike,
come in freight cars, and every conceivable way of free
transportation. They arrive destitute of funds and in such
large numbers that it is impossible for local charities to carg
for them.

Prior to the establishment of the Public Health medical
center these people slept in alleys, begged from door to door,
and were frequently observed seeking food from garbage
cans. When they were unable to find subsistence to main-
tain them until they could receive this treatment, they
returned to their home communities or continued to wander
around over the country, carrying with them the infection
and diseases with which they were afflicted.

This public-health service has corrected this condition.
The acute infectious cases who have no means with which
to obtain subsistence are domiciled in this camp and segre-
gated from others and prevented from coming into contact
with other human beings so as to spread these diseases.
Most of them are fully cured and are returned to good
health.

During the year 1937, 937 persons in this camp became
‘hospital patients, The daily average of hospital inmates
was 46. Without this medical center hospital care for these
patients most of them would have died. Twenty-three babies
were born in this hospital, 21 from syphilitic mothers.
These mothers were ill and some of them in a critical condi-
tion. Of these, 2 were still-born, but of the 19 that lived,
18 were free from the stigma of syphilis, although their
mothers were afilicted with this terrible disease. Thus you
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obtain some impression of the great good this service is
rendering.

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

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield.

Mr. SHORT. The project to which the gentleman refers
is a most worthy one, and I am heartily in favor of the
appropriation for which he asks; but I want to ask my able
friend from Arkansas if we as Members of Congress and
representatives of the people can have any assurance that
the appropriation will be spent, since we included the item
veto in the independent offices appropriation bill earlier this
week, turning the purse strings over to the Chief Executive
of the United States and abandoning our own constitutional
duties?

Mr. McCLELLAN. Replying to the gentleman from Mis-
souri, and my friend, I may say that I hope before this
session of Congress is over we will certainly have that assur-
ance.

Mr. BOILEAU. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCLELLAN, I yield to the gentleman from Wis-
consin.

Mr. BOILEAU. Do the figures which the gentleman has
disclose the percentage of cures of these people who come
there? Is it proving effective? I may say that I do not
know and I am asking for information.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Yes. I invite the gentleman to read
the testimony of the Surgeon General of the United States
on this point, which will be found on pages 655 and 656 of
the hearings. I invite the entire membership of the House
to read the testimony of the Surgeon General of the United
States in regard to this matter.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to include as a
part of my remarks some tables showing the number of
patients that have been treated at this hospital and who
have received domiciliary care last year, as well as other
statements which have been prepared by the medical doctor
in charge.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Arkansas?

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, does not the gentleman have
to secure that permission in the House?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair does not think so. The
gentleman may be given unanimous consent to insert those
tables in the RECORD.

Is there objection to the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Tomorrow or Monday, when I offer the
amendment, I hope the membership of this House will give
it support. The Appropriations Committee should not ob-
ject to it, but do as it did when practically the same amend-
ment was offered by me last year to the third deficiency ap-
propriation bill—accept it.

I know it will be said that we need to balance the Budget.
To that I agree; and I am willing to go just as far as the
next one to do it, and am anxious to reduce and eliminate
every item of cost it is possible and right for us to dispense
with. The time has come when we must make a sacrifice
in order to get the Budget balanced. I know we cannot go
on indefinitely with large deficits; but this matter that I am
presenting here has a humanitarian appeal, It is a health
problem. The neglect to provide this service will mean an
increase in these diseases and the further spread of the infec-
tion that they carry. Study these tables that I shall include
in the REcorp. I also invite you to read the testimony of
Surgeon General Thomas Parran, of the United States
Public Health Service, which is found at pages 654, 655,
and 656 of the committee hearings. No one can read that
testimony and study these tables and understand this sub-
ject without being convinced of the merits of this expendi-
ture; and, in my judgment, when you have done that you
will enthusiastically support my amendment. [Applause.]l

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time to the
gentleman from California [Mr. Izac] as he may desire.
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Mr. IZAC. Mr. Chairman, I want to speak for a few
moments on a matter that many may consider trivial, but
which means so much to the men composing the armed
forces of the United States.

In the 1932 drive for economy it was found necessary to
discontinue the so-called shipping-over pay or reenlistment
allowance. In the bill under consideration today there is
no mention of the continuation of this restriction in that
section having to do with the Coast Guard.

However, I am fearful lest there be another effort made
this year, as happened in the first session of the Seventy-
fifth Congress, to deny the reenlistment allowance to the
men of the Coast Guard.

There is no provision for an appropriation covering this
payment and naturally that leads me to believe that it is
the intention of the Appropriations Committee to strike down
any attempt to place in any appropriation bill a sumn
sufficient to make the reenlistment allowance possible.

Now, in the first place, I believe we should squarely face
the facts in this matter.

I have introduced a bill, H. R. 8782, which has the en-
dorsement of the Regular Veterans’ Association, and, in fact,
of practically all veterans. This bill provides for a new
schedule of pay for the enlisted men of the armed forces.
Naturally, if the time is considered propitious, this will prob-
ably receive consideration. If it is not, it will probably not
be acted upon for some time. _

However, in the meantime, I can see no reason why we
should longer continue to deny to these enlisted men the
reenlistment allowance which means so much to them and
their families in this day when the cost of living is steadily
rising.

I want to point out how important it is for the morale of
the services that we do everything possible to remove from
the minds of these men, ever ready to serve the best in-
terests of the people of the United States—to remove from
them any worry of an economic nature.

I believe the United States is financially able to take
proper care of the men who have dedicated their lives to
the service of their country and to make it possible for
them and their families to enjoy a decent American stand-
ard of living.

The reenlistment allowance really amounts to so very little
when we consider the great advantage from this morale
standpoint. For instance, in the present bill, by the inser-
tion of an item of less than $300,000, we can renew the
custom of paying this small amount to each man who re-
enlists. And thus render unnecessary the considerably
greater expense encountered in training raw recruits to take
the place of those who feel that there is no longer any
incentive for them to continue in the service of the United
States.

This policy was inaugurated nearly a century ago and has
been strictly adhered to until the Economy Act changed it.
And, by the way, this is practically the only provision of the
Economy Act that has not been rescinded.

I am convinced, herefore, after having made a study of
this question, that the taxpayers’ interests are served and
money is saved them by the renewal of the practice of pay-
ing reenlistment allowance, and that a saving will accrue
to the Government not only in bettered morale but in actual
dollars and cents.

I trust we may count on the support of the Members of
this body in our effort to have continued this long-estab-
lished practice in the interests of the men of the services.
[Applause.]

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may desire to the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. STEFAN].

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Chairman, in this debate on the ap-
propriations for the Treasury and Post Office Departments, I
wish to suggest that we do not lose sight of the fact that
the rural mail service must eventually be extended so that
all people in the rural districts shall receive this service. I
am in full agreement with the members of this committee that
we favor reduction in appropriations wherever this is pos-
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sible. But I am disappointed in the reductions made for the
rural mail service. I feel that the amount of money allowed
for rural mail service extensions is not enough. I have
heard from many people in my district who are anxious for
extensions of this valuable service. I have talked to other
Members here today who tell me they, too, have need of
many extensions in their districts. The small amount of
money allowed for extensions in this bill, in my opinion, will
not give us the rural mail extensions to which our rural people
are entitled. I note that there are increases in the appropria-
tions for the office services in the departments. I feel that
this money could be better used in the extension of rural mail
delivery.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to compliment the chairman of the
subcommittee and other members of his committee who have
worked so long and so hard on this bill. However, I feel
that in their extreme desire for economy they have cut
too deeply into our rural mail service. You will recall
that recently the President has suggested a cut in our ap-
propriations for Federal highways. If you read the Presi-
dent’s recent communications on that subject you will find
that he states that more employment is given to men on
farm-to-market roads than is given on the Federal highways.
This, to my mind, means that our President is aware of the
importance of post roads and rural roads. It has been my
personal honor to attend many meetings of these rural mail
carriers. It is my privilege to know many of these Govern-
ment servants personally. I have never known a finer, more
loyal, more energetic group of men in my life. They give
service to the people in the isolated parts of our Nation in
all kinds of weather. They deliver the mail during storms and
travel all conditions of roads. They have undergone greaft
personal hardships in order that the mail go through to the
remotest places of our Nation. They have broken the trails
and through their great service we today learn from the Chief
Executive of our land for the need of better farm-to-market
roads over which these carriers of our valuable mail may
travel and roads over which our farmers can reach their
nearest market in all conditions of weather,

I refer to this road question at this point in order to eall
your attention to the fact that if we do not continually
extend this great rural mail service there may be the dan-
ger that at the same time we may forget the great farm-
to-market and post-road program which we have so well
started.

It is well to cut appropriations wherever that saving to
our taxpayers can be done. But it must not be forgotten
that our Post Office Department is a revenue-collecting
branch of our Government. Much of the money which we
appropriate for that Department comes back into the people’s
Treasury. Therefore I feel that this Department should not
work with a handicap of a depleted bank deposit. It should
have funds with which to continually work and expand. It
should be run very much like private business which is in
business for the purpose of securing revenue. It cannot do
that without expansion and it cannot do that without
working capital.

We are told here that some money has been saved by the
consolidation of these rural routes. The subchairman in-
forms me that most of these consolidations have been com-
pleted. I have opposed some of these consolidations during
the depression because I felt that this Government was en-
deavoring to provide employment for the breadwinners of
needy families. I have felt that to consolidate a mail route
resulted in putting one breadwinner on relief. However, for
the sake of efficiency and economy, I have been guided by
those Members who are closer to this problem than I have
been. However, I still object to consolidation of mail routes
which result in giving one carrier a route, say, 75 or 90
miles long. I feel now that consolidations have about been
completed, that we should concentrate on some regulation
or limit as to the length of routes. I feel that no rural mail
carrier should be forced to cover more than 50 miles or, in
extreme cases, 60 miles. I shall support any bill or resolu-
tion which will result in bringing this about.
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With a limit on these consolidated routes, Mr. Chairman,
I feel that we shall place at rest many complaints which I
have been receiving and at the same time we shall eliminate
many problems which face the carriers themselves.

Mr. Chairman, I come from a farm district. I personally
know the great value of the rural mail delivery to the farm
people of my district. The service which we now enjoy is
highly appreciated by our people. However, there are many,
many more lonesome homes in my district which are entitled
to this service. It is for these people that I am pleading.
today. I hope and pray that this committee will bear in
mind these neglected people and make the future brighter
for them by appropriations for more rural mail extensions
in order that some day in the not far future every farm
home will enjoy an all-weather farm-to-market road over
which the servants of our Government, the rural mail car-
riers, can travel. I hope that we all can live to see the day
that a rural mail carrier will visit every farm home in our
land once every day. [Applause.]

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. CoONNERY].

Mr. CONNERY. Mr. Chairman, I have listened with a
great deal of interest during the past 2 weeks to the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. McFarLaNE] and to my colleague from
Massachusetts [Mr. WiceLEsworTH] and their statements
calling the attention of the Members of the House to con=-
ditions which today exist in the radio industry.

Yesterday morning I found on my desk a communication
from the Federal Radio Commission which confained a
mimeographed copy of a press release issued on December
27 with reference to the so-called Mae West program.

The press release reads as follows:

Chairman Frank R. McNinch announced today that the Commis=
slon has received, in response to its request, a letter from Mr,
Lenox R. Lohr, president of the National Broadcasting Co., Inc.,
transmitting an exact copy of the transcript of the Adam and Eve
feature, the electrical transcription of the skit, a copy of the con~
tract between Chase & Sanborn (sponsors of the program) and
the National Broadcasting Co. covering this broadcast, and a list
of the stations over which this feature was broadcast.

The Commission will give further consideration to this matter
after considering the script and the electrical transcription.

This, as I have said, was dated December 27, and here it is
January 14. I know a large number of the Members of the
House are joining with me in wondering if this incident is
going to be whitewashed. The American people are clean
of mind, and naturally they resent the infrusion into their
homes of any blasphemous, sensuous, indecent, obscene, or
profane utterance, printed matter, or radio broadcast, and
that is exactly what this particular broadcast was.

It is claimed by radio officials that some 40,000,000 homes
in this country have radio receivers. The people who buy
these radio receivers and listen to them do so in the belief
and with the thought that such receivers will not be a
medium of receiving into their homes any salacious radio
broadcast. While the American family can protect its home
from the intrusion of salacious and indecent printed matter,
radio broadcasts are an entirely different proposition. You
simply turn the switch on your radio receiver and you have
to take what comes out of it, without having the least idea
what the program will contain. It is true you probably have
some knowledge of who is sponsoring the program and who
are the principals—the artists who are to be presented—
and you place your confidence in the reputations of the
sponsor and the artists. You certainly do not expect to
hear a program that is offensive.

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

Mr. CONNERY. I yield to the gentleman from Minne-
sota.

Mr. EVALE, The gentleman is a worthy successor to an
illustrious statesman, who was a dear friend of mine.

Mr. CONNERY. I thank the gentleman.

Mr, KVALE. Does not the gentleman believe no good
purpose will be served by criticism at this time, in view of
the fact Government agencies are taking cognizance of the
matter and have sought to correct it, and have also at-
tempted to see it does not repeat itself in the future?
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Mr. CONNERY. I may say to the gentleman that it is
my idea that we should get to the bottom of these things.
It is our duty. There should be no whitewashing of this or
any similar incident. Several weeks have passed since this
report was received from the National Broadcasting Co. by
the Federal Communications Commission, and it is about
time we had a report on what the Commission intends to do.

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONNERY. I yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. O'MALLEY. Under the urgings of the people who
are active in the League of Decency, the movies managed to
clean up some of their pictures. Does not the gentleman
believe the radio industry ought to set up a board of censor-
ship, as the motion-picture industry has done, to look over
the material which goes on the air before it is broadcast?

Mr. CONNERY. I may say to the gentleman I believe
this would be an excellent idea. Of course, the Federal
Communications Commission announces it has no authority
for censorship, but section 326 of the Communications Act
of 1934 reads as follows:

No person within the jurisdiction of the United States shall
utter any obscene, indecent, or profane language by means of radio
communication.

This situation can be controlled, there is no doubt of it,
by the Federal Communications Commission, at the time the
offending stations permitting such radio broadcasts come
up for renewal of license.

Mr. O'MALLEY. Does not the gentleman believe a vast
majority of the people in the radio industry and the adver-
tisers are clean and decent minded, and that they them-
selves, as was the case in the motion-picture industry, would
be best fitted to clean out the dirty-minded people in the
business? ;

Mr. CONNERY. Yes, I believe they could help the situa=
tion a great deal, but I still believe the Federal Communica~
tions Commission has the responsibility under the Communi-
cations Act to see that it is cleaned up if those people in the
radio industry do not take it upon themselves to do it.

Mr. O'MALLEY. Of course, the Communications Commis-
sion gets the matter only after the damage is done and the
dirt has been broadcast.

Mr. CONNERY. That is true, but the Commission could
possibly forestall such incidents by forcing the industry to
keep the programs clean by proper supervision and regula-
tion.

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

Mr. CONNERY. I yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. McFARLANE. I appreciate the splendid address the
gentleman is making. May I call your attention to the fact
the Federal Communications Commission is the agency with
the responsibility of regulating the entire communications
field, and under the law they cannot say they cannot stop
these practices. They regulate the phases of the industry
they want regulated and then close their eyes to what they
apparently do not care to regulate. I believe the gentleman’s
position in that regard is very sound.

Mr. CONNERY. The gentleman is exactly right.

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

Mr, CONNERY. I yield to the gentleman from Alabama.

Mr. PATRICK. Is it the purpose of the gentleman in
cleaning house in this respect to cover treaty relations with
neighboring countries so we can really have the matter
cleared up? For example, a doctor from Kansas or some
other State in this counfry may cross the line into Mexico.
It may happen, for instance.

Mr. CONNERY. It has happened.

- Mr. PATRICK. He may there begin to release broadcasts
that are unwholesome and absolutely untrue and which con-
tain representations that cannot be sustained. He may ask
that the good, wholesome working people of this country in
their time of need send American dollars down to him in
payment for advice and ideas which are not sound, and in
connection with wild schemes which would not be permitted
in this country. Does the gentleman have a plan which would
include freaties with geographic neighbors whereby we can
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put a stop to the nefarious practice that has grown up of
so using this medium which is new to the world and has not
yet been legally circumscribed, and thus protect the American
people?

Mr. CONNERY. The gentleman is correct. I agree with
him wholeheartedly in that something should be done to
bring to an end this business of going across our borders, out
of the United States, to a neighboring country, where high-
powered radio stations permit the covering of this country
through the air with offensive programs we would not tolerate
here,

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield for a brief question?

Mr. CONNERY. I will be pleased to yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. McFARLANE. Does not the gentleman believe there
is entirely too much power in the hands of this monopoly,
which I think everyone agrees exists, to control the molding
of public opinion? I am referring now to the radio monop-
oly tied in with the communications monopoly of the A. T. &
T. Between R. C. A. and A. T. & T. they control through
their patent pooling and cross-licensing agreements the en-
tire moving-picture industry as well as the chain broadcast-
ing system and with the monopolistic services existing be-
tween them they largely control the chain broadcasting
through their radio system newspaper ownership in the
Nation. Does not the gentleman believe there is too much
power in these three agencies—the radio, moving-picture,
and newspaper set-up—to put into the hands of any group
to mold public opinion in this country?

Mr. CONNERY. I agree with the gentleman.

Mr. MCFARLANE. And is it not the duty of this Con-
gress to act with respect to this monopoly that is apparently
flourishing under supposed Government supervision?

Mr. CONNERY. I heartily agree with the gentleman
from Texas, and I was coming to that point.

My principal reason for being on this floor today, talking
on this subject, is due to the fact that my predecessor in
Congress, my brother, the late Congressman William P.
Connery, Jr., presented in the first session of this Congress
a resolution calling for an investigation of the Federal
Communications Commission.

This is not the first time that an incident such as this
has happened. This is not the first time we have had such
an intrusion into American homes of salacious, indecent, and
blasphemous programs. There have been several occasions
in the past where similar conditions have existed and my late
brother, Congressthan Connery, called the conditions pre-
vailing at that time to the attention of the Federal Com-
munications Commission. The usual whitewash was the
result,

I am here today wondering if we are going to see a white-
wash of this particular incident. Three weeks have elapsed
since the electrical transcription of the skit, the script, and
the list of stations using the broadcast have been received
by the Federal Communications Commission, and it is about
time that we received a report on the matter.

Because of the great hubbub that was raised, naturally, by
people throughout the country complaining of this particular
broadeast, I communicated by letter with the Commission.
My letter to Chairman McNinch follows:

Hon. Frank R. McCNINCH,
Chairman, Federal Communications Commission,
Washington, D. C.

My DEAr Mr. CHAIRMAN: During the past week I have received a
volume of complaints from people of my district protesting against
the indecency resorted to by the National Broadcasting Co. in its
efforts to enlarge the sales opportunities of Chase & Sanborn's
coffees. These complaints substantially indicate that your Com-
mission has been derelict, to say the least, in its enforcement of
section 326 of the Communications Act of 1934, which section
directs your Commission to prevent the broadcasting of radlo pro-
grams which are indecent, profane, or obscene.

While it is common knowledge in the Congress of the United
Btates that the radio lobbyists, maintained at tremendous expense
by the licensees of your Commission, have all but run the Com-
mission, it gseems to me that when your Commission permits the

ravishing of the American home by the pouring into the ears of
millions of decent, God-fearing, law-abiding American people &
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program eo indecent that it viclates the sensibilities of even thosze
who are familiar with the burlesquing of historical events, I think
it time that your Commission should either function in the inter=
ests of the American people or admit your incompetence and per-
mit the President of the United States to place men on your Com-
mission who will function in the interest of and for the benefit
of the American people rather than to the satellites acting for the
additional enrichment of a privileged few.

My brother, the late Congressman William P. Connery, Jr., real-
izing the conditions existing in radio, has pending before the Con-
gress a resolution calling for a congressional investigation. It is
my intention in the early days of the regular session of Congress
to propose for the passage of this very much needed legislation
solely in the interests of the American people.

Despite the desire of Congress for a thorough investigation of
the unsavory conditions existing within and on the part of your
Commission, I sincerely trust that your Commission will at least
indicate its own sense of honor by revoking the license issued by
your Commission to the radio station which originated this, to say
the least, indecent radio broadcast.

Incidentally, may I inquire if it is true that the president of
the National Broadcasting Co. personally authorized in advance the
broadcasting of this program, knowing it to be of a lewd and
lascivious character?

I will appreciate an early response to this protest and inquiry.

Very truly yours,
LAWRENCE J, CONNERY.

The American people rightfully look to the Congress for
protection. The Congress has delegated the regulation and
supervision of radio broadcasting to a Federal commission.
The Congress, realizing, as it must, that such regulation and
supervision has proven to be faulty, has but one recourse and
that is the removal from office of those-who failed to carry
out the law and the enactment of laws which will, in reality,
protect the millions of American homes equipped with radio
sets from the intrusion therein of foul, sensuous, or blas-
phemous radio programs. The Congress cannot and should
not dodge its responsibility.

During the past few weeks the American people, following
the wholly unexpected but actual intrusion into their homes
of a foul, sensuous, indecent, and blasphemous radio pro-
gram, indicated their abhorrence by protesting against this
iype of radio broadcast.

Indicating the character of the radio broadcast complained
of, I desire to quote excerpts from just two of the many
ietters which I have received, as well as some editorial
excerpts:

To have this filthy and lewd take-off on the Bible Adam and Eve

story was a disgrace.. I heard the program and thdught it a shock
even to our tougher brethren.

Here is another:

I have never listened to anything over the radio coming into my
home or elsewhere that I consider so debasing and outrageous as
ihat broadcast. Today I took luncheon with 10 business and pro-
fessional men. The subject was brought up without my taking
eny part in it. The unanimous opinion condemned the broadcast.
The way it was presented over the radio reduced the Garden of
Eden episcde to the very lowest level of bawdy-house stuff. Young
folks listening to the same would have been led to believe by the
broadcast that the Garden of Eden eplsode was on a level with
the lowest courses and cheapest immorality. Among those who
bave expressed themselves upon the subject, there is the unani-
mous view that the broadcast was not fit to be used on the alr.

Some of the editorial comments I have clipped from news-
papers from throughout the country are as follows:

We were shocked last Sunday evening, when Mae West, the very
personification of sex in its lowest connotation, appeared on a very
popular radic program.

The radio has brought to many a fuller life, carrying the culture
of the world into the homes of America. The home is our last
bulwark against the modern overemphasis on sensuality, and we
cannot see why Miss West and others of her ilk should be permit-
ted to pollute its sacred precincts with shady stories, foul ob-
scenity, smutty suggestiveness, and herrible blasphemy.

It was the most indecent, scurrilous and irreverent program that
it has been my misfortune to hear. In her peculiarly indecent
style, Miss West introduced her own sexual philosophy into the
Biblical incident of the fall of man.

The radio is a piece of machinery as common to the household
as electric lights. If programs such as Mae West’s burlesque Bun-
day night are allowed, it can become a very dangerous instrument.
The dial is always within easy access of the children.

In thousands of homes where families are wont to seek a little
innocent relaxation and amusement on Sunday evenings at the
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radlo, the most barefaced insult was inflicted upon them until
some member of the family had the presence of mind to relieve
the embarrassment by quickly switching the dial. Some people
who listened in have since said that they waited with bated
breath, expecting momentarily that a studio censor might step
in with some improvided alibi and kill the program.

The National Broadcasting Co. also shares the responsibility.
It holds a public trust in its right to broadcast, and that public
trust calls for the protection of public decency. The whole affair
warrants a thorough Investigation by the Federal Communications
Commission. Let the blame be placed and amends be made. The
offense was too glaring to be permitted to pass without severe
condemnation,

Before the program was produced an effort was made in the
light of advanee publicity to secure from the Chase & Sanborn Co.
some assurance that the program might conform to accepted
standards of morality. The Federal Radio Commission is also and
ultimately responsible, because on its authority depends the fran-
chise of the National Broadcasting Co. So what? Decent people
may not let the three responsible parties get away with this fia-
grant transgression of decency, else our homes will be deluged with
filthy thought.

A few editorial headlines indicative of the contents
therein—“prostituting its hour on the air,” “indecent bur-
lesque of Eve on the radio,” “tainting the air,” “impurity
invades the air"— illustrate how the press reacted.

Those responsible for the intrusion into millions of Ameri-
can homes of this foul and indecent radio broadcast, fearing
the wrath of the American people, and possibly fearing some
action on the part of Washington authorities, or the Con-
gress, made haste to try to overcome the indignation of the
American people by having the Chairman of the Federal
Communications Commission issue a public statement call-
ing upon the National Broadcasting Co. for a copy of this
foul and sensuous radio program and had him state in his
letter as follows:

There is marked uniformity of thought in the letters of pro-
test, which variously characterize the skit as “profane,” “obscene,”
indecent,” “vulgar,” “filthy,” “dirty,” “sexy,” and “insulting to the
American public.” These letters bear no evidence of having been
written by cranks or prudes but by responsible and intelligent
citizens.

Section 328 of the Federal Communications Act of 1934 clearly
precludes this Commission's exercising any power of censorship
over radio broadcasts, That same section, however, provides that
no person shall utter any obscene, indecent, or profane language
by means of radio communication and this Commission is charged
by law with the enforcement of that as well as other provisions
of the act. Every person holding a radio-station license has the
legal, as well as moral, duty and obligation to protect the public
from offensive broadcasts.

If those who have protested to the Commission concerning this
broadcast are substantially correct in their appraisal of it, I have
no hesitancy in saying that the licensees of the stations over which
it was broadcast have been derelict in the discharge of their duty.
However, I want to make it clear that the Commission has not
prejudged this matter, but will reserve its judgment until all of
the facts are before it.

Naturally, Members of the Congress, after having read the
above letter, copies of which were sent to all Members of
the Congress by the Federal Communications Commission,
and not reading carefully the last sentence, and, being con-
versant with the law which reads as follows:

No person within the jurisdiction of the United States shall
utter any obscene, indecent, or profane language by means of
radio communication—
advised their constituents that the radio broadcast com-
plained of was under official consideration on the part of the
Federal Communications Commission. Believing, as they
had a right to, from the tenor of the letter sent to the Na-
tional Broadcasting Co., that the Chairman of the Federal
Communications Commission, the “Charley McCarthy” of
the radio monopolists, was sincere, they expected some defi-
nite and disciplinary action.

It is common knowledge that these radio programs are
well rehearsed days before they are broadcast. It is under-
stood that officials of the National Broadcasting Co. are
present at these rehearsals. The many thousands of clean-
minded Americans who protested did not know, presumably,
but the officials of the National Broadcasting Co. did know,
that protests were made at the time of the rehearsals by
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those participating who realized the sensuousness and the
indecency of this particular program.

However, the Congress, as well as many others, who be-
lieved in the sincerity of the Chairman of the Federal Com-
munications Commission, I am afraid, will soon awaken to
learn that they might as well have sent their protests to
the party responsible for the intrusion into millions of Amer-
ican homes of this foul and sensuous radio broadcast so far
as securing any action other than a faint apology.

We must bear in mind that the present Chairman of the
Federal Communications Commission was placed in public
life by those who believed in the Democratic Party. That
in 1928, because of his apparent intolerance, he refused to
support the Presidential nominee of the Democratic Party,
and for his betrayal of that honored party which made it
possible for him to occupy public office, he was appointed in
1930 to membership on the Federal Power Commission by
the Republican candidate who benefited by the treachery of
those Democrats, like himself, who refused to support the
nominee of their party.

The hearings before the Senate committee on confirma-
tion of the present Chairman of the Federal Communica-
tions Commission, as member of the Federal Power Commis-
sion, will interest those who are hoping that the Federal
Communications Commission will protect the American
home from indecent radio invasion therein. These hearings
show that Hon, Linpsay WARREN described the Chairman as
a “political adventurer,” and also revealed that MeNinch, as
head of a political committee in his home State, admitted
receiving $15,500 from the head of a bank which is a deposi-
tory for power company funds. -

Having been associated with my brother, the late Con-
gressman William P. Connery, for the past 15 years, and
knowing how the Federal Communications Commission had
previously declined to enforce the law wherein similar inde-
cent, obscene, profane, foul, and sensuous radio broadcasts
had been allowed to intrude into millions of unsuspecting
American homes, after such illegal actions had been officially
called to their attention, I was and I am skeptical.

I very definitely recall a written protest made to the Fed-
eral Communications Commission 3 years ago by 16 Mem-
bers of the Congress, when for a price a foreign government,
which is noted for the atheistic leanings of the minority
which control that government and which government has
denied to its people the right of religious worship, broadecast
over the same radio network—the National Broadcasting
Co.—a radio program which one of its own high officials is
credited with admitting was profane and indecent.

In answer to this written protest, officially filed with the
Federal Communications Commission by 16 Members of the
Congress, which protest was headed by my brother, the late
Congressman William P. Connery, the spokesman for the
Federal Communications Commission, who is still a mem-
ber of the Commission, in an attempt to justify their deci-
sion that those responsible for the broadcasting of this com-
plained-of program did not contravene the law, quoted as
their justification, a court decision which was handed down
in a wholly different type of case and handed down even
before radio was known to the people.

Of course, such actions on the part of the Federal Com-
munications Commission, dominated as they appear to be by
the radio monopolists, is not at all unusual as the CONGRES-
s1oNAL REcorp of January 7 will show. Misrepresentation to
the Congress itself is apparently openly and defiantly re-
sorted to and the member of the Commission who committed
such misrepresentation will probably soon be honored by
his associates, through the influence of the radio monopolists,
with a trip around the world, under the guise of attending
a radio conference in Egypt, at the expense of the American
people.

Page 209 of the ConGrEssIONAL RECORD of January 7, 1938,
contains the following, which is self-explanatory. The gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr, McFarLANE] stated:

Mr. Craven appeared for the Commission before the committee,

and referring to some tables which Mr., Craven had submitted,
Mr. WicGLESWORTH asked this question:
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“I may be mistaken, but I think these tables fail to include the
Westinghouse leases to the National Broadcasting Co., but you
might check them up in revising the tables.”

Then, the record, on page 1247, contains this statement:

Mr, Craven later supplied the following information concerning
the lease agreement entered into between the Westlnghouse Elec-
tric Manufacturing Co. and the National Broadcasting Co.:

The records of the Commission do not reveal any leases having
been entered into between these parties with respect to any broad-
casting station.

Despite that statement I have in my hand a stipulation which
was entered into in the consent decree in the District Court of
the United States at Wilmington, Del., which shows that the state-
ment filed by Mr. Craven, one of the members of the Communica~-
tions Commission, is wholly and totally false. The Westinghouse
Co., as shown by an exhibit to the pleadings filed in this case—
and under the Federal communications law it is necessary when
these leases are in existence for them to be filed with the Federal
Communications Commission—had entered into such a lease, and
that this lease continues until 1942. If gentlemen will check the
statement and the testimony as given in these hearings on this
subject, they will find that that is just a sample of many such
inaccuracies as appear in the hearings every time the question of
;%:Ilcy comes up, Which policy is admittedly wrong, such as monopo-

tic control by the newspapers of radlo, such as the monopolistic
control of 40 clear channels on your rn.djo dial, and of their con-
trol of 93 percent of the power that goes over the air, which gives
them practically the control of the molding of public opinion in
this country through these facilities.

I cite the above to illustrate the apparent contempt those
in control of the radio monopoly and the Federal Communi-
cations Commission have for the Congress of the United
States. This being true, is it to be expected that protests
of the American people against any radio broadcasts, no
matter how foul, filthy, obscene, indecent, profane, or blas-
phemous such may be, will be given much consideration by
those who pay the bills which make the radio monopolists’
profits possible?

The Federal Communications Commission has in its files
an electrical transcription of another radio broadcast, one
sworn to by a court official as a true copy of what was
broadeast, I1 Bastardo, a broadcast which the Post Office
Department officially stated was unmailable, a broadcast
which was so nauseating that even proper description of the
titles given to the actors in the cast is of such a character
that it is not fit for publication.

I recall another radio broadecast, this also having been
broadcast into American homes at the expense and for the
benefit of an alien financial and industrialist interest, which
was so profane that a well-known theatrical publication, not
noted for its prudery, described it in its columns as profane.
Yet no action was taken by these public officials entrusted
with the regulation and supervision of radio licenses.

Based upon my observations of the influence, yes, the
control which the radio monopolists apparently have over
the majority of the members of the Federal Communica-
tions Commission, I have no hesitancy in predicting that
the punishment meted out, if any, will be a slight reprimand
with the allegation or promise, on the part of National
Broadcasting Co. officials, that “it will not happen again.”

Some have been led to believe that the Commission is help-
less in that the law does not allow the revecation of the license
of the offending station. That is not true. The law does spe-
cifically provide that the Commission, prior to the renewal
of the station license every 6 months, must certify or find
that the station “is serving public interest, convenience, and
necessity.” Despite this requirement of the law and the
absolute impossibility of finding that a radio station which
would originate or permit the broadcasting into millions
of unsuspecting American homes of programs which are
obviously so indecent and sensuous, was “serving public in-
terest, convenience, or necessity,” it is my belief that the
officials of the radio monopoly will find enough Charley
McCarthys serving on the Federal Communications Commis-
sion to secure the renewal of the station license just as
though no protests were ever filed.

In view of the well-known record of those entrusted by
the Congress with the regulation and supervision of radio
broadeasting and their apparent subserviency to those in
control of the radio monopoly, a monopoly which controls
those radio stations using some 93 percent of the power used
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nightly for the broadcasting of radio programs, I again
appeal to the Rules Committee of the House of Representa~
tives to prompfly report favorably the resolution of inves-
tigation of the radio monopoly and the Federal Communi-
cations Commission presented to the House on January 28,
1937, by my brother, the late Congressman William P. Con-
nery, and which resolution is now pending before the Rules
Committee.

[Here the gavel fell]

Mr. DITTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Lorpl.

Mr. LORD. Mr. Chairman, I want to address my remarks
to the lack of confidence I find in my own district with
regard to industry. I was home a few days ago and one
gentleman who has been a manufacturer of washing ma-
chines years in the past again wants to enter this field.
He asked me what was going to happen in Washington,
what the Government was going to do with regard to in-
dustry. He said: “I would like to go into business again. I
would like to employ some people to manufacture washing
machines. I believe I understand that industry and that I
could build a better machine than I did when I was in busi-
ness before.”

I said: “It is beyond me. I cannot tell what is going to
happen, either, but some of us at least are going to try to
create confidence so the business people will go ahead and
employ others.”

I had a letter a few days ago from a kmitting concern in
my district, and I am going to read a paragraph or two
showing the seriousness of the present condition of business:

I felt it timely to write you relative to the seriousness of the
present condition of business. It is disappointing to us that some
action was not taken by the Congress just adjourned to alleviate
this situation, and I am wondering if our national legislators,
who are not directly in business themselves, appreciate the seri-
ousness of the present situation. We are probably experiencing
the most trying times that we have had in our 30 years' experi-
ence. Textile mills aren't getting any business at all, and in our
line we understand that approximately 90 percent of the mills are
closed tight. Thousands of operatives are off the pay rolls.

We realize that many optimistic statements are given out by
politicians and by some industrial leaders, but it is time that we
faced the facts. People are scared. Congress alone can convince
business and the people of the country that our Nation is not
going to be destroyed. Congress alone can convince the country
that business is going to be allowed to operate and flourish and
pay wages. Something should be done immediately to assure
the business people of the country that we are going to be allowed
to operate our machinery and our business and pay the wages
and make a profit.

Let us do away with laws and proposed laws that hobble and
worry and destroy business; do away with the undistributed-profits
tax; do away with the capital-gains tax.

This is a knitting concern that has been most prosperous
in past years, yet today they are hardly turning a spindle.
This is what this man says in regard to it. I have told you
what the washing-machine man says. They are two indus-
tries in my district. Even worse than that is the shoe in-
dustry. We have the second largest shoe-manufacturing
concern in the United States and the third largest in the
world in my district. They are working from one-half to
2 days a week. They have 20,000 employees. One can
easily see what this means to this locality, and at the pres-
ent time we all know how the reciprocal-trade agreements
are being discussed with Czechoslovakia to lower the tariff
on shoes. I see recently that that same consideration is
being given England. We are going to consider lowering the
tariff on shoes and also on textiles. These are two indus-
tries that are the greatest industries in my district, and one
can easily see how they are being affected.

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

Mr. LORD. Yes.

Mr. BATES. Is the gentleman’s textile industry cotton
or wool?

Mr. LORD. Cotton.

Mr. BATES. Does the gentleman realize that 6 years ago
less than 1,000,000 yards of cotton cloth came in from Japan
and that this past year over 100,000,000 yards of finished cot-
ton cloth has come in?
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Mr. LORD. I was somewhat aware of that, though not
the exact amount. Within 2 years I was in the textile fac-
tories in Japan. They have the most up-to-date factories
there are. They have our best machines. They buy one or
two machines, and then they copy them and continue on
with that business. They are very efficient factories, and
they are working girls there from 14 to 20 years of age who
are very competent. They work on a wage scale that would
be equivalent to paying our girls 50 cents a day. You can
see what our labor here has to contend with if we lower the
tariffs as it is proposed to do in these trade agreements.

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

Mr. LORD. Yes.

Mr. SOUTH. The gentleman does not contend that that
is the result of any reciprocal-trade agreements with Japan,
because no such trade agreements had been entered into?

Mr. BATES. No; but I do contend that it is due to the
open-door policy of the present administration in not prop-
erly protecting our textile industries.

Mr. LORD. At the present time our shoe industry is at a
low ebb because the tariff is too low on certain shoes that
come into this country from Czechoslovakia, and instead of
lowering that' tariff it should be raised, and our business
cannot continue even at the present rate of tariff, which is
20 percent ad valorem on the value they place on the shoes.
It should be raised to 30 percent. In 1932 we had the same
trouble on certain shoes coming in from Czechoslovakia. The
tariff then was 20 percent, but by Presidential order that was
raised to 30 percent, and our shoe industry prospered from
that time on. Less shoes came in then from Czechoslovakia,
and then they went to manufacturing cemented-sole shoes,
another cheap process. The rate on that was 20 percent,
and that is where we are getting the competition now, and
that is where we contend the tariff should be raised, not
lowered.

Mr. SOUTH. Doubtless the gentleman read the statement
made by Colonel Knox in which he said the Republican
Party was going to have to abandon its unwise tariff policy if
recovery was to be had in this country, and after they got
into power, if they ever did, they would have to do that;
otherwise they would have to pay a farm subsidy and other
subsidies to overcome the protection given certain sections.

Mr. LORD. One of the great shoemakers in my district
is a Democrat. He has been a free-trader. He and other
directors called me into a meeting a while ago and said that
they had always prospered under a high tariff, and, said this
man, “I am convinced that we will never prosper again until
we have a high tariff on shoes to protect our trade.” Does
that answer the gentleman's question?

Mr. SOUTH. That is all right. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that all who speak under general debate may have the right
to revise and extend their remarks in the REcorb.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

_There was no objection.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. AMLIE].

Mr. AMLIE. Mr. Chairman, I want to take this oppor-
tunity to talk briefly about the relief situation. I shall talk
specifically about a city in my district, the city of Kenosha.
Kenosha is an industrial city with a population of about
50,000 people. Kenosha, however, is more than just a city
in my district; it is typical of industrial America. The situ-
ation that obtains in the citr of Kenosha obtains throughout
industrial cities of the Middle West, it obtains throughout
the industrial cities of the East, and generally throughout
the industrial sections of the country.

I have here a telegram received from Erich Tillman, chair-
man of the Kenosha County Board of Supervisors. It reads
as follows:

EEnosHA, Wis., January 14, 1938,
Representative THOMAS AMLIE:

Unempioyment drastically increased. Four thousand men laid
off since November 15. Relief rolls doubled and increasing at
alarming rate. Thirty-three percent of population city of Kenosha
now recelving relief in some form. Local units cannot continue
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to meet situation unaided. BStrongly urge action by Federal Gov-
egnment r’:o provide additional W. P. A. assignments at once. Situ-
ation serious.

ErIcH TILLMAN,
Chairman of Kenosha County Board of Su

I have another telegram from Mr. H. C. Laughlin, city
manager of Kenosha. I shall read it to you:

KENOSHA, Wis., January 14, 1938.
THOMAS R. AMLIE, Congressman.

Supplementing telegram county chairman. County and city
officials and committee from trades and labor conferred with
Governor and W. P. A. administrator yesterday. State providing
some aid, but problem is so pressing and relief situation reaching
such proportions that immediate increase in W. P. A. is imperative.

H. C. LavcHLIN, City Manager.

Mr. Chairman, when the depression began the city of
Kenosha was in excellent financial shape. This city has
tried to meet its relief problem. Today the city has bor-
rowed up to the legal limit provided by law. As for the
county of Kenosha, the tax rate has increased from 3.3
mills in 1933 to 7.7 mills in 1936.

The situation is serious, not alone in the city of Kenosha,
for I read in yesterday’s Philadelphia Record the headline,
“Death Beats Food to Starving Baby.”

The article goes on to state that Mr. and Mrs. Daniel
Danielson have not had enough to eat. When the woman
returned home after trying to get relief, her 3-month-old
daughter, Barbara, was dead from malnutrition.

What I have stated about my district is typical of in-
dustrial America. The President in his speeches states that
nobody is going to starve. He reiterated that statement to
us here in this Chamber on the 3d of January, the opening
day of Congress. It is a situation that the majority party
must meet. Why do you Members of the Democratic Party
suppose that the voters of this country put you in here?
They put you in here because of these statements made by
your leader. They assumed when they elected you that
you would back up your President. I do not think that the
American voters, outside of the deep South, were particu-
larly interested in sending most of you to Congress; they
sent you here because you rode in on the coattails of the
President. They were in favor of the promises that he
made; and I am certain that if this situation goes on, if
you do not back up the administration in some adequate
program, it is not going to take the American people very
lcng to change the situation that obfains in this House at
the present time. When I came here as a Member only a
few years ago the Republican Party was in the majority.
Today you have about 80 percent of the total membership.

In conclusion permit me to say that this is a situation
that the American people will demand that you meet. It
is not going to take them very long to change the present
membership of this House if that membership fails to make
good on the promise of its party leader, that no one will be
permitted to starve. As for the situation in Kenosha, it is
merely symptomatic of what exists in every industrial center
in the Union.

[Here the gavel fell.]

The Clerk read the bill down to and including line 11,
page 3.

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Chairman, I move that the Committee
do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. GrReEeNwoop, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, re-
ported that that Committee, having had under consideration
the bill H. R. 8947, the Treasury and Post Office appropria-
tion bill, had come to no resolution thereon.

ELECTION OF CHAIRMAN OF COMMITTEE ON MILITARY AFFAIRS

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a resolution, which
I send to the Clerk’s desk.
The Clerk read as follows:

House Resolution 402
Resolved, That AwprEw J. May, of Eentucky, be, and he is
hereby, elected chairman of the standing Committee of the House
of Representatives on Military Affairs.
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The resolution was agreed to; and a motion to reconsider
was laid on the table.

RESIGNATION FROM COMMITTEE

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following com-
munication:

The SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
House of Representatlives.

Dear Mr. Speaxer: I hereby resign as a member of the Committee
on Coinage, Weights, and Measures.

Eowarp L. O'NEILL.

The resignation was accepted.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as
follows:

To Mr, Davy, for 2 days, on account of illness.

To Mr. LanzerTa, for an indefinite period, on account of
death in family.

To Mr. O’NeLL of New Jersey, for Tuesday, January 18,
to attend inauguration of Hon. A. Harry Moore as Governor
of New Jersey.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do
now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 4 o'clock and
49 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Saturday, January 15, 1938, at 12 o’clock noon.

COMMITTEE HEARINGS
COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES

The Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries will
hold public hearings on H. R. 8532, to amend the Merchant
Marine Act of 1936, and for other purposes, Tuesday, Janu-
ary 18, 1938, at 10 a. m.

The Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries will
hold a public hearing in room 219, House Office Building,
February 1, 1938, at 10 o'clock a. m., on H. R. 8344, a bill
relating to the salmon fishery of Alaska.

COMMITTEE ON IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Immigra-
tion and Naturalization in room 445, House Office Build-
ing, at 10:30 a. m., on Wednesday, January 19, 1938, for the
public consideration of H. R. 8562 and H. R. 8569.

COMMITTEE ON PENSIONS

The Committee on Pensions will hold a hearing at 10:30
a. m., Friday, January 21, 1938, on H. R. 6289, granting a
pension to certain soldiers, sailors, and marines for service
in the War with Spain, the Philippine Insurrection, and the
China Relief Expedition, and H. R. 6498, granting pensions
to persons who served under contract with the War Depart-
ment as acting assistant or contract surgeon between April
21, 1898, and February 2, 1901.

The Committee on Pensions will hold a hearing at 10
a. m., Friday, January 28, 1938, on H. R. 8690, granting a
pension to widows and dependent children of World War
veterans.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive communications
were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

993. A communication from the President of the United
States, transmitting a proposed provision pertaining to an
appropriation for the Department of Labor entitled “Trans-
porting Filipinos to the Philippine Islands, 1937, December
31, 1937” (H. Doc. No. 478); to the Commitiee on Appro-
priations and ordered to be printed.

994, A communication from the President of the United
States, transmitting a proposed provision affecting the exist-
ing appropriation of the Farm Credit Administration for
farmers’ crop production and harvesting loans, fiscal years
1937 and 1938 (H. Doc. No. 479) ; to the Committee on Appro-
priations and ordered to be printed.

995. A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Navy, trans-
mitting a draft of a proposed bill to amend the Merchant
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Marine Act of 1936, and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XTIT,

Mr. COLDEN: Committee on the Disposition of Executive
Papers. House Rept. No. 1667. Report on the disposition
of records in the Navy Department. Ordered to be printed.

Mr. COLDEN: Committee on the Disposition of Executive

Papers. House Report No. 1668. Report on the disposition
of records in the Department of Agriculture. Ordered to be
printed.

Mr. COLDEN: Committee on the Disposition of Executive
Papers. House Report No. 1669. Report on the disposition
of records in the Civil Service Commission. Ordered to be
printed.

Mr. COLDEN: Committee on the Disposition of Executive

Papers. House Report No. 1670. Report on the disposition
of records in the Veterans’ Administration. Ordered to be
printed.

Mr, COLDEN: Committee on the Disposition of Executive
Papers. House Report No. 1671. Report on the disposition
of records in the Department of the Interior. Ordered to
be printed.

Mr. COLDEN: Committee on the Disposition of Executive
Papers. House Report No. 1672. Report on the disposition
of records in the Federal Housing Administration. Ordered
to be printed.

Mr. COLDEN: Committee on the Disposition of Executive

Papers. House Report No. 1673. Report on the disposition
of records in the Department of Labor. Ordered to be
printed.

Mr. COLDEN: Committee on the Disposition of Executive

Papers. House Report No. 1674. Report on the disposition
of records in the Treasury Department. Ordered to be
printed.

Mr. COLDEN: Committee on the Disposition of Executive
Papers. House Report No. 1675. Report on the disposition
of records in the War Department. Ordered to be printed.

Mr. COLDEN: Committee on the Disposition of Executive
Papers. House Report No. 1676. Report on the disposition
of records in the United States Food Administration. Ordered
to be printed.

Mr. COLDEN: Committee on the Disposition of Executive
Papers. House Report No. 1677. Report on the disposition
of records in the Commerce Department. Ordered to be
printed.

Mr. FREY of Pennsylvania: Committee on Foreign Affairs.
House Joint Resolution 530. Joint resolution authorizing the
President to invite foreign countries to participate in the
ceremonies to commemorate the one hundred and fiftieth
anniversary of the national ratification of the Constitution
of the United States in Philadelphia, Pa., June 17 to 21,
1938; without amendment (Rept. No. 1679). Referred to the
House Calendar.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII,

Mr. DEROUEN: Committee on the Public Lands. 8. 2773.
An act to authorize the issuance of an unrestricted patent
to Judson M. Grimmet; without amendment (Rept. No. 1678).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE

Under clause 2 of rule XXII, committees were discharged
from the consideration of the following bills, which were
referred as follows:

A bill (H. R. 8855) for the relief of Maj. Wilbur Rogers;
Committee on Claims discharged, and referred to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

A bill (H. R. 8944) granting a pension to Annie E. Suther-
land; Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred
to the Committee on Pensions.



566

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. McCORMACK: A bill (H. R. 8967) to provide for
the appointment of an additional district judge for the dis-
trict of Massachusetts; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. RANKIN (by request) : A bill (H. R. 8968) to pro-
vide additional relief for veterans and their dependents, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on World War Veterans’
Legislation.

By Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado: A bill (H. R. 8969) to add
certain lands to the Rocky Mountain National Park in the
State of Colorado, and for other purposes; to the Committee
on the Public Lands.

By Mr. McCLELLAN: A bill (H. R. 8970) to provide for the
continued operation and maintenance of the Hot Springs
Transient Medical Center and Infirmary located at Hot
Springs National Park, Ark., under the supervision and con-
trol of the Public Health Service of the Treasury Department;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. McREYNOLDS: A bill (H. R. 8971) to appoint one
additional judge of the District Court of the United States
for the Eastern and Middle Districts of Tennessee; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MANSFIELD: A bill (H. R. 8972) to transfer to
the Secretary of the Treasury a site for a quarantine station
to be located at Galveston, Tex.; to the Committee on Public
Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. MAVERICK: A hill (H. R. 8973) to provide for the
placing of insurance by the Home Owners' Loan Corporation
on its newly acquired properties; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

By Mr. SOMERS of New York: A bill (H. R. 8974) to
define certain units and to fix the standards of weights
and measures of the United States; to the Committee on
Coinage, Weights, and Measures.

By Mr. CASE of South Dakota: Resolution (H. Res. 403)
proposing an inquiry to determine what reduction of tariff
duties is under consideration by the Department of State in
the proposed trade agreement with the United Kingdom; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ALESHIRE: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 563) au-
thorizing the Secretary of War to construct a dam for the
storing of water for recreational and conservational pur-
poses in Cowan Creek Valley, Clinton County, Ohio; to the
Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. RANDOLPH: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 564)
proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the United
States to provide for a republican form of government and
representation in the Congress for the District of Columbia;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MAGNUSON: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 565)
proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the United
States to provide for a referendum on a certain method of
waging warfare; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

MEMORIAL

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorial was presented and
referred as follows:

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legislature of the
State of Ohio, memorializing the President and the Congress
of the United States to consider their House Resolution No.
116 relative to the deportation of criminal aliens; to the
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. GINGERY: A bill (H. R. 8975) granting an in-
crease of pension to John Cunningham; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MAVERICK: A bill (H. R. 8976) for the relief
of Augusta Burkett; to the Committee on Claims.
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By Mr. O'CONNOR of Montana: A bill (H. R. 8977) for
the relief of Maj. M. Reynolds; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8978) for the relief of John M. Grady; to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. SCHUETZ: A bill (H. R. 8979) for the relief of
Kathryn O. Sweeney, Mary Kay Sweeney, Nancy Lee
Sweeney, and Alex H, Sweeney (collectively); to the Com-
mittee on Claims.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were
laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

3786. By Mr. BIGELOW: Resolution of the Ohio House
of Representatives, memorializing President Franklin D.
Roosevelt and Congress to continue the Works Progress Ad-
ministration in Ohio; to the Committee on Appropriations.

3787. By Mr. CASE of South Dakota: Petition of L. B.
Boorman, Carl Melgaard, J. E. Curtis, and 20 other residents
of Lemmon, S. Dak., urging consideration and support of
House bill 4797, to provide grants to States for assistance to
needy, incapacitated adults, including indigent tuberculosis;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

3788. Also, resolution adopted by Mobridge, S. Dak., Lodge,
No. 752, of the Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and
Enginemen, protesting against the turning of mail contracts
over to star-route carriers from railroads; to the Committee
on the Post Office and Post Roads.

3789. Also, petition of Minnie Palmatier, of Academy, S.
Dak.; Mrs. Roy E. Weins, of Rapid City; and 78 other resi-
dents of South Dakota, urging consideration and support of
House hill 4797, to provide grants to the States for assistance
to needy incapacitated adults; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

3790. Also, open letter to Members of Congress from I.
Elliott, Rapid City, S. Dak., relative to housing legislation;
to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

3791. By Mr. CURLEY: Petition of the Virginia Highway
Users Association, urging Congress not to enact the Pettengill
bill, known as the long-and-short-haul bill; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

3792. Also, petition of the Federal Workers of America,
endorsing the McCormack-Logan bill to create a 5-day work-
week for Federal employees; to the Committee on the Civil
Service.

3793. Also, petition of the Federal Workers of America,
endorsing the Bigelow bill to establish a Civil Service Board
of Appeals; to the Committee on the Civil Service.

3794. By Mr. LEAVY: Petition signed by 39 citizens of the
city of Spokane and the town of Mead, Wash., urging early
consideration and enactment of House bill 4797, to provide
for grants to the States for assistance o needy and incapaci-
tated adults; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

3795. By Mr. SADOWSKI: Petition of the Renters and
Consumers League, Detroit, Mich., supporting Government
Home Borrowers Association; to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

3796. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the Social Security
League of Texas, petitioning consideration of their resolution
dated January 8, 1938, at Dallas, Tex., with reference to gold
and silver; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

SENATE
SATURDAY, JANUARY 15, 1938

(Legislative day of Wednesday, January 5, 1938)
The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., on the expiration of the
recess.
THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by unanimous consent, the
reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calendar
day Friday, January 14, 1938, was dispensed with, and the
Journal was approved.
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